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Bukmptcy  and  Chancery  rules  as  to  distribution 
of  surplus — ^Insolvent  estate — Master's  certificate 
—Estate  originally  insolvent  enabled  through  fund 
fslling  in  to  pay  principal  of  all  debts — interest 
payable  by  law. — ^An  estate  originally  insolvent, 
and  so  found  by  the  master's  certificate  in  an 
administration  action,  was  augmented  through  a 
fund  falling  in  through  the  court's  setting  aside 
a  settlement,  and  so  became  able  to  pay  the 
principal  of  all  debts,  but  not  the  full  interest 
even  on  debts  that  carried  interest  at  law.  Held, 
that  interest  must  be  paid  according  to  the 
bankruptcy  and  not  the  Chancery  rules.  {Re 
Whitaker;  Whitakerr.  Palmer.)      277 

Claim  on  estate — Compromise  by  executor  of  co- 
executor's  claim — Parties  acUng  honestly  and 
reasonably. — Acting  co-executors  are  seised  of  ' 
their  office  per  mie  et  per  tovt,  and  where  one  of 
them,  acting  honestly  and  reasonably  and  to  avoid 
the  expense  of  litigation,  has  allowed  the  whole 
dtim  of  his  co-executor  upon  the  estate  of  their 
testator   such   oompromise    will   be    upheld.     (Re 

Houghton,  deceased;  Hawley  r.  Blake.)  ...    852 

(Soo  Costs— Lunact—Pbactice.) 

ADULTEEA'nON. 
(See  Food  asd  Dbuos.) 

AGBEEMENT. 

Bmlding  contract — Construction — Conclunveness  of 
architect's  certificates — Limitation  of  right  of 
action. — A  condition  of  a  building  agreement 
stated  that  any  defects  which  might  appear  within 
twelve  months,  and  which  arose,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  architect,  from  materials  or  workmanship  not 
in  accordance  with  the  drawings  and  specification 
or  the  instructions  of  the  architect,  should,  upon 
the  directions  of  the  architect,  be  made  good  by 
the  contractor  at  Us  own  cost.  A  subsequent! 
condition  contained  a  proviso  that  "  no  certificate 
of  the  architect  shall  he  considered  condusive 
radence  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  any  work  or 
materials  to  which  it  relates,  nor  shaU  it  relieve 
the  contractor  from  his  liability  to  make  good  all 
defects  as  provided  by  this  a^eement.  Held, 
that  this  proviso  did  not  deprive  the  architect's 
wrtifieates  of  condnsiveness  for  all  purposes,  but 
only  10  as  not  to  relieve  the  contractor  from 
liability  to  make  good  defects  as  provided  by  the 
•preement— that  is  to  say,  as  provided  by  the  eon- 
oiUon  stated  above.    (Bobins  v.  Goddard.) 772 


AKCIENT  LIGHTS. 
(See  EA8EUB^-T.) 

APPEAL. 
(See  Fkactice.) 

ABBITBATION. 

Costs — ^Discretion  of  arbitrator — Award  fees — Costs 
of  reference. — Costs  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
arbitrator,  but  not  dealt  with  by  him,  only  follow 
the  event  when  the  matter  is  referred  by  the  court 
under  sect.  14  of  the  Arbitration  Act,  and  not 
when  the  action  is  stayed  and  arbitration  is 
directed  by  the  court  under  the  submission  of  the 
parties,  for  to  such  a  reference  sect.  IS  (2)  does  not 
apply.    (Warburg  and  Co.  r.  HcKerrow  and  Co.)  Mi 

Ouster  of  jurisdiction  of  the  court — ^Deficiency  in 
pleading — Waiver  of  right  to  object. — Where  by 
private  Acts  of  Parliament  and  a  scheduled  agree- 
ment regulating  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  oo- 
plaintiSs  (traders  and  manufacturers  at  W.  and 
the  corporation  of  W.)  and  the  defendants,  it  was 
in  effect  provided  that  any  difference  arising 
between  the  parties  as  to  the  statutes  and  agree- 
ment should  be  determined  by  arbitration,  an 
action  brought  by  the  co-plaintiffs  against  the 
defendants  in  respect  of  a  certain  dispute  between 
them  arising  under  the  statutes  was  ordered  to  be 
dismissed  as  between  the  corporation  of  W.  and 
the  defendants,  and  stayed  until  the  determination 
by  arbitration  of  the  dispute  as  between  the 
traders  and  manufacturers  at  W.  and  the  defen- 
dants, the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  being  ousted, 
and  no  deficiency  in  pleading  and  no  waiver  by  the 
parties  could  give  such  jurisdiction.  (Joseph 
Crosfield  and  Sons  Limited  v.  Manchester  Slup 
Canal  Company.)    657 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  DEBT. 
"  Absolute  assignment  by  writing " — Request  to 
debtor  to  pay  third  person.— The  defendants  being 
indebted  to  K.  for  the  price  of  goods  sold,  K. 
sent  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  them  to  forward  to  the 
defendants,  a  letter,  signed  by  him  and  addressed 
to  the  defendants,  as  follows :  "  Kindly  sign  the 
attached  letter  and  forward  the  same  to "  tho 
plaintiffs.  The  attached  letter,  addressed  to  the 
plaintiffs,  was  as  follows :  "  Herewith  we  beg  to 
confirm  that  we  shall  remit,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  goods,  the  amount  of  invoices — 
vix.,  soil,  and  3263{. — for  seventy-five  packages 
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.  .  .  received  from  K.  and  Co.,  when  due, 
direct  to  your  good  selve*,  for  accotint  of  K.  and 
Co."  The  plaintiffs  sent  these  two  documents  to 
the  defendants  with  a  request  to  sign  and  return 
the  counterpart.  The  counterpart  was  returned 
to  the  plaintiffs,  hut  was  signed  by  a  person  who 
had  no  authority  to  sien  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants.  Held,  that  the  two  documents  did 
not  constitute  "  an  absolute  assignment "  of  the 
debt,  within  sect.  25  (6)  of  the  Judicature  Act  1873. 
(Brandts,  Sons,  and  Co.  v.  Dunlop  Rubber  Com- 
pany   Limited.)       106 

BAILMENT. 
Duty  of  bailee — ^Loan  of  chattel  for  consideration — 
Injury  to  chattel  by  negligence  of  bailee's  servant 
— Act  of  servant  outside  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment— Liability  of  bailee. — The  plaintiff,  who  was 
a  coachbuilder,  lent  a  carriage  to  the  defendant 
while  the  defendant's  carhage  was  being  repaired 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant's  coacnman. 
without  tns  knor'edge  or  permission  of  the 
defendant,  took  out  the  carriage  and  went  for  a 
drive  with  some  friends.  In  the  course  of  the 
drive  he  negligently  drove  into  a  tramcar,  and 
the  carriage  was  damaged.  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  done 
to  his  carriage :  Held,  that,  as  the  defendant  had 
not  personally  been  guilty  of  any  negligence  and 
as  his  coachman  in  taking  out  the  carriage  had 
acted  cutside  the  scope  of  his  employment,  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
damage  done  to  the  carriage.  (Sanderson  v. 
Collins.)      248 

BANE. 

Credit  against  production  of  documents — Certificate 
of  anajVsis — ^Fraudulent  misrepresentation — Duties 
and  liabilities  of  bank. — A  bank  was  authorised  to 
advance  a  sum  against  production  of  documents. 
The  mandate  was  as  follows :  "  Negotiate  drafts 
of  A.  O.  at  Bight  on  D.  Bank  (Berlin)  London 
agency  p.  80O2.  account  B.  8.  (against)  bill  of 
lading,  policy  of  insurance  and  certificate  analysis 
from  Dr.  H.  (for)  100  tons  cobalt  ore  analysis  not 
less  than  5  per  cent,  protoxide  shipped  by  steamer 
(to)  Europe.  Credit  expires.  ..."  A.  O. 
intended  to  ship  worthless  ore,  and  in  the  bill  of 
lading  it  was  described  as  "P.H.  2680  bags  con- 
taining 100  tons  cobalt  ore."  A  policy  of  insur- 
ance was  also  effected.  A  sample  of  soimd  ore 
was  submitted  for  analysis,  which  analysis  the 
bank  refused  to  accept,  as  the  certificate  did  not 
refer  to  the  bill  of  lading  goods.  A.  O.  then 
marked  the  sample  as  the  bill  of  lading  quantity 
was  described.  The  analyst  gave  a  second  certifi- 
cate, which  was  as  follows :  "  Sample  of  cobalt  ore 
marked  '  P.M.  2680  bags  representing  100  tons ' 
received  from  you  on  the  12th  July  gave  the 
following  results:  414  per  cent,  cobalt,  equal  to 
fi'27  per  cent,  cobalt  protoxide  in  the  dry  ore ; 
9°2S  per  cent,  moisture.  On  producing  the  second 
certificate  the  bank  paid  A.  O.  8002.  Subse- 
quently A.  O.  was  convicted  of  obtaining  that 
money  by  fraudulent  misrepresentation.  Held, 
that  the  certificate  on  its  face  was  regular  and 
came  within  the  meaning  of  the  mandate,  and 
there  was  no  duty  on  the  bank  to  see  to  the 
sampling.  The  bank  was  entitled  to  assume  that 
the  analyst  had  acted  skilfully  in  making  the 
analysis.  (Basse  and  Selve  v.  Bank  of  Austra- 
lasia.)    618 

BANKRUPTCY. 

Bankruptcy  notice — Address  of  creditor — Power  of 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  go  behind  judgment — 
Form  of  judgment. — The  fact  that  a  judgment 
may  be  irregular  or  wrong  in  form  is  not  a 
sufficient  reason  for  the  Court  in  Bankruptcy  to 
exercise  its  power  to  go  behind  the  judgment. 
The  judgment  is  conclusive  unless  the  considera- 
tion can  be  questioned.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  a 
creditor  who  issues  a  bankruptcy  notice  to  give 
in  the  notice  an  address  at  which  he  can  be  heard 


rust 

of;  it  must  be  an  address  at  which  the  debt  can 
be  paid  or  secured  or  compounded  for,  and  of  a 
place  at  which  the  creditor  is  to  be  found  during 
the  seven  days  limited  by  the  notice,  whether  the 
address  is  of  the  residence  or  place  of  business  of 
the  creditor.  If  the  address  given  in  the  notice  is 
such  an  address  at  the  date  of  the  service  of  the 
notice,  the  occasional  absence  of  the  creditor  from 
the  place,  even  for  a  whole  day,  will  not  render 
the  notice  inefficient,  unless  the  absence  is  such  as 
to  deprive  the  debtor  of  a  reasonable  opportunity 
of  paying  or  securing  or  compounding  for  the  sum 
due.  It  would  not  make  any  difference  that  the 
address  was  the  temporary  home  of  the  creditor, 
who  had  no  permanent  home ;  or  that  his  absence 
occurred  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven.  But  if  the 
creditor,  after  the  service  of  the  notice,  abandons 
his  place  of  address,  so  that  it  ceases  to  be  a  place 
where  at  reasonable  times  he,  or  some  authorised 
•gent  on  his  behalf,  can  be  foimd  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  debt,  or  to  deal  with  the  question  of 
security,  the  bankruptcy  notice  will  cease  to  be 
efficient.  In  July  1901  an  action  for  libel  was 
commenced,  the  defendant  being  described  in  the 
writ  and  the  pleadings  as  "  a  married  woman." 
At  that  date  a  decree  nut  had  been  made  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  defendant's  marriage,  and  in 
Nov.  1901  the  decree  was  made  absolute.  On  the 
30th  Oct.  1902  the  libel  action  was  tried,  and  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  with  60001. 
damages,  and  judgment  was  entered  accordingly. 
In  June  1903,  on  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
the  Court  of  Appeal  ordered  a  new  trial  imless 
the  plaintiff  consented  to  the  damages  being 
reduced  to  16002.  The  plaintiff  consented,  and 
the  judgment  was  on  tne  19th  July  amended 
accordingly,  but  on  the  date  of  the  30th  Oct.  was 
not  altered.  The  judgment  as  dravrn  up  was  in 
the  ordinary  form  of  a  judgment  against  an 
unmarried  woman.  The  16002.  not  having  been 
paid,  the  plaintiff,  on  tiie  28th  July,  served  % 
bankruptcy  notice  on  the  defendant  claiming  pay- 
ment of  the  1600Z.,  with  interest  from  the 
SOth  Oct.  1902,  the  address  of  the  creditor  being 
given  at  an  hotel  in  London,  where  she  was  then 
staying,  and  where  she  was  in  the  habit  of  staying, 
but  she  did  not  permanently  retain  a  room  there. 
On  the  4th  Aug.,  the  last  of  the  seven  days 
limited  for  compliance  with  the  notice,  the 
creditor  left  the  hotel  at  10.16  a.m.,  leaving  no 
address.  She  went  to  Newhaven  and  thence  to 
France,  and  did  not  return  to  England  till  the 
end  of  September.  The  debtor  not  having  com- 
plied with  the  bankruptcy  notice,  on  the  24tn  Aug. 
the  creditor  presented  a  bankruptcy  petition 
against  her,  and  a  receiving  order  was  made. 
Held,  that,  as  at  the  date  of  the  trial  the 
defendant  had  been  divorced  and  a  judgment  could 
have  been  obtained  against  her  creating  a  personal 
debt,  the  fact  that  she  was  described  in  the  writ 
and  pleadings  as  a  married  woman,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  drawn  up  in  the  form  applicable  to  an 
unmarried  woman,  was  a  matter  of  form  only, 
and  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  had  no  power  to 
go  behind  the  judgment.  Held  also,  that  an 
objection  that  interest  was  claimed  from  the 
SOth  Oct.  1902  instead  of  the  19th  July  1903.  was 
concluded  by  the  judgment.  Held  also,  that  the 
address  given  in  the  notice  was  sufficient,  and 
that  the  creditor  did  not  abandon  it  when  she  left 
the  hotel.  {Be  Beauchamp;  JEx  parte  Beau- 
ebamp.)       694 

Books  kept  b^  bankrupt  as  agent  for  several 
principals— Bight  to  retam.— The  bankrupt  had 
been  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's,  and,  in  addition 
to  his  own  business,  had  as  agent  underwritten 
policies  for  others.  The  agency  agreements  were 
in  writing,  and  provided  that  the  bankrupt  should 
keep  proper  books,  which  should  be  open  to  his 
principals,  and  that  they  should  be  audited  by 
accountants  at  the  expense  of  the  principals. 
Held,  that  the  books  were  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  that  the  accountants  had  no  right 
against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  retain  them 
on  behalf  of  the  principals.  {Se  Bumand; 
Ex  parte  The  Trustee.)      292 
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Execution — ^Fajment  to  creditor — ^Withdrawal  by 
sheriS — Bankruptcy  of  debtor — Completion  of 
execution — Title  of  trustee.— On  the  22nd  July 
IBOS  the  sheriff  levied  on  the  goods  of  the  debtor 
ml  the  Alexandra  and  Adelphi  Hotels.  On  the 
S7th  July  he  withdrew,  on  the  instructions  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  from  the  Alexandra  Hotel  on 
part  payment.  On  the  28th  July  the  debtor  sold 
to  the  execution  creditor  goods  at  the  Alexandra 
Hotel  which  had  been  seized,  and  on  the  29th  July 
he  also  sold  to  the  execution  creditor  goods  at  the 
same  -place  which  had  not  been  seized.  On  the 
same  day  an  arrangement  was  made  by  which  the 
debtor  received  credit  for  the  amount  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  and  for  the  goods  sold,  and  he  paid 
the  balance  direct  to  the  execution  creditor.  The 
sheriff  withdrew,  and  on  the  12th  Aug.  he  paid 
over  the  amoimt  in  his  hands  to  the  execution 
creditor,  having  received  no  notice  of  a  bank- 
ruptcy petition.  On  the  SOth  Aug.  a  receiving 
order  was  made  against  the  debtor  on  his  own 
petition.  Held,  that  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
had  no  title  against  the  execution  creditor  to  the 
money  or  the  goods.  {Be  Jenkins ;  Ex  parte  The 
Trustee.)    C5 

Final  judgment  in  High  Court — Judgment  summons 
in  County  Court — Bankruptcy  notice — Order  on 
judgment  summons  to  pay  by  instalments — No 
default — Fetit'.on. — A  judgment  summons  was 
issued  in  the  County  Court  on  a  final  judgment  in 
the  High  Court,  and  on  the  17th  Oct.  1903  a  bank- 
ruptcy notice  was  served,  which  was  not  complied 
with.  On  the  2nd  Nov.  an  order  to  pay  by  imtal- 
menta  was  made  on  the  judgment  summons.  On 
the  Srd  Nov.  a  bankruptcy  petition  was  presented 
by  another  creditor,  tonnded  on  the  non- 
compliance with  the  bankruptcy  notice.  Held, 
that  the  petitioning  creditor  was  entitled  to  a 
receiving  order,  the  debtor  having  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  makmg  of  the  order 
on  the  judgment  summons,  which  any  creditor 
eould  take  advantage  of.  (he  A  Debtor,  No.  112 
of  1903 ;  £x  parte  Rock  Bed  Brick  Company.)    ...     64 

Marriage  settlement — Husband's  covenant  to  settle 
all  after-acquired  property  except  business  assets — 
Act  of  bankruptcy— Suteequent  transfer  of  pro- 
perty to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement- Title  of 
trustee  in  bankruptcy — Ueaning  of  "  becoming 
bankmpt." — By  his  marriage  settlement,  executed 
in  1879,  the  debtor  covenanted  to  settle  all  after- 
acquired  property,  both  real  and  personal,  except 
bnainess  assets.  In  1891  he  was  very  successful, 
and  purchased  a  house  and  furniture  for  17,000/., 
in  which  he  lived  with  his  wife  and  family.  Early 
in  1903  he  was  in  financial  difficulties,  and  on  the 
23rd  May  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  served  a 
written  notice  requiring  him  to  transfer  the  house 
and  furniture.  On  the  26th  Mav  the  debtor  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  on  the  10th  June 
he  conveyed  the  house  and  furniture  to  the 
trustees  by  two  deeds.  On  the  Ifith  July  the 
receiving  order  was  made  on  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
committed  after  the  10th  June,  and  on  the 
23rd  July  the  debtor  was  adjudicated  a  bankmpt. 
Held,  that  the  words  "  becoming  bankmpt "  in 
sect.  47  (21  of  the  Bankmptcy  Act  1883  must  be 
coostraed  by  the  light  of  sect.  43  of  that  Act,  and 
mean  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on 
which  the  receiving  order  is  made,  or,  if  more 
than  one  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed, 
the  first  act  of  bankruptcy  proved  to  have  been 
committed  within  three  months  next  preceding  the 
date  of  the  presentation  of  the  bankruptcy 
petition,  and  that,  as  the  house  and  furniture  nad 
not  been  actually  transferred  to  tiie  trustees  of 
the  marriage  settlement  before  the  26th  May,  the 
transfer  on  the  10th  June  was  void  against  the 
tmstee  in  bankruptcy.  (JBe  Beis;  Ex  parte  The 
Trustee.)     62 

Proof — Gambling  debt — ^Bills  in  consideration  of 
withdrawing  lettera  to  clubs  complaining  of  non- 
payment.— M.  had  acted  as  B.'s  agent  in  the 
making  of  bets.  M.  sued  B.  to  recover  money 
paid  for  B.  in  respect  of  bets,  and  B.  successfully 
pleaded  the  Gammg  Act  1892.  M.  wrote  to  B.'s 
clutw  complaining  of  B.'s  conduct,  and  thereupon 


FAoa 
an  arrang:ement  was  made  by  which,  in  considera- 
tion of  M.  withdrawing  the  letters  of  complaint, 
B.  gave  him  bills  for  the  amount  due.  Before 
all  the  bills  were  met  B.  became  bankrupt. 
Held,  that  the  bills  were  not  given  in  consideration 
of  the  gambling  debts,  but  on  the  consideration  of 
withdrawing  the  letters  to  B.'s  clubs,  which  was 
not  an  illegal  consideration,  and  that  M.  could 
prove  on  the  bills  in  B.'s  bankruptcy,  (lie 
Browne;  Ex  parte  Martingell.)      291 

Proof — Withdrawal  before  admission — Substitution 
of  fresh  proof — Voluntary  payment  to  creditor  by 
stranger — Right  of  proof  for  whole  debt. — If  the 
trustee  has  neither  admitted  a  proof  nor  given 
any  intimation  of  an  intention  to  do  so,  the 
creditor  is  entitled  to  withdraw  his  proof  and 
present  a  fresh  proof  without  leave ;  and  it  makes 
no  difference  that  the  twenty-eight  days  limited 
by  rule  228,  within  which  the  trustee  is  required 
either  to  admit  or  reject  the  proof,  has  elapsed. 
A  credits  who  has  received  from  a  stranger  a 
voluntary  payment,  not  tendered  or  accepted  as 
part  of  the  debt  due  from  the  debtor,  is  not  bound 
to  give  credit  for  such  payment  in  his  proof.  (Be 
Bowe;  Ex  parte  Derenburg.)     290 

Bight  to  annul  adjudication — ^Debtor  presenting 
his  own  petition — Endeavour  to  avoid  committ^ 
order — Abuse  of  process  of  court — Property 
vesting  in  trustee — Personal  earnings  of  debtor — 
WeekQr  wages — Commission. — ^The  weekly  wages 
and  commission  earned  by  a  bankrupt  between, 
the  commencement  of  his  bankruptcy  and  his. 
d'-scharge  are  personal  earnings  of  the  bankrupt 
and  belong  to  his  trustee,  except  so  much  as  is 
necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  bankrupt 
and  his  family.  A  debtor,  with  the  intention  of 
evading  a  committal  order  made  against  him. 
upon  a  judgment  summons,  presented  his  own. 
bankruptcy  petition,  upon  which  a  receiving  order 
was  made.  His  income  was  about  3002.  a  year 
from  weekly  wages  and  commission,  and  the  judg- 
ment creditor  was  his  only  creditor,  the  debt 
amounting  to  about  2002.,  being  the  balance  of  a 
judgment  obtained  against  him.  Held,  that  the 
presentation  of  the  petition  bv  the  debtor  was  not 
an  abuse  of  the  process  of  tne  court.  (Be  Han- 
cock ;  Ex  parte  Hilleary.)    389'* 

Settlement — Settlor's  own  property — ^Trust  to  pay 
income  to  settlor  determinable  on  bankruptcy — 
Discretionary  power  of  trustees  to  apply  income: 
for  benefit  of  settlor,  or  his  children,  or  to- 
accumulate  —  Second  bankruptcy  —  Debtor  un- 
married— Bight  of  trustee  to  income  of  settled. 
funds. — ^In  1893  the  debtor  assigned  property  to 
trustees  on  trust  to  pay  him  the  income  untd  he- 
was  declared  bankrupt.  Thereafter  his  rights 
were  to  cease,  and  a  discretionary  power  was 
given  to  his  trustees  to  apply  the  income  of  any 
part  thereof  to  the  maintenance  of  the  debtor,  or 
for  the  benefit  of  his  children,  or  to  accumulate. 
In  1900  the  settlor  was  adjudicated  bankrupt,  and 
under  sect.  47  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  an  order 
was  made  setting  aside  the  settlement  so  far  as 
necessary  to  pay  the  provable  debts.  The  trustees 
raised  sufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  debts  and  costs, 
bat  the  bankmptcy  was  not  annulled.  In  1902 
Use  debtor  was  again  adjudicated  bankrupt.  The 
tnutee  in  this  bankruptcy  failed  to  obtain  an  order 
under  sect.  47,  the  judge  finding  as  a  fact  that 
at  the  time  of  making  the  settlement  the  debtor 
was  able  to  pay  all  his  debts  without  the  property 
comprised  in  it.  The  trustee  then  applied  for  a 
declaration  that  the  life  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
vested  in  him.  The  debtor  was  unmarried.  Held, 
that  the  debtor's  life  interest  became  forfeited  on 
the  first  bankruptcy,  when  the  income  became 
vested  imder  the  control  and  discretion  of  the 
trustees,  and  it  could  only  be  divested  by  impeach- 
ing   the    settlement.    (Be    Johnson;    Ex    parte 

Matthews  and  Wilkinson.) 61 

(See  ADUiKisTBAnoN— Cbihikal  Law.) 

BIBTH. 
Certificate — Date    of    birth — Evidence. — ^When    an 
entry  of  a  birth  is  made  in  the  register  ordered  to 


Digitized  by 


Google 


xxxviii— Iiidex.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Oct.  8,  1904. 


SUBJECTS  or  C^ES. 


Pioa 

be  kept  by  the  Births  and  Deaths  Registration 
Act  1836  (6  &  7  Will,  i,  c.  88),  the  certified  copy  of 
such  entry  is  evidence  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the 
birth,  but  also  of  the  actual  date  on  which  the 
birth  took  place.  (In  the  Goods  of  Hary  Good- 
rich; Payne  v.  Bennett.)     170 

BY-LAW. 

(See  Fishery  —  Local   Goveknuxnt  —  Mxtbopolis  — 
Public  Health.) 

COLONIAL   LAW. 

Newfoundland,  law  of — Occupation  of  land— Bight 
of  occupier  as  against  wrongdoer — License  to  out 
timber — ^Effect  ot. — ^The  effect  of  a  licence  to  cut 
timber  on  Crown  land  under  cap.  13,  s.  61,  of  the 
Consolidated  Statutes  of  Newfoundland  (second 
series)  is  to  confer  a  title  to  the  land  and  an 
exclusive  right  of  occupation  in  the  licensee,  sub- 
ject to  the  reservations  contained  in  the  Act ;  and 
therefore  such  licensee  has  lawful  possession  of 
timber  lying  on  the  land  which  was  cut  by  a 
trespasser  before  the  date  of  the  licence,  and  is 
entitled  to  damages  for  its  removal.  (Glenwood 
Lumber  Company  v.  Phillips.) 741 

New  South  Wales,  law  of— Public  Works  Act— Land 
taken  for  public  purposes — Valuation — Costs. — 
By  the  Public  Works  Act  of  New  South  Wales 
•(1900,  No.  26)  land  for  authorised  works  may  be 
taken  by  the  Government,  and  persons  claiming 
■oompensation  are  to  serve  a  notice  of  the  par- 
ticulars of  their  interest  in  the  land,  and  of  their 
-claims  for  damages.  The  Minister  for  Publio 
Works  is  then  required  to  cause  a  valuation  to 
be  made,  and  to  give  notice  to  the  claimant  of 
4he  amount  of  such  valuation.  If  the  Iilinister  and 
the  claimant  do  not  agree  as  to  the  valuation,  the 
-claimant  may  bring  an  action  to  recover  the 
jimount  of  coibpensation  claimed  by  him.  If  the 
verdict  is  for  a  sum  equal  to  or  less  than  the 
amount  of  the  notified  valuation,  the  claimant  is 
to  pay  the  costs;  but  if  for  a  greater  sum,  the 
costs  are  to  be  paid  by  the  Minister.  In  a  case 
in  which  land  belonging  to  the  respondents  was 
taken  under  the  Act,  and  the  Minister  gave  them 
notice  of  a  valuation,  and  afterwardis,  at  the 
respondents'  request,  reconsidered  the  valuation, 
and  vrrote  a  letter  to  the  respondents'  agent  to 
the  eSect  that  he  was  prepared  to  pay  a  sum 
larger  than  the  original  valuation,  but  gave  no 
formal  notice  of  the  increased  sum  under  the 
Act,  and  the  respondents  declined  the  increased 
offer;  Held,  that  the  letter  was  a  sufficient 
amendment  of  the  previous  formal  notification, 
and  as  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  the 
respondents  only  obtained  a  verdict  for  a  sum 
equal  to  the  amended  offer  made  in  the  letter, 
they  were  not  entitled  to  costs.  (Minister  for 
Public  Works  v.  Hart  and  another.)     104 

New  South  Wales,  law  of — ^Wharfage  rates — Private 
wharf — "Interest  in  land  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  the  Act — Payment  of  rent. — By 
the  Sydney  Harbour  Trust  Act  1900,  s.  68,  the 
Harbour  Commissioners  constituted  by  the  Act 
were  directed  to  collect  in  respect  of  all  vessels 
berthed  "  at  any  wharf  vested  in  the  commis- 
sioners" .  .  .  "wharfage  and  tonnage  rates 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Wharfage  and 
Tonnage  Act  1884.''  The  Act  of  1884  did  not  apply 
to  private  wharves.  Held,  that  the  rates  granted 
by  the  later  Act  were  to  be  levied  on  goods 
landed  at  a  wharf  vested  in  the  ooramissionera 
though  it  was  in  the  occupation  of  a  private 
person.  Held,  further,  that  the  fact  that  the 
lessee  of  a  wharf  who  remained  in  occupation  of 
the  wharf  after  the  expiration  of  his  lease,  and 
had  applied  for  a  renewal  of  the  lease,  and  had 
paid  rent  in  advance  pending  such  renewal,  had 
not  "  an  interest  in  such  lands "  within  sect.  27 
of  the  Act.  (Lukey  and  another  r.  Sydney  Har- 
bour  Trust   Commissioners.)      743 

New  Zealand,  law  of — Licensing  poll — Poll  null  and 
void — ^Renewal  of  existing  licences. — By  the  New 
Zealand  Licensing  Act  1^,  s.  3,  "No  licence  of 


any  description  shall  be  granted  or  renewed  until 
the  electors  of  the  district  nave  previously  deter- 
mined in  manner  hereinafter  provided  (1)  whether 
the  number  of  licences  existing  in  the  district  is 
to  continue;  (2)  whether  the  number  of  licences 
existing  in  the  district  is  to  be  reduced ;  (3)  whether 
DO  licences  are  to  be  granted  in  the  district."  By 
sect.  8,  sub-sect.  4,  if  "none  of  the  proposals 
respectinij  licences  in  the  district  is  carried  by  the 
preseribeu  majority  .  .  .  the  number  of 
licences  shall  continue  as  they  are  until  the  next 
licensing  poll."  A  "  licensing  poll "  was  taken  in 
the  N.  district,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  but  was  afterwards  declared  void  on 
the  ground  of  certain  irregularities.  The  appel- 
lant, who  was  the  holder  of  a  licence  in  tho 
district,  afterwards  applied  to  the  licensing  oom- 
mittee  for  a  renewal  of  his  licence.  No  objection 
was  made  to  the  renewal,  but  the  committee  held 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  they  had  no  power 
to  renew  any  licence.  Held,  that  the  contingency 
of  the  poll  taken  being  legally  null  and  void  was 
covered  by  sect.  8,  sub-sect.  4,  and  that  all  existing 
licences  oontinuea  in  force  until  the  next  licensing 

poll.    (Smith  r.  McArthur  and  others.) 744 

Tukon  Territory,  law  of — ^Practice — Bight  of  appcuU 
— Judgment  whether  final  or  interlocutory — Juris- 
diction— ^Promissory  note — ^Yukon  Territory  Act 
1899. — In  an  action  upon  a  document  alleged  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  be  a  promissory  note  the  judge  at 
the  trial  ordered  that,  "  as  to  the  alleged  note  or 
paper  writing  mentioned  in  par.  2  of  the  plaintiffs' 
statement  of  claim,"  the  plaintiffs'  action  be  dis- 
missed. Held,  that  this  was  a  final  judgment  that 
the  sum  of'  money  represented  by  the  alleged  note 
was  not  due,  and,  notice  of  appeal  not  having  been 
given  within  the  time  limited  by  the  Yukon  Terri- 
tory Act  1899,  no  appeal  lay  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  British  Columbia,  and  consequently  a  further 
appeal  from  that  court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  was  incompetent.  (McDonald  v.  Belcher 
pod  others.)      7SS 

COMMISSION. 
(See  PsiNOFAi,  AXD  Aomr.) 

COMPANY. 
Alteration  of  memorandum  of  association — Juris- 
diction— Company  incorporated  under  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act  1856  (19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47),  but  not 
registered  under  Companies  Act  1862  (2B  &  26 
Vict.  c.  8). — A  company  incorporated  in  1861  under 
the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  1866  as  a  company 
limited  by  shares,  but  not  registered  under  the 
Companies  Act  1862,  having  increased  its  share 
capital  and  its  business,  passed  a  special  resolu- 
tion, in  accordance  with  sect.  61  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862,  for  extending  and  defining  its  objects 
set  out  in  its  memorandum  of  association,  and 
petitioned  the  court  under  the  Companies  (Memo- 
randum of  Association)  Act  1890  to  confirm  tho 
special  resolution.  Held,  th&t,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  company  was  not  registered 
under   the   Companies    Act  1862,    the   court   had 

i'urisdiction  to  confirm  the  special  resolution.    {Se 
Euphrates  and  Tigris  Steam  Navigation  Company 

Limited.)    86 

Alteration  of  regulations — ^Assurance  company 
constituted  by  deed  of  settlement — ^Policy  partici- 
pating in  profits — Registration  under  Companies 
Acts — Power  of  company  to  alter  rights  of  policy- 
holder.— An  insurance  company  was  constituted  in 
1864  by  a  deed  «f  settlement  providing  that  the 
profits  were  to  be  divided  in  manner  directed  by 
the  by-laws,  and  that  any  provisions  of  the  deed 
and  any  by-law  might  be  altered  by  a  by-law. 
In  1854  by-laws  were  made  which  provided  that 
profits  arising  from  the  participating  branch  , 
should  be  divided  among  the  policy-holders  in  that 
department.  In  1886  the  plaintiff  effected  a  policy 
on  his  own  life  in  the  participaUng  branch, 
relying  on  the  statement  in  a  prospectus  of  the 
company  that  the  entire  profits  in  the  mutual 
department  were  divided  among  the  policy-holders 
without  any  deduction  for  a  reserve  fund ;  and  he 
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paid  •  bigher  premium  in  consequence  under  a 
table  given  in  tne  prospectua  which  was  to  asaura 
a.  tarn,  payable  at  death,  "  with  profits  in  addition." 
The  policy  contained  a  covenant  by  the  company 
io  pay  the  nun  auured  "  and  all  such  other  sums 
<if  any)  as  the  company  by  their  directors  may 
have  ordered  to  be  added  to  such  amount  by  way 
of  bonus  or  otherwise,  according  to  their  practice 
ior  the  time  being."  Profits  were  not  otherwise 
expressly  mentioned.  The  company  was  after- 
wards registered  under  sect.  209  of  the  Companies 
Xtt  iSIBSt,  and  it  was  now  proposed  under  the 
Companies  (Memorandum  of  Association)  Act  1890 
4o  substitute  a  memorandum  and  articles  of 
associaUon  for  the  deed  of  settlement,  by  which 
ihe  directors  would  be  empowered  to  appropriate 
C  per  cent,  of  all  the  profits  (including  those 
arising  from  the  mutual  department)  to  form  a 
ireserve  fund.  Held,  that  there  was  a  contract 
lietween  the  plaintiff  and  the  company  which  the 
company  could  not  alter  either  by  a  by-law,  special 
resolution,  or  articles  of  association;  that  the 
word  "practice"  in  the  policy  could  not  have  so 
wide  a  meaning  as  to  jusUfy  an  alteration  of  the 
righta  of,  or  the  diversion  of  any  part  of  the 
profits  from,  the  participating  policy-holders. 
TRie  rights  of  a  shareholder  in  respect  of  his 
shares,  except  so  far  as  the^  may  be  protected 
ly  the  memorandum  of  association,  are  by  statute 
made  liable  to  alteration  by  special  resolution, 
1>ut  the  case  of  a  contract  between  an  outsider  and 
the  oompany  is  entirely  different,  and  even  a 
vhareholder  must  bo  regarded  as  an  outsider  in  so 
far  as  he  contracts  with  the  company  otherwise 
than  in  respect  of  his  shares.    (Baily  v.  British 

Eqoitable  Assurance  Company.)      SS5 

Debenture-holders'  action — Insufficient  assets — Costa 
of  second  mortgage  debenture-hoJders  made 
defendants. — ^In  an  action  by  first  mortgage  deben- 
ture-holders of  a  limited  company,  in  which  the 
company  and  the  second  mortgage  debenture- 
liolders  were  made  defendants,  the  assets  proved 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  the  first  mort- 
gage debenture-holders.  On  the  further  considera- 
tion of  the  action  the  question  was  raised  whether 
the  second  mortgage  debenture-holders  made 
<lefendants  ought  to  be  allowed  their  costs.  Held, 
that  the  second  mortgage  debenture-holders  made 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  costs.  (J2e 
Clayton  Engineering  and  Electrical  Construction 
Company  Limited.) 28S 

Debenture  trust  deed — Payment  of  interest  and 
principal  —  Default  —  Realisation  of  securities  — 
Appropriation  by  payees  to  principal  and  interest 
— Licome  tax. — -Tne  trustees  of  a  debenture  deed 
were  directed,  in  case  of  default  by  the  3.  C.  M. 
Trust  Company,  to  pay  the  principial  moneys  and 
interest  for  which  it  should  become  Uable  under 
its  debentures  to  realise  the  securities,  and  apply 
the  proceeds  to  payment,  first,  of  all  arrears  of 
interest  on  the  debentures,  and,  secondly,  in  or 
towards  payment  of  principal.  Tne  J.  C.  M.  Trust 
Company  having  made  default,  an  order  was  made 
in  a  debenture-holder's  action  for  the  trusts  of  the 
debenture  deed  to  be  carried  into  execution. 
^nder  numerous  orders  made  in  the  action  sums 
were  paid  to  the  debenture-holders  on  account 
'both  of  interest,  less  income  tax,  and  of  principal 
and  interest  generally.  The  realisation  had  now 
been  practically  completed,  and  it  was  proposed  to 
pay  a  final  dividend  to  the  debenture-holders.  It 
was  admitted  that  if  the  whole  of  the  past  pay- 
ments which  had  been  made  on  account  generally 
and  any  further  sums  available  were  attributed 
solely  to  principal,  they  would  be  insufficient  to 
discharge  the  whole  amount  thereof.  The  Inland 
Revenue  authorities  claimed  income  tax  on  all  pay- 
ments made  generally  on  account  of  principal  and 
interest.  Held,  that  all  payments  hitherto  made 
by  the  tnutees  on  accoimt  generally  might  be 
attributed,  at  the  option  of  the  payees  as  between 
themselves  and  the  trustees  at  their  election,  as 
payments  on  account  of  principal  or  interest,  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  question  whether  or  not  such 
payments  should  be  treated  in  the  hands  of  the 
payees  as  principal  or  interest;  and  that  income 
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tax  would  be  payable  upon  so  much,  if  anything, 
as  should  be   paid    to   debenture-holders  as    for 
interest.     (Smith,   v.    Law    Guarantee    and   Trust 
Society  Limited.)    660 

Forged  share  certificate — Issue  by  secretary  — 
Liability  of  company — Estoppel. — ^A  certificate  of 
shares  in  a  limited  oompany  was  delivered  by  the 
secretary  of  such  company  at  their  offices,  such 
certificate  in  form  bemg  perfectly  regular.  In 
fact  the  certificate  was  a  forgery,  and  was  made 
and  delivered  by  the  secretary  acting  fraudulently 
and  not  for  o(  on  behalf  of  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  company,  but  solely  for  himself  and  for  his 
own  private  purposes  and  advantage.  Held,  that 
the  company  were  estc^ped  from  denyine  the 
title  of  the  transferees  of  the  shares,  ana  that 
they  were  liable  in  damages  for  refusing  to  place 
the  names  of  the  transferees  on  their  list  of  share- 
holders. (Buben  and  Ladenburg  v.  Great  Fingall 
Consolidated  Limited  and  others.) „  163 

Gas  cbmpany — Stendard  rate  of  dividend  fixed  by 
statute — ^Payment  of  dividend  free  of  income  tax. 
— Sect.  16  of  the  Ashton  Gas  Act  1877  provides 
that  the  profits  of  the  Ashton  Gas  Company  to  be 
divided  among  the  shareholders  in  any  one  year 
shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  per 
annum  (defined  in  the  Act  as  the  standard  rate 
of  dividend)  on  the  ordinary  share  capital  or 
stock  of  the  oompany  authorised  by  Parliament 
and  paid  up.  Sect.  17  of  the  same  Act  provided 
that  a  standard  price  is  to  be  charged  by  the 
company  for  gas,  and  that  the  oompany  may 
increase  or  diminish  the  standard  dividend  in  a 
certEun  ratio,  to  be  determined  by  reference  to 
the  price  charged  by  them  for  gas.  The  oompany 
for  many  years  paid  dividends  exceeding  Oxe 
standard  rate  of  dividend  to  their  shareholdeTB, 
diminishing  the  standard  price  of  gas  and  increas- 
ing proportionally  the  standard  rate  of  dividend. 
The  company  distributed  all  such  dividends  to 
their  shareholders  free  of  income  tax.  Held,  that 
by  paying  the  maximum  rate  of  dividend  free  of 
income  tax  the  oompany  were  in  effect  paying  a 
higher  rate  of  interest  than  was  authorised  by 
sects.  16  and  17  of  the  Ashton  Gas  Act.  (Attorney- 
General  V.  Ashton  Gas  Company.) ...  S04 

Payment  of  dividend  out  of  capital — Ultra  viret — 
Bond  fide  mistake  of  directors — Knowledge  of 
shareholders — Action  by  them  against  directors — 
Retention  of  dividend  by  plaintiffs — ^Bight  to 
maintain  action. — Where  a  oompany  had,  by  a 
bond  fide  mistake  of  its  directors,  illegally  paid  a 
dividend  out  of  capital,  and  an  action  was  brought 
against  the  com^^any  and  the  directors  by  share- 
holders (purporting  to  sue  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  the  shareholders  of  the 
oompany)  who  had  received — and  still  retained — 
their  shares  of  that  dividend  with  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  circumstances,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiffs,  having  the  dividend  in  their  pockets 
which  they  knew  was  wrongfully  there,  ought  not 
to  be  allowed  to  complain,  and  could  not  obtain 
any  greater  right  of  complaint  because  in  form 
their  action  was  an  action  by  themselves  and  all 
other  the  sharehtdders.  of  the  company,  powers 
V.  African  Tug  Company  Limited.) 208 

Prospectus  —  Untrue  statements  —  Omission  of 
contracts — Liability  of  directors. — Upon  the  faith 
of  the  statements  contained  in  a  prospectus  issued 
by  the  defendants  and  their  co-directors,  the  plain- 
tiffs became  shareholders  in  a  oompany.  The 
prospectus  contained  certain  untrue  statements, 
and  also  omitted  to  specify  the  dates  and  names 
of  the  parties  to  a  certain  contract  that  had  been 
entered  into  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  company. 
Held,  as  regards  the  untrue  statements,  that, 
even  though  they  constituted  material  misrepre- 
sentations and  remained  untrue  to  the  date  of 
notice  of  allotment,  yet,  the  defendants  having 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  the  statements 
were  true,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  com- 
pensation from  the  defendants  under  sect.  S  o( 
the  Directors'  Liability  Act  1890 ;  and,  as  regards 
the  omission  to  specify  the  dates  and  names  of  the 
parties  to  the  contracts,  that,  the  contracts  being 
material  to  be  known,  the  prospectus  was  to  be       t 
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deemed  to  be  fraudulent  <»i  the  part  of  the 
defendants  'within  the  meaning  of  sect.  38  of  the 
Companies  Act  1867,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were 

"  entitled  to  damages  accordingly.  (De  la  Cour  v. 
Clinton;  Trechmann  v.  Calthorpe.) 6U 

Begistration  of  transfer  of  shares — Unreasonable 
delay — Reconstruction  of  company — Date  on 
vhich  transfer  to  be  treated  as  registered. — The 
court  has  power  under  sect.  36  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862  to  rectify  the  register  of  members  after 
the  liquidation  of  the  company  has  commenced; 
and  such  power  is  not  limited  b^  cect.  98  to 
rectification  for  the  purpose  of  setthng  the  list  of 
contributoriea.  Where  there  had  been  unneces- 
sary delay  in  registering  a  transfer  of  shares,  and 
in  consequence  it  had  not  been  registered  when 
the  company  went  into  voluntary  liquidation  for 
the  purpose  of  reconstruction  under  sect.  161  of 
the    Companies    Act    1862,    the    court,    on    the 

'  application  of  the  transferee,  ordered  the  transfer 
to  be  registered  as  of  a  date  prior  to  the  winding- 
up,  which  rendered  valid  a  notice  of  dissent  given 
by  the  transferee  under  sect.  161  after  the  date  on 
which  the  transfer  ought  to  have  been,  but  was 
not,  registered.    {Se  Sussex  Brick  Company.)    ...  4S6 

Shazea — Calls — Forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  calls — 
Sale — Certificate — Liability  of  purchaser. — Certain 
shares  of  the  value  of  5».  each  were  issued  by  the 
re^ndent  company.  The  sum  of  St.  id.  each  was 
paid  up  upon  them,  and  a  further  call  of  1>.  Sd. 
was  made,  but  not  paid  by  tho  holder.  The 
shares  were  thereupon  forfeited,  and  sold  by  the 
reqrandents  to  the  appellant  company,  and  by  the 
certificate  it  was  stated  that  they  were  Si.  shares 
on  which  Zt.  id.  was  paid  up,  and  the  remaining 
1«.  8d,  had  been  called  up  and  was  payable  by  the 
former  holder.  It  was  further  stated  that  the 
purchasers  were  "  to  be  deemed  to  be  holders  of 
the  said  shares  discharged  from  all  calls  due  prior 
to  the  date  hereof."  Subsequently  another  call 
was  made  on  the  shares.  Held,  that  the  appel- 
lants were  liable  to  pay  this  call.  (New  Balkis 
Eersteling  v.  Bandt  Gold  Hining  Company 
Limited.)    4M 

Transfer  —  Address  of  transferor  not  appearing 
— Number  of  share  not  stated — Refusal  of  oom- 
pany  to  register. — Where  by  a  clause  of  the  arti- 
cles of  association  of  a  company  every  member 
may  transfer  all  or  any  of  his  shares,  but  every 
transfer  must  be  in  writing  and  in  the  usual  com- 
mon form,  the  fact  that  the  deed  of  transfer  of  a 
member  of  the  company  who  is  selling  his  only 
share  does  not  set  out  the  address  of  the  transferor 
or  tho  number  of  the  share  is  not  sufficient  ground 
for  the  company  to  refuse  to  register  the  transfer 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity.  (Se  Letheby  and 
Christopher  Limited;  Jones'  case.) 774 

WlNDINO-UP. 

Petition — Taxation — Copies  of  evidence — Costs  cf 
oontributories  successfully  opposing. — Upon  a 
winding-up  petition,  where  charges  of  fraud  were 
brought  against  director  oontributories,  the 
common  order  as  to  costs  was  made  in  dismissing 
the  petition.    The  oontributories  who  had  success- 

"  fully  opposed  claimed  that  they  were  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  petitioner  the  costs  of  taking 
copies  of  the  evidence  filed  by  him,  and  objected 
to  the  registrar's  disallowance  of  them.  Held, 
that,  unless  a  special  order  as  to  costs  were  made 
at  the  hearing,  oontributories  appearing  to 
oppose  were  not  entitled  to  such  costs.  {He  Ibo 
Investment   Trust   Limited.)     S7S 

Proof  of  debt — Amendment  —  Solicitor  —  Lien — 
Omission  to  value  security — "  Inadvertence." — The 
solicitor  of  a  company  in  liquidation  had  a  claim 
against  it  for  costs,  and  claimed  a  lien  for  them  on 
certain  documents  in  his  possession.  He  sent  in 
a  proof  for  the  costs  in  the  winding-up,  stating 
he  held  no  security  for  the  debt,  and  voted  at  a 
meeting  of  the  creditors  in  respect  of  the  whole 
debt.  He  afterwards  acted  for  the  liquidator  in 
completing  the  sale  of  the  company's  property, 
and  on  completion  received  the  purchase  money 
and  handed  over  the  title  deeds  to  the  purchaser. 


PASS 
without  ftny  express  bargain  with  the  liquidator 
that  he  should  retain  the  benefit  of  the  lien.  He 
then  claimed  to  retain  the  debt  out  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  applied  for  liberty  to  amend  tne  proof 
by  stating  the  security  and  the  estimated  value  of 
it,  or,  in  the  alternative,  to  withdraw  the  proof 
and  rely  on  the  security  for  payment.  It 
appeared  that  the  proof  was  made  out  by  a  clerk 
who  was  unaware  of  the  existence  of  the  lien,  and 
that  the  solicitor,  being  told  by  the  clerk  that  the- 
proof  was  in  order,  signed  and  swore  it,  the 
statement  in  it  that  he  held  no  security  for  th» 
debt  having  escaped  his  attention.  Held,  that 
under  the  circumstances  leave  ought  not  to  be 
piven  to  amend  or  withdraw  the  proof,  as,  even 
if  "  inadvertence "  was  proved,  in  the  interval 
between  the  carrying  in  of  the  proof  and  the 
application  for  leave  to  amend,  the  position  of  all 
parties,  and  of  the  liquidator  in  particular,  had 
been  altered.  {Be  Safety  Explosives  Limited.)  ...  SSI 
gammons  taken  out  by  liquidator  for  alleged  mia- 
feasance  by  directors-security  for  costs  of 
apphcation — Practice. — The  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  require  the  liquidator  of  a  company  which 
is  in  course  of  being  woimd-up  to  give  security 
for  the  costs  of  an  application  against  directors 
of  the  company  for  misfeasance  under  sect.  10  of 
the  Companies  (Winding-up)  Act  1890.  But  an 
order  for  payment  of  costs  by  the  liquidator 
personally  will  be  made  in  a  proper  case.  {Se 
IJtrand  Wood  Company  Limited.)    Mft 

COMPENSATION. 

Leasehold. — Subsequent  acquisition  of  freehold — 
— ^Assignment  of  claim  for  damage — No  notice  to 
treat — ^Assignment  of  tort. — ^A  freeholder  and  x 
leaseholder  had  notices  to  treat  served  upon  them 
by  a  railway  company  in  respect  of  their  interests. 
Th6  freeholder  then  agreed  to  give  the  leaseholdec 
a  new  lease,  and  subsequently  received  compensa- 
tion from  the  railway  company  in  settlement  of 
all  claims  under  the  notice  to  treat,  except  claims 
for  damage  by  subsidence.  The  freeholder  thea 
sold  the  freehold  to  the  leaseholder.  During  the 
new  lease  and  after  the  acquisition  of  the  freenold, 
structural  damage  was  caused  to  the  premises  and 
to  the  stock  and  the  trade.  Held,  that  the 
original  leaseholder  was  only  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion in  respect  of  such  damage,  if  any,  as  occurred 
under  the  original  lease  in  respect  of  which  the 
notice  to  treat  was  served.  The  acceptance  by  the  , 
sub-lessee  of  a  new  sub-lease  and  the  implied.  * 
surrender  of  the  original  one  after  the  notice  to 
treat  has  been  served  in  respect  of  the  interest  ia 
the  original  sub-lease,  the  damage  having  been, 
done  during  the  continuance  of  the  original  sub- 
lease, does  not  preclude  the  sub-lessee  from  recover- 
ing compensation.  A  claim  for  compensation 
under  sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  1845  is  in. 
the  nature  of  a  claim  for  damages  for  a  wrongs 
and  as  such  is  not  a  legal  chote  in  aetUm  withm 
sect.  26  of  the  Judicature  Act  1876  so  that  the 
assignee  can  sue  in  her  own  name.  (Dawson  r. 
Great  Northern  and  City  Railway  Company.)      ...    20 

Bight  to  supply  refreshments  in  a  theatre — ^Uso  of 
cellars — ^Bight  to  let  spaces  for  advertisements — 
Licence — ^"Interest  in  land." — The  lessees  of  a 
theatre  by  a  written  agreement  granted  to  a 
refreshment  contractor  at  a  fixed  weekly  rental, 
for  the  term  of  the  lease  of  the  theatre,  the  free 
and  exclusive  right  to  sell  refreshments  there,  with, 
the  necessary  use  of  the  refreshment-rooms,  bars,, 
cloakrooms,  and  cellars  of  the  theatre,  together 
with  the  right,  during  the  usual  hours,  <k  free 
access  thereto  as  might  be  necessary  and  usuaL 
and  proper  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  th» 
rights  thus  granted,  and  also  the  sole  and, 
exclusive  privilege  during  the  term  of  advertising 
and  letting  spaces  for  advertisements  in  the 
refreshment  and  cloak  rooms.  Held,  that  the 
a^eement  did  not  create  any  "  interest  in  land  " 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  68  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1846,  se  as  to  entitle 
the  refreshment  contractor  to  compensation  on 
the  theatre   being  taken  over  under  the   Act. 
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(Frank  Warr  and  Co.  Limited  v.  London  County 
CouncU.)     36S 

CONPLICT  OP  LAWS. 
Beoteh  contract  of  marriage — ^Husband  domiciled  in 
England— Wife  domiciled  in  Scotland— Trustees 
(abject  to  English  courts — Settlement  of  wife's 
property — Keal  estate  in  Scotland — Life  interest 
of  husband — Alimentary  clause — Provision  against 
alienation — Charges  created — ^Validity. — ^A  con- 
tract executed  in  Scotland  in  Scotch  form  on  the 
marriage  in  Scotland  of  a  domiciled  English- 
man with  iL  domiciled  Scotchwoman,  whereby 
certain  Scotch  heritable  bonds,  the  property  of 
the  wife — which  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland 
are  regarded  aa  immovables — ^were  (inter  alia) 
settled,  waa  held  to  be  subject  to  Scotch  law,  and 
the  hnsband  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  such 
interest  only  thereimder  as  the  courts  in  Scotland 
woald  declare  him  entitled  to,  and  that  he  was 
therefore  entitled  to  the  whole  income  of  the 
settled  property  during  his  life  free  from  the 
elaima  of  any  assignees  or  incumbrancers,  but 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  (if  any)  of  his 
alimentary  creditors,  and  without  prejudice  to  any 
prior  payment  in  respect  of  a  certain  policy  of 
usurance  on  his  life.  So  held  by  Williams  and 
Cozena-Hardy,  L.JJ.  (dittentiaUe  Stirling,  L.J.). 
{Be  Fitzgerald;  Surman  r.  Fitzgerald.) 266 

CONTRACT. 
Contract  made  in  France — ^Duress  and  undue  infln- 
enoe— Agreement  not  to  prosecute — Contract  not 
invalid  in  France — Validity  of  contract  in  England. 
— The  courts  of  this  country  will  not  enforce  a 
contract  made  in  a  foreign  civilised  country 
between  persons  domiciled  in  that  country,  if  it 
has  been  obtained  by  coercion,  whether  moral  or 
physicaJ,  even  though  the  contract  is  valid  and 
enforceable  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it 

.  was  made.    (Kaufman  v.  Gerson.) 606 

Implied  condition — Contract  to  pay  bonus  to  cus- 
tomers for  four  years — Sale  of  business — Implied 
contract  to  continue  to  (yny  on  business — Breach 
of  contract. — In  consideration  of  a  promise  by  the 
defendant,  a  retail  tobacconist,  not  to  sign  any 
agreement  with  any  company  or  firm  which  would 
prevent  him  from  buying  or  selling  the  goods  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  to  continue  to  buy  and  sell  the 
plaintiffs'  goods,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  that  the 
defendant  should  for  four  years  share  in  a  dis- 
tribution by  them  of  an  annual  bonus  among  such 
of  their  customers  as  should  purchase  direct  from 
them,  the  distribution  to  be  made  according  to  the 
pnrchasea  for  the  year.  In  pursuance  of  the 
agreenaent,  the  defendant  bought  goods  from  the 
plaintiffs ;  but  the  plaintiffs,  before  the  expiration 
of  one  year,  aold  their  business  and  went  into 
liquidation.  Held,  that  it  was  an  implied  term  of 
the  contract  that  the  plaintiffs  would  not  dis- 
continue to  carry  on  business  during  the  term  of 
four  years,  so  as  to  prevent  the  defendant  from 
earning  his  share  of  the  bonus,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  damages  for  breach  of 
the  contract.  (Ogdcns  Limited  v.  Nelson ;  Ogdens 
Limited  V.  Telford.) 656 

Imposaibility  of  performance — Honey  paid  by  one 
party — Sight  to  recover  back — Mxjne^  due  and 
payable  before  contract  became  impoeaible — Right 
to  recover. — The  defendants  agreed  to  pve  the 
idaintiff  the  use  of  a  room  to  view  the  intended 
Coronation  procession  on  the  26th  June  1902  for 
the  sum  of  mi.,  which  was  payable  upon  the 
making  of  the  contract,  and  on  the  20th  June  the 
plaintiff  paid  1002.  on  account.  The  intended 
procession  being  subsequently  abandoned,  the 
plaintiff  claimed  repayment  of  the  100{.  as  having 
been  paid  upon  a  consideration  which  had  wholly 
failed,  and  the  defendants  claimed  payment  of 
the  balance  of  41f.  Held,  that  the  defendants 
were  entitled  to  recover  the  unpaid  balance  which 
waa  payable  before  the  procession  was  aban- 
doned. Held,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  back  the  1002.  which  he  had  paid. 
(Chandler  ».  Webster  and  Girling.) 217 


Performance  rendered  impossible — ^No  default  by 
either  party — Money  payable  before  performance 
became  impossible — Right  to  recover — Construc- 
tion of  contract — Cheque  given,  but  payment 
stopped. — It  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants  that  the  plaintiff  should  provide 
the  refreshments  for  a  steamer  which  the  defen- 
dants had  hired  to  carry  passengers  to  the  naval 
review  which  was  arranged  to  take  place  on  the 
28th  June  1002  in  connection  with  the  Coronation 
of  the  King.  The  contract  provided  that  SOOI. 
should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  the 
refreshments  on  the  SSrd  June;  and  the  defen- 
dants stipulated  that  "  in  the  event  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  review  before  any  expense  is 
incurred  by  the  contractor  there  shall  be  no 
liability  on  our  side."  On  the  2Srd  June  the 
defendants  sent  a  cheque  for  SOOi.  to  the  plaintiff. 
On  the  24th  June  the  review  was  cancelled  owing 
to  the  illness  of  the  King,  and  the  defendanta 
stopped  payment  of  the  cheque.  The  plaintiff 
had  incurred  only  a  small  amount  of  expense. 
The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  cheque.  Held,  that  the  true 
construction  of  the  contract  was  that,  in  the 
event  of  the  review  being  cancelled,  the  defen- 
dants were  to  be  liable  only  for  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  of  SOOi. 
(Elliott  V.  Crutchley  and  another.) '..    ...  491. 

(See  Statttb  of  Fbacos— Venoob  amd  Pubchasxb.) 

COPYHOLD. 

Fine — Colourable  admittance — Customary  tenant — 
Bight  of  lord  to  have  admittance  cancelled. — ^By 
the  custom  of  the  manor  of  R.  a  person  not 
already  a  customary  tenant  taking  any  estate  aa 
a  purchaser  by  surrender  or  otherwise  has  to  pay 
an  arbitrary  fine  to  the  lord,  but  a  customary 
tenant  purchasing  other  customary  lands  pi^rs 
only  two  years'  quit  rent  of  the  purchase.  S.,  who 
yas  not  a  customary  tenant,  having  agreed  to 
purchase  certain  property  within  the  manor, 
agreed  with  L.  to  purchase  of  him  a  cottage 
within  the  manor  for  IWU.,  S.  agreeing  to  pay 
all  expenses  in  connection  with  the  transfer,  to 
reconvey  thQ  cottage  within  three  months  for  761., 
and  to  allow  L.  to  collect  and  retain  the  rent  of 
such  oottage,  L.  to  pay  all  outgoings.  If  S. 
desired  to  retain  the  oottage  he  was  to  pay  802. 
more.  S.  was  duly  admitted  to  the  cottage,  and 
paid  an  arbitrary  fine  in  respect  thereof  to  the 
lord.  He  then  applied  and  was  admitted  to  the 
certain  other  property,  paying  a  sum  of  6d.  as 
quit  rent  only.  Held,  that,  as  the  transaction 
with  regard  to  the  cottage  was  a  colourable  one 
(though  not  fraudulent),  the  lord  of  the  manor 
was  entitled  to  an  arbitrary  fine  in  respect  of  the 
property  as  if  S.  had  not  been  admitted  to  the 
cottage.    (Attorney-General     v.     Sandover    and 

Long.)        480 

J 
COSTS. 

Administration — Priority — Administrator's  costs — Ret 
judicata. — Where  in  an  administration  action  an 
order  made  on  further  consideration  has  directed 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  all  parties  out  of  a 
fund  which  subsequently  proves  insufficient  to  pay 
the  costs  in  full,  the  administrators  are  entitled  to 
have  the  whole  of  their  costs  paid  in  priority  to 
the  other  parties.  The  order  having  been  silent 
as  to  the  priorities  of  the  parties  irUer  te  must  be 
assumed  to  have  directed  payment  according  to 
the  strict  rights  of  the  parties.  (He  Griihth; 
Jones  V.  Owen.)      639 

Interest — Action  dismissed  with  costs — ^Payment  of 
costs  and  interest — Order  reversed  by  Court  of 
Appeal — Return  of  costs  and  interest — Order  of 
Court  of  Appeal  reversed  by  House  of  Lords — 
Second  return  of  costs  and  interest — ^Right  to 
further  interest. — On  the  22nd  June  1901  the 
plaintiff's  action  waa  dismissed  by  Joyce,  J.  vrith 
costs;  and  on  the  26th  March  1902  the  plaintiff 
accordingly  paid  the  defendants'  costs,  Uigether 
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-with  interest  thereon.  On  the  llth  Julj  1902  the 
Court  of  Appeal  revened  the  order  of  Joyce,  J. ; 
and  on  the  21it  Julj  1902  the  defendanti  repaid 
to  the  plaintiff  the  coats  and  interest.  On  the 
9th  Not.  1903  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  the 
order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  restored  the 
order  of  Joyce,  J.  The  plaintifC  returned  the  oosts 
and  interest  to  the  defendants.  Held,  that  the 
defendants  were  also  entitled  to  interest  on  the 
oosts  as  from  the  21st  July  1902.  (Ashworth  v. 
English  Card  Clothing  Company  Limited,  No.  2.)  £63 

Reference  to  master  under  Order  XIV. — High 
Court  scale. — Where  an  action  is  brought  in  the 
High  Court  and  an  application  is  made  under 
Order  XIV.,  and  the  action  is  referred  to  a  master 
under  rule  7  of  that  order,  if  the  plaintiff  recorers 
more  than  iOl.,  but  less  than  602.,  he  can  only 
recover  County  Court  costs  of  action,  but,  so  far 
as  the  costs  of  the  reference  are  concerned,  the 
master  is  to  be  deemed  an  arbitrator,  and  he  has 
the  same  discretion  as  to  oosts,  including  the 
power  to  certify  for  High  Court  costs  of  the 
reference,  as  an  arbitrator  has.  A  master  has  no 
power  to  extend  the  twenty-one  days  allowed  for 
obtaining  judgment  under  Order  XIV.  with  High 
Court  coats,  as  by  sect.  116  of  the  County  Courts 
Act  1888  that  power  is  only  given  to  a  judge  of 
the  High  Court.  (Haycocks  Limited  r.  Uul- 
hoUand.)     88 

tfaiation—Coita  after  threat  of  proceedings. — A 
letter  threatening  an  action  was  written  by  the 

SlaintUTs  solicitors  on  the  3rd  March  1903.  The 
efendant  on  the  20th  March  1903  obtained  a 
transcript  of  the  speeches,  evidence,  and  judgment 
of  actions  against  other  defendants  in  which  the 
fraud,  to  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant  was 
s  party  was  disclosed.  The  writ  was  issued  on 
the  16th  April  1903.  The  action  was  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution.  The  taxing  master  had 
allowed  the  costs  of  the  transcript.  Held,  that  the 
matter  must  be  referred  back  to  the  master,  with 
a  direction  to  allow  only  the  costs  of  so  much  of 
the  transcript  of  the  evidence  and  judgment  as 
related  to  the  question  whether  the  defendant  was 
or  was  not  party  or  privy  to  the  fraud  disclosed 
in  the  former  actions.  (Bright'a  Trustee  «.  Sellar.)  1S6 
Taxation — ^Inspection  of  machinery  by  arrangement 
between  parties  and  without  order  of  court — 
Discretion  of  taxing  master. — Where  for  the 
purposes  of  an  action  there  has  been  an  inspection 
of  machinery  by  arrangement  between  the  parties 
and  without  an  order  of  the  court  being  obtained 
thereto,  the  taxing  master  is  not  debarred  by 
Order  L.,  r.  3,  of  the  Rules  of  the  Supreme  Court 
from  allowing  the  oosts  of  such  inspection.  (Ash- 
worth r.  EngUsh  Card  Clothing  Company  Limited, 
No.  1.)...    .:.    ...    .„ 262 

(See    ABHTBAnOK — Couhtt    Cotjbt — ^Pbactice — 
SOUCITOB.) 

COUNTY  COURT. 

Costs — Remitted  action — ^Payment  into  court  under 
Order  XIV.  of  part  of  claim  as  condition  of  leave 
to  defend — ^Trial  in  County  Court — Judgment  for 
defendant  for  balance  with  oosts — Scale  of  costs 
applicable. — In  an  action  of  contract  brought  in 
the  High  Court  for  7U.  an  order  was  made  under 
Order  XIV.  that  on  the  defendants  paying  into 
court  231.  thejr  should  have  liberty  to  defend  the 
action,  otherwise  judgment  for  that  amount  and 
costs,  with  liberty  to  the  defendants  to  defend  as 
to  the  residue.  The  defendants  paid  the  232.  into 
court,  and  the  action  was  remitted  to  a  County 
Court  under  sect.  60  of  the  County  Courts  Act 
1888.  After  the  action  was  so  remitted,  and  more 
than  five  clear  days  before  the  day  fixed  for  the 
hearing,  the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  notice 
that  they  were  willing  to  consent  to  judgment  for 
the  232.  in  court  with  costs.  At  the  trial  the 
County  Court  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  defen- 
dants for  the  residue  of  the  claim,  with  costs  after 
payment  into  court,  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the 
money  in  court  and  costs  up  to  payment  in,  which 
were  paid  by  the  defendants.  Upon  taxation  of 
the  defendants'  costs:  Held,  (1)  that  the  defen- 


FAQB 
dants  were  entitled  to  ooats,  and  (2)  that  they  were 
entitled  to  have  their  coats  taxed  tmder  scale  G 
— that  is,   the   scale   applicable   where   the  sum 
recovered    exceeds    B02.     (Aston     Tube    Works 

Limited  v.  Dumbell  and  another.) 315 

Cross-judgments — Separate  actions — Payment  of 
judgment  debt  into  court — ^Bight  to  set  off  smaller 
judgment  debt — Solicitor's  lien  for  costs — Right 
to  enforce  lien  against  whole  sum  in  court.— By 
sect.  liSO  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888  it  is 
provided :  "  If  there  shall  be  cross-judgments 
between  the  parties,  execution  shall  be  taken  out 
by  that  party  only  who  shall  have  obtained 
judgment  for  the  larger  simi,  and  for  so  much 
only  as  shall  remain  after  deducting  the  smaller 
sum,  and  satisfaction  for  the  remainder  shall  be 
entered,  as  well  as  satisfaction  on  the  judgment 
for  the  smaller  sum;  and  if  both  sums  shall  be 
equal,  satisfaction  shall  be  entered  upon  both 
judgments."  Held,  that  this  section  applies  where 
cross-judgments  are  obtained  by  the  parties  in 
separate  actions,  and  not  merely  where  the  cross- 
judgments  are  obtained  in  a  claim  and  counter- 
claim in  the  same  action;  and  also  where  the 
party  against  whom  judgment  has  been  obtained 
for  the  larger  sum  has  paid  that  sum  into  court 
without  waiting  for  execution  to  bo  taken  out, 
but  the  party  against  whom  judgment  has  been 
obtained  for  the  smaller  sum  has  not  paid  that 
sum  into  court;  and  that  before  the  party  in 
whose  favour  the  larger  sum  has  been  paid  into 
court  can  have  that  sum  paid  out  to  him,  the 
other  party  is  entitled  to  have  deducted  from  it 
the  smaller  sum  for  which  he  has  obtained  judg- 
ment, although  that  siun  has  not  been  paid  into 
court,  notwithstanding  that  the  solicitor  of  the 

Strty  in  whose  favour  the  judgment  for  the 
irger  sum  has  been  obtained  has  a  lien  for  his 
costs  upon  the  whole  stmi  in  court,  as  in  such 
case  the  solicitor's  lien  for  his  costs  extends  not 
to  the  whole  sum  in  court,  but  to  the  balance 

only.    (Ward  v.  Haddrill.) 2S2 

Jurisdiction — Specific  perfomumee-r-Sale  of  equity 
of  redemption — ^Purcnsse  money  less  than  SOiU. — 
Value  of  property  exceediiv  6O02. — Sect.  67,  tub- 
sect.  4,  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888  gives  the 
County  Court  jurisdiction  in  actions  for  specific 
performance  of  any  agreement  for  the  sale  or 
purchase  of  any  property  where  the  purchase 
money  does  not  exceed  6002.  Held,  that  under 
this  sub-section  the  County  Court  has  jurisdiction 
to  hear  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  any  property  where  the  actual  purchase 
money  agreed  to  be  paid  for  such  equity  of 
redemption  does  not  exceed  6002.,  although  the 
property  itself  may  be  of  a  value  exceeding  6002., 
or  may  be  subject  to  a  charge  exceeding  6002.,  the 
test  of  the  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  oeing,  not 
the  value  of  the  property  or  the  amount  of  the 
charge,  but  the  actual  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  to  be  paid.  (Bex  e.  Judge  of  the  Birming- 
ham County  Court  and  another;  Ex  partt  ■ 
Rogers.)      614 

COVENANT. 
Restrictive  —  Loss  of  deeds  —  Defective  copy  — 
Indemnity — Deed  found — Breach  of  covenant 
contained  in  lost  deed — Action — Costs — ^Liability 
under  indemnity — Natural  and  proximate  result 
of  difference  in  deeds. — Certain  lands  were  subject 
to  a  building  scheme,  the  provisions  of  which  were 
contained  in  a  deed  of  1864.  The  {turchaser  of  a 
pUit  was  informed  by  the  vendor  in  good  faith 
that  the  original  deed  was  lost  or  destroyed,  and 
what  purported  to  be  a  true  copy  was  produced. 
This  copy  subsequently  proved  to  be  defective. 
An  action  was  brought  by  an  adjoining  owner  to 
restrain  the  purchaser  from  erecting  or  allowing 
to  remain  upon  his  land  certain  buildings  which 
contravened  the  provision  as  to  a  building  line  in 
the  deed  of  1864.  The  property  in  respect  of 
which  he  was  entitled  to  sue  had  certain  erections 
upon  it  contravening  another  building  stipulation, 
which  provided  that  no  erection  should  be  built 
within  4ft.  of  a  boundary  fence.    At  the  trial  of 
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the  action  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
affected  with  notice  of  the  building  stipulations, 
and  that  the  pliuntiff  had  only  committed  a  trivial 
breach  of  a  tnvial  covenant,  and  that  such  a  breach 
did  not  disentitle  the  plaintiff  from  having  the  build- 
ing stipolationa  strictly  enforced,  and  judgment  was 
g'ven  for  the  plaintuE  with  costs,  the  defendant 
line  directed  to  remove  certain  buildings  erected 
by  him  on  the  land.    The  third  party  to  the 
action  had  sold  the  property  to  the  defendant, 
and  upon  such  sale  had  written  a  letter  agreeing 
to  indemnify  the  defendant,  as  purchaser,  against 
all   "ooats,   damages,   and   expenses"   which  the 
defendant  might  suffer  or  incur  "  by  reason  of  the 
building  stipulations  and  conditions  being  other 
than  those  set  out  in  the  copy."    Held,  that  the 
^ird  party  was  liable  to  pay  the  defendant  the 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  plot  in  consectuenoe 
of  the  amount  of  land  available  for  building  under 
the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  1864  being  less  than 
under  the  supposed  copy ;  and  also  of  the  defence 
(hat  the  plaintiff  was  disentitled  to  sue  in  conse- 
qnence  of  his  having  broken  one  of  the  covenants. 
Held,  also,  that  the  defendsnt,  having  had  actual 
notice  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  18M  before 
he  commenced  to  build,  the  third  party  was  not 
'  liable  tor  the  cost  of  building  or  removing  the 
tniildin^.    Held,   also,   that   the   defendant   was 
not  entitled  to  recover  from  the  third  party  the 
costs  of  the  plaintiff  incurred  in  the  action  and 
paid  by  the  defendant,  or  the  defendant's  own 
costs   so   far  as   they   related    to   the   following 
defences  set  up  by  the  defendant — viz.,  a  denial 
that  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  1864  applied  to 
the  plot  porchased  by  him  or  that  he  had  notice 
.  of  such   provisions ;   that  the  liquidator  of   the 
company  formerly  owning  the  laud  to  which  the 
deed  of  1864  applied  had,  under  a  power  given 
by  that   deed   to  the   "vendors,   their  heirs  or 
assigns,"  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  approved  of 
by  the   court,   released  or  waived  the  covenant 
which  it  was  alleged  had  been  broken ;  that  no 
building  scheme  was  contained   in   the  deed  of 
1864,  and  if  there  was  it  had  come  to  an  end  by 
mutual  consent  of  the  various  purchasers  of  the 
land     comprised    in    it.    (Hooper    v.     Biomet; 

Raphael,  Third  Party.)       234 

Sale  of  medical  practice — Covenant  not  to  set  up  in 
practice  within  certain  distance — Bcsidencs  bejrond 
distance — Attending  former  patients  within 
distance. — Where  on  the  sale  of  a  medical  practice 
the  vendor  covenants  not  to  "  set  up  in  practice  " 
within  the  distance  of  two  miles  from  the  house  at 
wtdch  he  earned  on  the  practice  sold,  he  does  not 
commit  a  breadi  of  that  covenant  by  attending 
at  their  request  for  remuneration  two  or  three  of 
his  former  patients  within  that  distance,  though  it 
is  not  essential  to  the  breach  of  such  a  covenant 
that  the  vendor  should  reside  within  the  pro- 
hibited area;  he  may  reside  beyond  the  distance 
and  yet  commit  a  breach  of  the  covenant  by  acts 

done  within  it.    {Robertson  v.  Buchanan.)    380 

(See  Lakdlobd   akd   Tknaht — SouctroB.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 
Bankruptcy — ^Fraudulent  debtor — Absconding  with 
property — ^Debtor's  property — ^Deed  of  assignment 
— ^Revocable  deed. — Property  of  an  assignor  does 
not  become  the  property  of  the  trustee  under  a 
deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
rmtil  it  has  come  into  the  possession  of  the  trustee. 
J.  H.  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  whereby  he 
assigned  all  hisproperty  to  W.  B.  as  trustee  for 
his  creditors.  The  deed  was  duly  registered  as  a 
deed  of  assignment,  bub  was  not  disclosed  to  the 
creditors.  Immediately  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed  J.  H.,  having,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
trustee,  collected  certain  debts  due  to  him, 
absconded  with  part  of  the  proceeds  of  his 
collection,  and  left  England.  He  was  thereupon 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  subsequently  in- 
dicted, onder  sect.  12  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869,  for 
having  quitted  England  and  taken  with  him  part 
of  his  property  which  should  have  been  divided 
ssnngtt  his  creditors.    Held,  that  the  money  with 


which  J.  H.  absconded,  having  never  come  into 
the  possession  of  the  trustee,  was  not  the  pro- 
perty of  the  trustee  but  remained  the  property 
of  J.  H.,  and  that  J.  H.  was  therefore  properly 
convicted  under  sect.  12  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869. 
(Rex  r.  Humphris.) 555 

CUSTOM. 
Sale  of  goods— Right  to  reject — Custom  limiting 
right — ^validity — Custom  incorporated  in  contracts 
— Powers  of  trade  arbitrators. — By  a  custom  a 
buyer  of  barley  was  not  entitled  to  reject  for 
difference  or  variation  in  quality  unless  the  same 
was  excessive  or  unreasonable  and  was  so  found 
by  arbitration  under  the  contract.  Held,  that  the 
custom  was  good.  SembU,  that  where  a  custom 
applicable  to  contracts  in  a  certain  trade  comes  to 
be  incorporated  as  an  express  term  in  the  con- 
tracts of  that  trade,  the  proper  inference  to  be 
drawn  is  that  it  destroys  that  custom  as  a  custom. 
Apart  from  custom  or  contract,  an  arbitrator  has 
DO  jurisdiction  to  award  a  money  compensation 
instead  of  rejection,  where  such  right  to  reject 
exists.  (Walkers,  Winser,  and  Co.  v.  Shaw,  Son, 
and  Co.)     454 

DAMAGES. 
Measure  of — Sale  of  goods — Disclaimer  of  responsi- 
bility for  bad  workmanship — Costs  of  acticm  by 
sub-vendee  against  purchaser  reasonably  defended. 
— The  plaintiffs  having  undertaken  the  repairs  of  a 
steamsliip  for  the  owners,  employed  the  defen- 
dants, an  engineering  company,  to  construct  a 
new  crank  shaft.  The  defendants  agreed  to  do 
so,  iU>on  the  terms  of  their  not  being  responsible 
for  failure  of  material  or  workmanship  beyond 
the  replacement  of  faulty  work  supplied  oy  them. 
In  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  ship- 
owners to  recover  the  price  of  the  shaft  whiek 
had  been  supplied  by  the  defendants,  the  ship- 
owners counter-claimed  for  damages  for  brea^ 
of  contract  in  consequence  of  the  shaft  having 
broken  down  on  a  voyage.  The  plaintiffs,  after 
communicating  with  the  defendants,  who  there- 
upon repudiated  all  responsibiUty,  defended  the 
counter-claim.  The  shipowners  succeeded  on 
their  counter-claim,  the  shaft  being  found  to  have 
been  of  faulty  workmanship.  In  an  action  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the 
costs  of  the  shipowners'  counter-claim,  as  damages 
resulting  from  the  defendants'  breach  of  contract : 
Held,  that  the  terms  on  which  the  defendants  had 
supplied  the  shaft  did  not  relieve  them  from 
pairing  these  costs;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  the  costs  of  the  counter-claim 
except  so  far  as  they  were  increased  by  any  issue 
other  than  the  faultiness  of  the  material  or  work- 
manship of  the  shaft.  (Prince  of  Wales  Dry  Dock 
Company  (Swansea)  Limited  v.  Fownes  Forge  and 
Engineering  Company  Limited.) 527 

DENTISTRY. 
Unregistered  person — Supply  of  false  teeth — Fitting 
set  in  patient's  moutn — Right  to  recover  fee — 
"  Dental  operation,  dental  attendance  or  advice." 
— A  person  who  was  carrying  on  the  practice  of  a 
dentist,  but  who  was  not  registered  under  the 
Dentists  Act  1878,  made  for  the  defendant  and 
fitted  to  the  defendant's  mouth  a  set  of  falsa 
teeth  which  were  taken  by  the  defendant  and 
kept  and  used  by  him.  'i'he  defendant  having 
refused  to  pay  for  the  same:  Held,  that  sect.  6 
of  the  Dentists  Act  1878,  which  prevented  an 
unregistered  person  from  recovering  any  fee  or 
charge  for  "the  performance  of  any  dental 
operation,  6r  for  any  dental  attendance  or  advice," 
did  not  prevent  me  unregistered  person  from 
recovering  the  price  of  the  set  of  teeth  so 
supplied,  as  distinguished  from  the  fitting  of  the 
same.    (Hennan  and  Co.  Limited  v.  Duckworth.)...  648 

DESIGN. 
(See  Pathnts,  Dbsions,  Ain>  Ttujxx  Mabxs.) 
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8UBJXCTS  or  CASES. 


FAOE 
DISCOVERY. 

(See   Fbacticb.) 

DIVOKCE. 
(See  HusoAND  and  Wm.) 

DOMICIL. 
Benunciation  of  domicil  of  origin — ^Evidence — Burden. 
of  proof. — The  onus  of  proving  that  a  domicil  haa 
been  chosen  in  substitution  for  the  domicil  of 
origin  lies  upon  the  party  asserting  that  the 
domicil  of  origin  has  been  lost.  W.,  whose  domicil 
of  origin  was  in  America,  left  America  in  18S0  sod 
redded  in  Russia,  for  business  purpoaes,  for 
twenty  yean,  Tisitin|!  England  in  the  winter  to 
aroid  the  Rxtssian  climate.  In  1870  he  came  to 
reside  in  England,  but  up  to  1883  visited  Russia 
yearly  for  business  purposes.  From  1883  up  to 
his  death  in  1897  he  resided  in  England.  He 
retained  a  large  interest  in  property  m  America, 
and  always  described  himself  as  an  American 
citizen,  and  spoke  frequently  of  his  intention  of 
retummg  to  America  to  develope  his  property  in 
that  country.  While  iu  England  he  uved  in 
various  houses  taken  on  short  leases.  His  will  was 
proved  in  England,  and  the  Crown  claimed  legacy 
duty  on  his  estate,  which  was  very  large.  Held, 
Lord  Lindley  dissenting,  that  the  Crown  nad  failed 
to  discharge  the  onus,  which  was  upon  them,  of 
proving  that  W.  had  a  fixed  and  settled  purpose 
of  renouncing  his  domicil  of  origin,  and  that  the 
claim  for  legacy  duty  failed.  (Winans  and  another 
V.  Attorney-General.)      721 

DRAINAGE. 
(See  Mbibopolis— FuBuc  Hbaltb.) 

EASEMENT. 

Ancient  lights — Substantial  interference — Sufficient 
light  for  ordinary  purposes. — Where  the  light 
which  the  respondents  had  enjoyed  for  more  than 
twenty  years  had  been  interfered  with  by  the 
appellant's  building,  but  not  to  such  as  extent 
as  to  make  it  insufficient  for  ordinary  purposes  of 
inhabitancy  or  business  :  Held,  that  they  were  not 
entitled  to  relief.  The  Prescription  Act  has  not 
in  any  way  altered  the  pre-existing  law  in  that 
respect.  (Colls  v.  Home  and  Colonial  Stores 
Limited.)     687 

Light — Implied  reservation  on  grant  by  common 
owner — Easement  of  necessity — Easement  neces- 
sary to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  property. 
— By  conveyance  dated  iu  18B5  the  premises  (sub- 
sequently conveyed  to  the  plaintiff)  were  con- 
veyed by  the  defendant,  who  retained  a  measnase 
also  belonging  to  him  at  that  time  immediately 
adjoining.  A  portion  of  the  retained  premises 
(containing  one  window  on  the  ground  floor  and 
one  window  on  the  first  floor)  overlooked  a  yard 
forming  part  of  the  hereditaments  conveyed  in 
1886.  By  that  conveyance  the  plaintiff's  pre- 
decessor in  title  covenanted  with  the  defendant 
to  permit  him  at  all  times  to  enter  upon  the  land 
thereby  conveyed  to  point  or  otherwise  repair 
the  buildings  erected  on  his  retained  adjoining 
land,  but  defendant  expressly  reserved  no  right  of 
light  to  his  windows.  Plaintiff  erected  a  wall  in 
her  yard  to  obstruct  the  defendant's  windows, 
and  the  defendant  knocked  it  down,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  asserting  an  easement  of  necessity  in 
respect  of  the  light  to  his  two  windows,  alleging 
that  there  was  no  other  means  by  which  natural 
light  could  enter  them,  and  that  the  access  of 
light  through  them  was  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  enjoyment  of  his  room  and  landing  in  which 
they  were  placed.  Held,  that  the  defendant  had 
not  shown  that  he  was  entitled  by  right  to  an 
casement  of  necessity  in  respect  of  the  light  to 
his  windows,  but  claimed  only  an  easement  which 
was  necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of 
his  property,  which  latter  right  not  having  been 
expressly  reserved  in  the  conveyance  of  1886,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  build  so  as  to  obstruct 


the  light  to  the  two  windows,  but  so  as  not  to 
trespass  on  defendant's  wall  or  to  infringe  the 
covenant  by  plaintiff's  predeceuor  in  title  in  the 
conveyance  to  him  as  to  pointing  or  otherwise 
repainng  the  buildings  on  defenoant's  adjoining 
land.    (Ray  v.  Hazeldine.) 703 

Ornamental  garden — Rights  thereto  of  occupiers  of 
adjoining  nouses — User  by  their  families  and 
friends--Proprietary  club  owned  by  limited  lia- 
bility company — Resident  and  non-resident  mem-  • 
bera. — By  a  deed  rights  of  user  of  an  ornamental 
garden  were  granted  to  C.  H.  B.,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  his  or 
their  lessees  or  sublessees  or  tenants  (being  occu- 
piers for  the  time  being)  of  houses  immediately 
contiguous  or  adjoining  to  the  ornamental  in- 
closure,  and  for  his  or  their  families  or  friendu 
in  his  or  their  company  or  without.  A  limited 
company,  having  purchased  certain  of  the  houses 
from  C.  H.  B.  and  started  a  social  and  residential 
club  for  lady  workers,  authorised  and  allowed  its 
members  to  use  the  garden.  Held,  that,  as  the 
relation  of  the  members  to  the  club  was  that  of 
customers,  and  not  sublessees,  tenants,  or  friends, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  the  com- 
pany could  not  authorise  such  user.  (Keith  «. 
Twentieth  Century  Club  Limited.)    775 

Prescription — Right  of  way — ^Forty  years'  enjoyment 
—Two  tenements  held  under  same  owner — Pre- 
scription by  one  tenant  against  another  tenant 
of  same  owner. — A  tenant  cannot,  by  enjojrment 
for  a  period  of  forty  years,  acquire  a  prescriptive 
right  to  on  easement,  such  as  a  right  of  way, 
under  sect.  2  of  the  Prescription  Act  1832,  as 
against  another  tenant  of  the  same  landlord. 
(Kilgour  V.   Qaddes.)    60* 

Bight  of  way — Abandonment — Non-user — Excessive 
user. — ^In  1891  certain  premises  were  conveyed  to 
M.,  together  with  a  right  of  way  over  land 
coloured  yellow  on  the  plan  on  the  deed.  The 
land  coloured  yellow  was  subsequently  conveyed 
to  J.,  who  covenanted  to  permit  the  use  of  the 
right  of  way.  M.  owned  other  adjoining  premises, 
and  erected  assembler  rooms  partly  on  the  land  to 
which  there  was  a  right  of  way  and  partly  on  the 
adjoining  premises.  The  licensing  magistrates 
objected  to  a  gateway  opening  on  the  right  of 
way,  but  in  1892  a  wall  was  built  with  an  opening 
for  a  gateway  6ft.  Bin.  wide,  this  opening  being 
temporarily  closed  with  sliding  scaffold  boards. 
In  1894  the  hereditaments  formerly  belon|[ing  to 
M.  were  sold  to  F.,  together  with  the  right  of 
way,  and  in  December  of  that  year  the  scaffold 
boards  were  removed  to  enable  building  materia) 
to  be  taken  along  the  right  of  way.  In  1896  a, 
further  application  to  the  magistrates  to  allow 
gates  to  be  placed  at  the  gateway  was  refused, 
and  the  magistrates  insisted  on  the  gateway  beine 
bricked  up.  In  1898  the  premises,  together  with 
the  right  of  way,  were  conveyed  to  O.  M.  In 
1903  an  opening  was  made  in  the  wall  and  a  gat* 
4ft.  4in.  wide  placed  there,  and  materials  for  alter- 
ing the  premises  were  conveyed  alon^  the  right 
of  way.  The  only  access  to  the  building,  at  the 
rear  of  the  assembly  rooms,  was  over  the  right 
of  way.  The  present  owners  of  the  land  coloured 
yellow  claimed  that  the  right  of  way  had  been 
abandoned,  or,  if  not,  as  it  was  used  to  buildings 
not  wholly  erected  on  the  dominant  tenement, 
that  the  user  was  excessive.  They  brought  an 
action  against  O.  M.  and  his  mortgagees,  claiming 
to  restrain  the  use  of  the  right  of  way.  Held, 
(1)  that  there  had  be^i  no  abandonment  of  the 
right  of  way;  (2)  that  the  user  was  bond  fide, 
although  a  portion  of  the  building  extended 
beyond  the  boundaiT  of  the  land  entitled  to  the 
right  of  way;  and  (S)  that  the  mortgagees  vere 
not  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  the  action. 
(Harris  r.  Flower  and  Sons.)    669 

ECCLESUS-nCAL  LAW. 
Immoral    habit    of    swearing    and    ribaldry. — The 
occasional   use   of  objectionable   language   by  a 
clergyman,  under  circumstances  of  great  provo- 
cation,  upon   rare   occasions   extending   over   a 
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PAGB 
period  of  three  years :  Held,  not  to  amount  to  an 
immoral  habit  "  of  swearing  and  ribaldry  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  ltt>2. 
(Hoore  v.  Bishop  of  Oxford.)    42S 

Jurisdiction — Offence  against  morality — ^Frand. — 
Fraud  is  an  "immoral  act"  within  sect.  2  of 
the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  1B92.  (Fitzmaurice  r. 
Hesketh.)    OS 

EDUCATION. 
United  district  school  board — Transfer  to  educa- 
tional authorities — Different  "appointed  days" — 
Adjustment  of  liabilities — ^Immediate  or  post- 
poned arbitration. — ^The  H.  Urban  District 
Council  is  the  local  education  authority  for  the 
H.  Urban  District.  The  1st  June  1903  was  the 
''i4)pointed  da^"  for  the  coming  into  operation 
of  the  Education  Act  1902  within  the  district. 
The  corporation  of  J.  and  'the  county  council  of 
D.  are  respectively  the  local  education  authorities 
for  the  borough  of  J.  and  the  rural  district  of  M. 
At  the  passing  of  the  Education  Act  1902  the  H., 
M.,  and  J.  United  District  School  Board  was  the 
aebool  board  for  the  urban  district  of  H.,  the 
rural  district  of  H.,  and  the  borough  of  J.  The 
1st  April  19M  was  the  appointed  day  for  the 
coming  into  operation  of  that  Act  within  the 
oonnty  of  D.  and  the  borough  of  3.  Matters 
having  arisen  requiring  adjustment  between  the 
council  and  the  united  district  school  board,  and 
clause  1  of  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act  provid- 
ing that  the  rights  and  liabilities  "of  any  school 
board "  existing  at  the  appointed  day  should  be 
transferred  to  the  council  exercising  the  powers 
of  the  school  board:  Held,  that  an  arbitrator 
should  be  at  once  appointed  to  adjust  such  mat- 
ters, and  that  the  appointment  should  not  be 
delayed  until  the  appomted  day  for  the  remainder 
of  the  united  district  school  board.  {JU  Education 
Act  1902 :  Re  Hebbum  Urban  District  Council  and 
Hedworth,  Uonkton,  and  Jarrow  United  District 
School  Board's  Arbitration.)       148 

ELECTEIC  LIGHTING  WORKS. 
(See  Nuisance.) 

EMPLOYEE  AND  WOBKMAN. 
Employment  on  barge — Seaman. — A  man  employed 
on  a  sailing  barge,  whose  main  duty  is  to  load  and 
unload  her,  but  who  in  fact  assists  in  the  naviga- 
tion, such  barge  being  suitable  for  coasting  pur- 
poses, and  is  in  fact  being  used  on  the  sea  reaches 
of  the  Thames,  is  a  seaman,  and  so  is  not  entitled 
to  sue  for  personal  damages  for  personal  injuries 
under  the  Employers'  IJaUlity  Act  1880.  (Corbett 
«.  Pearce.) 781 

(See  Wobzubn's  Coupkhsatio!!.) 

ESTATE  DUTT. 
(See  Bevxitub.)  ' 

EVIDENCE. 
Enwrt's  reports— Facta  not  within  living  memory— 
Admissibility. — ^Whcre  an  engineer's  reports  are 
within  the  common  knowledge  of  engineers  and 
accepted  by  them  as  accurate,  they  constitute 
evidence  which  the  court  will  accept  as  to  facts 
not  within  living  memory.  (East  London  Railway 
Company  v.  Conservators  of  the  River  Thames.)...  347 

EXCISE  DUTT. 
(See  Ebvekub.) 

FISHERY. 
By-law— "  Description  of  nets."- Under  sect.  39  of 
the  Salmon  Fishery  Act  1873  "a  board  of  con- 
servators may  make  by-laws  .  .  .  for  all  or 
any  of  the  following  purposes  ...  (3)  to 
determine  the  length,  size,  and  descriptran  of 
nets.  ..."  A  by-law  made  under  this  section 
forbade  the  usie  of  certain  particular  kinds  of  nets 


PAoa 
by  name  in  parts  of  the  fishery  district,  and  then 
gave  a  definition  and  description  of  these  nets. 
Held,  that  the  by-law  was  not  ultra  virei.  The 
word  "  description  "  in  sect.  39  (3)  is  not  confined 
to  the  characteristics  of  any  particular  kind  cf 
net.    (Clayton  and  another,  apps.  v.  Feirse,  resp.)  119 

FOOD  AND  DRUGS. 

Adulteration  —  Milk  —  Warranty  —  Addition  of 
preservative  by  purchaser. — A  purchaser  of  milk 
with  a  written  warranty,  who  has  added  a 
preservative  to  such  milk,  cannot  rely  upon 
sect.  2S  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1875, 
even  although  the  addition  of  such  preservative  is 
noi  complained  of  as  an  adulteration.  (Hennen, 
app.  V.  Long,  resp.) 387 

Institution  of  prosecution — ^Laying  of  information — 
Service  of  summons. — A  prosecution  is  instituted 
within  sect.  19  (1)  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Dru^s 
Act  1899  at  the  date  on  which  the  information  is 
laid  and  the  summons  is  issued,  and  not  on  the 
date  when  such  summons  is  served.  (Beardsley, 
app.    e.  Giddings,  resp.)    tSl 

Warranty — ^Notice. — ^An  information  having  been 
laid  by  the  respondent  against  the  appellant 
under  sect.  6  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act 
1875,  the  ai^ellant's  solicitors  sent  on  the  2nd 
Nov.  to  the  respondent  the  following  notice: 
"  We  beg  to  give  you  formal  notice  that  our  client 
purchased  the  same  butter  with  a  vrritten  war- 
ranty from  G.  L.  Limited,  of  84,  C.-st.,  M.  The 
following  ia  a  copy  of  the  warranty  in  question: 
'  We  guarantee  all  butters  sold  by  us  to  be  abso- 
lutely pure;  guaranteed  pure  butter  within  the 
3rd  and  7th  sects,  of  the  Margarine  Act  1877.' 
.  .  .  The  defendant  intends  to  rely  on  the 
foregoing  as  a  defence  to  this  summons.  On  the 
4th  Aug.  the  appellant  had  purchased  the  butter 
of  the  wholesale  house,  and  on  the  invoice  was 
stated  :  "  We  guarantee  all  butters  sold  by  ua  to 
be  absolutely  pure."  The  appellant  was  dis- 
satisfied with  this,  and,  when  going  to  the  whole- 
sale house  the  following  week,  and  after  the  butter 
was  delivered,  took  the  invoice  to  the  wholesale 
house,  who  put  on  it :  "  Guaranteed  pure  butter 
in  accordance  with  the  3rd  and  7th  sections  of  the 
Margarine  Act  1887.  In  case  of  samples  being 
taken  for  analysis,  show  this  warranty  to  the 
inspector."  Held,  that  the  notice  of  the  2nd  Nov. 
was  a  good  notice  of  a  defence  under  sect.  20  of 
the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899.  (Farthing, 
app.   V.  Parkinson,  resp.)    78S 

FORESHORE. 
Right  of  access — ^Limits  of  public  user — ^Bathing  in 
the  sea  from  foreriiore  owned  by  private  persons. 
— Wher6  the  foreshore  lying  between  high-water 
mark  and  low-water  mark  of  ordinary  tides  ia 
owned  by  private  persons,  in  the  absence  of  proof 
of  a  customary  right  to  ^o  upon  such  foresnore, 
there  is  no  common  law  right  to  go  there,  except 
far  certain  purposes,  such  as  in  order  to  avoid 
peril  arising  in  the  course  of  navigation  on  the 
sea,  and  probably  launching  a  boat  for  the  pur- 
poses of  fishing.  There  is  no  common  law  right 
to  bathe.  It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  owner 
of  the  foreshore  has  dedicated  it  to  the  public 
from  the  mere  fact  that  he  does  not  object  to 
people  who  do  no  damage  wandering  at  will  over 
the  sand  from  time  to  tune  uncovered  by  the  sea. 
(Brinckman  and  others  r.  Matley.) 199 

GAMING. 

Shop—Automatic  machine — Game  of  chance  or  skilL 
— ^^.,  being  the  occupier  of  a  tobacconist's  shop, 
kept  there  an  automatic  machine  by  which  a 
person,  having  put  a  penny  in  the  slot,  pulU  a 
knob,  and  on  releasing  such  knob  the  penny  flies 
up  into  one  of  five  compartments.  If  the  penny 
goes  into  either  of  two  compartments  it  ia 
returned  to  the  person  using  the  machine;  if  it 
goes  into  eitlier  of  the  two  others  it  is  retained  in 
the'  machine;  but  if  it  goes  into  the  fifth  he 
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receives  a  ticket  by  which  he  can  have  a  Sd.  cigar 
or  its  value  at  his  option.  It  was  established  by 
evidence  that  dexterity  could  be  acquired  to  soma 
extent  by  the  operator  by  practice,  but  the  magis- 
trate came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not 
proved  that  the  chances  were  alike  favourable 
to  the  appellant  and  the  operator.  Held,  that 
T.  was  properly  convicted  of  permitting  the  shop 
to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  unlawful  gaming, 
contrary  to  the  Gaming  House  Act  1864.  fThomp- 
■on,  app.  v.  Mason,  jresp.) „.    ...  649 


GRANT  OF  LAND. 

Beservatlon  to  granter — Omission  from  subsequent 
grant— Effect.— In  1829  the  Crown  granted  land 

-  adjoining  the  sea  to  a  corporation,  reserving 
(inter  alia)  "  all  such  part  of  the  said  piece  or 
parcel  of  land  hereinbefore  described  as  may  be 
within  100ft.  of  high-water  mark  on  the  sea  coast, 
or  in  any  creek,  harbour,  or  inlet."  In  18S0  the 
corporation,  in  execution  of  a  previous  contract, 
sold  the  land  to  D.,  through  whom  the  respon- 
dents claimed,  and  D.  executed  a  mortgage  to  the 
corporation  to  secure  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
which  was  then  unpaid.  The  land  was  conveyed 
to  D.  "to  hold  the  same  subject  to  the  reserva- 
tion and  conditions  in  the  now  recited  grant" 
(meaning  the  grant  of  1829  from  the  Crown) 
"  contained."  In  1833  the  corporation  was  dis- 
solved by  Order  in  Council,  and  its  property 
thereupon  reverted  to  the  Crown,  "  subject  to  all 
mortgages  and  contracts  for  sale  previously 
lawfully  made."  In  1840  D.  paid  off  the  mortgage, 
and  the  Crown  granted  the  land  to  him.  This 
grant  made  no  menti<m  of  the  reservation  above 
mentioned,  and  described  the  land  as  being 
bounded  on  one  side  "by  the  water  of"  the 
"  harbour."  Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  grant  of 
1840  was  to  do  away  with  the  reservation  con- 
tained in  the  earlier  grant.  (Attomey-Oeneral 
for  New  South  Wales  t>.  Dickson  and  others.)    ...  213 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Jurisdiction  of  court — Issue  of  writ — Person  out  of 
the  jurisdiction. — The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
order  a  writ  of  hdbea»  corpui  to  issue  directed  io 
a  person  who,  at  the  time  of  the  application  for 
the  writ,  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  (Bex  v. 
Finckney.) 468 

HIGHWAY. 

Local  authority — ^Road  not  safe  for  traffic — Mis- 
feasance— Liability. — The  appellants,  who  were 
both  the  sanitary  and  the  highway  authority,  dug 
a  trench  along  a  road  under  their  control  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  a  sewer.  When  the  work  was 
completed  they  filled  in  the  trench  and  opened 
the  road  for  traffic.  About  a  week  afterwards 
the  respondent  was  driving  along  the  road  in  s 
cab  at  night.  The  driver  found  that  the  part  of 
the  road  where  the  trench  had  been  opened  was 
soft,  and  crossed  on  to  the  other  side,  and  ran  into 
a  heap  of  rubbish,  with  the  result  that  the  cab 
was  overturned  and  the  respondent  was  injured. 
The  rubbish  had  been  wrongfully  deposited  in  the 
road  without  the  permission  of  the  appellants,  but 
they  knew  that  it  was  there,  and  had  not  lighted 
or  fenced  it.  The  jury  found  that  the  part  of  the 
road  where  the  trench  had  been  opened  had  been 
properly  filled  in,  but  had  been  rendered  soft  by 
subsequent  rain,  and  was  dangerous  to  traffic  at 
the  time  of  the  accident.  (Mayor  and  Corporation 
of  Shoreditch  v.  Bull.)    210 

Bepair  —  Extraordinary  traffic  —  Extraordinary 
expenses  for  repairs — Haulage  of  timber  over 
roads — Timber  the  natural  produce  of  land — Period 
of  limitation  for  recovery  of  expenses — "Par- 
ticular work  extending  over  long  period." — ^The 
defendants  for  a  period  extending  over  two  years 
bought  from  the  owner  of  an  estate  a  large 
quantity  of  timber  which  was  felled  on  the  estate, 
and  the  timber  was  hauled  by  the  defendants  to 
the  railway  station  over  two  roads  for  a  distance 
of  between  two  and  three  miles  <«  each  road,  the 


PAQI 

haulage  being  done  partly  by  horses  and  partly 
by  a  traction  engine.  The  quantity  of  timber  so 
hauled  was  about  1500  tons,  and  the  felling  and 
hauling  were  done  under  several  separate  eon- 
tracts  extendinj;  over  the  two  years.  During  this 
period  the  traffic  of  the  defendants  over  the  roads 
was  unusual  traffic,  did  unusual  damage  to  the 
0  loads,  and  caused  unusual  expenses  in  repairing 
the  roads,  which  were  constructed  to  bear 
ordinary  coimtry  traffic,  usttally  agricultural 
traffic.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  highway 
authority  to  recover  the  expenses  of  repairing  the 
roads,  as  being  "  extraordinary  expenses  "  incurred 
by  them  in  consequence  of  the  "  extraordinary 
traffic"  within  sect.  23  of  the  Highways  and 
Locomotives  Act  1878,  the  defendants  alleged  that 
the  timber  was  the  natural  produce  of  me  land 
and  that  the  carting  of  such  produce  to  the  rail- 
way station  was  ordinary  traffic  and  an  ordinary 
user  of  the  road.  Held,  that,  having  regard  to 
the  total  weight  carried,  the  frequency  of  the  loads 
and  the  means  by  which  it  was  carried,  the  traffic 
was  "  extraordinary  traffic  "  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  23,  and  the  fact  that  the  timber  was  the 
natural  produce  of  the  land  did  not,  under  the 
circumstances,  prevent  the  traffic  from  being 
"extraordinary,  or  the  expenses  from  bein^ 
"  extraordinary  expenses,"  which  the  highway 
authority  were  entitled  to  recover.  Held,  fur- 
ther, that  the  work  was  not  a  "  particular  work 
extending  over  a  long  period  "  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  12,  sub-sect.  1  (i),  of  the  Locomotives  Act 
1898,  and  that  therefore  the  sub-section  did  not 
give  the  highway  authority  the  right  to  bring 
Qieir  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  whole  of  the 
expenses  within  six  months  after  the  completion 
of  the  work,  and  consequently  that  by  the  sub- 
section their  claim  was  barred  for  any  expenses 
incurred  more  than  twelve  months  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  (Norfolk  County 
Council  c.  Green  and  another.) 451 

Wilful  obstruction — ^No  obstruction  in  fact— Truck 
in  street  for  purpose  of  cleaning  house — Purpose, 
time,  and  space  reasonable. — A  truck,  6ft.  long 
by  2ft.  8in.  wide,  containing  an  apparatus  for 
removing  dust  from  houses,  was  placed  by  D.  in 
a  highway  30ft.  wide  for  some  hours,  while 
the  dust  was  being  removed  from  a  certain 
house.  There  was  no  evidence  that  anyone 
was  incommoded  or  that  anyone  was  pre- 
vented from  passing  along  the  highway.  It  was 
found  as  a  fact  that  the  business,  purpose,  and 
time  selected  were  rea/sonable,  and  that  neither 
the  time  nor  the  space  occupied  were  excessive, 
but  that  the  system  of  cleaning  was  not  necessary 
to  the  ordinary  comfort  or  exigency  of  life,  and 
was  still  in  the  experimental  stage,  and  that  the 
noise  of  the  apparatus  and  the  collection  of  sight- 
seers might  cause  discomfort  or  inconvenience  to 
the  occupiers  of  houses  and  people  using  the 
street.  Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  wilful 
obstruction  within  sect.  64  (6)  of  the  Metropolitan 
Police  Act  1839.    (Dunn,  app.   v.  Holt,  reap.)    ...  S77 


HUSBAND  AND  WIPE. 

Divorcf — ^Person  in  contempt — Appeal — Bight  to 
hearing  —  Married  woman  —  Separate  estate  — 
Bestraint  on  anticipation— Jurisdiction  to  order 
payment  of  costs — "  Proceeding  instituted." — ^A 
decree  niti  for  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  on 
the  ground  of  the  wife's  adulten-  directed  that 
the  child  of  the  marriage  should  remain  in  the 
custody  of  the  husband  until  further  order,  and 
should  not  be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court.  On  the  same  day  an  order  was  made 
ex  parte  in  chambers  that  the  child  should  be 
foruwith  delivered  to  the  husband.  At  that 
time  the  wife  was  abroad  with  the  child.  After 
the  decree  niti  had  been  made  absolute  she  re- 
turned to  England  with  the  child,  and  was  for 
the  first  time  served  personally  with  the 
orders  with  reference  to  the  custody  of  the 
child.  She  then  took  out  a  summons  asking 
that  the  decree  niti  and  the  ex  parte  order  might 

.  be  varied,  and  the  custody  of  the  child  given  to 
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lier.  During  the  hearing  of  the  snnunona  the 
'wife  nve  an  undertalune  not  to  remove  the  child 
out  <H  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  On  the  10th 
Hareh  1903  the  summons  was  dismissed  and  the 
'wife  'Was  ordered  to  pa^  the  costs  out  of  her 
aepaxate  property,  notwithstanding  that  it  yfaa 
mbject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation,  and  she 
was  also  ordered  to  deliver  the  diild  to  the  hus- 
band forthwith.  It  was  then  discovered  that 
■he  had  sent  the  child  out  of  the  jurisdiction  two 
or  three  davs  before  the  10th  March,  and  had 
sinoe  gone  abroad  herself,  and  she  had  remained 
abroad  with  the  child  ever  since.  On  the  12th 
Harch  an  order  was  made  for  her  committal  for 
contempt  of  court,  and  directing  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment uiould  issue  against  her.  The  wife  gave 
notice  of  appeal  from  so  much  of  the  order  of  the 
10th  March  as  directed  the  costs  to  be  paid  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  and  it  was  contended  that  the 
eonit  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it.  Held,  that 
the  rule  that  a  person  who  is  in  contempt  cannot 
be  heard,  primd  facit  applies  to  voluntary  applica- 
tions on  his  part,  to  cases  where  he  is  asking 
for  something,  and  not  to  cases  in  which  all  ha 
aeeka  is  to  be  heard  in  matters  of  defence ;  that 
the  appellant  objected  to  the  order  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it;  and 
its  legality  ought  to  be  determined,  and  therefore 
the  appeal  must  be  heard.  Held  also,  that  the 
summons  was  not  a  "proceeding  instituted"  by 
the  married  woman  witnin  sect.  2  of  the  Married 
Woman's  Property  Act  1893,  but  an  application  in 
the  divorce  suit,  and  there  was  no  junsdiction  to 
order  her  to  pay  the  costs  out  of  her  separate 
estate  which  was  subject  to  a  restraint  on  antici- 
pation.    (Gordon  v.  Gordon.)    697 

Pivorce — ^Wife's  petition — ^Decree  niti — ^Adultery  of 
petitioner — ^Discretion  of  court. — The  court  has  full 
discretion  as  to  granting  a  decree  nut  in  favour  of 
a  petitioner,  who  has  been  found  guilty  of 
adultery,  under  sect.  31  of  the  Matrimonial  Causes 
Act  18S7  (20  &  21  Tict.  c.  85),  where  the  miscon- 
dnct  of  the  petitioner  is  more  or  less  pardonable 
or  can  be  excused,  but  in  order  that  it  may 
exercise  this  discretion  the  misconduct  of  the 
petitioner  must  have  been  caused  by  the  mis- 
conduct or  the  offences  of  the  respondent.  (Wyke 
V.  Wyke,  The  King's  Proctor  showing  cause.)     ...  172 

Marriage  settlement — Covenant  to  settle  wife's 
after-acquired  property — ^Annuities — Construction 
of  covenant. — By  her  marriage  settlement,  dated 
in  18S8,  a  wife  covenanted  to  settle  all  her  after- 
acquired  property,  real  and  personal,  whether  in 
possession,  reversion,  or  otherwise  (with  certain 
■mall  exceptions),  upon  trust  to  be  sold  and  con- 
verted and  held  by  the  trustees  upon  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement.  During  the  coverture  the  wife 
became  entitled  to  cerl^iu  annuities.  Held,  that 
the  annuities  were  not  caught  by  the  covenant. 
(£c  Dowding ;  Gregory  r.  Dowding.) 83 

Policy  of  the  law — Post-nuptial  settlements  by 
hnsband^-Trusts  for  his  wife  "  so  long  as  she  shall 
continue  the  cohabiting  wife  or  the  widow"  of 
husband — Condition — ^Limitation. — By  post-nuptiid 
settlements,  which  did  not  purport  to  be  agree- 
ments between  husband  and  wife,  in  consideration 
of  natural  love  and  afEection,  the  husband  assigned 
leaseholds  to  trustees  upon  trusts  during  the 
natural  life  of  the  wife  or  so  long  as  she  should 
continue  the  cohabiting  wife  or  the  widow  of  the 
husband,  to  pay  the  income  to  the  wife  for  her 
separate  use,  and  from  the  decease  of  the  wife  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  or  from  and  after  the 
dissolution  of  the  marriage  or  judicial  separation 
between  them,  a  protected  lite  interest  in  the 
annual  proceeds  was  ^ven  to  the  husband,  'with  a 
pravision  for  the  mamtenance  of  their  children. 
The  deed  contained  an  ultimate  trust  of  the  corpus 
of  the  trust  premises  in  default  of  children  in 
favour  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  husband.  There 
'was  also  a  power  of  advancement  during  the 
joint  lives  and  the  subsistence  of  the  marriage 
'with  the  joint  consent  of  the  husband  and  wife 
and,  after  her  decease  or  after  the  dissolution  of 
their  marriage  or  a  judicial  separation  between 
them,  with  the  consent  of  the  husband.    The  wife 
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separated  from  her  husband  in  1889  and  had  never 
lived  or  cohabited  with  him  afterwards,  and  he 
became  bankrupt  in  1890,  but  the  bankruptcy  'was 
annulled  in  1896.  The  question  having  arisen 
whether  although  the  wife  was  no  longer  in  fact 
"  the  cohabiting  wife  "  of  the  husband,  the  trust 
in  her  favour  was  still  subsisting,  on  the  ground 
that  the  settlor  had  attempted  to  fetter  her 
interest  in  a  manner  which  was  contrary  to  public 
policy:  Held,  that  the  gift  of  the  life  interest  to 
the  wife  was  by  way  of  limitation,  and  was  not  a 
gift  defeasible  on  the  performance  or  non-perform- 
ance of  a  condition,  and  that  being  so  long  as 
■he  cohabited  with  her  husband,  it  was  a  gUt 
rather  in  favour  of  morality  than  against  it,  and 
upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  settlements 
it  must  be  neld  good.  Per  Kekewich,  J. :  "  Policy 
of  the  law  "  ought  not  to  be  impressed  into  the 
service  of  highly  improbable  oontingencieB.  (Be 
Hope-Johnstone's  Trusts;  Hope-Johnstone  «. 
Hope^Johnstone.)     268 

Presumption  in  favour  of  a  valid  marriage — Long- 
continued  open  cohabitation — Ceremony — Foreign' 
marriage  —  Recognition  —  Strict  proof.  —  Where 
there  is  clear  proof  that  fhiglish  persons  intended 
to  be  married  to  one  another,  some  evidence  of  a 
ceremony  by  way  of  a  French  marriage  de  faeto, 
and  of  recognition  of  them  afterwards  as  man  and 
'wife  by  their  families  and  by  them  of  their 
children  as  legitimate,  during  a  long  course  of 
years,  the  court  will  not  require  strict  proof  of 
the  marriage,  even  upon  the  assumption  that  to 
contract  marriage  in  France  in  the  manner  (Jleged 
was  not  in  accordance  'with  the  habits  of  law- 
abiding  people  there.  The  offspring  of  such  a 
union  neld  therefore  entitled  to  share  in  a  gift 
under  a  will  to  "  children."  {Se  Shephard ; 
George  v.  Thyer.) 249 

Separation  —  Desertion  —  Condonation  —  Second  . 
s(n>aration. — Where  an  offence  has  been  committed 
which  primd  facie  entitles  a  married  woman  to 
an  order  under  sect.  4  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
(Married  Women)  Act  1896,  and  the  offence  has 
been  condoned  by  the  wife,  the  effect  of  such 
condonation  depends  upon  the  common  law  and 
not  upon  any  section  of  that  Act.  A  married 
woman  issued  a  summons  against  her  husband 
complaining  of  his  desertion.  The  hearing  of  the 
summons  was  adjourned  by  the  justices  before 
whom  it  came,  and  before  the  resumed  hearing 
the  wife  resumed  cohabitation  with  her  husband. 
She  subsequently  left  him — this  also  before  the 
resumed  hearing — and  the  justices  at  the  hearing 
granted  her  an  order  for  separation  and  an  allow- 
ance for  maintenance.  Held,  the  order  must  be 
discharged  since  the  'wife  had  put  an  end  to  the 
original  cause  of  complaint  by  the  resumption  of 
cohabitation,  and  that  the  justices  had  nothing  to 
adjudicate  upon  at  the  date  of  the  adjourned  hear- 
ing when  the  order  was  made.  (Williams  v. 
Williams.) 174 

Separation  deed — Construction — ^Voluntary  settle- 
ment or  deed  of  separation — ^Beoonciliation — 
Trust  for  children. — ^Where  articles  of  agreement 
under  seal  are  entered  into  between  husband,  wife, 
and  a  trustee,  reciting  that  the  husband,  who  was 
entitled  to  a  share  of  residue  under  a  'will,  as  a 
condition  of  a  mutual  separation  which  had  been 
agreed  on,  had  agreed  to  assign  his  interest  under 
the  will  to  the  trustee  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  thereof  to  the  vrife  and  then  as  to  the 
principal  for  the  three  children  of  the  marriage, 
and  the  wife  covenants  not  to  molest  the  husband, 
and  are  followed  by  a  separaticm  and  nine  months 
afterwards  by  reconciliation  and  return  to  co- 
habitation: Held,  that,  upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  articles,  the  trusts  thereby  declared  in 
favour  of  the  'wife  and  children  were  subsisting 
notwithstanding  the  reconciliation,  and  that  there 
was  no  resulting  trust  for  the  settlor,  the  husband, 
of  the  property  comprised  therein.  (Se  Spark's 
Trusts ;  Massey  tr.  Spark.)    64 

Separation  order — Desertion  of  husband — Reason- 
able cause — ^Bejection  of  evidence — Appeal — 
Remission  to  justices.— The  word  "  desertion  "  used 
in  sect.  4  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  (Married 
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Women)  Act  1895  has  the  same  meaning  as  in  the 
Matrimonial  Causes  Act  1857  (20  &  21  Vict.  c.  86). 
It  does  not  signify  simply  cessation  of  cohabita- 
tion, but  cessation  of  couabitation  without  reason- 
aiile  cause.  It  is  the  duty  of  justices  before  whom 
a  summons  under  the  Act  of  1895  is  heard  to  allow 
the  husband  to  crosa.ezamiDe  his  wife  as  to  her 
oooduct,  and  to  admit  evidence  on  his  behalf 
showing  that  the  husband  has  a  reasonable  excuse 
or  cause  for  refusing  to  live  with  his  wife  and  so 
to  leave  her.  If  the  justices  find  that  the  husband 
had  reasonable  cause  for  separating  from  his  wife, 
there  is  no  desertion  under  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of 
1895,  and  the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  any  order. 
(Frowd  o.  Prowd.) 176 

Tort  of  wife — Action  against  husband  and  wife — 
Defence — Different  defences  by  husband  and  wife 
— Practice. — In  an  action  to  recover  damages  from 
a  husband  and  wife  for  a  libel  alleged  to  have  been 
published  by  the  wife,  if  the  husband  pleads  a 

.  payment  into  court  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  the  wife  cannot  plead  a  defence  denying 
liability.    (Beaumont  v.  Kaye  and  another.) 51 

(See  Banxsuptct— CoNFUCT  of  Laws.) 

INCOME  TAX. 
(See  BEVXHini.) 

INHABITED  HOUSE  DUTY. 
(See  Eevinttb.) 

INLAND  REVENUE. 
(See  Bxvxinn.) 

INSURANCE. 
Lefk. 

Application  form — ^Policy — Construction — Warranty 
not  to  commit  suicide — Insurance  for  benefit  of 
creditor — Executor  suing  as  trustee  for  creditor. — 
An  application  for  a  policy  of  life  insurance  was 
expressed  to  be  the  basis  and  part  of  the  contract, 
and  contained  the  following  undertaking  by  the 
assured :  "  I  also  warrant  and  agree  that  I  will 
not  commit  suicide,  sane  or  insane,  during  the 
period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  said  con- 
tract." The  policy  was  taken  out  for  the  benefit 
of  a  creditor,  and  by  the  policy  the  defendants 
agreed  to  pay,  subject  to  conditions,  40002.  to  the 
creditor  "m  consideration  of  the  application  for 
this  policy  which  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this 
contract.  During  the  period  of  one  year  from 
{he  signing  of  the  policy,  the  assured  committed 
suicide  in  a  fit  of  temporary  insanity.  Held,  that 
the  undertaking  was  such  that  the  breach  of  it 
rendered  the  policy  void,  and  that  it  was  not  an 
undertaking  the  breach  of  which  could  only  ^ve 
the  insurance  company  a  right  to  claim  agamst 
the  estate  of  the  assured.  (EUinger  and  Co.  and 
Schlesinger  v.  Mutual  Life  usurance  Company  of 
New  York.)      484 

Lapse  of  policy  on  failure  of  payment  of  premium 
-—Subsequent  payment — Conditional  receipt  by 
insurance  company — Neglect  of  assured  to  read 
conditions  of  receipt — Duty  of  insurance  company 
—-Estoppel. — A  policy  of  life  insurance  effected 
with  an  insurance  company  was  expressed  to  be 
conditional  upon  the  payment  of  the  premiums 
each  year  within  thirty  days  of  their  oeooming 
due.  The  holder  of  the  policy  failed  to  pay  a 
certain  premium  within  thirty  days  of  its  becoming 
due.  On  his  afterwards  sending  the  money  to  tha 
company  they  sent  back  to  him  a  receipt  upon  a 
printed  form,  which  stated  that  the  policy  had 
lapsed  and  that  the  payment  was  accepted  subject 
to  certain  conditions  printed  on  the  back  of  the 
receipt.  He  received  this  receipt,  but  did  not 
read  it.  One  of  these  conditions  was  that  the 
person  whose  life  was  insured  had  been  during  the 
past  twelve  months  in  continuous  good  health  and 
free  from  all  disease;  and  he  was  in  fact,  and  to 
his  knowledge,  suffering  at  that  time  from  a 
disease  of  which  he  afterwards  died.  Until  he 
died  the  subsequent  premiums  were  punctually 
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paid.  On  his  death  the  company  refused  to  pay 
the  sum  for  which  his  life  had  been  insured  on 
the  ground  that  the  policy  had  lapsed,  and  the 
conditions  of  the  receipt  above  mentioned  hiui  not 
been  complied  with.  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  insurance  money :  Held,  that,  as  the 
policy  had  lapsed  on  account  of  the  breach  of  its 
conditions,  and  the  plaintiff  had  given  no  evidence 
of  any  conduct  on  tne  part  of  the  company  which 
would  justify  him  in  thinking  that  the  poUcy  had 
not  lapsed,  and  would  estop  them  from  relying 
on  the  Iai»ing  of  the  policy,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
succeed    in    the    action.     (Handler    v.    Mutual 

Reserve  Fund  Life  Association.)      192 

Want  of  insurable  interest — Void  policy — ^Innocent 
misrepresentations  of  insurance  agent  as  to 
validity  of  policy — Ignorance  of  assured — ^Mis- 
take of  law — ^Recovery  back  of  premiums  paid 
b^  assured. — The  plaintiff  was  induced  to  insure 
his  mother's  life  with  the  defendant  insurance 
company  by  the  representations  of  the  company's 
agent  that  the  policy  would  be  a  valid  one. 
These  representations  were  made  by  the  agent 
innocently,  and  without  any  fraudulent  intent. 
In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  back  from 
the  company  the  premiums  he  had  paid,  alleging 
that  the  policy  was  void  for  want  of  insurable 
interest:  Held,  that,  assuming  the  policy  to  be 
void  under  the  Life  Insurance  Act  1774,  yet  the 
misrepresentation  of  the  agent  would  be  a  mis- 
representation of  law,  and,  the  parties  being 
•n  pari  delicto,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in 
the  action.  (Harse  «.  Pearl  Life  Assurance 
Company.) 245 

FiBZ. 

Uoyd's  policy — "  Subject  to  average  " — No  average 
clause  attached — Other  policies  on  zones — Apply- 
ing policies  rateably. — A  timber  yard,  as  a  whole, 
was  insured  by  a  Lloyd's  policy  for  11,450{.  and 
in  three  zones  by  various  fire  insurance  companies 
for  26,5002.  On  zone  B  there  was  only  one 
company's  policy  for  30002.  The  value  in  the  three 
zones  was  $6,5002.— viz.,  19402.  in  zone  A,  13.2602. 
in  B,  and  21,3002.  in  C ;  and  12,8502.— viz.,  19002. 
in  zone  A,  94002.  in  B,  and  15602.  in  C — was  the 
value  of  the  timber  burnt.  The  Lloyd's  p<ilicy 
was  expressed  to  be  "  subject  to  average,  but 
had  no  average  clause  attached.  Held,  that  the 
system  of  marshalling  the  policies,  so  as  to  apply 
the  Lloyd's  policy  and  Ihe  company's  policy  for 
30002.  rateably  to  the  loss  in  zone  B,  and  the  then 
nnezhansted  portion  of  the  Lloyd's  rateably  with 
the  other  poheies  on  zones  C  and  A  respectively, 
could  not  be  introduced  by  the  words  "  subject 
to  average"  in  a  Lloyd's  policy.  On  this  policy 
the  plaintiffs,  being  insured  on  only  a  portion  of 
the  goods  at  risk,  must  be  considered  as  being 
their  own  insurers  for  the  difference,  and  must 
bear  a  rateable  share  of  the  loss  accordingly. 
The  underwriters  were  liable  for  iiiiJ  of  12,8602. 
Whether  the  average  clause  is  attached  to  a 
Lloyd's  policy  or  not,  if  the  policy  is  expressed  to 
be  "  subject  to  average,"  it  is  according  to  the 
usage  of  Lloyd's  the  same  as  if  the  clause  were 
attached.  (Acme  Wood  Flooring  Company 
Limited  v.  Marten.) SIS 

JUSTICES. 

Action  against  justice— Issue  of  distress  warrant- 
Limitation  of  action  —  Time  of  conviction  or 
distress. — ^In  February  the  defendant,  who  was  a 
magistrate,  convicted  the  plaintiff  of  an  alleged 
offence  against  the  Vaccination  Acts,  and  in  April 
the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  pay  the  fine  inflicted 
the  defendant  issued  a  warrant  of  distress,  which 
was  executed  against  the  plaintiff's  goods.  In  an 
action  for  illegal  distress:  Held,  that  the  limita- 
tion imposed  by  sect.  1  of  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act  1893  ran  from  the  date  of  the 
issue  of  the  warrant  of  distress  and  not  from  the 
date  of  the  conviction.    (PoUey  v.  Fordham.)    ...  756 

Mayor  of  borough— Borough  justice  ex  officio— 
County  justice  sitting  within  the  borough — 
Mayors  right  to  preside — Borough  business.— If  a 
borough  has  no  separate  commission  of  the  peace. 
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lo  that  the  mayor  ia  a  boroagh  instiee  rirttUe 
ofteii,  he  U  not  entitled  to  take  the  chair  at  a 
aitting  within  the  borough  of  county  justioei 
iriiere  the  court  is  litting  aa  a  petty  aeisional 
diTiaion,  and  the  fact  that  the  offence  being  tried 
was  committed  entirely  within  the  borough  makes 
no  difference,  nie  expreision  "  buiineai  of  the 
borough,"  aa  used  in  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  in2,  s.  IM  (2),  means  the  busineas  which  a 
court  assembled  hjr  the  mayor  of  a  borough 
transacts.  The  busineas  of  a  court  sitting  as  a 
petty  sessional  division  is  county  busineaa  and 
remains  so,  although  the  particular  case  being 
tried  might  have  been  treated  as  borough  business. 
(Lawsoa  v.  Beyoolds  and  others.)    278 

Quarter  seaaions — Ameal  from  licensing  justices — 
County  BolidtOF— Disallowance  of  profit  coats  of 
justicw  clerk — A  county  solicitor  was  appointed 
for  the  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  and  paid  a 
aalaiy  out  of  the  county  funda.  His  sinty  was  to 
reprMent  the  justices  in  all  judicial  business 
affecting  their  acta  aa  justicea,  including  the 
defence  of  appeala  from  their  decisions  under  the 
Licensing  Acts.  Held,  that  the  quarter  aeaaions 
were  not  entitled  to  disallow  the  profit  coata  of  s 
clerk  to  justices,  who  had  been  retained  to  act  for 
such  justices  upon  an  appeal  againtt  a  dedaion 
under  the  liicensing  Acts,  merely  because  he  was 
employed  by  the  justices  instead  of  the  county 
sohdtor.  (Bex  v.  Justices  of  West  Biding  of 
Toikshire;£x  parte  Ellis.) 381 

Summary  jnrisdietion — Lists  of  persons  liable  to 
serve  on  juries— Justices  sitting  in  "  special  petty 
aesuon*  "  for  revising  jury  lists — ^Power  of  fustices 
to  ttaie  special  case. — Justices  sitting  in  special 
petty  sessions  under  sect.  10  of  the  Junes  Act  182S, 
for  revising  the  lists  of  jurors,  are  not  a  court  of 
summary  juriadiction  within  the  meaning  of  aect. 
IS,  auh«ect.  11,  of  the  Interpretation  Act  1889,  and 
have  no  power  under  sect.  33  of  the  Summary 
Jnrisdiofcion  Act  1879,  or  otherwise,  to  atate  a 
special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  High  Court 
ujxm  Uie  application  of  a  person  aggrieved  by 
their  decision.  (Hagmaier,  app.  v.  Overaeers  of 
Willesden,  resps.)    CSS 

(See  Public  Hxalth.) 

LANDLOBD  AND  TENANT. 

Covenant    by  lessor  running  with  the  reversion — 
Assignment  of  reversion   Dy  lessor — ^Liability  of 
lessor  to  lessee  after  assignment — Award  under 
arbitration    clause — Covenant    in-  new    lease    to 
perform    award — ^Action   on   award — Merger. — At 
the  expiration  of  a  lease  of  an  oil  mill  certain 
differences    aroae   between   the    leaaees   and    the 
leaaota  aa  to  repaira  and  worka  to  be  done  on  the 
demiaed   premiaea,  and,  theae  differences  having, 
ia  pnisnance  of  an  arbitration  clause  in  the  lease, 
beoi    referred    to    arbitration,    the    arbitrators 
amrded  that  certain  millatonea  abould  be  repaired 
by  the  lesaora.    Before  the  award  was  pabliahed 
the  leasees  took  from  the  lessors  a  new  lease  which 
also  contained  a  similar  arbitration  clause  as  to 
differences  between  the  lessors  and  the  leasees, 
and  which,  after  reciting  the  reference  to  arbi- 
ttation  and  that  the  award  had  not  been  pub- 
lished, contained  a  covenant  that  as  soon  as  the 
award   should   be   published    the   lessors   should 
execute  all  the  repairs  therein  stated  to  be  within 
their  province  to  repair.    SubsequeniJy  both  the 
leasees  and  the  lessors  assigned  their  interests  in 
the  premises,  and,  the  lessors  having  refused  to 
do    the    necessary    repairs    to    the    atonea,    the 
aangnees    of   the   lessees   did    the   repaira,    and 
brought  an  action  on  the  award  to  recover  the 
(spenses  from  the  lessors.    Held,  that  the  lessors' 
liaioility  under  the  award  to  do  the  repairs  was 
not  merged  or  extinguished  by  the  covenant  in 
the  new  leaae  whereby  the  lessors  covenanted  to 
execute  the  repairs  according  to  the  award,  and 
that  an  action  on  the  award  could  be  maintained 
by  the  lessees  and  their  assignees  for  the  expenses 
M  the  repairs  which  the  lessors  were  bound  to  do, 
sKhongh  there  had  been  no  reference  to  arbitra- 
tico  under  the  arbitration  clause  in  the  new  lease, 
d 
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Senile:  A  lessor  who  assigns  his  reversion 
remains  liable  to  the  leaaee  upon  an  express 
covenant  to  do  repairs  to  the  demised  premises — 
a  covenant  runningwith  the  reversion — as  sect.  2 
of  the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  while  giving  lo 
the  lessee  a  right  of  action  against  the  assignee 
of  the  lessor  for  breach  of  the  covenant,  does  not 
release  the  lessor  from  his  express  covenant  or 
from  his  liability  thereunder.  (Stuart  and  others 
V.  Joy  and  Nantes.)     78 

Covenant  by  tenant  to  pay  all  charges — Paving 
expensea — Notice  to  tenant  to  pay — Payment  by 
tenant — ^Deduction  of  amount  paid  from  rent- 
Landlord's  right  to  distrain  for  amount  deducted. 
— The  lease  of  a  house  contained  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  free  of  all 
deductions  except  landlord  s  property  tax,  and  to 
pay  all  rates,  taxes,  and  assessments  whatsoever, 
and  all  charges  imposed  by  any  local  authority 
upon  the  frontagers  in  respect  of  the  taking  over 
and  the  making  and  repair  of  the  roads  abutting 
on  the  premiaea.  The  local  authority,  having 
incurred  expensea  in  paving  the  road  and  having 
apportioned  the  expenaea  among  the  frontagera. 

Save  the  tenant  notice,  under  aect.  96  of  the 
[etropolia  Management  (Amendment)  Act  1862, 
not  to  pay  his  rent  without  first  deducting  the 
amount  of  the  paving  enenses  due  to  the  local 
authority  from  the  landlord  as  owner  of  the 
house.  The  amount  of  the  expenses  so  claimed 
from  the  tenant  exceeded  the  whole  sum  which 
he  owed  to  his  landlord  as  rent,  and  the  tenant 
paid  to  the  local  authority  the  whole  rent  then 
due,  in  accordance  with  the  notice.  The  landlord 
then  demanded  the  rent  from  the  tenant,  which 
the  tenant  refused  to  pay,  and  theteupon  the 
landlord  distrained  upon  the  tenant  for  the  rent, 
the  whole  amount  of  which  the  tenant  had  paid 
to  the  local  authority.  Held,  that  the  tenant 
having  paid  the  whole  amount  of  the  rent  to  the 
local  authority,  as  he  was  bound  imder  the  section 
to  do,  that  payment  was,  under  the  section,  to  be 
taken  as  a  payment  of  the  rent,  and  that  there- 
fore the  rent  was  gone  and  the  landlord  had  no 
right  to  diatrain  for  the  same,  though  by  the 
proviso  at  the  end  of  the  section  the  lancUord's 
rights  under  the  tenant's  covenant  to  pay  all  such 
charges  remained.    (Skinner  v.  Hunt  and  othera.)  430- 

Bistreai  for  rent — Sale  by  auction — ^Purchase  of 
gooda  by  landlord — 2  Will.  &  M.,  aeaa.  1,  o.  6, 
a.  2— Practice — Appeal  from  County  Court— Claim 
for  leas  than  202.— Appeal  by  leave — "Bip;ht  of 
appeal." — Sect.  1,  aub-sect.  6,  of  the  Judicature- 
Act  1894  applies  to  all  cases  in  which  an  appeal 
has  properly  come  before  the  High  Court,  whether 
it  hM  come  with  leave  or  without  leave.  A  land- 
lord who  has  distrained  for  arrears  of  rent  cannot 
hdmself  purchase  the  goods  distrained  when  they 
are  sold  by  auction  under  2  Will.  &  M.,  sess.  1, 
c.  S,  a.  2.  (Moore,  Nettlefold,  and  Co.  v.  Singer 
Manufacturing  Company.) 469' 

Forfeiture — Non^yment  of  rent— Judgment  for 
possession  againat  asaignee  of  leaae — Application 
by  aubleasee  for  relief. — ^The  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  grant  relief  to  an  underleasee  under  aect.  4  of 
the  Convevancing  Act  1882  in  caae  of  forfeiture 
of  the  original  lease  for  nonpayment  of  rent. 
(Qray  and  others  v.  Bonsall.)    404 

Lease — Breach  of  covenant — Covenant  not  to  "  do 
or  suffer  to  be  done"  an  act — ^Act  done  by  sub- 
lessee— Liability  of  leaaee. — The  lease  of  a  licensed 
public-house  contained  a  covenant  by  the  leasee, 
for  himaelf  and  hia  aaaigna,  that  he  would  not  do 
or  auffer  to  be  done  on  the  premises  any  act 
whereby  the  licence  might  be  forfeited  or  indorsed, 
or  the  renewal  withheld.  The  defendant,  who  was 
the  aasignee  of  the  leaae,  aublet  the  premiaes  by 
a  leaae  which  contained  oovenanta  aimUar  to  thoae 
in  the  superior  leaae.  The  sublessee  was  convicted 
of  an  offence  against  the  licensing  laws  committed 
on  the  premises  and  the  licence  was  indorsed,  in 
consequence  whereof  the  renewal  of  the  licence 
was  aubaequently  refused.  Held,  that  the  defen- 
dant had  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the  covenant, 
done  or  suffered  to  be  done  the  act  whereby  thi 
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licence  was  lost,  -  and  that  he  was  nob'  liable  in 
damages  for  breach  of  the  covenant  in  an  action 
brought  by  the  lessor.    (Wilson  v.  Twamley.)      ...  751 

lieaae — Covenant  to  pay  all  assescments  "  which  now 
are  or  dnring  the  term  shall  be  imposed  or 
assessed  " — Paving  expenses  under  Public  Health 
Act  1876  —  Works  completed  before  lease  — 
Apportionment  after  lease— Liability  of  lessee. — A 
covenaat  by  a  lessee  that  he  will  pay  "  all  rates, 
taxes,  and  assessments  whatsoever  which  now  are 
or  during  the  said  term  shall  be  imposed  or 
assessed  upon  the  said  premises  or  on  the  landlord 
or  tenant  in  respect  thereof  by  auUiority  of 
Parliament  or  otherwise  "  does  not  apply  to  paving 
expenses  which  have  become  a  charge  upon  the 
premises  under  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  upon 
the  completion  of  the  works  before  the  date  of 
the  lease,  although  such  expenses  do  not  become 
payable  until  after  that  date.    (Lumby  e.  Faupcl.)  140 

lieaae — Forfeiture — Proviso  for  re-entry — "  Commit 
any  breach  of  covenants  to  be  performed" — 
Breach  of  covenant  not  to  underlet  without  con- 
sent.— In  a  lease  containing  covenants  by  the 
lessee  to  pay  rent,  rates,  and  taxes,  to  repair,  to 
repair  withm  three  months  after  notice,  not  to 
use  the  premises  except  for  a  specified  purpose,  and 
not  to  assign  or  imderlet  without  the  consent  of 
the  lessor,  there  was  a  proviso  for  re-entry  "  if 
ike  lessee  shall  commit  any  breach  of  the 
covenants  hereinbefore  contained  and  on  his  part 
to  be  performed."  Held,  that  the  proviso  for 
re-entry  applied  to  a  breach  of  the  covenant  not 
to  assign  or  underlet  without  the  consent  of  the 
lessor.    (Harman  e.  Ainslie.)      624 

Xease  for  three  years — Covenant  by  tenant  to  pay 
"outgoings" — ^Reconstruction  of  drainage  by 
order  of  local  authority — Liability  of  tenant. — By 
an  agreement  in  writing  the  plaintiff  let  a  house 
.to  the  defendant  for  a  term  of  three  years  and 
then  from  year  to  year  until  either  party  should 
give  three  months'  notice,  at  a  yearly  rent  of 
Ji5l. ;  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  "  all  out- 
goings of  every  descript'.on  for  the  time  being 
payable  in  respect  of  the  premises."  During  the 
-term  of  three  years  the  plaintiff  expended  ^l.  in 
Teconstructin^f  the  drainage  of  the  house  in 
-compliance  with  a  notice  from  the  local  authority. 
Held,  that  the  tenant  was  liable  to  pay  the 
«xpeDse  of  doin^;  this  work  as  an  "  outgoing " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  agreement,  although 
the  term  was  short  and  the  rent  small.  (Stodc- 
dale  V.   Ascherborg.)     Ill 

Mortgage— Lease  by  mortgagor  after  mortgage — 
Foreclosure — Payment  of  rent  to  mortgagee — 
Licence  to  tenant  to  grant  underlease— Sale  by 
mortgagee  subject  to  tenancy — Estoppel  in  pait. — 
A  lessee  mortgaged  leaseholds  by  subdemisc  in 
1881,  and  in  1882  granted  an  underiease  to  a  third 
party.  In  1894  the  mortgagee  foreclosed,  and  the 
underlessee  paid  rent  to  him.  In  18W  the  mort- 
gagee died,  and  his  executors  granted  to  the 
underlessee  licence  to  grant  a  sublease  of  port  of 
the  premises,  which  he  accordingly  did.  In  1900 
they  sold  the  premises,  the  assignment  being  made 
subject  to  the  underlease.  Held,  that  the  mort- 
gagee's executors  having  led  to  the  belief  that  the 
reversion  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the 

'  underlease  was  vested  in  them  were  estopped  from 
averring  the  contrary;  and  that  therefore  the 
purchaser  was  not  entitled  to  say  that  the  under- 
lease was  not  binding  upon  him.  (Keith  v.  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited.)    S95 

Tenancy — Grant  of  lease  during  tenancy— Notice  to 
quit  by  original  landlord — Validity. — A  landlord 
who,  during  the  currency  of  a  yearly  tenancy, 
grants  a  lease  of  the  premises  to  a  third  person, 
cannot,  during  the  term  granted  by  such  lease, 
give  the  yearly  tenant  notice  to  quit.  (Wordsley 
Brewery  Company,  apps.  v.  Halford,  reap.) 89 

Tenancy,. —  "Three  months'  notice  ...  to 
tei;minat^  agreement  "-^Tenancy  from  year  to 
year.-^Pcewiaes  were  let  to  the  defendants  "  at 
a;i  iuclu^ve  reni:al.  of  252.  per  annum  from  the 
1st  Oct.  1^4.  The  company  to  pay  rates  and 
taxes  in  addition.    Three  months'  notice  on  either 
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side  to  terminate  this  agrednent."  Held,  that 
the  tenancy  was  a  yearly  one  terminable  by  three 
months'  notice  at  the  end  of  a  year  of  the 
tenancy.  (Dixon  c.  Bradford  and  District  Bail- 
way  Servants'  Coal  Supply  Society  Limited.) 122 

Tenant's  fixtures — ^Bemoval  by  mortgagee  after 
forfeiture  of  lease. — In  June  1896  tti  defendant 
company  issued  debentures  charging  with  the 
payment  of  the  moneys  advanced  its  undertaking 
and  all  its  property  whatsoever,  both  present  and 
future.  In  July  1896  the  defendant  company  took 
a  lease  of  certain  premises,  the  lease  containing 
s  clause  that,  if  the  company  should  become  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent  or  go  mto  liquidation,  the  term 
should  cease  and  determine  and  be  void  to  all 
intents  and  purposes ;  and  upon  that  there  was 
power  of  re-entry.  On  the  8th  Feb.  1901,  in  a 
debenture-holders'  action  brought  on  behalf  of 
the  debenture-holders  to  enforce  their  charge,  a 
receiver  and  manager  was  appointed  of  the  under^ 
taking  of  the  defendant  company,  and  of  all  the 
present  property  whatsoever  or  wheresoever  com- 
prised in  or  subject  to  the  security.  On  the 
8th  July  1903  an  application  was  made  in  the 
debenture-holders'  action  that  certain  trade 
fixtures  upon  the  premises,  which  were  the  subject 
of  the  lease  of  July  1896,  might  be  sold  by  the 
receiver,  and  that  tne  receiver  might  be  at  liberty 
to  remove  the  same  from  the  premises  of  the 
defendant  company,  and  on  the  24th  Aug.  1908  an 
order  was  made  accordingly.  On  the  16th  Oct. 
1903  the  defendant  company  passed  an  extra- 
ordinary resolution  for  a  voluntary  winding-up. 
On  the  ISth  Nov.  190S  the  reversioner  of  the 
premises,  which  were  the  subject  of  the  lease  of 
July  1896,  applied  to  the  receiver  for  delivery  and 
possession  of  the  some.  Upon  an  application  by 
the  reversioner  for  an  inquiry  as  to  her  interest 
in  the  premises  and  the  buildings  and  fixtures 
thereon,  and  for  delivery  of  possession  of  the 
premises  by  the  receiver  to  the  reversioner: 
Held,  that  the  interest  of  the  receiver  in  the 
premises  was  not  concluded  by  the  resolution  of 
the  16th  Oct.  1903,  but  that  the  receiver  still 
retained  the  right  to  remove  the  fixtures  during  a 
reasonable  time.  (Se  Olasdir  Copper  Mines 
Limited;  English  Electro-Metallurgical  Company 
Limited  c.  Glasdir  Copper  Mines  Limited.) 412 

Tithe — Agreement  to  pay  tithe  as  further  rent — 
Validity. — An  agreement  by  a  tenant  to  pay  to 
his  landlord  a  certain  rent  for  a  farm  and  "  idso 
by  way  of  Jurther  rent  so  much  as  the  landlord 
shall  pay  by  way  of  tithe  rentcharge  on  the 
said  premises"  is  void  by  virtue  of  sect.  1  of  the 
Tithe  Act  1891.    (Lord  Ludlow  r.  Pike.)    468 

LEASE. 

Covenant  not  to  let  adjoiniiw  property  for  purpose 
of  a  certain  business — Breach  of  covenant — 
Remedies  of  lessee. — By  an  agreement  in  writing, 
dated  the  SOth  Oct.  1901,  T.  agreed  to  grant  to 
the  plaintiff  a  lease  of  a  shop  in  an  arcade  for 
twenty-one  years,  such  lease  to  contain  a  covenant 
by  the  lessee  "  not  to  carry  on  upon  the  premises 
any  other  trade  or  business  than  that  of  a  dealer 
in  pictures  (oil  and  water-colours),  prints,  engrav- 
ings, photographs,  etchinfps,  and  articles  of  vertu, 
artistic  and  heraldic  stationer,  frame-maker  and 
dealer  in  photographic  frames,  artists'  colours,  and 
the  accessories  to  the  said  trade  or  business"; 
and  also  a  covenant  by  the  lessor  "  not  to  let  any 
other  portion  of  the  said  arcade  for  the  trade  or 
business  hereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  carried  on 
by  the  tenant."  By  an  agreement  in  writing, 
dated  the  26th  Sept.  1902,  T.  agreed  to  let  to  O. 
a  stall  in  the  arcade  on  a  yearly  tenancy,  and  it 
was  agreed  that  the  tenant  should  "  not  carry  on 
any  business  other  than  that  of  a  librarian,  news- 
agent, bookseller,  or  stationer."  The  plaintiff 
alleged  that  O.  was  selling  articles  which  came 
within  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of  the  SOth  Oct. 
1901,  and  brought  an  action  against  T.  and  Q. 
claiming  an  injunction  restraining  T.  from  letting 
or  allowing  to  remain  let  and  6.  from  using  the 
premises  comprised  in  his  agreement  for  any  of 
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the  poiposm  of  the  trade  or  bniinen  described  in 
the  tenant's  ooTenant  in  the  agreement  of  the 
30th  Oct.  1901.  Held,  the  evidence  ihowed  that 
there  had  been  a  nibstantial  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment with  the  plaintiff ;  that  the  covenant  being 
asainst  letting  and  n<Jt  against  using,  and  the 
plaintiff  having  in  that  action  treated  the  letting 
to  G.  as  an  existing  fact,  he  had  .  no  remadf 
against  G. ;  but  as  against  T.  he  was  entitled  to  a 
<Ieelanition  that  the  letting  to  G.  vas  a  breach  of 
the  oovenant  not  to  let,  and  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  breach,  with  liberty  to 
apply  for  an  injunction  in  case  of  any  attempt  at 
any   farther  letting  contrary  to   the   covenant. 

(Brigg  V.  ThcMiiton.)    327 

Merger — Sa  judicata. — ^By  an  indenture  of  lease 
dated  the  SOth  Aug.  1880  W.  demised  certain 
property  to  H.  for  a  term  of  ninety-five  years  at 
the  zeab  of  SUl.  5s.  6d.  By  a  mortgage  dated  the 
24th  Jane  1881  H.  demised  the  term,  less  three 
days,  at  a  peppercorn  rent  to  H.  to  secure  aOOO{. 
and  further  advances.  Kight  tbonssnd  pounds  was 
now  due  on  the  security.  M.  procured  a  ccnvej^- 
snce  of  the  fee  on  the  27th  JIarch  1882,  and  m 
1885  sold  to  F.,  the  conveyance  being  expressed 
to  be  subject  to  the  lease  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880. 
In  July  1908  H.  became  bankrupt,  his  trustee 
disclainaed  the  lease,  and  on  the  5th  May  1803 
an  order  was  made  by  the  registrar  of  the 
Warwick  County  Court  that  H.'s  representatives 
should  t>e  excluded  from  all  interest  in  the  lease, 
and  that  the  same  should  be  vested  in  a  purchaser 
from  F.,  unless  H.'s  representatives  declared  their 
option  to  accept  a  vesting  order  of  the  lease. 
H.'s  representatives  did  not  appeal  from  the  order 
in  bankruptcy,  but  now  asked  (1)  a  declaration 
that  tho  term  created  by  the  lease  of  the  80th  Aug. 
1880,  subject  to  the  subterm  created  by  the  mort- 
gage of  the  24th  Jime  1881,  became  merged  and 
«zungaished  oo  the  conveyance  of  the  fee  to  M. ; 
and  (§)  Si  declaration  that  H.'s  representatives  were 
entitled,  to  the  premises  for  the  residue  of  the 
term  created  by  the  mortgage,  subject  only  to 
a  peppercorn  rent  and  the  equity  of  redemption. 
Held,  tliat  the  County  Court  judge  had  full  juris- 
diction to  deteimine  the  question  of  merger,  and 
that,  aa  H.'s  representatives  had  not  appealed 
from  tho  mgistrar's  decision,  they  were  estopped 
by  the  proceedings  in  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  and 
«ou]d  not  have  the  question  tried  over  again. 
Held;  also,  that,  even  if  there  were  no  estoppel, 
there  was  no  merger,  as  it  was  for  the  benefit  of 
M.  and  his  intention  to  keep  the  term  subsisting. 
Oiea  «.  Thursby.)    667 

(See   CoXPECSAnOK— IiAMDtOBD  AND  TeNAITT.) 

LEGACT  DIJTY. 
(See  Bbvbkuk.) 

LIBEL. 

Libel  by  officer  of  corporation — ^Liability  of  corpora- 
tion—Scope of  duty  of  agent — Malice. — A  limited 
company  is  liable  for  a  libel  published  by  one  of 
its  officers  acting  within  the  scope  and  in  the 
coarse  of  his  employment,  on  the  ordinary  pnn- 
dples  of  agency ;  and,  if  there  is  evidence  that  it 
was  within  the  sco^  of  the  agent's  authority  and 
employment  to  write  the  letter  which  contained 
the  libel  complained  of,  the  fact  that  he  went 
further  than  the  facts  warranted,  and  made 
charges  wbicfh  he  knew  to  be  false,  will  not  relieve 
the  company  from  liability.  (Citizens'  Life  Assur- 
ance Company  Limited  v.  Brown.)    739 

LICENSING. 
Beerhonse  licensed  before  1860 — Conviction  of 
lieenoe-holder  for  selling  spirits — DisquaUfication 
of  lieeoee-holder — Application  by  owner  to  special 
sessions  for  licence— Discretion  of  justices — 
limitation  to  the  fonr  specified  grounds.— The 
holder  of  the  licence  of  a  beerhouse  which  had 
been  licensed  for  the  sale  of  beer  and  wine  to  be 
on  or  oS  the  premises,  prior  to  and 
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continuously  since  the  1st  May  1869,  was  for  the 
first  time  convicted  of  the  offence  of  selling  spirits 
without  a  licence,  and  the  beerhouse  was  tnere- 
upon  closed.  At  the  next  special  sessions  the 
owner  of  the  beerhouse  applied  under  sect.  15  of 
the  licensing  Act  1874  for  the  grant  of  a  licence 
for  the  aaifi  of  beer  and  wine  by  retail  in  respect 
of  the  premises  to  a  person  who  was  then  the 
resident-occupier  of  the  premises.  The  licence  was 
refused  by  the  special  sessions  upon  jpounds  other 
than  one  of  the  four  grounds  specified  in  sect.  8 
of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1860.  Held,  upon 
the  authority  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sont  (Xo.  2) 
(81  L.  T.  Bep.  221;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  607)— the 
distinction  between  the  application,  as  in  that 
case,  to  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  for  an 
authority  to  carry  on  the  business  in  the  mecui- 
time,  and  the  application  to  the  special  sessions 
for  the  ^rant  of  a  licence,  being  for  this  purpose 
immaterial — that  sect.  19  of  the  Wine  and  Beer- 
house Act  1869  applied,  and  that  consequently  the 
special  sessions  had  not  a  general  discretion  to 
refuse  the  licence,  but  oould  only  refuse  the  same 
upon  one  or  other  of  the  four  grounds  specified 
in  sect.  8  of  that  Act.  (Tower  Division  Licensing 
Justices,  apps.  v.  Chambers  and  others,  resps.)    ...  228 

Objection  to  licence — Not  required — Evidence. — On 
an  appeal  to  quarter  sessions  against  the  refusal 
of  licensing  justices  to  grant  the  renewal  of  a 
licence  on  the  ground  that  the  licence  was  not 
required  in  tlie  locality  or  neighbourhood,  evidence 
was  given  by  a  surveyor,  who  produced  an 
Ordnance  Survey  map,  that  within  a  certain  radius 
of  the  licensed  house  objected  to  there  were  a 
large  number  of  licensed  houses  and  beerhouses, 
that  for  ten  years  the  house  in  question  had  been 
licensed,  and  the  neighbourhood,  which  was 
thickly  populated,  had  not  altered  except  that  the 
population  had  increased.  It  was  also  proved  that 
the  neighbourhood  was  troublesome  to  the  police. 
The  objection  to  the  licence  had  been  served  by 
the  direction  of  the  licensing  justices.  Held 
(dittentientt  Kennedy,  J.),  that  there  was  no 
evidence  justifying  the  quarter  sessions  in  refusing 
to  gnwt  the  renewal  of  the  licence.  (Baven  and 
another,  apps.  v.  Southampton  Justices,  resps.)  ...    94 

Order  taken  by  traveller — ^Appropriation — Sale  off 
licensed  premises. — An  order  for  beer  having  been 

fiven  to  the  traveller  of  a  person  licensed  to  retail 
eer  at  his  premises  by  a  customer  at  such 
customer's  house,  the  traveller  handed  the  order 
to  the  licensee  at  the  Ucenaed  premises,  who 
appropriated  the  beer  by  placing  it  in  a  box  at 
those  premises  with  a  piece  of  paper  on  which  was 
the  cnstomer's  name.  The  beer  was  delivered  and ' 
paid  for  at  the  customer's  house.  Held,  that 
this  was  not  a  sale  off  the  licensed  premises. 

(Walker,  app.  e.  Walker,  reap.) 88 

Sale  of  beer— Sale  at  milicensed  place — Canvasser 
employed  to  take  orders  at  customers'  houses — 
Duty  of  canvasser  to  transmit  orders — ^Acceptance 
of  order  and  appropriation  at  licensed  premises — 
Executory  contract  of  sale  at  customer's  house. — 
The  appellant,  a  brewer  who  was  licensed  for  the 
sale  by  retail  of  liquors  at  his  licensed  premises, 
employed  one  C.  to  obtain  orders  for  the  appel- 
lant's beer  from  persons  in  a  certain  district,  and 
subsequently  to  deliver  the  beer  so  ordered  at  the 
houses,  of  the  persons  ordering  the  same.  In 
obtaining  the  oniers  and  delivering  the  beer,  C. 
was  required  to  observe  certain  rules  to  the  effect 
that  no  beer  was  to  be  delivered  unless  the  same 
had  been  previously  ordered  and  the  order  had 
been  entered  in  an  order-book  and  sent  to  the 
licensed  premises  the  day  before  the  order  was  to 
be  executed,  and  no  mone^  was  to  be  taken  for 
the  beer  by  the  person  taking  the  order  until  the 
goods  were  delivered.  These  rules  were  not 
faiown  by,  or  communicated  to,  customers.  Post- 
cards were  also  given  to  C.  for  the  use  of 
customers  upon  which  they  could  send  their 
orders ;  but  these  were  not  always  given  to  persons 
on  whom  he  called.  In  accordance  with  his  usual 
course  of  business,  C.  called  at  a  customer's  house 
and  received  an  order  for  a  jar  of  beer.  He 
entered  the  order  in  his  order-book,  which  on  the 
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next  day  was  tent  on  to  the  appellant  at  hii 
lioenaod  premiui,  where  the  order  wai  accepted 
and  the  ]ar  was  appropriated  to  the  cuitomer  at 
the  licenied  premises.  The  jar  was  placed  on  the 
appellant's  cart  and  was  delivered  to  the  customer 
ai  his  house,  where  it  was  paid  for  on  delirery. 
Held,  that  what  took  place  at  the  cnstonwr's  house 
was  merely  Ibe  taking  of  an  order  to  be  forwarded 
on  to  the  licensed  premises,  to  be  there  dealt 
with  fay  the  appellant,  and  that,  therefore,  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  contract,  wheUier  execu- 
tory or  otherwise,  for  the  sale  of  the  beer  made  at 
the  customer's  house,  and  that  the  appellant  could 
not  be  oonvicted  under  sect.  S  of  the  Licensing 
Act  1873  of  selling  the  beer  at  a  place  where  he 
was  not  authorised  to  do  so  by  bis  licenoe. 
(Strickland,  app.  r.  Whittakar,  lesp.)    445 

LIGHT. 
(See  Eassksnt.) 

LOCAL  ATITHOBITT. 

Formation  of  school  district  and  incorporation  of 
board  of  managers — Bale  of  property  belonging 
to  board  of  managers  and  investment  of  proceeds 
— ^Dissolution  of  district  by  Local  Government 
Board — ^Postponement  of  dissolution — Transfer  of 
Consols — ^Bank  of  England — Orders  of  Local 
Government  Board. — The  Local  Government 
Board  made  an  order  dissolving  a  metropolitan 
sehool  district  under  the  Metropolitan  Poor  Act 
Amendment  Aet  IMO  as  from  a  date  therein  men- 
tioned. By  subsequent  orders  the  date  of  dissolu- 
tion was  further  extended,  but  ultimately  the 
district  was  dissolved.  At  the  date  of  dissoln- 
tion  a  sum  of  Consols  was  standing  at  the  Bank 
of  England  to  the  credit  of  the  boara  of  managers 
of  the  dissolved  union.  The  Local  Government 
Board  made  an  order  directing  the  last  acting 
managers  of  the  dissolved  district  to  transfer  the 
Consols  to  certain  poor  law  authorities  in  the 
order  named  in  the  proportions  therein  mentioned. 
The  Bank  of  England  refused  to  recognise  the 
validity  of  the  order  or  the  powers  of  the  last 
acting  managers  to  transfer  the  Consols,  insisting 
that  if  the  corporate  board  of  managers  was  in 
existence  it  oonld  only  transfer  the  Consols  under 
its  seal,  and  that  if  it  was  not  in  existence  a 
vesting  order  was  required.  An  action  having 
been  brought  by  the  last  acting  managers  for  a 
declaration  of  their  right  to  transfer :  Held,  that, 
on  the  dissolution  of  a  district  constituted  nnder 
the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1848,  the  corporate 
board  of  such  district  constituted  under  sect.  4S 
of  that  Act  continues  to  exist,  while  the  Dissolved 
Boards  of  Management  and  Guardians  Aet  1870, 

.  s.  12,  does  not  automatically  vest  the  property  of 
the.  district  in  the  last  acting  managers,  and 
conseauently  that  the  plaintiffs  could  transfer  the 
Consols  under  their  seal  as  a  corporate  board.  It 
is  doubtful  whether,  when  once  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  has  dissolved  a  district  under  the 
Dissolved  Boards  of  Management  and  Guardians 
Act  1870,  it  has  power  to  set  it  up  again  or  to 
continue  the  managers  for  more  than  a  period  of 
twelve  months  except  for  a  certain  purpose 
specified  on  the  face  of  the  order.    (Morton  v. . 

Bank  of  England.) S7S 

(Seo   HlOBWAT— Tbamwat.) 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT. 
Alteration  of  boundaries — Creation  of  new  urban 
district — Adjustment  of  property  and  liabilities. — 
The  loss  of  a  portion  of  a  ratepaying  area  does 
not  support  a  claim  for  an  adjustment  of  "  pro- 
perty,   mcome,    debts,    liabilities,    or   expenses," 
within   the   meaning   of    sect.    62   of   the   Local 
Government  Act  18^.    Therefore  where  a  parish 
forming  part  of  a  rural  district  was  made  into  a 
separate  urban  district  by  an  order  of  the  county 
oouncil  imder  the  Act,  and  before  the  alteratioa 
the  contribution  out  of  the  rates  of  that  parish  . 
towards   the   expense   of   maintaining   the   high-  - 
ways  in  the  rural  district  had  largely  exceeded  , 


ttam 
the  oost  of  maintaining  the  highways  in  that 
parish':  Held,  that  the  rural  district  council  had 
no  ground  for  contending  that,  as  their  income  and 
expenses  were  affected  oy  the  alteration,  it  was 
a  matter  requiring  adjustment  under  sect.  62  of 
the  Loeal  Government  Act  188S.  (Caterham  Urban 
District  Council  v.  Godstone  Rural  District 
Council.)      «SS 

By-law — Building — "Place  of  habitual  emplovment 
for  any  person  in  any  business" — Stables  of 
building  contractor. — By  by-law  No.  2  certain 
buildings,  which  should  not  be  constructed  or 
adapted  to  be  used  "  as  a  place  of  habituaf 
employment  for  any  person  in  any  manufactmre, 
trade,  or  business,'  were  to  be  exempt  from  the 
by-laws  relating  to  new  buildings.  Held,  that  a 
building  divided  into  three  parts,  consisting  of  b> 
rain  goods  store,  a  timber  store,  and  stables,  used 
by  a  ouUding  contractor,  was  not  a  building  used 
"  as  a  place  of  habitual  employment  for  any  person 
in  any  manufacture,  trade,  or  business"  even 
although  part  consisted  of  the  stables.  (Linzell, 
app.  r.  Felixstowe  and  Walton  Urban  District 
Council,  resps.)      889 

By-law — ^Erecting  shed — Neglecting  to  comply  with 
notice — Sufficiency  of  notice. — ^By  certain  by-laws 
Nos.  68  and  96  it  was  provided  that  if  any  person 
should  erect  new  domestic  buildings  certain  open 
space  was  to  be  provided,  and  anyone  who  was 
intending  to  erect  a  building  was  to  give  noSc» 
to  the  council  and  deliver  plans  thereof,  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  materials  to  be  used,  and  other  details. 
By  fay-law  No.  98,  where  a  person  who  has  erected 
a  building  or  done  any  other  work  to  which  th» 
by-laws  apply  receives  a  notice  in  writing  specify- 
ing any  matters  in  req>ect  of  which  the  erection 
or  the  work  is  in  contravention  of  any  by-law, 
such  person  must  cause  anything  done  in  contra- 
ventiott  to  be  amended.  A  notice  was  served 
stating:  "I  am  directed  ...  to  call  your 
attention  to  the  fact  that  a  wooden  erection  has 
been  made  .  .  .  contrary  to  Nos.  S3  and  96  of 
the  by-laws.  .  .  ."  Held,  that  such  not'.ce  was 
sufficient.    (Dickinson,  app.  r.  Forsyth,  resp.)    ...    SO 

Hoarding — ^"Abutting"  on  street. — A  hoarding  for 
advertisements,  60ft.  long  and  12ft.  above  a  hedge, 
no  part  of  such  hoarding  being  nearer  to  the 
street  than  2ft.  and  having  the  hedge  .between  it 
and  the  street,  does  not  abut "  on  the  street. 
(Bamett,  app.  v.  Covell,  resp.) 29 

Private  Act — Inconsistency  with  public  Act. — By  a 
private  Act  of  1894  the  appellants  were  specially 
authorised  to  do  certain  works  and  to  make  and ' 
maintain  in  connection  with  the  works  ,so 
authorised  (inter  alia)  all  necessary  and  proper 
buildings  and  other  works  on  any  lands  within 
the  limits  of  deviation.  The  erection  of  a  certain 
building  on  lands  within  the  limits  <rf  deviation 
was  rendered  necessary  by  worics  so  authorised. 
Held,  that  the  interference  and  control  involved 
in  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Aet 
18S5  was  inconsistent  with  the  powers  conferred 
by  the  private  Act,  and  so  the  appellants  were 
not  bound  to  serve  on  the  respondents  a  notice 
under  that  section  in  respect  of  such  building. 
(Surrey  Commercial  Dock'  Company,  apps.  v- 
Mayor,  &c.,  of  Bermondsey,  resps.) 12S 

Private  street  works — ^Apportionment  of  expenses 
on  frontager— Notice  of  objection — Objection  that 
street  is  not  a  street  within  meaning  of  Act — 
Evidence  that  street  is  repairable  by  inhabitants 
at  large — ^Admissibility. — Sect.  7  of  the  Private 
Street  Works  Act  1893  enables  the  owner  of  any 
premises  shown  in  a  provisional  apportionment  as . 
liable'  to  be  charged  with  any  part  of  the  expenses 
of  executing  private  street  works  under  the  Act  to 
serve  a  written  notice  on  the  urban  authority, 
objecting  to  the  proposals  of  the  urban  authorityr 
on  the  grounds  (amongst  oUiers) :  (a)  That  an 
alleged  street  is  not  a  street  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act ;  and  (i)  that  a  street  is  a  highway  repair- 
able by  the  iiAabitants  at  large ;  and  by  sect.  5 
a  "  street "  means  a  street  as  defined  by  the  Pnblio 
Health  Acts,  "  and  not  being  a  lushway  repair- 
able by  the  inhabitants  at  large."    Held,  thak 
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mb-wet.  (a)  includes  mnd  overlaps  sub-sect.  <b), 
and  tlimt  under  a  notice  of  objection  given  under 
sab<seet.  (a)  "  that  the  alleged  part  of  a  street 
does  not  form  part  of  a  street  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act."  the  objector  is  entitled  to  give  evi- 
dence that  the  street  in  question  is  a  nigbwav 
repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large,  altnougn 
that  ground  of  objection  is  specifleally  dealt  with 
in  sn&seet.  (6).  (Carey,  app.  r.  Mayor,  Aldermen, 
and  Burgesses  of  Bexhill.) S8 

Pablie  health — Sanitary  authority— Power  to  pro- 
vide "  public  sanitary  conveniences  " — Subwajr — 
Subsoil  of  highwapr — ^Vesting  in  sanitary  authority 
— ^Bight  of  adjoining  owner  taqve  ad  medium  filum 
ma — Trespass.  —  where  a  sanitary  authority, 
purporting  to  act  under  the  powers  con- 
lericd  upon  them  by  sect.  M  of  the  Pnblio 
Health  (London)  Act  1891,  had  constructed 
beneath  the  middle  of  a  street  certain 
public  lavatories  and  sanitary  conveniences, 
with  requisite  and  proper  means  of  approach 
thereto  and  exit  therefrom  on  both  sides  of  the 
street  so  that  the  approaches  in  fact  constituted 
•  RArway  for  crossing  the  street,  the  entrances  to 
the  subway  being  by  staircases  placed  at  each  side 
of  the  street  at  or  near  the  edge  of  the  footway, 
it  was  held  that  the  sanitary  authority  had  been 
.exercising  the  powers  conferred  by  the  statute  for 
'  a  purpose  not  thereby  authorised,  they  having  no 
power  to  acquire  lands  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
structing a  subway;  and  that  therefore  the 
plaintiffs,  opposite  the  doors  of  whose  premises  , 
one  of  the  entrances  to  the  subway  was  placed, 
were  entitled  to  a  mandatory  injunction  to  restrain 
the  trespNSSs.    (London  and  North-Western  Bail- 


way  Company  «.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  tho 
Qty  of  Weatminster.)    ... 
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LUNACY. 
Administration  of  lunatic's  property — ^Permanent 
additions  to  and  improvements  of  freehold  estates 
—Orders  for  payment  of  expenditure  out  of 
personal  estate— Jurisdiction.— ^ect.  118  of  the 
Lunacy  Act  UOO  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  to 
rnske  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate  of  a  lunatic 
for  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  moneys  expended 
under  a  previous  order  for  the  permanent  improve- 
ment, securitv,  or  advantage  of  such  property, 
unless  in  making  the  previous  order  the  judge  had 
that  section  before  his  mind  and  deliberately 
exercised  the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  it.  If  the 
jurisdiction  has  been  exercised  once  when  the 
original  order  was  made  it  cannot  afterwards  be 
exercised  a  second  time.    (JZe  Oist.) —    ...    S5 

Application  of  property  for  maintenance  of  lunatic — 
Jurisdiction  of  Chancery  Division.— Where  a  per- 
son of  unsound  mind  not  so  found,  who  was  de- 
tained in  an  asylum  abroad,  was  absolutely  entitW 
to  certain  trust  property  in  this  country,  anddirec- 

:4ians  were  deiired  as  to  her  maintenance  thereout, 
the  Court  of  Appeal  (acting  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  Chancery),  upon  an  undertaking  by  the 
trustees  to  bring  the  trust  property  into  court, 
ordered  that  the  interest  thereof  should,  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  lunatic,  or  until  further  order, 
be  paid  to  the  lunatic's  sister,  who  was  one  of 
tho  trustees,  sho  undertaking  to  apply  the  same 
for  the  maintenance  of  tho  lunatic,  (fie  Carr's 
Trasto:Carrv.  Carr.)    893 

ftaetiee  "Vesting  order— Direction  to  transfer  stock 
—Title  of  proceedings. — An  order  in  Lunacy  oon- 
iaining  a  direction  made  under  sect.  ISS  of  the 
Lunacy  Act  1890  should  be  intituled  "In  the 
matter  of  the  LunaOT  Acta  1890  and  1891,"  as  well 
ss  in  the  matter  of  the  p«tieular  lunacy.  But 
this  is  not  to  apply  to  a  oase  under  sect.  116, 
*nb-seet.  1  (d).  wnere  the  title  contains  a  refer- 
<nee  to  the  statutes  S3  Vict.  c.  S  and  M  &  B6  Vict, 
c  65.    {Be  Purvis,  a  Person  of  Unsound  Mind.)  ...  SM 

HEBOEB. 
fcttlement— Charge  of  portions— Devolution  of  an- 
rsised   portion    upon    owner   of    estate    charged 
tiwrewith— Benefit   of   owner   of   estate.— By   a 


marriage  settlement  real  estates  of  the  husband 
were  settled  upon  trusts  for  the  husband,  the  wife, 
and  the  children  of  the  marriage,  and  portions 
for  the  younger  children  were  cnarged  on  the 
estates  and  secured  by  a  term  created  thereon, 
the  ultimate  limitation  of  the  estates  being  to  the 
settlor  in  fee,  who  covenanted  that,  so  long  as  the 
interests  and  terms  thereby  created  should  subsist, 
the  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement  should 
continue  to  be  of  a  qiedfled  annual  value.  On  the 
death  of  a  younger  child,  whose  portion  had 
vested,  but  had  not  been  raised,  intestate  and 
unmarried,  the  portion  devolved  upon  the  settlor  ; 
as  sole  next  or  kin,  but  he  did  not  take  out 
administration  to  his  son's  estate,  and  on  his  death 
his  testamentary  dispositions  (which,  however, 
were  executed  at  a  date  prior  to  his  son's  death) 
contained  no  reference  to  the  portion.  On  an 
originating  summons  taken  out  by  the  trustees  of 
his  will,   the   question   was   raised   whether  the 

Eortion  which  devolved  upon  him  on  the  death  of 
is  son  sank  into  the  estates  upon  which  it  waa 
charged  and  of  which  the  setUor  was  absolute 
owner  subject  to  the  interests  and  terms  created 
hj  the  settlement,  or  whether  it  continued  to  sub- 
sist and  formed  part  of  his  personal  estate :  Held, 
that  it  was  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  settlor  that  the 
portion  should  sink  into  the  estates,  and  that  it 
had  merged  in  the  inheritance  thereof.  {Be 
French-Brewster's  Settlement;  Walters  v.  French- 

Brawster.) 378 

(See    Lube.) 

METBOFOLIS. 

By-law — Boasonableness— No  provision  as  to  notice 
— Insuffieient  water-closet  accommodation. — ^By 
by-law  26  made  by  the  London  County  Council 
pursuant  to  sect.  39  (1)  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891  it  was  provided  that:  "Tbe 
landlord  or  owner  of  any  lodging-house  shall 
provide  and  maintain  in  connection  with  such 
house  water-closet,  earth.cIoset.  or  privy  accommo- 
dation in  the  proportion  of  not  leas  than  one  water- 
closet,  earth-closet,  or  privy  for  every  twelve 
persons."  The  by-laws  further  provided  a' penalty 
upon  any  breach  thereof.  There  was  noprovision 
as  to  notice  to  the  landlord  or  owner.  Held,  that 
the  by-law  was  bad  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  . 
reasonable.  (Nokes  and  another,  apps.  r..Isling-  " 
ton  Borough  Coimdl,  resps.)      S3 

Drwuage — ^Low-lying  land — Dwelline-houses  on — 
Houses  capable  of  being  drained  oy  gravitation 
for  greater  part  of  year — Houses  so  situate  "  as 
nob  to  admit  of  being  drained  by  gravitation" — 
Permission  of  council  for  erection — ^Time  for 
taking  proceedings.— The  appellant  erected  ten 
bouses,  mtended  to  be  used  as  dwelling-houses,  on 
low-lying  land,  the  surface  of  which  was  below 
the  level  of  Trinity  high-water  mark.  During  the 
greater  part  of  the  year  these  houses  admitted  of 
being,  and  were  in  fact,  drained  by  gravitation 
through  an  intermediate  sewer  into  a  main  sewer, 
which  was  an  existing  sewer  of  the  London  County 
Council ;  but  for  some  days  in  the  year,  in  times 
of  considerable  rainfall,  tho  main  sewer  became 
full  of  flood  water,  and  so  the  water  in  the  main  ' 
sewer,  by  closing  a  hinged  flap  at  the  junction  of 
the  intermediate  sewer,  kept  the  sewage  back  in 
the  intermediate  sewer  and  prevented  it  from 
going  into  the  main  sewer,  ana  on  those  days  the 
houses  could  not  be  drained  into  the  main  sewer. 
There  was  no  other  existing  sewer  of  the  council 
into  which  they  could  be  drained  by  gravitation. 
Upon  informations  under  sects.  182  and  200  (9) 
of  the  London  Building  Act  1894  against  the 
appellant  for  erecting,  without  the  permission  of 
the  council,  upon  such  low-lying  land  dwelling-  . 
houses  which  were  so  situate  as  not  to  admit  of 
being  drained  by  gravitation  into  an  existing 
sewer  of  the  council":  Held,  that  as  the  houses 
were  capable  of  being  drained  bj  gravitaticHi  into 
an  existing  sewer  of  the  council  for  the  greater 
part  of  Ote  year,  the  fact  that  for  some  days  in 
uta  year  they  could  not  be  so  drained,  owing  to 
the  flood  water  in  the  main  «ewer  keeping  back 
the  sewage  in  the  intermediate  sewer,  did  not 
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make  them  houica  which  were  "  so  aitunte  u  not 
to  admit  of  being  drained  by  grantatiou  into  an 
existing  sewer  of  the  council  "  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  122,  and  that  therefore  no  offence  under 
these  sections  had  been  committed  by  the  appel- 
lant in  erecting  the  houses  without  the  permission 
of  the  council.  Held,  further,  that  proceeding 
under  these  sections  are  in  time  if  taken  withm 
six  months  from  the  erection  of  the  buildings, 
though  more  than  six  months  from  the  commence- 
ment of  such  erection.  (Ellis,  app.  r.  London 
County  Council,  resps.) 2M 

Drains — ^By-laws — Reconstruction  of  drain  of  old 
building — Necessity  of  intercepting  trap— Work 
"in  any  building.  — By  a  by-law  made  under  the 
powers  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  185S  it 
was  provided  that  every  person  who  should  con- 
struct or  reconstruct  any  ]pipe  or  drain,  or  other 
means  of  communicating  with  sewers,  so  far  as  he 
idhould  effect  any  such  works  "in  any  building" 
erected  before  the  confirmation  of  the  by-laws, 
should  provide  in  such  drain  a  suitable  and 
efScient  intercepting  trap.  Held,  that  the  word 
"in" — ^in  the  words  "in  any  building" — ^meant, 
not  "  inside  the  building,"  but  "  in  connection  with 
the  buildmg,"  and  that  consequently  the  by-law 
applied  to  the  reoonstruction  of  a  drain  in  con- 
nection with  an  old  building  erected  before  the 
confirmation  of  the  by-laws,  at  the  reconstruction 
,  of  the  drain  was  a  work  "in"  such  building, 
although  such  drain  was  outside  the  building,  and 
that  such  drain  ought  to  be  reconstructed  with  an 
efficient  intercepting  trap,  as  required  by  the  by- 
law.   (Kingsland,  app.  r.  Haben,  resp.)  ...    ...    ...  449 

New  drainage — Removal  of  old  disused  drains — By- 
law or  regulation  and  direction. — ^B^  regulation  28 
of  the  respondents  all  disused  drams  were  to  be 
broken  up  and  destroyed,  and  the  materials  and 
foul  earth  removed  and  dry  earth,  ballast,  or 
brick  rubbish  substituted.  By  sect.  83  of  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  1866  a  penalty  is  pro- 
vided if  any  drain  thereinbefore  mentioned  is 
found  not  to  have  been  provided  according  to  the 
directions  or  regulations  of  the  respondents.  The 
appellants  constructed  new  drains,  which  were 
connected  with  the  respondents'  sewer.  On  the 
premises  were  old  disused  drains  which  were  not 
^ysically  joined  or  connected  with  the  new  drains. 
'  The  old  drains  were  not  taken  out..  Held,  that 
the  regulation  was  rightly  made,  and  the  appel- 
lants were  properly  convicted  for  constructing  the 
new  4rain  not  in  accordance  with  the  directions 
of  the  respondents.  (London  School  Board,  spps. 
V.  Fulham  Borough  Council,  resps.) 116 

Smoke — Chimney  of '  club— Smoke  from  cooking 
ranges  and  heating  apparatus — "  Private  dwelling- 
house." — ^The  chimney  of  a  club  of  750  members, 
such  club  containing  the  usual  club  accommoda- 
tion, emitting  smoke  from  the  cooking  ranges  and 
the  furnaces  of  a  vertical  boiler  used  for  heating  the 
premises,  is  not  the  chimney  of  a  "  private 
dwelling-house  "  within  the  exception  contained  in 
sect.  24  (6)  of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891. 
(McNair,  app.  v.  Baker,  resp.) 24 

Smoke  from  tug— Nuisance — "Chimney" — ^Prohibi- 
tion order — Specifying  works. — ^The  funnel  of  a 
tug  plying  to  and  fro  in  the  river  Thames,  within 
the  iurisdiction  of  the  port  sanitary  authority  of 
London,  is  a  "  chimney "  within  sect.  24  (b)  of 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891.  If  a  eont 
of  summary  jurisdiction  makes  a  prohibitinn  order 
under  sect.  6  of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act 
ZfM,  such  order  need  not  specify  the  works  to  be 
done  by  the  person  against  whom  the  order  is 
made  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  no  works 
oould  be  done  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the 
nuisance.    (Tough,  app.  v.  Hopkins,  resp.)    S72 

Smolce  nuisance — Notice  to  abate — Notice  to  prevent 
recurrence — Prohibition  order — Specifying  works — 
Evidence. — Before  a  notice  is  served  under  sect.  4 
(2)  of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  18B1  requir- 
ing the  person  served  to  do  what  is  necessary  for 
preventing  a  recurrence  of  the  nuisance,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  a  notice  requiring  such  person  to 
abate  the  nuisance  under  sect.  4  (1)  shall  have  been 
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served  previously  or  included  in  such  notice. 
Therefore,  a  notice  having  been  given  under  sect.  4 
(2),  a  court  of  summary  iurisdiction  can  make  an 
order  under  sect.  6  prohibiting  a  recurrence  off 
the  nuisance  and  specifying  works  to  be  executed, 
where  the  only  notice  served  has  been  under  ' 
sect.  4  (2),  if  such  court  is  satisfied  that  the 
nuisance,  although  abated,  is  likely  to  recur.  Oa, 
the  hearing  of  informationa  and  complaint*  under 
sect.  6  (1)  (6),  the  respondents  proved  the  nuisances 
alleged,  but  offered  no  evidence  as  to  how  th& 
black  smoke  which  caused  the  nuisances  had  been 
caused  or  as  to  what  works  were  necessary  to 
abate  or  prevent  such  nuisances.  The  appellants^ 
witnesses  stated  that  the  black  smoke  might  hav» 
heeu  caused  by  two  furnace  doors  heia^  open  at 
the  same  time.  The  magistrate  determined  that 
the  respondents  were  entitled  to  a  prohibition 
order,  and  thereupon  the  appellants  required  that 
the  order  should  specify  the  works  they  were  to 
execute  under  sect.  6  (6),  but  insisted  that,  th» 
case  being  closed,  the  magistrate  was  precluded 
from  hearing  further  evidence  as  to  the  works 
necessary.  The  magistrate  therefore  added  to  hia 
prohibition  order  a  direction  to  the  appellanta  to 
tit  up  apparatus  to  prevent  the  furnace  doors  being 
opened  simultaneously.  Held,  that  the  order  waa 
valid.  (Central  London  Railway  Company  «. 
Hammersmith  Borough  Council.)      .'. 645 

Street  opened  by  water  company — Reinstatement  of 
street  by  contractor  employed  by  local  authority 
— Power  of  local  authority  to  recover  expenses 
of  supervising  and  superintending  the  works. — 
Where  the  toil  of  a  street  in  the  metropolis  haa 
been  opened  up  by  a  water  company,  the  local 
authonty  can  by  virtue  of  sect.  114  of  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  186S  recover  the 
expenses  of  superintending  and  supervising  the 
filling  in  and  making  good  the  soil  so  opened  up. 
(New  River  Company,  apps.  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  of 
Westminiter,  respt.)      792 

MINES   AND   MINERALS. 

Owner  of  mine — Duty  to  fence — Public  well  in 
shaft  of  abandoned  mine — Vesting  of  well  in  local 
authority — LiabiUty  of  local  authority  to  fence. — 
Where  the  shaft  of  an  abandoned  mine  contains 
water  and  is  used  by  the  inhabitants  of  thet 
district  as  a  well  and  as  being  a  public  well 
becomes  vested  in  the  local  authority  under 
sect.  64  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1876,  the  local 
authority  are  not  the  "owners"  of  the  mine,  or 
the  persons  "  interested  in  minerals  of  the  mine," 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  IS  of  the  Metal- 
liferous Mines  Regulation  Act  1872,  and  are  not 
bound  under  that  section  to  fence  the  shaft,  and 
consequently,  in  the  absence  of  negligence  on 
their  part,  they  are  not  liable  for  injuries  caused 
by  the  shaft  not  having  been  fenced.  (Knnekey 
V.  Redruth  Rural  District  Council.) 2tft 

Bight  to  let  down  surface — ^Inclosure  Act — Award — 
Manorial  rights. — By  an  Inclosure  Act  and  award 
certain  waste  land  was  allotted  amongst  com- 
moners. The  Act  provided  that  uothinp[  therein 
contained  should  be  construed  to  diminish  the- 
rights  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  respect  to  hi» 
seignory  and  rc^alties  except  in  respect  of  his 
ownership  of  the  soil  to  be  inclosed.  And  the 
Act  further  provided  that  the  lord  and  his 
successors  should  hold  and  enjoy  all  mines  and 
quarries  imder  the  waste  together  with  liberty  of 
searching  for,  winning  and  working  the  same, 
as  fully  and  freely  as  if  that  Act  had  not 
been  passed,  and  that  without  making  or  paying 
any  satisfaction  for  to  doing.  And  the  Act 
further  provided  a  tummary  means  by  which  any 
Iierson  injured  through  the  lord's  working  of  the 
mines  should  be  compensated  by  the  occupiers  of 
alk>tmentt  in  the  same  township.  Held,  in  action 
brought  by  surface  owners  against  an  assign  of 
the  lord  to  restrain  by  injunction  any  injury  to  the 
surface,  by  mining .  operati<His,  that  there  was  .  .. 
nothing  in  the  Inclosure  Act  to  deprive  a  surface 
owner  of  his  common  law  right  of  support  (the 
clause  as  to  compensation  in  the  Act  relating  to 
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nnface  oier  only),  and  that  consequenUr  the 
plamtiSa  were  entitled  to  an  injunction.  (Bishop 
Auckland  Industrial  Co-operative  Flour  and  Fro- 
Tinon  Society  Limited  v.  Butterworth  Colliery 
Company  liimited.) 149 

H0BT6A0E. 
Debenture  stock  of  company — Collateral  agreement 
for  porchaae — Clog  on  equity  of  redemption. — 
The  appellant  agreed  to  make  an  advance  to  the 
reqwndent  company  iq>on  the  lecnrity  of  tint 
mortgage  debenture  stock  of  the  company  with  an 
option  of  purchasing  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  itock  so  pledged  at  an  agreed  price  at  any 
time  within  twelve  months.  The  company  were 
deurons  of  paying  off  the  loan  before  tlie  expira- 
tion of  the  twelve  months,  and  the  respondent 
gave  notice  that  he  intended  to  exercise  his  option 
of  purchasmg.  The  company  thereupon  brought 
an  action  claiming  a  declaration  that  the  agree- 
ment was  not  binding  on  them,  and  for  conse- 
quential relief,  and  the  appellant  counter- 
claimed  for  specific  performance  or  damages. 
Held,  that  the  case  came  within  the  rule  that  a 
mortgagee  is  not  allowed  at  the  time  of  making 
the  loan  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  and  that  the  option  of 
purchasing  could  not  be  enforced.  (Samuel  *. 
Jsrrah  Timber  and  Wood  Paving  Corporation 
Limited.)     7S1 

Priority —Notice — Charges  upon  expectant  legacy — 
Fund  not   in  existence  or  under  control  of  any 

S>tson  at  date  of  creation  of  incumbrances — 
otiees  given  by  incumbrancers  on  fund  coming 
under  control. — ^Where  charges  wero  created, 
dnriag  the  lifetime  of  a  testator,  by  a  benefidaiy 
upon  his  expectant  legacy  under  tne  will  of  the 
testator — of  which  charges  no  effective  notice 
could  be  given  by  any  of  the  incumbrancers  until 
the  legacy  charged  came  into  existence  and  some 
,penon  had  control  of  it— it  was  held  that  the 
order  of  the  dates  at  which  notices  were  given,  by 
the  incumbrancers  of  their  respective  sccorities, 
to  the  l^al  personal  representative  of  the  testator, 
was  sufficient  to  determine  the  priorities  of  the 
several  incumbrancers,  according  to  the  principle 
of  Johtutone  v.  Cox  (43  L.  T.  Rep.  6S7;  19  Ch. 
Siv.  17)  and  similar  authorities;  and  that  snch 
priorities  ought  not  to  be  regulated  by  reference  to 
the  dates  of  the  securities  themselves.  {Bt 
Dallas.)        177 

(Seo  LimtijOSD  AMD  Tenant— Pbiiicii>al  and  Subktt.) 

NUISANCE. 
Heetric  lighting  works — ^Vibration  and  noise — 
Borough  council — Injunction. — Under  a  provisional 
order  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  St.  P. 
Borough  Council  supplied  electricity  in  the 
borough,  and  for  this  purpose  had  an  electric 
generating  station  about  50ft.  from  the  nearest 
point  of  s  row  of  houses.  The  provisional  order 
provided  that  nothing  contained  in  it  should 
exonerate  the  council  from  any  indictment,  action, 
or  other  proceeding  for  nuisance  in  the  event  of 
any  nniaance  being  caused  by  them.  In  May  190S 
the  council  began  to  run  new  and  enlarged  works 
and  machinery  at  the  generating  station,  inclnding 
two  engines  each  of  aoout  7S0  horse-power.  Ihe 
lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  row  of  houses  com- 
plained that  the  new  machinery  increased  an 
already  existing  nuisance  by  vibration  and  noise 
>o  as  to  interfere  with  their  comfort  and  enjoy- 
ment, cause  injury  to  health,  and  diminish  the 
value  ot  their  interests  in  their  houses;  and  they 
brou|[ht  an  action  a^inst  the  council  claiming 
an  mjunction  restraining  them  from  causing 
nuisance  to  the  plaintifH  and  damaging  their 
interests  in  their  nouses  by  vibration  and  noise 
from  the  electric  generating  station,  and  damages. 
The  defendants  contended  that  the  vibration  and 
noise  were  due  to  certain  defects  in  the  balance 
of  the  engines  which  they  were  endeavouring  to 
remedy,  and  which  they  ought  to  be  allowed  time 
to  remedy   oomidetely.    Held,  on  the  evidence. 
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that  the  vibration  and  noise  were  productive  of 
an  amount  of  annoyance  against  which  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  be  protected  on  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Brodtr  v.  Saillard  (2  Ch.  Div.  092) 
and  Bamford  v.  Ttirley  (6  L.  T.  Bep.  721; 
S  B.  &  S.  62) ;  that  the  annoyance  was  not  merely 
{emporar^  and  occasional,  but  calculated  to  work 
material  mjury  to  the  plaintiffs'  property ;  that  the 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  carry  on  their 
works  unless  they  could  do  so  without  occasioning 
a  nuisance;  and  that  an  injunction  must  be 
granted,  with  an  inquiry  as  to  damages.  (Colwell 
and  others  e.  St.  Fancras  Borough  Council.) US 

Noise,    vibration,     and    smell — Electrical    works — 
Generating  station — Injunction. — By  a  provisional 
order  made  under  the  Electric  Lighting  Acts,  and 
duly  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  corpora- 
tion of  B.  were  authorised   to   supply  electrical 
energy  for  public  and  private  purposes  within  th» 
area  of  the  borough;  it  being  provided  by  th&- 
order  that  nothing  therein  should  exonerate  the-- 
undertaken  from  any  indictment,  action,  or  other- 
proceedings   for  nuisance   in   the   event   of   any 
nuisance  being  caused  or  permitted  by  them.    The 
corporation  entered  into  arrangements  with  tho- 
defendant  company  for  the  erection,  maintaining, 
and  working  of  a  generating  station  within  the 
borough ;    and  the   defendant   company,    in   pur- 
suance of  such  arrangements,  acquired  as  a  site- 
for  the  proposed  works  a  piece  of  land  adjoining- 
the  garden  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  proceeded, 
to  «rect  therein  the  requisite  engines,  dynamos,. 
and  other  machinery.    The  plaintiff,  who  occupied 
her  house  as   a  ladies'   school,   complained   of" 
various    annoyances    to    the    inmates    of    her 
establishment  by  noise,  vibration,   and  offensive- 
smells  or  vapours  produced  by  the  operation  of 
the  defendant  company's  works,  and  instituted  ao.    . 
action  for  an  injimction  and  damages  in  respect 
of    the   nlleged    nuisance.      The    court    being    of~ 
opinion  that  the  annoyances  complained  of  were- 
not  trivial  or  a  kind  to  be  expected  from  any 
ordinary  and  reasonable  use  by   the   defendants, 
company  of   the  land   they  had  acquired,   and, 
further,  that,  in  spite  of  a  diminution  in  intensity 
and  frequency  ot  the  annoyances  complained  of 
since  the  commencement  of  the  action,  yet  even  at 
the    date    of    the    trial    such    annoyances    had 
repeatedly  and  recently  recurred    an  injunction 
and  damages  were  granted  accordingly.    (Knight 
r.    Isle    of    Wight    Electric    Light    and    Power 
Company  Limited.) 410 

Public  and  private  nuisance — Smallpox  hospital — 
Injunction — Public  convenience — ^Public  health — 
Scientific  evidence  as  to  the  effects  of  similar 
hospitals. — A  quia  timet  action  was  brought  by  the 
Attomey-Oeneral  on  the  relation  of  certain  owners 
and  occupiers  in  s  district  near  a  populous  city, 
and  by  the  oame  owners  and  occupiers  as  plaintiffs 
to  restrain  the  use  by  the  corporation  of  the  city- 
of  certain  buildings  as  a  smallpox  hospital,  both 
as  a  public  and  a  private  nuisance.  Held,  that  to 
succeed  in  snch  a  case  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  show,  not  merely  that  inconvenience 
may  be  experienced  or  a  sentiment  of  danger  may 
exist;  but  a  strong  probability,  amounting  to  a 
moral  certainty  that  the  hospital,  if  established,, 
will  be  an  actionable  nuisance,  and  that  the  - 
plaintiffs  having  failed  to  show  this,  that  their 
action  must  be  dismissed.  In  the  course  of  the 
trial  the  plaintiffs  adduced  scientific  evidence  to 
show  from  the  experience  of  other  smallpox 
hospitals  that  such  hospitals  tended  by  aerial 
convection  to  spread  the  disease;  and  rebutting 
scientific  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  defendants. 
At  the  desire  of  the  parties  his  Lordship  heard 
the  evidence ;  but  expressed  considerable  doubt  as 
to  its  admissibility.    (Attorney-General  t.  Mayor, 

&c.,  of  Nottingham.)    308 

(See  Public  Hsalth.) 

PARTNERSHIP. 
Dissolution— Expulsion  clause — Conduct  detrimental 
to  partnership  business  or  flagrant  breach  of  any 
duties  of  partaei — Conviction  by  police  magi«trat« 
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for  tntTelling  without  a  ticket — Injunction. — 
Articles  of  partnenhip  provided  that  the  managing 
partner,  in  the  event  of  either  of  the  other 
partners  being  addicted  to  notorious  intemperance 
or  immoralitv  or  other  scandalous  conduct  detri- 
meatal  to  the  partnersliip  business  or  at  any 
time  dviring  the  partnership  permitting  or  being 
gtiilty  of  any  flagrant  breach  of  any  o(  the 
duties  of  a  partner,  should  be  at  liberty  to 
remove  either  or  both  of  them  from  the  partner* 
ship  on  giving  them  six  days'  notice  in  writing. 
One  of  the  partners  was  convicted  by  a  police 
.jnagistrate  of  travelling  on  a  railway  without  a 
ticket  with  intent  to  avoid  payment  and  fined  the 
full  penalty,  and  thereupon  the  managing  partner 
gave  him  notice  expelling  him  from  the  partnei- 
adiip.  On  motion  by  the  partner  for  an  interim 
injunction  to  restrain  his  expulsion:  Held,  that, 
as  the  plaintiCF  had  been  convicted  of  dishonesty, 
the  case  was  within  the  expulsion  clause,  and  that 
there  was  ample  justification  for  the  notice  of 
dissolution,  and  the  court  declined  to  interfere  by 
injunction.    (Carmichael  v.  Evans.) 673 

PATENTS,  DESIGNS,  AND  TRADE  MARKS. 
Design  —  Registration — Infringement  —  Patent  and 
registered  design  for  same  invention — Second 
registered  design  similar  to  previous  design — 
Marking  ^ooda — ^Registration  of  design  not 
known  to  infringer— Injunction — ^Damages. — The 
plaintiffs  registered  a  design  for  improvements  in 
motor  cycles  between  the  time  when  they  applied 
for  and  the  time  when  they  obtained  letters  patent 
for  a  similar  invention.  Subsequently  they  regis- 
tered a  new  design,  which  in  fact  was  similar  to 
the  originally  registered  design,  and  sold  machines 
-marked  with  the  second  registration  number  <Hily. 
The  fact  of  the  registration  was  unknown  to  the 
.defendants  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  writ  in  an 
action  against  them  for  infringement,  but  they 
sold  some  machines  after  the  writ  was  issued, 
and  on  an  application  for  an  interim  injunction 
they  offered  to  keep  an  account.  Held,  that  s 
j)atent  and  a  registered  design  for  the  same 
invention  might  oo-exist,  the  rights  conferred  did 
not  clash,  and  the  registration  was  valid ;  that  the 
first  registration  was  not  forfeited ;  and  that  want 
of  knowledge  was  not  a  reason  why  an  injunction 
should  not  De  granted,  but  that  it  protected  the 
defendants  from  payment  of  damages  in  respect  of 
leales  effected  by  them  before  writ.  (Werner 
'Motors  Limited  r.  A.  W.  Gamage  Limited.) 842 

Patent  action — Petition  for  revocation — Liberty  to 
apply  for  leave  to  amend  by  disclaimer — Con- 
ditions as  to  infringement  prior  to  order — Dis- 
cretion of  judge. — Where  a  patent  is  ordered  to  be 
revoked  unless  within  a  certain  time  the  patentee 
obtains  leave  to  amend  by  disclaimer,  the  jud^e 
has  a  discretion  as  to  the  terms  on  which  he  will 
give  the  patentee  the  opportunity  of  obtaining  the 
leave  to  amend,  and  such  discretion  will  on^  be 
reviewed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  exceptional 
eases.    \Be  Geipel's  Patent.)     70 

Trade  mark — "  Invented  word  " — "  Absorbine  " — 
Removal  from  register. — Y.,  a  manufacturing 
chemist,  residing  in  America,  obtained  in  Nov.  1901 
the  registration  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  the 
word  "  Absorbine  "  as  a  trade  mark  m  respect  of 
chemical  substances  used  for  agricultural,  horti- 
cultural, veterinary,  and  sanitary  purposes,  and 
also  in  respect  of  chemical  substances  prepared 
for  use  in  medicine  and  pharmacy.  He  used  the 
word  in  connection  with  a  liquid  preparation 
designed  to  absorb  and  remove  various  growths 
and  diseases  in  animals.  Messrs.  T.  were  well- 
known  manufacturers  of  an  ointment  intended  for 
similar  purposes,  which  they  sold  under  the  name 
.  of  "  Absorbent "  till  1901,  but  about  the  time  of 
Y.'s  registration  of  "Absorbine"  they,  without 
any  knowledge  of  that  fact,  changed  the  name  of 
their  ointment  to  "  Ahsorbine,"  and  sold  it  under 
that  name.  Y.  and  his  English  agents,  Messrs. 
C,  brought  an  action  against  them  to  restrain 
them  from  infringing  the  registered  trade  mark 
"  Absorbine,"  and  from  passing  off  any  veterinary 
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£  reparation  as  a  preparation  of  the  plaintiffs'. 
[easrs.  T.  contended  that  "  Absorbine  "  ought  not 
to  have  been  registered  as  a  trade  mark,  and 
moved  to  onmnge  it  from  the  register.  Held, 
that  "Absorbine  was  not  an  invented  word, 
■ince  the  first  two  syllables  formed  an  ordinary 
English  word,  and  the  last  was  a  meaningless 
flourish  or  termination,  and  there  waa  no  inven- 
tion in  oontinuing  the  syllables ;  and  that  it  must 
therefore  be  expunged  from  ih»  register,  and  the 
action  be  dismissed.  (Christy  v.  Tipper;  He 
Young's  Trade  Mark.) 85 

POLICE. 

Pension — Approved  service — Continuous  service- 
Break  in  service.  —  The  "  approved  service " 
referred  to  in  sect.  1  of  the  Police  Act  1890  must 
be  continuous  service  to  entitle  a  constable  to  a 
pension.  (Garbutt,  app.  v.  Durham  Joint  Com- 
mittee, reaps.) 26 

POOR  LAW. 

Overseen— Distress  for  rates — ^Illegal  distress  by 
assistant  overseer — Liability  of  overseers  for 
illegal  acts  of  assistant  overseer. — Overseers  are 
not  liable  virtute  ofieii  for  an  illegal  and  excessive 
distress  by  an  assistant  overseer  in  the  execution 
of  a  distress  warrant  for  non-payment  of  rates. 
A  distress  warrant  for  nonpayment  of  rates  was 
issued  by  justices,  addressed  in  the  usual 
statutory  form  to  the  overseers  and  oonstablea, 
and  it  was  handed  by  one  of  the  overseers  to  the 
assistant  overseer  of  the  parish,  who  had  been 
duly  appointed  to  act  as  such  assistant  overseer. 
The  assistant  overseer,  while  purporting  to 
execute  the  distress  warrant,  was  guilty  of  an 
illegal  and  excessive  distress,  the  overseers  having 
taken  no  part  in  the  same.  Held,  that  the  over- 
seers were  not  liable  for  the  illegal  acts  of  the 
assistant  overseer  in  executing  the  warrant. 
(Baker  and  Wife  v.  Wicks  and  others.) 706 

Removal  of  pauper — Settlement — Married  woman — 
Husband  having  no  settlement  —  Derivative 
settlement. — ^A  pauper  and  her  husband,  who  was 
a  forei^er  with  no  settlement,  came  to  reside  is 
the  parish  of  Birmingham  in  Jan.  1901,  and  resided 
there  until  June  1901,  when  the  husband  went  to 
America  with  no  intention  of  deserting  his  wife, 
and  with  the  intention  of  returning.  The  wife 
and  her  children  continued  to  reside  m  the  parish 
of  Birmingham  until  March  1902,  when  they  went 
into  the  workhouse.  Held,  that  the  pauper  and 
her  children,  who  were  all  under  the  age  of 
sixteen  years,  were  irremovable  from  the  parish 
of  Birmingham.  (Tewkesbury  Guardians  v.  Bir- 
mingham Guardians.)    787 

POOR   RATE. 
(See  Ratino.) 

PRACTICE. 
Adm°:nistration — Common  order  for  administration 
against  executor — Subsequent  action  by  same 
plaintiff  charging  wilful  default  and  fraud — No 
evidence  of  fresh  information  acquired  since  date 
of  common  order — Leave  of  the  court. — A  plaintiff 
who  has  obtained  a  common  order  for  administra- 
tion of  an  estate  against  the  executor  may 
obtain  the  leave  of  the  court  to  bring  a  fresn 
action  charging  (inter  alia)  wilful  default  against 
the  executor  without  proving  that  he  did  not 
acquire  the  information  on  which  he  founds  his 
fruh  action  in  time  to  utilise  it  in  the  former 
proceeding  in  which  he  obtained  the  common 
order  for  administration,  proof  of  which  was 
required  in  the  case  of  Laming  v.  Gee  (40  L.  T. 
Rep.  SS;  10  Ch.  Div.  71S),  on  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  an  undischarged  bankrupt,  giving  security 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  master  for  tho  executors 
costs  of  the  fresh  action.  [Be  Kurts,  deceased ; 
&nerson  v.  Henderson.)     U 

Administration  action  —  Parties  —  Trustee  —  Repre- 
sentation of  trust  estate.— An.aCtioh  for  breach  of  . 
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tmtt  wu  brought  by  »  beneficiary  under  « 
marriage  letUement  againat  the  executors  of  one 
of  tile  tmsteei,  but  not  the  mrriving  trustee  of  the 
■ettiement.  Tke  aurriTing  trustee  was  also  dead, 
and  no  new  trustees  of  the  settlement  had  been 
appointed  by  the  person  in  whom  the  power  waa 
Tested.  Held,  that  the  lepresentatires  of  the  snr- 
viiing  trustee  must  be  added  as  defendants,  or 
that  new  trustees  of  the  settlement  must  be 
amwinted  and  added  aa  defendant*.  (Bt  Jordan ; 
uyward  v.  Hamilton.) SIS 

Appeal — Specially  indorsed  writ — ^Action  by  consent 
raferred  to  master — Decision  of  master — Right  to 
qwea]  to  Divisional  Court  from  decision  of  master. 
—An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  the  Divisioaal  Court 
from  the  decision  of  a  master  in  an  action  which 
has  been  referred  to  him  by  consent  of  the 
parties  under  Order  XIT.,  r.  7,  which  provides 
that,  upon  the  hearing  of  an  application  for  leave 
to  enter  final  judgment,  "  with  the  consent  of  the 
/parties,  an  order  may  be  made  referring  the 
^action  to  a  master."    (Fraser  v.  I^^ser.) 709 

Appeal  on  question  of  fact — Concurrent  finding*  of 
two  courts  below. — There  is  no  rule  of  practice  in 
the  Honso  of  Lords  that  the  House  will  not  enter- 
tain an  appeal  on  a  question  of  fact  where  there 
bare  been  concurrent  findings  in  the  courts  below. 
(Uontgomery  and  Co.  v.  Wallace-James.)      1 

Compromiae — Distribution  of  f\md  among  bond- 
hoMera — ^Limitations  of  times  for  claim*  by  absent 
partiea.  (La  Compania  de  lo*  7errocarriles  de 
Zaragoxa  v.  Collingham  and  others.)      2U 

Costs— Action  settled— "  Becord  withdrawn.  No 
•costs  on  either  side" — Costs  of  interlocutory  pro- 
ceedings ordered  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff — ^Bight  of 
defendant  to  tax  after  settlement  of  action. — 
Daring  the  progress  of  an  action  several  orders 
were  made,  upon  interlocutory  applications,  that 
the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  defendants'  costs,  in 
soma  case*  "in  any  event."  The  action  was 
■aiMequently  settled  upon  the  terms,  indorsed  on 
tile  briefs  of  counsel,  "Becord  withdrawn.  No 
cost*  on  either  side,"  the  question  of  tLe  costs  of 
the  interlocutory  proceedings  not  being  present 
to  their  minds.  Held,-  that  after  the  settlement 
of  the  action  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
taxation  and  payment  of  their  costs  of  the 
interiocutory  proceedings  which  the  plaintiff  had 
been    ordered    to    pay.    (Walter    r.     Bewicke. 

Moreing,  and  Co.) 400 

Colts— Application  for  judgment  or  new  trial — 
Goats  of  successful  applicant — Discretion  of  oourt. 
—Where  an  application  is  made  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  for  judgment  or  a  new  trial  on  appeal 
from  a  judgment  and  verdict  at  a  trial  before  a 
judge  and  jury,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  or 
otherwise,  and  such  application  is  opposed  by 
the  other  aide,  but  a  new  trial  is  granted, 
although  there  ia  no  absolute  rule  applicable  to 
all  sucn  cases,  and  the  court  has  a  discretion 
either  to  give  or  refrain  from  giving,  or  to  reserve 
the  cost*  of  the  successful  application  to  abide 
the  result  of  the  new  trial,  yet,  in  the  absence  of 
special  dreumatances,  primd  facie  the  costs  of  the 
saee«Mful  aiqilication  ought  to  be  borne  by  the 
party  who  opposed  it.  The  order  made  in  Bray 
V.  ford  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  600;  (1898)  A.  C.  44)  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  an  order  laying  down  any 
genenl  rule  upon  the  point,  but  merely  as  an 
Older  in  that  particular  case.    (Hamilton  v.  Seal.)  698 

Cotta— Taxation — Betresher  fees  —  Discretion  of 
taxing  ma*ter.— Sub-rule  29  of  Order  LXV.,  r.  27. 
gives  the  taxing  master  a  discretion  in  party  and 
(arty  taxation  to  allow  refresher  fees  in  addition 

'  to  the  maximum  fee*  preaoribed  bjr  sub-rule  48,  if 
be  finds  that  the  higher  amoimt  is  necessary  or 
proper  for  the  attainment  of  justice  or  for  defend* 
ing  the  righU  of  any  party.  (Cavendish  «. 
Stmtt.)      800 

Disoovety  —  Interrogatories  —  Action     for     libel  — 
Defence  of  fair  comment — Interrogatories  a*  to 
previous  statement*  concerning  plaintiff — Leave  to 
adnnnister. — In  an  action  for  damaees  for  libel  in   ' 
icqect  of  a  eritieiani,  paUiahed  in  the  defendant*' 


PAOl 
paper,  of  an  opera  composed  by  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendants  pleaded  that  the  words  complained  of 
were  fair  and  6on4  fide  criticism  of  and  comment 
on  the  opera,  and  were  published  vrithout  malice. 
The  plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  deliver  interroga- 
tories to  the  defendants  asking  thorn  whether  they 
had  not  previously  published  an  incorrect  state- 
ment about  the  plamtiff,  what  information  they 
had  which  induced  them  to  believe  that  statement 
was  true,  from  whom  they  derived  such  informa- 
tion, whether  it  was  derived  from  the  same  souro* 
as  the  article  complained  of^and  what  steps  they 
had  taken  to  verify  it.  Held  (dismissing  the 
appeal),  that  leave  to  deliver  the  interrogatoriea 
had  been  properly  refused  as  not  being  relevant 
to  the  (juestion  of  malice.    (Caryll  v.  Daily  Hail 

Publishing  Company.)    307 

Discovery — Production — ^Privilege — ^Further  affidavit 
— Sufficiency — Omission  of  statement  by  party  that 
documents  for  which  protection  is  claimed  contain 
nothing  impeaching  his  own  case. — In  an  action  to 
enforce  the  right  to  profit  made  upon  an  alleged 
joint  pnrchaae  and  resale  of  land  and  an  account, 
defendant  had  counter-claimed  for  specific  per- 
fonnanoe  of  an  alleged  agreement  between  nim 
and  the  plaintiff  as  to  certain  properties  purchased 
by  defendant  and,  a*  alleged,  by  the  plaintiff  and 

,  defendant  jointly  and  payments  to  be  made,  for  a  . 

'  sale,  and  the  execution  of  a  proper  conveyance. 
Defendant  in  an  affidavit  of  documents  had  sworn 
that  he  objected  to  produce  certain  documents  on 
the  ground  that  they  related  only  to  his  own  case, 
and  did  not  tend  to  prove  or  support  the  plaintiffs 
case.  Held,  that  the  affidavit  was  technically 
sufficient,  although  not  containing  the  statement 
that  the  document*  for  which  privilege  wa* 
claimed  contained  nothing  impeaching  hi*  own 
case.    (Johnson  v.  Whitaker.)    635 

Discovery — Production  of  doetunents— Ifarine  insur- 
ance— ^Underwriter's  right  to  discovery  and  pro- 
duction— Action  by  underwriters  against  assured 
to  recover  over-payments. — In  an  action  by  under- 
writers to  recover  the  amount  of  overcharges 
which  they  had  paid  to  the  assured  in  respect  of 
claims  upon  policies  of  marine  insurance,  which 
overcharges  tney  alleged  had  been  obtained  by 
means  of  false  and  fraudulent  accounts:  Held, 
that  the  underwriters  were  entitled  to  have  a* 
full  discovery  from  the  assured  as  they  would  have 
been  entitled  to  in  an  action  brought  against  them 
upon  the  policies.  (Boulton  and  other*  «. 
Houlder  Brothers  and  Co.  and  others.) 821 

Execution — Discovery  in  aid — Judgment  against  a 
company — Examination  as  to  property  of  company 
— Ex-director — "  Any  officer."-— Order  XLII.,  r.  32, 
provides  that  when  a  judgment  for  the  payment  of 
money  has  been  recovered  against  a  company,  the 
court  or  a  judge  may  order  that  "  any  officer 
thereof  "  shul  be  orally  examined  as  to  whether 
the  company  haa  any  property  or  means  of 
satisfying  the  judgment.  Held,  that  the  court  or 
a  judge  ha*  jtuisdicUon  under  this  rule  to  make 
an  order  for  the  examination  of  a  person  who  has 
been  (i  director  of  the  company,  though  he  may 
have  ceased  to  hold  that  office.  (SocitSt^  G£n6rale 
pour  7avoriser  le  Developpement  du  Commerce  et 
de  llndustrie  en  France  c.  Johann  Karia  Farina 
and  Co.)     472 

Bcceiver — Writ  of  possession — ^Time. — Where  an 
order  was  made  directing  delivery  of  certain 
premises  into  the  possession  of  a  receiver 
appointed  by  the  order,  but  no  time  within  which 
deUvery  of  possession  was  to  be  made  was  specified 
in  the  order,  it  was  held  that  a  writ  of  possession 
could  not  issue  because  Order  XLI.,  r.  6,  had  not 
been  complied  with.    (Savage  v.  Bentley.)    641 

Bemitting  action  to  County  Court — Claim  on  writ 
exceeding  1002. — ^Amendment  of  writ — Claim 
reduced  to  sum  not  exceeding  1002. — Jurisdiction 
to  remit. — ^Where  in  an  action  of  contract  brought 
in  the  High  Court  the  claim  indorsed  on  the  writ 
in  the  first  instance  exceeds  lOOt.,  but  the  writ  is 
subsequently  amended  and  the  claim  reduced  to  a 
suhi  not  exceeding  lOOl.,  there  i«  juri*diction  to 
'  orAer  the  action  to  be  tried  in  a  Countr  Couit 
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SUBJECTS  or  CASKS. 


PACI 
'iinder  Kct.  66  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888. 
(Sneade  r.  Wotherton  Baryte*  and  Lead  Mining 
Company  Limited.) 83 

Service  of  writ  out  of  the  jurisdiction — PrimdfaeU 
evidence  of  breach  vithin  jurisdiction. — ^where 
application  is  made  for  leave  to  serve  a  writ  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  or  to  discharge  an  order  for 
such  service,  the  court  is  not  called  upon  to  try 
the  merits  of  the  action,  but  the  affidavits  should 
show  a  prima  facie  cause  of  action  within  the 
jurisdiction,  and  disclose  a  substantial  question 
which  the  plaintiff  bond  fide  desires  to  try.  Suffi- 
cient information  should  be  given  to  make  dear 
the  ground  on  which  the  court  is  asked  to  pro- 
oeed.  (Chemische  Fabrik  vormals  Sandoi  •. 
Badische  Anilin  und  Soda  Fabriks.) 7SS 

Staying  proceedings — ^Frivolous  and  vexatious  action 
— Inierlocutory  appUcation  in  Coimty  Court — 
Subsequent  action  in  High  Court  raising  same 
question. — Where  an  action  was  brought  m  good 
faith  to  try  a  legal  point  which  ought  to  be  tried, 
a  motion,  under  Order  XXV.,  r.  4,  to  dismiis  the 
action  as  frivolous  and  vexatious  and  an  abuse  of 
the  process  of  the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the 
point  was  rei  judicata,  having  been  raised  and 
determined  in  previous  proceedings,  was  dis- 
missed with  costs  in  any  event.  (Lea  v.  Thursby.)  26S 
(See  Costs— LntACT—ScMHABT  JcuaDicnoN — Wiu.) 

PEINCIPAL  AIO)  AGENT. 
Commisuon — "When  and  if  the  purchase  is  com- 
pleted by  private  treaty." — ^The  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  commission  on  the  sale  of  an 
hotel  "  when  and  if  the  purchase  is  completed  by 
private  treaty."  The  plaintiff  introduced  a  pur^ 
chaser,  who  signed  a  contract  to  purchase  with  the 
'  defendant,  and  paid  a  deposit.  The  purchaser 
was  unable  to  carry  out  the  contract,  and  the 
defendant  agreed  to  release  her,  and  he  was  to 
retain  the  deposit.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  his  commission.    (Chapman  e.  Wiuson.)  1S9 

Mistake — ^Money  paid  to  agent — ^Remittance  to 
banker — Creuit  given  by  banker  to  customer — 
Bemittance  made  by  mistake — Recovery  back 
from  banker  by  payer. — ^K.  was  a  merchant, 
financed  by  two  banks.  These  banks  were  each  in 
the  habit  of  advancing  money  to  K.  on  the 
security '  of  the  shipping  documents  of  goods, 
bought  by  him.  When  he  sold  such  goods  1^  was 
in  the  habit  of  obtaining  from  them  the  necessary 
documents  to  enable  him  to  deliver  the  goods, 
and  at  the  same  time  assigning  to  them  the 
purchase  money.  On  receipt  ot  the  pucchaee 
money  from  the  purchasers  of  the  goods,  the 
banks  would  credit  the  amount  to  K.  s  account. 
The  plaintiffs  bought  several  parcels  of  goods 
from  K.,  and  received  from  him  notice  ot  the 
assignment  of  the  purchase  money.  The  purchase 
money  of  some  of  the  parcels  was  assigned  to  one 
bank,  and  of  the  other  parcels  to  the  other  bank. 
Through  a  mistake  of  their  clerk  the  whole  of  the 
money  payable  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  all 
these  parcels  of  goods  was  paid  over  by  them  to 
only  one  of  the  banks,  with  instructions  to  credit 
K.'s  account  with  the  amount.  This  was  accord- 
ingly done  by  the  bank  under  the  belief  that  the 
'  whole  of  the  money  was  rightly  paid  over  to  them. 
On  discovering  the  over-payment,  the  plaintiffs 
asked  the  banx  to  return  it.  The  bank  refused. 
In  an  action  to  recover  back  the  money:  Held, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  return  from 
the  bank  of  the  money  that  had  been  thus  paid 
them  by  mistake.  (Continental  Caoutchouc  and 
Gutta  Percha  Company  v.  Kleinwort,  Sons,  and 

Co.)      474 

Secret  commission — Corrupt  bargain — Confirmation 
by  principal — Evidence— Necessity  of  full  know- 
ledge of  all  facts.— The  defendant,  acting  through 
his  agent,  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  shipbuilders,  for  the  building 
of  a  ship.  Before  the  contract  was  arranged  the 
plaintiffs  secretly  agreed  to  give  a  commission  to 
the  defendant's  agent.  At  an  interview  which 
afterwards  took  place  between  the  plaintiff*  and 


the  defendant  as  to  the  payment  by  him  of  money 
due  under  this  contract,  the  plaintiffs  informed 
him  that  they  had  agreed  to  pay  commission  to 
the  agent,  and  the  defendant,  after  being  so 
informed,  paid  them  a  small  sum  on  account.  The 
plaintiffs  afterwards  brought  an  action  to  rcoover 
the  balance  due  to  them.  At  the  trial  of  the 
action  it  was  held  that,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  - 
secret  agreement  to  give  a  commission  to  the 
defendant's  agent,  the  contract  was  one  which 
enticed  the  defendant  to  repudiate,  but  that  by 
what  had  occurred  at  his  interview  with  the 
plaintiffs  he  had  confirmed  the  contract  and 
debarred  himself  from  repudiating  it:  (88  L.  T. 
Rep.  286).  On  appeal:  Held,  that  the  plaintiffs 
had  not  shown  that  there  had  been  a  full  dis- 
closure to  the  defendant  of  all  the  circumstances 
in  connection  with  the  plaintiffs'  agreement  to 
pay  commission  to  the  agent,  and  that  therefore 
there  had  been  no  such  confirmation  by  the  defen- 
dant of  his  contract  as  debarred  him  from 
repudiating  it.  (Bartram  and  Sons  v.  Lloyd.)  ...  387 
Underwriter — Authority  of  underwriter  to  write 
names — Ordinary  business  at  Lloyd's — Guarantee 
policy — Policy  underwritten  for  private  purposes 
and  benefit  of  agent — Liability  of  principal. 
— When  an  agent,  having  express  authority  to 
make  a  particular  kind  of  contract  on  behalf  of 
his  principal,  makes  such  a  contract  m  the  name 
of  his  principal  with  a  person  who  deals  in  good 
faith,  the  principal  is  liable  although  the  agent  in 
fact  makes  the  contract  for  his  own  purposes  and 
in  his  own  interests,  and  not  in  the  interest*  of 
his  principal.  (Hambro  and  Son  v.  Bumand  and 
other*.)     80* 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETST. 
Mortage — ^Insurance  of  mortgage  debt — Contract 
of  msurance  or  suretyship— Covenant  by  surety 
with  limited  liability — Contribution. — By  an  inden- 
ture made  between  H.  of  the  first  part,  D.  of  the 
second  part,  and  a  bank  of  the  third  part,  H. 
mortgaged  a  public-house    to  secure   £4000   and 
interest,  and  H.  and  D.  covenanted  to  pay  the 
£4000   and  interest.    There  was   a  proviso  that 
D.,  who  was  a  suretjr,  should  not  be  liable  for 
more  than  £1000  and  interest.    H.  covenanted  to 
insure  the  security  in  the  name  of  the  bank  with 
an   assurance   company.     In  the   proposal  for   a 
policy  it  was  stated  "  D.  will  join  in  the  mort- 
gage for  the  purpose  of  guaranteeing  £1000  of 
the  mortgage  money."    An  insurance  was  accord- 
ingly effected  with  the  plaintiff  company,  and  by 
the  policy  it  was  provided  that  the  proposal  was 
to  be  deemed  to  be  incorporated  with  the  policy, 
and  the  company  agreed  that  if  the  mortgagor 
made  default  the  company  would  pay  the  prin- 
cipal   and   interest;    and    it    was    provided    that 
thereupon  the  bank  (therein  called  the  insured) 
should  assign  the  mortgage  debt  and  all  securitiea 
to  the  company,  and  do  all  things  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  any  rights  or  remedies, 
or  of  obtaining  relief  or  indemnity  from  other 
parties  to  which   the   company  should   be   sub- 
rogated upon  payment  under  the  policy.      Tho 
mortgagor  having  made  default,  the  company  paid 
the    mortgage    debt,    interest,    and    costs,    and 
moneys  expended  in  preeervation  of  the  property, 
amounting  in  all  to  nearly  £SO00.     They  realised 
£4000.  and  claimed  the  balance  from  D.     Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  company  and  D.  were  not  co- 
sureties; that  the  company  had  guaranteed  the 
payment  of  the  money,  and  D..  was  liable  for  the 
amount  claimed.    {Jlc  Denton ;  Licenses  Insurance 
Corporation    and    Guarantee    Fund    Limited    v. 
Denton.)     698 

PROBATE. 
Colonial  grant — Limited  grant — Resealing. — If  the 
proper  conditions  prescribed  by  the  Colonial 
Probate  Act  1892  have  been  complied  with,  a 
limited  colonial  grant  may  be  resealed  in  the 
United    Kingdom.    (In    the    Goods    of    William 

Smith.)        in 

(See  Will.) 
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STIBnCTS  07  CA8BS. 


PUBLIC  ATITHORITY. 
limitation  of  action — ^Tramvay  acquired  and  worked 
by  ooonty  eonncil  under  statutory  powers. — The 
lioodon  County  Council  by  two  private  statutes 
ware  empowered  to  acquire  and  work  a  certain 
timmway.  An  accident  having  happened  to  a 
passenger  on  one  of  the  tramcan  owing  to  the 
alleged  negligence  of  the  council  or  their  servants : 
Held,  that  the  action  must  be  commenced  within 
six  months,  as  sect.  1  of  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act  1893  applied.  (Parker  v.  London 
Coontjr  Council.)    4U 

PUBLIC  HEALTH. 

Building  by-HawB— Deposit  of  plans — Change  of  by- 
laws after  approval  of  plans— Bow  of  houses — 
Fart  of  work  carried  out — Right  to  complete 
according  to  approved  plans.— ^ect.  27  of  the 
Harrogate  CorporaHon  Act  U9S  provided  that  the 
deposit  with  the  corporation  of  any  plan  of  any 
street  or  building  should  be  null  and  void  "if  the 
execution  of  the  work  specified  in  such  plan  should 
not  be  oonmienced  wichin  three  years  from '  the 
date '  of  such  deposit."  In  1H94  a  builder 
deposited  a  plan  showing  thereon  a  number  of 
bonS^  which  he  proposed  to  erect,  and  which  were 
in  aecordance  with  the  building  by-laws  then  in 
force  in  the  borough.  The  plan  was  approved  by 
the  ocMrporation.  tiome  of  the  houses  were  built 
aod  oompleted,  and  certificates  were  given  on  their 
completion  by  the  corporation.  In  Nov.  1901  the 
building  by-laws  in  force  in  the  borough  were 
repealed  "  except  as  regards  any  work  commenced 
before  that  date,"  ana  on  the  same  day  new  by- 
laws eame  into  force  with  which  the  plan  that  had 
bee«>  deposited  by  the  builder  in  iSBi  did  not 
comply..  Held,  that  the  plan  approved  in  1884 
was  not  merely  the  plan  of  one  building,  but  was 
really  a  number  of  separate  plans  for  the  buildings 
shown  thereon;  that  therefore  the  completion. of 
some  of: the  houses  ^own  on  the  plan  was  not  a 
commencement  of  the  other  buildings  there  shown, 
whidi  were  not  in  fact  begun  till  sfter  the  new 
by-laws  came  into  forcej  and  the  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  go  on  with  the  work  under  the  old 
by-laws.     (Harrogate  Corporation  v.  Piekinson.)...    41 

Dangerous  structure — Costs  incurred  by  authority — 
C(»ts  of  appellant  where  respondent  doss  not 
appear — Practice.— &ct.- 257  of  the  Public  Health 
Act  1876  does  not  apply  to  sect.  7&  of  the  Towns 
Improvement  Clauses  Act  1847,  incorporated  in 
the  Act  of  1875  by  sect.  160.  Expenses  of  putting  . 
up  a  hoarding  under  sect.  79  of  the  Act  of  1847 
can  be  therefore  recovered,  although  three  months  • 
have  not  elapsed  since  the  demand.  Costs  may 
be  granted  in  a  proper  case  against  a  respondent 
the  defendant  before  the  justices,  even  although 
he  does  not  appear  upon  the  appeal.  (Usk  Urban 
District  Council,  appa.  v.  Mortimer,  resp.)    ...    ..i-  25 

Drain  on  private  ground — Draining  several  houses 
— Drain  or  sewer—"  Single  private  drain." — J.  was 
the  owner  of  twelve  hsuies,  at  the  rear  of  which 
runs  a  main  or  common  drain  with  which  each 
of  the  houses  connects.  The  sewage  is  conveyed 
from  the  main  or  common  drain  through  &  branch 
dtsiii  into  the  public  sewer.  The  sewage  of  four 
other  houses,  belonging  to  two  other  owners,  is 
coorreyed  by  the  main  or  common  drain,  which  also 
mas  St  the  rear  of  those  four  houses,  into  the 
said  branch  drain.  Both  the  main  or  common 
drain  and  the  branch  drain  are  constructed  wholly 
on  private  property,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the 
bnuch  drain  was  a  "  single  private  drain "  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  19  of  the  Public  Health  Acts 
Amendment  Act  1890.  Held,  that  the  mam  or 
common  drain  running  at  the  rear  of  J.'s  houses 
was  a'sewer  and  was  not  a  "  single  private  drain  " 
within  sect.  19  of  the  Public  Health  Acts  Amend- 
ment Act  of  1890.  (Jackson,  app.  v.  Wimbledon 
Urban  District  Council,  lesps.)  ... '  ...    • 417 

Josticea— Abatement  of  nuisance — Order  made  by 
thtee  justices — Order  signed  by  one  justice  only — 
Validity  of  order — Necessity  of  signature  by  two 
instip^.— By  sect.  261  of  the  Pubhc  Health  Act    . 
18^  a  court  of  tummary  jurisdiction  when  hearing 
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and  determining  an  information  or  complaint 
under  the  Act  must  be  constituted  of  two  or  more  - 
justices  of  the  pe^ce  in  petty  sessions.  A  court 
of  summary  mrii^diction  consisting  of  three 
justices  in  petty  sessions  made  an  order  under 
sect.  96  of  the  Act  on  the  owner  of  certain 
pronises  for  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance  on  the 
premises.  The  order  as  drawn  up  and  served  on 
the  owner  was  signed  by  one  justice  only.  Held, 
that  the  order  must  be  signed  by  two  justices, 
and,  having  been  signed  by  one  justice  onljr,  was 
bad.  (Wing,  app.  v.  Epsom  Urban  District 
Council,  resps.) 543 

London  —  By-laws  —  Lodging-house  —  Cleansing  at 
stated  times — Liability  ot  "landlord" — No  pro-, 
vision  in  by-law  for  notice  to  landlord:— Validity  of 
by-law. — Under  the  provisions  of  sect.  94  of  the 
Public  Health  (Loudon)  Act  1881,  by  which  sani- 
tary, authorities,  are  enjoined  to  make  by-laws 
for  (amongst  other  things)  "  the  cleansing  and  ' 
lime-washing  at  stated  times  of  the  premises" — 
that  is,  "  of  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is  let 
in  lodgings  or  occupied  by. members  of  more  than  ' 
one  family" — a  metropolitan  borough  coimcil 
made  by-laws  wherein  "  lodging-house "  was 
defined  as  "  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is 
let  in  lodgings  or  occupied  by  members  of  more 
than  one  family."  One  of  these  by-laws  provided 
that  "  the  landlord  of  a  lodging-house  shall  in  the 
first  week  of  the  month  of  April  in  every  year 
cause  every  part  of  the  premises  to  be  cleansed." 
The  by-law  contained  no  prbvision  aa  to  the 
giving  of  notice  to  the  "landlord,"  who  was 
defined  .as  including ' the  person  who  received  or 
was  entitled  to  receive  the  rack  rent  of  the 
lodging-house  or  the  profits  arising  from  the  let- 
ting. Held,  that  the  by-taw  was  unreaEouable 
and  bad,  in  that  it  did  not  provide  for  notice  of 
the  state  of  the  premises  to  be  given  to  the  land- 
lord, who  was  thereby  made  responsible,  before 
maJung  him  liable  for  a  breach  of  the  by-law. 
Held,  further,  by  Wills,  J.,  that  the  by-law  was 
also  bad  upon  the  ^ound  that  the  work  was 
required  to  be  done  in  the  first  week  in  April, 
which  frequently  included  the  Easter  holidays, 
when  there  would  be  a  great'  difficulty  in  getting 
sufficient  labour  to  do  work  which  might  require 
several  days.  (Stiles,  app.  v.  Galihslci,  resp. ; 
Nokes  and  Nokes,  app.  v.  Hayor,  &c.,  of  Islington, 
resps.) 4J7 

Nuisance — "  Intimation "  notice  by  inspector  to 
abate — Compliance  with  "  intimation  "  without 
statutory  notice — Work  which  sanitary  authority 
ought  to  have  done — Compulsion — ^Rigbt  of  owner 
to  recover  expenses  as  for  work  done  under  com- 
pulsion.— An  owner  of  premises  received  a 
written  intimation  under  sect.  S  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891,  doly  signed  by  the 
officer  of  the  sanitary  authority,  making  known 
to  him  the  existence,  of  a  nuisance  at  his  premises 
and  requesting  him  to  abate  the  same  within 
seven  days,  otherwise  the  sanitary  authority  would 
commence  proceedings  against  biim  b}|  the  service 
of  a  statutory  notice.  Tb.e  owner,  without  wait- 
ing for  the  service  of  the  statutory  notice  tmder 
sect.^  4  of  the  Act  requiring  hiin  to  abate  the 
nuisance,  did  the  necessary  works  to  abate  the 
nuisance,  in  the  oourse  of  which  he  discovered 
that  the  work  was  a  sewer  and  not  a  drain,  but 
without  communicating  with  the  sanitary 
authority  he  completed  uie  work,  and  brought  an 
action  against  the  sanitary  authority  to 'recover 
the  expenses  as  for  work  done  by  him  under  com- 
pulsion which  the  sanitary  authority,  were  legally 
compellable  to  do..  Held,  but  only  on  the 
authority  of  Thompaon  and  Jforria  Manufacturing 
Company  v.  Haviu  (69  J.  P.  680),  that  work  done 
under  an  "  intimation  "  given  under  sect.  S  is  not 
work  done  tmder  compulsion,  and  that  as  the 
owner  had  not  waited  for  the  statutory  notice 
under  sect.  4,  but  had  done  the  work  under  the 
"  intimation "  notice,  the  work  was  not  done  by 
him  under  compulsion,  and  he  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  expenses  of  the  work.  Quart, 
whether,  if  an  owner  wrongfully  converts  that 
which  is  properly  a  drain,  for  the  repair  of  which 
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:iie  would  be  liable,  into  ■  sewer,  he  oould  recover 
from  the  uinitary  authority  the  expense!  of  work 
done  by  him  to  the  sewer  under  compulsion  of 
the  sanitary .  authority.    (OliTer  and  another  «. 

Camberweli  Borough  Council.) 28S 

Sewer  or  drain — "  Single  private  drain." — T.  was  the 
owner  of  a  block  of  seven  bouses  in  a  street, 
and  adjacent  to  these  were  two  blocks  of  six 
houses  each,  belonging  to  another  owner.  There 
were  two  private  passages  between  the  blocks 
leading  to  the  backs  of  the  houses.  A  Sin.  pipe 
passed  through  the  two  blocks  and  across  the 
two  passages,  passing  into  a  tin.  pipe  passing 
>  through  the  block  belonging  to  T.,  and  out  into 
the  main  sewer  in  a  street  running  at  right  angles 
to  the  street  in  which  the  three  bk>cks  were 
situated.  Held,  that  the  Sin.  pipe  was  a  sewer 
and  not  a  drain,  and  so  was  repairable  by  the 
local  authority.    (Thompaon,  app.  v.  Mayor  of 

Eccles,  resp.)     607 

Street  .not  repairable  by  inhabitants   at  large — 
Expenses  of   sewering   and   paving — Liability  of 
owners  of  premises — Owner  at  date  of  completion 
of  work  not  owner  at  date  of  demand — Liability 
of  person  not  owner  at  date  of  demand. — Under 
sect.  150  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  notices 
were  served  by  an  urban  authority  upon  the 
owners   of  premises   fronting  or  abutting  on   a 
atreet  (not  oeing  »  highway  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large)  to  sower,  pave,  and  make 
up  the   street.    These  notices  not  having  been 
compUed  with,  the  urban  authority  executed  the 
necessary   works   and  apportioned   the  expenses 
upon  the   owners  of   premises  fronting  on   the 
street.    Tke  appellant,  both  at  the  time  of  the 
notice  to  pave  and  at  the  time  of  the  completion 
of  the  works  by  the  urban  authority,  was   the 
owner  of  premises  fronting  the  street ;  but  before 
the  date  of  the  notice  of  apportionment  and  of 
the  demand  upon  him  to  pay  the  amount  appor- 
tioned  on   his   premises,   he   had   ceased   to   be 
owner,  having  told  the  premise*,  and  upon  the 
date  of  the  demand  of  such  amount  he  was  not 
owner  of  the  premises.    Upon  summary  proceed- 
ings   before    justices    to    recover    the    amount 
apportioned  on  the  premise^  from  the  appellant 
as   being   the   "  owner   in   default "    within   the 
meaning  of  sect.  160:   Held,  but  only  upon  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Swindon  Xew 
Tmm  iMol  Board  (40  L.  T.  Bep.  424 ;  4  Q.  B.  Div. 
'305),  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  in  sect.  267 
of  the  Act  that  such  expenses  may  be  recovered 
by  the  local  authority  "from  any  person  who  is 
the  owner  of  such  premises  when  the  works  are 
completed,"   the   appellant  not  having  been  the 
owner  at  the  date  of  the  demand  upon  him  to 
pay  the  apportioned  amount,  was  not  the  "  owner 
m   default      within   the   meaning   of    sect.    160, 
although  he  was  the  owner  of  the  premises  at  the 
time  when  the  works  were  completed,  and  that 
therefore  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  the  expenses. 
To  be  the  "owner  in  default"  in  such  cases,  a 
person  must  be  the  owner  not  only  at  the  time 
when  the  works  are  completed,  but  also  at  the 
time  when  the  apportioned  amount  is  demanded 
from  him.  (Millard,  app.  v.  Balby-with-Hexthorpe 

Urban  District  Cotmcil,  resps.) 489 

Cnsound  meat — Meat  going  bad  while  stored — ^Meat 
not  set  out  or  offered  for  sale — "  Intended  for  the 
food  of  man." — On  a  Monday  morning,  shortly 
after  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  an  inspector  of 
nuisances  visited  the  shop  where  the  appellant 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  butcher,  llie  shop 
coBtained  a  safe  which  the  inspector  found  closed. 
It  was  opened  by  him  and  found  to  contain  some 
meat  which  snowed  signs  of  decomposition. 
Business  was  carried  on  at  the  appellant's  shop 
up  to  midnight  on  the  previous  Saturday,  when 
aU  the  meat  remaining  unsold  waa  placed  in  the 
safe,  and  was  then  sound  and  fit  for  the  food  of 
man.  On  the  Monday  in  question  the  safe  had 
not  been  opened  after  midnight  on  the  previoua 
Saturday  until  the  inspectors  visit,  a  period  of 
thirty-six  lioura.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  the 
ajipellant's  buaineta  all  the  meat  contained  in 
i£e  safe  would  have  been  examined  before  setting 
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it  out  for  sale,  and  any  part  foimd  to  have  been 
unsound  would  have  been  removed.  Held,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  meat  waa  deposited 
on  the  appellant's  premises  for  the  purpose  of 
sale  and  intended  for  the  food  of  man.  (Wieland, 
app.  V.  Butler-Hogan,  resp.)     888 

(See  LocAi,  OoTiBsiairz.) 

QUABTEB  SESSIONS. 
(See  JusTicBS.) 

RAILWAY. 

Carriage  of  good*— Owner's  risk— OverHsarrioge  by 
mistake — Craoda  forwarded  by  another  routo  to 
reduce  damage — ^Liability  of  railway  company. — 
Barrels  of  fish  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendants  to  be  carried  to  J.  vtd  8.  upon 
the  condition  that  the  defendants  were  to  be 
relieved  from  all  liability  for  loss,  damage,  mia- 
delivery,  delay,  or  detention.  At  E.,  instead  of 
transferring  the  barreto  to  another  truck  to 
go  to  S.,  owing  to  a  mistake  they  were  carried  on 
to  T.  It  being  too  late  to  return  the  barrels  to 
E.  and  send  them  vid  B.  to  J.,  the  defendants,  to 
save  further  delay,  sent  them  vid  W.  Owing  to 
this  there  waa  a  delav  in  the  delivery,  and  the  tMk 
waa  damaged.  Held,  that  the  defendants  were 
not  liable.  (Foster  c.  Great  Western  Bailway 
Company.) 779 

Bates  —  Carriage  of  non-perishable  goods  by 
passenger  train — ^Absence  of  statutory  duty  to 
carry — Bight  of  company  to  impose  its  own  tefma 
— Inclusive  charge  for  collection,  carriage,  and 
delivery — Equality  clause. — ^A  railway  compsuiy 
which  IS '  under  no  statutory  obligation  to  carry 
non-perishable  goods  by  passenger  train  is  entitled 
to  demand  from  all  persona  who  wish  to  send  non- 
perishable  goods  by  passenger  train  a  single  rat* 
including  coUection,  carriage,  and  delivery. 
(Stone  and  Co.  v.  Midland  Bailway  Company.)      ...  IM 

Bates — Undue  preference — Shipment  rato  and 
works  rate— Works  rate  for  same  services  higher 
than  shipment  rate — Bight  of  trader  to  apply  for 
reduction  of  works  rate — Bight  to  make  applica- 
tion where  trader  does  not  directly  pay  rate. — 
The  mere  fact  that  a  railway  oompcmy  charge  a 
higher  rato  for  carriage  of  coal  over  the  same 
length  of  line  to  tradera'  works — all  traders  being 
charged  an  equal  rote — than  they  do  for  coal  for 
shipment,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  give  a  trader 
a  right  to  apply  to  the  court  for  reduction  of  the 
works  rate,  and  such  difference  between  the 
works  rato  and  the  shipment  rato  does  not  neces- 
sarily show  an  undue  preference  or  an  undue 
prejudice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bailway  and 
Canal  Traffic  Acts.  A  railwav  company  carried 
from  certain  collieries  to  C.  large  (quantities  of 
coal,  the  greater  proportion  of  which  was  for 
shipment  from  that  port  to  places  abroad  and  to 
porto  in  England,  aind  the  remaining  part  was 
for  works  in  C,  including  the  works  of  the  appli- 
cants, who  were  large  flour  millers  in  C,  and 
for  home  consumption,  lliey  carried  the  ship- 
ment coal  at  a  low  shipment  rate,  but  all  other 
coal,  whether  for  works  (including  the  applicants' 
works)  or  for  home  consumption,  was  ohiarged  a 
higher  or  works  rate,  the  works  rate  being  some 
80  per  cent,  higher  than  the  shipment  rate,  and 
being  the  same  for  all  traders  in  Cf.  It  was  proved 
that  the  low  ahipment  rate  was  justified  by  nedes. 
sity,  and  that  owing  to  competition  with  other 
porto  and  to  other  causes  it  was  practically  im- 
possible in  the  interests  of  the  public  for  the 
company  to  raise  the  shipment  rate ;  and  further, 
that  the  works  rato  was  a  reasonable  rate,  and 
waa  in  fact  so  low  that  it  could  not  reasonably  be 
mjide  lower  without  reducing  it  to  a  non-paying 
rate,  and  though  there  was  some  alight  com- 
petition, no  real  or  substantial  competition  was 
proved  between  the  two  classes  of  coaL  Upon 
a  complaint  by  the  applicante  that  the  higher 
works  rate  charged  for  the  carriage  of  their  coal 
as  compared  with  the  low  shipmeiit  rato  was  sa 
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nndae  preference  and  an  midue  preiudioe  witUn 
the  meaning  of  the  Railway  and  Canal  TraiBo 
Acta :  Held,  that  the  mere  difference  in  the  two 
latea  was  not  in  itself  sufficient  to  prove  an  undue ' 
preference-  or  an  undue  prejudice,  or  to  give  the 
applicants  a  rit^t  to  come  to  the  court  for  relief;  < 
t£at,  under  the  drcnmitances,  within  the  meanins 
of  sub-sect.  2  of  sect.  27  of  the  Railway  and  Canal 
Traffic  Act  1888,  not  only  was  the  lower  charge 
for  the  shipment  traffic  "necessary  for  securing 
io  the  interests  of  the  public  the  traffic  in  respect 
of  which  it  is  made,",  bub  also  "the  inequality 
could  not  be  removed  without  undwlv  reducing 
the  rates  charged  to  the  complainant,  and  that 
therefore  the  applicants  were  not  entitled  to  a 
reduction  in  the  works  rate  charged  to  them. 
Semble,  in  such  case,  the  fact  that  the  rates  are 
charged  by  the  railway  companr  to  and  paid  by 
the  colliery  company,  and  not  directly  charged  to 
or  paid  by  a  trader  himself  in  the  fiirst  instance, 
does  not  prevent  the  trader  from  applving  to  the 
oourt  under  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Acts, 
if  in  substance  the  charge  is  made  so  as  to  affect 
the  traders'  interest.  (SpiUers  and  Bakers  Limited 
V.  Taff  Vale  Railway  Company.) 713 

RAUNQ. 
Oeneral  district — Sporting  rights — Arable,  meadow, 
or  pasture  lands  and  woodlands. — ^Hie  lessee  of 
qiorting  rights  over  arable,  meadow,  pasture 
grounds  and  woodlands,  such  rights  bemg  let 
ajpart  from  the  occupation  of  the  land,  is  not  en* 
titled  to  be  assessed  in  the  proportion  of  one 
fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value  to  the 
general  district  rate  by  virtue  of  sect.  211  (1)  (ft)  of 
the  Public  Health  Act  1876.    (Alton  Urban  Di»- 

taict  Council,  apps.  v.  Spicer,  reap.)    S78 

House — Occupation — Caretaker. — By  61  Geo.  S, 
c.  160,  after  reciting  an  Act  of  12  Car.  2,  c.  37, 
whereiiy  a  yearly  sum  of  2602.  was  charged  upon 
the  houses  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of 
8t.  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  for  the  support  and 
benefit  of  the  rector,  curate,  derk,  and  sextons 
for  the  time  being  of  that  parish,  that  charge  of 
SBW.  was  repealed,  and  in  lieu  thereof  a  yearly 
sum  of  5201.  was  charged  upon  all  houses  within 
the  said  parish  to  be  assessed  by  the  church- 
wardens and  paid  by  the  occupiers  of  such  houses 
respectively.  Held,  that  houses  consisting  of  the 
offices,  warehouses,  store-rooms,  and  counting- 
houses  of  publishers,  some  rooms  in  which  were 
occupied  by  caretakers  and  their  families,  such 
caretakers  having  internal  access  to  the  whole  of 
the  premises,  were  chargeable  under  this  statute. 
(Lewin  and  others  «.  Kewnes  Limited;  Same  v, 

Wame  and  Co.)     100 

Poor  rate — Appeal  against  assessment — Appearance 
0^  assessment  committee  as  respondents--Consent 
of  fruardians — ^Notice  to  guardians. — Sect.  3  of  the 
TJmoD  Assessment  Committee  Amendment  Act 
1864  provides  that  the  assessment  committee  of  a 
imion  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  guardians  of 
such  union,  after  notice  shall  have  been  sent  to 
every  guardian,  appear  as  respondents  to  an 
appeal  to  quarter  sessions  against  a  poor  rate. 
Sect.  12  of  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law 
Aniendment  Act  1882  provides  that  where  under 
the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834,  or  any  of 
the  Acts  amending  the  same,  the  consent  in 
writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guardians  of  a  union 
i»  required,  a  fourteen  days'  notice  shall  be  given 
to  each  guardian  of  the  meeting  at  which  the 
resolution  giving  the  consent  is  passed.  Held, 
that  sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  does  not  have 
reference  to  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1864,  and  there- 
fore it  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  power 
of  the  guardians  to  give  their  consent  under  sect.  8 
of  the  Act  of  1864  that  a  fourteen  days'  notioe 
'  should  be  given  of  the  meeting  at  which  such  con- 
sent is  given.    (Smith  r.  Leigh  Union  Assessment 

Committee.)      .,  240 

Poor  rate — Application  for  distress  warrant — ^Tender 
of  part  of  rate — Jurisdiction  of  justices  to  issue 
distress  warrant  for  whole  rate-— Jurisdiction  to 
issue  warrant  of  commitment  for  whole  rate. — 


Where  upon  a  summons  for  a  distress  warrant  for 
a  poor  rate  the  person  liable  to  pay  the  same 
tenders  a  part  of  the  rate  in  court  before  the 
justices,  the  justices  have^  notwithstanding  such 
tender  in  court,  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  distress  - 
warrant  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  rate,  and, 
in  default  of  sufficient  distress  to  satisfy  the  whole 
amount,  to  issue  a  warrant  of  ccnnmitmeut  in 
respect  of  the  whole  amount,  notwithstanding  a 
subsequent  tender  of  part.    {Bx  parte  Wiles.)  ...  22S 

Poor  rate— Diatress — Sale — Charges  in  schtdule — 
Further  charges — Legality.— On  a  distress  for  poor 
rates  the  costs  and  charges  are  not  limited  to 
those  provided  by  the  schedule  to  67  Geo.  S  c.  M, 
applied  to  a  distrets  for  such  rates  by  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  17,  but  the  "reasonable  charges  of 
the  taking,  keeping,  and  selling  the  said  distress  " 
may  be  deducted  as  provided  by  12  &  IS  Tict. 
c.  14,  s.  1.  These  "reasonable  charges"  niay 
include  a  charge  for  the  fee  of  an  auctioneer  on 
tiie  sale.    (Hill,  app,  v.  Pannifer,  resp.) 811 

Poor  rate — ^Recovery — Distress  warrant — Tender 
of  part  of  rate  in  court — Refusal  of  magistrate  to 
issue  distress  warrant  for  whole  rate— Jurisdiction 
of  magistrate  so  to  refuse. — Where,  upon  an 
ai)plication  by  overseers  to  a  magistrate  under  the 

.  Distress  for  Rates  Act  1849  for  a  distress  warrant 
for  rates,  the  ratepayer  against  whom  the  applica- 
tion is  made  tenders  in  oourt  before  the  magistrate  - 
a  part  of  the  rate,  the  magistrate  is  not  bound  to 
issue  a  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  rate,  but  has  a  discretion  to  issue  the  distress 
warrant  for  the  balance  only,  after  deducting  the 
amount  so  tendered  in  court.  (Rex  v.  Gillespie 
and  others;  Sx  parte  Overseers  of  West  Ham.)  ... '  1ft 

Volunteer  drill  hall  and  storehouse — Fart  occa- 
sionally let  for  other  purposes — Exemption  from 
rates — Crown  purposes. — Certain  premises  were 
used  aa  a  storehouse,  drill  hall,  &c.,  for  a  volun-. 
teer  battalion,  the  whole  of  the  property  being 
in  the  occupation  of,  and  vestea  in.  the '  com- 
manding officer.  Certain  portions  of  the  premisea 
were  occasionally  let  for  lectures,  balls,  &c.,  but 
such  letting  was  subservient  to  the  use  of  the 
iwemiies  for  military  punioses.  '  The  appellant 
was  the  caretaker,  and  did  not  reside  on  the 
premises,  but  the  musical  and  dramatic  licences 
were  taken  out  in  the  name  of  the  appellant. 
The  appellant  was  rated  in  respect  of  such  poi>; 
tions  of  the  premises  as  were  let  out  for  tho' 
above-mentioned  purposes.  Held,  that,  altiiough 
the  appellant  was  not  the  proper  person  to  be' 
rated,  aa  he  was  only  a  servant,  yet  those  portions 
of  the  premises  which  were  let  out  were  properly 
rateable.    (liewis,  app.  v.  Durham  Union,  resps.)  88S 

REGISTRATION  OF  VOTERS. 
(See  VoixBS,  RBOisixAnoir  or.) 

REVENUE. 
Estate  duty — Gift  inter  vnot — Death  of  donor  within 
twelve  months — Release  of  donor  from  prior  cove- ' 
nant  for  payment  of  gift  after  death — Liability 
of  gift  to  estate  duty. — In  1892  a  person  cove- 
nanted with  trustees  that  within  three  months 
after  her  death  her  executors  should  pay  the  suns ' 
of  £6000,  free  of  all  duties  and  deductions,  to 
the  trustees  upon  tnut  for  a  certain  charity. 
Some  eight  jreart  afterwards,  the  donor,  with  the 
object  of  giving  the  sum  in  her  lifetime,  executed 
another  deed  by  which  she  covenanted  to  pay  the 
£6000  at  once,  and  by  this  deed  ahe,  her  executor*, 
and  estate,  were  relieved  from  payment  of  the 
£6000  under  the  former  deed.  The  £6000  was  paid 
over,  and  the  donor  died  within  twelve  month? 
from  the  execution  of  the  deed  and  the  payment. 
Upon  her  death  the  Crown  claimed  estate  duty 
upon  this  sum  of  £6000.  Held,  that  the  payment 
of  the  £S000  was  "  an  immediate  gift  inttr  vivot,"- 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  38,  sub-sect.  2  (a),  of 
the  Customs  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1881;  that 
it  was  none  the  less  a  gift  because  there  was  a 
release  of  the  donor  and  her  estate  from  ths 
obligation  under  the  prior  deed,  'and  that,  as  the 
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donor  died  within  twelre  months  from  the  making- 
of  the  gift,  estate  duty  was  payable  under  sect.  2, 
sub-sect.  1  (c)  of  the  Finance  Act  1894.  (Attor- 
ney-Qeneral  v.  Viscount  Cobham  and  othen.)    ...  816 

Estate  duty — Mortgage  by  tenant  for  life  and 
remainderman — Indemnity  to  tenant  for  life —  | 
Property  passing  on  death  of  tenant  for  life. — ^Bie  1 
tenant  for  life  of  settled  lands  joined  with  the  I 
lemaindennan  in  creating  a  mortgage  on  the 
lands.  The  loan  secured  by  ths  mortgage  was 
entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  remainderman,  and 
the  tenant  for  life  did  not  covenant  to  pay  either 
the  mortgage  debt  or  the  interest  on  it.  By  an 
indenture  of  even  date  with  the  mortgage,  and 
made  between  the  remainderman  and  tue  tenant 
for  life,  the  former  covenanted  to  indemnify  the 
latter  against  any  loss  of  profits  of  the  aettled 
lands,  and  against  any  expenses  or  charges  in 
respect  of  the  mortgage,  and  assigned  certain 
securities  and  charges  on  other  lan^  as  security 
for  the  performance  of  such  covenants.  Hie 
*  tenant  for  life  was  in  fact  kept  wholly  indem- 
nified during  her  life.  Held,  that  on  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life  the  estate  duty  should  be 
assessed  upon  the  whole  value  of  the  settled  lands, 
and  not  upod  the  value  after  deducting  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage  debt.  (Attorney-General 
V.  Lord  Montagu.) 726 

Estate  duty— Settlement  estate  duty— Precatory 
trust — Letter  with  wishes  of  testator. — N.  C,  by 
his  will  dated  the  ISth  Dec.  1901,  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  his  estate  and  effects  of  every 
description  to  his  brother,  C.  T.  C,  absolutely, 
and  he  appointed  his  said  brother,  H.  J.  M.,  and 
C.  G.  executors  and  trustees  of  his  will.  On  the 
nth  Jan.  1902  N.  C.  signed  a  document  or  letter 
(which  has  not  been  achmitted  to  probate)  which 
was  headed :  "  Instructions  to  my  executors  Craw- 
ford, Morgan,  and  Gasquet. — Dear  Brother  Craw- 
ford (I  dictated  this  to  Gasquet), — Like  many 
others  who  have  gone  before  me,  I  have  failed  to 
make  provision  for  the  distribution  of  my  property 
amongst  my  relatives  and  friends  beforn  it 
became  too  late  to  do  it  with  care.  For  this 
reason  I  have  left  all  my  estate  to  you  in  the 
fullest  reliance  that  you  will,  as  far  as  possible 
and  to  the  uttermost,  carry  out  any  wish  that  I 
may  express  in  writing  now  or  later,  or  which 
may  be  conveyed  to  you  verbally  by  Gasquet  or 
my  good-hearted  cousin  Henry.  I  have  made  a 
settlement  on  P.  D.  which  should  suffice  for  him. 
in  the  struggle  of  Ufe  which  we  all  have  to  face. 
As  regards  our  family,  you  will  be  the  best  judge 
how  and  when  a  suitable  distribution  should  be 
made.  I  do  not  fetter  your  discretion  in  any 
way.  You  are  an  old  man,  and  therefore  do  not 
delay  the  distribution."  And  then  followed 
direetiona  as  to  the  disposal  of  certain  property 
and  amounts  to  be  paid  to  certain  persons.  The 
document  concluded :  "  Finally,  these  are  the 
instructions  referred  to  in  my  will.  They  are  not 
in  any  way  to  fetter  Crawford,  and  may  probably 
be  added  to  if  I  am  spared,  or  I  may  cany  some 
out  in  my  own  lifetime."  A  copy  of  this  docu- 
ment was  sent  to  C.  T.  C,  who,  on  the  14th  Jan. 
1902,  wrote  to  C.  G.  a  letter  in  which  he  said: 
"  All  I  wish  to  say  now  is  that  every  wish 
expressed  by  my  brother  shall  be  carried  out  to 
the  very  fullest  extent  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
and  as  far  as  all  we  three  executors  are  concerned, 
for  his  wishes  are  sacred,  every  word."  The  effect 
of  this  letter  was  communicated  to  K.  C.  N.  C. 
died  on  the  18th  Feb.  1902,  and  his  will  was 
proved  by  all  the  executors,  and  estate  duty  and 
legacy  duty  was  paid  on  his  estate,  including  sums 
given  or  settled  by  the  testator  within  twelve 
months  of  his  death.  C.  T.  C.  took  possession  as 
heneficial  owner  of  the  residuary  personal  estate 
aind  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estate  of  N.  C, 
and  he  made  on  the  13th  Hay  1902  (within  twelve 
months  next  before  his  death)  a  settlement  of 
OOOOt.  on  each  of  his  four  nephews  and  niece. 
C.  T.  C.  also  gave  and  paid  other  sums  to  varioua 
persons  in  accordanoe  with  the  instructions  in  the 
letter  of  the  11th  Jan.  1903.  C.  T.  C.  died  on  the 
13th  Dec.  1902.    Held,  that  no  trust  was  created. 


and  that  the  settlement  of  SOOOt.  so  made  was  a 
gift  made  by  C.  T.  C.  within  twelve  months  of 
his  death,  and  so  estate  duty  and  settlement  estate 
duty  were  pavable  in  respect  thereof.  (Attorney- 
General  e.  Chamberlain  and  others.)    '...  681 

Estate  duty — Succession  duty — ^Will  charging 
residue  with  duties  payable  on  testator's  death 
on  property  of  which  he  was  tenant  for  Ufe — 
Succession  duty  on  proceeds  of  sale  of  timber  cut 
by  succeeding  tenant  for  life — Heirlooms  of 
national  interest.— By  his  will,  dated  in  1900,  a 
testator,  who  died  in  1901,  directed  the  trustees 
to  pay  out  of  the  residuary  proceeds  of  his  estate 
(1)  so  much  of  the  estate  duty  and  other  death 
duties  iriiich  under  the  Finance  Act  1M4,  or  any 
amending  statute,  should  become  payable  upon 
or  by  reason  of  his  death  in  respect  of  all  the 
estates  and  property  of  which  he  should  imme- 
diately before  his  death  be  tenant  for  life  under 
a  certain  will  or  resettlement  as  the  capital 
moneys  and  investments  subject  thereto  should 
be  sufficient  to  pay;  and  (2)  all  such  succession 
duty  as  should  become  payable  upon  his  death  in 
respect  of  the  same  estates  and  property.  Held, 
that,  as  to  the  duty  in  respect  of  the  sale  of 
certain  timber,  the  provision  of  the  will  was 
applicable  to  duty  payable  in  respect  of  a  suc- 
cession on  the  death  of  the  testator,  which  duty 
was  payable  out  of  his  residuary  estate.  Hold, 
also,  that,  aa  to  certain  heirlooms  of  national 
interest,  the  duty  did  not  become  payable  upon 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  would  not  until 
(ha  hamening  of  the  event  mentioned  in  sect.  20 
of  the  Finance  Act  1896.  {Be  Leconfield ;  Wynd- 
ham  V.  Leconfield.) 399 

Excise  duty — Carriage — Motor  bicycle — ^Necessity  of 
excise  licence  for — "  Carriage  drawn  or  propelled 
upon  road  b^  any  mechanical  power. — ^A  motor 
bicycle  is,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  4  of  tiie 
Costoms  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  IMS,  a  "car- 
riage '\  for  which  a  licence  is  required,  as  being 
a  carriage  drawn  or  propelled  upon  a  road  by 
meehanieal  power.  (ODouoghue,  app.  v.  Moon, 
resp.) 843 

Income  tax  —  Banking  company  —  Purchase  of 
business  of  another  bank — "  Succession." — ^A  bank- 
ing company  with  man;^  branches,  and  having  its 
head  office  m  London,  in  Feb.  1899  purchased  for 
226,000/.,  as  from  the  Slst  Dec.  1898,  the  premises, 
business,  and  assets  of  the  8.  Bank,  which  cairiad 
on  business  at  W.  only.  The  business  of  the  S. 
Bank  was  carried  on  as  usual  until  the  evening 
of  the  6th  March  1899,  when  the  premises  were 
closed.  On  the  following  morning  the  same 
premises  were  opened  by  the  company  as  their 
branch  at  W.  the  whole  of  the  staff  of  the  8. 
Bank  being  taken  over,  and  business  was  thence- 
forward carried  on  there  by  the  company,  ^e 
accounts  and  profits  of  this  branch  were  merged 
in  and  formed  part  of  the  general  accounts  and 
profits  of  the  company  which  were  dealt  with  at 
the  .  head  office.  For  each  of  the  three  years 
subsequent  to  1898  assessments  to  income  tax 
were  made  upon  the  company  on  their  own  returns 
baaed  on  the  average  profits  of  their  whole 
business  for  the  three  years  preceding  the  year  of 
assessment.  Additional  assessments  for  each  of 
the  three  years  subsequent  to  1898  were  made  upon 
the  company  on  assumed  profits  of  their  branch 
at  W.,  based  upon  the  average  profits  of  the  S. 
Bank  for  the  three  years  before  the  sale  to  the 
oompany,  upon  the  ground  that  the  company  had 
"  succeeded "  to  the  business  of  the  S.  Bank, 
within  the  4th  rule  applicable  to  the  first  and 
second  cases  in  sched.  D  to  sect.  100  of  the  Income 
Tax  Act  1842.  Held,  that  the  company  had 
"  succeeded  "  to  the  business  of  the  S.  Bank,  and 
were  therefore  ^ahle  to  the  additional  assessments. 
(Bell  V.  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England.)    ....    3 

Income  tax — Company  resident  in  United  Kingdom. 
-r-The  appellant  oompany  waa  registered  as  s  joint 
stock  company  at  Pretoria,  in  the  South  African 
Bepublic,  but  had  never  been  registered  in  the 
Umted  Kingdom,  nie  business  or  the  appellant 
eompaay  consisted  in  the  purchase  and  proipectiog 
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of  faiDda  'With  mittinft  possibilities,  or  the  obtainiag 
of  options  over  such  lands  with  the  view  to  the 

I  '  formstioa  and  flotatioa  of  companies  for  the  pur- 
pose of  working  the  same  and  the  makine  of  a 
market  for  the  shares.  The  profits  made  by  the 
upellant  oompanj  were  directly  obtained  {inter 
alia)  by  t)ie  sale  and  realisation  of  shares  in  sub- 
sidiary companies.  The  bulk  of  the  company's 
capital  was  invested  in  South  African  shares  and  in 
mining  properties  in  South  Africa.  The  evidence 
produced  diowed  that  with  regard  to  the  purchase  . 
ajid  sale  of  shares  by  the  company,  66$  per  cent. 
of  the  purchases  of  shares,  and  49  per  cent,  of 
the  sale  of  shares  by  the  company  were  carried 
out  in  Loudon  during  the  year  in  question.  The 
first  general  meeting  of  the  company  was  held  in  , 
April  18W  in  Johannesburg.  The  second  general 
meeting  was  held  in  London  in  June  1901,  subse- 
quent to  the  year  of  assessment.  With  regard  to 
the  directors'  meetings,  the  directors'  minute-book 
kept  in  London,  which  was  the  onlv  minute-book 
of  the  company,  was  produced  ana  showed  that 
almost  every  transaction  of  importance  affecting 
the  management,  control,  and  direction  of  the 
eompaiiy  was  dealt  with,  controlled,  and  decided 
mt  the  board  meetings  of  the  directors  in  Londoh. 
A  considerable  number  of  important  matters 
requiring  local  management  were  carried  out  by 
the  managing  director  in  Johannesburg  on  behalf 
of  the  board  under  powers  delegated  by  the  board 
in  London.  A  copy  of  the  minutes  of  the  board 
meetings  in  London  were  forwarded  after  each 
meeting  to  Johannesburg.  With  regard  to  the 
staff,  the  chairman  and  three  of  the  nme  directors 
were  resident  in  i^gland.  The  directors  held 
monthly  meetings  at  the  company's  office  in 
London.  Only  one  meeting  was  held  out  of 
England.  The  accounts  of  the  Johannesburg, 
Paris,  and  Berlin  offices  were  brought  to  London, 
where  the  balance-sheets  and  accounts  of  the 
company  were  made  up  and  audited.  The  divi- 
dends were  fixed  and  authorised  by  resolutions  of 
the  directors  at  meetings  held  m  London  for 
that  purpose,  and  the  dividend  warrants  in  respect 
of  certam  registered  shares  were  also  issued  in 
Iiondon.  Held,  that  the  appellant  company  was 
s  person  residing  in  the  United  Kingdom  and 
liable  as  such  to  be  assessed  under  sect.  3  of 
the  Income  Tax  Act  186S,  sehed.  D.  (A.  Ooen 
and  Co.  Limited,  apps.  «.  Bell,  reap.)    675 

Income  tax — Deductions — Life  insurance — Payment 
of  aonuai  premium. — The  appellant  insured  his 
life  with  a  registered  insurance  company.  By 
agreement  between  himself  and  the  company  he 
only  paid  half  the  annual  premium  on  the  policy, 
the  other  half  being  advanced  by  the  company, 
and  the  amount  of  such  advances,  with  interest, 
being  made  a  first  charge  upon  ihe  policy.    He 

<  also  made  himself  peiaoiully  liable  to  repay  these 
advances.  "Hie  company  gave  him  a  receipt  for 
the  whole  amount  of  the  premium  in  each  year. 
Held,  that,  in  making  his  return  of  profits  and 
gains  liable  to  income  tax,  he  was  only  entitled 
to  deduct,  under  sect.  M  of  the.  Income  Tax  Act 
18S3,  that  half  of  the  nominal  premium  which  was 
actually  paid  by  him  to  the  company.  (Hunter 
V.  Attmmey-General.)    S2S 

Ineome  tax— Mister  at  school— Provident  fund 
■eheme— Additional  allowance— Allowance  to  go  to 
fund. — ^Under  a  provident  fund  scheme  at  D. 
Oollege  the  following  increases  of  salaries  come 
into  operation:  (a)  Assistant  masters  having  not 
leas  than  five,  but  less  than  fifteen  years'  service, 
an  increase  of  S  per  cent.;  (()  those  having 
fifteen  years'  and  over,  7^  per  cent. ;  (e)  a  further 
addition  equal  to  those  sums  subject  to  certain 
conditions.  The  whole  of  these  increases  were 
not  to  be  paid  to  the  masters,  but  were  to  be 
aoeumulatea  at  compound  interest  to  form  the 
fond.  The  conditions  above  referred  to  were  that 
mastei*  of  leas  than  ten  years'  service  who 
resigned  or  ceased  to  belong  to  the  college  from 
any  other  cause  than  ill-health  were  to  be  entitled 
ta  increase  (a)  and  the  aooumulationa  thereof,  but 
not  to  increase  (e);  if  the  master  retired  from 
Ui-health,  the  governors  in  addition  to  (a)  might 


grant  him  (^;'Bnd  in  the  event  of  death  both  (a) 
and  (c)  were  to  be  paid  to  his  legal  representative! 
Masteors  of  over  ten  years'  service  were  to  receive 
on  retirement  before  the  age  of  sixty  the  total 
6um  due  under  (a)  or  (b)  and  (c)  with  accumula- 
tions, and  in  the  case  of  death  the  same  was  to 
be  paid  to  his  legal  representative.  Hesters 
removed  for  misconduct  or,  having  been  guilty 
of  misconduct,  allowed  to  resign  were  not  entitled 
to  (r).  Held,  that  these  increases  of  salary  were 
sums  really  added  to  the  salary,  and  were  assess- 
able to  income  tax  under  sect.  146,  sched.  E,  of 
the  .Income  Tax  Act  1842.  (Smyth,  app.  «.  ' 
Strotton.  .reap.) 7M 

Inhabited  house  duty — Unoccupied  furnished  house. 
— The  tenant  of  a  dwelling-house  which  is  kept 
furnished,  although  during  the  year  of  assessment 
it  has  not  been  used  for  the  purposes  of  residence 
and  no  one  has  dwelt  or  slept  therein,  is  liable  to 
inhabited  house  duty  under  the  House  Tax  Act 
1851.    (Smith,  app.  v.  Dauney,  resp.)    760 

Inland  revenue — ^Licence  for  "male  servants" — 
Apprentice — Necessity  of  licence  for  apprentice  as 
for  "male  servant." — ^An  apprentice,  who  is 
serving'  a  master  under  a  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship by  which  the  apprentice  is  to  serve  the 
master  as  such  apprentice  for  a  specified  term  of 
years  and  the  master  is  to  teach  and  instruct  the 
apprentice,  is  not  a  "male  servant"  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  19,  sub-sect.  3,  of  the  Revenue 
Act  18&,  and  the  master  is  not  required  under 
sect.  18' of  that  Act  to  take  out  a  licence  for  such 
apprentice  as  for  a  male  servant.  (Horan,  app. 
e.  Hayhoe,  resp.)     12 

Legacy  duty — Part  of  reversion  assigned — Assignees' 
liability-— Covenant  for  further  assurance — Right 
to  indemnity. — A  settlor  assigned  a  sum  ol  10,000{., 
part  of  a  mortgage  debt  of  16,0002.  to  which  he 
was  entitled  in  reversion  expectant  upon  the  death 
of  his  father.  Held,  that  the  assignees  were  liable 
rateably  for  the  legacy  duty  pay  a  Die  in  respect  of 
the  whole  upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life; 
nor  could  the  assignees  claim  to  be  indemnified 
under  a  covenant  for  further  assurance  made  by 
the  settlor.  (Se  Bepington ;  Wodehouse  e.  Scobell.)  66S 

Stamp  duty  —  Company  — English  debenture  — 
Colonial  debenture  —  Substituted  security.  —  A 
oolonial  company  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  over  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  an 
English  company,  and  by  agreement  the  holders 
of  debentures  in  the  English  company  delivered 
them  up,  and  accepted  in  Ueo  thereof  debentures 
of  an  equivalent  amount  in  the  oolonial  company. 
Held,  that  these  debentures  in  the  colonial  com- 
pany were  not  "  given  in  substitution  for  a  like 
security"  within  the  Stamp  Act  1891,  schedule, 
"Marketable  security"  (tf.  (Mount  Lyell  Mining 
and  Railway  Company  Limited  v.  Commissioners 
of  Inland  Revenue.) 670 

Stamp  duty — Purchase  of  property  under  statutory 
power — Duty  on  conveyance. — 'aie  Finance  Act 
1896  enacts  by  sect.  12  that  where  by  virtue  of 
any  Act  of  Parliament  any  person  is  authorised 
to  purchase  property,  he  shall,  within  a  certain 
time,  produce  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland 
Revenue  on  instrument  of  conveyance  of  the  pro- 
perty  duly  stamped  with  the  ad  valorem  duty 
payable  upon  a  conveyance  on  sale  of  the  pro- 
perty. Held,  that  the  "property"  mentioned  in 
the  section  means  the  property  authorised  by  the 
Act  to  be  purchased,  both  real  and  personal,  and 
that  ad  valorem  duty  is  payable  in  respect  of  the 
value  of  the  whole  of  the  property  bo  purchased, 
and  not  only  in  respect  of  such  part  of  it  as  con- 
sista  of  realty.  (Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Eaat- 
boume  v.  Attorney-General.)   , 99 

Succession  duty — Disentailing  deed  by  tenant  for 
life  and  tenant  in  tail — Joint  power  of  appoint- 
ment— ^Appointment  to  purchaser  in  fee — ^Aliena- 
tion— ^Desth  of  tenant  tor  life — ^Liability  to  pay 
succession  duty.— By  a  disentailing  deed  and 
settlement  executed  in-  1868,  the  tenant  for  life 
and  the  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of  certain 
land  conveyed  the  land  to  such  uses  as  they  should 
jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof  to  the  use 
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of  the  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  tenant 
in  tail  for  life,  witn  remainder  to  hia  firat  and 
other  •ona  in  tail.  In  1870  thev  aold  and  appointed 
the  land  to  a  purchaser  in  fee  simple.  In  1874 
the  porehaser  died,  having  devised  the  land  to  hia 
irife;  she  died  in  1888,  having  devised  the  land 
to  her  daughter,  who  duly  paid  auceession  duty. 
In  18M  the  tenant  for  life  died.  Held,  that,  upon 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  succession  duty 
became  payable  in  respect  of  the  succession  of  the 
tenant  in  tail ;  and  that  the  duty  must  be  calcu- 
lated on  the  value  of  the  interest  of  the  alienee 
considered  aa  an  annuity.  (Attomey-Oeneral  r. 
Duke  of  Northumberland.) 880 

BIGHT  OF  WAT. 

(See  Easekhnt.) 

SALE  OF  GOODS. 

Materials  for  ship  in  course  of  constmction — 
BankraptCT  of  shij^builder— Property  in  goods. — 
A  firm  of  shipbuilders  contracted  to  build  a 
ship  for  the  respondents,  to  be  classed  100  A  1  at 
Lloyd's,  and  built  nnder  their  superintendence. 
'Bxe  contract  contained  a  clause  to  the  effect  that 
"The  vessel  as  she  is  oonstmoted,  and  all  her 
engines,  boilers,  and  machines,  and  all  mate- 
rials  from  time  to  time  intended  for  her  or  them, 
whether  in  the  building  yard,  workshop,  river, 
or  elsewhere,  shall  immediately  as  the  same 
proceeds  become  the  property  of  the  purchasers, 
and  shall  not  be  within  the  ownership,  control, 
or  disposition  of  the  builders,  but  the  builders 
shall  at  all  times  have  a  lien  thereon  for  their 
unpaid  purchase  money."  The  contract  farther 
provided  that  in  default  of  delivery  it  should 
be  competent  for  the  owners  to  take  possession 
of  the  vessel,  and  of  all  materials  intended  for 
her,  and  to  complete  her  themselves.  Before 
'die  vessel  was  completed  the  shipbuilders  becsme 
bankrupt.  At  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy  there 
was  in  the  shipbuilding  yard  a  quantity  of 
{dates  intended  for  use  in  the  constmction  of  the 
ship.  They  had  been  passed  by  Lloyd's  surveyor 
at  the  nuken^  works,  and  had  been  marked 
with  the  number  of  the  ship  for  which  they  were 
intended,  and  with  the  position  which  the^  were 
to  occupy  in  her.  They  had  been  seen  in  the 
ahipbuildmg  yard  by  the  shipowneis  so  marked, 
but  had  not  been  specially  inspected  or  approved 
by  them.  Held,  that  the  case  was  governed  by 
the  decision  in  Seath  v.  Moore  (M  L.  T.  Bep. 
880;  11  App.  Gas.  S60),  and  was  not  affected  by 
the  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1803  (68  &  S7  Viot.  o.  71), 
and  that  the  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy  was 
entitled  to  the  plates  as  against  the  shipowners. 

(Beid  V.  Macbeth  and  Gray.)   438 

(See  Custom.) 

SECRET  COMMISSION. 
(See  PsnciPAL  and  Aoxrt.) 

SETTLED  LAND. 

Settled  Land  Acta — Sale  by  tenant  for  life — Under- 
value— ^Action  by  remainderman  to  set  aside  sale. 
— ^The  mere  fact  that,  upon  a  sale  by  a  tenant  for 
life  under  the  powers  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts, 
the  purchase  is  at  an  undervalue  is  not  of  itself 
sufBcient  to  invalidate  the  sale.  In  1808  a  tenant 
for  life,  purporting  to  act  under  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  him  by  the  Settled  Land  Acts,  sold 
the  freehold  of  certain  public-house  property  to 
W.  for  the  sum  of  20001.    At  the  time  of  the  sale 

'  the  property  was  subject  to  a  lease  which  had  been 
granted  as  from  Christmas  1888  for  a  term  of 
twenty-one  years  at  a  rent  of  6S{.  per  annum. 
Within  a  few  days  after  the  sale  W.  contracted  to 
rMell  the  property  for  S0002.,  although  it  was 
doubtful  whether  30002.  was  not  in  excess  of  the 
true  value  of  the  property.  W.  had  not,  before 
making  the  original  purchase,  made  any  inquiry 
aa  to  whether  the  trustees  or  tenant  for  life  had 
had    any    valuation    made.    Held,    that    these 
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circumstances  were  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an 
action  by  a  remainderman  to  set  aside  the  sale. 

(Hurrell  r.  Littlejohn.) 280 

Settled  Land  Acts — Scheme  for  improvement — 
Capital  money  in  hands  of  trustees — ^Approval  of 
scheme  by  court — Evidence— Jurisdiction. — ^In  a 
case  in  which  the  tenant  for  life  submitted  a 
scheme  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  for  the 
expenditure  of  ca{Htal  moneys  in  their  huids  on 
the  improvement  of  the  estate  and  the  trustees 
sanctioned  the  scheme,  but  the  next  remainder- 
man objected  to  the  same  on  the  ground  that' it 
was  improvident,  while  not  alleging  either  that  it 
was  tdtra  rira  of  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life 
under  the  Settled  Land  Acts  or  conceived  in  bad 
faith,  and  the  tenant  for  life  applied  for  the 
sanction  of  the  court  under  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882,  s.  86,  sub-s.  8  (iii.) :  Held,  that  before 
makmg  an  order  the  court  had  a  duty  caat  upon 
it  under  the  Settled  Land  Act  1882  to  satisfy 
itself  that  the  scheme  was  such  ai  could  in  the 
interest    of    the    remainderman    be    reasonably 

sanctioned.    (Be  Kedt's  Settled  Estates.)      IIS 

(See  VmnioB  and  Pubchasib.) 

SETTLEMENT. 
(See  Husbakd  and  Wm— Meboeb.) 

SEWER. 
(See  Public  Hxalih.) 

SHIFFING. 
Bill  of  lading — Constmction  —  Bulk  cargo  —  Un- 
divided portiona  of  bulk — "  Each  bill  of  lading  to 
bear  its  proportion  of  damage  " — Enor  in  appor- 
tioning—%hort  delivery.— Bills  of  lading  for  un- 
divided portions  of  a  bulk  cargo  of  grain  con- 
tained the  following  clause  and  note  in  margin : 
"  If  the  parcel  herem  signed  for  bonstitutea  part 
of  a  larger  bulk  shipped  -without  separation  mto 
parcels,  as  per  bills  of  lading,  each  bill  of  lading 
shall  bear  its  due  proportion  of  riiortage  or 
damage  and  (or)  sweepings,  if  any : "  Fart 
of  a  parcel,  ahipped  without  separation.  Bach 
bill  of  lading  to  bear  its  proportion  of  shortage 
and  damage,  if  any."  By  an  error  in  apportion- 
ing damaged  grain,  one  consignee  received  a  full 
consignment  of  sound  grain.  One  of  the  other 
consignees,  refusing  to  accept  more  than  hia 
proportionate  share  of  damaged  grain,  received  a 
consignment  which  was  108  i;|aarteia  short. 
Held,  in  an  action  for  short  dehvery,  that  the 
error  was  caused  by  the  consignees'  agents,  and 
that  the  clause  in  the  bills  of  lading  oast  no  duty 
on  the  shipowner  to  apportion  the  good  and  un- 
sound gram.    (Grange  and  Co.  e.  Taylor.) 488 

Bill  of  lading— Construction — Excn>tiona — ^Dama^ 
to  goods— Unseaworthineas — ^liability  of  ship- 
owner.— Frozen  meat  was  shipped  on  a  steamer 
under  a  bill  of  lading,  which  contained  'two 
clauses  relating  to  exceptions.  The  first  clause, 
printed  in  Roman  type,  provided:  "Neither  the 
ship  nor  her  owners  shall  be  accountable  for  the 
condition  of  goods  shipped  under  this  bill  of 
Iading>  nor  for  any  loss  or  damage  thereto 
whether  arising  from  failure  or  breakdown  of 
madiinery,  insulation,  or  other  appliances, 
refrigerating  or  otherwise,  or  from  any  causa 
whatsoever,  whether  existing  at  the  oommence- 
ment  of  the  voyage  or  at  the  time  of  shipment  of 
the  goods  or  not.  The  second  clause,  printed  in 
smafl  italics,  provided:  "The  act  of  Clod  .  .  ■ 
and  loss  or  damage  resulting  therefrom  or  from 
any  of  the  folMwing  causes  or  perils  are 
excepted — vis.  ...  or  from  any  accidents  to 
or  defects,  latent  or  otherwise,  in  hull  .  .  . 
or  otherwise  (whether  or  not  eristing  at  the  time ' 
of  the  goods  being  loaded  or  the  commencement 
of  the  voyage)  ...  if  reasonable  means  have 
been  taken  to  provide  against  such  defects  and 
unseaworthiness."  The  vessel,  being  tainted  with 
carbolic  acid,  was  not  in  a  fit  ooniUtion  to  carry 
the  meat  when  it  was  shipped,  and  the  meat  was 
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thereby  damaged  during  the  Toyage.  If  reaaon- 
able  care  had  been  taken  to  cleanse  the  ship 
before  the  meat  was  shipped  the  damage  would 
not  hare  occurred.  Held,  that,  reading  the  two 
elauaea  together,  the  shipowner  was  not  exempted 
from  liability  for  damage  caused  by  the  unaea- 
worthy  condition  of  the  vessel.  (Borthwick  v. 
Elderuie  Steamship  Company.) 187 

Bill  of  lading — Discharge  of  cargo — Goods  to  be 
taken  "  as  fast  as  steamer  can  deliver " —  De- 
ficiency of  raUway  waggons— Option  of  shipowner 
to  discharge  in  other  ways  not  exercised. — Goods 
were  shipMd  under  a  bill  of  lading  which  pro- 
vided :  "  The  goods  to  be  taken  from  the  ship 
by  the  conaigneee  (at  their  expense)  immediately 
after  arrival,  and  as  fast  as  steamer  can  deliver, 
or  the  same  will  be  transhipped  into  lighters,  or 
landed,  or  warehoused  at  the  expense  and  risk 
of  the  proprietors  of  such  goods."  On  arrival 
of  the  vessel  the  consignees  neither  took  delivery 
nor  did  the  master  exercise  his  option  of  landing 
or  lightering  the  goods.  In  an  action  by  the 
efaarterens  against  uhe  oonugneea  for  damages  for 
detention  of  the  vessel :  Held,  that  tiie  plaintifb 
were  not  deprived  of  their  remedy  because  the 
master  had  not  exercised  his  option  as  to  landing 
or  lightering  the  goods,  and  were  entitled  to 
recover.  Held,  further,  that  the  plaintiffs  having 
made  out  a  primd  fade  case  of  delay  in  taking 
deliveij  by  the  defendants,  the  ODua  waa  upon 
the  defendants  to  show  that  tiie  delay  arose  from 
no  default  on  their  part,  and  was  due  to  the 
want  of  appliances  in  the  port,  and  that  they  had 
failed  to  do  so.    {The  Ame.)    617 

Bill  of  lading — Liberty  to  over.carry  gooda  if  dis- 
charge cannot  be  effected  without  undue  detention 
— Discharge  prevented  by  delay  at  previoua  port 
— Delay  caused  by  negligence  of  diipowner'a 
agent — Bemoteness  of  damage — Inability  of  ship- 
owner.— A  bill  of  lading  oontained  the  following 
clause:  "If  in  the  opmion  of  the  master  dis- 
charge cannot  be  effected  without  undue  deten- 
tioo,  the  steamer  shall  have  liberty  to  over-carry 
the  cargo  to  London  at  merchant's  risk,  and 
deliver  there  to  consignees  or  their  assigns." 
The  ship  was  delayed  at  a  port  of  call  in  the 
course  of  her  voyage  by  the  negligence  of  the 
shipowner's  agents,  with  the  resiut  that,  on  her 
wrnral  at  the  port  where  the  goods  were  to  be 
discharged,  the  master  found  that  the  discharge 
could  not  be  effected  without  undue  detention, 
and  hv  therefore  over-carried  the  goods  to  Lon- 
don. In  an  action  by  the  consignee  to  recover 
damages  for  the  over-carriage  of  the  gooda: 
Held,  that  the  damage  was  not  so  remote  from 
the  negligence  of  the  shipowner'a  agents  as  to 
disentiUe  the  consignee  from  auceeeding  in  (he 
action.    (Bearle  v.  Lund.)    629 

Charter-party — Construction — Time  for  loading — 
Btcf>page  by  strike — "  Stowage  for  six  days  from 
time  of  vessel  being  ready  to  coal" — ^ght  to 
cancel  charter. — By  a  charter-party  it  was  agreed 
that  a  ship  of  the  appellants  should  load  a  cargo 
of  coal  for  the  charterer*  "  to  be  loaded  in  140 
running  hours,  commencing  when  written  notice  is 
given  of  steamer  being  completely  discharged  of 
inward  cargo  and  ballast  in  all  her  holds,  and 
ready  to  load."  Tbe  charter-party  also  provided 
that  in  the  event  of  a  stoppage  caused  by  a  strike 
"continuing  for  a  period  of  six  running  days  from 
the  time  oF  the  vessel  being  ready  to  load,  this 
charter  shall  become  null  and  void,  provided, 
however,  that  no  cargo  shall  have  been  shipped 
on  board  the  steamer  previous  to  such  stoppage." 
Due  notice  was  given  that  the  ship  was  ready 
to  load,  and,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed  for  loading,  a  stoppage  caused  by  a  strike 
commenced,  and  continued  for  six  days.  No  cargo 
bad  been  shipped,  and  the  charterera  gave  notice 
that  the  diarter-party  was  cancelled.  Held,  that 
the  charter-party  contemplated  a  stoppage  in 
existence  at  the  beginning  of  the  loadmg  time, 
and  that  the  charterers  were  not  entitled  to  cancel 
the  charter  on  the  occurrence  of  a  stoppttge  at  a 
later  period.  (Steel,  Young,  and  Co.  «.  Grand 
Canary  Coaling  Company.) 7S9 


Charter-party -~  Detention  at  port  —  Loading  — 
"Begnlar  turn" — Custom  of  port — Delay  caused 
by  numbed  of  vessels  chartered — Option. — A 
charter-party  provided  that  a  sailing  vessel  was 
to  load  a  cargo  of  ooal  at  N.  "in  regular  turn" 
from  B.  ColEery  or  any  of  the  oollieriei  the 
freighters  might  name.  No  time  for  loading  was 
fixed.  At  the  port  of  N.  it  was  necessary  to  obtain 
a  loading  order  from  the  colliery  before  a  loading 
berth  was  allotted.  When  the  vessel  arrived,  a 
great  many  vessels  were  waiting  to  load  from  B. 
Colliery,  and  in  consequence  sixty-seven  days 
elapsed  before  a  coaling  order  could  be  given  to 
the  vessel.  The  charterers,  who  were  the  owners 
of  B.  Colliery,  had  sold  a  cargo  of  that  coal  to  be 
shipped  by  this  vessel.  Held,  that  the  words 
"regular  turn"  referred  to  the  colliery  turn  aa 
distinguished  from  the  port  turn  both  upon  their 
proper  construction  and  also  having  regard  to  the 
regulations  and  practice  of  the  port.  Held,  also, 
that  the  defendants  had  not  chartered  an  un- 
reasonable number  of  vessels  to  arrive  at  the 
port  about  the  same  time  so  as  to  make  it 
mipossible  that  the  vessel  should  be  able  to  load 
wiuiin  a  reasonable  time;  and  thai  the  proba- 
bility of  delay  was  known  to  and  contemplated 
by  the  shipowners  when  they  entered  into  the 
eharter-party.  Held,  therefore,  that  the  char- 
terers had  not  acted  unreasonably,  and  were  not 
liable  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel.  (Barque 
Quilpnj  Limited  c.  Brown.) 76S 

Charter-party — Freight  at  per  ton  shipped  payable 
on  right  delivery — Lump  sum  freight— Loss  of 
part  of  cargo  by  jettison — Payment  by  consignees 
of  bill  of  lading  freight — ^Eughts  of  charterers 
against  shipowners  .-^By  a  charter-party  it  was 
agreed  that  a  ship  was  to  load  at  Finme  a  full 
and  complete  cargo  of  sugar  in  bags,  and  there- 
with proceed  to  Boston  and  there  deliver  the 
cargo  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  on  being  paid 
freight  at  the  rate  of  10a.  6d.  per  ton  gross  weight 
shipped,  payable  on  right  and  true  delivery  of 
the  cargo  in  cash;  charterers*  liability  to  cease 
when  cargo  was  shipped  and  bills  of  ladmg  signed, 
provided  all  the  conditions  called  for  in  the 
charter  had  been  fulfilled,  but  vessel  to  have  a 
lien  for  freight  dead  freight,  and  demurrage ;  the 
master  to  sign  oills  of  ladmg  at  any  rate  of  freight 
as  presented,  without  prejudice  or  reference  to 
the  charter,  an^  difference  between  the  charter- 
party  and  uie  lulls  of  lading  freight  to  be  settled 
at  Fiume  on  clearance  of  vessel,  if  required  by 
master.  The  charterers  had  previously  agreed 
with  an  American  company  at  Boston  to  ship  by 
the  vessel  named  in  the  charter-party  a  cargo  of 
sugar  in  bags  from  Fiume  to  Boston  at  10s.  per 
ton.  On  the  vessel  being  loaded,  the  difference 
between  the  charter-party  and  the  bills  of  lading 
freight — i.e.,  6d.  per  ton — waa  paid,  and  bills  of 
lading  were  signed.  In  the  course  of  the  voyage 
the  vessel  went  aground  and  part  of  the  cargo  was 
jettisoned.  On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  the 
remainder  of  the  cargo  was  delivered,  and  the 
consignees  thereupon  paid  to  the  shipowners  the 
bill  of  lading  freight  payable  on  the  gross  weight 
shipped.  In  an  action  by  the  charterers  against 
the  shipowners  to  recover  so  much  of  the  freight 
paid  by  the  conugneea  to  the  shipowners  as 
represented  the  freight  upon  the  cargo  which  was 
not  delivered  :  Held  (by  Lord  Alverstone,  CJ.  and 
Collins,  H.R.,  Bomer,  L.J.  dissenting),  that  Oi» 
charterers  were  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
claimed.  (London  Transport  Company  Limited  v. 
Trechmann  Brothers.)    US 

Charter  -  party — Hire — Suspension  of  hire — Deten- 
tion by  ice  "  cauced  by  breakdown  of  steamer " 
— Vessel  detained  owing  to  repairs  made  necessary 
by  stranding. — By  a  charter-irarty  it  waa  provided 
by  one  clause  that,  in  the  event  of  loss  of 
time  from  damage  preventing  the  wcx'king 
of  the  vessel,  the  payment  of  hire  should  cease 
until  she  should  again  be  in  an  efficient  state 
to  resume  her  service,  and  by  another  clause 
that  "  detention  by  ice  should  be  for  account 
of  charterers,  unlras  caused  bj  breakdown  of 
•teamer."    During  the  voyage  the  vesa^Lstrandedi 
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the  necessary  repairs  were  effected,  and  she 
resumed  her  voyage;  owing,  however,  to  the 
delay  thus  caused,  uie  was  unable  to  proceed  to 
the  destined  port  before  it  was  closed  by  ice,  and 
she  was  conseaueutlv  detained  at  an  intermediate 
port.  Held,  tnat  there  was  a  detention  by  ice 
"  caused  by  breakdown  of  steamer,"  and  that 
p.iyment  of  hire  ceased  during  that  detention. 
(Re  Arbitration  between  G.  Traae,  for  the 
Owners  of  the  Steamship  Bikard  Iforiiraak,  and 

Lennard   and   Sons  Limited.)    407 

Charter-party — Obligation    of    charterer    to    have 
cargo   read^ — No  time  fixed  for  loading — Cargo 
from    specific    source  —  Option    of    charterer  — 
Knowledge   of   parties   at   time   of   contract. — ^A 
sailing    ship    was    chartered    to    load    at    N.    a 
"  cargo   of  coals  as   ordered  by   the  charterers," 
and  they  afterwards  directed  that  it  should  be 
loaded  with  coal  from  W.  Colliery.    No  time  for 
loading  was   fixed.    At   the   port  of  N.   it  was 
necessary   to    obtain    a    loading    order   from   the 
collien'    before    a    loading    berth    was    allotted. 
The   W.   Colliery  had  a   small  output,   and  the 
coal  was  in  great  demand.      These  facts  were 
known  to  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 
In  consequence  of  the  number  of  ships  loading 
from    W.    Colliery,    the    ship   did    not   obtain    a 
loading  berth  for  a  long  time,   and,   in  addition 
to  being  delayed  at  N.,  Tost  a  charter-party   else- 
, .  where,  as  she  did  not  arrive  before  the  cancelling 
date.      The  owners  brought  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  the  loss   thus  occasioned  to  them. 
Held,  that  the  charterers  were  not  bound  to  have 
a  cargo  of  coal  ready  for  loading  immediately 
on    the    arrival    of    the    ship ;    that    the    vessel 
obtained   a  loading  order  in  due  course  in  her 
colliery  turn   and   there  was  then   no  delay  on 
the   part   of    the   charterers,   and   therefore    the 
cargo  was   provided  within  a  reasonable   time; 
that   the   option   to    select    the   particular   coal 
was  an  option  for  the  benefit  of  the  charterers, 
who  were  not  bound,  in  exercising  it,  to  consider 
the  benefit  or  otherwise  of  the  shipowners;  and 
therefore,  all  parties  being  acquainted  with  the 
practice  at  the  port  and  the  charterers  havihg 
acted  reasonabl;^,   they  were  not  liable  for  the 
delay.    (Jones  Limited  «.  Green  and  Co.)    ...      ..  768 
Collision — ^Both   to   blame— Damages — Payment  by 
cargo    owners    to    shipowDer»--Bight    of    cargo 
owner  to   recover   money   so   paid   from  wrone- 
doii^g   vessel — Begistrar   and   merchants. — A  col- 
lision occurred  between  the  steamship   U.  and 
the  steamship  M.,  for  which  both  vessels  were 
foutad  to  blame.    The  Tf.  had  on  board  at  the 
time  a  cargo  of  coals  shipped  by  and  the  property 
of  the  Admiralty,  and,  in  order  to  avoid  probable 
expense,  an  agreement  was  come  to  by  wnich  the 
owners  of  the  U.  waived  their  right  to  carry  the 
cargo  to  its  destination,  and  the  coals  were  dis- 
charged  and   sold.    The   owners   of   the    U.   re- 
covered against  the  owners  of  the  li.  a  moiety  of 
their  damages.    A  claim  was  made  by  tJie  Adrai- 
raltjr,  as  owners  of  the  cargo  on  boiard  the  U., 
against  the  owners  of  the  M.  for  their  proportion 
of  the  sum  paid  to  tlie  owners  of  the  U.    Held, 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  recover  anything, 
as  such  a  payment  could  not  be  said  to  De  the 
natural  result  of  the  collision,  and  that,  if  the 
owners  of  the  M.  were  liable,  the  sum  recovered 
would  be  payable  to  the  owners  of  the  U.,  who 
had  already  oeen  paid  a  moiety  of  all  the  losses 
tfaey   had   incurred   by   reason   of   the   collision. 

.  .;rAc  Minnetonka.) S64 

Collision — Compulsory  pilotage — ^Port  of  Liverpool 
— Vessel  proceeding  through  the  port  to  Man- 
chester.— Pilotage  IS  compulsory  on  a  vessel  in- 
ward bound  from  the  sea  through  the  port  of 
Liverpool  to  Manchester  until  she  enters  the  Ship 
Canal  at  Eastham.  Sect.  128  of  the  Mersey 
Dock  Acts  Consohdation  Act  1868  requires  that 
"tbe  pilot  in  charge  of  any  inward  bound  vessel 
shall  cause  the  same  (if  need  be)  to  be  properly 
moored  at  anchor  in  Ijie  river  Mersey,  and  shall 
pilot  the  same  into  some  one  of  the  wet  docks 
within  the  port  of  Liverpool."  The  fact  that  a 
vessel  anchon  for  the  purpose  of  waiting  for  (he 


tide  does  not  put  an  end  to  the  compulsory  ter- 
vioes  of  the  pUot.  Semble,  pilotage  is  also  com- 
pulsory on  vessels  going  out  from  Sastham 
ijhrou^  the  port  of  Liverpool  to  tbe  sea.    {The 

Jttrema  de  Larrinaga.)    620 

Collision — Failure  to  stand  by  and  give  name — 
Compulsory  pilotage — Limits  of  port  of  Liverpool. 
— The  fact  of  a  vessel  after  collision  with  another 
vessel  not  standing  by  and  giving  her  name,  as 
required  by  sect.  422  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  18M,  does  not  render  her  owners  liable,  if 
at  the  time  she  was  compulsorily  in  charge  of  a 
pilot.  A  collision  occurred  in  tlie  estuary  of  the 
river  Mersey  between  the  steamships  O.  and  S. 
By  sect.  127  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolida- 
tion Act  1868,  "  every  pilot  taking  upon  himself 
the  charge  of  any  vessel  shall,  if  so  required  by 
the  master  thereof,  pilot  sudi  vessel  so  far  to 
the  westward  as  the  .  .  .  Fairway  Buoy  of 
the  Queen's  Charmel."  Since  the  date  of  the  Act 
the  buoy  has  been  removed,  and  for  the  purposes 
of  pilotage  the  Bar  Lightship,  which  occupies  a 
position  outside  of  that  occupied  by  the  buoy, 
I*  treated  as  the  westward  limit.  Thf  O.  at  the 
time  of  the  collision  was  at  anchor  between  the 
Bar  Lightship  and  the  place  where  the  buoy 
used  to  be.  The  defendants  pleiuled  that  the  S. 
was  at  the  time  of  the  collision  compulsorily  in 
charge  of  a  iHlot.  Held,  that,  the  Fairway  Buoy 
having  been  removed,  the  Bar  Lightship  occupied 
the  same  place  relatively  for  the  purposes  of 
sect.  127  of  the  Act  of  18S8,  and  that  pilotage  was 

therefore  compulsory.     (The  Sutiex.)     649 

Collision— Manchester  Ship  Canal— Fog— Applica- 
tion of  sea  rules — Duty  to  stop  and  reverse  on 
hearing  whistle  of  approaching  vessel. — SembU, 
the  Regulations  for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea 
do  not  apply  to  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal.  Even 
Fssuming  tnat  they  do  apply,  •  vessel  coming 
down  the  canal  in  a  fog  is  not  necessarily  to 
blame  under  art.  16  of  tbe  regulations  if  she  does 
not  stop  her  engines  on  hearing  the  whistle  of 
an  approaching  vessel  forward  of  her  beam ;  for 
the  ai^roaching  vessel  must  be  in  the  canal,  and 
it  may  be  assumed  that  she  is  being  navigated 
on  her  right  side,  and  her  pomtion  is  therefore, 
under  the  circumstances,  sufficiently  ascertained. 

(The    Hare.)     »2S 

Co'lision— River  Mersey— Vessel  coming  out  of  dock 
—Duty  to  keep  out  of  the  way.— A  steamship 
coming  out  of  Prince's  Dock  into  the  river  Mersey 
came  into  collision  with  another  steamship  coming 
down  the  east  s'de  of  the  river  in  tow  of  two  tugs. 
Held,  that  art.  19  of  the  Regulations  for  Prevent- 
ing Cdllisions  at  Sea  did  not  apply,  and  that  there 
was  no  duty  on  the  down-coming  vessel  to  keep  out 

of  the  way.     (The  Sunlight.)      » 

Collision— Vessel  "not  under  command  "—Duty  to 
keep  eourse.^A  vessel  exhibiting  two  red  light* 
under  art.  4  (a)  of  the  Collision  Kegulaticos  as  a 
signal  that  she  is  "  not  under  command  "  ought  to 
keep  her  course  when  approaching  another  vessel 
so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision.  A  collision 
occurred  between  the  brigantine  S.  and  the 
barque  H.  The  R.  was  at  the  time  close-hauled 
on  the  starboard  tack;  the  H.  was  sailing  free, 
but,  having  been  recently  in  collision  with  a  steam- 
ship, was  exhibiting  "  not  under  command  "  lights. 
The  helm  of  the  R.  was  put  up  in  order  to  pass 
ahead  of  the  H.,  while  the  helm  of  the  H.  was 
ported.  Held,  that  the  H.  ought  to  have  kept  her 
course  and  let  the  B.  get  out  of  her  way.    (The 

navthombank.)       *" 

Damage  to  cargo — Bill  of  lading — Exceptions — 
Marginal  clause. — ^The  plaintiffs  were  indorsees  of 
bills  of  lading  under  which  a  cargo  of  maiie, 
barley,  linseed,  oats,  and  wheat  was  shipped  on 
the  defendants'  steamship.  By  the  bills  of  lading 
it  was  provided  that  "the  .  .  owners 
.  .  .  sihall  not  be  responsible  for  loss,  damage, 
or  injury  arising  from  sweating  ...  or  con- 
sequences arising  therefrom  ...  or  heat. 
That  the  .  .  .  owners  .  .  .  shall  not  be 
responsible  for  any  loss  or  injury  to  the  said  goods 
occurring  from  any  of  the  causes  above  mentioned 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Oct;  8,  19M.] 


THE  LAW  TJIMBS. 


[Index— Ixvii 


auimcTS  OP  casbs. 


PASS 

.  .  .  Irfaether  any  of  the  .perils,  csiuea,  or. 
Uungs  above  mentioned  ...  or  occuaioned 
by  any  art  or  omioion,  negligence,  default  .  .  . 
of  iteTedoreB  ...  or  other  peraons .  in  the 
terriee  of  the  ihipownen  .  .  ."  On  the  mar- 
gin of  the  bills  of  lading  under  which  the  .maize 
wu  shipped  was  stamped :  "  In  no  case  is  the 
■teamihip  to  be  held  liable  for  heating  or  any 
other  damage  occurring  to  the  within  mentioned 
goods."  Fart  of  the  maice  became  heated  on 
the  Toya^e,  and  the  other  cargo  was  damaged 
thioagn  improper  stowage.  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  damages :  Held,  that  the 
woida  "  above  mentioned "  did  not  refer  to  the 
matters  in  the  claviae  above  or  the  marginal 
elatue,  and  that  the  word  "  heat "  referred  to  neat 
arising  from  some  extraneous  cause,  and  that 
the  pTaintifis  were  entitled  to  judgment.  Held, 
fortiier,  that  if  the  owners  desired  to  relieve 
themselves  from  liability  for  the  negligence  of 
their  own  servants  there  should  have  been  express 
words.     (The  Pearlmoor.)    S19 

Damage  to  pier  by  ship — ^Action  by  owner  of  pier 
—County  Court  jurisdiction — Writ  of  prohibition. 
—By  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  S,  of  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  it  is  provided 
that  Coonty  Courts  having  Admiralty  junsdiction 
dull  hava  jurisdiction  as  to  any  claim  for 
"damage  by  collision."  The  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  a  pier,  and  brought  an  action  in  the 
County  Court  against  the  defendanta  for  damage 
done  by  their  vessel  to  his  pier.  The  defendants 
moved  for  a  writ  of  pronibition.  Held,  that 
there  was  no  jurisdiction  under  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  3, 
for  the  County  Court  judge  to  determine  the 
aetion,  and  that  a  writ  of  prohibition  must  there- 
fore go.     {The  Normandy.) 361 

Pilotage— Fort  of  Bristol^ — Compulsory  pilot — ^Vessel 
bound  from  Newport  to  Bristol — Vessel  in  New- 
port pOotage  district,  but  within  port  of  Bristol — 
Necessity  of  Bristol  pilot. — By  the  Bristol 
Wharfage  Act  1807  it  was  provided  in  sect.  9 
that  all  vessels  navigating  or  passing  up,  down, 
or  upon  the  Bristol  Channel  to  the  eastward  of 
Lundy  Island,  except  coasting  vessels  and  Irish 
traders,  should  be  piloted  and  navigated  by  pilots 
licensed  by  the  Bristol  Corporation.  By  the 
Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  ISiSl  it  was  provided 
in  sect.  4  that  so  mucn  ot  the  9th  section  of  the 
Bristol  Wharfage  Act  1807  as  related  to  vessels 
navigating  or  passing  up  or  down  the  Bristol 
Channel  Dound  to  or  from  eiUier  of  the  ports  of 
Cardiff,  Newport,  or  Gloucester  should  be  re- 
pealed, and  by  the  same  Act  pilotage  boards  and 
pilotage  districts — which  in  some  cases  overlapped 
the  port  of  Bristol — were  created  for  the  ports  of 
Cardiff,  Newport,  and  Gloucester,  and  power  was 
given  to  these  boards  to  license  pilots  for  their 
districts.  By  the  Pilotage  Order  Confirmation 
(No.  1)  Act  1891  it  was  provided  that,  notwith- 
standing anything  codtained  in  the  Bristol 
Wharfage  Act  1807,  a  vessel  navigating  or  passing 
up  or  down  the  Bristol  Channel  to  or  from  the 
port  of  Bristol  should  be  exempted  from  all 
obhgation  to  be  piloted  by  pilots  licensed  by  the 
Bristol  Corporation,  except  when  within  the  limits 
of  that  port,  which  were  therein  defined.  Held, 
that  the  Act  of  1861  was  not  intended  to  deal  with 
and  did  not  deal  with  or  include  vessels  going  to 
or  from  the  port  of  Bristol,  although  such  vessels 
were  bound  from  or  to  one  of  the  ^nts  of  Cardiff, 
Newport,  or  Gloucester,  and  that  therefore  in  the 
case  of  a  vessel  which  is  not  exempt  from  com- 
pulsory pilotage  in  the  port  of  Brist<j  there  is  still 
the  oDiigation  under  Uie  Bristol  Wharfage  Act 
1807  to  nave  a  compulsory  pilot  licensed  by  the 
eorporatiott  of  Bristol  when  the  vessel,  bound  to 
the  port  of  Bristol,  gets  within  the  limits  of  that 
port,  although  the  vessel  may  be  bound  from 
Cardiff,  Newport,  or  Gloucester,  and  may  still  be 
within  one  of  those  three  pilotage  districts  which 
overlaps  the  port  of  Bristol.  Consequently,  when 
>  Tewel  on  the  voyage  puts  into  Newport,  and 
then  proceeds  from  Neirport  with  a  Newport  pilot 
m  board  to  the  port  oi  Bristol,  aa  soon  as  the 
fMul  gets  within  the  limiia  of  this  port  of  Bristol 


the  Newport  pilot  is  bound  to  give  uP  the  charge 
of  the  vessel  to  a  Bristol  pilot  demanding  such 
charge,  although  the  vessel  is  still  within  the 
Newport  pilotage  district,  and  within  the  district 
for  which  the  Newport  pilot  is  licensed.  (Beed, 
app.  V.  Goldsworthy,  resp.) 126 

Salvage — Stranding  of  salved  vessel — Yalua  for 
purposes  of  award. — A  steam  trawler  towed  a 
disabled  steamship  into  Aberdeen  Bay,  and  signals 
were  made  for  a  pilot  and  a  tug.  A  tug  came  up 
in  reaponse  and  offered  to  pilot  and  tow  the 
veasel  mto  harbour,  but  the  offer  waa  refused  by 
her  master,  and  the  tug  sent  back  for  a  pilot. 
In  the  meanwhile  the  hawser  parted,  and  the 
vessel  drifted  ashore.  Her  value  at  the  time  the 
services  of  the  tug  were  offered  was  86002.  The 
costs  of  reBoating  were  11602.,  and  of  the  repairs 
in  oonsequenoe  of  the  stranding  66002.  lu  an 
action  for  salvage  by  the  owners,  master,  and 
crew  of  the  trawler :  Held,  on  the  facts,  that  they 
were  entitled  to  salvage,  and  to  an  award  of  7602.,, 
and  that,  for  the  purposes  of  arriving  at  a  proper  . 
award,  tne  value  of  the  salved  property  must  be 
taken  at  86002.  Held,  further,  that  the  steamship 
ought  to  have  taken  the  services  of  the  tug  when  . 
offered.    {The  Oermania.)  ... 296 

Seaman  —  "  Distressed    seaman  "  —  Froviaions   for 
relief — ^Evidence  of  distress — Receipt  of  wages  by 
seaman. — The  question  whether  a  seaman  who  has  . 
been  shipwrecked  abroad  is  a  "  distressed  seaman  " 
within  Uie  meaning  of  ^cts.  190,  191,  and  193 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  is  a  question  . 
of  fact.     A  "  distressed  seam'an  "  does  not  of  neces-  ■ 
sity  cease  to  be  a  "  distressed  seaman "  on  his 
being  paid   the   wages   due   to  him,   when   siioh 
wa^es  are  enough   to   pay   the  expenses  of   his 
mamtenance  abroad  and  passage  home.    Qucert, 
whether   the   "  sufficient   evidence "    of    expenses  . 
incurred  for  his  benefit  which  is  provided  for  by 
sect.  193,  sub-sect.  3,  means  "  conclusive  evidence." 
(Board    of    Trade    v.    Sailing    Ship    Glenpaik 
Umited.)    MU 

8LANDEB. 
Accusation  of  brinipng  "  blackmailing "  action — 
Imputation  of  criminal  off enoe — Action  for  slander  . 
mamtainable. — An  action  for  slaiider  founded  upon . 
an  accusation  that  the  plaintiff  had  brought  a 
"blackmailing"  action  was  held  to  be  maintain- 
able on  the  ground  that  the  words  spoken  might 
fairly  be  interpreted  by  hearers  as  imputing  to  the 
plaintiff  an  indictable  offence.    (Marks  v.  Samuel.)  '690 

SMOKB. 
(See  Mbtbofolis.) 

SOLICITOK. 

Coats — Taxation — Commission — Collection  of  rents— 
Professional  work — Professional  charges — Items 
of  professional  charges  in  bill  of  costs. — The 
solidtora  acting  for  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
the  deceased  owner  of  settled  real  estates  charged 
with  legacies  and  duties  which  his  personalty  was 
insufficient  to  satisfy,  having  been  accustomed  to 
collect  and  receive  tne  rents  for  him  at  an  agreed 
charge  until  his  death  on  the  7th  April  1901,  con- 
tinued to  collect  and  receive  the  rents  for  the 
executors  and  trustees  without  making  any  agree- 
ment as  to  their  remuneration  for  so  doing  up  to  , 
the  26th  March  1902,  when  the  succeeding  tenant 
for  life  assumed  the  management  of  the  estates, 
and  in  their  bill  of  costs  delivered  to  the  executors 
and  trustees  inserted  a  charge  of  a  lump  sum, 
being  a  commission  of  6  per  cent,  on  the  amount 
of  the  rents  collected,  as  their  lemuneraticin  for 
the  workj  but  did  not  set. out  the  items  of  that, 
work  as  m  the  case  of  charges  for  strictly  l^o- 
fessional  duties.    The  succeeding  tenant  for  life 

..  obtained  an  <X'der  for  taxation  of  the  solicitors^ 
bill  of  costs,  and  the  taxing  master  on  taxation 
allowed  the  charge  of  a  lump  sum  by  way  of  com- 
misrion  for  collecting  the  rentSj  and  overruled  the 
objections  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  that  allow-  ' 
ance.    On  a  summons  by  the  tenadt  for.  life  for 
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a  renew  of  the  taxation :  Held,  that,  if  the  charge 
wai  a  charge  for  profeaiioiial  work,  the  lolidtors 
ought  to  have  delirered  a  bill  of  items  in  respect 
of  it,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement 
to  that  effect,  the  taxing  master  was  not  entitled 
to  allow  the  solicitors  a  Tump  aum  by  way  of  oom- 
misaion  for  it,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  col- 
leoting  rente  was  not  professional  work,  the  charge 
for  it  ought  not  to  have  been  inserted  in  the 
aolicitort' DiU  of  costs;  and  that  the  proper  order 
was  to  direct  the  master  to  treat  the  charge  as 
atmek  out  of  the  bill  of  costs.  {Be  Shilaon,  Coode, 
and   Co.)    641 

Costa— Taxation— " lUid  party  liable"— Taxation 
of  mortga^ee'a  solicitors'  lull  by  mortgagor- 
Practice. — A  mortgagor  is  entitled,  under  sect.  38 
of  the  Solicitors  Act  184S,  to  have  taxation  of  the 
bill  ot  costs  of  the  solicitor  acting  for  the  mort- 
gagee limited  to  the  items  of  costs  incurred  by 
file  mortgagee  strictljr  in  that  capiMUty  and  not 
in  his  personal  capacity.  (Se  Longbotham  and 
Sons.)     6S8,  801 

Covenant  in  articles  of  clerkship  not  to  practise 
within  certain  radius — Breach — ^Work  osaafl};  done 
hy  aolioitoia. — ^Tha  defendant  had  bound  himself 
to  a  solidtor  practising  at  H.  by  articles  for  a 
term,  and  covenanted  that  he  would  not  at  any 
time  do  any  work  or  act  for  or  on  behalf  of 
any  persons  usualljr  done  by  soliciton  within  a 
raaios  of  fifteen  miles  from  H.  without  written 
permission.  The  defendant  took  proceedings  to 
obtain  probate  of  the  will  of  a  person  within  the 
prohibited  radius,  and  corresponded  from  H. 
with  a  witness  within  the  prohibited  radius  with 
a  view  to  obtaining  his  evidence  in  order  to  liable 
probate  to  be  obtained.  He  signed  the  precipe 
directing  a  plaint  note  to  be  issued  for  a  County 
Court  summons  at  a  court  in  the  prohibited  area 
on  behalf  of  a  plaintiff  residing  therein,  and  con- 
ducted the  proceedings  until  receipt  of  the  amount 
paid  into  court.  He  prepared  the  will  of  a  testa- 
trix residing  within  the  area  on  instmetions 
received  outside  the  area,  and  received  a  small 
fee  therefor,  but  waa  present  when  she  executed 
it  within  the  area;  and,  lastly,  he  advertised  in 
a  paper  circulating  witUn  but  ^blished  outside 
the  area  a  farm  for  letting  withm  the  prohibited 
district.  Held,  in  an  action  to  restrain  the  defen- 
dant from  practising  within  the  prohibited  limit, 
that  the  covenant  might  be  broken  although  the 
defendant  or  his  clerks  did  not  go  professionally 
within  such  limit.  That  therefore  the  proceedinea 
in  connection  with  the  collection  of  the  debt 
through  the  County  Court  infringed  the  covenant. 
Also  the  acta  done  in  relation  to  the  execution  ot  ' 
the  will,  which  must  be  held  to  have  been  done 
by  the  defendant  in  hia  character  of  a  aolioitor, 
constituted  a  breach  of  such  covenant,  but  that 
those  as  to  advertising  the  farm  did  not  break 
It.  Qtieert,  as  to  applying  for  the  proof  of  evidence 
infringing  the  covenant.    (Edmundson  r.  Bender.)  814 

SPECIFIC  PEBFOBMANCE. 
(See  Ybhsob  aud  PcscHiiaaB.) 

STAMP  Dury. 
(See  BivxNVK.) 

STATUTE  OF  FBAODS. 
Written  contract — ^Parol  variation  of  terms  of — 
New  agreement — Bescission — Specific  perform- 
ance.— ^Where  a  written  agreement  for  a  lease  had 
been  executed  and  one  of  the  parties  declined  to 
execute  the  lease  because  a  parol  agreement  had 
been  subsequently  come  to  between  the  parties : 
Held,  that  such  parol  evidence,  though  admissible 
on  a  claim  for  reacission,  ooold  not  be  admitted 
in  variation  of  the  original  agreement,  the  terms 
of  whidi  must  be  carried  oat.  (Ves^  v.  Bash- 
loigh.) 66 

STATtlTE  OF  LIMITATIONS.  , 

Letter  to  managing  director  of  company — ^Acknow- 
ledgment.— A  letter  written  by  the  debtor  to  the 


managing  director  of  a  cnupany  to  whom  he  owes 
money,  stating:  "I  am  willing  to  sell  the  62S0 
share*  that  I  hold  in  the  P.  C.  B.  B.  Company 
Limited  for  the  sum  of  816!.  4s.  6d.,  and  in  the 
event  of  my  doing  so  I  will  with  the  money  pay 
the  IDs.  call  due  on  629  of  the  above  shares, 
amounting  to  314;.  IDs.,  and  the  balance  in  settle- 
ment of  my  amount  with  B.  B.  and  Son  Limited, 
amounting  at  December  last  to  SOU.  14b.  6d.," 
is  sufficient  acknowled^ent  to  take  the  debt  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  even  although  the 
sale  of  the  shares  does  not  take  place.  A  general 
acknowledgment  of  a  debt  with  a  conditional  pro- 
mise to  pay,  but  without  any  distinct  statement 
that  except  upon  the  performance  of  the  condition 
the  debtor  will  not  or  cannot  pay,  is  sufficient 
to  take  a  debt  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
(B.  Barrett  and  Son  Limited  r.  Davies.  Same  v. 
Withers.)     460 

STATUTOBT  POWEES. 
"  Damage  sustained  by  reason  or  in  cmsequence 
of  the  exercise  of  such  powers  " — Compensation — 
Negligence — Burden  of  proof. — Where  a  public 
body  was  empowered  by  statute  to  carry  out 
certain  works  and  it  was  provided  in  the  same 
statute  that  compensation  sbould  be  paid  to  any 
person  sustaining  damages  by  reason  or  in  conse- 
qaence  of  the  exercise  of  such  powers,  it  was  held 
that  if  the  public  body  relied  on  the  negUgence 
of  its  agents  or  contractors  as  relieving  It  from 
all  liability  undw  the  statute,  it  must  discharge 
the  onus  of  proving  such  neeliigenoe.  (St.  James' 
and  Pall  Mall  Electric  Light  Company  Limited 
V.  The  King.)    344 

SCCCBSSION  DUTY. 
(Sen  Bavmuii.l 

SUMMARY  JUBISDICTION. 
Practice — Justices  divided  in  opinion — Adjourn- 
ment—Case reheard  by  further  justices-juris- 
diction.— An  information  having  been  heard  before 
two  justices  tbey  retired  to  consider  their  decision. 
Upon  their  return  to  court  they  announced  that 
they  were  divided  in  opinion,  and  they  decided  to 
adjourn  the  hearing  to  a  future  day  to  be  heard 
before  themselves  and  other  justices.  Held,  that 
the  intimation  that  the;^  were  divided  in  opinion 
did  not  preclude  tlie  justices  from  adjourning 
the  hearing  of  the  information.  (Bagg,  app.  v. 
Colquhoun,  resp.)    386 

(See  JcsncBS.) 

TENANT  FOB  LIFE  AND  EEMAINDSBMAN. 
Authorised  investment — Proceeds  of  realisation  of 
insufficient  mortgage  security — Arrears  of  interest 
— Apportionment  of  fund  available. — The  true 
principle  of  apportionment,  as  between  tenant  for 
life  and  remainderman,  of  a  fund  representing  the 
proceeds  of  the  realisation  of  an  authorised,  but 
insufficient,  mortgage  security,  upon  which  there 
are  arrears  of  interest  due,  in  order  that  there  may 
be  a  rateable  equality  in  the  incidence  of  the 
deficiency,  is  to  take  the  amount  due  to  the  tenant 
for  life  in  respect  of  arrears  of  interest,  and  the 
amount  due  to  the  remainderman  in  respect  of 
capital,  and  to  apportion  the  fund,  as  at  the  date 
when  the  same  is  recovered,  in  proportion  to  those 
amounts  respectively.  {Be  Atkinson;  Barbers' 
Company  v.  Groee-Smith.) 836 

TITHE. 
(See  Landlobd  and  IteiANT.) 

TRADE  MARK. 
(See  PATSirts,  DsnaNS,  and  Tbadb  Masks.) 

TBADB  UNION. 
Application  of  fnnds  to  provide  benefits  to  members 
-r-Frincipal    object    ol    society — Divisibility    of 
olbjeota— Bules  -in    restraint    of    trade— Illegal 
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wodetj—At/Uaa  by  member  to  enfoitie  benefit 
rnlee. — ^A  aooiety  registered  under  the  ^bade 
Union  Acts  mui  Eoretned  by  rules,  some  of  which 
made  prorifiion  for  benefits  to  members,  and  the 
other*  were  illegal  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade. 
A  member  brought  an  aotion  against  the  officers  of 
the  sooiety  to  enforce  a  rule  of  the  society  under 
which  ha  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  superannua- 
tion allowance.  Held,  upon  the  consideration  of 
all  the  rules  of  the  society,  that  the  main  object 
of  the  aooiety  was  illegal  at  common  law  as  being 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  that  those  rules  which 
made  prOTiaion  for  benefits  to  members  were 
merely  ancillary  to  that  main  object,  and  could 
not  be  separated  from  it.  Held,  therefore,  that 
under  sect.  4  of  tiie  Trade  Union  Act  1871  the 
action  moat  fail.    (Cullen  v.  Blwin  and  others.)  ...  840 

TEAMWAY. 
Pmehas*  by  local  authnity— Depot  outside  district 
of  local  aiith<»ity — "Used  with  and  suitable  to" 
the  undertaking— Liability  of  local  authority  to 
pay  for. — ^By  sect.  43  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870  it 
is  prorided  :  "  Where  the  promoters  of  a  tramway 
in  a  district  are  not  the  local  authority,  the  local 
anttiority  .  .  .  may"  (within  certain  specified 
times)  " .  .  .  by  notice  in  writing  require  such 
piomoteEB  to  sell,  and  thereupon  such  promoters 
shall  sell  to  them  their  undertaking,  or  so  much 
of  the  same  as  is  within  such  district,  upon  terms 
of  paying  the  then  value  ...  of  the  tramway, 
and  all  lands,  buildings,  works,  materials,  and 
plant  of  the  promoters  suitable  to  and  used  by 
them  for  the  poiposes  of  tileir  undertaking  within 
such  diatriet.  The  tramway  company  was  the 
owner  of  a  large  depot  situated  some  distance 
outside  the  boundary  of  the  district  council,  but 
found  by  an  arbitrator  to  be  "  used  with  and 
suitable  to"  the  undertaking  of  the  tramway 
company  within  the  council's  district,  nie  dis- 
trict council  having  given  notice  to  the  tramway 
company  that  they  were  required  to  sell  to  the 
eoimeil  under  the  eondittons  and  in  the  manner 
provided  by  sect.  4S  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870  so 
much  of  their  works  and  undertaking  a*  were 
within  the  council's  district :  Held,  that  the  coun- 
efl  were  bound  to  pay  for  this  depot.  Held, 
farther,  that  the  words  "  within  such  district " 
applied  to  the  "  undertaking,"  and  not  to  "  all 
lands,  buildings,  works,  materials,  and  plant  of 
the  promoters.  Manchester  Carriage  and  Tram- 
ways Company  Lmiited  «.  Swinton  and  Pendle- 
bory  Urban  District  Council.)    796 

TBESPABS. 

Ditch  and  fence — Presumption  of  ownership — Acts 
of    ownership — ^Rebuttal    of    presumption. — ^The 

Itlsintiff  and  defendant  were  adjoining  owners  of 
and,  the  lands  being  bounded  by  a  bank  with  a 
fence,  with  a  ditch  on  the  defendant's  side.  For 
nearly  fifty  years  the  defendant  had  trimmed  the 
fence,  pollarded  the  treea,  and  cleansed  the  ditch, 
but  there  was  no  evidence  of  knowledge  on  the 
pert  of  the  plaintiS.  Held,  that  these  acts  of 
ownership  did  not  rebut  the  presumption  that  the 
bank  and  fence  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
(Henniker   v.   Howard.)       167 

Btatotory  right  to  erect  post  "in,  over,  or  under 
any  street" — Erection  of  electric  post — ^Taking 
of  land. — By  sect.  61  of  the  Newport  Corporation 
Act  1900,  with  which  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  1848 
was  incorporated,  the  corporation  might,  for  the 
purpose  of  working  their  tramways,  construct  and 
erect  "  on,  in,  over,  or  under  any  street  or  road  " 
poles  and  posts.  For  the  purpose  ol  working 
their  tramways  the  corporation  erected  an  iron 

Cr,  about  lOin.  in  diameter,  upon  the  plaintiff's 
,  whidi  by  dedication,  subject  to  a  user  by 
the  ^aintiS,  formed  part  of  the  street,  such  pillar 
bong  snnk  about  6ft.  in  the  ground.  Held,  that 
this  was  not  a  "  taking  of  land  "  within  the  Lands 
Claases  Act,  but  was  an  exercise  of  the  statutory 
nvers  of  the  defendants  under  their  private  Act. 
(Bscott  V.  Mayor,  Ik.,  of  Newport-V. S48 
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Qoodwill— Sale  of  busineu  with  goodwill — VendM 
interested  in  new  business — Solicitation  of  old 
customers  who  have  also  become  customers  of  the 
new  business. — ^The  vendor  of  an  interest  in  a 
business  which  with  the  goodwill  thereof  had  been 
sold  by  him  to  a  company  solicited  on  behaU  of 
a  craupeting  business  in  which  he  wss  interested 
customers  of  the  old  business,  who  were  also 
customers  of  the  competing  business.  Held,  that 
the  vendor  must  be  restrained  by  injunction 
from  soliciting  the  customers  of  the  business  which 
he  had  sold,  whether  or  not  such  customers  were 
also  customers  of  the  competing  business.  (Curl 
Brothers  Limited  r.  Webster.) 479 

Outgoings — Paving  and  making  up  roadway — Charge 
on  frontager's  premises — Date  from  which  charge  • 
takes  effect — "  Completion  of  works." — ^Ezpensea 
incurred  by  a  local  authority  under  the  Public 
Health  Act  1876  in  the  execution  of  worics  required 
to  be  done  under  sect.  160  become  "  a  charge  on 
the  premises  in  respect  of  which  they  were  in- 
curred" within  the  meaning  of  sect.  267  so  soon 
as  the  w<»ks  have  been  completed.  (Be  Alien 
and  DrisooU's  Contract.)    637 

Power  of  sale  —  Will  —  Executor  —  Constructive 
trustee. — ^A  testatrix  by  her  will  dated  the 
Srd  March  1849  appointed  B.  J.  and  U.  M. 
executors,  and  gave  them  powers  to  apply  income 
in  maintenance  and  to  sell  certain  berecutaments 
after  the  death  of  the  survivors  of  her  daughters. 
The  testatrix  died  on  the  26th  Dec.  1860.  B.  J. 
alone  proved  the  will  and  died,  leaving  J,  W.  and 
H.  W.  his  executors.  In  1873  a  petition  was  pre- 
sented by  all  parties  beneficially  interested,  and 
new  trustees  of  the  will  were  appointed  under  the 
Trustee  Act  1860.  After  the  death  of  the  survivor 
of  the  daughters  the  trustees  contracted  to  sell 
the  hereditaments.  The  purchaser  required  the 
concurrence  of  the  beneficiaries.  Held,  that  the 
concurrence  of  the  beneficiaries  could  not  be 
required.    (Be  Perrott  and  King's  Contract.)      ...  166 

Sale  by  auction — Maintaining  fences — Covenant — 
Form  of  conveyance  to  purchaser. — ^The  object  of 
having  a  deed  of  conveyance  is  not  merely  to  vest 
the  property  the  subject  of  it  in  the  purchaser, 
but  £d  embody  covenants  as  to  what  must  be  done 
under  the  contract  of  sale  after  completion  of  the 
purchase.  Therefore  where  a  purchaser  bought 
under  a  contract  which  made  him  liable  to  erect 
and  for  ever  after  maintain  fences,  ns  marked  on 
the  plan  of  property  sold  by  public  auction,  the 
vendor  was  held  entitled  to  have  the  obligations 
of  the  purchaser  expressed  in  the  conveyance  to 
him  of  nis  lot.  {Re  Cooper  and  Crondace's  Con- 
tract and  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act  1874.) 268 

Sale  of  land — Purchaser's  interest  before  com- 
pletion—  Judgment  creditor  of  purchaser  — 
Beceiver  by  way  of  equitable  execution — Notice 
to  vendor — Personal  estate — Date  of  appointment 
— Effect  of  appointment. — ^The  appointment  of  a 
receiver  upon  giving  security  does  not,  as  regards 
personal  property,  become  effectual  until  security 
is  actually  given,  and  does  not  refer  back  to  the 
date  of  the  original  order.  G.  contracted  to 
purchase  land  from  the  defendant,  paid  a  deposit 
of  3002^  and  received  immediate  possession.  The 
plaintiff  subsequently  became  a  judgment  creditor 
of  O.  and  obtained  a  receiver  in  respect  of  O.'s 
interest  in  the  land.  Notice  of  the  receivership 
was  given  to  the  defendant.  G.  failed  to  pay  the 
purchase  money,  and  the  defendant  gave  notice 
of  rescission  to  G.,  who  thereupon  commenced  an 
action  for  the  return  of  the  deposit.  That  action 
was  settled  at  a  date  subsequent  to  the  order 
appointing  the  receiver,  but  anterior  to  security 
bemg  given.  By  the  terms  of  the  consent  order 
the  defendant  paid  G.  1102.,  and  G.  agreed  to  give 
up  possession.  Held,  that  G.  never  acquired  the 
ownership  in  equity  of  the  land,  and  that  conse- 
(^uentlythe  receivership  did  not  create  a  charge  or 
hen.  With  regard  to  the  1102.  paid  by  the 
defendant  to  Q.,  the  receiver,  not  having  given 
security  at  the  date  of  the  payment,  luuf  not 
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been  effectually  appointed,  and  Oierefon  had  no 
claim  to  be  paid  tnat  mone^.  FurUier,  even  if 
the  receiTersnip  had  been  m  fonie,  the  order 
appointing  a  receiver  having  failed  to  oonttitute 
a  charge  or  lien,  notice  of  the  appointment  did  not 
do  lo ;  and  the  defendant  incurred  no  liability  by 

aying    the    money    to    O.    direct.    (Bidout   v. 

owler.)      147 

Settled  land — Original  aettlement — Compound  Bettle- 
ment — Life  eatate  imder  original  settlement  eztin- 
guiahed — Charge  for  Jointure  and  portions  under 
<Higinal  settlement— Siale  by  tenant  for  life  under 
power*  of  original  settlement  -TTusteei  of  original 
settlement. — A  testator  settled  his  land  on  his 
eldest  son  for  life,  vith  remainder  to  the  son's  sons 
in  tail  maie  in  strict  settlement,  with  power  for 
each  tenant  for  life  on  his  marriago  to  create 
charges  thereon  for  jointure  for  his  wife  and 
portions  for  bis  younger  children.  Land  was 
purchased  by  the  trustees  of  the  will  and  added  to 
the  settled  land,  and  the  tenant  for  life  married 
and  charged  the  land  subject  to  the  settlement 
with  jointure  and  portions.  By  successive  deeds 
of  resettlement,  family  arrangement,  and  appoint- 
ment, to  which  the  tenant  for  life  and  tenant  in 
tail  male  were  parties,  the  life  estate  given  by 
ilio  testator's  will  was  extinguished  and  a  com- 
pound settlement  was  created ;  but  the  charge  for 
jointure  and  portions  made  under  the  powers 
given  by  the  testator's  will  still  subsisted.  The 
tenant  for  life  with  the  concurrence  of  the  tenant 
in  tail,  then  agreed  to  sell  part  of  the  settled 
land  in  exercise  of  his  power  of  sale  under  the 
original  settlement  created  by  the  testator's  will 
alone,  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid  to  the 
trustees  of  the  will.  On  a  summons  by  the 
purdiaser  for  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether  the  tenant  for  life  could  sell  under  the 
original  settlement  created  by  the  will  alone, 
or  whether  trustees  of  the  compound  settlement 
created  by  the  will  and  subsequent  deeds  must  be 
appointed :  Held,  that,  as  the  charge  for  jointure 
and  portions  mads  under  the  powers  given  by  the 
will  was  still  subsisting,  the  original  settlement 
created  by  the  will  alone  was  still  existing  side 
by  side  with  the  compound  settlement  created  by 
the  will  and  subsequent  deeds,  and  that  the  tenant 
for  life  could  sell  under  the  will  alone,  so  that  it 
was  unnecessary  to  appoint  trustees  of  the  com- 

g>und    settlement.    {Be    Lord    Wimbome    and 
rowne's   Contract  and  Vendor  and   Purchaser 
Act  1874.) 540 

Specific  performance— Hreat  of  litigation. — ^At  a 
sale  by  auction  on  the  21st  July  1903  the  defendant 
contracted  to  buy  a  secured  profit  rental  of  5602. 
per  annum  for  68002.  This  profit  rental  was 
secured  upon  two  houses  in  Cheapeide,  the  receipts 
from  tenants  amounting  to  WMU.,  the  ground  rent 
being  260/.,  and  the  rates  and  taxes  on  one  of 
the  houses  being  1602.  No  deduction  was  made 
in  respect  of  the  other  house,  of  which  W.  was  the 
tenant,  as  there  was  no  covenant  by  the  landlord 
to  pay  rates  and  taxes.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the 
landlord  had  from  1876  until  190S  paid  the  rates 
and  taxes  on  the  house  let  to  W.  On  the  29th 
Sept.  190S  W.  commenced  an  action  for  rectifica- 
tion of  his  lease,  but  the  action  was  dismiued 
because  he  had  granted  an  underlease  of  the 
term  vested  in  him  which  amounted  to  an  assign- 
ment. W.  wrote  that  he  intended  to  take  pro- 
ceedings to  make  the  underlessee  join,  and  bring 
a  fresh  action.  The  plaintiff  said  that,  the  action 
by  W.  having  been  heard  and  dismissed,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  specific  performance. 
For  the  defendant  it  was  said  that  the  yiaintiS 
knew  W.  said  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  latea 
and  taxes  before  the  sale,  and  that  the  idaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  specific  performance. 
Held,  that  W.'s  claim  was  an  honest  one,  and 
that  specific  performance  could  not  now  be 
granted,  because  sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed 
to  enable  the  court  to  say  that  no  fresh  action 
would  be  brought.  The  action  was  ordered  to 
stand  over  till  tne  24th  June,  and,  if  W.  had  then 
taken  no  atepi  to  obtain  reetifleation,  the  court 
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might  then  be  in  a  position  to  treat  his  claim  as 
shiulowy.    (George  v.  Thomas.) 606 

Specific  performance — Vendors'  possession — Receipt 
of  rents  due  from  tenants  before  date  of  contract 
after  date  for  completion — Allocation  of  receipte. 
—Where  a  vendor  remains  in  possession  after 
the  date  fixed  for  completion  ca  the  purchase, 
the  completion  having  been  delayed  by  no  fault  on 
the  purchaser's  part,  and  receives  interest  in  lieu 
of  rents  by  his  own  choice  after  the  date  for 
completion  but  still  receives  the  rente,  he  is  not 
at  liberty  as  against  the  purchaser  to  allocate  any 
part  of  such  rents  so  received  to  arrean  of  rents 
due  to  himself  from  tenante  either  before  the 
date  of  Uie  contract,  or  subsequently  before  the 
date  fixed  for  completion  ol  the  purchase.  (Plcws 
V.  Samuel.) 6SS 

Voidable  contract  —  Assi^ment  of  oontract  — 
Failure  of  consideration  —  Honey  had  and 
received.    (Hackusick  «.  Fleming.) 101 


Vd'ERS,  RBGISTBATION  OF. 
Declaration  by  lodger  claimant — Evidence — ^Personal 
attendance  of  claimant — Rateable  value  of  house 
— <jharacter  of  street. — A  revising  barrister  by 
personal  inspection  satisfied  himself  that  certain 
houses  were  very  poor  and  small,  and  that  it  was 
very  doubtful  whether  any  lodgings  in  those 
houses  were  worth  102.  a  year  unfurnished.  J. 
duly  sent  in  his  claim  as  a  lodger  with  his 
declaration  attached.  It  was  proved  that  the 
rateable  value  of  the  house,  which  was  stated  to 
be  in  as  poor  a  street  as  any  the  revising  barrister 
had  inspected,  was  only  142.  per  annum,  which  waa 
6s.  less  than  J.  claimed  to  pay  as  lodger.  The 
revising  barrister  adjourned  the  hearing  of  the 
objection  to  J.'s  claim,  and  sent  him  the  following 
notice :  " .  .  .  your  claim  to  vote  as  a  lodger 
has  been  objected  to  .  .  .  your  claim  will 
or  may  be  disallowed  unless  you  prodnce  or  cause 
to  be  produced  to  me  .  .  .  your  rent-book  or 
other  sufficient  evidence  that  your  said  lodgings 
are  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  102.  if  let  unfur- 
nished." J.  did  not  attend  or  make  any  com- 
munication, and  his  claim  was  disallowed.  Held, 
that,  as  the  revising  barrister  did  not  make  the 
allowance  of  the  claim  dependent  upon  J.'s 
personal  attendance,  the  court  could  not  interfere, 
as  there  was  evidence  to  support  his  decision.  A 
revising  barrister  cannot  make  the  personal 
attendance  of  a  claimant  a  condition  of  the 
allowance  of  bis  vote.  The  light  of  a  revising 
barrister  to  disallow  a  claim,  when  a  claimant  has 
b^  his  declaration  given  pritnd  facie  evidence  of 
his  qualification,  is  not  coimned  to  the  case  of  such 
primd  facie  proof  of  the  ground  of  objection  as  is 
described  in  sect.  28  (10)  of  the  Parliamentary  and 
Municipal  Registration  Act  1878,  but  he  may  act 
on  other  evidence.  (Jenkins,  app.  v.  Orooott, 
resp.)    90 

WARRANTY. 
(See  Food  and  Dbuob.) 

WATER. 
Water  company — Supi^y  of  water — Communication 
pipe  belonging  to  occupier — Defect  in — Leakage 
and  waste  of  water — Non-repair  by  occupier — 
Bight  to  cut  oS  water — Right  of  occupier  to 
demand  supply. — An  owner  or  occupier  of  pre- 
mises in  the  metropolis,  whose  attention  is  called 
by  the  waterworks  company,  who  are  bound  to 
supply  him  with  water,  to  a  defect  under  the 
street  in  the  communication  pipe  belonging  to 
him  and  connecting  his  premises  with  the  com- 
pany's main,  and  who  has  the  opportunity  of 
repairing  the  defect  without  opening  the  roadway, 
but  does  not  choose  to  repair  it,  is  not  a  person 
entitled  to  demand  a  supply  of  water  under  sect. 
48  of  the  Waterworks  Olauaes  Act  1847.  A  leak 
having  been  discovered  under  the  roadway  oppo- 
site oertein  premises  in  the  metropolis,  the  water- 
works company  opened  the  street  and  found  that 
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the  aommimicsiioo  inpe  oonneeiiaK  the  premise* 
with  the  company's  main  waa  defective  and  leak- 
ing, therel3y  eaoaiag  a  waste  of  water,  'the  oom- 
mnnication  pipe  was  the  property  of  the  occupier, 
a&d  the  oompanv  at  once  gave  him  notice  of  the 
defect,  stating  that  if  it  were  not  remedied  forth- 
with the  o(»npan]r  would  discomiect  the  pipe  from 
their  main,  and  would  not  allow  it  to  be  recon- 
nected until  the  pipe  was  repaired..  The  occupier 
took  no  steps  to  repair  his  pipe,  and  it  was  dis- 
connected from  the  main  and  the  water  cut  off. 
The  occupier  could  at  the  time  have  repaired  the 
pipe  without  opening  the  street,  as  the  street 
was  then  open.  Hold,  that  ihe  duty  of  repairing 
the  defect  in  the  pipe  was  by  sect.  28  of  the 
Metropolis  Water  Act  1871  cast  upon  the  owner 
or  occupier,  and  that  the  owner  or  occupier  who, 
after  notice  that  the  communication  pipe  belong- 
ing to  him  was  out  of  repair,  permitted  the  pipe 
to  remain  in  its  defective  state  in  which  it  would 
cause  waste  of  water,  has  wrongfully  failed  to  do 
■omelhinir  for  the  prevention  of  the  waste  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  32,  and  that  under  the  cir- 
emnstances  the  company  were  entitled  to  cut  off 
the  water,  and  to  cease  to  give  a  supply  to  the 
occupier  so  long  as  the  pipe  remained  unrepaired. 
(Graiid  Junction  Waterworks  Company,  apps. 
t.  Bodocanachi,  reap.) 819 

Water  supply  by  corporation — ^Water  for  domestic 
use — "Water  rate  — ^Bight  of  corporation  to 
charge  at  differ«>t  rates— "  Bate." — ^A  municipal 
corporation  acquired  the  undertaking  of  a  water- 
works eongipany  by  a  private  Act,  which  autboriaed 
the  corpoTstiom  "  to  charge  for  the  supply  of  water 
for  domestic  use  to  any  dwelling-house  a  sum  not 
exceeding  7i  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  net  rate- 
able value  of  such  dwelling-house  as  ascertained 
by  the  valuation  list  in  force  at  the  commencement 
of  the  quarter  during  which  the  water  rate 
becomes  payable."  The  (iompany  had  statutory 
power  to  supply  any  person  with  water  for  any 
purpose  for  such  remuneration  as  might  be  agreed 
under  a  special  agreement;  and  the  corporation 
ncceeded  to  that  power.  The  corporation  charged 
for  the  supply  of  water  for  domestic  use  in  one 
part  of  the  borough  6  per  cent.,  and  in  another 
part  7i  per  cent.,  upon  the  net  rateable  value  of 
dwelling-houses.  H6ld.  that  the  civporatioa  had 
power  to  charge  at  different  rates,  within  the 
maximum,  for  the  supply  of  water  for  domestic 
use  to  dwelling-houses.  A  provisional  order  pro- 
vided that  the  general  district  rates  to  be  levied 
in  a  district  thereby  added  to  the  borough  should 
not  in  any  year  for  ten  years  exceed  such  an 
amount  in  tlie  pound  as,  when  added  to  the  poor 
rate  and  borouph  rate  "  and  any  other  rate  made 
by  the  corporation  "  in  the  same  year^would  make 
a  total  rate  of  6s.  6d.  in  the  pound.  Held,  that  the 
water  rate  was  not  a  "  rate  "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  words  "  any  other  rate  "  in  the  provisional 
order.    (Northampton  Corporation  r.  EUen.) 71 

Waterwoiks — ^Dividends — "  Prescribed  rate  " — Pre- 
ference shares  issued  under  special  Act — ^Bate  of 
interest  fixed  by  company — Profits  divisible  among 
ordinary  ahareholders. — The  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  1847  enacts  by  sect.  70  that  the  profits  of  the 
nndertaking  to  be  divided  among  the  undertakers 
in  any  year  shall  not  exceed  "  the  presoribed  rate," 
or,  where  no  rate  is  prescribed,  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  on  the  paid-up  capital  in  the  undertaking; 
sod  by  sect.  2  "  prescribed  "  means  "  wescribed 
for  that  purpose  m  the  special  Act."  Tike  Com- 
panies  Clauses  Act  1863  provides  by  sect.  13  that 
where  a  company  is  authorised  by  any  special  Act 
to  raise  money  by  the  issue  of  new  preference 
shares  or  stock,  it  ma^  issue  the  shares  or  stock 
with  a  dividend  or  mterest  not  exceeding  the 
rate  prescribed  in  the  special  Act,  and,  if  no 
nte  is  i»«scribed,  then  not  exceeding  the  rate  of 
6  per  cent,  per  annum.  A  waterworks  company 
whose  Acts  incorporated  the  above-mentioned 
enactments  obtained  power  to  raise  additional 
capital  by  the  issue  of  new  preference  stock,  no 
rate  of  interest  being  named  m  their  special  Act.  ' 

TUb  stock  was  in  fact  issued,  some  at  6  per  cent.         I 


and  the  rest  at  4^  per  cent.  Held,  that  6  per 
cent,  and  4i  per  cent,  respectively  were  the  "  pre- 
scribed rate"  for  this  preference  stock  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  76  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  1847.  (Se  Arbitration  between  the  Chelsea 
Waterworks  Company  and  the  Metropolitan  Water 
Board.) 831 

Waterworks — Land  compulsoril^  taken  for  reservoir 
— Assessment  of  compensation — Special  natural 
adaptability  of  land  for  building  a  reservoir.  {Be 
Bidden  and  Newcastle  and  Gateshead  Water  Com- 
pany.)         44n. 

Waterworks — Lands  compulsorily  taken  for  reser- 
voir— ^Assessment  of  compensation — Natural  and 
peculiar  adaptability  of  land  for  building  a  reser- 
voir — Right  of  arbitrator  to  take  into  considera- 
tion.— In  assessing  compensation  for  land  com- 
pulsorily taken  by  a  water  company  for  the  purpose 
of  building  a  reservoir  thereon,  the  natural  and 
peculiar  adaptabilitv  of  the  land  for  building  a 
reservoir  is  a  fit  and  prefer  matter  for  considera- 
tion as  an  element  in  tiie  value  thereof,  although 
there  may  be  no  evidence  of  any  possible 
purchasers  for  that  purpose  besides  the  water 
company.  (Re  Arbitration  between  Gough  and 
Aspatria,  Silloth,  and  District  Joint  Water  Board.)    43 

WEIGHTS  AND  HEABUBES. 
Sale  of  ooal — "Cause  the  weight  of  the  vehicle 
.  .  .  to  be  previously  ascertained." — By  sect.  22 
(llof  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act  1889: 
"Where  any  quantity  of  coal  exceeding  two 
hundredweight  is  conveyed  for  delivery  on  sale 
in  a  vehicle  in  bulk,  the  seller  of  the  coal  shall 
.  .  .  cause  the  weight  of  the  vehicle  to  be  pre- 
viously ascertained.  .  .  ."  Held,  that  the  true 
test  was  whether  the  vehicle  had  been  weighed  so 
recently  and  under  such  circumstances  tnat  its 
correct  weight  had  been  ascertained.  Semite, 
that  weighing  at  reasonable  intervals  was  not  the 
proper  test,  but  that  the  waggon  need  not  be 
weighed  before  every  delivery.  (Beardsley,  app. 
V.  Pike  and  Sons,  resps.)    662 

WILL. 

Accumulation — 39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98 — Trust  to  pay 
debts — Debts  paid  out  of  capital  moneys — Trvak 
to  recoup  capital. — H.,  fay  his  will  made  on  the 
22nd  July  1881,  gave  certain  annuities  and  devised 
and  bequeathed  the  residue  upon  trust  that  the 
trustees  should  accumulate  the  rents  and  profits, 
until  sufficient  should  be  raised  to  pay  off  certain 
sums  amounting  in  all  to  116,0002.,  for  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  death  of  the  last  surviving 
grandchild  living  at  his  death.     Under  the  will 
A.  was  the  present  tenant  for  life,  and  B.  was 
tenant  in   tail  in  remainder.     The  will  provided 
that  if  the    debts,    directed   to   be    paid   out  of 
accumulations,  were  paid  out  of  capital  moneys, 
the  capital  moneys  should  be  recouped  the  sums 
so  paid.    Until  1903  the  annuities  had  exhausted 
the  whole  of  the  income,  but  on  the  death  of  an 
annuitant   there   was   now   a  surplus   income  of 
about  60002.  per  annum.    One  hundred  thousand 
pounds  of  the  debts  directed  to  be  paid  out  of 
accumulations  had  been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale  of  land  sold  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts, 
and  16,0002.  had  been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  land  sold  by  the  trustees  under  a  power 
of  sale  contained  in  the  will.    It  was  submitted 
by  A.  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  income, 
as  the  trust  was  not  one  to  pay  debts,  but  to 
recoup   capital.    For   B.    it   waa    said    that   the 
trust  to   recoup  capital   was  in  fact  a  trust  to 
I>ay  debts.     Held,  that,  as  to  the  100.0002.  paid 
out  of  capital  moneys  arising  under  the  Settled 
Land  Acts,  it  was  clear  that  there  was  no  right  of 
recoupment.    As  to  the  16,0002.,  once  debts  were 
paid  and  satisfied  out  of  capital  moneys,  a  direc- 
tion that  capital  should  be  recouped  was  not  a 
direction  for  payment  of  debts.    (He  Heatlicote ; 

Heathcote  v.  Trench.)    605 

Charitable  gift — ^Ambiguity — Uncertainty  of  object 
— Erroneous  recital  in  codicil. — ^A  testatrix  bjr  will 
made  in  1897,  among  other  legacies  to  chantaUe 
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inatiiutiom,  bequeathed  to  tlie  Briiiali  Home  for 
Incurables,  Btreatham,  B.W.,  mentioning  accu- 
rately the  name  of  itn  secretary  and  address  of 
its  office,  £260.  By  codicil  made  in  1902,  after 
reciting  twice  incorrectly  that  she  had  given  by 
will  £600  to  the  British  Home  for  Incurables, 
Btreatham,  S.W.  .  .  .  and,  amongst  others, 
to  St.  M.'b  Orphanage,  Bayswater,  £100,  she  re- 
voked aU  the  legacies,  "  and  instead  thereof " 
bequeathed  £600  each  to  the  Boyal  Home  for 
Incurables,  Btreatham,  8.W.,  and  to  St.  H.'s 
Orphanage.  The  legacy  of  £600  was  claimed  by 
the  Royal  Hospital  for  Incurables  and  by  the 
plaintiff  institution,  founded  in  1861  by  the  name 
of  the  British  Home  for  Incurables,  and  in  1899 
incorporated  by  Royal  Charter  by  its  present 
name.  Held,  that,  having  regard  to  entries  in  a 
book  kept  by  the  testatrix  containing  particulars 
of  her  charitable  contributions,  she  distinguished 
the  two  institutions  as  the  "Royal"  and  the 
"  British,"  and,  therefore,  on  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  codicil,  tbe  Boyal  Hospital  for  Incura- 
bles was  entitled  to  the  legacy.  (British  Home 
and  Hospital  for  Incurables  t>.  Boyal  Hospital  for 

Incurables.) 801 

Condition — ^Marriage  against  mother's  wish— Con- 
sent given — Power  of  retractation. — By  a  codicil 
made  in  1891  the  testator  directed  that,  in  the 
event  of  his  youngest  daughter  marrying  against 
her  mother's  wish,  a  legacy  of  6001.  and  aU  her 
share  of  moneys  from  the  estate  were  to  be  settled 
on  her  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children, 
and,  failing  children,  were  to  be  divided  between 
her  brother  and  sister.  In  Hay  1898  the  daughter 
became  engaged  with  the  ooosent  of  her  oarents, 
their  consent  being  «iven  on  condition  that  the 
marriage  was  put  off  for  two  years,  as  the  intended 
husband  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  consent  in  a 
position,  as  the  parents  considered,  to  marry. 
The  testator  died  m  Feb.  1886.  The  engagement 
was  still  recognised  by  the  widow,  but  she 
stipulated  that  the  marriage  should  not  take  place 
until  the  following  August,  fix  months  after  the 
testator's  death.  To  tni*  the  daughter  agreed. 
Bubsequently  there  were  disputes  between  the 
daughter  and  the  mother,  mainly  as  to  the  form  of 
the  settlement.  The  daughter  left  her  mother's 
house  and  was  married  in  June,  nie  day  before 
the  marriage  the  mother  wrote  withdrawing  her 
consent.  Held,  that  the  consent  to  the  marriage 
was  given  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circum- 
stances, and  nothing  had  occurred  subsequently 
which  justified  its 'retractation ;  that  the  refusal 
of  consent  by  the  mother  had  reference  to  the 
date  fixed  mr  the  marriage  and  not  to  the 
marriage  itself;  that  the  daughter  had  not 
married  against  her  mother's  wish,  and  that  she 
was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  legacy  and  to  her 
share  in  the  testator's  residuary  estate.  (He 
Brown;  Ingall  r.  Brown.)    220 

Constructioik— Ambiguity— Referring  to  codicil  to 
clear  up  ambiguity — Gift  contingent  on  surviving 
tenant  for  life— Class  gift— Gift  to  a  class  and 
a  named  person — Lapse. — A  testatrix  directed  her 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  be  converted 
into  money  and  the  income  to  be  paid  to  a  niece 
for  her  iife,  and  oh  the  tenant  for  life's  decease 
the  testatrix  directed  her  trustees  to  divide  the 
trust  estate  equally  between  the  brothers  and 
Bisters  of  the  tenant  for  life  living  at  the  latter's 
decease  and  A.,  B.,  and  C.  in  equal  diares, 
"  and  riiould  either  of  them  be  dead  leaving 
children  such  children  are  to  take  the  share  their 
deceased  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to."  By 
a  codicil  the  testatrix  recited  that  she  had  in 
her  will  directed  her  residuary  estate  to  be  sold 
and  the  proceeds  divided  between  the  persons 
(herein  named,  and  desired  a  great^niece  to  have 
a  share  in  her  residuary  estate  equally  with  the 
others  named  in  the  will  and  bequeathed  her  the 
same  accordingly.  The  testatrix  died  in  1901, 
and  the  tenant  for  life  in  1902.  One  brother  only 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  no  sister,  was  living  A 
the  tenafit  for  life's  death.  Of  A.,  B.,  and  C, 
A.  had  predeceased  the  testatrix,  and  B.,  though 
he  survived  the  testatrix,  died  before  the  tenant 
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for  life.  A.  and  B.  were  half-bnrt]>ers  of  the 
testatrix,  but  0.  was  a  strsager  in  blood.  Upon 
an  originating  summons  ti^en  out  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  questions  who  were  the  persona 
entitled  to  the  residuary  estate,  whether  A.'s 
share  devolved  upon  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testatrix  or  became  divisible  between  the  other 
legatees,  and  whether  the  gift  of  a  share  to  B. 
was  contingent  <hi  his  surviving  the  tenant  for 
life.  Held,  that  on  the  will  alone  there  was  an 
ambiguity  as  to  whether  the  estate  was  divisible  in 
moieties  or  in  equal  shares  among  all  who  took, 
but  that  the  court  was  entitled  to  refer  to  the 
oodicil  to  clear  up  the  ambiguity,  and  that  the 
oodioil  nutde  it  clear  that  the  estate  was  divisible 
in  equal  shares.  Held,  also,  that  the  gift  of  a 
share  to  B.  was  not  contingent  on  his  surviving 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  that,  in  view  of  the 
judgments  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Kingibury 
V.  Walter  (84  L.  T.  Rep.  697;  (1901)  A.  C.  187), 
the  gift  could  not  be  construed  as  a  class  gift, 
and  that  A.'s  share  therefore  lapsed  to  the 
testatrix's  next  of  kin.  (Be  Venn;  Lindon  «. 
Ingram.) 801 

Construction — Oift  to  daaghter  or  her  ohildren — 
Attestation  by  daughter's  husband — ^Failure  of  gift 
to  daughter's  children. — A  testator  who  died  in 
1886  by  his  will,  which  was  attested  by  the 
husband  of  one  of  his  daughters,  directed  that 
after  the  death  of  his  wife,  which  happened  in 
the  lifetime  of  that  daughter,  half  of  his  freehold 
estate  should  go  to  that  daughter  or  her  children. 
Held,  that  as  the  gift  to  that  daughter  was  void 
by  virtue  of  sect.  16  of  the  Wills  Act  1887,  the  gift 
to  her  children  also  failed.    (Aplin  v.  Btone.)    ...  884 

Construction — Oift  to  tenant  for  life  with  remainder 
to  a  class,  their  children  to  take  by  substitution 
—Occurrence  of  events  not  coiitenq>lated  by 
testator.— A  gift  by  will  to  a  class  to  take  effect 
after  a  life  estate,  with  a  substitutional  gift  to 
the  children  of  deceased  members  of  the  class, 
exi««s8ed  in  words  of  futurity,  does  not  let  in 
the  children  of  a  member  of  the  class  in  a  case 
where,  he  having  survived  the  tenant  for  life, 
both  die  after  the  date  of  the  will  during 
testator's  life,  {lie  Kinnear,  deceased;  Kinnear 
t>.  Bamett.)       6S7 

Construction — Gift  to  the  children  of  A. — "Die 
without  leaving  children" — Vested  interests. — ^A 
testator  gave  his  property  in  trust  for  his  wife 
for  life  and  upon  her  death  to  his  daughter  A., 
but  if  she  should  be  then  dead  to  any  child  or 
children  of  A.,  and  "failing  such  issue  of"  A., 
to  his  daughter  B.,  but  if  she  should  be  then  dead 
to  any  child  or  children  of  B. ;  but  should  A. 
and  B.  be  then  both  dead  "  leaving  no  issue," 
then,  in  case  of  each  or  either  of  them  being 
married  leaving  a  husband  or  husbands  them 
surviving,  to  the  husbands  or  to  the  survivor  of 
such  husband.  B.  was  dead,  leaving  one  child. 
A.  was  still  living,  and  had  three  children.  Held, 
that  the  case  fell  within  the  rule  that  where  a 
vested  interest  was  given  to  children  it  was  not 
to  be  divested  by  a  gift  over  if  the  parent  died 
without  leaving  children.  (Se  Bradbury;  Wing 
V.  Bradbury.)    824 

Construction — Gift  "  to  the  eldest  son  of  my  sister  " 
— Intestacy. — A  testator  b^  Us  will  made  in  1822 
devised  real  estate  in  strict  settlement,  and,  in 
the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  previous  limitations, 
which  happened,  "  to  the  eldest  son  of  my  sister, 
F.  M.  G.,  and  his  heirs  for  ever."  The  testator 
died  in  I860.  At  the  date  of  the  will  F.  H.  O. 
had  two  sons,  both  of  whom  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator  intestate  and  vrithout  issue.  Two 
other  sons,  bom  after  the  date  of  th^  vrill,  sur- 
vived the  testator.  One  died  intestate  and  with- 
out issue  before  the  failure  of  the  previous  limita- 
tions. The  fourth  born  son  of  F.  M.  G.  was  her 
eldest  surviving  son  at  the  time  of  the  failure  of 
the  previous  limitations.  Held,  that  there  was 
an  intestacy.    (Amyot  v.  Dwams  and  others.)  ...  108 

Construction — ^Limitations  in  strict  settlement — 
Contingent   remainders   or    executory    deviiea^ 
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Failures  tor  lemotenen. — A  'will,  dated  in  18M, 
contained  a  series  of  Umitati(»u  in  strict  settle- 
ment nnder  which,  on  the  death  of  A.  without 
issne  in  1891,  B.  became  tenant  for  life  in  posees- 
■ion.  with  remainder  to  the  plaintiff,  his -eldest 
son,  an  infant,  as  tenant  in  tail,  with  divers 
remainders  over,  including  a  remainder  to  C,  the 
plaintifTs  uncle,  who  was  bom  in  1860,  for  life,. 
with  remainders  over.  By  a,  eodieil,  dated  in 
18(8,  the  testator  directed  and  declared  that  no 
deTisee  of  a>y  of  his  real  estates'  devised  under 
or  by  virtue  of  his  will  should  have  a  vested 
interest  therein  or  be  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  same  until  the  attainment  of  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years,  anything  contained  in  his  will 
or  any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing. The  testator  died  in  1870.  Held,  that, 
ngud  Deing  had  to  the  terms  of  the  oodidl,  the 
limitations  of  the  will  took  effect  by  way  of 
exeontory  devise  and  not  by  way  of  contingent 
remainder;  and  had  failed  for  remoteness.    {Se 

Woghtw>n;  Battie-Wrightson  «.  Thomas.) 748 

(knutruetion — Precatory  trust — Gift  absolute  or  on  . 
tnist — Gift  in  defaolt  of  disposition — Bepugnancy. 
—A  testator  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  his 
wife  "the  whole  of  my  real  and  personal  estate 
and  property  absolutely,  in  full  confidence  that 
she  win  make  such  use  of  it  aa  I  should  have 
nude  myself,  and  that  at  her  death  she  -will 
devise  it  to  such  one  or  more  of  my  nieces  as  she 
may  think  fit ;  and  in  default  of  any  diapoution 
b^  her  thereof  by  her  will  or  testament,  I  hereby 
direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property  acquired 
b^  her  under  this  my  will  shall  at  her  death  be 
divided  among  the  surviving  said  niecea"  The 
testator's  wife  and  seven  nieces  survived  him. 
Held  (by  Williams  and  Stirling,  L.JJ.,  Cozens- 
Hardy,  L.J.  dissenting),  that  there  was  an  abso- 
late  gift  to  the  widow  unaffected  by  any  preca- 
tory trust  in  favour  of  the  nieces,  and  the  words 
"in  defanit  of  any  disposition,"  &c.,  imposed  a 
condmon  which  waa  repugnant  to  the  previous 
absolute  gift  and  could  not  be  construed  as 
creating  lui  executory  devise  or  gift  over  after 
the  abrclate  gift,  and  must  therefore  be  rejected. 
Per  Coxens-Burdy,  L.J. :  1^  widow  took  more 
than  a  life  interest,  and,  should  all  the  nieces 
predecease  her,  her  absolute  interest  would  . 
remain;  but  tfaie  surviving  nieces,  if  any,  were 
sufficiently  indicated  as  the  persons  to  take  after 
her  death ;  and  this  overriding  intention  could  be 

E  effect  to  without  unduly  straining  the 
age  of  (he  will.  (Be  Hanbury;  Hanbury  v. 
r.)        66 

Construction — Settlement  estate  duty  payable  on 
personalty  —  Direction  to  pay  testamentary 
expenses. — A  testator  who  died  in  1899,  by  his  will 
made  in  1886,  bequeathed  legacies  to  three  s<«s  ' 
"  free  of  all  duties,"  and  then  bequeathed  legacies 
of  larger  amoimta  to  his  daughter  and  two 
younger  sons  without  adding  the  words  "  free  of 
all  dutiea,"  and  directed  his  daughter's  legacy  to 
be  retained  by  the  trustees  and  held  upon  tiie 
same  trusts  as  her  share  of  residue  thereinafter 
given  to  her.  He  then  save  his  residuary  real 
and  personal  estate  to  his  inuteea  upon  trust 
for  oonvendon,  and  directed  that  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  sale  the  trustees  should  pay  his 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts  and 
Is^ades  and  the  legacy  dut^  thereon,  and  ^ould 
stand  possessed  of  the  residue  in  bust  for  his 
daughter  and  his  two  younger  sons.  He  after- 
wards settled  the  daughter's  share  upon  trusts  for 
the  benefit  of  herself  and  issue.  Upon  an 
originating  summons  taken  out  by  the  trustees 
for  the  determination  of  the  question  whether 
the  settlement  estate  duty  payable  oo  the 
danght«^8  settled  legacy  and  settled  share  of 
residue  'was  payable  out  of  that  legacy  and  share 
of  reiidae  or  oat  of  the  general  rwduary  estate: 
Held,  that  the  settlement  estate  duty  'was  not  a 
testamentaiy  expense,  and  was  payable  out  of 
the  settled  property  and  not  out  or  the  general 
reaidaary  estate.    (Be  King;  Travera  v.  Kelly.)...  281 

Canstraotion — Wasting    security — ^Notional    conver- 
■<»— Tenant  for  life  and  rsmaindermaii— Bate  ef 

/ 


interest — ^Interest  upon  surplus  income. — Where 
there  is  a  notional  conversion  of  a  wasting 
security,  as  in  Meyer  v.  Simonten  (5  De  G.  &  Sm. 
723),  interest  thereon  should  now  be  allowed  to 
the  tenant  for  life  at  the  rate  of  8  per  cent.  only.. 
The  surplus  income  of  the  wasting  security,  after 
providing  for  the  3  per  cent.,  goes  to  capital,  but 
the  interest  thereon  to  the  tenant  for  life.  {Be 
Woods;  Gabellini  t-  Woods.)    8 

Forfeiture — Endowment  for  national  school — Gift 
over  in  event  of  school  becoming  subject  to  the 
control  of  a  school  board — Education  authority. — 
A  testator,  who  died  in  1891,  bequeathed  certain ' 
shares  in  a  bank  to  trustees  "  upon  trust  to  pay 
and  aiq»ly  the  interest  or  income  thereof  in  or 
towards  the  annual  expenses  of "  a  national 
school  so  long  as  it  was  'supported  by  voluntary 
subscriptions  as  now  and  heretofore  in  addition 
lo  the  Government  grant,"  with  a  gift  over  in  the 
event  of  the  school  "  ceasing  to  be  so  supported  or 
becoming  subject  to  the  control  of  a  school 
board."  Since  the  death  of  the  testator  the 
necessity  for  subscriptions  had  practically  ceased 
owing  to  the  bequest,  but  the  managers  were  in 
debt  to  a  small  extent.  By  the  Education  Act 
1902   school   boards  were   abolished,    and   public 

•  elementary  schools  came  under  the  control  of  the 
county  council  as  the  education  authority.  Held, 
that  there  had  been  no  forfeiture  on  either  of  tho 
grounds  mentioned  by  the  testator,  and  that  the 

fift  over  did  not  take  effect.    {Be  Beard's  Trusts; 
luUin  V.  Harris.) 274 

Forfeiture  clause — "  Shall  thenceforth  cease  and 
determine" — Alienation  or  bankruptcy — Marriage 
within  certain  degree  of  kindred,  or  without 
cooseut  of  trustees — Marriage  between  date  of 
will  and  death  of  testator. — A  testator  declared 
that  certain  benefits  given  by  the  will  to  his  sons 
and  daughters  should  "thenceforth  cease  and 
determine"  on  alienation  or  bankruptcy,  or  if 
they  married  within  a  certain  degree  of  Kindred, ' 
and  as  to  his  daughters  without  the  written  con- 
sent of  his  trustees.  Between  the  date  of  tlie 
will  and  the  death  of  the  testator  a  daughter 
married  within  that  degree.  Held  ((Dozens- 
Hardy,  L.J.  dissenting),  that  there  was  sufficient 
in  Uie  context  of  the  will  to  show  that  the 
testator  intended  the  provision  as  to  forfeiture 
to  apply  only  to  marriages  which  took  place  after 
his  death.  Per  Williams  and  Stirlii^,  L.JJ. : 
The  decision  in  Metcalfe  v.  Metcalfe  (66  L.  T. 
Bep.  426;  (1891)  S  Ch.  1),  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  forfeiture  clause  took  effect  in  the  case 
of  bankruptcy  or  alienation  between  the  date  of 
the  will  and  the  testator's  death,  applies  only  to 
the  particular  acts  of  forfeiture  there  considered. 
(Be  Chapman ;  Perkins  v.  Chapman.)      SS9 

Legacy — Intended  satisfaction  of  an  obligation — 
Legatee  predeceasing  testatrix — ^Lapse. — Where  a 
testatrix,  in  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment, 
appointed  a  sum  to  her  brother  in  satisfaction  of 
certain  over-payments  received  by  her  out  of  trust 
funds  of  which  he  was  the  sole  trustee,  it  was 
held  that,  as  the  appointment  waa  made  'with  the 
intention  of  performing  a  moral  obligation  and 
not  of  conferring  a  bounty,  the  gift  did  not  lapse 
through  the  tewatrix  being  predeceased  by  her 
brother.    (Stevens   v.    King.)    M6 

Power  —  Excessive  execution  —  Cyvrii. — Heredita- 
ments were  limited  to  the  use  of  B.  R.  for  life, 
'with  remainder  to  Uie  use  of  his  children,  or 
other  issue  bom  in  his  lifetime,  for  such  estate^  ' 
and  in  such  shares  as  B.  R.  should  by  deed  or 
will  app(Hnt,  and  in  default  to  the  ute  of  his 
children  in  fee  simple  as  tenants  in  common. 
B.  R.  by  his  will  appointed  to  his  son  W.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  sons  in  tul  male,  with 
remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  B.  R.'s  daughter  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  sons  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  her  daughters,  with  divers 
remainders  over.  Held,  that  W.  did  not  take  an 
estate  in  tail  general  or  in  tail  male,  and  that 
idl  tiie  remainders  subsequent  to  the  life  estate 
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appointed   to  him  failed. 
V.  Biang.) 
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(Se    Binng;    BUing 
604 


Power  of  appointment  and  adTancement— Hotchpot 
dauw. — A  testator  gave  his  real  and  residuary 
V  personal  estate  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  for  his  four  children  as  his 
wife  should  by  will  appoint.  In  d^ault  of 
Bjppointment  the  children  were  to  take  equally. 
"Ao  testator's  will  contained  a  power  of  advanoe- 
meot.  Any  child  who  had  received  an^  part  of 
the  funds  under  any  appointment  was,  in  default 
of  appointment  to  the  contrary,  to  bring  the 
appointed  funds  into  hotchpot.  After  the 
testator's  death  7061.  was  advanced  to  B.,  one 
of  his  children.  The  widow  subsequently  by  her 
will  appointed  one  equal  fourth  part  of  the  pro- 
perty of  which  she  was  tenant  for  life  to  each  of 
two  of  her  children  absolutely,  and  one  equal 
fourth  part  upon  trust  for  etiab.  of  her  other 
children  (of  whom  B.  was  one)  respectively  (or 
life,  wiUi  remainder  to  their  respective  children. 
No  reference  was  made  in  the  widow's  will  to  the 
70IU.  advanced  to  B.  Held,  that  B.  was  not  Uable 
to  bring  into  hotchpot  or  account  for  the  7052. 
advanced  to  him  out  of  his  expectant  share.  {Be 
Fox;  Wodehouse  e.  Fox.) 477 

Precatory  trust — Absolute  ^t  followed  by  expres- 
sion of  desire. — The  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Jle  DiggltM  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  884;  39  Ch. 
Div.  268),  Re  HamOton  (72  L.  T.  Bep.  748;  (1896) 
8  Oi.  870),  and  Be  WiUiamt  (76  L.  T.  Bep.  600; 
(1897)  8  Ch.  18)  are  not  inoonsiateut  with  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  Malim  v. 
KfighUy  (2  Yes.  888,  386)  as  to  what  creates  a 
trust  in  the  case  of  a  gift,  which  was  approved 
of  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Knight  v.  Btmghton 

£1  CI.  &  F.  613,  648).  Testatrix  devised  and 
squeathed  all  her  real  and  personal  property 
equally  amongst  her  two  daughters  as  tenants 
in  commMi  for  their  own  absolute  use  and  bene&t, 
and  appointed  them  her  executrixes.  She  then 
continued :  "  Hy  deoire  is  that  each  of  iry  said 
two  daughters  shall  during  the  lifetime  of  my 
son  pay  to  him  one-third  of  the  respective  incomes 
of  my  said  two  daughters  accruing  from  the 
moneys  and  investments  under  this  my  will." 
ISeld,  that  the  expression  of  the  testatrix  s  desire 
was  not  suf&oient  to  cut  down  the  f<Mrmer  absolute 
gift,  and  no  trust  was  created  in  favour  of  the 
son.    (Be  Oldfield ;  Oldfield  v.  Oldfield.) 89V 

Probate  —  AcUon  for  revocation  —  Counter-claim 
propounding  will — Notice  by  plaintiff  to  cross- 
examine — Costs — Practice. — The  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  for  revocation  of  probate  which  had 
been  granted  in  cc»nmon  form,  and  the  defendant, 
bjr  way  of  countei^aim,  propounded  the  will.  In 
his  reply  and  defence  to  the  counter-claim  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice,  under  Order  XZI.,  r.  18,  of 
the  Bttles  of  the  Supreme  Court,  that  ne  merely 
insisted  on  the  will  being  proved  in  solemn  form, 
and  that  it  was  simply  his  intention  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses.  Held,  that  in  the  oon- 
struction  of  this  rule  the  principle  which  guided 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  and  the  Probate  Courts 
ought  to  be  considered ;  that  there  was  a  distinc- 
tion between  a  party  who  sought  a  revocation  of 
probate  and  one  wbo  entered  a  caveat  and  took 
the  ordinary  steps  to  oppose  a  will  being  admitted 
to  proof ;  and  that  the  present  plaintiff  could  not 
secure  the  benefit  of  the  rule  as  to  costs,  since  the 
notice  given  by  him  was  bad.    (^malin  r.  Smart.)  171 

Probate — Corporate  body — Grant  to  corporate  body 
and  to  individuals — Jurisdiction — Practice. — ^Th« 
court  will  not  make  a  grant  of  probate  to  a  body 
corporate  and  to  one  or  more  individuals,  all  of 
whom  have  been  appointed  executons  by  a  will. 
(In  the  Goods  of  Martin.) 'IM 

Probate— Practioe — Sole  beneficiary  under  will  not 
named  as  executor — Executor  according  to  the 
tenour  of  the  will — Grant  of  letters  of  administra- 
tion with  will  annexed. — A  person  constituted 
universal  devisee  and  legatee  by  a  will,  but  not 
named  as  executor,  is  entitled  to  administration 
with  the  will  annexed,  but  not  to  probate.  (In  the 
Goods  of  Pryse.)      747 


WOBKMKN'S  COMPENSATION. 

Employer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident  — 
Compensation — Accident  arising  "  out  of "  em- 
ployment— ^Injury  by  lightning — Bisk  incidental 
to  particular  employment. — A  bricklayer  employed 
upon  the  construction  of  a  building  exceeding  80ft. 
in  height  was  killed  by  lightning  when  wccking 
upon  a  scaffolding  at  a  height  of  28ft.  from  the 
ground.  Evidence  was  given  that  a  man  working 
in  that  position  incurred  a  risk  substantially 
greater  than  the  normal  risk  of  being  struck  by 
Sghtnin^,  and  the  County  Court  judge  found  that 
the  accident  arose  "out  of"  the  employment. 
Held,  tJiat  the  County  Court  judge  had  properly 
found  that  the  accident  arose  "out  of"  the 
employment.  (Andrew  v.  Failsworth  Industrial 
SoMety.)      611 

Employer  and  workmsn  Injury  by  accident — 
dompeusation  —  Agreement  for  payment  of 
weeUy  sum— Subsequent  aooeptance  of  work  at 
reduced  wage»— Ap^ication  by  workman  to  have 
msiDorandum  of  agreement  registered — "  Gtenuine- 
neM"  of  memorandum. — A  workman  received 
injuriea  by  accident  which  rmdered  him  for  a 
time  totally  inoapable  of  work.  He  agreed  to 
accept  compensation  under  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  VSn,  and  an  agreement  was  duly 
entered  into  between  him  and  his  employers,  by 
wUob  he  was  to  receive  half  his  average  weeUy 
earnings  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  He  par- 
tiaDy  recovered,  and  was  offered  and  accepted 
from  his  employers  lighter  work  at  reduced  wages. 
On  his  resumption  of  work  at  the  reduced  wages, 
be  admitted  that  he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  the 
former  weekly  sum  as  compensation,  and  negotia- 
tions took  place,  but  no  new  agreement  was 
come  to  as  to  the  weekly  amount  of  compensation 
he  was  to  receive  in  addition  to  his  reduced  wage*. 
The  workman  subsequently  applied  to  a  County 
Ooort  to  have  the  memorandum  of  the  agree- 
ment regirtered  under  sched.  8,  clause  8,  of  the 
Workmen's  Gompeosatioa  Act  1897,  but  tlie 
County  Court  judge  refused  to  register  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  upon  the  ground 
that  the  memorandum  was  not  then  applicable 
to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  that  therefore  the 
agreement  was  not  then  "genuine"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rules.  Held,  that  the  word 
"genuineness"  in  clause  8  refers  to  the  memot^ 
andum  and  not  to  the  agreement,  and  that,  as 
the  memorandum  accurately  represented  the 
agreement  which  had  been  come  to,  it  was  a 
"  genuine "  memorandum  within  the  meaning  of 
tiob  clause,  and  ought  to  have  been  registered, 
although  the  agreement  itself  was  no  longer 
spplicM>le  to  the  altered  circumstances  of  tlie 
case.    (Kake  «.  Midland  Bailway  Company.)      ...  433 

Employer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident  — 
Compensation  —  Employment  —  "  Factory."  —  The 
Worlsnen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  by  sect.  7  (2), 
provides  that  "  factorr  "  has  the  same  meaning  as 
m  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901,  and  also 
includes  any  dock,  wharf,  quay,  warehouse, 
machinery,  or  plant,  to  which  any  provision  of  ths 
Act  of  1901  is  applied.  By  sect.  106  (2)  of  ths 
Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901  certain  provisions 
of  the  Act  are  to  "  have  effect  as  if  any  building 
whicit  exceeds  thirty  feet  in  height,  and  in  which 
more  than  twenty  persons,  not  bein^  domestic 
servants,  are  employed  for  wages,  were  included  in 
the  word  'factory.'"  Held,  that  a  building  of 
the  description  specified  in  sect.  lOB  (2)  of  the 
Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901  is  not  a  "  factory," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act,  merely  because  some  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1901  are  applied  thereto.  (Dyer  «.  Swift 
Cycle  Company  Limited.)    613 

Employer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation  —  Employment  —  ''Factory"  — 
"  Wharf "— "  On  or  about."— Every  wharf  is  a 
"factory"  within  the  meaning  of  seot.  7  (8}  <rf 
the  WMkmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  HM  v. 
Snovden,  Bubbard,  and  Co.  (80  L.  T.  B^.  664; 
(1899)  2  Q.  B.  136)  is  overruled  by  the  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Baine  v.  Job$on  and  Co. 
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fflS  L.  T.  B^  141 ;  (ISOl)  A.  C.  404).    (BarreU  r. 
Kemp  Brotiten.)      

Emplojw  and  woikman  —  Injury  hj  aocideiit  — 
CompeiustkHi — Emplcmnenl— On,  in  or  about  a 
wharf— Fireman  oo  ateamer  moored  to  wharf. — 
A  paoenger  steamer  waa  made  fait  to  a  landing 
poDtoon  outside  a  dock,  and  gangway!  were  out 
connecting  the  Teasel  with  the  pontoon  in  order  to 
enable  paasengers  to  go  on  board.  A  seaman - 
empioTed  as  a  fireman  on  the  steamer  was 
injured  by  an  explosion  while  he  was  attending  to 
the  boilera.  Held,  that  the  workman  waa  not 
employed  on,  in,  or  about  the  wharf,  inasmuch  as 
his  employment  had  no  connection  with  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  wharf  was  being  used  by 
his  employers,  and  that  therefore  he  was  not 
entitled  to  compensation  under  the  Workmen's 
Casnpenaation  Act  1897.  (Owena  v.  F.  and  A. 
Campbell  Limited.) 
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fioployer    and    workman — Injury    by 
Compenaation  —  "Factory"  —  Ship   m 


acddentrr- 
_  in  a  dock  — 
*  Workman  " — Seaman.— A  ship  moored  to  buoys 
in  a  dock  preparatorjr  to  proceeding  to  sea  occupies 
part  of  a  factory  within  sect.  104  of  the  Factory 
and  Workshop  Act  1901.  An  able  seaman 
employed  in  the  crdinary  duties  of  a  seaman  on 
nich  a  ship  is  a  "  workman "  within  sect.  7  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Aot  1897  and,  rab- 
jeet  to  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  is  entitled  to  be 
compensated  by  the  shipowners  for  personal 
injury  by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the  course 
of  such  employment.  So  held  by  Collins,  M.B. 
and  Cozena-Hardy,  L.J.,  Mathew,  L.J.  dissenting. 
(Qiiffln  V.  Houlder  Line  Limited.) 

Qiqdoyer  and  woikman  —  Injury  by  accident  -  - 
Compensation — Review  of  award— Profits  of 
tiade  carried  on  by  workman — "  Average  amount 
wUcb  he  is  able  to  earn  aftor  the  accident." — 
Upon  an  application  to  review  an  award  of  a 
weeUv  payment  to  an  injured  workman  under 
the  WiMnonen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  the  fact 
that  since  the  accident  tiie  workman  has  started 
a  trade  or  business  of  his  own  from  which  he  is 
deriving  profits  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  the  weekly 
payment  uvould  be  ended  or  diminishetl. 
(Norman  and  Burt  r.  Walder.) 

Esmloyer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident  — 
Gompensatian  —  Beview  of  weekly  payment  — 
Itnetnations  of  wages  at  collieries — Alteration  in 
maximum  of  Compensation. — A  workman  employed 
as  a  hanli^  in  a  oolUery  was  injured  by  an  acci- 
dent arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  by  which  he  was  totally  inacapaci- 
tated  for  work  for  several  months.  In  the  diurict 
where  he  was  working  the  rate  of  wages  for 
hauliers  were  fixed  every  three  months  by  a  eon- 
dliation  board,  the  rate  varying  with  the  price  of 
eoal.  During  the  workman's  total  inacapacity  for 
work,  his  employers  made  him  a  weekly  payment 
of  half  the  wages  which  he  waa  earmng  at  the 
date  of  the  accident,  as  compensation  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  Afterwards 
they  took  him  back  into  their  service  at  an 
employment  on  light  work,  and  gave  him  as  weekly 
wages  a  sum  wluch  was  larger  than  the  weekly 
payment  which  they  had  been  making  him,  and 
wUch  was  the  same  amount  as  hauliers  then 
were  receiving,  the  rate  of  hauliers'  wages  having 
fallen  since  ms  accident.  At  the  same  time:  the 
employers  ceased  to  continue  the  weekly  payment 
to  the  workman.  He  therefore  applied  to  the 
County  Court  judge,  as  for  a  review  qt  his  weekly 

.  payment,  to  have  the  weekly  payment  fixed.  The 
County  Court  judge  held  that  the  maximum  which 
had  been  origmafiy  fixed  on  the  average  weekly 
earnings  at  the  time  of  the  accident  was  subject 
to  variation  from  time  to  time  to  the  same  extent 
as  the  rate  of  wages  as  fixed  by  the  conciliation 
boMd;  smd  he  also  held  that  as  the  workman 
waa  then  zeoeiving  from  his  employers  the  same 
rate  of  wages  aa  was  then  being  received  by 
haoliera,  the  workman  was  not  entitled  to  any 
weekly  payment,  but  he  made  a  declaration  of 
the   employers'    liability    imder    the    Workmen's 


lU 
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Ccanpensation  Act  1897.  Upon  the  workman's 
appeal:  Held,  that  the  County  Court  judge  was 
wrong  in  holding  that  the  maximum  weekly  pay- 
ment, which  was  originally  fixed  at  the  date  of  the 
accident,  could  be  varied  according  to  the  varia- 
tions in  the  rate  of  hauliers'  wages.  (James  v. 
Ocean  Goal  Company  Limited.) 8S4 

Employer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident  — 
Compensation — Bight  of  action  for  damages — 
Exercise  of  option  between  two  remedies — Infant 
— "  Workman." — An  infant  workman  met  with  an 
injury  in  the  course  of  his  employment  under 
circumstances  which  entitled  him  either  to  com- 
pensation under  the  Workmen's  C<Hnpensation  Act 
1897,  or  to  bring  an  action  for  damages  for  negli- 
gence against  his  employers.  The  employer  offered 
him  oompeniati<Mi  under  the  Act,  which  he  ac- 
cepted in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  his 
elafans  against  them  in  respect  of  his  injury.  He 
atterwaros  brought  an  action  against  them  for 
damages  for  negligence.  Held,  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  Workmen's  Compenaation  Act  1897 
which  deprived  the  infant  workman  of  his  right 
to  repadiato  a  contract  which  was  not  to  his  benefit. 
(Stephens  «.  Dudbridge  Ironworks  Company 
Limited.)     838 

Employer  and  workman  —  Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation — Scheme  under  Workmen's  Com- 
pouation  Act  1897 — Bar  to  a  right  of  action 
for  damages  for  negligence. — By  a  scheme  which 
had  been  duly  certified  by  the  Begistrar  of 
Friendly  Societies  under  sect.  S,  sub-sect.  I,  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  a  society 
was  established  to  raise  funds  by  the  contribu- 
tions of  the  employers  and  the  workmen  at 
certain  collieries  to  make  provision  for  the  work- 
men in  case  of  acoidente;  and  the  rules  of  the 
society  provided  that  the  contributions  made  by 
the  employers  to  the  society  were  to  be  in  lieu 
of,  and  to  exempt  them  from,  any  further  claims 
whic^  otherwise  the  members  of  the  society  might 
be  entitled  to  prosecute  as  the  result  of  acci- 
dento  occurring  during  their  employment.  A 
workman  who  had  accepted  this  scheme  and 
become  a  member  of  the  society  met  with  an 
injury  by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  which  resulted  in  his 
death.  His  widow,  after  receiving  certain  sums 
as  compensation  under  the  terms  of  the  scheme, 
brought  an  action  against  the  deceased's  employers 
under  the  Employers'  Liability  Aot  1880  to 
recover  damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband. 
Held,  that  under  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (6),  of  the 
Workman's  Compenaation  Act  1897  the  accept- 
ance of  the  scheme  waa  a  bar  to  her  action  for 
damages.  (Tkylor  e.  Hamstead  Colliery  Company 
Limited.)    SOS 

Employer  and  workman — Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation — Weekly  payment — Application  to 
review — Change  of  oircumstasces — Ret  judicata. 
— The  employer  of  a  workman  receiving  weekly 
payments  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897  applied  for  a  review  of  the  weekly  payment, 
under  clause  12  of  the  1st  schedule  to  the  A(^, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  workman  was  no  longer 
incapacitated  for  woric.  The  County  Court  judge, 
acting  upon  the  evidence  of  medical  experts  that 
the  workman  was  not  incapacitated  for  work, 
reduced  the  weekly  payments  to  the  nominal  sum 
of  Id.  Subsequently  the  workmsn  applied  for  a 
review  of  the  weekly  payment  upon  the  ground 
that  since  the  previous  hearing  he  had  repeatedly 
been  refused,  and  had  been  unable  to  obtain, 
work  owing  to  incapacity  arising  from  his  physical 
condition  caused  by  the  accident.  The  County 
Court  judge  refused  to  entertain  the  application, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  matter  was  re$  judicata, 
and  that  no  change  of  circumstances  since  the 
previous  hearing  was  alleged  which  would  give 
him  jurisdiction  to  review  the  weekly  payment. 
Held,  that  the  matter  was  not  res  judicata,  and 
that  sufficient  change  of  circumstances  was  alleged 
to  give  the  judge  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the 
appUcation.    (Bharman   v.   Holliday   and    Green- 
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Employer  and  workmui^-Iiijiiry  by  iccideiit — 
Compensation — Workman  in  receipt  of  weekly 
payments— Medical  examination  of  workman — 
Examination  by  employer's  doctor — ^Etefus&l  by 
workman  of  furthe.-  examination  by  medical 
referee — Suspension  of  weekly  payments — Bi^ht 
of  workman  to  arbitration. — ^A  workman  in  receipt 
of  weekly  i>ayments  by  way  of  oompensation 
under  the  AlVorkmeD's  Compensation  Act  1887,  who 


VAQK 

has  at  the  request  of  the  empk>yer,  under  clause  11 
of  the  Ut  schedule  to  the  Act.  submitted  to 
examination  by  the  employer's  doctor,  cannot  be 
required  by  the  employer  to  submit  to  a  further 
examination  by  a  medical  referee  appointed  mider 
the  Act,  and  he  may,  if  the  employer  suspends 
the  weekly  payments,  proceed  to  arbitration  under 
the  Act.  (Neagle  V.Nixon's  Navigation  Co.  Edwards 
V.  Guest,  Keen,  and  Nettlefold ;  Hiatt  v.  Same.).'..    49 
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MONTOOMBST  AND  CO.  V.  WALI^CB-JaHEB. 


[H.  OF  L. 


spouse  of  l/ortis. 

Nov.  16, 17, 19,  20,  23,  and  Dee.  18, 1903. 
(Before    the    Lord    Chancellor    (Halsbury), 
LardB    Shand,     Datbt,    Bobebtbon,    and 

LiNDLET.) 
MONTOOMERY  AND  CO.  V.  WALLACE- J  AMIS,   (a) 
ON   APPEAL   FROM  THE   FIRST  DIVISION   OF  THE 
COURT  OF  SESSION  IN  SCOTLAND. 

Traciiet— Appeal  on,  quetiion  of  fact — Concurrent 

findings  of  two  eourtt  below. 
There  it  no  rule  of  practice  in  the  Houie  of  Lords 

thit  the  Houee  unU  not  entertain  an  appeal  on 

a  question  of  fact  where  there   have   been  con- 

curr»nt findings  in  the  courts  below. 
Dielum  of  Lord  Herichell.  L.C.  in  The  P.  Caland 

(68  L.  T.  Bep.  469;  (1893}  A.  C.  207)  explained 

hy  Lord  Datey. 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed  on  the  facts 

and  erndenee. 
Appeal  from  a  jndgment  of  the  First  Dirision 
of  the  Coart  of  Seasion  la  Scotland  (Lords  Adam, 
M'Laren,  and  Kinnear),  reported  4  F.  771;  39 
Sc  L.  Rep.  517,  who  had  affirmed  a  jadgment  of 
the  Lord  Ordinary  (Lord  Eincaimey). 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  respondent,  a 
reeidMit  in  the  burgh  of  Haddington,  for  a  sus- 
penaion  and  interdict  to  prohibit  the  appellants 
from  encroaching  upon  a  piece  of  land  alleged 
to  be  part  of  a  piece  of  common  land  used  bjr  the 
inhabitants  o£  the  bnrgh  for  recreation  and  other 
^arposes. 

,  The  case  is  also  reported  in  2  F.  107 ;  37  Sc. 
L.  &<>p.  83  upon  a  preliminary  point  as  to  the 
title  of  the  parsuer,  as  one  of  the  public,  to  sue 
under  the  circnmstances  of  the  case,  hut  this 
-poixit  was  not  raised  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

.  The  main  question  was  one  of  fact,  whether  the 
^leoe.of  land  in  question  was  proved  to  be  part  of 
the  common. 

■<a)  S«port*d  b7  C.  E.  Maldks,  Eaq.,  B«rrl(tar-«t-Ltw. 
Vol.  XC,  2312. 


The  courts  below  gave  judgment  for  the 
pursuer. 

Clyde,  E.G.  and  Constable  (both  of  the  Scotch 
Bar)  for  the  appellants. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Scott-Dickson,  E.G.), 
Wilson,  E.G.,  and  Laiorie  (all  of  the  Scotch  Bar) 
for  the  respondent. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

Dec.  18.  —  Their  Lordships  gave  judgment 
as  follows : — 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Halsbnry).  —  My 
Lords  :  I  think  that  this  appeal  should  be  allowed. 
It  is  simply  a  question  of  fact,  and  doubtless, 
where  a  question  of  fact  has  been  decided  by  a 
tribunal  which  has  seen  and  heard  the  witnesses, 
the  greatest  weight  onitht  to  be  attached  to  the 
finding  of  such  a  tribunal.  It  has  had  the 
opportunity  of  observing  the  demeanour  of  the 
witnesses,  and  judging  of  their  veracity  and  accu- 
racy in  a  way  that  no  appellate  tribunal  can  do. 
Bat  where  no  question  is  raised  as  to  trutbfulnesa, 
and  the  question  is  as  to  the  proper  inferences  to 
be  drawn  from  truthful  evidence,  then  the 
original  tribunal  is  in  no  better  position  to  decide 
than  the  judges  of  an  appellate  court.  [His 
Lordship  then  discussed  the  facts  and  evidence  in 
the  case.] 

Lord  Shand. — My  Lords :  I  am  also  of  opinion 
that  this  appeal  should  be  sustained,  and  the  action 
dismissed  with  costs.  It  is  with  great  reluctance 
that  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  an  appeal 
should  be  sustained  against  concuri'ent  judgments 
of  the  Lord  Ordinary'  and  the  division  of  th^ 
court  on  a  question  which  is  entirely  one  of  fact. 
The  Lord  Advocate  pressed  strongly  upon  the 
House  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed, 
because  the  case,  which  turns  on  fact,  had  been 
decided  by  the  Lord  Ordinary,  who  saw  the  wit- 
nesses, and  himself  heard  their  evidence,  and  his 
judgment  has  been  sustained  by  the  unanimous 
judgment  of  the  learned  judges  of  the  division 
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Bbli.  v.  Natiokal  Pbotingial  Bank  of  Enoiahd. 


[Ct,  or  App. 


on  appeal  No  one  is  disposed  to  gire  g^reoter 
impottaaoe  to  aaoh  circnmstanoes  than  I  am,  but 
the  &ot8  of  the  oaae  as  proved  seem  to  ma  olearly 
to  show  (1)  a  complete  lailure  on  the  put  of  the 
complainer  to  establish  the  alleged  immemorial 
posseesion  for  forty  years,  on  which  the  case 
depends,  and  (2)  that  important  facts  in  the 
evidence  as  to  tiie  character  of  the  alleged  pablio 
uses  have  been  overlooked  or  disregarded  m  the 
matters  to  which  I  shall  immediately  refer,  and 
that  these  uses  are  qqite  insufficient  to  establish 
the  rights  claimed,  or  any  of  them,  to  which 
effect  has  been  given  by  the  jndgments  com> 
plained  of.  [His  Lordship  went  on  to  discuss  the 
evidence.] 

Lord  Datst. — My  Lords:  Before  I  address 
myself  to  a  consideration  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  I  desire  to  make  an  observatiov  of  a  general 
character.  It  was  pressed  upon  your  Lordships 
by  the  connsel  for  the  responoBnt  that  this  Hooae 
wonld  not  distnrb  the  concurrent  findings  of  two 
courts  below  upon  a  question  of  fact,  and  reference 
was  made  to  wnat  was  said  in  the  cases  of  Qray  v. 
TnmbuU  (L.  Bep.  2  H.  L.  3c.  53).  The  P.  CeOand 
<68  L.  T.  Bep.  469;  (1893)  A.  G.  207),  and 
Melntyre  v.  MeGavin  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  389 ;  (1893) 
A.  G.  268).  But  when  these  obMrvations  are 
carefully  read  it  will  be  found  that  they  do  not 
lay  down  any  rule  of  practice,  such  as  is  followed 
by  the  Ja^aal  Committee,  at  any  rate  in  Indian 
appeals,  that  this  House  will  not  entertun  an 
appeal  on  a  question  of  fact  where  there  have  been 
concurrent  nndines  in  the  courts  below.  I  do  not 
disagree  with  what  Lord  Herschell,  L.C.  is 
reported  to  have  sud  in  the  case  of  The  P.Ccdand 
if  it  be  regarded  merely  as  a  guide  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  tribunal,  and  not  as  a  rule  of  law  or 
practice.  In  all  cases  your  Lordships  should  and 
would  pay  the  greatest  respect  to  tne  concorrent 
findings  of  two  courts  on  a  question  of  fact. 
WheUr  the  question  depends  on  the  credibility 
of  witnesses,  the  opinion  of  the  judge  who 
heard  the  evidence  would  in  most  cases  be  con- 
clusive. In  every  case  tim  appellant  assumes  the 
burden  of  showing  that  the  judgment  appealed 
from  is  wrong,  and  when  it  depends  on  an  esti- 
mate of  prooabilitiea  or  inferences  so  nicely 
balanced  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  a  deci- 
sion either  way  would  be  wrong,  every  material 
fact  having  received  due  consideration,  your 
Lordships  would,  I  make  no  doubt,  be  disposed 
to  affirm  the  concurrent  decisions  of  the  courts 
below.  Some  noble  and  learned  Lords  have 
lamented  that  an  appeal  lies  to  this  House  on 
questions  of  fact,  but,  so  long  as  that  is  the  law, 
I  think  that  this  House  cannot  decline  the  duty  of 
forming  and  expressing  its  own  judgment,  alter 
taking  into  account  all  the  considerations  to 
which  I  have  referred.  [His  Lordship  went  on 
to  discuss  the  evidence,  and  concluded  as  follows :] 
I  am  of  opinion  that  tiie  respondent  has  foiled  to 
sustain  the  issue  tendered  oy  him,  and  I  agree 
that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

■   Lord  BOBBBTSON  concurred. 

Lord  LiNDLET. — ^lly  Lords :  I  also  have  care- 
fully examined  the  evidence  in  order  to  see  if  it 
justified  the  inference  that  there  had  been  forty 
years'  user  as  of  right  of  the  piece  of  land  in 
question  as  alleged  l>y  the  respondent.  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  falls 
far  short  of  what  is  necessary  to  establish  any 


such  user.  I  entirely  concur  in  thinkins  thai; 
there  is  no  law  or  settled  practice  of  this  House 
to  prevent  it  from  drSering-  even  from  two  con- 
current findings  of  fact  if,  on  a  oaraf nl  considera- 
tion of  the  evidence,  this  House  comes  to  the' 
conclusion  that  those  findings  are  wrong.  The 
appeal  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  allowed  with 
costs  in  the  usual  way. 

Interlocutor*  appealed  from  reverted,  and- 
appeal  aUowea  with  costs  in  this  Haute  and 
in  th»  eowtt  below. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  J.  Kennedy,  for 
T.  8.  Paterton,  Edinburgh. 

Solicitors    for    the    respondent.    A.'  and    W. 
Btveridge,  for  Patrick  and  Jamet,  Edinburgh. 


— • — 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Dee.  10  and  11. 1903. 

(Before  Collins.  ]lf.B.,  Mathbw  and  Cozkn»- 

Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Bell  v.  National  Pboyincial  Bank  of 

Enoland.  (a) 

APFKAL  F^tOM  THB  KINO'S  BXNCH  DIVISION. 

Revenue — Income  iaa — Banking  company — Pur. 
chaie  ofbunneii  of  another  bank— "  SueoeMton'* 
—Income  Tam  Act  1842  (5  £  6  VicL  e.  35),  •.  100. 
tehed.  D,firtt  and  second  catea,  rule  4. 

A  banking  eom^ny  wiih  many  branciies,  and 
having  tts  head  offieo  in  London,  in  Feb.  1899 
nurchaitd  /or  225,0001.,  a*  from,  the  31st  Dec. 
1898,  the  premises,  business,  and  assets  of  tho 
S.  Bank,  which  carried  on  business  at  W.  only. 

The  busineis  of  the  8.  Bank  was  carried  on  as 
tuual  untU  the  evening  of  the  6th  March  1899, 
when  the  premises  were  oiosed.  On  the  following 
momz'njT  the  same  premises  were  opened  by  the 
company  as  their  oraneh  at  W.,  the  whole  of 
the  staff  of  the  8.  Bank  being  taken  over,  aidi 
business  was  thene^orward  carried  on  there 
by  the  company.  The  aecotmis  and  profits  of 
this  branch  were  merged  in  and  formed  part  of 
the  general  aeoounts  and  profits  of  the  company 
which  were  dealt  with  at  the  head  office. 

For  each  of  the  three  years  subsequent  to  1898 
assessments  to  income  tax  wers  made  upon  the 
oompany  on  their  own  retume  bated  on  the 
average  profits  of  their  whole  business  for  the 
three  years  preceding  the  year  of  oMessment. 

Additional  assessments  for  each  of  the  three  years 
subsequent  to  1898  were  made  upon  the  eompamy 
on  assumed  profits  of  their  branch  tU  W.,  based 
upon  the  average  profits  of  the  8.  Bank  for  the 
three  i/eors  before  the  sale  to  the  company,  upon- 
the  ground  that  the  cornpany  had  "  succeeded " 
to  the  buiiness  of  the  8.  Bank,  ujithin  the  4dh 
rule  applicable  to  the  first  and  second  ease* 
in  sohed.  D  to  sect.  100  of  the  Income  Tax  Act 
1842. 

Held  {reversing  the  judgment  of  Bidley,  J.),  that 
the  company  had  "  succeeded  "to  the  business  of 
the  8.  Bank,  and  were  therefore  lioAle  to  the 
additional  aasessmetUs. 

(0)  Beported  bj  1.  B.  Wiuun,  Esq.,  BurliMr«t-I«w. 
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Bbli.  v.  National  Pbotihciai.  Bahk  of  EngIiAND. 

[Ot.  of  App, 

Appbai.  of  Bell  from  the  jndgment  of  Bidlej, 
J.,  npon   a  case  stated  by  the  GomimBsioners 
for  the  Gieneral  FnrpoBes  of   the  Inoome  Tax 
Acts. 
The  facta  stated  in  the  oaae  were  as  follows : — 

1.  At  a  meeting  of  the  Gommisaioners  for  the 
General  Pnrpoaes  of  the  Income  Tax  Acts  and 
for  execntai^  the  Acts  relating  to  the  Inhabited 
Honae  Duties  for  the  City  ci  London,  held  on 
the  12th  July  1900.  the  8th  Not.  1900,  and 
the  Ist  May  1902,  the  National  Provincial 
Bank  of  England  Limited  appealed  against 
an  aaaesament  of  4818Z.  beyond  their  assessment 
on  their  own  return  of  228,4932.  for  the  year 
ending  the  5th  April  1900,  against  an  assessment 
of  32I8L  berond  their  aaaesament  on  their  own 
return  of  299,7682.  for  the  year  ending  the  5th 
April  1901,  and  againat  an  aaaesament  of  16342. 
bqnnul  their  assessment  on  their  own  return  of 
300,2532.  for  the  year  ending  the  5th  April  1902, 
under  ached.  D  to  the  Act  16  &  17  Yiot.  c.  34 
(oopies  of  which  assessments  are  annexed  to  and 
made  part  of  this  case),  under  tiie  following  cir^ 
enmatanoes : 

2.  The  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England 
Limited,  which  was  established  in  the  year  1^3, 
wd  is  now  roistered  under  the  Companies  Acta 
with  a  nominal  authorised  capital  of  15,900,0002., 
<m  which  3,000.0002.  has  been  paid,  has  since  its 
foundation  transacted  and  transacts  banking 
boainesa  at  the  head  ofiSoe  in  Bishopsgate-street, 
in  the  rity  of  London,  and  at  a  large  number  of 
branch  eatabliahments  in  London  and  various 
parta  of  England  and  Wales,  such  branch  eatab- 
Jiahmenta  now  numbering  199. 

3.  The  Coimty  of  Stafford  Bank  Limited  was 
established  in  the  year  1836,  under  the  name  of 
the  Bilaton  District  Banking  Company,  with  a 
deed  of  settlement.  In  1873  the  company  was 
regiatered  under  the  Companies  Act  1962  as 
a  company  with  nnlimited  liability,  and  the 
name  of  the  company  was  changed  to  that  of 
the  County  of  Stafford  Bank  Limited,  the 
registered  capital  being  800,0002.,  divided  into 
30,000  aharee  of  402.  each.  The  head  office  and 
banking  house  of  tixe  company  was  at  Wolver- 
hamptmi,  and,  undn:  the  regulationa  registered  as 
the  articles  of  aaaociation,  the  business  of  the 
company  was  to  be  carried  on  there  and  at  snob 
other  places  aa  the  board  might  from  time  to 
time  appoint.  The  company  waa  also  empowered 
to  establish  such  branch  banks,  agencies,  and 
local  boards  in  the  United  E^ingdom  as  the 
directora  thooght  proper.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
however,  the  bnrinesa  was  only  carried  on  at 
Wolverhampton,  and  the  powers  conferred  on  the 
company  under  these  regulations  of  establishing 
other  business  branch  banks,  agencies,  and  local 
boards  were  not  exercised. 

4.  By  agreements  dated  respectively  the  6th 
Feb.  1899  and  lllarch  1899,  the  whole  of  the 
bosiness  of  the  Goun^of  Stafford  Bank  Limited, 
which  had  carried  on  onsiness  for  soma  aixty-two 
years  previously  on  the  same  premises  and  with- 
out any  branches,  its  business  premises,  furniture 
and  fixtures,  and  such  of  its  assets  and  liabilities 
as  were  and  are  provided  by  the  said  agreementa 
and  shown  in  tho  balance-sheets  annexed  to  the 
latter  of  the  said  agreements,  was  and  were,  as 
from  the  close  of  the  business  on  the  Slst  Dec. 
1898,  purohaaed  by  the  appellant  company  for  the 
■nm  of  225,0002.  under  and  upon  the  terms  of  the 


said  agreements.  Copies  of  the  said  agreementa 
and  01  the  aaii  balance-sheets  are  annexed  hereto 
and  marked  A,  B,  and  C  respectively,  and  form 
part  of  the  case.  The  business  of  the  County  of 
Stafford  Bank  waa  carried  on  aa  usual  for  the 
benefit  and  at  the  expense  of  the  appdlant 
company  until  the  close  of  the  businesB  at  4  p.m. 
on  the  5th  March  1899,  when  the  premises  were 
closed. 

5.  On  the  following  morning — viz.,  the  6th 
March — the  same  premises  were  <mened  as  their 
Wolverhampton  branch  by  the  National  Pro- 
vincial Bank  of  England  Limited,  who  had  never- 
previously  had  any  branch  or  carried  on  any* 
Duriness  at  Wolverhampton.  The  manager  ana. 
the  whole  of  the  former  staff  were  taken  over  by 
and  have,  subject  to  necessary  and  ordinary 
ohsnges,  since  continued  to  remain  there  in  the- 
employ  of  the  National  Provincial  Bank  of 
England  Limited.  Business  has  sinoe  been  carried 
on  Dy  the  appeUant  company  at  the  same  pre- 
mises ;  none  of  the  books  of  the  County  of  Staf- 
ford Bank  Limited  were  taken  over  or  continued 
in  use  by  the  appeUant  company  except  that  the 
ledgers,  being  found  to  be  m  uie  same  form  as 
those  used  by  the  appellant  company,  were  con- 
tinued in  use  by  them  to  the  end  of  the  current 
year.  In  such  of  the  pass-books  as  were  continued 
in  use  a  notice  was  inserted  by  means  of  a  rubber- 
stamp  to  the  effect  that  aa  from  the  Ist  Jan. 
1899  the  account  was  with  the  National  Provincial 
Bank  of  England  Limited,  but  all  new  chequer 
books  and  pass-books  were  issued  in  tlie  name  of 
the  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England  Limited. 
As  provided  by  the  latter  of  the  said  agree- 
ments, the  County  of  Stafford  Bank  was  not 
diaaolved  nntal  aix  montha  after  the  date  thereof : 
and  the  liquidators  did  not  make  up  their  final 
account  or  distribute  the  purchase  money  nntil  a 
considerable  period  had  elapsed. 

6.  From  the  Slst  Dec.  1^8  the  profits  (if  any) 
earned  at  and  by  the  appellant  company's  said 
Wolveiiiampton  branch  merged  in  and  formed 
pctrt  of  the  general  profits  of  the  National  Pro- 
vincial Bank  of  England  Limited  without  any 
distinction  as  to  source  or  origin  of  profit^  and 
there  are  no  ineans  for  ascertaining  whether  there 
were  any  profits,  or  the  proportion  of  increase  or 
decrease  (if  any)  in  the  pronts  of  the  bank  which 
has  arisen  from  the  busmeas,  &c.,  so  purchased  as 
aforesaid. 

7.  The  ultimate  profits  divisible  among  the 
shareholders  of  the  National  Provincial  Bimk  of 
England  Limited  are  the  result  of  the  trading  of 
the  company  as  a  whole,  including  the  head  ofSce 
and  all  the  branches,  irrespective  of  the  profit  and 
loss  arising  from  the  business  done  at  the  head 
office  or  any  particular  branch.  At  and  from  the 
head  office  of  the  appellant  company  tiie  general 
affairs  of  the  company  are  transacted,  and  tiie 
working  of  the  branches  ia  regulated  and  super- 
vised by  the  board  of  directora  and  general 
manager  through  varioua  departments,  auch  as 
advance,  aecunty,  law,  inspection,  registration, 
atook  and  share  departments,  and  o£ers.  All 
profits  are  received  and  dealt  with  by  the  head 
office.  There  are  many  classes  of  expenditure 
which  are  not  and  cannot  be  definitely  allocated 
in  any  way,  such  as  general  management  and 
departmental  and  establishment  expenses,  which 
cannot  be  definitely  attributed  to  any  particular 
branch. 
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Bell  v.  National  Pbovircial  Bank  or  England. 
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8.  The  j^neral  aBsessmento  of  the  National 
ProTincial  Bank  for  the  years  endint;  the  5th 
April  1901  and  the  5th  April  1902  include  some 
portions  of  the  profit  made  by  the  Wolverhampton 
Dranch  of  the  appellant  bank,  if  any  were  made — 
viz. :  The  assessments  for  the  year  ending  the  5th 
April  1901,  the  profits  on  average  for  the  pre- 
ceding  year  1899,  and  the  assessment  for  the  year 
ending  the  5th  April  1902,  the  profits  on  average 
for  the  preceding  years  1899  and  1900 ;  bat,  as 
the  accounts  were  merged  in  the  general  accounts 
of  the  appellant  bank,  it  is  impossible  to  differ- 
entiate between  the  profits  made  by  the  Wolver- 
hampton branch  of  the  appellant  bank  and  the 
general  profits  of  such  bank  from  the  time 
the  County  of  Stafford  Bank  was  taken  over. 
There  are  no  means  or  accounts  which  would 
enable  the  appellant  bank  to  make  a  return 
nnder  the  Income  Tax  Acts  of  the  profits  of 
the  said  Wolverhampton  branch  (if  any),  or 
apply  for  the  benefit  of  sect.  133  of  5  &  6  Tiot. 
c.  35  in  respect  to  anch  profits  if  less  than  the 

.^estimate. 

9.  Profits  were  made  by  the  County  of  SfafEord 
'^ank  Limited  from  the  business  at  WoLver- 
'hamptonfor  each  of  the  three  years  ending  the 

Slst  Dec.  1896,  1897,  and  1898  respectively,  when 
tbe  acnonnts  were  made  up  as  follows :  1896, 48011 ; 

1897,  47501. ;  1898,49042. ;  and  the  present  assess- 
ments of  48182.,  32132.,  and  16342.  respectively  for 
the  years  ending  the  5th  April  1900,  the  5bh  April 
1901,  and  the  5th  April  1902,  appealed  against, 

^re  assumed  profits  made  by  the  National  Pro- 
vincial Bank,  based  on  an  estimate  for  the  first 
year  on  the  average  of  the  profits  of  the  County 
.  of  Stafford  Bank  of  the  three  preceding  years — 
Tiz.,  189G,  1897,  and  1898— after  the  usual  allow, 
ance  for  dividends,  rents,  &o.,  on  which  income 
-'tax  had  been  paid  by  way  of  deduction ;  based 
-for  the  Fecond  of  the  said  years  on  one-third  of 
-the  profits  of  the  years  1897  and  1898;  and  based 
for  the  third  of  the  said  years  on  one-third  of  the 
profits  of  the  year  1898.  An  assessment  was 
made  on  the  County  of  Stafford  Bank  Limited 
for  the  year  ending  the  5th  April  1899.  based  on 
the  average  profits  of  the  three  preceding  years 
ending  tbe  Slst  Deo.  1897,  and  the  duty  was  paid 
by  the  said  company.  There  was  no  assessment 
for  any  one  of  the  years  ending  the  5th  April 
1900.  the  5th  April  1901.  or  the  5th  April  1902,  on 
ithe  County  of  Stafford  Bank  Limited. 

10.  Assessments  on  their  own  returns  had  also 
lieen  made  for  the  years  ending  the  5th  April 
;i900,  the  5th  April  1901,  and  the  5th  April  1902 
respectively  on  the  appellant  company  at  its 
head  offics  in  London,  on  amounts  based,  snbject 
to  the  statements  above  set  out  in  par.  8,  on  the 
average  of  the  profits  of  its  whole  business  for  the 
three  yea'-s  ending  respectively  on  the  31st  Dsc. 

1898,  the  Slst  Dec.  1899,  and  the  31st  Dec.  1900, 
as  shown  by  the  published  accounts  and  balance- 
sheets  for  each  period  of  three  years  respectively, 
and  the  duty  on  such  assessments  was  duly  paid 
by  the  appellant  company. 

11.  The  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England 
Limited  dnly  appealed  against  such  assessments 
to  the  Commissioners  of  Income  Tax  for  the  City 
of  London.  On  the  hearing  of  such  appeals  the 
surveyor  of  taxes  contended  that  the  appellant 
company  was  liable  to  the  additional  assessments 
in  order  to  cover  such  estimated  profits,  and 
further  contended  that  there  was  a  succession  on 


the  part  of  the  appellant  company  to  the  business 
of  the  County  of  Stafford  Bank  Limited  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  4th  rule  of  the  first  and 
second  cases,  sched.  D,  of  sect.  100  of  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  35,  and  that,  consequently,  the  appellant  com- 
pany should  be  assessed  to  include  the  estimated 
profits  of  the  business  purchased  from  the  County 
of  Stafford  Bank  Limited,  estimated  upon  an 
average  of  the  profits  of  the  said  periods  of  three 
years  respectively  of  the  said  County  of  Stafford 
Bank  Limited. 

12.  The  appellant  company  contended  that  the 
profit  (if  any)  of  tbe  business  carried  on  at 
Wolverhampton  during  the  period  covered  by 
such  additional  assessments  could  not  be  made  or 
included  in  the  basis  of  any  assessment  against 
the  appellant  company  for  that  period,  which  was 
by  the  Act  limited  to  the  years  1896,  1897,  and 
1898,  daring  none  of  which  did  the  appellant 
company  carry  on  any  business  at  Wolverhamp- 
ton ;  that  such  profits  (if  any)  were  merged  in  the 
general  profits  of  the  appellant  compuny,  and 
were  liable  to  be  extinguished  or  diminished  by 
rcMon  of  losses  elsewhere  or  general  expenses, 
and  in  any  event  would,  in  due  oonrse,  form 
part  of  the  basis  of  assessment.  Farther,  that, 
if  the  additional  assessment  was  to  be  allowed, 
the  bank  would  be  doubly  assessed  on  such  portion 
of  their  profits  (if  any)  as  arose  from  the  busi- 
ness purchased  from  the  County  of  Stafford 
Bank.  Farther,  in  reply  to  the  contention  ot  the 
surveyor,  they  contended  that  the  acquirement  bv 
purchase  of  the  business  of  tbe  County  of 
Stafford  Bank  was  not  a  snccassion  or  such  a 
succession  as  wm  contemplated  by  the  Income 
Tax  Acts. 

13.  The  commissioners  were  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  succession  within  the  meaning  of  the 
said  4th  rule ;  also  that  the  said  business  when 
purchaied  was  not  sufficiently,  generally  or 
separately  identified  after  mergtr  in  the  appel- 
lants' business  to  render  the  profits  (if  any)  pro- 
perly subject  to  separate  assessment ;  and  that 
the  appellants  were  or  would  be  charged  with  a 
fair  proportion  of  the  profits,  and  were  not  liable 
to  be  additionally  assessed  over  and  above  the 
ordinary  assessment  on  the  profits  of  tbe  NatiouHl 
Provincial  Bank,  and  they  discharged  the  assess- 
ment accordingly. 

The  Income  Tax  Act  1842  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  35) 
provides : 

Seot.  100.  The  dnt<es  haraby  grtnbad,  contained  in 
the  Bohedal]  markad  (D),  ahall  be  aatesied  and  ohargrd 
nnder  the  following  rnlei,  whioh  rnlea  shall  be  deemed 
and  conitraed  to  be  a  part  ot  this  Act,  and  to  refer  t> 
tbe  said  Ust.mentioned  duties,  a<  if  the  same  bad  be«n 
inier'ed  nnder  a  ipeoial  enactment. 

Soiled.  (D).  The  said  iast-mentioned  dntiea  sVail 
extend  to  every  desaription  of  property  or  profits  whinh 
ehall  not.  be  contained  in  either  of  tbe  said  aohednles 
{k),  (B),  or  (C),  and  to  every  deaoripMofa  of  employment 
of  profit  not  oontained  in  lohednle  (G),  and  not  speoia'lf 
exempted  from  the  said  reapeotive  duties,  and  sfaall  be 
obariced  annoally  on  and  paid  by  the  persona,  bo<^iea 
politio  or  oorporate,  fraternities,  fellowships,  companies, 
or  aooietieF,  whether  oorporate  or  not  oorporate,  receiving 
or  entitled  nnto  the  same,  their  ezeontora,  adminiatratora, 
anooeaaora,  and  aaiigna  reapeotively. 

Bules  for  aaoertaining  Uie  aaid  Itst-mentioned  dntiea 
in  the  partionlar  oaaea  herein  mentioned :  First  caae. — 
Dntiea  to  be  charged  in  reapeot  of  any  trade,  mann- 
faotnre,  adrentnre,  or  concern  in  the  natnre  of  tiade 
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not  aontained  in  any  other  sohedale  of  this  Aot.  Fint. — 
Tha  daty  to  be  charged  ia  re*peot  thereof  iball  be  oom- 
pnted  »t  ft  sam  not  leu  than  the  fall  amount  of  the 
balaace  of  the  profits  or  guat  of  aDob  trade,  mannfao- 
tore,  adventnie,  or  ooncern,  npon  a  fair  and  jaat  average 
of  three  ytara,  ending  on  snoh  day  of  the  year,  imme- 
diately preoeding  the  year  of  aieeasment,  on  which  the 
aceonnts  of  the  said  trade,  mannfaotnre,  adrentare,  or 
ooncerp,  shall  haie  been  asnilly  made  up,  or  on  the  fifth 
day  of  April  preceding  the  year  cf  assessment,  and  shall 
be  assessed,  charged,  and  paid  without  any  other  dedao- 
tico  than  ia  hereinafter  allowed. 

Bnlts  applying  to  both  the  preoeding  eases. — Fonrth  : 
U  MnoDgst  any  persons  cngsged  in  any  trade,  mannfao- 
tnre,  adTentnre,  or  oonoern,  or  in  any  profession,  in 
partnership  together,  any  change  shall  take  plaoe  in  any 
snoh  partnership  either  by  death  or  by  dissolution  of 
paitaerabip  as  to  all  or  4U)y  of  tie  partners,  or  by 
■dmitting  any  other  partner  therein,  before  the  time  of 
nakiig  the  assessment,  or  within  the  period  for  wbioh 
the  assessment  ought  to  be  made  nnd«r  th's  Aet,  or  if 
aoy  person  shall  have  succeeded  toi  sny  trade,  mannfao- 
tnre,  adrentnre,  or  oonoern,  or  any  profesiion  within 
such  respeotiTe  periods  as  aforesaid,  the  duty  payable  ia 
taspeot  of  snob  partnership,  or  any  of  snch  partners,  or 
any  person  snceeeding  to  snch  profession,  trade,  mann- 
factnra,  a  JTentnre,  or  concern,  shall  be  compnted  and 
aaoartained  according  to  the  profits  and  gains  of  snch 
hiuineaa  derived  during  the  reepective  periods  herein 
mentioned,  notwithstandirg  snch  change  therein  or 
inocession  to  snch  business  as  aforesaid,  nnleis  snoh 
partners,  or  such  person  succeeding  to  snoh  business  as 
afofsssij,  shall  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  respec- 
tive oommiasioneis  that  the  profits  and  gains  of  such 
hnsinass  have  fallen  short  or  will  fall  short  from  some 
•peoifio  oauae,  to  be  alleged  by  them,  sinoe  such  change 
or  saoaesaion  took  place,  or  by  reason  thereof. 

Upon  the  argament  of  the  special  case  before 
fiidley,  J ,  the  learned  jadgn  gave  jadgment  in 
favonr  of  the  defendants  :  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  810). 

The  snrreyor  of  taxes  appealed. 

Sir  B.  B.  Finlay  (A-G),  Sir  E.  Carson  (8.-G.), 
and  £1.  A.  T.  Bowlatt  for  the  Crown. — The  learned 
judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  there  was  not, 
in^iB  case,  a  "  succession "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  4th  rule.  Upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
oaae,  it  appears  clearly  that  the  respondents  suc- 
ceeded to  the  business  at  WolTerhampton  of  the 
County  of  Stafford  Bank.  A  banking  company 
just  as  much  succeeds  to  the  business  of  another 
bank  which  it  purchases  for  the  purpose  of  amal- 
gamating with,  and  carrying  on  as  a  branch  of,  its 
already  existing  business  as  it  would  if  it  had 
bem  formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  such  a 
business  and  had  no  previously  existing  business. 
The  contention  of  the  respondents  amounts  to 
this,  that  for  the  first  year  after  the  purchase 
of  the  Stafford  Bank  they  are  to  be  assessed  only 
in  respect  of  their  own  profits  for  the  preceding 
year*,  and  that  no  income  tax  at  all  is  to  be 
payable  by  anyone  in  respect  of  the  profits  of 
the  Stafford  Bank  during  wose  three  years.  That 
woald  be  quite  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
Act.  It  might  be  that,  if  such  a  business  as  this 
wero  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  discontinuing 
and  extinguishing  it,  and  it  was  extinguished, 
there  would  be  no  succession  within  the  4th 
mle.  This  business,  however,  was  from  the 
moment  of  transfer  carried  on  as  before,  as  a 
branch  of  the  respondents'  business.  The  case 
of  Ferguson  v.  Aihin  (4  Tax  Cases,  36)  was  not 
the  same  aa  the  present  case.  There  the  distillery 
which  was  purchased  was  not  being  carried  on  as  a 
bnnness  when  it  was  purchased,  and,  the  commis- 


sioners having  found  as  a  fact  that  the  business 
carried  on  at  the  distillery  was  a  new  business, 
the  court  refused  to  review  their  decision.  In 
PrescoU,  Dimtdale,  and  Co.  v.  Bank  of  England 
(70  L.  T.  Rep.  7  ;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  351)  the  question 
was  a  very  different  one  from  that  in  the  present 
case,  and  was  raised  under  an  entirely  different 
statute. 

DanekwerU,  K.C.  and  Paget,  K.C.  for  the 
respondents. — The  decision  of  the  learned  judge 
was  right,  and  the  respondents  are  not  liable  to 
these  assessments.  The  question  is  really  one  of 
fact,  and  there  is  no  appeal  from  the  commis- 
sioners en  a  question  of  fact.  This  is  really  the 
case  of  one  banking  business  with  many  branches, 
which  is  therefore  liable  to  one  assessment  only 
in  resx>ect  of  the  whole  of  its  business  : 

Prince  v.  Oriental  Bank  Corporation, 38  L.  T.  Hep. 

41 ;  3  App.  Caa.  825 ; 
Xondon  Barik  of  Mttieo  and  Bouth  Amtriea  r. 

^pthorpe,  65  L.  T.  Bep.  601;   (1891)  2  Q.  B. 

378; 
San  Paulo  Brazilian  Railway  Company  v.  Cartir, 

73  L.  T.  Bep.  538  ;  (1896;  A.  C.  31. 

Those  cases  show  that  the  business  carried  on 
at  a  branch  is  not  a  ieparate  business,  but  is  only 
a  part  of  the  whole  basiness  of  the  company.  Aii 
assessment  must  be  upon  the  business  of  the 
person  to  be  charged.  The  respondents  must  be 
assessed  at  their  head  office  in  London,  and 
must  be  there  assessed  upon  the  whole  of  their 
business.  The  assessment  is  npon  an  estimated 
amount  of  profit  by  reference  to  the  average 
profit  of  the  three  preceding  years.  The  company 
is  assessed  because  it  is  carrying  on  business  in 
the  year  of  assessment,  and  not  because  profits 
were  esrced  in  the  previous  three  years.  The 
respondents  have  been  aseeesed  in  respect  of  the 
whole  of  their  business,  and,  if  this  further  assess- 
ment is  made  upon  them,  they  will  be  assessed 
twice  over  upon  a  part  of  their  profits.  They  did 
not  succeed  to  the  business  of  the  Stafford  Bank ; 
that  bank  ceased  to  exist  in  1899 ;  the  respon- 
dents did  not  carry  on  that  bank  at  all,  but  really 
opened  at  Wolverhampton  a  new  branch  of  their 
existing  business.  The  commissioners  have  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  respondents  are  not  carrying 
on  the  old  business ;  that  the  identity  of  the 
old  business  is  not  preserved  in  the  new  branch 
of  the  respondents ;  and  their  finding  on  that 
question  is  conclusive : 

Ftrgvton  r.  Aikin,  4  Tax  Cases,  36 ; 

Wat*on  Brolhtri  r.  Lothian,  4  Tax  Cases,  441 ; 

Ryhop«  Coal  Company  v.  Foyer,  45  L.  T.  Kep.  404 ; 

7  Q.  B.  Dir.  485  ; 
Pre$eott,  Dimtdale,  and  Co.  v.  Bank  of  England,  70 

L.  T.  B«p.  7 ;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  351. 

To  constitute  a  succession  there  must  be  the  same 
business  carried  on  as  a  distinct  business.  The 
opening  of  a  new  branch  business  is  nob  the  carry- 
ing on  of  the  old  business,  and  is  not  tiie  estab- 
lishment of  a  new  business : 

Re  Capital  and  Couniiet  Bank,  61  L.  T.  Bep.  516. 

Sir  B.  B.  Finlay  (A.-G.)  was  not  called  upon  to 
reply. 

Collins,  M.R.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  Ridley,  J.  on  a  question  uf  income  tax. 
The  facts  which  raise  the  question  are  shortly 
these :  The  National  Provincial  Bank  of  Eo  gland 
in  the  year  1899  acquired  by  parchaM  the  busi- 
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nesa  of  (he  Gonnty  of  Stafford  Bank,  and  ihe 
qneetion  is,  in  respect  of  (he  assessment  to  income 
tax.,  whether  nnder  mle  4  of  sect.  100,   under 
sched.  D,  there  was  a  succession  brought  about 
hj  that  purchase  so  as  to  let  in  the  provisions  of 
rule  4  defining    bow  the  income  tax  is  to  be 
assessed  upon  such  succession.      The  words  of 
that  rule  are  these,  and  perhaps  I  had  better  go 
back  to  the  beginning  and  take  the  first  case  : 
"  Duties  to  be  charged  in  respect  of  any  trade, 
manufacture,  adventure,  or  concern  in  the  natnie 
of  trade,  not  contained  in  any  other  schedule  of 
this  Act."     Then  comes  the    1st  rule:   "The 
duty  to  be  charged  in  respect  thereof  shall  be 
computed  on  a  sum  not  less  than  the  full  amount 
of  the  balance  of  the  profits  or  gains  of  such 
trade,  manufacture,  adventure,  or  concern,  upon 
a  fair  and  just  average  of  three  years,  ending 
<m  such  day  of  the  year  immediately  preceding 
the  year  of  assessment  on  which  the  accounts  of 
-the  said  trade,  manufacture,  adventure,  or  con- 
■oem  shall  have  been  usually  made  up,  or  on  the 
"fifth  day  of  April  preceding  the  year  of  assess, 
ment,  and  shall  be  assessed,  charged,  and  paid 
without    other    deduction    than    is    hereinafter 
allowed."     Now,  I   come  to  the  4th   i-ole:  "If 
.amongst  any  persons  engaged  in  any  trade,  manu- 
facture, adventure,  or  concern,  or  in  any  pro- 
fession, in  partnership  together,  any  change  shall 
take   place  in  any  such  partnership  either  by 
death,  or  dissolution  of  partnership  as  to  all  or 
any  of  the  partners,  or  by  admitting  any  other 
partner  therein,  before  the  time  of  making  the 
assessment  or  within  the  period  for  whicn  the 
-assessment  ought  to  be  made  nnder  this  Act,  or  " 
— ^this  is  the  case  we  have  to  deal  with  here — "  if 
any  person  shall  have  succeeded  to  any  trade, 
manufacture,  adventure,  or  concern,  or  any  pro- 
fession, within  such  respective  periods  as  aforesaid, 
the  duty  payable  in  respect  of  auch  partnership,  or 
■of  any  sucb  partners,  or  any  person  succeeding 
to  such  profession,  trade,  manufacture,  adventure, 
or  concern,  shall  be  computed  and  ascertained 
according  to  the  profits  and  gains  of  such  business 
accrued-  during    the    respective    periods    herein 
mentioned,  notwithstanding  such  change  therein 
or    succession  to    such  business   as  aforesaid," 
unless   some    special    reason    is    shown.     That 
means,  in    the  case   of  a  succession,  the  ordi- 
nary three  years'  mle,  to  which  I  have  referred, 
in  nile  1  is  to  be  applied.    That  raises  a  question 
upon  the  figures  here,  and  an  important  question, 
because  if  there  was  a  succession  then  the  profits 
which  had  been  made  in  the  old  business — that  is, 
in  the  business  of  the  Stafford  Bank  which  was 
taken  over — would  have  had  to  be  assessed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  rale  1 — that  is,  upon  an 
average  of  the  three  preceding  years.    If,  on  the 
other  hand,  there  was  no  succession,  which  was 
the  point  taken  for  the  bank,  it  would  then  have 
been  entitled   to    treat,    as    it    has    treated   in 
this  case,  the  acquisition  of  the  old  bank,  the 
Stafford  Bank,  as  if  it  were  merely  an  opening 
by  them  for  the  first  time  of  a  new  branch,  with 
the  result  that,  when  they  came  to  deal  with  the 
income  tax,  they  would  treat  the  whole  concern  as 
one    concern — that  is,  the   National  Provincial 
Bank — and  they  would  make  their  assessment  to 
income  tax  by  reference  to  profits  in  the  three 
preceding  years ;  and,  inasmuch  as  there  would 
be  no  profits  on  that  hypothesis  made  by  the 
Stafford  Bank,  that  figure  would  not  come  into 


the  calculaiaon,  and  no  figures  antecedent  to  the 
actual  purchase  would  come  in.  By  that  means, 
of  course,  the  total  upon  which  the  income  tax 
would  be  assessed  would  be  reduced,  and  on 
division  bv  three  the  amount  would  be  consider- 
ably smaller  than  it  would  be  had  the  three  pre- 
oeeding  years  of  business  actually  done  at  the 
Stafford  Bank  been  taken  into  consideration.  Bo 
far  as  the  figures  are  concerned,  that  raises  the 
point.  The  bank  had  been  assessed  on  its  own 
returns,  leaving  out  of  the  calculation  the  profits 
made  at  the  Stafford  Bank  antecedent  to  their 
acquisition  of  it,  and  coiieequently  the  Income 
Tax  Commissioners  have.,  supplemented  that 
assessment  by  an  additional  assessment,  based 
upon  the  principle  that  the  three  previous  years' 
profits  of  the  Stafford  Bank  ought  to  be  taken 
into  consideration.  The  question,  as  I  have  said, 
is  whethe)^  titere  was  or  was  not  a  succession.  If 
there  was'  a  succession,  these  three  years,  upon 
the  terms  of  rule  1,  which  I  have  just  read, 
must  be  taken  into  the  calculation.  If  there  was 
no  succession,  as  the  learned  judge  has  held,  then 
it  may  be  that  those  years  can  be  excluded, 
though  I  am  not  sure  myself  that  it  does  follow, 
as  I  shall  point  out  presently,  that,  even  if  there 
was  no  succession,  the  case  must  not  fall  nnder 
another  provision  of  another  mle  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  still  introducing  them  into  the 
calculation.  The  learned  judge  has  held  that 
there  was  in  this  case  no  succession,  and  he  has 
held  t^at  the  profits  made  in  previous  years  by 
the  Stafford  Baiik  do  not  come  into  the  calcnlation. 
On  what  g^unds  has  he  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  there  was  no  succession  F  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  words  of  the  4th  rule  are 'plain,  and  that, 
if  the  National  Provincial  Bank  had  not  existed, 
but  some  new  company  had  been  formed  to  take 
over  for  the  first  time  the  business  of  the  Stafford 
Bank,  there  would  have  been  a  case  directly  fall- 
ing within  the  words  of  the  4th  rule — "  if  any 
person  shall  have  succeeded  to  any  trade,  manu- 
facture, adventure,  or  concern."  In  the  case  I 
put  of  a  new  company  formed  for  the  first  time 
and  acquiring  the  Stafford  Bank,  that  would 
clearly  be  a  case  of  a  person  succeeding  to  a 
concern.  What  difference  does  it  make  tbat  the 
person  who  succeeds  to  the  concern  should  himself 
already  have  an  existing  business  P  Does  he  the 
less  succeed  to  the  new  one  because  he  had  the 
old  one?  It  seems  to  me  certainly  not.  He 
had  the  old  one  before.  He  has  the  old  one  still 
and  the  new  one  in  addition,  and  to  that  new  one, 
it  seems  to  me,  he  has  succeeded.  It  might  be, 
as  I  think  was  put  by  Mathew,  L.J.  in  argument, 
that  a  person  having  an  existing  business  might 
be  desirous  of  annihilating  another  business 
simply  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  existing 
business  with  a  better  profit,  and  therefore  it  is 
conceivable  he  might  take  steps  to  cause  the 
extinction  of  another  business,  and  after  that 
extinction  it  might  be  said  that  because  he  had 
extinguished  it  he  had  not  succeeded  to  it. 
Nothing  of  the  kind  has  taken  place  here.  The 
National  Provincial  Bank  acquired  by  purchase 
all  the  goodwill  and  assets  of  the  old  Stafford 
Bank,  and  continued  to  carry  it  on  exactly  as  it 
had  been  carried  on  before,  except,  of  course,  that 
the  accounts  and  the  profits  did  merge  into  the 
main  business  of  the  National  Provincial  Bank. 
The  finding  of  the  commissioners  upon  that  part 
of  the  case  is  this :  "  The  commissioners  were  of 
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opmon  that  there  was  no  sncoesBiaii  within  the 
meaninfc  of  the  said  fourth  rule."  That  is,  as  my 
brother  Mathew  has  pointed  out,  not  a  finding  in 
taat  that  there  was  no  sucoession,  but  that  the 
particular  kind  of  snocession  which  took  place  in 
this  case  was  not  a  succession  within  the  meaning 
■ol  the  4th  rule.  That  is  not  a  finding  of  fact, 
but  a  finding  of  law  and  construction  based  upon 
the  fact  that  one  existing  bank  did  acquire  and 
take  over,  not  for  the  purpose  of  extinction,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  development,  the  existing  business 
of  another  bank  existing  in  another  place.  It  is 
oiot  the  case  of  forming  for  the  first  time  a  new 
Inanoh  at  a  place  where  they  had  not  a  branch 
I>efore.  ThaC  I  quite  agree,  would  not  alter  the 
identity  of  the  existing  bank,  and  would  not  let 
in  any  rule  for  compntmg  profits  by  reference  to 
4Hiy  possible,  but  absolutely  unearned,  profits  at 
the  new  branch,  which  ex  hypothesi couldnot  have 
earned  profits  before,  since  it  began  its  existence 
for  the  first  time  when  they  opened  it.  But  I  do 
not  think  that  reasoning  would  apply  to  a  case 
where  there  was  heretofore  an  existing  business 
which  has  somehow  or  other  become  the  exist- 
ing business  now  carried  on  by  the  acquiring 
bulk.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  absolutely  incon- 
4si8tent.  The  great  point  nrged  by  Mr.  Danck- 
werts,  in  a  very  elaborate  argument  before  us, 
was  that  the  question  whether  there  was  a  suo- 
oesaion  or  not  must  be  a  question  of  fact,  and  the 
commissioners  must  be  taken  in  this  case  to  have 
lauad  as  a  fact  that  there  was  no  snocesaion ;  and 
he  relied  upon  the  authority  of  a  case  decided  in 
Scotland,  Fergtuon  y.  Aiken  (4>  Tax  Cases,  36), 
as  showin?  that  it  is  and  must  be  a  question  of 
fact  whether  there  has  in  point  of  fact  been  a 
«nooession  or  not.  It  may  be  in  many  cases, 
or  in  some  cases  at  all  events,  a  question  of 
fact;  but  it  seems  to  me,  for  the  reasons  I 
tiave  already  given,  that  if  it  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  commissioners  in  this  case 
ihey  have  deliberately  not  decided  it.  They  have 
presented  to  us  a  problem  of  law,  and  they  have 
^ven  us  the  benefit  of  their  opinion  upon  it ;  and, 
if  we  do  not  agree  with  that,  we  are  entitled  to 
aay  so.  In  my  view,  if  this  is  a  finding,  as  I 
think  it  must  be,  of  law  that  there  is  no 
«nocesaion  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  I 
find  myself  unable  to  t^ree  with  it  for  the 
reasons  I  have  given.  The  fact  that  in  a  par- 
ticular case,  which  was  a  rather  exceptional  case, 
in  Scotland,  the  court  held  that,  the  commissioners 
baving  found  that  there  was  no  succession  in 
point  of  fact,  they  were  bound  by  that  finding 
«nd  disinclined  to  go  behind  it,  in  my  opinion 
presents  no  difficulty  in  this  case.  We  have  also 
oeen  pressed  with  one  or  two  other  cases.  There 
was  the  case  of  Preieott,  DimtddU,  and  Co.  ▼. 
Bank  of  England  (70  L.  T.  Rep.  7 ;  (1894) 
1  Q.  B.  351),  which  Mr.  Danckwerta  contended 
was  an  authority  in  his  favour;  but,  when  that 
«a8e  is  looked  at,  the  only  point  decided  was 
whether  the  banks  which  were  amalgamated  and 
«wept  into  the  new  company  continued — that  is, 
the  separate  banks  which  had  been  amalgamated 
in  the  company — to  cany  on  business  after  the 
Amalgamation.  That  was  the  only  point,  and  it 
was  held  that  they  did  not.  It  seems  to  me, 
"therefore,  that  there  is  no  authority  which  really 
interferes  with  our  decision  of  this  case  upon  the 
construction  of  the  rule  itself,  and  I  do  not  feel 
myself  able  to  t^ree  with  the  decision  of  the 


learned  judge.    In  my  opinion,  therefore,  this 
appeal  must  be  allowed, 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
was  suggested  on  the  part  of  the  respondents 
that  the  result  of  a  decision  agunst  them  would 
be  that  they  would  be  taxed  twice  over.  I  am 
entirely  unable  to  accept  that  suggestion,  having 
regard  to  the  terms  of  the  special  case  before  us. 
I  understand  that  what  has  given  rise  to  the 
question  is  this :  The  Xational  Provincial  Bank 
made  returns  and  claimed  to  be  assessed  in 
respect  of  the  business  of  Vaa  National  Pro- 
vincial Bank,  excluding  the  business  of  the 
Stafford  Bank.  That  was  objected  to,  and 
further  assessments  were  made  in  respect  of 
the  business  of  the  Stafford  Bank,  and  the  ques- 
tion arose  whether  those  assessments  were  pro- 
perly made.  It  is  clear  that,  if  they  were  properly 
made,  the  case  comes  within  the  rule,  and  there 
has  been  a  succession.  How  is  it  possible  to  put 
any  other  interpretation  upon  the  &ct8  than 
that  there  has  been  a  succession  to  the  business 
of  the  Stafford  Bank  P  It  was  bought  after  an 
elaborate  calculation  of  the  profits  made  by  the 
bank — profits  which  there  was  no  difficulty  in 
ascertaining  from  year  to  year  before  the  agree- 
ment  to  purchase  was  made.  What  was  handed 
over  was  the  whole  concern,  the  goodwill,  and  the 
right  to  carry  on  the  business  with  the  same 
customers  as  it  had  been  carried  on  with  by 
the  Stafford  Bank.  I  feel  unable  to  follow  the 
ingenious  contentions  which  would  alter  the  word 
"  snocession  "  somehow  or  other  so  as  to  bear  such 
a  meaning  that  this  is  not  a  succession  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act.  It  appears  to  me  to 
be  clearly  within  the  terms  of  the  rule,  whidi  is 
all  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  say.  It  has 
become  impossible,  it  is  said,  to  ascertain  what 
the  profits  of  the  Stafford  Baiik  ought  to  be  esti- 
mated at.  All  I  can  say  about  that  is  that  there 
was  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  profits  of  that 
bank  while  it  was  still  going,  and,  I  should  think, 
no  difficulty  in  doing  it  now.  It  cannot  be  that, 
because  the  Natiomil  Provincial  Bank  has  not 
chosen  to  dothat,thereiB  sncha  merger,as  is  stated 
in  the  case,  as  to  prevent  this  further  assessment 
being  made.  The  commissioners  say  there  was 
no  "succession  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
fourth  rule."  That  is  the  proposition  of  law  we 
have  to  decide  as  distinguished  from  fact,  and  we 
are  entitled  to  differ  from  their  view.  They 
further  say :  "  Also  that  the  said  business  when 
purchased  was  not  sufficiently  identified  after 
merger  in  the  appellants'  business  to  render 
the  profits,  if  any,  properly  subject  to  sepa- 
rate assessment."  Again,  it  is  contended  that 
under  the  Act  this  is  not  a  case  in  which 
profits  can  be  ascertained,  because  there  has 
been  such  a  merger  that  it  is  difficult  to  follow 
and  see  what  the  profits  were.  The  statute 
applies  to  an  estimate  of  profits,  and  gets  rid,  it 
seems  to  me,  of  that  difficulty.  I  agree  that  the 
appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Cozbns-Habdt,  L.J. — I  agree,  and  I  have 
very  littte  to  add.  When  we  look  at  the  agree- 
ment of  the  6th  Feb.  1899,  what  do  we  find  ?  We 
find  that  the  National  Provincial  Bank  paid  close 
upon  a  quarter  of  a  million  (225,0(X){.  was  the 
precise  figure)  for  a  freehold  banking  house,  and 
for  a  particular  banking  business  carried  on 
there  by  the  vendors.    The  agreement  stipulates 
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that  the  National  FroTincial  Bank  is  to  take  over 
the  asseta  and  liabilities,  and  that  the  vendor 
company  shall  he  dissolved  as  soon  as  may  be ; 
and  then  there  is  an  important  clause  which  is  a 
covenant  by  each  of  the  directors  that  they  will 
not  hinder  or  interrnpt  the  person  or  persons  who 
on  the  part  of  the  purchasers  shall  conduct  the 
said  banking  business  at  Wolverhampton.  That 
is  exactly  and  precisely  what  has  been  done. 
The  Natiooal  Provincial  Bank  have  been  con- 
dacting  a  banking  business  of  the  same  nature  as 
before  on  the  same  premises,  with  the  same  staff 
of  clerks,  subject  only,  as  the  case  finds,  to  the 
inevitable  necessary  variations.  It  seems  to  me 
impossible  to  contend  that  that  is  not  a  succes- 
sion within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  rule,  unless 
we  are  to  say  that  that  rule  has  no  operation 
exoept  in  the  single  case  where  the  auocessor  was 
not  and  is  not  carrying  on  any  other  business  of 
the  same  nature.  In  other  words,  we  are  asked 
to  say  that  the  4th  rule  applies  only  where  the 
business  which  has  been  taken  over  is  isolated, 
separated,  kept  apart,  and  distinct  from  all  other 
businesses  of  the  successor.  I  can  find  no  reason 
for  putting  that  limitation  into  the  words  of  the 
section,  jft  seems  to  me  that  the  National  Pro- 
Tincial  Bank  are  none  the  less  successors  to  the 
Stafford  Bank  because  they  have  a  very  large 
bnsineBs  of  their  own  and  the  profits  made  in 
respect  of  or  from  this  particular  branch  at 
Wolverhampton  are  ultimately  transmitted  to 
London  and  go  to  swell  the  aggregate  profits  of 
the  bank.  The  case  seems  to  me  to  fall  plainly 
within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  mle,  and,  that 
being  so,  the  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant.  Solicitor  of  Inland 
Jtev»7me. 

SoIioitorB  for  the  respondents,  Wilde,  Moore, 
and  Wigtton. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 


GHANOEBT  DIVISION. 
Jan.  15  and  19. 
(Before  Keebwicb,  J.) 
Be  Woods;  Gabellini  v.  Woods,  (a) 
WiU — Conetrvetion —  Wasting  eeeurity — Notional 
eonvereion — Tenant  for  life  and  remainderman 
—Bate   of    interest  —  Interest    upon    surplus 
income. 
Where  there  it  a  notional  conversion  of  a  watting 
eeeurity,  at  in  Meyer  v.  Simonsen  (5  De  O.  i 
Sm.  723),  interest  thereon  should  now  be  aUowed 
to  the  tenant  for  life  at  the  rate  of  3  per  cent, 
only. 
The  swrplus  income  of  the  watting  security,  after 
providing  for  the  3  per  cent.,  goes  to  camtoZ,  but 
the  interest  thereon  to  the  tenant  for  life. 

Mathew  Ohables  Woods,  who  died  on  the 
20th  July  1894,  by  his  will,  dated  the  let  May 
1893,  devised  and  bequeatlud  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  not  thereby  otherwise  disposed  of 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell,  call  in,  and  convert 
the  same,  and  afterpayment  thereout  of  his  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies,  to 

(a)  Bwortad  lir  0.  F.  Ddhoait,  Eiq.,  BkrrlitOMt-Law. 


stand  possessed  of  the  residue  upon  trust  as  to 
one  equal  third  part  for  his  only  son  Claude 
Charles  Edward  Woods  absolutely,  and  as  to 
another  equal  third  part  upon  trust  to  invest  the 
same  in  the  mode  provided  by  the  will  and  stand 
possessed  thereof  for  his  daughter  Mildred 
Sybella  Woods  for  her  life  with  remainders  over  in 
favour  of  her  children  as  therein  set  out,  and  as  to 
the  remaining  equal  tbird'part  upon  trust  for  his 
daughter  Lucy  Eva  Woods  upon  the  like  ti-usts  to 
those  declared  in  favour  of  Mildred  Woods  and 
her  children.  There  were  also  cross-remainders 
over  between  the  beneficiaries  as  therein  set  oat. 
And  the  testator  directed  that  his  trustees 
might  postpone  the  sale  and  conversion  of  any 
part  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  so  long  as 
they  should  think  fit  notwithstanding  that  the 
same  might  be  of  leasehold  tenure  or  otherwise 
of  a  wearing  out  or  perishable  nature,  and  might 
retain  any  part  of  his  estate  in  the  same  state  of 
investment  as  the  same  might  be  at  his  death, 
and  as  regards  any  real  or  leasehold  property 
remaining  unsold  might  let  and  manage  the 
same  according  to  their  absolute  discretion.  And 
the  testator  directed  that  all  moneys  liable  to  b* 
invested  under  his  will  might,  in  edition  to  any 
other  mode  authorised  for  the  investment  of  trust 
funds,  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  stocks, 
funds,  or  securities  of  any  British  colony  or 
dependency,  or  in  the  purchase  of  debentures  or 
preference  or  ordinary  stock  or  fully  paid-up 
preference  or  ordinary  stock  of  any  railway  or 
other  company  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  upon 
the  bonds  and  securities  of  any  municipal  or 
other  corporation,  commissioners,  or  other  publio 
body  authorised  by  Parliament  to  borrow  money, 
or  upon  deposit  with  any  bank,  or  in  the  purchase 
of  any  freehold  property  of  inheritance  in 
England  or  Scotland,  with  liberty  to  his  trustees 
to  accept  such  title  or  evidence  of  title  as  they 
should  think  fit. 
There  was  no  provision  in  the  will  as  to  th» 

Sayment  of  the  income  of  the  testator's  property 
aring  the  postponement  of  ci->nversion. 

^  The  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  included 
(inter  alia)  a  share  of  mining  royalties  on  coal 
received  under  mining  leases  of  property  in 
Durham. 

Under  the  power  of  postponement  given  them 
by  the  will  the  trustees  had  not  converted  tho 
same,  and  they  periodically  received  tiia  testator's 
share  therein. 

This  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  the  tw» 
daughters  of  the  testator  (to  which  the  testator's 
son  and  the  trustees  cf  the  will  were  made  defen- 
dants) asking  for  a  declaration  that,  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testator, 
each  of  the  applicants  was  entitled  for  her  life 
or  until  conversion  to  receive  out  of  the  mining 
royalties  received  each  year  4  per  cent,  per  anunta 
on  one-third  of  the  estimated  capital  value,  as  at 
the  date  of  the  testator's  deatiC  of  the  mining 
royalties. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  trustees  had  acted 
properly  in  postponing  conversion,  and  that  the 
case  fell  within  the  principle  of  Brown  \.  Oellatly 
(17  L.  T.  Rep.  131;  L.  Rep.  2  Ch.  751)  and 
Meyer  v.  Simonsen  (5  De  G.  &  Sm.  723)— viz., 
that  when  wasting  securities  ara  permitted  to  bo 
retained  they  must  be  valued  as  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  a  fixed  rate  of  interest  thereon  allowed 
to  the  tenant  for  life,  but  the  question  was  raised 
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as  to  wheUier  that  rate  ought  to  be  4  per  cent,  or 
3  per  cent.  only. 

Whinney  for  the  plaintiffs.  —  We  ehonid  be 
allowed  4  per  cent.  That  was  the  rate  in  Gibson 
▼.  Bott  (7  Yes.  97),  in  Caldecott  v.  Caldeeott  (I 
T.  &  C.  Ch.  Cd8.  737),  in  Meyer  v.  Simonsen 
(u&i  sup.),  and  in  Broton  v.  Gellatly  {ubi  tup  ),  and 
the  two  latter  cases  were  approved  in  Wealieorth 
T.  Wentuwrth  (81  L.  T.  Rep.  682 ;  (1900)  A.  0. 
163).    See  also 

Bit  Baton ;  Djinet  T.  Baton,  70  L.  T.  Bep.  761. 

0.  L.  Clare  for  the  testator's  son. — The  tenants 
for  life  shonld  only  be  allowed  3  per  cent.  In  Be 
Lynck-Blotte ;  Bickards  v.  Lyneh-Blotse  (1899) 
W.  N.  27)  future  interest  was  reduced  to  3  per 
cent.  In  the  parallel  class  of  cases,  those  oon- 
oeming  apportionment  of  recovered  assets  the 
rate  formerly  was  4  per  oent : 

R»  Chttterfiald  (SarV*)  TnuU,  49  L.  T.  Bep.  261 ; 
24  Cb.  DiT.  643. 
But  by  the  latest  decision  of  BowUt  v.  Bebb 
(82  L.  T.  Rep.  633  :  (19O0)  2  Oh.  107)  it  has  been 
reduced  to  3  per  cent.    See  also 

R»  Ooodenoug\;  Uarland  ▼.  Williams,  73  L.  T- 
Bep.  152  ;   (1895)  2  Ch.  537. 

Christopher  James  for  the  trustees. 
Whinney  replied. 

Kkkewich,  J. — The  question  what  rate  of  inter- 
est shall  be  allowed  has  in  many  cases  been  oxer- 
cibing  the  minds  of  many  judges  in  recent  years. 
Unfortunately,  there  is  not  at  present  any  definite 
rule  which  guides  the  court,  and  I  am  afraid  that 
cannot  be  obtained  except  by  steps — that  is  to 
say,  by  one  judge  following  another,  or  by  some 
authoritative  decision  in  uie  Court  of  Appeal. 
Unfortunately,  the  cases  in  which  the  question 
arises  have  so  much  differed  one  from  another 
that  it  does  not  follow  necessarily  that,  because 
one  nte  is  adopted  in  one  case,  it  should  there- 
fore be  adopted  in  another.  The  class  of  cases  in 
which  it  has  generally  arisen  are  cases  that  are 
often  referred  to  as  the  Chesterfield  cases, 
because  there  is  a  reported  case  of  that  name,  Be 
Chesterfield  {Earl's)  Trusts  (ubi  suj).),  before  Chitty, 
J.,  in  which,  he,  not  really  giving  a  judgment 
himself,  adopted  a  decision  in  Beavan  v.  Beavan 
(49  L.  T.  Rep.  263n;  24  Oh.  Div.  649n),  and, 
after  all,  as  I  have  had  occasion  to  point  out 
before,  the  whole  law  is  settled  by  a  decision  of 
Turner  and  Enight-Bmce,  L  JJ.  in  Tamer  v. 
Nexoport  (2  Ph.  14).  Now,  we  call  those  the, 
'  Chesterfield  oases.  That  particular  class  of  cases 
came  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Bowlls  v.  Bebb 
■  (ubi  sup.),  and,  with  regard  to  that,  I  must  take  it 
as  settled  and  binding  on  me,  even  if  I  were  dis- 
posed to  differ  from  it,  that  in  future  3  per  cent , 
and  not  4  per  cent.,  shoold  be  allowed.  I  will 
read  what  Lord  Lindley,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
said  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  court.  I  need 
not  state  the  circumstances,  because  everyone  now 
knows  what  is  meant  by  a  case  coming  within  the 
Chesterfield  case.  Lord  Lindley  said :  "  The  only 
other  question  is  whether  interest  should  be  cal- 
culated at  3  per  cent,  or  at  4  per  cent.  I  have 
not  looked  at  the  Judgments  Act,  but  I  think  lam 
right  in  saving  that  it  provides  that  a  jadgment 
debt  shall  bear  interest  at  4  per  cent.  Of  course, 
we  cannot  alter  that.  And  I  think  the  rules  pro- 
vide that  legacies  shall  bear  interest  at  4  per  cent." 
(He  does  not  add  that  he  cannot  alter  that.)  "  But  I 
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know  of  nornle  which  applies  in  terms  to  snoha  case 
as  this,  or  even  to  the  making  good  of  breaches  of 
trust.  Having  regard  to  the  rate  of  interest 
which  can  now  be  obtained  on  securities  upon 
which  trustees  may  invest,  it  appears  to  me  that, 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  even  apart  from  the  view 
taken  by  Kekewioh,  J.  in  Be  Goodenough  (ubi 
sup),  that  3  per  cent.,  not  4,  ought  to  be  the  rate 
of  interest."  That  is  a  very  strong  expression 
of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Conrt  of 
Appeal,  not  only  that  3  per  cent,  ought  to  be  sub- 
stituted for  4  per  cent,  in  that  class  of  case, 
but  he  intimates  in  tolerably  clear  langaage,  to  my 
mind,  that  3  per  cent,  should  be  substituted  for 
4  per  cent,  wherever  the  statute  or  rules  do  not 
interfere  to  prevent  it.  That  seems  to  me  to  be 
founded  on  good  sense  for  this  reason.  Mr. 
Whinney  referred,  as  one  of  his  first  cases, 
to  Gibson  v.  Bott  (ubi  sup.),  which  was  decided 
by  Lord  Eldon  in  1802.  If  4  per  cent, 
was  right  in  1802,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
it  can  possibly  be  so  now.  If  it  was  right 
and  fair  net  ween  the  parties  at  that  time  to  charge 
4  per  cent.,  it  seems  to  me  it  must  be  right  and 
fair  to  charge  something  less  now.  I  think  that 
might  fairly  be  said  with  regard  to  the  later- 
times  when  Broum  v.  GeliatTy  (ubi  sup.)  was 
decided  in  1867,  for  ever  since  then  the  rate  ot 
interest  has  fallen  enormously.  Perhaps  it  is  an 
unhappy  moment  to  discuss  a  question  of  that- 
kind,  for  I  cannot  shut  my  eyes  to  the  fact  that 
everyone  in  court  knows  as  well  as  I  do — perhaps 
better — that  during  the  last  twelve  months  a  very 
severe  fall  of  first-class  securities  has  taken  place, 
with  the  result,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.. 
Whinney,  that  it  is  possible  to  purchase  first-class 
securities  now  so  as  to  yield  a  much  ^ater  rate  of 
interest  than  was  possible  a  little  time  ago.  But 
one  cannot  vary  the  rate  from  day  to  day,  or 
month  to  month,  or  year  to  year  because  trast 
securities  happen  to  go  up  or  down ;  yon  must 
have  some  general  rule,  and  I  venture  to  say,  what 
no  one  can  doubt,  that  there  has  been  a  great  fall, 
and  that,  although  there  may  be  a  temporary  rise, 
the  fall  in  the  rate  of  interest  at  the  present 
moment  has  taken  place,  and  will  in  the  future  be 
maintained.  If  Gibson  t.  Bott  (ubi  sup.)  and 
Brown  v.  Gellatly.(ubi  sup.)  were  rightly  decided,, 
that  rate  of  interest  must  be  wrong  now,  and 
some  alteration  should  be  made.  Now,  is  there 
any  such  fair  guide  in  cases  of  this  kind  as  thei'e 
is  with  regard  to  judgmente  and  legacies — that 
is  to  say,  any  rule  laid  down  by  any  statute,  or  by 
the  actual  written  rules  of  the  court  found  in  the 
Annual  Practice,  or  by  any  rule  founded  on  deci- 
sions foUoning  one  another  and  constituting  what 
I  may  call  the  unwritten  law  of  the  court  P  I  do 
not  think  there  is.  The  only  near  approach  to 
recognition  of  a  rale  is  the  passage  which  Mr. 
Whinney  read  to  me  out  of  Wentworth  v.  Went- 
worth  (ubi  sup.)  before  the  Privy  Council  There, 
no  doabt.  Lord  Macnaghten,  who  gave,  not  his 
judgment,  but  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council, 
says :  "  It  has  been  the  practice  of  the  court 
.  .  .  to  allow  the  tenant  for  life  ...  a 
sum  equal  to  4  per  cent,  on  such  value."  But  he 
was  not  discussing  this  question  there  ;  the  Privy 
Council  were  not  concerned  whether  it  ought  to 
be  3  per  cent.,  4  per  cent.,  5  per  cent.,  or  anything 
else ;  all  they  were  discussing  was  what  were  the 
equitable  terms  as  between  a  tenant  for  life  and 
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remamderman,  and  Lord  Macnaghten  mentions 
4  per  cent,  as  being  wbat  followed  from  the  jndg- 
ments  in  Broirni  v.  OeUatly  {libi  sup.)  and  Meyer 
T.  Simoruen  (ubi  sup.),  which  he  aaopfced  for  the 
pnrpoee  of  iliastrating  the  principle  with  which 
the  Privy  Gonncil  were  dealing,  and  that  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  an  aathority  on  the  point  at  all. 
Now,  the  case  I  have  to  deal  with  ia  this :  A  testator 
possessed  of  mining  royalties,  which  are  a  wasting 
secnrity  and  a  security  also  realising,  as  they  hare 
in  this  case,  very  large  profits,  has  directed  them 
to  be  sold,  bnt  he  has  given  power  to  his  tmstees 
of  postponement ;  and  the  tmstees  are  to  be 
justified  in  every  case  in  resting  on  their  power 
of  postponement  and  keeping  the  property  in 
specie.  Unfortimately,  he  has  given  no  direc- 
tion as  to  pajrment  of  the  roytuties  until  sale 
to  the  tenant  for  life  or  any  portion  of  them. 
The  result  is  that  the  trustees  are  unable  by 
their  own  selves  to  give  him  anything ;  and  in 
consequence  of  that  the  question  has  come  before 
the  court.  It  was  decided  in  Broum  v.  GeUaUy 
(u&t  gvp.)  and  in  many  other  cases  (I  take  Brown 
■V.  Geltatly,  ubi  sup.,  only  as  an  example)  that  the 
proper  thing  to  do  is  to  value  such  securities  as 
at  the  time  when  they  ought  to  have  been  con- 
-rerted,  if  the  direction  for  conversion  were  peremp- 
tory, immediately  after  the  testator's  death  if  he 
80  said,  or  at  the  expiration  of  a  year  if  he  said 
nothii^,  or  probably  some  other  convenient 
time ;  and,  taking  the  value  at  that  time, 
then  to  give  the  tenant  for  life  interest  on  that 
value  in  lien  of  royalty,  and  that  is  paid  out  of 
the  royalty;  he  takes  such  proportion  of  the 
royalty  as  is  equivalent  to  interest  taken  at  a 
-certain  rate.  That  is  what  has  been  called  in 
many  oases  a  "  notional  conversion" — you  do  on 
paper  what  you  cannot  do  in  fact.  After  all,  it  is 
a  mere  estimate,  because  one  of  the  reasons  for 
not  converting  is  because  you  cannot  ascertain 
the  real  value.  The  market  may  at  the  moment 
be  in  a  bad  state  for  realisation,  or  there  may  be 
-a  proper  anticipation  of  alteration  of  the  market 
at  a  future  time ;  bnt  for  some  reason  it  is  impos- 
sible for  any  careful  man  actually  to  convert. 
Therefore  ^on  must  go  through  an  estimating 
process,  which  is  called  a  notional  conversion,  and 
find  out,  as  far  as  yon  can,  the  value  of  the 
royalties  for  the  purpose,  and  oonsidering,  of 
course,  what  is  the  length  of  the  lease  of  the 
colliery,  if  it  depends  upon  a  lease,  and  also  how 
long  it  will  take  to  work  it  out,  if  it  depends  on 
that,  and  so  forth ;  but  you  have  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  royalties  as  corpus,  and,  having  got 
that)  yon  pay  the  tenant  for  life  some  rate  of 
interest  on  the  value  so  ascertained.  How  are 
yon  to  do  that  ?  How  are  you  to  fix  the  rate 
of  interest!'  It  seems  to  me  you  have  to  do 
what  is  fair  between  the  tenant  for  life  and 
the  remainderman.  The  tenant  for  life  was 
not  intended  to  have  the  whole  royalty,  and 
the  remainderman  was  not  intended  to  have  the 
whole  proceeds  of  sale.  I  have  not  been  able  to 
find  any  case  in  which  any  judge  has  said  how 
he  arrived  at  the  4  per  cent.,  or  any  other  rate, 
or  perhaps  I  ought  not  to  say  "  any  other  rate," 
because  it  has  always  h^ea  4  per  cent. ;  but  if  there 
had  been  conversion  in  fact,  and  the  money  had 
been  well  invested  in  trust  securities,  it  would 
formerly  have  realised  about  4  per  cent.  Of 
course  it  was  impossible  to  say  in  what  particular 
aecnrities  they  would   have  invested.    A   judge 


might  have  said,  if  it  were  right  to  condescend  to 
sucn  details:  "The  notional  conversion  would 
realise  10,0002. ;  invest  5000Z.  of  that  in  one 
security,  30002.  in  another  security,  and  20002.  in 
another  security,  with  interest  at  4^  on  one, 
32. 17s.  6<2.  on  another,  and  so  on  " — and  in  that 
-way  work  it  out  and  bring  out  4  per  cent,  or 
something  less.  But  no  judge  has  done 
that.  The  judge  has  struck  an  average  (as  I 
understand  the  cases,  they  must  have  done 
that),  and  said :  "  If  you  -were  to  invest  that 
sum  in  trust  securities,  you  would  be  fortu- 
nate if  you  got  4  per  cent."  That  is  the  rule. 
Now,  if  that  is  the  principle  on  which  judges 
have  proceeded,  it  seems  to  me  they  ou^t 
now  to  say :  "  You  must  strike  an  average,  and 
you  will  be  as  fortunate  in  getting  3  per  cent, 
nowadays  as  in  the  past  you  would  have  been  if 
you  got  4  per  cent."  The  only  reoent  oa<)e  witlun 
the  principle  of  Brown  v.  Geliatly  (vM  sup.)  is  the 
case  of  Be  Lyneh-Blnsse  (ubi  sup.),  bcaore  Mr. 
Justice  Stirling,  and  that  seems  to  me  to  hit  this 
point  exactiy.  There  the  learned  judge  had  to 
determine  not  only  what  should  ba  given  in  the 
future,  but  what  should  be  allowed  in  the  past. 
It  was  a  matter  entirely  for  his  judicial  discretion, 
and,  if  I  may  say  so,  I  think  he  acted  with  great 
judgment  in  allowing  4  per  cent,  for  the  past. 
Bnt  when  he  comes  to  deal  with  the  future,  he 
takes  a  different  line  entirely,  and  says :  "  From 
this  time  forward  you  will  only  get  3  per  cent., 
because  there  would  be  nothing  oeyond  that  if 
these  were  actual  instead  of  notional  conversion, 
and  you  had  to  take  the  income  from  actual 
investments  on  that  conversion.  Now,  I  find  here 
that  I  am  not  hampered  by  any  of  the  cases. 
They  seem  to  me  to  point  to  an  alteration  of  the 
old  rule  where  the  statute  or  rules  do  not  prevent 
the  alteration.  So  far  as  I  have  any  authority  at 
all,  subject  to  one  dictum  of  Lord  Macnaghten 
which  I  think  I  have  perfectly  explained,  every- 
thing seems  to  me  to  point  to  3  per  cent,  instead 
of  4  per  cent.  I  should  be  very  glad  if  the  matter 
could  be  discussed  and  some  rule  laid  down ;  bnt 
the  point  having  come  before  me,  and  it  being  my 
duty  to  decide  it  as  well  as  I  can,  I  think  that,  in 
cases  within  the  rule  which  was  laid  down  in 
Broum  v.  GeUaily  (u6{  «up.),  3  per  cent,  should 
now  take  the  place  of  4  per  cent.  I  say  nothing 
about  special  cases,  or  cases  where  4  per  cMit.  or 
more  should  be  allowed — cases  where  there  has 
been  something  more  than  innocent  breach  of 
trust,  or  where  trustees  have  acted  wrongly 
for  their  own  benefit.  Cases  of  that  kind 
must  be  dealt  with  from  an  entirely  different 
point  of  view.  I  am  dealing  with  how  those 
entitled  to  the  corpus  and  those  who  are  entitled 
to  the  income  have  to  be  provided  for,  and  where 
there  are  innocent  parties  all  round,  and  I  have 
to  do  as  weU  as  I  can  between  them,  and  I  think 
the  rate  should  be  at  3  per  cent.  only.  I  am 
encouraged  in  that  view  by  knowing,  as  I  do,  and 
as  we  all  do,  that  in  all  large  actuarial  valuations 
at  the  present  day  3  per  cent,  is  taken  as  the 
proper  rate  of  interest;  and  I  should  not  have 
said  so  quite  so  strongly,  if  it  had  not  been  that 
only  yesterday  I  was  dealing  with  a  very  large 
estate  which  had  been  aotuanally  valued  for  the 
purpose  of  division,  and  in  which  all  the  calcula- 
tions were  based  on  that  footing. 

A  further  question  was  then  nused  as  to  the 
application  of  the  surplus  income  of  tlM  royalties. 
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and  the  Bainm(»iB  was  amended  to  uk  for  a 
■declaration  that  the' snrplaa  income  of  each  year 
•ought  to  be  invested  in  seonrities  anthorised  by 
the  irill,  and  that  each  of  the  applicants  was 
'entitled  for  her  life  to  receive  the  income  of  such 
«ecaritie6. 

This  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  19th  Jan. 

Whinney  for  the  plaintiffs. — We  are  entitled  to 
the  income  of  the  invested  sarplas : 
]fey*r  v.  Stmoiwen  (ubt  <up.). 

This  resnlt  follows  from  the  decision  in  WerU- 
vxnlh  T.  WerUioorth  {ubi  tup.),  although  not 
'expressly  decided  there.    See  also 

Se  Hill ;  HiU  V.  HiU,  45  L.  T.  Bep.  126. 

O.  L,  Clare  for  the  testator's  son. — Meyer  v. 
Simonaen  {ubi  tup.)  is  a  different  case.  Went- 
worth  V.  Wenttoorth  (ttbi  tup.)  does  not  decide 
this  question,  nor  does  the  result  contended  for 
4>y  the  plaintiffs  follow  from  it.  If  their  contention 
fHfteyails,  the  tenants  for  life  must  get  more  than 
they  would  get  if  conversion  had  actaally  taken 
place,  and  a  notional  conversion  is  intended  to 
place  the  parties  in  the  same  position  as  they 
would  have  been  if  actual  conversion  had  taken 
place.  Therefore  not  only  the  surplus  royalties 
themselves,  but  also  the  income  to  be  derived 
-from  them,  should  be  invested  as  capital. 

Jan.  19. — KxKZWtCK,  J. — This  case  was  before 
the  court  last  week  on  the  question  of  whether 
3  per  cent,  or  4  per  cent,  should  be  allowed  to  the 
tenant  for  life,  the  case  being  one  of  this  cha- 
racter. The  testator  had  directed  the  realisation 
•of  certain  mining  royalties,  but  he  gave  to  his 
tmstees  ample  power  of  postponement.  The 
coining  royalties  oould  not  conveniently  be 
realised,  and  it  was  admitted  on  all  hands  that 
the  trustees  had  exercised  and  were  exercising 
discreetly  the  powers  of  postponement.  The 
•question  then  arose  what  ought  to  be  given  to  the 
tenant  for  life — that  is  to  say,  to  the  person  entitied 
to  the  actual  income  of  the  proceeds  of  realisa- 
tion when  realisation  ultimately  took  place.  It 
was  admitted  that  there  was  no  question  as  to 
■whether  the  case  fell  within  the  well-known 
•authorities  of  Brown  v.  QeUaMy  {ubi  tup.)  and 
JIfeyer  v.  Simonien  {ubi  tup.)  as  appBed  by 
Wentworth  v.  Wentworth  {ubi  tup.)  to  property 
•of  this  character;  but  the  only  question  was 
whether  3  per  cent,  or  4  per  cent,  should  be 
•allowed,  and  I  decided  that  the  tenant  for  life 
■waa  entitled  to  3  per  cent.  only.  Then  arose  this 
•question:  This  is  a  notional  conversion — that  is 
to  say,  the  royalties  are  directed  to  be  valued  as 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and,  a  certain  sum 
being  ascertained  in  that  way,  the  tenant  for  life 
will  receive  interest  at  3  per  cent,  on  the  sam  so 
ascertained,  and  that  will  be  paid  out  of  the 
minine  royalties  received,  leaving  a  large  balance. 
Ibat  balance  must  be  invested,  and  the  accumu- 
lations of  that  balance  will  become  capital  of  the 
testator's  estate.  About  that  there  is  no  ques- 
tion, bat  a  question  does  arise  as  to  what  is  to  be 
•doBia  with  the  income  of  the  invested  balance.  It 
is  contraided,  on  the  one  hand,  that  that  income 
is  tor  the  benefit  of  those  who  are  entitled  to  the 
leeidaary  estate  itself,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
tiiatit  is  income  of  the  testator's  estate  and  is 
therefore  payable  to  the  tenant  for  life.  It  is 
somewhat  strange  that  the  point  has  never  been 
decided  neatly  and  cleanly.    Now,  in  the  first 


place  I  have  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  dis- 
tinction between  a  case  where  the  testator  has 
directed  conversion  and  a  case  where,  the  testator 
having  been  silent  on  the  point,  but  having 
settied  a  wasting  seoari^,  that  security  must, 
according  to  the  rule  in  Mowe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth 
(7  7es.  137),  be  realised  and  converted.  I  think 
there  can  be  no  logical  distinction  between  the  two. 
In  this  case  the  testator  settled  mining  royalties, 
and  they  must  be  realised  according  to  the  rule 
in  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth  (u&t  sup.)  unless  the 
testator  has  expressly  directed  that  they  are 
not  to  be  realised.  It  is,  of  course,  quite  compe- 
tent to  a  testator  either  to  leave  the  court  to  act 
under  the  decision  in  Hotoe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth 
{ubi  tup.)  or  to  direct  a  conversion  himself.  Bat, 
whatever  is  done,  it  comes  round  to  this.  If  you 
have  property  which  ought  to  be  converted,  out 
which,  for  reasons  which  convince  everybody  and 
which  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  yon  think 
ought  not  to  be  converted  immediately,  then, 
according  to  Wenticorth  v.  Wentworth  {ubi  tup.), 
the  tenant  for  life  must  have  a  fair  equivalent, 
and  that  is  done  by  valuing  the  estete  and  giving 
the  tenant  for  life  interest  at  a  certain  rate  upon 
that  valuation.  Now,  is  that  intended  to  be  the 
whole  of  the  benefit  which  the  tenant  for  life  is 
entitled  to  receive  P  If  there  is  actual  converuon, 
then  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  receive  the 
income  from  the  whole.  But  if  there  is  postpone- 
ment, is  there  not  in  substance  a  conversion  from 
year  to  year  P  Is  not  that  balance  of  the  mining 
royalties  which  the  tenant  for  life  does  not  receive 
really  a  realisation  from  year  to  year  of  a  part  of 
the  estate  P  Is  not  that  balance  received  oy  the 
trustees  from  year  to  year  a  part  of  the  capital 
of  the  estete  ?  And,  if  that  is  so,  oaght  it  not  to  be 
treated  as  capital  and  to  be  invested,  and  in  logic 
oaght  not  the  tenant  for  life  to  have  the  income 
of  that  ?  Bat  this  question  mast  be  considered,  not 
only  upon  logical  principle,  but  upon  the  authori- 
ties, and  they,  I  think,  seem  to  be  in  favour  of  the 
tenant  for  life's  getting  that  advantege.  Broum  v. 
GeUatiy  {ubi  tup.)  was  expressly  decided  upon 
the  authority  of  Meyer  v.  Simonaen  (ubi  tup.), 
and  in  Meyer  v.  Simoneen  (ubi  tup.)  the  tenant  for 
life  did  get  interest  on  the  invested  surplus— that 
is  to  say,  that  part  of  the  rente  which  were  not 
received  bv  him  as  income  but  was  invested.  In 
Wentworth  v.  Wentworth  {ubi  tup.)  I  think  the 
same  result  follows,  although  the  order  of  the 
Privy  Council  as  set  out  does  not  give  a  direction 
to  that  effect.  The  will  there  is  steted  in  the 
jadgment  of  the  Privy  Council,  delivered  by  Lord 
Macnaghten,  at  the  beginning  of  the  jadgment. 
The  wul  contained  an  maborate  settlement  of  the 
property.  The  testetor  directed  accumulation 
for  twenty-one  years,  and  that  accumulation 
stood.  The  question  tiien  arose  as  to  what  hap- 
pened after  the  termination  of  the  twenty-one 
years,  and  their  liordships  held  that,  as  regards 
that,  there  must  be  what  is  called  a  notional 
conversion  in  order  to  find  oat  what  was  a  fair 
equivalent  to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and 
they  directed  the  balanoe  to  be  treated  as  part  of 
the  testetor's  residuary  estete,  and  to  be  accumu- 
lated and  invested  accordingly.  Their  Lordships 
did  not  construe  the  rest  of  the  will ;  they  decided 
only  the  one  question  and  they  left  the  administra- 
tion of  chatretndue  to  the  persons  to  whom  accord- 
ing to  law  it  was  intrusted,  as  is  set  out  in  their 
judgment.     According  to  that  decision,  if  the 
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tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the 
reaidnary  estate,  he  wonld  hare  the  inoome  of  the 
inveeted  balance.  Their  LordshipB  only  said  that 
it  was  to  go  into  residue,  but  it  follows  that  those 
who  were  to  take  the  income  of  the  residue  would 
take  the  income  of  the  invested  balance  which 
was  to  go  into  the  residue.  It  was  not  neoessaiy 
to  give  directions  for  that.  There  is  nothing, 
therafore,  in  that  judgment  inconsistent  with  the 
contention  that,  if  there  were  a  tenant  for  life  of 
the  residue,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  income  of 
the  invested  surplus.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
anthoritj  and  principle  coalesce,  and  that  these 
tenants  for  life  are  entitled  to  the  inoome  of  the 
invested  surplus. 

Solicitors :  Markhy,  Stewart,  and  Co. ;  Slibbard, 
Oibson,  and  Co.,  for  Oibion,  Pi/bu*,  and  Pybu$, 
Newcastle-npon-Tyne. 


Wednesday,  Jan.  13. 

(Before  Eadt,  J.) 

Be  KuBTz  (deceased);  Embbson  «. 

Hknsebson.  (a) 

Praetiee — Administralion — Common  order  for 
adminUtratioH  againtt  eaeeidor  —  Subiequent 
action  by  tame  plaintiff  charging  toilful  default 
and  fraud — No  evidence  of  fresh  information 
acquired  since  date  of  common  order — Leave  of 
the  court. 

A  plaintiff  who  1ms  obtained  a  eommsn  order  for 
administration  of  an  estate  against  the  executor 
may  obtain  the  leave  of  the  court  to  bring  afresh 
acHon  charging  (inter  alia)  wilful  default  against 
the  eweeutor  without  proving  that  he  did  not 
acquire  the  information  on  which  he  founds  his 
fresh  action  in  time  to  utilise  it  in  the  former 
proceeding  in  which  he  obtained  the  common 
order  for  administration,  proof  of  which  was 
required  in  the  case  of  Laming  v.  Gee  (40  L.  T. 
^.  33;  10  Ch.  Div.  715),  on  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  an  undischarged  bankrupt,  giving 
security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  master  for  the 
executor's  costs  of  the  fresh  action. 

Albxandbb  H.  Kttbtz,  the  testator  in  the 
proceedings,  died  on  the  3rd  July  1902,  leaving 
the  defendant  Henry  Wren  Henderson  his  sole 
executor,  who  proved  his  will  on  the  1st  April 
1903. 

The  testator,  who  was  in  bad  health,  was  at  the 
date  of  his  death,  and  had  been  for  two  years  prior 
thereto,  living  with  Edward  Watts  and  Mary 
Elizabeth  Watts,  the  latter  of  whom  claimed  that 
the  testator  was  indebted  to  her  for  money 
advanced  to  him,  and  also  that  she  was  entitled 
to  certain  articles  of  furniture  given  her  by  the 
testator  in  his  lifetime. 

The  defendant  Henry  W.  Henderson  also 
claimed  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  testator  for  money 
due  to  him  on  mortgage  of  the  testator's  f  urni- 
tnre. 

On  the  6th  July  1903  a  deed  of  compromise 
was  made  between  Mary  Elizabeth  Watts,  Edward 
Watts,  and  Henry  W.  Henderson  whereby  their 
claims  were  settled  and  certain  articles  of  furni- 
ture, the  property  of  the  deceased,  divided  among 
them. 

On  the  10th  July  1903  the  plaintiff  Horace 
Emerson,  who  claimed  to  be  a  creditor  of  the 

(a)  Reported  by  J.  Tkcstbam,  B*q.,  fuTlater'«(-L4w. 


estate  of  the  testator,  took  out  an  originating- 
summons  against  Henry  W.  Henderson,  as  the 
executor  of  the  testator,  for  the  administration  of 
bis  estate,  and  obtained  a  common  order  for 
administration  of  the  estate  on  the  10th  Aug; 
1903. 

On  the  29th  Sept.  1903  the  plaintiff  Horace 
Emerson  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  creditors 
of  the  testator  commenced  an  action  by  writ 
against  Henry  W.  Henderson,  Edward  Watts, 
and  Mary  Elizabeth  Watts,  claiming  (1)  adminis- 
tration of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  ; 
(2)  that  an  account  might  be  taken  against  the 
executor  on  the  footing  of  wilful  default ;  (3)  thaet 
the  deed  of  compromise  might  be  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  and  void ;  (4)  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  dealing  with  any  of  the 
chattels  mentioned  in  the  deed ;  (5)  a  receiver; 
and  (6)  costs. 

This  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  the  plains 
titt  Horace  Emerson  against  the  defendant 
Henry  W.  Henderson  on  the  10th  Kov.  190$ 
asking  for  tho  leave  of  the  court  to  bring  the 
fresh  action. 

Eee,  E.O..  M.P..  and  E.  P.  HewiU  for  the 
summons. — The  plaintiff  desires  to  bring  the 
fresh  action  to  charge  the  defendant  executor 
with  wilful  default,  and  to  have  the  deed  of  com- 

Sromise  entered  into  by    him    with  the   other 
efendants  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  void. 

Booms  for  the  defendant  Henry  W.  HendersoB. 
— The  plaintiff  has  already  obtained  a  common 
order  for  administration  against  the  defendant 
executor,  and  in  such  a  case  the  court  will  not 
give  him  leave  to  brine  a  fresh  action  against  the 
defendant  executor  charging  him  with  wilful 
default,  unless  the  plaintiff  proves  that  he  did  not 
become  aware  of  the  facts  on  which  he  founde 
his  fresh  action  in  time  to  utilise  them  in  his 
former  proceeding : 

Laming  v.  688,  40  L.  T.  Sep.  33 ;  10  Ch.  Div.  715. 

Besides,  the  plaintiff  is  an  undischarged  bank- 
rupt. 

Eadt,  J. — Will  the  plaintiff  give  security  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  master  to  cover  the  defen- 
dant executor's  costs  of  the  fresh  action  P 

Eve,  K.C.— Yes. 

Eadt,  J. — On  the  plaintiff's  giving  security  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  master  to  cover  tho  defen- 
dant executor's  costs  of  the  fresh  action,  I  give 
him  leave  to  proceed  with  it. 

Solicitors:  Gregory  and  Co.;  Champion  and 
Henderson. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Tuesday,  Dee.  15, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvebbtone,  0.  J.,  Lawbakcb  an  J 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 

HoBAN  (app.)  V.  Hathob  (resp.).  (a) 

Inland  revenue — Licence  for  "  male  servants  " — 
Apprentice — Necessity  of  licence  for  apprentice 
as  for  "male  servant"  —  iJeuenue  Act  186* 
(32  *  33  Viet.  e.  14),  •(.  18, 19,  sub-s.  3. 

An  apprentice,  who  is  eerving  a  master  under  « 
contract  of  apprenticeship  by  which  the  appren- 
tice is  to  serve  the  master  as  such  apprentice  for 

(a)  BepoTMd  by  W.  W.  0»«,  Biq.,  BMrtateMrt-Uw. 
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•a  tpeeified  term  of  years  and  the  master  is  to 
ieuehtmd  intiruct  the  apprentice,  is  not  a  "  male 
■servant"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  19,  sub- 
teel.  3,  of  the  Revenue  Act  1869,  and  the  master 
it  not  required  under  sect.  18  of  that  Act  to  take 
out  a  licence  for  tueh  apprentice  as  for  a  male 
tenant. 

Oa3B  stated  hy  jostices  of  the  peace  for  the  petty 
«e88ional  division  of  Newmarket^  in  the  county  of 
Suffolk,  npon  a  proeecntion  for  the  recoyery  of  a 
penalty  of  202.  for  employing  eight  male  serrants 
-with  licences  for  seven  only. 

An  information  was  preferred  on  the  27  th  Feb. 
1903  by  Edward  Horan  (the  appellant],  an  officer 
of  Inland  Berenne,  who  prosecnted  by  order  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  under 
32  &  33  Yiot  c.  14  (the  Bevenae  Act  1869),  against 
Alfred  Hay  hoe  (the  respondent),  of  Newmarket,  for 
that  he  the  respondent,  on  the  22nd  Jan.  1903,  at 
Jfewmarket,  did  employ  eight  male  servants,  for 
the  employing  of  each  of  whom  a  licence  was 
ceqnired  by  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  and  being 
a  {greater  nnmber  of  male  servants  than  he  was 
aaUiorised  to  employ  by  any  licence  or  licences 
ipranted  under  the  statute,  the  respondent  being 
then  and  there  authorised  by  a  licence  or  licences 
under  the  statute  to  employ  seven  male  servants 
•only,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  whereby 
the  respondent  had  for  such  offence  forfeited  the 
«am  of  20Z. 

The  information  was  heard  by  the  justices  in 
petty  sessions  on  the  10th  March  1903,  and  upon 
aach  hearing  they  diBmiaaed  the  information  with 
«08t8  against  the  appellant. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  justices  no  witnesses 
mere  called  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  or  respon- 
dent, bnt  the  case  was  argaed  upon  admissions 
aigned  by  the  solicitors  of  the  parties. 

The  admissions  were  as  follows:  That  of  the 
«igbt  persons  described  in  the  information  and 
summons  the  seven  persons  first  named  (that  is, 
all  except  Thomas  Baldwin)  were  employed  as 
stablemen,  and  that  a  male  servant's  licence  was 
required  in  respect  of  each  of  them.  That  licences 
for  seven  male  servants  had  during  the  present 
year  and  previously  to  the  date  of  the  information 
been  obtained  by  the  defendant  and  were  applic- 
able to  these  seven  servants.  That  Thomas 
Baldwin  was  bound  to  the  defendant  for  a  period 
of  seven  years  nnder  a  contract  dated  the  25th 
Hay  1897,  of  which  a  copy  was  annexed  to  and 
formed  part  of  this  case.  That  Thomas  Baldwin 
was  employed  for  the  greater  portion  of  each  day 
is  the  performance  of  duties  which  would,  if  he 
were  merely  engaged  otherwise  than  under  the 
contract  before  mentioned,  render  a  licence  neces- 
sary for  him  as  a  male  servant.  That  the  terms 
and  covenants  of  the  contract  had  since  the 
25th  May  1897  been  faithfully  and  honestly 
carried  out  and  fulfilled  by  the  parties  thereto 
respectively.  That  the  defendant  was  the  employer 
<if  all  the  persons  above  mentioned. 

•On  behalf  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended : 
(1)  That  the  contract,  dated  the  25th  May  1897, 
laid  for  its  main  and  primary,  if  not  for  its  sole, 
object  the  hiring  and  service  of  Thomas  Baldwin 
the  younger  therein  mentioned,  and  not  his 
teaching,  and,  consequently,  that  Thomas  Baldwin 
was  a  male  servant  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  and  not  an  apprentice.  (2)  That  even  if 
tbe  oontract  was  an  mdenture  of  apprenticeship. 


Thomas  Baldwin  the  younger  was  a  male  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended 
that  the  contract  was  an  indenture  of  apprentioe- 
ship,  and  that  Thomas  Baldwin  the  younger  was 
an  apprentice,  and  was  not  a  male  servant  witiiin 
the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  justices  found  as  a  fact  that  the  contract 
was  one  of  apprenticeship,  and  they  were  of 
opinion  that  Thomas  Baldwin  the  younger  was 
not  a  servant  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
but  an  apprentice,  and  that  the  contention  of  tbe 
respondent  was  correct,  and  they  accordingly 
dismissed  the  information. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  upon  the  above  facts  the  justices  came 
to  a  correct  determination  in  point  ol!  law,  and,  if 
not,  what  should  be  done  in  the  premises. 

The  indenture  was  made  on  the  25th  May  1897 
between  Thomas  Baldwin  the  younger,  son  of 
Thomas  Baldwin  the  elder,  cabinetmaker  (therein 
designated  as  the  said  apprentice),  of  tbe  first 
part,  Thomas  Baldwin  the  elder  (therein  desig- 
nated as  the  said  father)  of  the  second  part,  and 
Alfred  Hayhoe,  of  Newmarket,  trainer  of  horses 
(therein  designated  as  the  said  master),  of  the 
third  part,  and  witnessed  that 

In  oonaideiation  of  the  oovenantB,  agreements,  and 
things  herein  oontained  he  the  said  apprentioe  doth 
with  ihe  oonsent  of  the  laid  father  (testified  by  his 
ezeonting  these  presents)  hereby  pnt,  plaoe,  aod  bind 
himself  apprentice  to  the  said  matter  to  serve  him  from 
the  twenty-fifth  day  of  May,  one  tbonaand  eight  hundred 
and  ninety-seven,  for  and  during  the  term  of  seven  years 
from  thenoe  next  ensning  and  fully  to  be  oompleted  and 
ended,  during  all  which  time  he  the  said  apprentice  will 
faithfully,  diligently,  and  honestly  serve  him  the  said 
maater  and  obey  and  peifoim  all  his  lawful  commands 
whenever  and  wherever  required  to  be  performed  and 
observe  all  reasonable  regulation!  which  the  said  muter 
may  from  time  to  time  deem  neoessaTy  for  the  proper 
diaoipline  of  his  business  and  establishment  so  far  as 
Buoh  regttlationi  relate  to  apprentices.  And  will  not 
absent  himself  fiom  the  services  of  the  said  master  with- 
out his  leave  nor  divulge  any  of  the  secrets  of  the  said 
master  connected  with  hia  business  or  otherwise,  bnt  wilt 
keep  and  preserve  the  same.  And  will  not  unduly  or 
negligently  spend  or  waste  any  of  the  moneys,  efleots, 
goods,  or  chattels  of  the  said  master  which  shall 
at  auy  time  be  intrusted  or  placed  in  his  hands  or 
ouatooy  either  by  the  said  master  or  by  any  other 
perion  or  persons  on  his  account  during  tbe  said  term. 
And  will  well  and  truly  from  time  to  time  account  for, 
deliver,  or  pay  to  the  said  master,  his  ezeou 'ore,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  all  such  moneys  and  other  things  as 
the  said  apprentice  shall  receive,  have,  or  be  intrusted 
with,  or  which  shall  come  to  his  hands  or  possession  for 
or  on  account  of  the  said  master,  or  for  or  on  aocount  of 
the  services  of  or  work  done  by  the  said  apprentioe 
during  the  said  term.  And  also  will  in  all  matters  and 
things  whatsoever  during  the  said  term  demean  and 
behave  himself  as  a  good,  true,  and  faithful  apprentioe 
ought  to  do.  And  the  said  maater  doth  hereby  covenant 
with  the  said  father  in  manner  foUowiog — that  is  to  say, 
that  he  the  said  master  will  at  the  request  of  the  said 
apprentice  and  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid  take  and 
recoive  the  Eaid  apprentice  for  and  during  the  said 
teim  of  Bsven  years  to  be  computed  from  the  said 
twenty-fifth  day  of  Afay,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
ninety-seven.  And  also  will  during  the  said  term  (pro- 
vided always  that  and  only  so  long  as  the  said  appren- 
tice performs  and  observes  all  the  promises,  matters,  and 
things  hereinbefore  oontained  to  be  performed  and 
observed  on  his  part)  to  tbe  best  of  his  power,  know- 
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ledga,  and  ability  teaoh  and  instmot  the  said  appren- 
tioe  in  the  arts  of  a  ttaiaing  groom  whioh  he  nieth  and 
of  riding  as  oonnested  therewith  and  find  and  proride 
for  him  the  aaid  apprentioe  good,  proper,  and  enffioient 
meat,  drinlc,  and  lodging.  And  also  will  (subject  to 
the  lame  proviio)  find  and  provide  the  said  apprentice 
proper  and  loiBoient  clothing  ai  and  by  way  of  wages 
dnting  the  first  and  second  year  of  the  said  term,  and 
will  pay  to  the  said  apprentioe  as  and  by  way  of  wage* 
daring  the  remainder  of  the  said  term  after  the  rates 
following — that  is  to  8ay,thesnm  of  eight  ponnds  daring 
the  third  year  thereof,  the  snm  of  ten  ponnds  daring  the 
foorth  year  thereof,  the  snm  of  twelve  ponnda  during 
the  fifth  year  thereof,  the  snm  of  fourteen  ponnds  daring 
the  sixth  year  thereof,  and  the  sum  of  fourteen  pounds 
daring  the  last  year  thereof.  And  also  will  pay  or  allow 
to  the  said  apprentice  one  half  of  any  moneys  whioh  shall 
be  received  by  the  said  master  for  fees  earned  by 
the  riding  of  the  said  apprentioe  in  races  or  trials 
after  deducting  a  proportionate  share  of  the  ex- 
penses (if  any)  that  may  be  incurred  in  oolleoting  the 
same.     .    .    ." 

And  then  there  were  certain  coTenants  by  the 
father. 

The  Berenne  Act  1869  (32  &33  Yiot  o.  U)  pro- 
Tides : 

Sect.  18.  On  and  after  the  first  day  of  January  1870 
there  shall  be  granted,  charged,  levied,  and  paid,  for  the 
use  of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  and  snooessors,  in  and 
thronghout  Great  Britain,  under  and  subject  to  the  pro- 
Tisions  and  regulations  in  this  Act  contained,  the  fol- 
lowing duties — that  is  to  say  s  For  every  male  servant 
15s.  .  .  .  And  such  duties  respeotiTely  shall  be  paid 
annually  upon  licences  to  be  taken  out  under  the  pro- 
Tisions  of  this  Act  by  the  person  who  shall  employ  the 
servant.    .    .    . 

Sect.  19,  mb-seot  S.  The  term  "male  servant" 
means  and  inolades  any  male  servant  employed  either 
wholly  or  partially  in  any  of  the  following  capacities 
—that  is  to  say:  Xaitra  d'hOtel,  honse  steward,  master 
of  the  horse,  groom  o(  the  chambers,  volet  <2e  duimbre, 
butler,  under-butlar,  clerk  of  the  kitchen,  cimfectioner, 
cook,  honse  porter,  footman,  page,  waiter,  coachman, 
groom,  postiUon,  stable  boy  or  helper  in  the  stables, 
gardener,  under-gardener,  park-keeper,  gamekeeper, 
nnder-gamekeepar,  huntsman  and  whipper-in,  or  in  any 
c^)acity  involving  the  duties  of  any  of  the  above  descrip- 
tiims  of  servants,  by  whatever  style  the  person  acting  in 
such  capacity  may  be  called. 

Sir  Edtoard  Carson  (S.-Q.)  (Bowlatt  with  him) 
for  the  appellant. — The  only  difference  between 
the  seven  persona  employed  as  stablemen  and 
Baldwin  is  that  there  was  this  contract  in 
Baldwin's  case  and  not  in  the  case  of  the  others. 
They  were  all  equally  performing  the  duties  of 
stablemen,  and  therefore  we  have  it  that  Baldwin 
was  performinfj;  the  dntaes  of  stableman,  anfi  the 
submission  for  the  Crown  is  that  under  the  Act, 
as  he  was  performing  the  duties  of  stableman,  he 
was  a  stableman,  ana  a  male  servant  within  the 
definition  in  the  Act.  The  Act  does  not  refer  to 
apprentices  at  all,  but  defines  "male  servant." 
At  the  very  commencement  of  this  apprentice- 
ship contract  it  is  said  tbat  this  person  shall 
faithfully  serve  the  master  in  those  capacities. 
What  difference  can  it  make  as  regards  this  Act 
that,  in  addition  to  serving  him,  he  is  an  appren- 
tice P  If  he  serves  him  as  an  apprentioe  ne  is 
none  the  less  serving  him,  and  he  is  doing  the 
work  of  a  servant  and  receiving  wages  as  such, 
although,  no  doubt,  he  may  have  become  that 
servant  for  the  purpose  of  learning  his  business, 
and  although  the  master  may  have  undertaken 


to  teaoh  him  that  particiilar  buuness.  [Lord 
AiiYEBBTONS,  G.J. — The  doubt  in  my  mind  i» 
that  apprentioeships  have  been  known  for  many 
hundreds  of  years,  and  I  suppose  there  are- 
stamps  on  apprenticeship  deeds,  and  one  wondera 
why  the  word  "  apprentice  "  was  not  used  as  well 
as  "  servant "  if  the  Legislature  meant  to  include- 
apprentices.]  It  was  unnecessary  to  do  so, 
because  "  servant "  includes  apprentice.  In  books 
on  master  and  servant,  servants  are  treated  in 
that  class  with  apprentices.  Thus  in  Blackstone's 
Commentaries  (chapter  on  Master  and  Servant)  i1^ 
is  said :  "  Another  species  of  servants  are  called) 
apprentices  (from  apprendre,  to  learn),  and  are- 
usually  bound  for  a  term  of  years  ...  to- 
serve  their  master,  and  be  maintained  and 
instructed  by  them."  This  person  is  therefore  a- 
servant,  and  the  case  is  covered  by  the  Act.  It 
was  contended  that  in  a  previous  Act  (IC  &  17 
Tict.  c.  90)  apprentioes  were  for  the  first  time 
omitted,  but,  if  we  trace  through  the  previoua 
Acts  in  which  they  were  mentioned,  those  Acta 
show  that  apprentices  were  servants  within  the 
meaning  of  the  prior  Acts,  and  they  were  specially 
mentioned  to  avoid  coming  under  an  exemption 
which  is  to  be  found  in  all  the  previous  Acts  for 
servants  in  trades  or  callings  by  which  the  master 
got  his  living ;  and  when  that  general  exemptioa 
was  dropped  it  became  unnecessary  to  put  in  the 
exception  as  regards  the  apprentices,  and  that  ia 
how  they  came  to  be  l^t  out  subsequently. 
When  the  exception  was  removed,  the  Legislature 
no  longer  put  in  the  word  "  apprentice  as  well 
as  "  servant."  The  first  Act  dealing  with  thia 
matter  is  17  Oeo.  3,  c.  39,  and  sect.  1  of  that  Act 
imposes  a  duty  in  respect  of  servants  generally, 
and  sect.  2  provides  certain  exemptions  m 
respect  of  certain  servants.  Sect.  4  refers  to 
apprentices,  and  says  that  apprentices  are  not  to 
be  exempt  as  such  from  the  tax  on  servants,, 
except  apprentioes  imposed  upon  masters  by 
m^strates.  That  Act  shows  that  the  wordi 
"servant"  was  used  in  the  broadest  sense  as- 
including  apprentioes.  Then  the  next  Acts  va 
order  are  19  Geo.  3,  o.  31;  2]  Oeo.  3,  c.  31;, 
25  Geo.  3,  c.  43 ;  38  Geo.  3,  c.  41 ;  42  Geo.  3,  c  37  ;. 
43  Geo.  3,  o.  161 ;  16  &  17  Vict  c.  90  (in  which 
the  term  "apprentices"  was  for  the  first  time' 
omitted),  and  the  present  Act,  32  &  33  Yict.  c.  14> 
These  Acts  all  show  that  "servant"  indodea 
apprentices. 

SeoU  Fox,  K.C.  (T.  F.  Hobson  with  him)  for  the 
respondent. — ^If  the  contention  for  the  Crown  is 
right,  why  was  the  word  "  servant "  put  in  if  it  waa 
intended  to  have  no  meaning  beyond  that  of  the 
word  "  person  "  P  The  old  Acts,  which  have  been 
referred, to,  taxed  all  sorts  of  persons,  but  gene- 
rally excluded  traders.  The  scope  of  the  recent 
legislation  is  to  tax  merely  servants  who  are 
employed,  so  to  speak,  as  appendages  of  a  house- 
hold or  establishment,  while  the  former  Acts 
included  a  number  of  servants  as  well  as  servants 
of  this  class.  By  the  word  "servant"  it  waa 
intended  to  distinguish  the  status  of  the  person, 
and  the  present  Act  imposes  a  tax  merely  on 
servants  and  not  a  tax  upon  apprentices.  To 
bring  the  case  within  the  Act,  two  qualificationa 
are  necessary.  First,  the  man  must  be  a  servant;: 
and,  secondly,  he  must  perform  the  duties  which 
are  enumerated  or  similar  duties,  by  whatever 
name  he  may  be  called.  In  the  earlier  Act  of 
1853  the  word  "person"  is  distinguished  from 
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the  word  "  aerrant "  in  ached.  0,  and  when  the 
Act  means  to  inolnde  apprentices  it  uses  the 
word  "  person."  Here  the  jnstioes  have  found  in 
fact  that  this  was  a  contract  of  apprenticeship, 
and  the  main  object  of  each  a  contract  is  to 
receive  instmction.  This  iindhig  is  most  im- 
portant, baring  regard  to  the  contentions  for  the 
Crown  before  the  justices.  The  criterion  pat 
forward  by  the  Grown  was  whether  this  was 
bmtdfide  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  and  learning 
or  mertiy  for  the  purpose  of  gettdnt;  a  stableman, 
and  upon  that  question  of  fact  the  justices  found 
in  the  reepondent's  favour.  The  meaning  of  the 
w(»d  "  servant "  in  this  Act  is  the  oiiaaaxj 
meaning  according  to  the  nse  of  the  word  in  the 
Knglish  language— iliat  is,  a  person  whose  busi- 
nase  it  is  to  serre,  and  towards  whom  the  master 
baa  no  businees  of  teaching.  Upon  all  the 
earlier  Acts  it  waa  perfectly  clear  whether  appren- 
taoes  were  intended  to  be  taxed,  and  no  doubtful 
qoestaon  waa  left  as  to  whether  an  apprentice 
who  also  did  some  service  for  the  purpose  of 
learning  his  trade  was  a  servant  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Taxing  Act.  There  are  two  thmgs 
which  have  to  be  determined — the  nature  of  the 
duties  to  be  performed,  and  the  nature  of  the 
rdationship  to  the  master.  In  both  respects  the 
boy  in  question  was  an  apprentice,  and  if  there 
be  any  doubt,  as  this  is  a  taxing  Act,  it  ought  to 
be  in  favour  of  the  respondent. 

Lord  Altxbstokk,  G.J. — This  case  is  not,  in 
my  opinion,  sufficient  to  bring  the  particular 
empU/jie  in  question  within  the  Taxing  Act.  It  is, 
I  think,  a  wholesome  principle,  which  has  often 
been  recognised,  that  Taxing  Acts  must  be  dis- 
tinct and  fairly  reasonably  clear  as  to  what  are 
intended  to  be  taxed  before  such  things  can  be 
taxed.  The  general  impression  produced  upon 
my  mind  by  the  earlier  statutes  wuch  have  heen 
ruerred  to  is  that  the  Legislature  did  think 
it  necessary  to  insert  provisions  to  bring  appren- 
tioea  within  an  enumeration  of  servants  practically 
identical  with  the  enumeration  of  servants  in  this 
Act.  For  example,  to  cite  an  instance,  one  of  the 
Acta  says :  "  The  aforesaid  duties  shall  extend  to 
apprentices  other  than  apprentices  who  were  com- 
polBorily  forced  upon  the  masters."  Therefore, 
as  far  as  the  earlier  legislation  helps  us  at  all — 
and  I  do  not  think  it  helps  us  very  much — 
it  does  not  assist  the  contention  of  the  Soli- 
citor-General for  the  Crown.  If  we  look  at  the 
statute  of  IG  &  17  Vict.  c.  90  (the  Land  Tax 
Redemption  (Investment)  Act  1853),  which  is  for 
this  purpose  practically  the  same  as  32  &  33  Yict. 
c.  14, 1  think  there  was  a  reason  for  using  the 
word  "  aervant,"  and  that  under  ordinary  oircum- 
staaoes  the  person  to  be  taxed  was  to  have  the 
relation  of  aervant  to  thu  master.  That,  however, 
is  not  conclusive,  because,  as  the  Solicitor- 
General  has  properly  pointed  out,  though  the 
person  may  be  called  by  another  name,  yet  if  he 
does  wholly  or  partially  perform  those  duties  he 
may  still  come  within  the  word  "  servant."  That 
leads  me  to  the  final  point  as  to  what  this  con- 
tract was.  The  contract  is  not  one  which  is 
necessary  for  the  mere  hiring  of  a  groom,  and 
although,  aa  the  Solicitor- General  said,  it  was  in 
theintermtof  the  master,  so  that  the  boy  might  not 
go  away  if  he  became  a  good  rider,  there  is  quite 
asmnoh.to  be  said  on  the  other  side,  that  it  was 
in  tiie  interest  of  the  servant  so  that  he  might  be 
kept  a  sofficnent  time  to  enable  him  to  learn  his 


work  properly,  if  he  turned  out  to  be  slow  to  learn  . 
or  not  industiious,  or  not  the  most  praiseworthv 
apprentice  in  the  world.    I  think  the  way  in  which 
the  magistratee  have  put  the  matter  is  right,  that 
they  regard  this  contract  as  a  contract  of  appren- 
ticeship, meaning  that  the  real  object  of  toe  con- 
tract was  that  the  boy  should  be  taught  to  be  a 
riding  groom,  and  not  merely  to  be  a  stable  boT, 
and  to  be  emplojred  for  seven  years  as  a  stablei. 
boy.    That  being  so,  I  think  the  decision  is  right,, 
and  that  the  words  of  this  Taxing  Act  are  not. 
sufficient  to  bring  a   boy  employed  under  this, 
agreement  within  the  charging  section   simply 
because  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  training  he^ 
does  what  he  must  do  in  order  to  learn  bis  busi- 
ness— namely,  perform  the  duties  of  a  groom  for  a. 
considerable  part  of  the  day.    I  therefore  think, 
the  appeal  ought  not  to  be  allowed. 

Lawkanck,  J. — I  agree. 

Kenbbdt,  J.— It  seems  to  me  that,  on  ih»- 
whole,  in  construing  this  Taxing  Act  the  contract . 
of  apprenticeship  may  not  improperly  be  relied 
upon  as  supporting  the  decision  of  the  magis- 
trates. To  bring  a  case  within  the  statute  we 
have  to  find  a  person  who  is  a  male,  who  is  doing 
certain  classes  of  work,  and  who  is  certainly  doing 
that  work  as  a  servant  to  a  master.  Supposing 
one  were  to  ask  that  question  of  an  apprentice,  ho:^ 
would  say :  "  I  am  not  a  servant ;  I  am  an  ap- 
prentice. He  would  not  mean  that  as  an  appren- 
tice he  might  not  be  doing  this  class  of  work 
to  some  extent,  but  he  would  mean  that  his  rela- 
tionship to  his  employer  is  one,  not  of  service,  but- 
of  apprenticeship,  carrying  with  it  special  inci- 
dents and  as  a  particular  and  distinctive  incident 
that  of  being  entitied  to  edueation  as  well  as  to- 
nurture  or  wages  which  a  master  pays  his  servants 
Unless  the  Act  makes  it  clear  that  it  not  merely 
includes  a  male  person  who  is  employed  in  these 
capacities,  but  also  includes  a  person  who  is  an 
apprentice  as  distinguished  from  a  servant  by 
the  nature  of  the  contract  between  him  and  the 
master,  I  think  it  fails  to  include  persons  in  the 
position  of  this  young  man  in  this  case. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant.  The  Solicitor  of 
Inland  Bevenue. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Rtuton,  Clark, 
and  Ruslon,  for  A.  H.  and  A.  Buston,  Newmarket. 


Dee.  11  and  14, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbsstone,  C.J.,  Lawraxcb 

and  Kennedy,  JJ.) 
Bex  «.  GiLLEBFiB  AND  OTHERS ;  Ex  parte 

OVEESBBRB  OP  WeST  Ham.  (o) 

Poor  rate — Recovery — Distress  laarrant — Tender 
of  part  of  rale  in  court — Refusal  of  magistrate 
to  issue  distress  warrant  for  whole  rate — Juris- 
diction of  magistrate  so  to  refuse — Poor  Relief 
Act  1601  (43  illiz.  e.  2),*.  't—DUtress  for  Rates 
Act  1849  (12  £  13  Vict.  e.  14),  ss.  1,  5,  8,  and 
forms  in  schedule. 

Where,  upon  an  application  hy  overseers  to  a 
magistrate  under  the  Distress  for  Rales  Act  1849 
for  a  distress  warrant  for  rates,  the  ratepayer 
against  whom  the  application  is  made  tenders 
in  court  before  the  magistrate  a  part  of  tlte  reUe 
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the  magistrate  it  not  bound  to  issue  a  distress 
warrant  for  the  lehole  amount  of  the  rate,  but 
has  a  discretion  to  issue  the  distress  taarrant 
for  the  balance  only,  after  deducting  the  amount 
to  tendered  in  court. 

Rule  calling  on  the  stipendiary  magistrate  for 
the  borough  of  West  Ham  and  Messrs.  Boardtnan 
and  Sons  to  show  cause  vhjr  the  migistrate 
shoald  not  issne  his  warrant  to  levy  bv  distress 
and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chatt-els  of  DlesBrs. 
Boardman  and  Soni  the  snm  of  441Z.  8>.  9d.,  being 
the  aniount  of  a  certain  rate  daly  made  by  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  West  Ham. 

The  rate  in  question  was  duly  made,  and  was 
payable  by  the  respondents,  Messia.  Clement 
Boardman  and  Sons,  in  respect  of  certain  premises 
in  the  parish  of  West  Ham  of  which  Messrs. 
Boardaan  and  Sons  were  occupiers. 

The  facts  were  stated  as  follows  in  the  affidavit 
made  and  filed  by  the  learned  magistrate. 

A  complaint  by  John  Eendul,  an  assistant 
overseer  of  the  parish  of  West  Ham,  was  made 
to  the  magistrate  on  the  15th  July  1903  that 
^amongst  others)  Messrs.  Clement  Boardman  and 
Sons,  being  persons  duly  rated  to  the  poor  in  a 
rate  made  on  the  28th  April  1903  in  the  sum  of 
■4ill.  8s.  9(2.,  had  not  paid  that  sum,  but  had 
refused  and  neglected  to  do  so.  Thereupon  a 
summons  was  issued  to  Messrs.  Boardman  and 
Sons  to  appear  at  the  West  Ham  Folice-ooart 
on  the  22na  July  1903  to  show  cause  why  they 
had  not  paid  and  neglected  or  refused  to  pay  the 
rate. 

On  the  22nd  July  Mr.  John  Boardman  on 
behalf  of  Messrs.  Boardman  and  Sons  appeared 
before  the  magistrate  at  the  court.  The  assistant 
overseer  produced  the  book  containing  the  poor 
rate  with  the  allowance  by  the  justices,  and 
proved  the  demand  and  nonpayment  for  seven 
days  previous  to  the  summons.  No  objection 
■^aa  taken  to  the  rate  or  to  the  formalities,  but 
in  cross-examination  the  assistant  overseer  ad- 
mitted that  Messrs.  Boardman  bad  tendered  416Z. 
on  account  of  the  rate  by  leaving  that  amount  at 
the  rate  office,  which  amount  was  subsequently 
'sent  back  to  Messrs.  Boardman. 

The  assistant  overseer  also  stated  that  he  did 
not  think  he  ever  refused  part  payment  of  a  rate 
before ;  Messrs.  Boardman's  ground  of  objection 
to  pay  the  balance  was  that  they  disapproved  of 
the  recent  Education  Act. 

At  the  magistrate's  suggestion  Messi's.  Board- 
man  made  another  tender  of  the  4162.  in  court, 
but  the  assistant  overseer  refused  to  accept  the 
same.  Thereupon  the  magistrate  refused  to  issue 
a  distress  warnint  for  more  than  252.  88.  9i  ,  the 
balance. 

Sect.  8  of  12  &  13  Vict  c.  U  (the  Distie»  for 
Bites  Act  1849)  provides  as  follows  : 

And  whereas  it  may  be  oonvenient,  and  save  ezpenae 
and  litigation,  if  forms  to  be  nsed  for  the  pnrpose  of 
lav^iig  the  snms  aforesaid  shonld  be  given:  Be  it  en- 
•oted,  that  the  foimi  in  the  sohednle  to  this  Ant  con- 
tained, or  forms  to  the  same  or  the  like  effect,  ihall  be 
deemed  good,  valid,  and  sufficient  in  law. 

A  reference  to  forms  A  (2),  B,  and  C  (1)  shows 
that  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  each  that  the 
respective  persons  "  have  not  respectively  paid  the 
said  sums  or  any  part  thereof,  but  have  respec- 
tively refused  so  to  do."  The  magistrate  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  clearly  contemplated  by  the 


statute  that  a  ratepayer  "  to  save  expense  and 
litigation "  might  pay  and  the  overseer  receive  a 

iiortion  of  the  rate,  and,  further,  that  Messrs. 
ioardman  and  Sons  Iiad  not  refused  payment  of 
t;he  rate,  but  only  a  part  thereof,  having  in  fact 
by  their  tender  shown  their  willinsrness  to  pay  the 
greater  part  thereof — namely,  4162. — which  the 
overseers  neglected  and  refused  to  accept. 

The  magistrate  was  further  of  opinion  that, 
although  acting  ministerially,  it  was  never  con- 
templated that  he  should  issue  a  distress  wari-ant 
for  4412.  8(.  9(2.,  with  the  consequent  increase  of 
expense  to  the  ratepayers  (amounting  to  over  201.) 
in  executing  it,  when  4162.  in  cash  was  to  be  bad 
for  the  lifting  in  court  and  outside  the  court ;  that 
this  sum  of  252.  8s.  9<2.  was  the  oiUv  sum  remain- 
ing unpaid,  and,  moreover,  the  only  snm  which 
Messrs.  Boardman  had  neglected  and  lefnsed  to 

pay- 

The  magistrate  deemed  it  his  duty  as  a  magis- 
trate to  ensure  payment  to  the  overseers  of  the 
full  amount  ot  their  rate,  and  this  he  considered 
he  did  effectually  by  enabling  them  to  take  4162. 
in  cash  and  granting  them  a  distress  warrant  for 
the  balance  of  252.  8«.  9(2.  He  at  the  same  time 
avoided  burdening  the  ratepayers  with  extra 
expense,  which  the  statute  seemed  to  him  to 
enjoin. 

The  magistrate  farther  stated  that  he  had  sat 
as  deputy  police  magistrate  and  as  police  magis- 
trate at  that  court  for  over  fourteen  years,  and 
during  that  time  had  heard  many  thousands  of 
px>r  rate  summonses,  and  it  was  ox  very  frequent 
occurrence  that  the  assistant  overseer  nad  asked 
him  to  order  distress  warrants  for  less  amounts 
than  those  for  which  the  summonses  were  issued, 
payment  on  account  having  been  accepted  by  the 
overseers.  He  had  never  personally  known  a 
single  instance  in  which  such  payment  had  been 
refused,  and  he  verily  believed  that  until  this 
question  of  the  education  rate  arose  payment  on 
account  of  poor  rates  had  always  been  accepted. 

In  the  affidavit  by  the  superintendent  assistant 
overseer,  at  whose  instance  the  rule  was  granted 
on  behalf  of  the  overseers  of  the  parish,  it  was 
stated  (amongst  other  things)  that  the  rate  in 
question  included  the  education  rate  for  the 
parish ;  that  Mr.  John  Boardman  had,  for  Messrs. 
Boardman  and  Sons,  tendered  the  part  of  the  rate 
before  application  was  made  for  the  summons, 
but  refused  to  pay  the  balance  as  being  the 
amount  which  they  alleged  represented  the  part 
of  the  rate  applicable  to  non-provided  or  sec- 
tarian schools;  that  the  overseers  had  at  a 
meeting  resolved  not  to  accept  part  payment  of 
the  rates  when  such  part  payment  was  offered  or 
tendered  subject  to  deduction  of  the  part  deemed 
to  be  in  respect  of  non-provided  or  sectarian 
schools ;  that  this  resolation  was  communicated 
to  Mr.  John  Boardman,  but  he  nevertheless  ten- 
dered the  portion  of  the  rate  and  claimed  to 
deduct  the  balance  as  being  in  respect  of  the 
education  rate,  but  the  tender  was  declined ;  that 
on  the  hearing  of  the  summons  before  the  magis- 
trate Mr.  John  Boardman  on  behalf  of  his  firm 
again  tendered  the  same  amount,  but  the  assistant 
overseer  again  declined  to  accept  the  amount  ten- 
dered and  requested  the  magistrate  to  issue  a 
distress  warrant  for  the  whole  rate,  but  the  magis- 
trate declined  to  issue  a  distress  warrant  for  the 
whole  rate,  and  issued  a  distress  warrant  for  the 
balance  only ;  that  the  overseers  were  advised  that 
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tiie  magistnite  had  no  powsr  to  compel  the  over- 
aeers  nnder  the  cironmstaDOes  to  accept  payment 
of  part  of  the  rate  from  Messrs.  Boardman  and 
Sons  or  to  refuse  to  iasne  a  distress  warrant 
for  the  whole  amonnt  of  the  rate,  and  they 
aooordingly  applied  for  the  above  rale  for  a 
mtandamut. 

In  an  affidavit  by  Mr.  John  Boardman  as 
representing  his  firm  he  stated  that  he  had  a  oon- 
aoientioas  objection  to  volantarily  pay  that  part 
■at  the  poor  rate  which  was  applicable  to  non-pro- 
vided or  sectarian  schools  in  the  parish,  and  that 
on  that  ground  his  firm  had  refused  to  pay  the 
251.  8f .  9d.,  the  part  of  the  rate  which  was  so 
applicable  ;  that  he  had  tendered  both  before  the 
commons  and  in  court  the  416!.,  and  that  his  firm 
were  ready  and  willing  to  give  all  facilities  to  the 
overseers  and  their  buliffs  in  connection  with  the 
«xecataon  of  the  distress  warrant  ordered  to  be 
issued  by  the  magistrate. 

Bobaon,  K.G.  {Maemorran,  E.G.  and  Artemue 
Jones  with  him)  showed  cause. — No  order  in  the 
nature  of  a  mandamus  ought  to  go  in  this  case. 
The  magistrate  offered  to  issue  a  distress  warrant 
for  the  balance  of  252.  8«.  9d.,  but  he  refused  to 
issue  the  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount. 
The  question  now  is  whether  the  magistrate  had 
Adiscrotion  to  offer  to  issue  a  distress  warrant 
-for  the  balance  only,  or  whether  he  was  bound  to 
issue  the  warrant  for  the  whole  amount.  It 
is  submitted  that  he  had  a  discretion  to  issue  the 
distress  warrant  for  the  balance  only — that  is,  for 
the  amount  over  and  above  the  sum  tendered  in 
«onrt.  By  the  Poor  Belief  Act  1601  (43  Eliz. 
«.  2)  the  refusal  to  pay  the  poor  rate  was  a 
criminal  offence,  and  the  justices  had  power  to 
4x>mmit  to  prison — in  default  of  distress  for  the 
poor  rate — the  party  against  whom  the  distress 
warrant  should  have  been  issued.  Then  by  the 
Distress  for  Bates  Act  1849  (12  &  13  Yict  c.  14), 
e.  2,  this  imprisonment  was  limited  to  three 
months,  so  that  this  is  a  case  falling  within  the 
criminal  law,  with  the  liability  to  imprison- 
ment over  and  above  the  civil  liability  to 
pay  the  debt.  Therefore  if  the  magistrate 
is  bound  in  such  a  case  to  issue  a  distress 
warrant  for  the  whole  amount,  notwithstanding 
that  the  greater  part  of  that  amount  has  been 
tendered  in  court,  it  would  impose  upon  a  rate- 
payer  a  much  greater  punishment  than  that  con- 
templated by  the  law.  The  contention  on  the 
part  of  the  overseers  is  that  they  are  entitled  to 
aava  the  whole  rate,  and,  if  they  do  not  get  the 
whole  they  are  entitled  to  refuse  tha  part  tendered. 
The  Act  itself  and  the  forms  in  the  schedule 
•how  that  that  is  not  so,  and  that  the  magistrate 
btm  a  discretion  in  the  matter.  The  forms  of 
oomplaint  and  warrant  of  distress  given  in  the 
echedule  to  the  Act— namely,  A  (1),  A  ^2),  B,  G  (1), 
«nd  C  (2) — all  contain  the  words  "  hath  not  paid 
the  same  or '  any  part  thereof,'  but  hath  refused 
to  do  so,"  showing  that  the  Act  contemplated 
that  there  might  be  a  payment  of  part  at 
the  rate,  and  a  distress  warrant  lor  the 
balance  unpaid.  The  duty  of  the  overseer  is 
to  demand  the  whole  rate,  but,  if  he  cannot 
get  the  whole  rate,  then  be  ought  to  demand 
a  part  of  it,  as  he  has  to  inform  the  magis- 
trate in  the  complaint  (form  A  1)  that  t^e 
ratepayer  has  not  paid  any  part  of  the  rate.  The 
qoeation  whether  the  act  of  the    magistrate  in 


issuing  a  distress  warrant  is  judicial  or  ministerial 
is  considered  in  Archbold's  Poor  Law,  15th  edit., 
p,  1056,  and,  although  justices  may  be  bound  to 
issue  a  distress  warrant  in  certain  cases,  they  are 
not  bound  to  issue  the  warrant  for  the  whole  rate 
when  part  has  been  tendered  in  court.  If  the 
distress  warrant  is  issued  for  the  whole  amount 
when  part  has  been  tendered,  the  ratepayer 
suffers  in  two  ways — first  in  being  liable  to 
larger  costs,  and,  secondly,  by  having  a  larger 
quantity  of  goods  sold  by  a  forced  sale  than  is 
necessary. 

Danckuierta,  E.G.  (Edmard  Morten  and  Stwrges 
with  him)  for  the  overseers  in  support  of  the  rule. 
— The  magistrate's  duty  was  ministerial  only,  and 
he  was  bound  to  issue  the  distress  warrant  for 
the  whole  rate.  Sect.  4  of  43  Eliz.  c.  2  (the  Poor 
Belief  Act  1601)  gives  the  overseers  power,  by 
warrant  from  two  justices  of  the  peace,  to  levy 
the  sums  and  all  arrearages  of  every  one  that 
shall  refuse  to  contribute  "according  as  they 
shall  be  assessed"  by  distress  and  sale  of  the 
offender's  goods.  Therefore  the  persons  against 
whom  the  distress  is  to  go  are  the  persons  who 
refuse  to  contribute  "  according  as  they  shall  be 
assessed."  There  are  a  series  of  cases  as  to  what 
the  jurisdiction  of  justices  is  in  such  cases.  The 
proposition  of  law  to  be  deduced  from  the  oases 
is  that  the  justices,  when  they  are  called  on  to 
act  in  granting  a  distress  warrant  for  rates,  are 
entitled  to  say,  "  You  must  show  us  a  legal  rate  " ; 
but  once  the  rate  is  legal  on  the  face  of  it  and 
is  in  other  respects  legal,  then  tha  duty  of  the 
justices  is  merely  ministerial,  the  reason  being 
that  a  distress  warrant  is  a  process  of  execution. 
It  is  for  the  overeeers  to  determine  whether  they 
will  accept  part  payment  of  the  rate;  the  discretion 
to  accept  part  payment  rests  with  them  and  not 
with  the  justices.  A  question  arose  as  to  whether 
the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1879  applied  to 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  rates,  and  the 
case  of  Beg.  v.  Price  (42  L.  T.  Bep.  439 ;  5  Q.  B. 
Div.  300),  which  came  after  the  Summary  Juris- 
diction Act  1879,  decided  that  that  Act  did  not 
affect  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  poor  rates, 
and  that  a  distress  warrant  for  such  rates  might 
be  issued  as  before  the  Act  The  reason  why  the 
justices  were  bound  to  see  that  the  rate  was  legal 
on  the  face  of  it  was  for  their  own  protection,  as 
otherwise  they  might  be  subject  to  an  action  for 
trespass.  That  is  very  clearly  put  by  Parke,  B. 
in  Newboidd  v.  Coltman  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  O.  S.  488 ; 
6  Ex.  189),  a  judgment  which  shows  that  the 
justices  act  ministerially.  So,  in  Southtoark  and 
VanxhaU  Water  Company  v.  Hampton  Urban 
Council  (79  L.  T.  Bep.  512,  at  p.  514;  (1899)  1 
Q.  B.  273,  at  p.  277),  Smith,  L.J.  says:  "The 
magistrates  in  granting  the  warrant  of  distress 
act  ministerially,  the  rate  itself  being  the  order." 
In  Reg.  v.  HandsUy  (7  Q.  B.  Div.  398)  Field,  J. 
says:  "The  justices  upon  due  application  for  a 
distress  warrant  are  boimd  to  grant  it.  .  .  . 
They  themselves  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  act 
ministerially.  .  .  .  I  think  they  had  no  juris- 
diction to  impose  any  delay  in  the  execution  of 
the  warrant " ;  and  Hnddleston,  B.  says :  "  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  justices  act  minis- 
teriaUy,  and  not  judicially."  The  Act  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  14  was  careful  not  to  change  the  Act  of 
Elizabeth,  except  in  the  case  of  imprisonment. 
In  sects.  1  and  2  there  are  provisions  as  to  costs 
and  as  to  the  issuing  a  warrant  of  commitment. 
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Theae  are  in  the  diaoration  of  tbe  josfcioea,  and 
and  as  to  these  they  act  judicially.  In  seot.  2 
there  are  really  two  discretions,  whether  the 
person  is  to  go  to  prison,  and,  if  so,  for  what 
time ;  and  a  commilaiient  under  this  section  is  a 
punitive  order,  and  not  merely  a  legal  process  to 
enforce  payment : 

Se  Edgcome,  87  L.  T.  Itep.  108  ;  (1902)  2  E.  B. 
403. 

ContrastintF  the  language  of  this  statute  with  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth,  it  is  clear  that  in  granting 
the  distress  warrant  tbe  justices  have  no  discre- 
tion. Where  the  Act  intended  to  g^Te  a  discre- 
tion it  says  so,  as  in  sect.  1 — "  if  in  thmr  dis- 
cretion they  shall  so  think  fit  "  to  make  an  order 
as  to  costs.  By  sect.  5  the  summons  "  may  "  be 
in  the  form  in  the  schedule,  and  therefore  the 
forms  are  permissive,  and  the  forms  say  "or" 
any  part  thereof,  not "  nor  "  anv  part  thereof,  so 
that  the  argument  based  on  the  words  "  or  any 
part  thereof  "  ought  not  to  prevail.  The  liability 
to  pav  the  rate  is  not  a  mere  private  debt,  but  is 
a  public  obligation :  (per  Mauiew,  J.  in  Beg.  v. 
Blenkinsop,  66  L.  T.  Bep.,  at  p.  188;  (1892) 
1  Q.  B.,  at  j>.  46).  In  Seaman  t.  Bwrley  (75  L.  T. 
Bep.  91 ;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  344)  it  was  held  that  an 
application  to  enforce  payment  of  a  poor  rate 
by  distress  warrant  was  a  criminal  cause  for 
the  purpose  of  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal;  but  so  long  ago  as  Beg.  v.  Oovemor 
of  Whiteerost-etreet  PrUon  (12  L.  T.  Bep., 
at  p.  546 ;  6  B.  &  S.,  at  p.  395)  the  commit- 
ment was  considered  to  be  under  civil  process. 
Then  as  to  the  question  of  tender,  the  rate  was 
one  entire  sum,  and  the  tender  to  be  good  must 
be  the  tender  of  the  whole  sum ;  a  tender  of  part 
of  an  entire  demand  is  bad  ns  a  tender : 

SaarUl   v.    Badgrmie,    26  L.    T.  B«p.  O.  S.  89; 
5  E.  &  B.  639 ; 

Dttion  V.  Olarlc,  5  C.  B.  365. 
It  rests  entirely  with  the  overseers  in  the  interests 
of  the  ratepayers  to  say  whether  they  will  require 
the  whole  rate  or  be  satiafied  with  a  part ;  but  it 
is  not  for  the  magistrate  on  an  application  for  a 
distress  warrant  to  say  that.  The  Act  compels 
tiie  ratepayer  to  pay  the  whole,  and  it  is  entirely 
in  the  discretion  of  the  overseers  whether  they 
will  require  the  whole  to  be  paid ;  but  as  to  that 
the  magistrate's  duty  is  wholly  ministerial : 

Sag.  T.  Bottler,  4  B.  ft  S.  959; 

Sa  parte  Bridgend  Ouardiotu,  9  L.  T.  Rep.  720. 
The  utmost  to  be  recovered  for  costs  is  entirely 
independent  of  the  amount  of  the  rate. 

Lord  Alyebbtone,  O.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  must  be  discharged.  I  wish  it  to  be 
distinctly  nnderstood  that  nothing  I  say  in  this 
case  must  be  supposed  to  give  any  countenance 
to  the  refusal  of  persons  (I  am  sx>eaking,  of  course, 
in  a  court  of  law)  to  pay  rates  that  are  justly 
due,  and  I  desire  to  make  that  distinctly  plain. 
I  am  dealing  with  this  case  as  though  it  had 
arisen  in  any  other  ordinary  case,  and  as  though 
I  had  not  known  the  motive  which  was  set  up  as 
an  excuse  for  not  paying  tbe  whole  of  the  rates. 
I  am  anxious  to  say  that  because  it  sometimes 
has  been  supposed  that  a  judgment  given  in  a 
case  of  this  kind  has  countenanced  or  given 
support  to  matters  with  which  it  has  nothing  to 
do.  As  I  pointed  out,  the  question  in  this  case 
which  we  have  to  decide  is  whether,  when  an  appli- 
cation is  made  to  a  magistrate  under  the  Distress 


for  Bates  Act  1849  (12  &  13  Vict  c.  14)  and  the 
person  against  whom  the  application  is  made, 
who  must  be  summoned  and  who  must  be  there, 
says,  "  Here  is  a  part  of  the  money ;  yon  can 
take  it  to-day,"  the  magistrate  is  bound  to  issa» 
a  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount.  With 
the  greater  part,  I  think  I  may  say  with  all  but 
one  point,  of  Mr.  Danckwerts'  able  argument  I 
entirely  agree.  I  entirely  agree  with  all  the  - 
subordinate  and  minor  preliminary  propositions 
that  he  laid  down.  I  agree  with  him  to  this 
extent  that  the  overseer  is  entitied  to  say,  "  I  will 
not  take  less  than  the  441Z."  It  seems  to  me,  having; 
got  thus  far,  that  we  have  only  to  consider  what 
are  the  rights  and  duties  of  a  maeistrate  asked 
to  issue  a  distress  warrant  under  the  statute.  I 
think  it  is  quite  right  to  say,  broadly  speaking, 
that  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  is  ministerial,  but 
that  does  not  decide  the  question,  because  we  have 
then  really  got  to  explain  what  we  mean  by  thft 
word  "  ministerial."  I  have  no  doubt,  and  not 
only  have  I  no  doubt,  but  I  have  decided  in  two  or 
three  cases  in  the  last  two  years,  that  where 
there  is  a  good  rate,  and  where  the  magistrate  is 
satisfied  that  the  person  is  the  proper  person  and 
has  not  pfud,  the  grounds  which  he  can  consider 
as  a  reason  for  not  issuing  a  distress  warrant  are 
very  limited.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  through 
them  again.  I  have  never  pretended,  nor  do 
I  now  pretend,  to  give  a  complete  catalogue 
of  them,  as  some  new  case  mar  arise,  ont> 
I  am  not  aware  of  anything  which  has  ever  jus- 
tified the  view  that  a  magistrate  must  issue  a 
distress  vrarrant  if  the  person  is  prepared  to  pay 
there  and  then  the  whole  amount.  Nor  do  1 
know  of  any  authority  which  suggests  that  he 
must  issue  the  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  if 
there  and  then  the  overseer  can  receive  or  has 
received  a  part  of  the  money  which  was  due  to 
him.  It  seems  to  me  that  all  these  questions  are 
really  beside  the  question  we  have  to  consider. 
Nobody,  I  think,  can  read  the  Act  of  12  &  13  Yict. 
0. 14  without  being  satisfied  that  the  Legislature 
contemplated  prooess  for  part  of  the  rate  and 
payment  of  part  of  the  rate  as  vrell  as  process  for 
and  payment  of  the  whole  rate.  I  am  not  saying 
they  did  not  contemplate  that  under  many  circum- 
stances a  distress  wairant  would  ordinarily  go  for 
the  whole  amount.  By  sect.  5  the  overseers  are 
directed  to  summon  the  party  before  the  justices. 
Therefore  the  party  is  to  be  there,  and,  although 
it  is  quite  true  that  the  section  itself  relates 
specially  to  cases  where  proceedings  have  been 
taken  to  compel  payment  with  a  view  to  a  person 
being  lodged  in  prison,  sect.  6  says :  "  If  at  any 
time  before  such  person  shall  be  committed  to 
and  lodged  in  prison  for  nonpayment  thereof,  or 
for  or  by  reason  of  its  being  returned  to  such 
warrant  of  distress  aforesaid  that  there  are  no' 
goods  or  chattels  or  no  suflScient  goods  or  chattels 
.  .  .  such  person  shall  pay  or  tender  to  the 
churchwardens  or  overseers  of  the  poor  or  any  of 
them,  or  to  the  surveyor  of  highways  .  .  .  the 
sum  BO  sought  to  be  recovered  together  with  the 
amount  of  all  costs  and  expenses  up  to  that  time 
incurred.  .  .  ."  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  actual  words  of  the  statute  clearly  contem- 
plate that  there  may  be  an  application  made  for 
less  than  the  full  amount.  I  also  wish  to  point  out 
that  the  statute  also  contemplates  an  application 
being  made  for  more  than  the  amount  of  a  par- 
ticular rate,  because  it  orders   the  justices  in 
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aome  oaaes  to  issna  a  distress  warrant  for  the 
rate  and  all  the  arrears  that  there  are,  which 
would  of  neoeesity  InTolre  some  inquiry  as  to 
what  the  real  arrears  were.  When  we  oome  to 
look  at  the  section,  it  is  perfectly  true  that  the 
forms  as  forms  are  only  optional.  It  is  per- 
fectly true  that  the  forms  need  not  be  exactly 
followed,  because  the  words  are  "  or  forms  to  the 
same  or  the  like  effect,"  but  still  the  forms 
indicate  that  the  Legislature  contemplated  the 
Act  being  used  where  a  part  of  the  rate 
oonld  not  be  recovered.  Under  these  oir> 
onmstancea  I  must  say,  treating  this  as  an  ordi- 
naiy  case  and  nothing  else,  I  am  very  mnch 
impressed  with  that  which  the  magistrate  has 
stated  to  be  the  practice  which  has  existed  now 
for  over  fourteen  years.  He  says  that  he  has  heard 
many  thousands  of  poor  rate  summonses,  and  it 
is  a  Tery  frequent  occurrence  that  the  assistant 
overseer  has  asked  him  to  order  a  distress  warrant 
for  less  amounts  than  those  for  which  the  sum- 
monses were  issued,  payment  on  account  having 
been  accepted  by  the  overseers.  The  point  Mr. 
Danckwerts  takes  that  impresses  me,  and  the  one 
point  that  has  given  me  difSoulty  in  this  case,  is 
that  he  says  that  the  overseers  need  not  accept 
less  than  the  full  amount,  and  the  cases  in  which 
distress  warrants  have  been  issued  have  been  at 
the  request  of  the  overseers.  I  think  that  is  pro- 
bably true,  and  to  a  very  large  extent  true  in 
those  cases,  but  I  think  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  justice,  when  the  statute  comtemplates 
process  going  for  a  part  which  is  refused  to  be 

riid,  there  oeing  a  question  of  previous  tender — 
agree  that  no  qoestion  of  previous  tender  ought 
to  be  gone  into,  oecause  that  might  necessitate  a 
trial  of  what  was  a  tender — and  where  in  court 
the  magistrate  is  satisfied  that  the  money  is  to 
be  had  for  the  lifting  or  for  the  asking,  and  the 
process  of  the  court  is  only  required  to  enforce 
payment  of  the  balance,  then  the  magistrate  has 
a  light  to  issue  a  distress  warrant  for  the  balance. 
I  pomted  out  when  this  rule  was  moved  that  it 
seemed  to  me  extremely  doubtful  whether  or  not 
a  mandamus  ought  to  go,  because  on  that  day 
when  the  magistrate  so  acted  the  overseer  could 
have  had  the  4161.  in  cash,  and  a  distress  warrant 
for  the  balance  as  on  that  day.    I  have  listened 
'with  the  greatest  attention  to  the  argument  in 
support  of  this  rule,  and  I  am  unable  to  see  any- 
thing which  proTents  us  from  taking  what  seems 
to  me  to  be  the  reasonable  and  proper  course, 
that  where  a  process  is  to  be  issued,  it  ought  to 
be  issued  only  for  that  which  is  really  required 
to  be  recovered.    I  must  point  out  that  any  other 
judgment   would  throw    upon  the   recalcitrant 
debtor,  who  either  was  not  able  to  pay  or  was  not 
willing  to  pay,  larger  costs  as  between  himself 
and  the  overseer,  because  the  overseer  or   the 
other   persons    who    levied    would    be    entitled 
to    recover   larger  fees   in   respect  of   levying 
a  larger  amount.    I   am  therSore   of  opinion 
thaA   the  rule  must   be  discharged.     I  under- 
stand  that   the    respondents'   undertaking    to 
pay  the   amount    tendered   remains,   and   that, 
notwithstanding   all    that    has    been    said,   the 
respondents    undertake   to    pay    the    4161.    so 
tendered. 

IiAWBAKCB,  J.^  I  entirely  agree. 

Kehkkdt.  J. — I  also  agree.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  in  my  judgment  entirely  with  what  my 


Lord  has  said  with  regard  to  dealing  with  this 
case  simply  on  general  grounds.    I  can  put  my 
reasons  very  shortly,  and  I  think,  considenng  the 
importance  of  this  case,  I  ought  to  do  so.    The 
question  is  whether  we  are  by  this  procedure  of 
mandamus  to  compel  a  magistrate  to  issue  a 
distress  warrant  in  respect  of  the  whole  of  a  rate 
when  on  the  hearing  of  the  summons  an  actual 
tender  of  a  large  portion  of  the  rate  is  made  then 
and  there  in  court  before  him,    Primd  facie  that 
would  seem  to  be  an  unlikely  course  for  the  law 
to  be  compelled  to  sanction.    It  does  involve,, 
though  without  any  gain  to  the  overseers,  great«: 
cost  to  the  ratepayers.    But  when  we  look  at  the 
question  from  the  view  which  Mr.  Danckwerts 
invited  us  to  take,  the  view  of  authority,  I  see 
nothiug  in  the  authorities  which  compels  this 
court,  in  obedience  to  the  authority  of  previous 
decisions,  to  take  the  view  that  the  magistrate 
ought  in  this  case  to  be  compelled  by  mandamus 
to  issue  the  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount. 
Persons,  of  course,  must  pay  the  rate  as  ordered 
by  law,  and  must  recognise  that  which  this  court 
has  more  than  once  laid  down — namely,  that  a 
magistrate  before  whom  the  person,  who  ought  to 
pay  a  rate,  is  brought  for  the  nonpayment  of 
that  rate   is  acting  ministerially  and  not  judi- 
raally,  in  this  sense,  that  if  it  is  a  valid  rate,  U,  as, 
for  example,  in  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Bradshaw  (2  ' 
E.  &..  £.  836 ;  s.c.  Beg.  v.  Warmckshire  JusHceB 
(2  L.  T.  Bep.  233),  the  person  summoned  is  in 
visible  occupation    of  the    property    rated,    the' 
magistrate  cannot  go  into  any  other  question ' 
besides  this :  "  Is  there  due  and  unpaid  the  rate 
which  has  been  made  according  to  law  ?  "    In 
that  sense  his  duty  is  ministerial.    But  then  the 
question  arises,  Is  the  magistrate — while  accept- 
ing and  being  bound  by  the  rate  as  being  the 
basis  of  the  amount  for  which  he  must  put  in 
force  the  powers  intrusted  to  him  by  giving  a 
distress  warrant  and  being  bound  as  regards  the 
liabUitv  of  the  person  sought  to  to  be  charged 
with  the  amount  which  he  is  to  insert  in  the 
distress  warrant — in  issuing  the  distress  warrant 
bound  to  overlook  the  fact  that  there  is  an  amount  . 
as  to  which  the  ratepayer  then  and  there  in  court 
says,  "  Here  is  the  amount  in  part  payment."    I 
know  of  no  authority  obliging  us  to  come  to  such  a 
conclusion,  and  it  would  seem  to  me  to  be  mosb 
unreasonable  if ,  it  were  so.    A  good  deal  of  the 
argument  of  counsel  in  support  of  the  rule  seemed 
to  me  to  be  outside  the  real  question  for  conside- 
ration, because  nobody  has  suggested  that  the 
magistrate,  when  the  person  is  brought  before 
him  by  the  overseers  on  a  summons  for  non- 
payment of  a  rate,  should  go  into  the  disputed 
question  as  to  whether  at  any  time  the  person 
who  ought  to  pay  the  rate  has  tendered  either 
the  whole  amount  of  the  rate  or  any  part  of  it. 
The  m^^trate  is  not  there  to  try  the  question 
as   to  whether  there  has  been  a  valid  tender 
or  not  of  the  whole  or  of   part   of   the  rate. 
I  quite  agree  that  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  in 
issuing  the  distress  warrant  is  ministerial  and  not 
judicial.    There  is  the  rate  and  the  ratepayer  has 
to  pay  it,  and  the  magistrate  has  to  see  at  that 
moment  what    is  the  amount  actually  unpaid. 
But  directly  he  does  that,  he  must  see  that  the 
money  is,  as  in  this  case,  actually  produced,  and 
that  the  ratepayer  says  that  he  is  willing  to  pay 
it.    Oould  it  M  argued  that,  supposing  a  rate> 
payer  came  to  the  court  with  the  whole  amount. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


20— Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Uaroh  5,  1904. 


K.B.  DiT.]       Dawsoh  r.  Grbat  Northern  and  Oitt  Bailwat  Cohpant.       [K.B.  Dit. 


never  having  paid  up  to  that  moment,  the  over- 
«eer  conld  say,  "  I  wul  not  take  the  amount  even 
now;  I  want  a  distresa  warrant  for  the  whole 
amount  of  the  rate."  Sorely  that  cannot  be 
lieht.  It  would  be  issaini;  a  distresa  warrant  with 
aU  its  oiroumstanoes  of  oost  and  of  annoyance 
against  a  person  who  up  to  that  time,  no  donbt, 
had  not  paid,  but  who  then  and  there  actually 
offers  the  money  before  the  magistrate,  and 
against  whom  I  presume  the  magistrate's  duty 
would  be  to  order  him  to  pay  the  cost  so  far 
incurred  by  the  steps  which  had  alone  produced 
the  money.  It  seems  to  me  that  while  it  is  not 
in  the  least  within  the  function  of  a  magistrate  to 
consider  previous  tenders,  if  the  money  is  then 
and  there  offered  in  payment  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  rate,  and  while  he  looks  H.t  the  amount 
of  the  rate  as  prima  facie  the  amount  absolutely 
due,  which  he  must  consider  to  be  due  as  the 
legal  rate,  and  while  he  cannot  go  into  the  ques- 
tion of  the  liability  of  the  person  who  is  visibly 
in  occupation  of  the  property  rated — then  it  is 
not  contested  his  duty  is  to  say  that,  in  using 
the  machinery  to  get  this  rate,  he  mast  look  at, 
and  properly  look  at,  the  sum  which  is  there  in 
court,  and  which  leaves  him  free  to  put  in  force 
that  machinery  only  for  the  balance  remaining 
npaid.  Therefore  on  thqse  grounds  itseems  to 
me  that  it  would  not  be  nght  to  compel  the 
magistrate  to  issue  a  distress  warrant  for  a  rate 
when  either  the  whole  or  a  part  of  it  is  aotnally 
offered  in  court  before  him,  and  that  the  overseer 
as  an  official  can  only  properly  recover  tbe 
balance,  beine  already,  wituout  having  recourse 
to  any  machinery  of  distress  warrants,  enabled 
there  and  then  to  receive  that  which  is  either  the 
whole  or  a  substantial  part  of  that  which  he  is 
entitled  to  chum.  Buh  discharged. 

Solicitors  tor  the  respondents,  Lloyd-Qeorge, 
JRobertt,  and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  overseers,  Hillearyi. 


Tuesday,  Dee.  8, 1903. 

(Before  Wright.  J.) 

Dawson  «.  Great  Northern  and  Citt 
Railway  CoMPANT.(a) 

CompeneaUon — Leatehold — Subsequent  aequisi- 
Hon  of  freehold  —  Assignment  of  claim  for 
dartMge — No  notice  to  treat — Assignment  of 
tort. 

A  freeholder  and  leaseholder  had  notices  to  treat 
served  upon  them  by  a  railway  company  in 
respect  of  their  interests.  The  freeholder  then 
agreed  to  give  the  leaseholder  a  new  lease,  and 
subseqttently  received  compensation  from  the 
railway  company  in  settlement  of  all  claims, 
tinder  the  notice  to  treat,  except  claims  for 
damage  by  svhsidence. 

The  freeholder  then  sold  the  freehold  to  the  lease- 
holder. 

During  the  n«v)  lease  and  after  the  acquisition  of 
the  freehold,  structural  damage  was  caused  to  the 
premises  and  to  the  stock  and  the  trcule. 

&ld,  that  the  original  leaseholder  was  only 
entitled  to  compensation  in  respect  of  such 
damage,  if  any,  as  occurred  under  the  origincU, 

(a)  Reported  by  W.  dk  B.  Hkbbibt,  Bdi-i  Bmlitet-at-Law. 


lease  in  respect  of  which  the  notice  to  treat  was 
served. 

The  acceptance  by  the  sub-lessee  of  a  new  sub-lease 
and  the  implied  surrender  of  the  original  one 
after  the  notice  to  treat  has  been  served  xn 
respect  of  the  interest  in  the  original  sub-lease, 
the  damage  having  been  done  during  the  eon- 
tinuanee  of  the  original  sub-lease,  does  not 
preclude  the  suit-lessee  from  recovering  compensa- 
tion. 

A  claim  for  compensation  wilder  sect.  68  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  1845  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
claim  for  damages  for  a  tarong,  and  as  such  is 
not  a  legal  chose  in  action  within  sect.  25  of  the 
Judicature  Act  1875  so  that  the  <usignee  can 
sue  in  her  own  name. 

Action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
verdict  and  judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintiff 
in  an  inquiry  held  before  a  judge  and  special  jury 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  1845  and  the 
B«gnlation  of  Bailways  Act  1868,  s.  41,  for  the 
purpose  of  assessing  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
by  tbe  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  for  damage 
cansed  to  her  premises  and  stock  and  trade  as  a 
result  of  subsidence,  consequent  on  tbe  constmc- 
tion  by  the  defendants  of  tunnels  for  an  under- 
ground railway. 

The  plaintiff's  premises  comprised  certain  free- 
hold houses  also  some  leasehold  houses  called  the 
Hewitt  and  Berry  and  Yickery  leaseholds  respec- 
tively. 

The  defendants'  works  were  ezecnted  between 
April  and  Oct.  1901,  causing  damage  which  was 
assessed  by  the  jury  at  21002.  in  respect  of 
structural  damage  and  20002.  in  reepect  of 
damage  to  stock  and  trade.  All  the  structural 
damage  occurred  bafore  Deo.  1901,  and  the  other 
damage  during  1902  while  the  repairs  were 
executed. 

The  plaintiff  or  her  predecessor  had  been  tenant 
of  the  freeholds  till  the  end  of  1899  under  one 
Blake. 

In  March  1899  the  defendants  served  on  Blake 
the  usual  notice  to  treat  in  respect  of  his  freehold 
interest,  also  a  notice  on  the  plaintiff  in  respect 
of  her  then  interest. 

Blake  agreed  to  Eettle  his  claim  against  the 
defendants  for  8502. 

In  Oct.  1899  Blake  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff 
a  fresh  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  in  March 
1901  he  sold  the  freeholds  to  her,  deducting  a 
portion  of  the  money  paid  by  the  defendants  from 
the  price. 

The  plaintiff  from  1892  to  Dec.  1901  was  a  sub- 
lessee of  the  Hewitt  leaseholds  for  a  term  to  end 
in  1913. 

On  the  31st  Deo.  1901  the  plaintiff  accepted 
new  sub-leases  for  an  extended  term. 

In  June  or  July  1899  notices  to  treat  were 
served  on  the  freeholder,  on  Hewitt,  and  on  the 
plaintiff  in  regard  to  their  respective  interests. 

Tbe  plaintiff  acquired  the  Berry  and  Yickery 
leaseholds  in  March  and  May  1902  by  assign- 
ments for  long  terms  after  the  structural  damage 
had  been  done. 

Berry  and  Yickery  assigned  to  the  plaintiff 
their  rights  to  compensation  for  the  damage  done 
to  their  interests,  notice  of  which  assignment  was 
given  to  the  defendants. 

No  notice  to  treat  in  respect  o!  the  Berry  and 
Yickery  leaseholds  had  been  given  to  anyone. 
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Sir  E,  Clarke,  K.G.  and  Harry  Dobh  for  the 
plaintiff. 

MeCall,  K.G.,  Oeorge  Cave,  and  C.  E.  Hutehin- 
Mm  for  the  defendant  company. 

Wbioht,  J. — This  action  is  broaght  upon  a 
verdict  and  judgment  obtained  by  uie  plaintiff 
at  an  inquiry  held  before  a  judge  and  jury  in  lieu 
of  a  sheriff  and  jury  under  the  proviBions  of 
the  Regulation  of  Railways  Act  1868,  g.  41,  for 
the  pnrpoBe  of  aaseasiug  the  compensation  to  be 
paid  V^  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  for  damage 
caused  to  her  premises,  stock,  and  trade  as  a  result 
of  subsidenoe  consequent  on  the  construction  by 
the  defenduits  of  tunnels  for  an  underground, 
railway.      The    plaintiff's    premises    comprised, 
firstly,   certain  freehold  houses,  Kos.  119  to  125, 
odd  numbers,  in  the  City-road,  and  Nos.  1  to  5,  odd 
nnmbers,  in  East-road  ;    secondly,  certain  lease- 
hold   houses,   Nos.  127    to    133,  odd   numbers, 
in  the  City-road,  and  Nos.  7  to  13,  odd  numbers, 
in  Eaat-road,  which  I  will  call  the  Hewitt  lease- 
holds ;  and,  thirdly,  certain  other  leasehold  houses, 
Nos.  135  to  139,  odd  nnmbers,  in  the  City-road, 
and  Noe.  15  to  19,  odd  numbers,  in  East-road, 
which  I  will  call  the  Berry  and  Yickery  lease- 
holds.     The   defendants'   works    were  executed 
between  the  beginning  of    April  1901   and  the 
end  of  Oct.  1901.    The  structural  damage  which 
is  now  admitted  to  have  been  the  result  of  thoee 
works  occurred  between  the  beginning  of  April 
1901  and  the  Slst  Deo.  1901 .  In  addition  to  the  coat 
of  making  good  this  structural  damage,  the  plain- 
tiff's stocks   were  damaged  and    her  trade  in- 
jnrionaly  affected    during    repairs    which   were 
execnted  during    1902.      The    plaintiff's    claim, 
da.ted  the  25th  June  1902,  appears  to  be  framed 
upon  aect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act.     The 
joiy  found  their  verdict  for  21002.  for  structural 
damage  and  200GZ.  fur  damage  to  stock  and  trade, 
and  by  agreement  of  the  parties  these  sums  are 
to  be  treated  as  respectively  attributable  as  to 
one-third,  or  7002.  and  6662.,  to  the  freeholds,  one- 
third  to  the  Hewitt  leaseholds,  and  one-third  to 
ihe  Berty  and  Yickery  leaseholds.    The  question 
in  this  action  is  whether  the  plaintiff  can  show 
title  to  the  compensation  the  amounts  of  which 
have  been  so  ascertained.    I  will  consider  first 
the  freeholds.     The  plaintiff  or  her  predecessor 
in  title  has  been  tenant  of  them  from  Blake  under 
a  lease  which  expired  at  the  end  of  1899.    During 
the  currency  of  that  the  defendants  served  on 
Blake  in  March  1899  the  usual  notice  to  treat  in 
respect  of  his  freehold  interest,  and  on  the  plaintiff 
in  July  1899  in  respect  of  her  then  interest.  After- 
wards, in  October  of  the  same  year,  Blake  agreed 
to  give  the  plaintiff  a  fresh  lease  for  twenty-one 
years.    In  Feb.  1900  the  defendants  and  Blake 
agreed  for  the  payment  to  him  of  8502.  in  settle- 
ment of  all  his  claims  under  their  notice  to  treat, 
except  claims  for  damage    by  subsidence.      In 
Karch  1901  Blake  sold  the  freeholds  to  the  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  easements  acquired   by  the 
defendavte,  deducting  from  the  price  payable  to 
him  by  tiie  plaintiff  a  portion  of  the  8502.    Under 
theae  tdronmstances  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  from 
the  doctrine  established  in  the  decisions  collected 
in  Mereer  v.   Liverpool,  8t.  Heleru,  and  South 
Lancaikire   JtaUway    Company  (88  L.   T.  Rep. 
374;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  652)  that,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff's case  depends  on  the  notice  to  treat  which 
was  served  upon  her  in  July  1899  or  on  her 


notice  of  claim  under  sect.  68,  she  is  not  entitled 
to  compensation  for  damage  except  in  respect  of 
her   interest   in  the    residue    of    the    old  lease- 
which  still  subsisted  at  the  date  of  the  notice  to 
treat,  and  in  respect  of  that  interest  she  suffered 
no  damage  or  disturbance.    Before  Blake  agreed 
to  give  her  a  new  lease  or  to  sell  to  her  the  free- 
hold, he  had  become  bound,  under  the  notice  to- 
treat  which  had  been  served  upon  him,  to  allow 
the    defendants     to    execute    their    works    and 
cause   necessary    damage    in    the    execution   of 
them  on  the  terms  of  the  defendants  paying  to- 
him  such  compensation  as  the  damage    might 
require,  and  he  could  not,  as  against  the  deron- 
dants,  create  any  new  interest  in  the  plaintiff 
which  would  subject  the  defendants  to  any  new 
burden  in  her  favour  in  respect  of  their  works. 
The  jury,  therefore,  in  giving  to  the  plaintiff 
7002.  for  structural  damage  to  the  freeholds  have 
given  to  her  what  the  defendants  were,  by  their 
notice  to  treat,  bound  to  pay  Blake,  and  the 
defendants  cannot  be  under  an  obligation  to  pay 
her  also  for  the  same  damage.    This  would  be  still 
more  clear  as  regards  any  portion  of  the  7002. 
which  the  jurv  may  have  given  for  structural 
damage  caused  before  the  sale  of  freeholds  bv 
Blake     in    1901.      To    compensation    for    such 
damage  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  any  claim 
unless  by  virtue  of  some  assignment  of  Blake's- 
right,  and  no    such   assignment   was  made  by 
him.    A  similar  conclusion  seems  to  me  to  lie 
necessary  in  the  case  of  the  666Z. — that  is,  th& 
one-third  of  20<X)2.  which  the  jury  are  to  be  taken 
to  have  given  for  damage  to  trade  and  stock  in 
respect  of  the  freeholds.     Nothing   was  done 
during  the  old  lease  to  cause  any  such  damage, 
and  the  new  lease  must  be  regarded  as  a  lease- 
taken  of  premises    which  the    defendants    had 
acquired  the  right  to  damage  upon  the  terms  of 
compensating  Blake.  The  subsidence  being  right- 
fully caused    by   the   defendants,   the    plaintiffs 
cannot  charge  them  with  the  inconveniences  of 
repair.    As  regards  the  Hewitt  leaseholds,  Hewitt 
was  lessee  of  them  for  a  long  term  from  Blake^ 
and  the  plaintiff  was  from  1892  until  the  Slsi 
Dec.  1901  sub-lessee  of  them  for  Hewitt  for  a- 
term  to  end  in  1913.    Notices  to  treat  were  served 
by  the  defendants  in  June  or  July  1899  on  Blake 
and  Hewitt  and  the  plaintiff  in  regard  to  their 
respective  interests.    On  the  3lBt  Dec.  1901  (that 
is,  after  the  damage  had  been  done,  the  plaintiff 
accepted   from   Hewitt   new    sub-leases  for  an 
extended  term.    I  think  that  she  was  entitled  to- 
recover  compensation  under   this    head,    either 
under  the  notice  to  treat  or  under  sect.  68.    At- 
the  time  of  the  notice  her  old  sub-leases  had  stiU 
about  thirteen  ye  are  to  run,  and  it  is  agreed  that  the- 
whole  of  the  structural  damage  is  to  be  taken  to- 
have  occuri-ed  before  the  old  sub-lease  was  deter- 
mined on  the  31st  Dec.  1901.  At  the  time  when  she- 
accepted  the  new  sub-lease  a  right  to  compensa- 
tion for  the  damage  to  her  interest  in  the  old  sub- 
lease was  vested  in  her,  and  that  right  would  not, 
as  I  apprehend,  be  destroyed  by  her  acceptance- 
of  a  new  sub-lease  or  the  implied  surrender  of 
the  old  one.    She  is  therefore  entitled  to  maintain 
this  action  for  the  agreed  proportions — ^namely, 
7002.  and  6662. — in  respect  of  those  Hewitt  lease- 
holds.   Lastly,  the  Berry  and  Yickery  leaseholds 
were  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  by  assignments  for 
long  terms  from  Berry  and  Yickery  in  March  and 
May  1902  after  the  8trnctut«l  damage  had  occurred,. 
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the  asBignmenta  of  the  lease  beinc;  accom- 
panied by  assignments  from  Berry  and  Yiokery  of 
their  respective  rights  to  compensation.  Notices  of 
the  last-mentioned  assignments  were  given  to  the 
defendants  in  supposed  accordance  with  sect.  25  of 
the  Judicature  Act.  No  notice  to  treat  has  ever 
been  given  by  the  defendants  to  anyone  in  relation 
to  the  premises  comprised  in  their  leasee,  and  the 
plaintiff's  claim  was  founded  on  the  assignment 
to  the  plaintiff  by  Berry  and  Yickery  of  their 
rights  to  compensation.  The  assignment  by 
Berry  recites  that  the  premises  have  before  the 
date  thereof  become  damaged,  and  the  assignment 
by  Yiokenr  is  expressly  limited  to  things  done  or 
omitted  before  its  date.  The  question  which 
arises  upon  the  assignments  is  not  whether  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  them,  nor 
whether  she  might  not  have  proceeded  in  the  names 
of  the  assignors  to  obtain  an  assessment  of  the 
compensation  to  which  they  were  entitled,  and 
which  she  might  have  claimed  from  them  after 
Assessment.  The  question  is  whether  she  could  in 
her  own  name  enforce  payment  of  it  as  against 
these  defendants.  In  considering  this  question,  it  is 
important  to  observe  that  the  claims  which  Beny 
and  Yickeiy  purported  to  assign  were  founded  on 
sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  not  on 
any  notice  to  treat.  If  the  assigned  claims  had 
been  claims  arising  upon  a  notice  to  treat,  they 
might  have  been  regarded  as  claims  arising  upon 
a  contract,  or  as  claims  to  something  which 
might  be  considered  as  the  price  payable  by  the 
deMndants  for  the  right  to  exercise  their  powers 
in  the  assignor's  lands,  and  therefore  as  property, 
and  in  either  view  as  legal  chote*  in  action.  But, 
in  the  absence  of  any  noUce  to  treat  the  element 
of  contract  or  qwui  contract  or  of  proprietary 
right  seems  to  be  wanting,  and  the  claim  seems  to 
be  in  the  nature  of  a  claim  for  damages  for  a 
wrong — a  wrong,  indeed,  which  cannot  be  stopped 
by  injunction  or  otherwise  remedied  in  an  action, 
but  which  gives  rise  to  a  right  to  assessment  of 
danu^es ;  and,  in  the  apparent  absence  of  autho- 
rity, I  think  that  such  a  claim  is  not  a  legal  chose 
-in  action  within  the  meaning  of  the  Judicature 
Act  1875,  s.  25 :  (see  May  v.  Lane,  71  L.  T.  Bep. 
€69),  There  are,  no  doubt,  some  expressions  in  the 
judgments  of  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  case  of 
Colonial  Bank  v.  Whinney  (53  L.  T.  B«p.  272 ; 
.30  Ch.  Div.  261)  which  seem  to  approve  a  state- 
ment in  Williams  on  Personal  Property,  to  the 
«ffect  that  a  right  to  damages  for  a  tort  may  be  a 
legal  chose  in  action ;  but  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  that  case  was  reversed  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  and  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  it 
was  intended  by  sect.  25  of  the  Judicature  Act  to 
make  all  rights  to  damages  (for  example,  for  libel 
•or  assault)  assignable  under  that  section.  But, 
however- this  may  be,  there  are  other  difficulties 
in  the  plaintiff's  way.  The  assignments  by  Berry 
and  Yickeij  of  their  claims  could  of  course  operate 
only  as  assignments  of  what  they  were  entitled  to. 
But  the  jury  seem  to  have  given  compensation, 
not  for  the  damage  sustained  by  Berry  and  Yickeiy, 
but  for  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff. 
This  is  clearly  so  as  to  the  damage  to  trade 
and  stock.  The  learned  judge  at  the  hearing 
directed  the  minds  of  the  jury  to  nothing  but  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  own  trade  and  stock. 
Berry  and  Yickery  were  not  shown  to  have 
suffered  any  damage  to  Uieir  trade  or  to  their 
stock,  and,  as  regards  the  stmctnral  damage  also, 


the  jury  seem  to  have  been  allowed  to  assess  the 
compensation  on  the  footing  of  what  the  damage 
was  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  measure  of  tbat  is 
not  necessarily  the  same  as  the  measure  of  what 
the  damages  would  have  been  to  premises  as  used 
for  different  trades  and  purposes  which  might 
require  different  degrees  of  repair.  Without  the 
aid  of  the  Judicature  Act  it  seems  to  me  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  take  proceedings  in 
her  own  name.  All  the  damage  was  done  before 
the  assignments  of  the  leases,  and  was  damage 
done,  not  to  her  interest,  but  to  the  interesto  of 
Berry  and  Yickeiy,  and  could  not  be  claimed  by 
her  in  her  own  name.  So  far  as  I  know,  there  is 
no  principle  of  law  which  enables  a  purchaser  of 
an  estate  or  interest  in  land  to  maintain  an 
action  for  a  wrong  done  in  relation  to  the  land 
during  the  time  when  it  belonged  to  his  vendor, 
except  where  the  wrong  is  a  continuing  one,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  permanent  nuisance  (see  Pen- 
ruddoek'e  case,  5  Co.  Bep.  lOOfr ;  and  per  Parke,  B. 
in  Thompton  t.  Gibbone,  56  R.  B.  762;  7  H.  &  W. 
456),  and  I  think  that  the  law  must  be  in  the 
same  relation  to  claims  under  sect.  68  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act.  The  result  of  that,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  is  that  the  plaintiff  gets  judgment  for 
the  7002.  and  the  666i.  in  respect  of  the  Hewitt 
leases. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
Solicitors :  White  and  De  Bmiatte ;  Le  Braeeeur 
and  Oakley. 


Wednesday,  Dec.  9, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Altesstonb,  C.J.,  Lawbancb  and 
Kknnbdt,  JJ.) 

NOKES    AND    ANOTHER    (apps.)    V.    ISLINOTON 

BoEOUGH  Council  (resps.).  (a) 

Metropolis — By-law — Reasonableness — No  provi- 
sion as  to  notice — Insiifficient  water-closet  accom- 
modation— Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891 
(54  &  55  Vict.  e.  76),  s.  39  (1). 

By  by-law  26  made  by  the  London  County  Council 
pursuant  to  sect.  Sd  (1)  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891 1(  was  provided  that .-  "  The 
landlord  or  owner  of  any  lodging-house  shaU 
provide  and  maintain  in  connection  with  such 
Aouse  waier-doset,  earth-closet,  or  privy  accommo- 
dation in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  one  water, 
closet,  earth-closet,  or  privy  for  every  twelve 
persons." 

The  by-laws  further  provided  a  penalty  upon  any 
breach  thereof. 

There  was  no  provision  as  to  notice  to  the  landlord 
or  owner. 

Held,  that  the  by-law  was  bad  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  reasondble. 

Cask  stated  on  a  complaint  preferred  by  a 
sanitary  inspector  on  behalf  of  the  respondents 
against  the  appellanto  for  that  they,  being  the 
owners,  as  defined  by  the  by-laws  of  Uie  London 
County  Council  made  under  sect.  39  (1)  of  the 
Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891,  of  a  certain 
lodging-house,  did  not  from  the  3rd  March  to 
the  20th  April  1903  proride  and  maintain  suffi- 
cient water-closet  accommodation,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  by-laws  and  the  Act. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  it  was  proved 
that  the  appellante  were  agents  for  letting  and 

(«)  Seportsd  by  W,  Di  B.  Hibbibt,  Bki.,  Barriiter-M-lAW. 
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collectiiig  and  in  taet  collected  the  rent  of  the 
premises  in  question  daring;  the  period  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  and  dming  snoh  period  the 
honae  contained  nine  rooms  and  one  water-closet 
only  and  no  earth- closet  or  privy. 

In  July  1902  the  house  was  let  out  in  tenements 
to  members  of  more  than  one  family,  and  the 
appellants  collected  the  rents  of  the  several  tene- 
ments from  the  tenants  thereof. 

la  Sept.  1902  the  whole  of  the  tenants  of  the 
faonae  were  ejected  by  the  appellants.  From 
Sept  1902  to  Jait.  1903  the  hoose  was  unoccupied. 

Li  Jan.  1903  the  whole  of  the  house  was  let  to 
one  tenant,  0.  Gates,  at  the  rent  (which  was  a  rack 
tent)  of  362.  per  Rimam,  payable  31.  per  month  in 
advance. 

On  the  5th  Jan.  1903  three  rooms  only  in  the 
house  were  occupied  by  six  people. 

On  the  3rd  March  1903  the  whole  of  the  rooms 
in  the  house  were  occupied,  and  continued  to  be 
occapied  till  the  20th  April  1903,  by  sixteen  people, 
who  constituted  four  separate  families. 

The  rooms  in  the  house  not  required  by  0. 
Gates  for  his  own  occupation  were  let  by  him  to 
lodgers,  from  whom  he  reoNved  rent  on  his  own 
aoconnt. 

On  the  llCh  March  1903  an  intimation  that 
the  closet  accommodation  was  insufficient  was 
left  on  the  premises  and  also  at  the  appellants' 
office. 

On  the  25th  March  1903  a  letter  was  sent  to 
the  appellants  calling  attention  to  the  matter,  to 
wbiidt  the  appellants  replied,  saying  that  they 
^Rrere  not  the  "  landlords." 

The  appellants  on  the  26th  March  1903  sent  to 
the  tenant  of  the  house  a  letter  adviaing  him  to 
reduce  the  number  of  tenants  to  avoid  being  sum- 
moned for  not  having  sufficient  closet  accom- 
modation. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  appellants 
<a)  that  the  by-law  No.  26  of  the  London  County 
Cmmdl  made  under  sect.  39  (1)  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891,  so  far  as  it  required 
the  landlord  or  owner  of  any  lodging-house  to 
proride  and  maintiun  in  connection  with  snoh 
nouse  water-closet  accommodation  in  the  propor- 
tion of  one  water-closet  for  every  twelve  persons, 
was  ititra  viret  and  illegal,  and  that  the  ma^atrate 
had  therefore  no  jnnadiotion  to  deal  with  the 
«omplaint ;  and,  further,  (b)  that,  before  any 
offence  could  be  committed  against  the  by-laws 
if  valid,  a  notice  from  the  sanitary  authority  was 
neoeasary ;  and  aJso  (e)  that  the  by-law,  if  valid, 
did  not  apply  to  the  appellants,  as  they  were  not 
the  owners  of  the  premises  within  the  meaning  of 
the  by-laws. 

The  magistrate  overruled  the  objection  and 
convicted  the  appellants. 

Tn  the  by.lawa  in  question  it  was  provided  by 
ISo.  26: 

The  oocnpier  of  any  premuea  shall  oanae  every 
water-oloaet  to  snoh  prenuBea  to  be  thoronghly  oleanaed 
from  time  to  time  as  often  oa  may  be  neoeBsary  for  the 
imrpaae  of  keeping  inoh  water-doset  in  cleanly  oondi- 
lioii.  The  ocoopier  of  any  piemisea  shall  onoe  at  least 
in  every  week  oanae  every  earth-closet,  privy,  and 
Taoeptasle  for  dnng  belonging  to  snoh  premises  to  be 
«mptied  and  tborooghly  cleansed.  The  oocnpier  of  any 
{iTOmisea  ahall  at  leaat  once  in  every  three  months  causa 
«very  cesspool  belonging  to  snob  premises  to  be  emptied 
«ad  thorongUy  cleansed.  Provided  that  where  two  or 
mora  lodgen  in  a  lodgiDg-honse  are  entitled  to  the  Tue  in 


common  of  any  wattt-oloset,  eactb-oloset,  privy,  oeas- 
pool,  or  reoeptaole  for  dnng  the  landlord  shall 
oanse  snoh  water-closet,  earth-oloaet,  privy,  oeas- 
pool,  or  reoeptaole  for  dnng  to  be  cleansed  and  emptied 
as  aforesaid.  The  landlord  or  owner  of  any  lodging- 
boose  shall  provide  and  maintain  in  oonneotion  with 
aaoh  honse  water-oloset,  earth-oloset,  or  priv7  accom- 
modation in  the  proportion  of  not  less  that  one  water- 
closet,  earth-closet,  or  privy  for  every  twelve  persona. 
For  the  pnrposes  of  this  by-law  "a  lodging-honae " 
means  a  honse  or  part  of  a  honse  whioh  is  let  in  lodgings 
or  ooonpied  by  members  of  more  than  one  family. 
"  Landlord,"  in  relation  to  a  honse  or  part  of  a  honse 
whioh  is  let  in  lodgings  or  ooonpied  by  members  of  more 
than  one  family,  maaiu  the  person  (whatever  may  be  the 
natnre  or  extent  of  his  intereat)  by  whom  or  on  whose 
behalf  such  honse  or  part  of  a  honse  is  let  in  lodgings  or 
for  oooapation  by  members  of  more  than  one  family,  or 
who  for  the  time  being  leoeives  or  is  entitled  to  reoeive 
the  profita  arising  from  snoh  letting.  "Lodger,"  in 
relation  to  a  honse  or  part  of  a  honse  which  ;s  let  in 
lodgings  or  ooonpied  by  members  of  more  than  one 
family,  means  a  person  to  whom  any  room  or  rooms  in 
snoh  honse  or  part  of  a  bonse  may  be  let  as  a  lodging 
or  for  his  nae  or  ooonpation.  Nothing  in  this  by-law 
ahall  extend  to  any  oommon  lodging-honae. 

Under  these  by-laws  a  penalty  was  provided 
upon  breach,  but  they  contained  no  provision  as 
to  notice  to  the  landlord  or  owner. 

WoodAn  (Knight  with  him)  for  the  appellants. 
— This  oy^^  PO'PO'^  ^  ^  made  under  sect  39 
of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891,  bat  it  is 
not  one  relating  to  vrater-closets,  &o.,  as  men- 
tioned in  the  section,  but  with  regard  to  lodging- 
houses.  The  present  by-law  is  unreasonable  and 
repugnant  to  the  statute,  for  it  does  not  require 
notice  to  be  given,  and  sect.  37  of  the  Act  of 
1891  requires  a  notice.  It  is  therefore  ultra  vires 
and  void.  It  is  also  repugnant  to  the  common 
law,  because  by  its  provisions  the  sanitary  autho- 
rity has  power  to  compel  a  person  who  has  no 
power  to  act  to  commit  a  tort. 

Cmirthope-Mimroe  for  the  respondents. — The 
by-law  is  valid  and  reasonable  even  although 
notice  is  not  required.  Notice  is  only  required  to 
be  given  under  sect.  37  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891.    He  referred  to 

Bait  V.  Beott  Hall,  88  L.  T.  £ep.  868;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  245. 

Lord  Alvebstoitx,  C.J. — I  think  the  objection 
taken  to  this  by-law  by  Mr.  Woodfin  in  the  way 
he  has  stated  it  is  a  good  objection.  In  reply  he 
summarised  his  arzument  very  concisely  and 
neatly  by  stating  Uiat  it  was  objected  before 
the  magistrate  that  the  by-law  was  unreasonable 
because  in  the  analogous  circumstances  under 
sect.  37  it  is  contemplated  that  the  sanitary  autho- 
rity shall  give  a  specific  notice ;  that  this  by-law 
contemplates  none ;  and  therefore  the  by-law  is 
unreasonable.  I  think  in  substance  that  is  a 
good  objection.  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  as  to 
the  power  of  the  county  council  to  make  these 
by-laws.  I  think  the  pomt  taken  by  Mr.  Woodfin 
originally — that  this  must  be  regarded  as  a  lodging- 
house  notice,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  lodging-house 
water-closet  accommodation  is  not  governed  by 
sect.  94,  this  lodging-house  by-law  for  providing 
water-closets,  is  bad — is  not  a  good  point.  I 
agree  with  Mr.  Courthope-Munroe's  argument  that 
sect.  39  is  a  re-enactment  vrith  some  amendment 
of  the  old  provision  whidi  now  puts  upon  the 
county  council  the  duty  which  was  previously  pat 
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opon  certain  other  local  anthorifcipg.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  under  sect.  39  this  Ib  quite  within 
that  section.  That  these  sanitary  powers  ongbt 
to  be  constmed  liberally,  we  have  often  pointed 
oat.  It  is  competent  to  the  county  council  to 
make  an  order  in  connection  with  the  water- 
closet  by-laws  that  there  shall  be  what  they  think 
at  any  rate  a  right  and  proper  minimum  of  water- 
closet  accommodation  in  respect  of  any  tenement 
or  any  class  of  tenement,  hut  that  does  not  decide 
the  question  for  reasons  which  I  think  will  appear 
to  be  obvious.  Sub-sect.  3  of  sect.  39  imposes 
the  duty  upon  the  sanitary  authority  of  observing 
and  enforcing  the  by-laws  under  this  section. 
The  by-laws  themselves  contemplate  that  any 
person  who  offends  against  one  of  the  by-laws 
shall  be  liable  for  every  such  offence  to  a  penalty 
of  51.  This  case  illustrates  the  importance  of 
there  heiug  some  notice  snven  to  the  person  com- 
plained of.  Nokes  and  Nokes  collected  the  rent 
which  Grates  paid,  and  I  agree  with  the  argument 
of  Mr.  Conithope-Unnroe  that,  having  regard  to 
sect.  141,  they  ought  to  be  treated  as  standing  in 
the  position  of  their  clients.  There  is  no  donbt 
about  that.  On  the  other  hand.  Gates  is  the 
responsible  person  for  allowing  more  than  the 
twMve  persons  to  be  in  the  house  with  one  water- 
closet.  Thereforeit  is  a  case  in  which  injustice  may 
be  done  if  proceedings  aretakenagainst  people  who 
may  have  partly  parted  or  wholly  parted  with  the 
control  of  their  premises,  unless  some  notice  is 
given  to  them  oefore  proceedings  are  taken. 
Because  they  may  attempt  to  put  pressure  on  their 
tenants  to  reduce  the  number  of  such  tenants, 
as  was  done  here.  But  why  I  think  the  by-law, 
which  does  not  contemplate  any  notice  being  given 
to  the  landlord  or  owner  before  he  is  proceeded 
agunst  for  a  penalty,  is  bad  is  because  I 
find— the  sanitary  authority  being  the  persons 
who  are  to  say  what  is  the  minimum  number  of 
water-closets  which  according  to  the  circum- 
stauces  are  to  be  required,  and  the  sanitary 
authority  being  the  persons  who  have  power 
with  regard  to  any  house,  whether  built  before  or 
after  the  commencement  of  the  Act,  to  say  what 
is  a  sufficient  water-closet  accommodation  for  a 
given  number  of  people,  and  who  have  to  give  a 
statutory  notice  calling  upon  the  landlord  or 
owner  to  provide  that  the  terms  of  sect.  37 
shall  be  carried  out,  and  that  if  not  he  shall  be 
liable  to  a  penalty  of  52. — sect.  37  contem- 
plates that  the  authoritv  shall  give  notice  to 
the  landlord  or  owner  before  proceedings  are 
taken.  I  think,  therefore,  this  objection  to  a  by- 
law which  imposes  a  penalty  for  the  breach  of  it, 
especially  when  you  remember  it  is  intended  to 
be  pat  in  torceAgainst  people  who  are  not  in  fact 
owners,  bat  are  put  in  the  position  of  owners,  is 
a  good  one,  and  that  there  should  be  the  same 
kind  of  notice  given  to  them  before  proceedings 
are  taken  as  is  contemplated  by  sect.  37.  I 
think,  therefore,  this  by-law,  which  provides  that 
proceedings  may  be  taken  and  that  the  land- 
lord shall  provide  closet  accommodation,  and 
does  not  make  provision  fnr  a  notice  to  be  given 
before  proceedings  are  taken,  is  not  a  reas3nable 
by-law. 

Lawbancb,  J.— I  agree. 

Kennedy,  J.  concurred.         Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors :  A,  D.  Levi;  A,  M.  Bramall. 


Wedne$day,  Dee.  9,  1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbestokb,  C.J.,  Lawbancb 
and  Kehkedt,  JJ.) 

HcNair  (app.)  V.  Bakeb  (resp.).  (a) 

Metropolis — Smoke  —  Chimney  of  oluh — SnoJce 
from  cooking  ranges  and  heating  apparattu — 
"  Private  dwelling-house  "  —  PMie  Health 
(London)  Act  1891  (51  &  55  Vict.  c.  76), 
e.  24  (6). 

The  chimney  of  a  cluh  of  750  mxmhert,  swih  eZufr 
containing  the  utual  dub  accommodation, 
emitting  smoke  from  the  cooking  ranges  and  the 
furnaces  of  a  vertical  boiler  uteafor  heating  the 
premises,  is  not  the  chimney  of  a  "private 
dweUing-house  "  within  the  exception  contained 
in  sect.  24  (b)  of  the  Public  Health  (London) 
Act  1891. 

Case  stated  on  a  complaint  preferred  by  the 
appellant  against  the  respondent  for  making 
default  in  complying  with  the  requisitions  of  a 
notioe  requiriog  him  to  abate  a  nuisance  arising 
from  black  smoke  having  been  allowed  to  issue 
from  a  furnace  chimney,  and  to  prevent  a  recur- 
rence of  the  same. 

The  appellant  was  a  sanitary  inspector  of  the 
city  of  Westminster. 

The  respondent  was  the  secretary  of  the  St. 
James'  Clab,  situate  at  No.  106.  Piccadilly,  within 
the  city  of  Westminster,  and  represented  the 
club. 

In  consequence  of  information  received  by  the 
appellant  of  the  issue  of  black  smoke  from  the 
premises  of  the  club,  the  premises  were  watehed 
oy  the  appellant  in  October.  Quantities  of  black 
smoke  were  in  that  month,  and  also  in  the 
months  of  November  and  December,  observed  to 
issue  from  the  premises. 

On  the  lat  Oct.  an  intimation  notice  was  served 
by  the  appellant  on  the  clab. 

The  issue  of  black  smoke  did  not  abate,  and  on 
the  3Ut  Oct.  a  statutory  notice  was  daly  served 
on  the  club,  but  the  issue  of  black  smoke  con^ 
tinned. 

The  dub  is  managed  by  a  committee,  and  ha» 
occupied  the  premises  for  thirty  or  forty  years 

fast.  Previously  the  premises  were  used  as  the 
'rench  Embassy.  The  club  consists  <A  75^ 
members,  and  its  premises  comprise  the  ordinary 
accommodation  of  a  West-end  dub.  There  ar» 
two  dining-rooms  for  the  general  use  of  members, 
and  there  are  also  private  dining-rooms  wbicb 
may  be  engaged  by  members  without  extra  payr 
ment  for  special  occasions.  There  are  five  oedi- 
rooms  for  the  use  of  members,  four  of  whicU 
may  be  hired  by  members  respectively  for  a  week 
only  at  one  time,  and  one  of  which  may  at  the 
discretion  of  the  committee  be  hired  by  a  member 
for  three,  six,  nine,  or  twelve  months  at  one  time- 
respectively.  The  use  of  the  bedrooms  is  in  these 
ana  other  respecte  subject  to  the  rules  of  the  club- 
and  the  regulations  of  the  committee  thereunder.. 
There  are  eight  other  bedrooms  for  the  use  of  the- 
staff  of  the  club.  The  cluh  is  open  dniing  par- 
ticular hours  according  to  the  rules.  The  tood  is- 
bought  by  the  committee  and  sold  to  members. 

In  the  basement  of  the  premises  there  are 
several  covered- in  cooking  ranges,  a  large  roasting' 
grate,  and  a  vertical  boiler  with  furnace  attached^ 
The  smoke  from  these  various  arrangements  dis- 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  DM  B.  HiBBiBT,  £*q.,  BarrUter-at-IdMr;. 
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charges  into  one  flae,  which  is  the  chimney  com- 
plained of  herein.  The  principal  part  of  the 
emoke  emitted  from  the  flue,  originated  in  the 
furnace  and  boiler.  The  f amace  and  boiler  were 
need  for  the  purpose  of  heating  the  premises. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  summons  it  was  snb- 
mitted  by  the  respondent  that  the  chimney  was 
the  chimney  of  a  "  private  dwelling-house  "  within 
sect.  24  (6)  and  was  therefore  not  liable  to  be 
dealt  with  under  the  provisions  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1S91. 

The  appellant  by  his  counsel  contended  that 
ihe  words  "  private  dwelling-honse "  meant  a 
family  residence  or  home,  and  that  the  use  of  the 
premises  excluded  them  from  the  exemption  of 
the  section,  and  that  as  the  chimney  sent  forth 
black  smoke  in  such  quantity  as  to  be  a 
nnisanoe  it  was  liable  to  be  dealt  with  under  the 
Aot 

The  magistrate  found  as  a  fact  that  the  respon- 
dent did  not  abate  the  nuisance  or  do  what  was 
necessary  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  the  same 
or  otherwise  comply  with  the  statutory  notice. 
He  further  found  as  a  fact  that  the  chimney  of 
the  dab  sent  forth  black  smoke  in  such  quantity 
as  to  be  a  nnisanoe.  But  he  held,  on  t  he  construc- 
tion of  the  section  of  the  Act,  that  the  chimney 
WM  tlie  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-house,  and 
that  the  premises  as  used  by  the  club  were  a 
private  dwelling-honse  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  and  he  dismissed  the  summons. 

The  question  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the 
oourt  was  desired  was  whether,  npon  the  facts  set 
oat,  the  chimney  was  the  chimney  of  a  private 
dwelling-hoase,  and  whether  the  premises  of  the 
St.  James'  Club,  as  used  by  the  club,  were  a  private 
dweUing-honae  within  sect.  24  (5)  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891. 

Maemorran,  E.G.  (/.  Hunt  with  him)  for  the 
appellant — The  magistrate  was  wrong  in  holding 
that  this  chimney  was  "  the  chimney  of  a  private 
dwelling-house,"  and  so  was  within  the  exception 
oontainiad  in  sect.  24  (b)  of  the  Public  Health 
(liondon)  Act  1891.  In  Crerman  v.  Chapman  (37 
Ii.T.  Bep.  685  ;  7  Ch.  Div.  271)  a  building  for  the 
edooation  and  lodging  of  100  girls  in  connection 
with  a  charitable  institution  supported  bv 
Toiuntary  contributions  was  held  to  be  a  breach 
of  a  covenant  to  use  any  house  or  building 
erected  upon  certain  land  "  for  a  private 
dwelling-house  only,"  and  in  Hobson  y.  Tulloeh 
(78  L.  T.  Bep.  224;  (1898)  1  Gh.  424)  using  a 
hooae  as  a  boarding-house  for  scholars  attending 
a  school  in  the  neighbourhood  kept  by  the  o«rner 
of  the  honae  was  held  to  ba  a  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant not  to  use  the  house  "for  any  other  purpose 
than  a  private  residence."  Again,  where  a 
landlord  entered  into  an  agreement  to  let  a  resi- 
dential flat  to  a  tenant  uncer  conditions  and 
regnlations  which  clearly  showed  that  the  building 
in  which  the  flat  was  sitnated  was  intended  to 
be  need  for  residential  flats  oidy,  he  was  restrained 
in  Hudaon  v.  Cripp$  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  741 ;  (1896) 
1  Ch.  265)  from  turning  a  large  part  of  the  build- 
ing into  a  club.    He  referred  to 

Queen  Anne  Residential  Maniion*  and  Botel  Com- 
pany V.  Kayor  of  Weetminiter,  46  Sol.  Jo.  70. 

Boydell  Hoiighton  for  the  respondent. — ^Tbis 
dub  was  a  private  dwelling-house  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section,  and  was  not  used  in  any 
sense  for  the  purpose  of  trade.    The  cases  quoted 


are  quite  different  from  the  present  one,  and, 
when  one  looks  at  sect  24  (a),  the  magistrate 
arrived  at  a  correct  finding  of  faot  so  far  as 
sect.  24  (6)  is  concerned. 

LordALTEBSTONE,G.J. — If r.Boydell  Houghton 
has  argued  this  case  in  the  only  way  it  could  be 
argued,  supporting  the  view  that  the  magistrate 
has  taken  a  correct  view  of  the  section.  The 
magistrate  has  not  found  a  finding  of  faot  bind- 
ing on  us,  but  has  held,  on  the  construction  of 
the  Act,  that  the  chimney  was  a  chimney  of  a 
private  dwelling-house.  He  has  found  that  this 
building  was  used  for  the  residence  of  some  750 
members,  and  that  there  was  cooking  going  on 
for  them  when  they  came  in,  and  that  the  warm- 
ing of  the  whole  club  was  done  by  the  furnace, 
and  that,  in  addition  to  the  bedrooms  for  members 
which  could  be  let  out,  there  were  the  bedrooms 
for  the  servants.  We  have  got  to  say  whether 
this  is  a  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-house  or 
not.  Quite  apart  from  the  authorities,  and  the 
authorities  Mr.  Macmorran  has  cited  are  all  in 
favour  of  his  view,  to  my  mind  it  is  quite  impos- 
sible to  come  to  the  conoJusion  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  a  chimney  such  as  this  is  described  to  be 
is  the  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-hoase.  I  am 
not  dealing  with  the  original  construction  of  the 
building,  nor  how  it  might  be  used,  but  as  it  is 
to-day.  After  enumerating  a  number  of  fur- 
naces and  fireplaces  that  come  within  the  Act, 
the  section  says,  "  Any  chimney  sending  forth 
black  smoke  in  such  quantity  (not  being  the 
chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-hoase)  as  to  be  a 
nuisance."  In  my  opinion  it  cannot  be  contended 
that,  looking  at  the  fair  construction  of  thn-t 
section,  this  is  the  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling- 
house,  and  I  think  the  magistrate  ought  to  have 
convicted. 

Lawbancb,  J. — I  agree. 

Kennedy.  J.-I  agree.  Appeal  Mowed. 

Solicitors:  Allen  and  Son;  Norton,  Bote,  and 
Norton. 


Wednetday,  Dee.  9, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvebbtonb,  G.J.,  Lawbancb  and 
Kennedy,  JJ.) 

UsK  TJbban  Distbict  Council  (apps.)  v. 
MoBTiHEB  (reBp.).(a) 

Ftiblie  health — Dangerout  itruelure — Costa  in~ 
eurred  by  auihority  —  Totcns  Improvemeni 
Clautes  Act  1847  (lO  <fc  11  Viet.  e.  34).  ».  76— 
Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  <£  39  Viet.  e.  55), 
«».  160,  257 — Coett  of  appellant  where  retpon- 
dent  does  not  aj^pear — Practice. 

Sect.  .257  of  the  Public  HeaUh  Act  1875  doea  not 
apply  to  sect.  75  of  the  Towns  Improvemeni 
Claiues  Act  1847,  incorporated  in  Me  Act  of 
1875  by  sect.  160. 

Expenses  of  putting  vp  a  hoarding  under  sect.  7& 
of  the  Act  of  1847  can  be  therefore  recovered, 
cdthough  three  months  have  not  eUxpted  sinee  the 
demand. 

Costs  may  be  granted  in  a  proper  ease  against  » 
respondent,  the  defendant  before  the  justices, 
even  although  he  doea  not  appear  upon  the 
appeal, 

(a)  Baported  by  W.  ue  B.  Hskbert,  Biq.,  BurlMarHU-iAW. 
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Casx  stated  on  a  complaint  to  reoover  the  sam  of 
11. 10(.  6d.  for  expenses  inonrred  upon  default  of 
<]omplianoe  with  a  notice  under  seiot.  160  of  tbe 
Fablic  Health  Act  1875. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  it  was  proved 
on  behalf  of  the  appellants  that  on  the  13th  Not. 
1902  the  Borreyor  to  the  appellants  reported  to 
them  that  the  roof  of  a.  certain  house  (lor  which 
the  respondent  acted  as  agent)  waa  in  a  dangerous 
state,  and  that  on  the  17th  Nov.  the  snrreyor, 
puTsnant  to  sect.  75  of  the  Towns  ImproTement 
Glauses  Act  1847,  incorporated  by  sect.  160  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875,  served  a  notice  personally 
npon  the  respondent  calling  upon  him  within 
three  days  to  take  down  or  repair  the  roof,  and 
that  in  default  of  his  so  doing  complaint  would 
be  made  before  two  justices  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made 
«nd  provided. 

The  terms  of  this  notice  were  not  complied 
with,  and  the  appellants,  pursuant  to  the  section, 
caused  a  hoarding;  to  be  erected  in  front  of  the 
house  on  the  31st  Dec.  1902,  and  the  ohai^ges  of  the 
person  employed  to  erect  such  hoarding,  amoont- 
ing  to  the  sum  of  12.  8<.,  had  been  piud  by  the 
appellanta. 

A  summons  bad  been  applied  for  by  the  appel- 
lants against  the  respondent,  but  was  not  pro- 
«eeded  with  as  in  the  meantime  the  dauKeroua 
building  had  been  made  safe  by  the  respondent. 

On  the  13th  Feb.  1903  a  formal  demand  for 
payment  of  12.  8s.  and  of  2s.  6d.,  the  cost  of  the 
summons,  was  made  by  the  appellants  upon  the 
respondent. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  three  months  had  not 
«lapBed  since  the  date  of  the  demand  upon  him, 
as  allowed  in  cases  of  apportionment  by  sect.  257 
of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  the  complaint  laid 
by  the  appellants  was  premature  (the  date  of  the 
complaint  being  the  6th  May  1903),  and  that  the 
respondent  was  entitled  to  go  to  arbitration  aa  to 
the  amount  payable. 

The  justices  upheld  this  contention  and  dis- 
missed the  complaint. 

8.  B.  C.  Botanqiiet  for  the  appellants. — In  this 
«ase  the  work  was  done  and  the  ezpenae  thereof 
waa  payable  by  the  owner  by  sect.  75  of  the 
Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act  1847  (10  &  11 
Yict.  o.  34),  which  is  incorporated  by  sect.  160  of 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  3»  Vict.  o.  55). 
Sect.  257  of  the  Act  of  1875  does  not  apply  to  this 
«ase  at  all,  and  the  justices  were  wrong  in  holding 
that  it  did.    He  referred  to 

Mayor  of  FolJeatone  v.  Broolce,  69  L.  T.  Bep.  403  ; 
(1893)  3  Ch.  22. 

The  respondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  Alvbbstonk,  C.J. — I  think  the  view  of 
the  appellants  is  right.  The  Towns  Improvement 
Clauses  Act  1847  provides  by  sect.  75  that  all  the 
«zpenses  of  putting  up  the  hoarding  or  fence  shall 
be  paid  by  the  owner.  There  is  no  question  as  to 
joint  owners  hero,  or  as  to  the  liability  of  any 
other  persons  to  pay.  It  is  said  that,  because  under 
sect.  257  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  where 
expenses  have  been  settied  and  apportioned  by  the 
surveyor  of  the  local  authority  as  payable  by  the 
owner,  such  apportionment  is  to  oia  binding  and 
conclusive  unless  within  three  months  he  dis- 
putes them,  the  amount  here  is  not  payable  aa  it 
can  be  disputed,  and,  as  that  section  applies,  the 


respondent  can  go  to  arbitration  as  to  what 
should  be  apportioned  on  him.  That  is  not  ao. 
There  is  no  question  of  apportionment  here.  All 
that  might  arise  would  be  a  question  of  amount. 

Lawbance  and  Ebnnbdt  concurred. 

Boianquet  asked  for  the  costs  althongh  the 
respondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  AiiVBBSTOiTB,  CJ. — ^Although  it  is  not 
the  general  practice  of  this  oonrt  to  give  oosta 
against  a  respondent  who  does  not  appear  on 
an  appeal  and  who  waa  the  defendant  in  the 
court  oelow,  the  view  of  the  court  ia  that  our 
diacretion  ia  not  fettered  by  any  rule.  It  ia  only 
the  practice  not  to  give  ooata  in  auch  cases  in  the 
absence  of  special  circumstances.  Here  the 
application  to  the  justices  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
civil  proceeding  to  reoover  a  debt,  and,  as  the 
respondent  saw  fit  to  raise  an  untenable  defence 
of  this  kind,  I  think  here  we  can  grant  oosta 
against  mm.  Judgment  aeeordingly. 

Solicitors:  Le  Brcuteur  and  Oakley,  for 
Le  Bnuseur  and  Bowen,  PontypooL 


Dee.  9  and  10,  1903. 

(Before  Lord  Altbbbtone,  G.J.,  Lawsakcb 
and  Eennbdt,  JJ.) 

Gabbutt  (app.)  V.  DxjBHAH  Joint  Cokmitieb 

(resps.).  (o) 
Police — Petition — Approved  terviee  —  Continuous 

service— Break  in  service — Police  Act  1890  (53  it* 

54  Viet.  c.  45),  «.  1. 

The  "  approved  service  "  referred  to  in  sect.  1  of  the 
Police  Act  1890  must  be  continuous  service  to 
entitle  a  constable  to  a  pension. 

Case  stated  by  quarter  sessions  on  an  applica- 
tion made  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  a  retired 
police  constable,  by  way  of  appeal  against  the 
refusal  of  the  atanding  joint  committee  to  admit 
hia  clum  to  a  pension  under  the  Police  Act 
1890. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  application  the  appellant 
relied  upon  a  certificate  of  approved  service  for 
upwards  of  twenty-five  years  which  was  produced, 
and  which  (save  for  the  objection  hereinafter 
mentioned)  was  admitted  to  be  a  certificate  duly 
given  under  the  Act  and  to  refer  to  the  appel- 
lant. 

The  certificate  showed  service  for  twenty-five 
years  and  ninety-nine  days,  but  also  showed  two 
breaks  in  the  service  of  four  and  two  months 
respectively,  such  breaks  not  being  included  in 
the  above  period. 

The  respondente  tendered  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  service  of  the  appellant  during  the 
period  had  not  in  fact  been  diligent  and  faithful 
service,  and  contended  that  the  certificate  related 
to  the  period  of  service  and  was  not  conclusive 
evidence,  and  that  the  acting  chief  constable  could 
not  certify  as  to  character,  which  appeared  from 
the  police  records,  and  that  the  joint  committee 
were  entitled  to  exercise  their  discretion  as  to 
g^ranting  or  withholding  a  pension  on  the  ground 
of  misconduct. 

The  appellant  contended  that  it  was  not  ox)en 
to  the  respondente  to  contradict  the  certificate, 

(a)  Baported  bj  W.  oa  B.  HmBiai,  Bag..  Bsrrliter-kt-Lkw, 
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and  that  snch  eridence  was  therefore  inadmls- 
eible. 

On  this  point  the  jnatioes  agreed  with  the  con- 
tention of  the  appellant,  and  refaaed  to  receive 
evidence  aa  to  the  character  of  the  appellant. 

The  reapondents  farther  contendsd  that,  upon 
the  tme  oonstraction  of  the  Act,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  whole  period  of  service  of  twenty-five 
years  shocJd  be  continaous  in  order  to  entitle 
the  appellant  to  a  pension  in  respect  thereof. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  period  need 
Dot  be  continuous,  and  further  contended  that 
even  so  the  certificate  of  approved  aervioe  once 
given  preolnded  the  respondnits  from  raising  this 
pmnt. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  considered  that 
ihe  Act  required  that  the  whole  period  should  be 
<xmtinnoas,  and,  inasmuch  as  the  certificate 
showed  on  its  face  that  there  had  been  twobreaJcs 
in  the  period  of  service,  they  considered  that  it 
was  open  to  the  respondents  to  raise  this  point. 

They  accordingly  dismissed  the  appUoation. 

Pickengill  [Bimey  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
— ^At  the  end  of  the  certificate  showing  the  ser- 
▼ice,  the  chief  constable  states :  "  I  certify  that  the 
term  of  approved  aervioe  entered  above  has  been 
diligent  and  faithful  service  within  the  meaning 
of  sect  4  of  the  PoUce  Act  1890."  Under  that 
section  the  certificate  by  the  chief  officer  of  the 
police  force  aa  to  the  period  of  a  constable's  ap- 
proved service  is  to  be  "sufficient  evidence" 
tberaof.  The  respondents  therefore  cannot  go 
behind  this  certificate,  and  ao  the  appellant  here, 
having  completed  not  less  than  twenty-five  yeara' 
approved  service,  is  entitled  to  his  pension  under 
sect.  1  of  the  Police  Act  1890.  Nowhere  does  it 
appear  by  that  statute  that  this  approved  service 
must  be  continuous.  Tluit  deduction  cannot  be 
drawn  merely  because  in  other  sections  of  the  Act 
a  constable  is  allowed  to  include  in  the  length  of 
time  of  his  service  approved  service  with  another 
police  force  or  service  with  the  army  reserve  when 
called  out  for  war  or  training. 

M.  Shearman,  E.G.  (Meyndl  with  him)  for  the 
respondents. — It  is  tme  that  sect.  4  of  the  Act 
of  1890  says  that  the  certificate  of  the  chief  officer 
of  the  police  force  shall  be  sufficient  evidence,  bat  it 
does  not  say  that  it  shall  be  concluaive  evidence. 
When  the  certificate  is  looked  at  it  shows  two 
breaks  in  the  service.  When  the  whole  statute 
is  looked  at  it  is  clear  that  approved  service  must 
be  continuous  service  to  entitle  the  constable  to  a 
pension.    He  referred  to 

ClvQ  Offioen'  Pensions  Aot  1869  (32  A  83  Vict. 

o.  60); 
Wallur  V.  Bimpton,  88  L.  T.  Bap.  306 ;  (1908)  A.  C. 

208. 
By  sect.  21,  the  police  authorities,  if  the  constable 
has  not  been  dismissed,  have  power  to  return  the 
dedactions  that  have  been  made  if  the  constable 
leaves  without  pension  or  gratuity.  If  the  conten- 
tion of  the  appellant  is  correct,  a  constable  might 
get  these  deductions,  rejoin  again,  and  yet  in  the 
end  get  his  pension,  although  he  might  have 
resigned  and  rejoined  several  times. 

PidcerigiU  in  reply. 

Lord  A1.VKK8TORK,  C.J. — This  case  is  not  free 
from  difficulty,  and  I  certainly  think  it  very 
desirable  that  the  matter  should  be  put  beyond 
all  question  by  some  amending  Act,  or  by  some 


regulation,  if  such  can  be  made,  which  will  pro- 
duce that  result.  I  am,  however,  of  opinion  tnat, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Act,  the  service 
referred  to  must  be  continuous  service.  I  wish 
to  say  in  this  case,  and  I  will  deal  with  the  matter 
in  a  moment,  that  there  seem  to  be  peculiar 
difficulties  in  the  w^  that  do  not  always  arise. 
There  is,  as  far  aa  I  can  gather,  no  certificate 
of  the  police  authority  and  there  ia  no  order 
of  the  police  authority  under  sub-sect.  1  of 
sect.  4.  I  do  not  say  that  there  was  none  in  this 
case,  but  all  I  say  ia  that  none  haa  been  pro- 
duced before  us.  The  document  that  came  before 
UB  was  the  certificate  signed  by  the  chief  officer 
of  the  police  under  aub-sect.  2  of  sect  4,  and  I 
have  no  donbt  that  that  ia  intended  to  be  anffioient 
evidence  of  the  period  of  the  constable's  approved 
service  in  any  particular  force.  But  that,  of  course, 
does  not  touch  the  question  that  we  are  dealing 
with,  and  whether  or  not  that  certificate  could  be 
gone  behind  ia  another  matter  which  it  is  not 
necessary  for  us  to  consider.  I  should  have 
thought  that  it  would  require  a  very  strong  case  to 
go  behind  that  certificate ;  but,  be  that  as  it  may,  I 
only  desire  to  point  out  that  we  are  not  here  deal- 
ing with  the  order  of  the  authority,  the  stand- 
ing committee  of  the  quarter  sessions  and  the 
county  oonndl,  made  under  sub- sect.  1  of  sect.  4. 
Therefore  the  case  which  comes  before  ua  is 
this:  There  ia  the  certificate  under  sub-sect.  2 
of  sect  4,  which  shows  twenty-five  years  and 
ninety-nine  days'  aerrice  made  up  of  three 
perioda,  there  being  a  break  of  four  months 
m  1881  when  the  conatable  resigned,  he  then 
beine  a  first  claas  constable,  and  he  was  after- 
wards reinstated  aa  a  aecond  class  constable. 
Mr.  Pickersgill  has  said  that  he  resigned  of  his 
own  free  will  and  was  not  dismissed.  I  will  take 
it  BO,  but,  if  that  is  so,  it  rather  makes  cleai-, 
what  I  think  ia  the  real  construction  of  this 
certificate,  that  he  re-engaged  himself.  Then  he 
was  called  upon  to  resign  in  Feb.  1899,  and 
he  was  reinstated  aa  a  second  class  conatable 
in  April  1899.  In  other  words,  there  are  two 
breaka,  and  I  think  it  mnat  be  taken  that 
either  he  was  called  upon  to  resign  or  that  he 
did  resign.  Therefore  what  we  have  to  consider 
is  whether  "  approved  service  "  in  this  Act  means 
continuous  service,  or  means  service  that  may  be 
made  up  of  certain  periods  with  breaks.  I  should 
like  to  say  that  it  aeema  to  me  that  the  words  taken 
by  themselves  do  not  in  any  way  indicate  the  service 
might  not  be  made  up  of  several  periods.  If  we 
take  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Simpson  (tup.)  to  which 
Mr.  Shearman  called  attention  in  the  Privy 
Council,  where  they  were  dealing  with  the  question 
of  what  was  aervice,  I  can  see  no  difficulty  or  donbt 
that  under  those  ciroamstances,  aa  Lord  Mao- 
naghten  there  pointed  out,  the  service  for  a 
certain  time  may  be  a  service  made  up^  of 
broken  periods.  Bat  what  we  have  to  consider 
is  what  was  meant  in  this  Act,  and,  although 
I  do  not  come  to  the  conclusion  without  doubt, 
I  think,  looking  at  this  Act,  there  are  certain 
clauses  which  shovr  that  it  must  have  been 
meant  to  have  been  continuous  service,  or  else 
the  clauaea  are  absolutely  unnecessary.  The 
first  aeotion  apeaks  of  a  man  completing  not  leas 
than  twenty-five  years'  approved  service  and 
completing  fifteen  years'  approved  service.  That 
of  itself  does  not,  to  my  mind,  decide  the  case, 
but  it  rather  points  in  the  direction  of  the  period 
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being  completed,  I  think,  as  a  contlnuouB  period. 
Bat  of  coarse  that  might  be  very  easily  reoatted, 
becaase  the  traosmiasion  from  it  is  so  very  small 
by  the    subsequent    provisions.      Therefore   we 
have  got  to  see  what  light  is  thrown  upon  it  by 
the  otner  provisions.    Now,  the  first  important 
provision  is  under  sub-sect.  1  of  eest.  4 :  "  The 
service  of  a  constable  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act    shall    be    subject   to    such  deductions  in 
respect  of  sickness,  misconduct,  or  neglect  of 
duty  as  may  be  made  therefrom  in  pursuance  of 
the  regulations  of  the  force   to  which  the  con- 
stable  belongs ;   and   the   expression  '  approved 
service '  shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  mean 
snch  service   as   may  after   such  deductions  as 
aforesaid  (if  any)  be  certified  under  the  order  of 
the  police  authority  to   have  been  diligent  and 
faithful  Berrice."    Again  I  think,  to  a  certain 
extent,  it  rather  snpports  Mr.  Shearman's  view, 
because  it  speaks   of  deductions  in  respect  of 
sickness,  misoonduct,  or  neglect  of  duty,  which 
would  refer  to  the  period  when  a  man  was,  so 
to  speak,  serving,  but  it  is  not  conclnsive,  because 
it  is  quite  possible  to  apply  those  words  to  the 
several  periods  of  eervioe  aod  to  make  a  deduction 
for  each  period,  and  then  the  sum  total  of  the 
various  periods — the  deductions  having  already 
been  made — will  come  up  to  the  twenty-five  years. 
So  that  again  yon  have   got  a  section  which 
is  not  a   conclusive    one,   ont   which,  I  think, 
fkTOurs  the  view  of  the  service  being  continuous. 
Snb-aect.  4,  about  the  raan  shifting  from  one  force 
to  another,  which  was  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Shear- 
man, I  do  not  think  touches  the  question  at  all. 
That  was  necessary,  because  it  might  be  thought 
that  the  man's  service  in  one  force  would  not  be 
continuous  service  in  another  force,  and  t^ere> 
fore  that  was  necessary  to  entitle  men  to  count 
service   in  force   A   as    being  approved  service 
in  force  B.     But  sub- sect.  5  does  seem  to  be 
quite  different.    If  Mr.  Pickersgill's  argument  is 
correct,  that  all  periods  are  to  be  added,  then  why 
should  sub- sect.  5  be  added,  that  where  the  con- 
stable with  the  knowledge  of  the  police  authority 
is  called  out  for  training  or  for  permaneot  ser- 
vices, he  shall  be  entitled  alter  returning  to  tJie 
police  force  after  the  end  of  snch  training  or 
service  to  reckon  any  approved  service  which  he 
was  entitled  to  reckon  at  the  commencement. 
Now,  it  there  was  ever  a  case  in  whidi  such 
a  break  as  that  onght  not  to  make  any  difference 
and  that  therefore  the  man  would   t>e  entitled 
to  add  together  the  pieces  of  service  which  he 
had  performed,  you  would  think  that  that  would 
be  the  case,  and  yet  you  see  that  it  has  to  be 
provided  for  by  express  enactment.     Therefore 
that  seems  to  point  in  the  direction  of  absence 
from  the  force  without  such  leave  as  not  being 
considered  part  of  the  approved  service,  there 
being  a  direction  that  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
reckon  what  he  was   entitled  to  at   the  com- 
mencement of  his  absence  as  approved  service 
in  the  force.    Then,  if  you  come  to  sect  5,  sub- 
sect.  5,  which  is  the  section  which  deals  with 
disablement  and  incapacity  daring  the  service, 
we  find  a  corresponding  provision  which  again 
is,  I  think,  absolutely  unnecesssry  if  Mr.  Pickers- 
giU's  argument  is  right — namely,  that  all  these 
periods  may    be  added    together.     That    says : 
"Where  a  constable  so  serves  again,  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act  as  to  retirement  and  pension*, 
allowanoes,  and  gratuities  shall  apply  as  it  he 


had  not  previously  retired,  save  that,  except  in 
the  case  of  a  pension  for  non-accidental  injuries 
received  in  the  execution  of  duty,  he  shall  not 
reckon  as  approved  service  Lhe  time  which  elapsed 
between  his  former  retirement  and  the  oommeaoe- 
ment  of  his  service  again."  That,  again,  may 
point  to  a  case  in  which  the  break  is  especially 
provided  for  by  allowing  the  provisions  to  apply 
as  though  the  man  had  not  previously  retired. 
Now,  I  think  it  is  a  strong  thing  to  say,  in  the  fao& 
of  those  two  provisions,  that  if  a  man  chooses  to 
absent  himself  from  the  force  for  however  long  a 
period  or  for  whatever  purposes  he  likes,  he  can 
claim  that  the  twenty-five  years'  service  can  b» 
made  up  of  broken  periods.  There  was  one  more 
section  to  which  our  attention  was  called  by  Mr. 
Sbearman  which  shows  what  the  scheme  of  the 
Act  was.  Sect.  21  refers  to  a  man  being  retired, 
without  getting  a  pension,  and  again  it  says  that : 
"If  a  constable  not  having  been  dismissed  leaves 
a  police  force  without  a  pension  or  gratuity,  th» 
police  authority  may,  if  it  seems  to  them  just, 
pay  him  the  whole  or  part  of  the  rateable  deduc- 
tions which  have  been  made  from  his  pay-"  Agai_n» 
that  is  not  conclusive,  because  Mr.  Fiokersgill 
would  be  entitled  to  say :  "  If  a  man  does  not 
claim  any  repayment  of  the  deductions,  he  ought 
to  be  allowed  when  he  goes  on  service  at  the 
latter  period  to  add  two,  three,  or  four  perioda 
together."  I  agree  that  that  is  not  conclusive,  bat 
it  does  seem  to  me  to  support  the  view  that  tha 
Legislature  was  dealing  with  continuous  service, 
and  was  therefore  providing  for  a  man  going  oat 
of  the  service  before  the  time  when  he  was  in  a 
position  to  claim  a  pension.  For  these  reasona 
I  think  that  the  decision  of  the  quarter  bessions 
was  right,  and  that  the  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed. 

Lawbancb,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  say,  reading  these  sections,, 
that  they  are  consistent  with  the  argument 
that  any  numl>er  of  periods  of  service  may  be 
added  together  for  the  purpose  ot  ensuring 
the  pension.  It  is  one  of  nnmerons  instances 
in  Acts  of  Parliament  where  by  the  insertion  oC 
one  word  the  framers  of  the  Act  might  hare 
made  their  meaning  peitectly  clear,  whereas  in 
this  instance,  in  order  to  see  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  Act,  it  is  necessary  to  look  through  the 
whole  of  the  sections  to  see  whether  the  service 
is  to  be  a  continaous  service  or  not.  If  the 
framers  of  the  Act  had  used  the  words  "con- 
tinuous service,"  there  would  have  been  no  diffi- 
culty whatever. 

Kennbst,  J. — I  think  it  is  certainly  strange 
tkii  also  very  unfortunate  that  the  Legislature  in 
pissing  this  important  Act  has  left  to  the 
administrators  of  the  Act,  or  those  who  have  to 
deal  with  it  judicially,  to  infer  from  the  sectiona 
indirectly  that  which  is  obviously  a  most  impor- 
tant part  of  the  scheme — namely,  whether  the 
right  to  pensions  is  dependent  upon  a  continuoua 
and  uninterrupted  servioe,  or,  as  was  held  by  the 
Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  Waiktr  t.  Simpson. 
(«up.),  the  service  might  be  made  up  ot  variona 
terum  ot  service  with  interruptions  or  breaks 
between.  I  am  afraid  that  I  feel  a  good  deal 
more  doubt  than  my  Lord  and  my  brother 
Lawranoe  as  to  the  right  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  this  section.  I  hope  it  is  not  unreasonable 
that,  in  construing  an  Act  of  this  kind,  where  one 


Digitized  by 


Google 


KaroH  5,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 29 


K.B.  Div.] 


Babnett  (app.)  «.  GoTELL  (reap.). 


[K.B.  Div. 


u  admittedly  driven  to  an  interpretation  on  an 

important  point  by  inference  from  Tarions  sections 

ap  and  down  the  Act,  to  say  that  it  is  not  absent 

from  one's  mind  that  the  decision,  from  which  I 

am  not  going  to  dissent,  certainly  oaonot  tend  to 

enhance  the  popnlarity  of  the  service  which  is  of 

the   highest  importance  to    the   oommunity.    I 

approach  the  Act  with  a  feeling  that  certainly,  i( 

a  man  has  served  creditably  and  with  merit  for 

twenty-five  years  to  earn  a  pension,  there  may  be 

cases  in  which — as  to  the  merits  of  the  present 

case  I   say  nothing  one  way  or  the  other — an 

ofScer  who  for  a  short  time  may  have  left  the 

service  and  been  invited  by  his  saperior  to  return 

to  it  would  be,  I  think,  perhaps  hardly  treated  in 

the  opimon  of  many  if  tfae  ten  years  or  so  that 

he  has  first  faithfully   served  should  not  form 

part  of  the  consideration  in  the  pension  which  the 

Act  allows.    I  feel  rather  pressed  also  by  this, 

that  I  think  that  the  view  which  should  be  taken 

is  the  view  which  I  understand  Lord  Macnaghten 

to  hava  given  his  high  aathority  to  in  the  case  of 

Walker  v.    Sinpton  {lup.) — namely,  that  primi 

facie,  if  yon  serve  twenty-five   years    under    a 

certain  head  or  ofiSce,  yon  should  be  entitled  to  a 

pension.     It  was  for  those  who  say  that  such 

services  must  be  continuous  to  have  inserted  a 

word  which  would  convoy  that,  and  it  would  have 

been  sioople  to  have  said,  as  my  brother  Lawrance 

has    pointed    out,   "  continuous    service."      The 

absence  of  a  phrase  to  qualify  what  has  primti 

Jaeie  a  different  meaning  seems  to  me,  reading 

the  whole  of  the  Act,  to  be  at  any  rate  an  inference 

not  nnjnstly  to  be  drawn  in  favour  of  the  view 

which  the  appellant  takes  here.    B  at  it  is  conceded 

that,  in  order  to  construe  an  Act  of  Parliament  of 

this  kind  rightly,  yon  must  look  at  the  whole  Act. 

If  I  find  distinct  provisions  which  certainly  I  am 

not  capable  of  explaining,  except  upon  the  basis 

that  those  who  framed  it  had  in  view  continuous 

«errioe,  I  am  not  orepared  to  disseat.     I  entirely 

agree  with   my  Lord  that   it   is   very  difficult. 

reading  sub-sect.  5  of  sect.  5  and  sub-sect.  5  of 

-sect.  4,  if  it  was  to  be  the  basis  of  the  Act  that  the 

service  need  not  be  continuous,  to  see  why  these 

provisions  should  be  inserted  which  provide  for 

'the  treatment  as  continuous  service  of  service 

with  certain  specified  breaks,  because,  of  course, 

otherwise  such  provisions  would  appear  to    be 

needless.    I  am  not  prepared  to  dissent,  therefore, 

from  the  judgment  which  baa  been  pronounced  by 

my  Lord  and  my  brother  Lawrance. 

Appeal  dismiued. 
Solicitors:    Bell,    Brodrlck,   and   Oray,  for  A. 
Giipel,  West  Hartlepool ;  Simey,  Bon,  and  Iliffe, 
Sander  land. 


Wedneeday,  Dec.  16,  1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbbstonh,  C.J.,  Lawbanck  tLv.i 
Kknsbdy,  JJ.) 

Baknett  (app.)  V.  CoYELL  (reap.),  (a) 
Local  government — Hoarding — "  Abutting  "  on 
tlreet. 
A  hoarding  for  advertiaemente  6Qft.  long  and  12ft. 
above  a  hedge,  no  part  of  eueh   hoarding  being 
nearer  to  the  itreet  than  2ft.  and  having  the 
hedge  between  it  and  the  street,  does  not  "  abut " 
OK  the  etreet 

(«)  BapotMd  b7  W.  Dl  B.  Bcbbibt,  Eaq.,  BtrtUt;r.at-L«w. 


Case  stated  on  an  information  oharffing  the 
respondent  for  unlawfully  erecting  a  noarding 
abutting  on  a  street,  contrary  to  sect.  87  of  the 
Ilfracombe  Improvement  Act  1900  (63  &  64  Vict, 
o.  ccxiii.). 

Upon  hearing  the  information  it  was  proved 
that  Slade-road  is  a  street  within  the  limits  of  the 
Ilfracombe  Improvement  Act  1900,  and  that  the 
respondent  had  without  the  consent  of  the  Ilfra- 
combe Urban  District  Council  erected  a  hoarding 
to  be  used  for  advertising  purposes  in  the  field 
adjoining  Slade-road.  Tfae  hoarding  was  erected 
on  the  centre  of  the  hedge  bank,  so  that,  as  the 
hedge  was  from  4ft.  to  6f b.  Sin.  thick,  tfae  distance 
from  the  hoarding  to  the  foot  of  the  hedge  bank 
varied  from  2ft.  to  3ft.  4in.,  and  the  boarded 
part  was  about  60ft.  in  length  and  about  12ft. 
above  the  top  of  the  hedge. 

The  appellant  contended  that  "  abntting " 
meant  "  bordering,"  and  that  the  hoarding  came 
within  tfae  section,  and  fan  cited  the  foUowing 
cases  in  support  thereof  :  Wakefield  Local  Board 
nf  Health  v.  Lee  (35  L.  T.  Rej).  481 ;  1  Ex.  Div. 
336)  and  Newport  Urban  Sanitary  Authority  v. 
Graham  (47  L.  T.  Bep.  98;  9  Q.  B.  Div.  183). 

The  respondent  contended  that  for  the  hoard- 
ing to  abut  on  the  street  there  must  be  a 
contact  with  the  street,  and  that,  as  the  hoarding 
was  at  its  nearest  point  2ft.  awav  from  the 
street,  no  such  contact  existed,  and  that  con- 
Eequently  the  hoarding  did  not  abut  on  the 
street,  nor  did  it  adjoin  the  street,  and  he 
quoted  the  cases  of  Bex  v.  Hodges  (Mood.  &  M. 
341),  Vale  and  Sons  v.  Moorgate,  Ac,  Buildings 
Limited  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  487),  and  Ind  Coope  v. 
Hamblin  (84  L.  T.  Bep.  168) 

The  justices  found  from  the  evidence  that  the 
respondent  had  erected  a  hoarding  for  adver- 
tising purposes  inside  a  field  fronting  the  street 
known  as  Slade-road  and  parallel  therewith; 
that  about  half  the  thickness  of  the  hedge  in 
the  field  was  between  the  hoarding  and  the  street, 
and  thit  no  part  of  the  hoarding  was  nearer  than 
2ft.  They  therefore  were  of  opinion  that  the 
hoarding  did  not  abut  on  the  street. 

By  sect.  87  of  the  Ilfracombe  Improvement 
Act  1900  (63  &  64  Viot.  c.  coxui.)  it  is 
enacted  : 

(1)  Every  hoarding  or  similar  (tmotiire  in  or  abnttiag 
on  or  adjoininir  any  atreet  shall  be  seoarely  erected  and 
maintained.  (2)  It  aball  not  be  lawfnl,  after  the  passing; 
of  this  Act,  to  ereot  any  hoarding  or  similar  strnotnre  to 
be  osmI  either  wholly  or  partly  for  advertising  pnrposrs 
in  or  abntliog  on  or  adjoinirg  acy  street  without  the 
consent  of  the  ooanoil,  and  anoh  consent  may  be  gireu 
subject  to  anoh  oonditiona  as  to  the  anbmisaion  of  a 
plan  and  elevatiin  anl  as  to  the  maintenance  of  anoh 
hoarding  as  the  ooanoil  may  determine.  (3)  The  owner 
or  other  person  oting  any  hoarding,  wall,  or  similar 
strnotnre  for  advertiung  pnrpoaea,  whether  erected 
before  or  after  the  pfissiog  9f  this  Act,  shall  at  all  times 
hereafter  keep  and  ma'ntain  the  same  in  proper  and  safe 
repair  and  condition,  and  in '  the  event  of  any  papers 
affixed  for  advertising  pnrpoaes  to  anoh  hoarding,  wall, 
or  other  atrnotore  fallinqr  off  or  bscomiag  detached  shall 
forthirith  remove  and  oleu  away  snob  papers,  (4)  Any 
person  who  acta  in  oontr^Tention  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  or  who  vioUtea  any  condiliona  or  the 
terms  of  any  consent  given  in  pnrsaanoe  of  such  provi- 
■iona,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penijty  not  ezoesding  51.  and 
to  a  daily  penalty  not  ezoeeding  20«.  (5)  Any  consent 
or  condition  made  nnder  this  section  may  be  under  the 
bands  of  the  cletk  or  saiveyor. 
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Graham  Campbell  for  the  appellant. — The  word 
"  abut "  goeB  further  than  *'  adjoin,"  and  means 
barderinK  upon,  and  the  jastioeB  ought  to  have 
oonvioted  the  respondent  under  aeot.  87  of  the 
statute.  In  Wakefield  Local  Board  of  Health  t. 
£««(35L.  T.  Bep.  481;  1  Ez.Div.  336),  where 
the  respondent's  premiaea  were  divided  from  a 
street  by  a  small  stream,  but  by  two  bridges  over 
the  stream  their  premises  were  conneoted  with  it, 
it  was  held  that  the  premises  fronted  and  abntted 
npon  this  street.  In  Newport  Urbam  Sanitary 
JMhorih/  t.  Oraham  (47  L.  T.  Bep.  98 ;  9  Q.  B. 
Div.  183)  at  the  rear  of  the  premises  in  question 
wu  a  footpath  at  the  end  of  a  street  which 
formed  a  eM  de  eae.  The  ground  at  the  back  of 
these  premises  was  5ft.  above  the  level  of  the  foot- 
path and  street  and  there  was  a  wall  12ft  h^h, 
and  no  access  existed  to  the  footpath  or  siraet 
from  the  premises.  It  was,  however,  held  that 
the  premises  adjoined  or  abutted  on  the  street. 

Kitaber  for  the  respondent. — This  hoarding 
does  not  abut,  for  the  word  means  "  ooming  to  the 
end  or  edge  of,"  which  the  case  finds  tiie  hoarding 
does  not.  In  order  to  abut  on  a  street  there 
must  becontaot  with  the  street,  but  here  no  part 
of  the  hoarding  comes  within  2ft. 

Lord  AiiTBBSTONB,  O.J. — I  am  veiy  anzioaB 
not  to  say  anyUiing  which  may  be  oonstroed  as 
laying  down  any  genml  rule  as  to  tiie  meaning  of 
the  word  "  abuy' f or  it  is  really  a  question  of  not. 
We  most  take  it  here  that  a  lioensee  has  erected  a 
hoarding  om  another  man's  land,  and  that  there 
is  a  ooimnnous  strip  of  land  between  the  street 
and  Che  support  of  the  hoarding.  Now,  the  Act 
says  that  no  hoarding  is  to  be  erected  for 
advertising  purposes  abutting  on  a  street  without 
the  consent  of  tne  oooncil,  and  it  is  a  penal  statute 
that  must  be  construed  strictly.  No  doubt  if  the 
hourding  was  put  back  10ft.  it  would  be  equally 
unsight^,  but  no  one  could  contend  that  it  ab::ittea 
on  the  street.  Here  a  strip  was  left  between  the 
hoarding  and  the  street,  and,  that  being  so,  the 
hoarding  does  not  abut,  for,  in  speaking  of  land, 
abutting  means  touching  and  adjoining.  When 
yon  contrast  the  hoarding  and  the  land,  the  land  is 
touching  and  therefore  abutting  on  the  street, 
and  the  noarding,  being  some  way  back,  does  not 
touch  the  street  and  so  does  not  abut. 

Lawbahcb  and  Kbnkxdt,  JJ.  agreed. 

Appeal  diemUeed. 

Solioitcnrs :  /.  H.  Brewer,  Uf  raoombe ;  While- 
lode  and  Storr,  for  A,  B,  WTiHelode,  Birmingham. 


Wednetday,  Dee,  16,  1903. 

(Before  Lord  Ai.tbb8Tonk.  G.J.,  Lawbano  and 

KXNNKDT,  JJ.) 

DiCKiiTSON  (app.)  V.  FoBSTTH  (resp.).  (a) 

Local  govemment^By'law^EreeHng  ehed — Neg- 
lecting to  comply  with  notice — Sujffieieney  of 
notice. 
By  certain  hy-lawt  No*.  53  and  96  it  woe  provided 
■  that  if  any  perton  ehould  erect  new  domeitio 
buildings  certain  open  space  was  to  be  provided, 
and  anyone  who  was  intending  to  erect  a  build- 
ing was  to  give  notice  to  the  council  and  deliver 
plans  thereof,  a  description  of  the  mcUerials  to  be 
used,  and  other  detail*. 

ya)  Bq^wted  tij  W.  sx  B.  Hkxiut,  Eiq.,  BUTl(MMkt-L»w. 


By  by-law  No.  98,  where  a  person  who  has  erected 
a  building  or  done  any  other  work  to  which  the 
by-laws  apply  receives  a  notice  in  writing  speck- 
ing any  matters  in  respect  of  which  the  erection- 
or  the  work  i*  in  contravention  of  any  by-Utw, 
such    person   must    caute    anything  done    in 
oontrcneniion  to  be  amended. 
A  noOee  was   served   stating  :   "  I  ant  direelei 
.    .    .    to  catl  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  a 
wooden  erection  /mm  been  made   .    .    .  eontrmy 
to  Noe.  53and96ofihe  by-laws.    .    .    ." 
Held,  that  such  notice  was  sufficient. 
Oasb  stated  on  am  information  preferred  by  the 
appellant  against   the  respondent    for   having 
erected  a   shed  contrary  to   a   certain  b^-law 
No.  53,  and,  having  had  notice  requiring  him  to 
remove  the  same,  unlawfully  neglected  to  comply 
with  the  notice,  contrary  to  by-uw  No.  98. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  »^ae,  dated 
the  2nd  Dea  1902,  served  by  the  snrvey<»r  of  the 
district  council  and  referred  to  in  the  informa- 
tion, and  service  of  which  on  the  respondent  was 
admitted: 

I  am  directed  by  this  oonnoil  to  dnw  todt  atteBtion 
to  the  fact  that  a  wooden  neotioii  has  been  made  in 
the  baok  yard  of  yaar  |»ropeHy  ■itoato  at  No.  80,  Avoa- 
dals-tornuM,  Chestor-le-Stteet,  oontraiy  to  Noe.  53  and 
96  of  the  by-laws  relatiaff  to  new  streets  and  build- 
ings in  force  in  this  diatriot,  and  yon  are  hereby  requested 
to  ouiae  the  ereotion  above  referred  to  to  be  removed 
within  twenty-one  days  from  this  date.  I  woold  forthsr 
reapeotfnlly  remind  yon  that  yon  are  required  by  law  to 
let  me  have  a  notioe  in  writing  if  the  work  above  referred 
to  is  oompletad. 

The  shed  complained  of  in  the  information  was 
built  by  the  respondent,  and  it  was  also  proved 
that  the  shed,  which  was  7ft.  in  height,  canaed 
the  open  space  in  the  rear  of  the  respondent's 
dwelUng-honse  to  the  boundaiy  wall  opposite  to 
be  less  than  15ft.,  contrary  to  the  by-law  No.  53. 
It  was  also  admitted  that  the  shed  was  erected 
after  the  bnildinsr  of  the  dwelling-house  had  been 
completed,  and  uat  no  plan  for  its  erection  had 
been  previously  submitted  to  the  surveyor  for  the 
approval  of  the  district  counciL  And  the  sur- 
veyor stated  on  oath  that  he  did  not  discover  that 
the  shed  had  been  erected  until  the  month  of 
Nov.  1902,  and  it  was  furilier  admitted  that 
between  the  service  of  the  notioe  of  the  2nd  Dec. 
1902  and  the  laying  of  the  information  deputa- 
tions from  the  respondent  had  wuted  on  t^e 
district  council,  and  negotiations  had  taken  place 
with  reference  to  the  notice  that  had  been  served, 
but  no  oonolnBio&  had  been  arrived  at. 

It  was  alleged  on  behalf  of  the  respondent, 
although  no  evidence  was  called  to  prove  it,  that 
the  shed  had  been  built  several  months  prior  to 
the  notice  of  the  2nd  Deo.  1902,  and,  further, 
that,  notwithstanding  the  erection  of  the  shed, 
there  still  remained  an  aggregate  oi>en  air  space 
at  the  rear  at  the  respon^nt's  dwelling-honso  of 
259  square  feet,  being  109  square  feet  ^yond  the 
requirements  of  by-law  No.  53  in  that  behalf. 

The  respondent's  solicitor  took  the  following 
objections — namely,  (a)  that  the  proceedings  were 
not    duly   authorised   by   the   district    council 

?nrsnant  to  sect.  259  of  the  Public  Health  Act 
875 ;  (6)  that  the  notioe  of  the  2nd  Dec.  1902 
was  not  given  bv  the  surveyor  of  the  council 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  erection  of  the 
building  as  required  by  by-law  No.  98;  ^e) 
that  the  notioe  was  bad  in  law  in  that  it  did 
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not^  as  raqnired  by  by-law  No.  98,  specify  the 
matters  in  respect  of  which  the  erection  of  the 
bml^Bg  was  in  oontravention  of  by-laws  Noe.  53 
and  96,  saoh  by-laws  beinsr  capable  of  contraven- 
tion in  Tarions  matters. 

With  r^ard  to  objection  (a)  the  appellant 
stated  on  oath  that  mo  proceedings  were  antho- 
rised  by  the  conncil  held  on  the  26Ui  Feb.  19Q3,  at 
which  the  report  of  the  baildings  committee 
reoommeading  that  proceedings  be  taken  against 
the  respondent  for  breach  of  thebv-laws  was  read 
and  adopted  by  tiie  council.  Neither  the  minute- 
book  of  the  council  nor  anything  in  writing  was 
prodooed,  but,  as  the  proceedings  were  instituted 
by  the  appeUant  as  clerk  of  the  connoil«  the 
jnstioee  were  of  opinion  that  they  were  duly 
aothorised. 

With  regard  to  objection  (b)  there  was  no 
formal  evidence  given  as  to  when  the  building 
eomplained  of  was  erected  by  the  respondeat,  and 
as  the  justioee  had  decided  to  dismiss  uie  case  upon 
file  pmnt  nused  by  the  respondent's  objection  (e) 
the^  did  not  express  any  opinion  as  to  whether  the 
notice  was  given  by  the  surveyor  to  the  respon- 
dent within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  erection 
of  the  building,  as  ret^uired  by  by-law  Ko.  98. 

With  T^sai^  to  objection  (e)  the  Justices  were 
of  opinion  that  the  notice  of  the  2nd  Deo.  1902  was 
iMd  in  law  in  that  it  cUd  not,  as  required  by  by- 
law No.  98,  specify  the  matters  in  respect  of  which 
the  erection  of  the  buUding  contravened  the  pro- 
visions of  by-laws  Nos.  53  and  96  rrferred  to  in 
such  notioe^  and  they  dismissed  the  information. 

By  the  by-laws  in  question  it  was  provided  : 

53.  Evory  paaon  who  ihall  erect  a  new  domeatio 
iiriVHiiy  ehakll  provide  in  the  rear  of  moh  bnildinir  an 
open  tgmoa  exohnivaly  balonsiiig  to  inob  bnUding  and 
o(  (a  a(gregate  extent  of  not  laia  than  ISO  (qoaze  feet 
■nd  free  from  any  aieotian  thereon  above  the  level  of  the 
Itauid  ezoept  a  water-oloaet,  earth-oloaet,  or  privy,  and 
u  aahpit ;  and  he  shall  eaaie  enoh  open  spaoe  to  extend 
laterally  tbTonghont  the  entire  width  of  vnoli  bnilding, 
•ad  he  ihall  oanae  the  distance  aoroee  raoh  open  apace 
fraa  every  part  of  inch  bnilding  to  the  bonndaxy  of 
taj  lands  or  premiaes  immediately  oppoaite  or  adjoining 
te  site  of  anoh  building  to  be  no  leas  in  any  case  than 
lOtt  If  the  height  of  each  bnilding  be  IStt  he  shall 
oaoaa  snoh  diatenoe  to  be  15ft.  at  the  leaat.  If  the 
htight  of  anch  bnilding  be  25ft.  he  shall  oanie  anoh 
distaooe  to  be  20ft.  at  the  leaat.  If  the  height  of  anoh 
faoildiiig  b*  3Sft  or  exceed  85ft.  ha  shall  oaose  anoh 
diataaca  to  be  2fift.  at  the  least  A  person  who  shall 
Bake  any  altaaation  in  or  addition  to  soch  bnilding  ihall 
act,  hy  sooh  alteration  or  addition,  diminiah  the  aggre- 
gate extant  of  open  spaoe  provided  in  pnrananos  of  this 
hy-law  in  oonneotion  with  anoh  bnilding,  or  in  any  other 
raspeet  fail  to  oomply  with  any  provisioB  of  tiiis  by-law. 
Par  the  purposes  of  this  by-kw  the  height  of  snch 
bnilding  diall  be  measured  npwaida  from  the  level  of 
fte  ground  over  which  such  open  apace  ahall  extend  to 
the  level  of  half  the  vertical  height  of  the  roof  or  to  the 
top  of  flw  parapet,  whiohever  may  be  the  higher. 

96.  Ermj  peraon  who  ahall  intend  to  erect  a  bnilding 
dadl  give  to  the  ooanoil  notice  in  writing  of  anch  inten- 
tioa,  wUoh  shall  be  delivered  or  aent  to  their  clerk  at 
Ida  or  their  office,  or  to  tlieir  anrveyor  at  hia  or  their 
offioe,  and  ahall  at  the  aame  time  deliver  or  send  or 
oBoae  to  be  delivered  or  aent  to  their  clerk  at  hia  or 
tiMir  ofBoe,  or  to  their  anrveyor  at  hia  or  their  offioe, 
eoaqtiets  plana  and  aeotions  of  every  floor  of  anch 
intended  bnildiDg,  which  ahall  be  drawn  to  a  aoale  of 
not  leas  than  lin.  to  every  8ft.  and  ahall  show  the 
poeitian,  f  onn,  sod  dimenaiona  of  the  aaveral  parts  o!  anch 
hailing  and  of  every  water-clozet,  earth-cloaet,  privy. 


ashpit,  cesspool,  well,  and  all  other  appurtenances,  and 
in  which  the  bnilding  shaU  be  ao  daacribed  as  to  ahow 
whether  it  ia  intended  to  be  oaed  aa  a  dwelling-honae  or 
otherwiae.  Soch  person  ahall  at  the  aame  time  deliver 
or  aend  or  eanse  to  be  delivered  or  aent  to  the  clerk 
of  th«  conneil  at  his  or'  their  office  or  to  thdr  aarvayor 
at  his  or  their  offioe  a  deecription  ia  writing  of  the 
materials  of  which  it  is  intended  that  anoh  bnilding 
ahall  be  eooutractid  and  «f  the  intended  mode  of  drainag» 
and  means  of  water  supply.  Snoh  person  ahall  at  the 
aame  time  deliver  or  aand  or  oaose  to  be  delivered  or 
aent  to  the  clerk  to  the  conncil  at  hia  or  their  office  or 
to  their  anrveyor  at  his  or  their  offioe  a  block  plan  of 
anch  bnilding,  which  ahall  be  drawn  to  a  acale  of  not 
leaa  than  lin.  to  every  44ft,  and  ah»U  ahow  the 
position  of  the  bnildinga  and  appnrtenanoea  of  the 
propertiee  immediately  adjoining,  the  width  and  UntL 
of  the  street  la  f^oat  and  of  the  street  (it  any)  ia 
tha  rear  of  snch  bnilding,  the  level  of  ih*  lowest 
floor  of  snch  bnilding,  and  of  any  yard  or  graund 
belongiag  thereto.  Snch  person  ahall  Ukewiaa  ahow  on 
saoh  plan  tha  intended  Unea  of  drainage  of  anoh  bnildinga 
and  the  intended  alze,  depth,  and  inolinatioo  of  eadi 
drain ;  and  the  dataila  of  the  arrangement  piopoaed  to 
be  adopted  for  the  ventilation  of  the  draina.     . 

98.  In  every  oaae  where  a  peraon  who  ahall  lay  out 
or  oonatrBot  a  atreet  or  ahall  erect  a  bnilding,  or  shall 
execute  any  other  work  to  which  the  by-laws  relating 
to  naw  atreeta  and  baildings  may  apply,  ahall  at  any 
reasonable  time  daring 'the  progress  or  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  laying  oat  or  conatraction  of  aooh  street, 
or  the  erection  of  swah  bnilding  or  the  exeontion  at  aaob 
work,  receive  from  the  anrveyor  of  the  conncil  noUoa  in 
writiDg  spasifying  any  matters  in  respect  <^  wludi  ft* 
laying  out  or  oonatmotion  of  anoh  street,  the  erecting 
of  snoh  bnilding,  or  the  execution  of  each  work  may  Im» 
in  contravention  of  any  by-law  relating  to  new  stceats 
or  bnildings  and  requiring  snch  peraoa  within  a  rsaaan- 
able  time,  which  shall  be  speoified.in  snch  notieettooaosa 
anything  doao  contrary  to  any  snoh  by-law  tO'  ha 
amended  or  to  do  aoythiag  which  hy  any  snoh  Iqr-law 
may  be  required  to  be  done,  bat  which  has  been  omitted 
to  ba  done,  saoh  person  shall  within  the  time  apeaified 
in  each  notice  pomply  with  the  aeveral  reqniremanta 
thereof  so  far  ss  suah  requirement  relates  to  mattsri|  in 
respect  of  which  the  laying  ont  or  omatmctioa  of  snoh 
atreet,  the  erection  of  anoh  bnilding,  or  the  axeootion  of 
snoh  work  may  be  in  c6ntravention  of  any  such  by-law. 
Soch  person  within  a  reasonable  time  after  tha  comple- 
tion of  any  work  which  auy  have  been  executed  in 
accordance  with  any  saoh  requirement  shall  deliver  or 
ssnd,  or  cause  ta  ba  delivered  or  sent,  tothe  sarvayor 
of  the  ooanoil,  at  hia  or 'their  office,  notice  in  writiBg  of 
the  coiapletian  of  anch  work,  and  slukU  at  aJl  laaaanaUa 
timaa  witliin  a  period  of  aeven  daya  after  anoh  notice 
ahall  have  been.  so.  delivered  or  sent  afford  anoh  surveyor 
frse  acoeaalto  auah  work  (or  the  purpose  of  inapeotiou.    - 

8im«y  for  the  appellant. 

The  respondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  Alvksstonx,  O.J.— We  think  that  ti» 
justices  ought  to  have  entertained  this  informa- 
tion. By-law  No.  98  saya  that  the  notice  in  writing 
must  specify  any  matters  in  respect  of  which  th» 
work  IB  in  contravention  of  any  by-law.  Th» 
respondent  was  told  by  the  notice  that  the  erection 
had  been  made  in  his  back  yard  contrary  to 
certain  iq)ecified  by-laws.  I  think  that  that 
notice  is  sufficient,  as  it  specifies  the  matters  in 
respect  of  which  the  erection  is  "  in  contravention 
of  any  by-law." 

Lawsakcs  and  Kbnbbdt,  JJ.  oonourred. 

Appeal  aUovoed. 

Solicitors :  DangerjMd  and  Blythe,  tot  J.  Turn- 
hvili,  Durham. 
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PBOBATE,  DIVORCE.  AND  ADMIRALTT 
DIVISION. 

ADMIRALTY   BUSINESS. 

Dee.  3,  4,  5.  and  10,  1903. 

<Before  Bucknill,  J.  and  Tbikitt  Mastsbb.) 

The  Sunlight,  (a) 

iJollUion — River  Mersey — Veesel  coming  out  of 
dock — Duty  to  keep  out  of  the  way — Begulatione 
for  Preventing  CoUieione  at  Sea,  art.  19. 

Jl  tleamthip  coming  out  of  Prinee't  Dock  into  the 
river  Mertey  came  into  eoUition  with  another 
steamship  coming  down  the  east  side  of  theriver 
in  tou)  of  two  tugs. 

Held,  that  art.  19  t^the  Regulations  for  Preventing 
Collisions  at  Sea  did  not  apply,  and  that  there 
was  no  duty  on  the  down-coming  vessel  to  keep 
out  of  the  way. 

Actions  for  damage  by  ooUision  brought  by  the 
<)?mer8  of  the  eteamship  ilaiorese  against  the 
owners  of  the  Bteamship  Sunlight,  and  for  negli- 
gence by  the  owrers  of  the  Sunlwht  against  the 
Mersey  Doclcs  and  Harbour  Board. 

About  11.15  p.m.  on  the  22nd  Sept.  1903  a 
«3lli8ion  ooonrred  in  the  river  Mersey,  off  the 
north  end  of  the  Liverpool  landiofr-stas^,  betweea 
the  steamships  Ifaiorese  and  the  Sunlight. 

The  Maiorese  was  a  screw  steamship  of  1739 
tons  gross  register,  aad  at  the  time  was  being 
moved  from  the  Hercnlaneum  Graving  Dock  to 
her  loading  berth  at  the  Wellington  Dook  in 
charge  of  the  two  togs  Storneoek  and  Fighting 
Cock,  she  herself  having  no  steam. 

The  Sunlight  was  a  screw  steamship  of  388 
tons  gross  register,  and  at  the  time  had  just  left 
Prince's  Dock,  being  about  to  proceed  on  a 
voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Swansea  with  a  general 
cargo  on  board. 

l%e  weather  was  fine  and  clear,  the  wind 
moderate  from  the  S.E.,  and  the  tide  flood,  and 
of  the  force  of  four  to  five  knots  an  hour. 

The  plaintiffs'  case  was  that  the  Maiorese  was 
proceeding  down  the  river,  keeping  well  to  the 
eastward  of  mid-channel,  and  making  about  three 
to  four  knots  over  the  ground,  both  her  tugs  at 
intervals,  as  they  passed  the  entrances  to  the 
various  docks,  sounding  their  whistles.  The 
regulation  lights  were  being  duly  exhibited,  and 
the  Maiorese  was  in  charge  of  a  duly  qn^ified 
pilot. 

Under  these  circumstances,  when  the  Maiorese 
was  about  off  the  north  end  of  the  stage,  and 
about  300  to  400  yards  from  it,  the  masthead 
light  of  a  steamship,  which  proved  to  be  the 
Sunlight,  was  seen  in  the  Prince's  Half  Tide  Dock 
«ntrance. 

The  Sunlight  was  immediately  af  terward?  heard 
to  blow  a  long  blast,  and  rapidly  came  ont  from 
the  entrance,  showing  her  red  light  and  heading 
about  west. 

'  As  soon  as  the  masthead  light  was  seen,  both 
"tugs  were  ordered  to  stop  tbeir  engines,  and  the 
belm  of  the  Maiorese  was  put  hard-a-port,  but  the 
Sunlight  came  on,  and,  although  the  hawsers  of 
the  tugs  were  slipped,  struck  the  starboard  side 
of  the  Stormcock  with  her  stem,  and  then  cleared 
her  and  struck  the  stem  of  the  Maiorese  with  her 
port  side. 
The  plaintiffs  charged  the  defendants  (inter 

(a)  Beported  by  CaiUTOPaKB  Head,  Esq.,  Barrister-tt-Lftw. 


alia)  with  failing  to  ^ive  proper  and  sufficient 
notice  of  their  intention  of  coming  out  of  the 
dock,  and  with  failing  to  keep  clear  of  the 
Maiorese  and  her  tugs.  They  also  charged  them 
with  breach  of  art.  29  of  the  Collision  Regula- 
tions. 

The  defendants'  case  was  that  between  10  and 
11  p.m.  the  Sunlight  was  being  undooked  under 
the  direction  and  control  of  the  servants  of  tlie 
Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board,  and  was 
brought  from  her  berth  in  the  Trafalgar  Dock 
to  the  entrance  to  Prince's  Dock,  where  she  was 
diractad  to  wait.  She  was  shortly  afterwards 
ordered  by  the  dock  officials  to  let  go  and  come 
ahead  so  as  to  proceed  into  the  river.  The  ropes 
were  therefore  let  go,  and  a  long  warning  blast 
was  sounded  on  her  whistle,  and  she  proceeded 
out  at  fall  speed  under  a  hard-a-port  helm.  As 
she  cleared  the  entrance  the  towing  lights  and 
green  lights  of  the  two  tngj  that  were  towing 
the  Maiorese  were  seen  broad  off  on  the  port  bow, 
and  about  200  to  250  yards  off.  As  she  was 
unable  to  do  anything  to  avoid  a  collision,  the 
Sunlight  kept  her  course  and  speed,  blowing  a 
short  blast  to  indicate  how  her  helm  was,  but  the 
tug  Stormcock  and  Maiorese,  instead  of  keeping 
clear  of  her,  collided  with  her. 

The  defendants  charged  the  plaintiffs  {inter  alia) 
with  neglecting  to  keep  clear,  not  stopping  and 
reversing,  with  improperly  attempting  to  cross 
ahead  of  the  Sunlight,  and  with  navigating  too 
dose  to  the  dock  entrances.  They  also  charged 
them  with  breach  of  arts.  19,  22,  and  23  of  the 
regulations,  and  counter-claimed  for  the  damages 
suffered  by  their  own  vessel. 

Arts.  19,  22,  and  23  of  the  Regulations  for 
Preventing  Oollisious  at  Sea  are  as  follows  : 

Art.  19.  When  two  iteam  veuels  are  orossin;,  so  as 
to  involve  risk  of  ooUisioa,  the  veasst  which  bn-i  the 
other  on  her  oirn  atarbond  tide  ihall  keep  out  of  the 
way  of  the  other. 

Art.  22.  Every  veaselwhioh  is  direoteJ  by  these  rules 
to  keep  ont  of  the  wkj  o(  another  vessel  shftl),  if  the 
oiroamst&noes  of  the  oaie  admit,  avoid  crossing  ahead 
of  ihe  other. 

Alt.  23.  Every  steam  v?sael  which  ia  directed  by 
these  tales  to  keep  ont  of  the  way  of  another  vessel 
shall,  on  approachiog  her,  if  neoessary,  sUoken  her 
rpeed  or  stop  or  reverse. 

By  their  statement  of  claim  in  the  action 
against  the  Mersi>y  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  it 
was  alleged  that  those  on  board  the  Sunlight 
were  bound  to  and  did  obey  the  orders  of  the 
dock  officials,  and  that  they  bad  been  under  their 
orders  throughout  the  operation  of  uudocking ; 
that  they  were  bound  to  obey  those  orders,  and 
that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  officials  in  ordering  her  to  proceed  out 
into  the  river  when  they  knew,  or  ought  to  have 
known,  that  it  was  not  safe  for  her  to  do  so. 

The  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  denied 
in  their  defence  thnt  the  Sunlight,  at  the  time  in 
qnestioD,  was  acting  under  the  orders  of  the  dock 
officials  or  other  of  their  servants,  and  pleaded 
that  if  any  such  orders  as  alleged  were  given, 
they  were  not  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
of  their  servants.  They  also  alleged  that  if  it 
was  not  safe  for  the  Sunlight  to  proceed  out  into 
the  river,  those  on  board  of  her  were  guilty  of 
negligence  which  caused  or  contributed  to  the 
ooUision    by   casting   off   and  proceeding   out, 
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althongh  warned  by  the  dockmaater  to  look  oat 
for  the  Maiorete  and  her  ttif^^s,  and  by  faiUni;  to 
take  any,  or  timely,  or  sufficient  steps  to  avoid 
the  colhsion. 

Sect.  49  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidated 
Act  1858  (21  &  22  Yict.  c.  92)  is  as  foUows : 

Aoy  harbonr-mutar,  dookmaatar,  or  piarmaater  may 
dinot  the  time  and  maimer  of  any  Tesael  ooming  into 
or  going  ont  at  any  dock,  and  alio  the  time  o(  opening 
or  ahntting  the  dook  gatea  ;  and  if  the  master  of  any 
reaaal  ahall  act  contrary  to  the  direotiona  or  neglaot  to 
obey  the  orders  of  anoh  harboor-maater,  dockmaater,  or 
piarmaater,  in  relation  to  the  manner  of  ooming  into  or 
going  ont  of  snoh  dook,  or  shall  obstrnot  or  hinder  him 
hi  tba  opening  or  shntting  of  any  dook  gate,  anoh 
master  shall  for  erery  snoh  oSanoa  he  liable  to  a  penalty 
of  not  exoeading  twenty  pounds. 

By  sect.  53  power  is  also  given  to  the  harbonr> 
master  to  remove  vessels  from  the  entrances  to 
the  dock. 

Piekford,  K.O.  and  Olynn  for  the  plaintafts. 

Lamg,  K.C.  and  Bateaon  for  the  owners  of  the 
Sunlight. — It  was  the  dnty  of  the  Maiorete  and 
her  togs  to  keep  ont  of  the  way  of  the  Sunlight. 
She  was  on  their  starboard  hand,  and  art.  19 
applied. 

AipinaU,  K.O.  and  Maurioe  HiU  for  the  defen- 
dants the  Mersey  Dooks  and  Harbour  Board. 

Dee.  10.— BvCEini.1,,  J. — On  the  22nd  Sept., 
between  eleven  and  twelve  o'clock  at  night,  a 
collision  occurred  in  the  river  Mersey  between  the 
steamships  Maiorete  and  Sunlight.  An  action 
was  commenced  on  the  27th  Sept.  by  the  owners 
of  the  Maiorete  against  the  Sunlight,  and  on  the 
28th  Sept.  an  action  was  began  by  the  owners  of 
the  Swui^ht  against  the  Matoreae.  Those  actions 
were  oonaolidated.  On  the  20th  Oct.  a  statement 
of  chdm  was  delivered  by  the  owners  of  the 
Maiore$e,  and  on  the  27tn  Oct.  a  defence  and 
eoonter-claim  were  put  in  by  the  owners  of  the 
Sunlight.  On  the  same  day  a  letter  was  written 
by  the  solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  Sunlight 
to  the  solicitor  for  the  Mersey  Bocks  and  Harbour 
Board,  drawing  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
alleged  that  improper  orders  had  been  given  by 
the  dock  board's  officials  to  those  on  board  the 
Sunlight  to  proceed  into  the.river,  and  asking 
what  coarse  the  Mersey  Books  and  Harbour 
Board  proposed  to  take  in  the  matter.  That  was 
answered  the  next  day  by  the  solicitor  to  the 
harbour  board  denying  liability.  On  the  same 
day  that  that  letter  was  received  the  owners  of  the 
Sunlight  commenced  an  action  against  the  Mersey 
Docks  and  Harbour  Board.  The  case  of  the 
Maiorete  is  that  she  was  being  moved  by  two 
togs,  the  Slormcoek  and  the  Fighting  Cock,  from 
the  Herculaneum  Graving  Bock  to  her  loading 
berth  at  the  Wellington  Bock.  The  tugs  were  on 
Mther  bow,  the  Maioreee  herself  having  no  steam 
up,  and  the  tide  was  flood  of  the  force  of  about 
five  knots.  The  pleaded  case  is  that  the  Maiorese 
was  being  towed  down  well  to  the  eastward  of 
mid-stream,  making  about  three  to  four  knots 
over  the  ground.  Then  the  pleadings  sdlege  that 
when  the  Maiorete,  in  charge  of  a  compulsory 
mlot,  was  about  off  the  north  end  of  the  Liverpool 
landing  stage,  aboat  300  to  400  yards  off  it,  the 
masthead  light  of  the  Sunlight  was  seen  in  the 
Prince's  Half  Tide  Bock  entrance ;  that  then  a 
Ions  blast  was  beard  from  the  Sunlight,  whose 
redlight  was  seen,  and  which  rapidly  came  out 
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from  the  dook  entrance,  heading  about  west,  that 
the  tu^s  of  the  Maiorete  were  told  to  stop,  and 
they  did  so  and  cast  off,  but  a  collision  took  place 
between  the  Sunlight  and  the  Stormeock,  and  then 
the  port  side  of  the  Sunlight,  about  in  the  way  of 
the  engine-room,  was  struck  by  the  stem  of  the 
Maiorete,  which  penetrated  so  far  into  her  as 
to  leave  her  in  a  condition  in  which  she 
might  soon  have  sunk  had  she  not  been  towed 
ashore.  The  defence  set  up  by  the  owners 
of  the  Sunlight  is  that  the  Sunlight  was  in  the 
entrance  to  the  Prince's  Bock,  having  been 
stopped  there  by  the  dook  officials  ;  that  she 
was  ordered  by  the  dock  officials  to  let  go  and 
come  ahead ;  that  she  thereupon  blew  a  long  blast, 
and  under  a  hard-a-port  helm  proceeded  out  into 
the  river  at  fall  speed;  that  as  soon  as  she 
cleared  the  entrance  the  towing  and  green  lights 
of  the  tugs  towing  the  Ifatorese  were  seen  broad 
off  on  the  port  bow,  and  about  200  to  250  yards 
distant ;  that  the  Sunlight  kept  her  course  and 
speed,  blowing  a  short  blast  to  in^cate  how  her 
helm  was,  and  the  collision  took  place.  In  the 
defence  the  charges  made  against  the  owners  of 
the  Maiorete  aie  that  the  Maiorete  and  her 
tugs  neglected  to  keep  clear  of  the  Sunlight, 
and  also  to  slacken  their  speed  or  to  cast  off  the 
tow  ropes  or  stop  or  reverse  their  engines.  Then 
it  is  charged  that  the  Maiorete  and  her  tugs 
neglected  to  avoid  crossing  ahead  of  the  JStcn- 
ligkt,  and  negligently  navigated  too  close  in  to 
the  dock  entrances.  It  is  further  said  that  if 
the  SwUight  came  out  of  dock  improperly,  it  was 
in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  dock  pfEcials, 
whose  orders  those  on  the  Sunlight  were  bound 
to  obey.  Now,  as  to  the  claim  by  the  owners  of  the 
Sunlight  against  the  docks  and  harbour  board. 
The  statement  of  claim  alleges  that  the  Sunlight 
was  stopped  by  the  authorities  in  the  place 
where  we  know  she  was  lying ;  that  througiioat 
the  operation  of  undooking  she  was  acting  under 
the  orders  of  the  dock  officials,  which  orders 
those  on  the  Sunlight  were,  pursuant  to  the 
Mersey  Bock  Act,  bound  to  obey ;  and  that  the 
collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
dook  officials  in  ordering  the  Sunlight  to  proceed 
out  into  the  river  at  a  time  when  they  knew,  or 
ought  to  have  known,  that  it  was  not  safe  for 
her  to  do  so.  That  is  denied  by  the  docks  and 
harbour  board  in  their  defence.  The  first  ques- 
tion I  have  to  decide  is.  Where  in  fact  did  this 
collision  take  place  in  regard  to  mid- channel  P 
The  river  off  the  landing-stage  may  be  said, 
roughly,  to  be  1100  to  1200  yards  wide,  and  on  the 
part  of  the  Maiorete  it  is  said  that  she  was  pro- 
ceeding down  the  river — that  is  to  say,  to  the 
northward— in  tow  of  these  two  tugs,  which 
were  ahead  of  her,  about  300  yards  off  the  eastern 
shore,  or  off  the  stage.  I  find  as  a  fact  that  this 
vessel  was  going  down  with  her  tugs,  I  will  not 
say  exactly  360  to  400  yards,  but  very  much 
further  off  the  stage  than  the  witnesses  of  the 
Sunlight  allege  they  were.  If  I  may  pat  it 
roughly,  I  should  say  they  were  going  down  about 
one-third  of  the  width  of  the  river  off,  perhaps  a 
little  less,  from  the  stage — that  is  to  say,  I  believe 
the  story  told  by  the  Maiorete.  It  is  also 
probable  that  the  hopper  went  down  about 
ahead  of  the  Maiorete,  or,  patting  it  in  another 
way,  the  Maiorete  went  down  in  the  wake  of  the 
hopper,  which  was  said  to  have  been  300  yards  off 
the  landing-stage,  and  that  has  not  been  denied. 
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Bat  there  is  a  stronger  point  than  that  which 
leads  me  to  this  ooncinsion,  and  that  is  that  the 
hopper  had  ronnded  and  gone  down  inside  the 
Maiorese  and  then  got  ahead  of  her.  All  this 
shows  that  there  was  much  more  room  than  the 
Sunlight  alleges  between  the  Maiorese  and  the 
landing-stage.  The  second  question  is.  Where 
was  the  collisioa  with  regard  to  the  bearing  of  the 
dock  gates  P  Now,  the  dock  gates  are  not  in  a 
line  with  the  landing  -  stage,  because  at  the 
northernmost  part  of  the  landing-stage  the  jetty 
runs  N.E.,  and  inside  the  line  of  the  landing- 
stage  and  not  quite  N.E.  of  this  line  are  the 
so-called  two  islands  at  the  entrance  to  the 
Prince's  Half  Tide  Dock.  I  am  satisfied  on  the 
evidence  that  the  collision  took  place  about  off 
the  north  end  of  the  landing-stage,  and  a  little 
northerly  of  that — that  is  to  say,  if  aline  is  drawn 
from  the  jetty  about  one-third  of  its  way  up  and 
taken  about  west,  that  would  be  about  the  place 
where  the  collision  happened.  The  third  ques- 
tion is  this :  Could  those  on  the  Sunlight  have 
seen  the  lights  of  the  tugs  or  tow  whilst  the  Sun- 
light was  still  in  the  half-tide  gateway?  This 
has  been  a  very  important  question  to  decide — 
one  not  free  from  difficulty,  and  one  upon  which 
a  great  deal  depends.  The  matter  stands  in 
this  way  :  The  Sunlight,  which  is  194ft.  long  or 
thereabouts,  had  been  stopped  by  the  dockmaster 
in  what  I  may  call  the  first  position — that  is  to 
say,  she  would  be  further  in,  or  further  from  the 
river,  than  in  the  second  position.  Could  those 
on  the  Sunlight — that  is,  anybody  in  authority  at 
the  moment  for  the  purpose  of  looking  out — the 
master  on  the  bridge,  or  the  look-out  man  forward 
— have  seen  in  the  first  position  the  lights  either 
of  the  tugs  or  one  of  them,  or  of  the  tow,  or  the 
lights  of  all  three  P  If  either  the  master  on  the 
bridge  or  the  man  forward  could  have  seen  the 
towing  lights  of  one  of  the  tugs,  or  the  side-lights 
of  one  of  the  tugs,  or  the  starboard  side-light 
of  the  Maiorene,  that  would  be  quite  enough, 
because  he  would  be  able  to  see  there  were 
moving  lights  in  the  river  coming  towards  the 
north.  In  spite  of  what  has  been  said  by  the 
dockmaster,  who  was  not  sure  whether  in  the  first 
position  the  look-oat  man  on  the  forecastle  head, 
or  the  master  on  the  bridge,  could  have  seen 
these  lights,  I  am  of  opinion  that  one  of  them 
could  have  seen  them ;  in  other  words,  I  find  that 
in  position  No.  1  all  the  lights  of  the  tugs  and 
tow  would  not  be  concealed  from  both  the  look-out 
man  forward  and  the  master  on  the  bridge.  They 
might  be  concealed  from  one,  bat  they  would  be 
open  to  the  other,  and  it  must  be  remembered 
that  the  lights  on  the  jetty,  &c.,  which  have  been 
referred  to,  would  be  stationary,  and  these  lights 
of  the  tugs  and  tow  were  all  moving;  and  it  is 
clearly  the  duty  of  the  master  or  the  Jook-ont 
men  of  a  vessel  which  is  in  dock  and  about  to  go 
out  into  the  river  to  wntch  for  moving  lights. 
Bat  that  does  not  conclude  the  case  at  all, 
because  there  is  the  poaition  No.  2  of  the 
Sunlight,  when  the  Sunlight  had  come  more 
towards  the  river,  but  not  into  it,  with  her 
starboard  oheck-rope  made  fast  to  the  third  or 
fourth  bollard,  and  there  was  a  moment  when 
that  rope  led  aft.  If  the  Sunlight  is  pat  into  that 
position  and  is  stationary,  with  b€)r  engines  still 
at  rest,  I  am  satisfied  beyond  all  doubt  that  then 
tLe  look-out  man  on  the  Sunlight  must  have  seen, 
if  he  had  looked,  the  lights  of  the  tugs,  or,  at  all 


events,  of  the  Stormeoek,  and,  I  believe,  the  star- 
boai'd  light  of  the  Maiorese.  He  saw  nothing.  I 
find  as  a  fact  they  could  have  been  seen.  They 
were  seen  by  others.  The  dockmaster  says  he  saw 
them  himself,  but  he  is  not  quite  certain  of  the 
position  in  which  he  was  when  he  saw  them,  and 
therefore  I  do  not  place  maoh  weight  upon  his 
evidence  on  that  point.  But  I  find  as  a  fact  that 
the  man  who  was  placed  on  the  comer  of  the 
knuckle  to  the  northward  of  the  dock  entrance 
did  see,  and  did  report,  not  only  the  lights  of  the 
hopper,  but  the  lights  of  the  vessels  which  were 
coming  down  astern  of  her.  The  master  of  the 
Snnlight  said  that  if  the  down.ooming  ship,  the 
Jlfator«s«,  and  her  tugs  were  where  it  is  alleged  by 
the  plaintiffs  they  were — that  is  to  say,  not  150 
yards,  but  between  300  and  400  yards  off  the 
landing,  stage — those  on  the  Sunlight  ought  to 
have  seen  them.  Finding,  as  I  do,  that  these 
vessels  coming  down  were  from  300  to  350  yards 
oS,  and  that  their  lights  were  reported  by  the 
look-out  man  on  the  knuckle,  I  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  of  fact  that  those  on  board  the 
Sunlight  could  have  iieen  the  lights  of  the  down- 
ooming  ship.  It  does  not  folio  ir  that  they  did 
not  see  them,  though  they  said  they  did  not.  The 
next  question  is.  Could  the  Sunlight  have  avoided 
the  collision  after  she  was  in  the  river  P  This  is  a 
question  with  regard  to  which  I  rely  upon  the  judg- 
ment of  those  who  sit  here  to  assist  me  on  nautical 
matters.  I  have'  asked  the  Elder  Brethren  this 
question,  Could  the  Sunlight,  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  care  and  skill,  have  avoided  this 
collision  P  I  am  advised  by  them,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  of  it  myself,  that  by  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  skill  the  Sunlight  might  have 
avoided  the  collision  after  she  got  into  the 
river.  There  was,  in  my  opinion,  and  I  am 
80  advised,  ample  room  and  opportunity  for  the 
collision  to  have  been  avoided  if,  instead  of  keep- 
ing on  full  speed  ahead  under  hard-a-port  helm, 
the  engines  had  been  stopped  and  reversed,  and 
the  helm  not  kept  hard-a-port,  but  eased  off, 
so  that  she  would  have  been  then  drifting  up, 
broadside,  to  the  southward.  There  would  have 
been  plenty  of  room  between  her  and  the  down- 
coming  ships.  I  am  also  advised  that  she  might 
have  done  something  else.  After  she  came  oat 
into  the  river  her  heaid  was  N.W.  by  W.,  and  when 
she  struck  the  Stormeoek  her  head  was  W.  by  S., 
so  that  she  had  altered  four  points.  If,  instead 
of  keeping  on  under  hard-a-port  helm,  she  had 
hard-a-staj-boarded  her  helm  and  had  altered  two 
or  three  points,  sbe  would  have  been  able  to  have 
gone,  the  tide  being  with  her,  up  river  to  ttie  south- 
ward, and  in  all  probability  cleir  of  the  Maiorese 
and  her  tugs.  But  I  am  not  so  firm  on  this 
point  as  I  am  on  the  -first.  I  am  advised  that 
there  were  two  ways  in  which  the  collision  could 
have  been  avoided;  but  I  prefer  to  put  my 
judgment  upon  the  first.  Not  taking  such  steps 
was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  of  the 
Sunlight,  who  in  all  probability  thought  that  the 
starbo«fd-side  rule  applied,  and  that  he  was 
justified  in  keeping  on  full  speed  ahead  under 
hard-a-port  helm,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  other  vessel  to  keep  out  of  his  way.  I  do  not 
consider  that  art.  19 — that  is,  the  starboard-side 
rule — applied.  I  find  that  the  Sunlight  was 
negligently  navigated,  and  had  a  bad  look-out, 
which  contributed  to  the  collision.  But  did  it 
not  cause  it  entirely  P    I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
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did.  It  is  allied  in  the  pleadings  that  the 
Mctionte  might  have  done  something  to  avoid  the 
collision,  bat  I  find  as  a  fact  that  she  oonld  not 
haTe  done  anything  more  than  was  done.  Those 
in  charge  of  the  Maiorese  ordered  the  tugs  to 
stop,  and  they  did  stop  as  soon  as  they  saw  this 
other  vessel  coming  down.  The  next  question  I 
have  to  determine  is  whether  the  excuse  pleaded 
by  the  Sunlight  is  good  in  law  or  in  fact.  The 
owners  of  the  Sunlight,  baring  made  the  dock 
board  defendants  to  the  action  brought  by  them, 
idlege  that  if  the  navigation  of  the  Sunlight  was 
n^Ugent  it  was  the  fault  of  the  dockmaster  in 
ordering  the  vessel  out  into  the  river  at  a  time 
when  he  ought  not  to  hare  done  so.  That  is  a 
mixed  question  of  fact  and  law.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  dockmaster  had,  under  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, power  to  order  a  ship,  which  has  paid  her 
dues  and  ia  ready  to  go,  to  leave  the  premises  of 
the  dock  board.  But,  though  that-  is  the  legal 
position,  looking  at  it  generally,  one  must  apply 
the  facts  in  each  particular  case.  First  of  all,  as 
a  fact,  did  he  order  the  Sunlight  outP  I  am 
satisfied  that  the  dockmaster  did  not  order  the 
vessel  out,  or  say  anything  which  amounted  to 
an  order.  I  find  that,  in  fact,  no  order  was  given 
by  the  dockmaster  to  the  Sunlight  to  go  out, 
and  that  the  master  of  the  vessel  went  out  at  his 
own  risk,  and  navigated  his  own  ship  out — not 
against  the  order  of  the  dockmaster,  the  dock* 
master  oould  not  stop  him ;  but  he  cast  off  his 
own  rope,  by  his  own  men,  who  were  there  for  the 
purpose,  by  his  order ;  and  I  find  as  a  fact  that 
tiie  dockmaster  did  point  out  to  him  and  warn 
Mm  of  the  lights  of  the  down-coming  ship.  The 
probable  solution  of  this  case  is  that  the  master 
of  the  Sunlight  wanted  to  get  to  sea  and  mis- 
calculated the  strength  of  the  tide,  and,  having 
deared  the  hopper,  satisfied  himself  that  he  could 
ckar  the  other  vessel  too,  and  so  ran  the  risk. 
The  result  must  be  that  tbe  Sunlight  as  against 
the  Maiorete  is  solely  to  blame,  and  that  the 
owners  of  the  SurUight  must  lose  their  case 
against  tbe  dock  board  because  they  have  not 
made  good  the  allegations  contained  in  their 
statement  of  claim. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  owners  of  the 
Maiorete,  Hill,  Dickinson,  Dickinson,  Hili,  and 
Boberts,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  and  plaintiffs  in 
the  second  action,  the  owners  of  the  Sunlight, 
CoUins,  Bobinson,  and  Driffield,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants  in  the  second 
action,  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board, 
W.  C.  Thome,  Liverpool. 


S^v^xtm  C^ttrt  o(  |tt^icatttc«» 


COURT    op    APPEAL. 

Jan.  25  and  26. 

(Before  WiUiiAMS,  Stiblino,  and  Cozxns> 

Habdt,  L.JJ.). 

Be  Gist,  (a) 

APPKAI,  7S0M  THB   MASTBB  11^  LUNACY. 

Lunacy — Administration  of  lunatic's  property- 
Permanent  additions  to  and  improvements  of 
freehold  estates — Orders  for  paymer,t  of  expen- 
diture oui  of  personal  estate — Jurisdiction- 
Lunacy  Act  1890  (53  Vict.  c.  5),  «.  118. 

Sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  gives  the  court 
jurisdiction  to  make  a  charge  upon  the  real 
estate  of  a  lunatic  for  the  tohole  or  any  part  of 
any  moneys  expended  under  a  previous  order  for 
the  permanent  improvement,  security,  or  ad- 
vantage  of  such  property,  unless  in  making  the 
previous  order  the  judge  had  that  section  before 
his  mind  and  deliberately  exercised  the  jurisdie- 
iion  conferred  by  it.  If  the  jurisdiction  has  been 
exercised  once  when  the  original  order  was  made 
it  cannot  afterwards  be  exercised  a  second  time. 

Decision  of  Master  IHteher  reversed. 

Sahuei.  Gist,  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  whose 
property  was  being  administered  in  Lunacy,  was 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  certain  estates 
situate  in  the  counties  of  Gloucester,  Worcester, 
Oxford,  Warwick,  and  Northampton. 

He  was  also  absolutely  entitled  as  owner  in 
fee  to  an  estate  called  the  Alston  estate,;  and 
was  possessed  of  certain  personal  property. ' 

The  lunatic  had  not  any  child. 

The  estates  having  fallen  into  a  bad  state  of 
repair,  a  survey  was  directed,  and  it  appeared 
that  it  was  desirable  to  effect  various  repairs  and 
permanent  improvements  of  the  estates. 

Accordingly  by  an  order  dated  the  4th  June 
1877  (reported  sub  nom.  Be  Gist,  5  Oh.  Div.  881) 
it  was  (amongst  other  things)  ordered  that  the 
amounts  (not  exceeding  5726^)  to  be  expended  in 
the  permanent  improvement  of  the  estates  of 
which  the  lunatic  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
were  to  be  a  charge  with  interest  on  the  particular 
estate  so  improved,  and  that  such  charges  were 
to  be  made  by  way  of  mortgage  for  a  term  of 
years,  without  power  of  sale  or  foreclosure  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  lunatic,  to  a  trustee  or  trustees 
for  securing  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic 
the  amounts  to  be  so  expended,  together  with  a 
moiety  of  the  surveyor's  charges,  and  the  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  therein  mentioned. 

By  another  order  dated  the  3rd  June  1886  it 
was  (amongst  other  things)  ordered  that,  for  tbe 
purpose  of  the  charges  by  the  order  of  the  4th 
June  1877  directed,  the  same  should,  notwith- 
standing the  directions  of  such  order,  be  made  by 
way  of  mortgage  of  the  entirety  of  the  freehold 
estates  of  which  the  lunatic  was  seised  for  an 
estate  tail  for  a  term  of  years,  without  power  of 
sale  or  foreclosure  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
lunatic,  to  a  trustee  or  trustees  for  securing  to 
the  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic  the  sum  of 
12,45S«.  7«.  lOi. 


(a)  Bfpoited  by  E.  A.  SOKlTCHLkT,  Esq..  Barrister»t-Lk«. 
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Faranant  to  the  last-mentioned  order  a  mort- 
eshge  was  exeonted  on  the  7th  Sept.  1886  wherebj 
the  estates  whereof  the  Innatic  was  tenant  in  tail 
in  possession  were  mortgaged  to  certain  persons 
for  a  term  of  1000  years  for  securing  payment  to 
them  as  trustees  for  the  lunatic  as  part  of  his 
personal  estate  of  12,4532.  7s.  lOd.  with  interest 
from  the  death  of  the  lunatic. 

Pursuant  to  orders  made  on  the  20th  Jan.  and 
the  20(h  Mai-ch  1888  in  that  behalf  the  estates 
were,  by  an  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  25th 
Nov.  Is90,  further  mortgaged  to  the  same  persons 
as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid  for  the  further  sum 
of  5242.  12«.  9i.  with  interest  from  the  death  of  the 
Innatic,  being  the  further  amount  expended  upon 
the  permanent  improvement  of  the  estates  and  a 
moiety  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as 
therein  mentioned. 

By  an  order  dated  the  14th  March  1894  it  was 
(amongst  other  things)  ordered  that  the  then 
committee  of  the  estate  of  the  lunatic  should  be 
at  liberty  to  execute  the  proposed  repairs  to  the 
several  farmhouses  and  buildings  specified  in  his 
a£Sdavit  sworn  in  the  matter,  the  cost  of  which 
repairs  was  estimated  to  amount  to  about 
5212. 18<.  ad. 

This  expenditure  was  by  the  same  order 
directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  timber  thereby  authorised  to  be  felled. 

By  an  order  dated  the  20th  Jane  1896  the  com- 
mittee was  (amongst  other  things)  authorised  to 
expend  the  further  sum  of  4662.  13*.  upon  the 
repairs  and  for  the  new  fencing  speuified  in  the 
schedule  thereto ;  and  by  another  order  dated  the 
25th  June  1897  the  committee  was  (amongst  other 
things)  authorised  to  expend  the  further  sum  of 
8052. 15<.  6d.  upon  the  repairs  specified  in  part  1 
of  the  1st  schedule  thereto.  This  order  autho- 
rised the  felling  and  sale  of  timber  by  the 
committee. 

By  an  order  dated  the  12th  May  1898  the 
committee  was  (amongst  other  things)  autho- 
rised to  expend  a  sum  not  exceeding  1402.  in 
substantially  repairing  or  rebuilding  the  cattle 
sheds  upon  a  farm  which  formed  part  of  the 
lunatic's  estate.  This  expenditure  was  by  the 
same  order  authorised  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  timber  thereby  authorised 
to  be  felled. 

By  an  order  dated  the  Ist  Aug.  190Q  it  was 
(amongst  other  things)  ordered  that  the  then 
committee  should  be  at  liberty  to  expend  a  sum 
not  exceeding  14002.  in  carrying  out  the  repairs 
and  improvements  referred  to  in  his  affidavit 
sworn  in  the  matter.  The  order  contained  no 
express  direction  in  terms  as  to  the  application 
of  any  particular  fund  for  the  purposes  of  the 
order,  but  it  directed  payment  to  the  committee 
of  amounts  out  of  funds  in  court  more  than 
sufficient  for  the  expenditui-e  authorised. 

On  the  9th  July  1901  directions  were  given  to 
the  committee  authorising  the  expenditure  of 
the  further  sum  of  4782.  Os.  6d.  for  certain  improve- 
ments and  repaiis  upon  the  estate  of  the  lunatic 
specified  in  the  summons  issued  in  the  matter 
and  dated  the  6th  July  1901. 

All  of  the  above-mentioned  orders  were  made 
in  the  presence  of  the  next  of  kin  and  the  heir-at- 
law  of  the  lunatic  (the  heir-at>-law  being  also  the 
next  tenant  in  tail  of  the  settled  estates),  and 
had  hitherto  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  next  of 
kin. 


The  orders  of  the  14th  March  1894  and  subse- 
quent thereto  were  not  made  under  the  juris- 
diction conferred  by  sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act 
1890;  and  no  mention  was  made  therein  that 
they  were  to  be  withont  prejudice  to  the  ques- 
tion  as  to  how  the  expenditure  was  ultimately 
to  be  borne  as  between  the  real  estate  and  the 
personal  estate. 

The  moneys  which  appeared  from  the  com- 
mittee's accounts  to  have  oeen  actually  expended 
upon  the  repairs  and  improvements  authorised  by 
the  orders  and  directions  of  the  14th  March  1894, 
the  20th  Jane  1896,  the  25th  June  1897,  the  12th 
May  1898,  the  1st  Aug.  1900,  and  the  9th  July 
1901  amounted  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of 
30102.  odd,  all  of  which  moneys  had  been  paid  oat 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  lonatio. 

The  monevs  which  similarly  appeared  to  have 
been  actually  expended  under  the  orders  and 
directions  of  the  14th  March  1894,  the  12th  May 
1898,  the  Ist  Aug.  1900,  and  the  9th  July  1901 
upon  permanent  additions  to  and  improvements 
of  the  freehold  estates  of  which  the  lunatic  was 
seised  in  fee  simple  or  as  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session amounted  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of 
12442.  odd,  all  of  which  monevs  had  baen  paid  oat 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic. 

These  moneys,  it  was  alleged,  had  been  so 
expended  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  repairs  and 
maintenance  of  the  lunatic's  estates,  and  in 
respect  of  substantial  and  permanent  additions 
and  improvements  thereto ;  and  it  was  now  con- 
tended oy  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic  that  such 
moneys  should  he  charged  upon  the  estates  which 
had  been  so  improved  in  favour  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  lunatic  oat  of  which  the  same  were 
in  the  first  instanee  paid  and  expended. 

A  summons  was  accordingly  taken  out  by  two  of 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  Innatic  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  persons  entitled  in  distribu- 
tion to  his  personal  estate  asking  for  an  order 
that  the  sum  of  12442.  odd  so  expended  by  the 
committee  upon  permanent  additions  to  and 
improvements  of  the  freehold  estiites  of  which  the 
lunatic  was  seised  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possession, 
together  with  the  sum  of  6352.  odd,  representing 
a  moiety  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  in 
the  matter  from  the  20th  March  1888  to  date, 
might  be  a  charge  with  interest  upon  those  free- 
hold estates,  and  that  such  charge  should  be  made 
by  way  of  mortgage  for  a  term  of  years,  without 
power  of  sale  or  foreclosure  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  lunatic,  to  trustees  tor  securing  to  the  personal 
estate  of  the  lunatic  the  said  sums  of  12442.  odd 
and  6352.  odd  respectively  with  interest  for  the 
same  from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  lunatic  at 
the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  per  annum. 

The  summons  came  on  to  be  heard  before 
Master  Fischer,  who  made  an  order  on  the  8th 
Dec.  1903,  under  sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890 
(which  order  had  not  yet  been  drawn  up  and 
entered),  whereby  it  was  in  substance  ordered  and 
declared  that  the  freehold  estates  of  which  the 
lunatic  was  seised  as  tenant  in  tail  in  possesoion 
should  stand  charged  with  such  sum  as  the 
master  should  certify  (in  default  of  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  the  application  on  which 
the  order  was  made)  to  have  been  expended  by 
the  committee  of  the  lunatic  in  permanent  im- 
provements on  the  freehold  estates,  together  with 
a  moiety  of  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  sub- 
bequent  to  the  taxation  directed  by  the  order  of 
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the  20th  Maxoh  1888,  and  whereby  consegnential 
directions  were  giren  for  the  creation  and  execu- 
tion of  a  mortgage  upon  the  freehold  estates  to 
trustees  for  securing  to  the  personal  estate  of  the 
lunatic  the  amount  of  such  charge. 

From  that  decision  the  heir-at-law  of  the  lunatic 
now  appealed,  asking  that  Master  Fischer's  order 
might  be  discharged  and  that  no  order  should  be 
made  upon  the  summons  except  as  to  costs. 

On  the  12th  Jan.  1904  tiie  appeal  was  brought 
before  Williams,  L.J.  sitting  in  Lunacy  in 
chambers,  but  without  discussion  it  was  ad- 
joamed  by  his  Lordship  to  the  full  conrt,  and 
now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Younger,  E.G.  (with  him  Wace),  for  the  appel- 
lant, stated  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  ques- 
tion raised.     [He  was  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Henry  TerreU.  K.C.  and  S.  B.  Howard  for  the 
respondents. — [Williams,  L.J. — Do  yoa  say  that 
sect  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  gives  the  court 
power  to  determine  how  these  improvements  shall 
oe  dealt  with,  even  if  without  that  section  we 
have  not  the  power  P]  Yes;  we  submit  that  that 
section  applies  here  and  gives  the  conrt  the  neces- 
sary power,  and  we  ask  the  court  to  exercise  that 
power.  But  we  also  say  that  the  power  has  been 
effectively  exercised  by  the  previous  orders,  and 
that  really  the  matter  is  res  judicata.  In  any  case, 
even  if  the  court  is  not  satisfied  that  sect.  118  is 
8nffi<nent  authority,  we  rely  upon  the  inherent 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  determine  how  these 
improvements  shall  be  dealt  with,  and  whether  they 
sb^  be  paid  for  out  of  the  personal  estate  or  out  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  lunatic.  The  real  estate  is 
large  and  the  personal  estate  is  small,  and,  if  the 
personal  estate  is  to  be  applied,  it  will  be  a  great 
hardship  upon  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic. 
The  real  estate  is  settled,  but  the  lunatic  is  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  the  personal  estate.  It  is 
entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  lunatic  that 
the  property  to  which  he  is  absolutely  entitled 
should  be  increased  as  much  as  possi  ble ;  and  the 
personal  estate  will  be  increased  if  the  real  estate 
bears  the  expenses  of  the  improvements  in  ques- 
tion. Therefore  we  submit  that  Master  Fischer's 
order  of  the  8th  Dec.  1903  was  right ;  and  that  the 
real  estate  ought  to  bear  its  proper  burden.  The 
question  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
«ourt  may  review  its  own  orders  was  discussed  in 

Be  Swire  ;  Mellor  v.  Brcire,  53  L.  T.  Bep.  205 ;  30 
Ch.  Div.  239,  at  p.  213. 
See  also 

Annnal  Fraotioe  1904,  p.  357. 

Master  Fischer  did  in  effect  vary  his  own  orders 
previously  made.  [Williams,  L.J.  referred  to 
Order  XXVIII.,  r.  11.]  There  was,  we  submit, 
an  "  accidental  slip  or  omission  "  here  within  the 
meaning  of  that  rule.  [Williams,  L.J. — I  do 
not  thi^  that  that  means  an  "  accidental  slip  or 
omission "  on  the  part  of  the  court,  but  on 
the  part  of  its  ministerial  officer  in  drawing 
up  the  order.]  We  are  not  so  much  relying 
npon  that  rule  as  upon  the  inherent  juris- 
diction of  the  court  to  review  its  own  orders. 
[Stibuno,  L.J. — That  rule  confers  npon  the 
eourt  a  power  which  it  did  not  previously 
possess.  It  provides  that :  "  Clerical  mistakes  in 
judgments  or  orders,  or  errors  arising  therein 
nom  any  accidental; slip  or  omission,  may  at  any 
time    be  corrected  by  the  court    or    a    judge 


on  motion  or  summons  without  an  appeal." 
[Williams,  L.J. — The  necessity  for  the  rule  arose 
out  of  the  requirements  of  the  Judicature  Acts : 
(see  Re  8t.  Nazaire  Land  Company,  41  L.  T.  Bep. 
110 ;  12  Ch.  Div.  88).  The  rule  was  introduoei  to 
meet  the  difficulty  to  which  the  decision  in  that 
case  gave  rise.  Cozbns-Hardy,  L.J. — It  was 
introduced  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  a  blunder 
of  a  ministerial  officer  of  the  court  to  be  amended.] 
Is  it  not  competent  for  the  court  to  correct  a 
mistake  in  its  own  order  where  such  order  does 
not  carry  out  precisely  what  the  court  intended 
that  it  should  carry  out  P  See  hereon  the  observa- 
tions of  Lord  Watson  in 

HatUm  V.  Harris,  67  Ii.  T.  Bep.  722 ;   (1892)  A  0. 
547. 

tSTiSLiNO,  L.J.  referred  to  the  observations  of 
jord  Selbome  in  Attomey-Qeneral  v.  Mar  gut*  of 
Ailesbury  (58  L.  T.  Bep.  192 ;  12  App.  Gas.  672) 
and  Williams,  L.J.  to  the  observations  of  Lord 
Penzance  in  Laiorie  v.  Lees  (46  L.  T.  Bep.  210 ; 
7  App.  Gas.  19,  at  pp.  31^  35).  His  Lordship  added : 
In  Be  Swire;  MeUor  v.  Swire  («6i  sup.)  the 
statement  on  p.  240  of  30  Ch.  Div.  shows  that 
when  the  court  speaks  of  the  intention  of  the 
court  it  does  not  mean  anything  more  than  the 
intention  appearing  from  the  words  that  were 
actually  delivered.]  Then  we  say  that,  if  the 
master  had  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  the  previous 
orders,  this  is  merely  administration  of  the  estate. 
The  conrt  can  always  adjust  accounts  as  between 
the  tenant  for  life  and  remaindermen  and  income 
and  capital,  and  put  right  what  was  wrongly  done 
before.  In  Be  Gist  (5  Ch.  Div.  881)  the  intention 
was  to  make  the  real  estate  of  the  lunatic  bear 
the  expense  of  the  improvements,  and,  in  carrying 
out  the  administration  of  the  lunatic's  estate,  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  adjust  the  error  it  made 
in  the  orders  subsequent  to  that  decision.  [Wil- 
liams, L.J. — Has  the  master  in  exercising  the 
jurisdiction  in  Lunacy  aright  of  rehearing,  or  have 
the  Judicature  Acts  in  taking  away  the  right  of 
rehearing  destroyed  that  right  as  regards  Lunacy 
jurisdiction  P]  That  we  cannot  at  present  say. 
As  to  what  improvements  are  authorised,  see 
Wolstenholme's  Conveyancing  and  Settled  Land 
Acts,  8th  edit,  p.  352. 

Younger,  K.C.  in  reply. — With  reference  to  the 
question  last  put,  the  Lunacy  Bules,  rr.  10  and 
II,  show  what  the  jurisdiction  of  the  master  is 
under  the  circumstances  referred  to.  It  is  said 
by  the  respondents  that,  even  if  Master  Fischer 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  of  the  8th 
Deo.  1903,  they  pray  in  aid  the  power  con- 
ferred by  sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890.  That 
is  a  discretionary  section,  and  it  is  not  surprising 
that  it  is  not  relied  upon  very  strongly.  Priina 
facie,  permanent  improvements  are  to  be  charged 
upon  the  estate  improved.  The  practice  appears 
from  the  case  of  Oxenden  v.  Lord  Compton  (2  Ves. 
Jun.  69,  at  p.  72),  where  it  was  laid  down  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Loughborough)  that  yon 
cannot  raise  a  question  as  to  the  property  of  a 
lunatic  as  between  the  heir-at-law  and  the  next  of 
kin.  [Williams,  L.J. — Is  that  not  affected  by 
sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  P]  I  submit 
not,  having  regard  to  sect.  116,  sub-sect.  4,  which 
is  the  introductory  section  subject  to  which  all  the 
succeeding  sections  are  to  be  read.  [Cozens- 
Habdy,  L.J. — There  is  nothing  analogous  to  that 
in  the  Act  of  1853.]    No ;  it  is  an  entirely  new 


Digitized  by 


Google 


88-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[March  13,  1904.. 


Ot.  of  App.] 


B«  OlST. 


[Ct.  op  App. 


eeotion.  Sect.  118  difFere  from  eect.  123.  The 
latter  section  leaves  no  discretion  in  anyone.  The 
old    Act    of    1853    contained    similar    sections. 

S Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Be  Badcock  (4  My. 
i  C.  440).]  The  observations  of  Lord  Macnaghten 
va.  AUomey-General  v.  Marquia  of  AUetbury  (at 
p.  688  of  12  App.  Cas.')  are  to  the  same  effect 
as  in  J2«  Badcock  (ubt  tup.)  Sect.  118  and 
the  jurisdiction  thereunder,  instead  of  being 
a  matter  of  ordinary  course,  is  a  matter  of 
special  administitition.  It  relates  to  something 
extraordinary,  and  that  is  not  what  happened  in 
the  present  case.  Then  it  is  a  circnmstance  not 
to  be  overlooked  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  two 
orders  the  fund  out  of  which  these  repairs  and 
improvements  were  to  be  effected  was  a  fund 
created  by  the  sale  of  timber.  [Stiblimo,  L.J. 
referred  to  Shelford  on  Lunacy,  citing;  tbe  case 
of  Be  Harria  (anreported).]  Lord  Bldon  io  Ex 
parte  Phillips  (19  Yes.  118)  held  that  there  was  no 
equity  for  a  charge  in  favour  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  a  lunatic,  the  laud  tax  on  whose  estate  had  been 
redeemed  by  order  out  of  the  produce  of  timber 
which  had  been  felled.  Unless,  therefore,  it  is 
established  that  the  improvements  are  of  an 
extraordinary  character  and  outside  the  ordinary 
administration  of  the  lunatic's  estate,  jin'm a /aet« 
they  will  not  be  a  charge  on  the  real  estate,  and 
will  be  dealt  with  out  of  the  personal  estate.  The 
orders  up  to  the  present  date  were  not  ulti-a  vires, 
but  were  made  in  the  course  of  the  regular 
administration  of  the  lunatic's  estate.  Then 
it  is  suggested  that  the  orders  are  in  the 
nature  of  interim  orders.  As  to  that  con- 
tention, the  orders  speak  for  themselves.  They 
were  made  in  the  presence  of  the  next  of 
kin  and  of  the  heir-at-law,  and  were  not 
intended  to  be  temporary  orders,  but  to  determine 
as  between  those  parties  out  of  what  parts  of  the 
lunatic's  estate  the  expenditure  was  to  be  paid. 
What  is  now  sought  is  this :  Years  after  the 
expenditure  has  been  incurred  and  many  persons 
concerned  are  dead,  the  court  is  asked  to  exercise 
its  discretion  in  regard  to  that  expenditure.  That 
was  the  diflSculty  which  appeared  to  the  court  in 
the  Irish  case  of 

Lord  Leitrim  v.   Xnery,  6   Ir.  Eq.  Bep.  357,  at 
p.  369. 

It  is  only  in  exceptional  circumstances  that  the 
court  will  review  an  order  which  has  been  made 
so  long  ago  as  these  orders  were  made  when  tbe 
court  is  asked  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  under 
sect.  118  in  the  interests  of  the  lunatic.  But  the 
lunatic  is  said  to  be  in  artieulo  mortis,  and  in  any 
event  he  cannot  live  long.  Under  the  Act  it  is 
the  benefit  of  the  lunatic  alone  that  the  court  is 
to  consider.  That  was  so  under  tbe  Act  of  1853, 
and  it  is  so  under  the  Act  of  1890.  It  cannot  be, 
said  that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the  lunatic  here 
that  the  present  application  is  made.  It  is  made 
solely  in  the  interests  of  the  applicants — tbe 
next  of  kin.  And  whether  there  is  or  is  not 
jurisdiction  to  rehear  the  ordeis  at  the  instance 
and  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin,  I 
submit  that  no  case  is  made  out  under  the  cir- 
cumstances for  an  alteration  of  the  orders  in 
their  favour. 

Williams,  L.J. — This  is  an  appeal  against  an 
order  of  Master  Fischer,  dated  the  8th  Dec.  1903, 
which  raites rather acui it  usqueetioc.  The  lunatic, 
Samuel  Gibt,  is  tenant  in  tail  of  ve>y  consioerab  e 


freehold  estates  situated  in  the  Midlands.  He- 
has  been  a  lunatic  for  many  years,  and  his  pro- 
perty has  been  administered  in  Lunacy,  and  this 
IS  not  the  first  occasion  upon  which  questions- 
arising  in  respect  of  this  administration  have  been 
before  the  court.  There  was  a  question  before 
the  court  as  long  ago  as  tbe  year  1877,  which  is- 
reported  under  the  name  of  Be  Gist  (5  Ch.  Div. 
881),  and  I  shall  have  to  refer  to  that  decision  later- 
on.  But  the  question  which  is  raised  in  the  present 
case  is  this :  There  has  been  a  series  of  orders- 
made  with  regard  to  the  raising  and  expenditure 
of  money  in  respect  of  repairs  of  one  character- 
and  another  on  these  estates.  It  is  suggested 
that  some  of  these  repairs  which  have  been  done- 
have  partaken  of  the  nature  of  permanent 
improvements.  Now,  when  these  various  orders 
were  made  they  were  such  that  the  money  waa- 
ordered  to  be  raised  out  of  the  personal  property 
of  the  lunatic ;  and  it  was  out  of  the  personal 
property  that  the  expenses  were  acoordingly 
paid.  1  may  take  as  an  example  the  order  of  the- 
14th  March  1894.  That  order  runs  as  follows: 
[His  Lordship  read  it,  and  continued :]  Well, 
the  object  of  the  present  summons  aud  of  the 
order  of  the  8th  Dec.  1903,  with  which  we  have- 
now  to  deal,  really  was  to  charge  this  expenditure- 
or  part  of  this  expenditure  upon  the  real  estate- 
as  having  been  expenditure  upon  permanent 
improvements  which  as  between  those  entitled  in 
the  future  to  the  real  estate  and  those  entitled  in 
tbe  future  as  next  of  kin  to  the  personal  estate- 
ought,  it  is  said,  to  be  charged  upon  the  real- 
estate.  We  have  gone  to  a  certain  extent  into- 
the  authorities  before  the  Lunacy  Act  1853  and 
the  present  Act  of  1890,  with  regard  to  the  prac- 
tice of  those  who  had  to  administer  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  Lunacy,  and  how  far  they  would  in  the- 
course  of  administration  of  the  lunatic's  estate- 
have  to  go  into  tbe  equities  as  between  the  next 
of  kin  and  the  heir-at-law  of  the  real  estate  con- 
stituting the  property  of  the  lunatic.  But  I  do- 
not  myself  think  that  that  practice  is  of  very 
great  importance  now,  because,  whatever  that  prac- 
tice was,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  has  been  modified 
by  the  subsequent  legislation.  Generally,  the 
Act  of  1890,  by  sect.  118,  reproduces  the  legisla- 
tion under  the  Act  of  1853.  Toe  section  of  that 
Act  were  the  same  number  as  the  section  of  the  Act- 
of  1890.  The  material  sections  run  in  that  Act  from, 
sects.  116  to  118.  I  shall  assume  for  the  purpose 
of  my  present  judgment  that,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  practice  in  Lunacy  or  the  jurisdiction  in 
Lunacy  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  legisla- 
tion to  which  I  have  referred,  yet  after  the  pass- 
ing of  the  Act  of  1853  it  was  competent  for  those 
administering  the  jurisdiction  in  Lunacy  to  enter- 
tain this  question  as  between  the  next  of  kin  and 
the  heir-at-law  of  a  lunatic,  and  to  dispose  of  the 
same.  Indeed,  in  my  view  of  the  decision  of 
Baggallay,  L.J.  in  Be  Gist  (ubi  sup.),  it  is  tolerably 
manifest  that  he  intended  so  to  do.  It  seems  to 
me  that  having  certain  repairs  and  permanent 
improvements  to  provide  for,  and  some  of 
these  repairs  and  permanent  improvements- 
being  in  respect  of  the  estates  of  which 
the  lunatic  was  owner  in  fee  and  some 
being  in  respect  of  estates  of  which  he  was 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  the  Lord  Justice 
dealt  with  the  coiits  of  such  repairs  and 
permanent  improvements  differently  in  the  case 
of    those    two    esta'es.      He     makes    an    order- 
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tor  a,  charge  in  reapeot  of  the  repairs  and  per- 
manent improvements  of  the  settled  estates 
apon  those  settled  estates.  But  in  respect  of  the 
repairs  and  permanent  improvements  done  to  the 
Alston  estate  of  which  the  lanatio  was  owner  in 
fee  tha  Lord  Jnstice  made  no  snoh  order.  Under 
these  cirvnmstances  the  inference  which  I  draw  is 
that  the  Lord  Justice  really  did,  in  arriving  at 
that  conclasion,  consider  not  only  the  benefit  of 
the  lanatic,  but  also  what  was  fair  to  the  future 
owners  of  those  two  estates.  Under  those  circum- 
stances I  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  my  judg- 
ment, that  there  is  suoh  a  po«ur  under  sect.  118 
of  the  Act  of  1890  and  that  when  the  order  of  the 
14th  Siareh  1894]  and  the  subsequent  orders  were 
mado,  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  master  or 
jndge  to  have  taken  these  matters  into  considerd- 
tion,  and  to  have  determined  this  question  having 
r^&rd  not  only  to  the  benefit  of  the  lunatic,  but 
Also  to  what  was  fair  and  right  as  between  the 
expectant  owners  of  the  real  estate  and  the  per- 
gonal estate  respectively.  1  propose  to  deal  with 
this  case  upon  that  footing,  and  upon  the  admis- 
sion of  the  appellant's  counsel  that,  so  far  as  they 
are  concerned,  they  are  not  prepared  in  any  way 
to  suggest  that,  when  these  orders  were  made,  the 
master  in  Lunacy  did  in  fact  take  into  cunsidera- 
tion  the  question  as  between  the  personalty  and  the 
real  eatate  independently  of  the  immediate  benefit 
of  tbe-lnnatic.  Now,  if  that  is  so,  and  if  one  looks 
at  the  orders  and  finds  that  the  orders  are  con- 
aisteut,  so  far  as  the  words  are  concerned,  with  the 
master  not  having  taken  sect.  118  of  the  Act  of 
1890  into  consideration,  then  I  think  that  we 
ought  to  louk  at  sect.  118  and  see  what  can  be 
properly  done  after  the  making  of  these  orders 
in  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  in  Lunacy.  Kot- 
withstanding  the  case  of  Be  Sioire ;  meUor  v. 
Btcire  (53  L.  T.  Rep.  205 ;  30  Ch.  Div.  239),  which 
was  much  urged  upon  as,  in  my  judgment,  if 
the«e  orders  had  made  it  clear  that  this  question 
was  really  dealt  with  by  the  master  at  the  time  of 
his  makiug  the  orders  respectively,  we  should  in 
my  opinion  have,  or  the  master  in  Lnnaoy  would 
have  had,  no  jurisdiction  which  we  or  he  could 
properly  exercise  under  sect.  118  of  the  Act  of 
i89U.  I  think  that  when  once  the  jurisdiction 
^ven  by  that  section  has  been  exercised  by  the 
master  or  the  jndge,  and  that  the  fact  of  its 
exeroiee  has  been  made  manifest  before  the  orders, 
the  jurisdiction  cannot  be  exercised  a  second  time. 
1  du  nut  think  that  there  would  be  any  power  to 
make  the  order  which  the  master  has  made  in  the 
present  case  if  it  were  clear  on  the  face  of  the 
former  orders  that  that  was  the  true  state  of  the 
«ase.  But  for  the  present  purpose  I  am  assuming 
that  there  is  nothing  in  those  former  orders 
which  shows  that  the  master  did  have  this 
^Destion  before  him.  On  that  view,  when  one 
toms  to  the  words  of  sect.  118,  one  finds  that  it 
«mpowers  a  judge  to  order  that  the  "  whole  or 
any  part  of  any  moneys  expended  or  to  be 
expended  under  hia  order  for  the  permanent 
improvement,  security,  or  advantage  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  lunatic,  or  any  part  thereof,  suall, 
with  interest,  be  a  charge  upoti  the  improved 
property  or  any  other  property  of  the  lunatie,  but 
so  that  no  right  of  sale  or  foreclosure  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  lanatic  be  conferred  by  the 
-charge."  Then  the  section  goes  on  to  piovide 
that  the  income  shall  be  kept  down  during  the 
lanat'ic'a  lifetime,  out  of  the  income  of  the  geneial 


estate,  as  far  as  the  same  is  sufficient  to  bear  it ; 
and  that  "  the  charge  may  be  made  either  to  some 
person  advancing  the  money,  or,  if  the  mone;  is  paid 
out  of  the  lunatic's  general  estate,  to  some  person  as 
as  a  trustee  for  him,  as  part  of  his  personal  estate." 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  construction  of  this 
section  is  as  was  pointed  out  by  Stirling,  L.J.  in  the 
course  of  the  argument.  And  I  think  that  the 
master,  in  the  absence  of  any  order  which  had 
already  exercised  this  jurisdiction,  woald  have 
the  power  to  exercise  it  subsequently — in  other 
words,  by  making  an  order  in  respect  of  moneys 
already  expended  under  a  previous  order.  In  the 
first  place  I  agree  with  the  observations  of  Lord 
St.  Leonards  in  1844  in  the  Irish  case  which 
has  been  cited  of  Lord  LeUritn  v.  Enery  (6  Ir. 
£q.  Bep.  357,  at  p.  369).  I  think  that  this  juris- 
diction is  a  jurisdiction  which  should  not  be 
exercised  after  a  considerable  lapse  of  time.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  jurisdiction  the  exercise 
of  which  ought  to  be  asked  for  promptly  ;  and 
that  in  this  case,  the  next  of  kin  having  chosen 
ever  since  the  date  of  these  orders  to  stand  by  and 
acquiesce  therein,  which  prima,  facie  threw  the 
incidence  of  these  expenses  and  costs  upon  the 
personal  estate,  ought  not  to  be  readily  listened 
to  coming  here  at  this  distance  of  time  and  asking 
us  to  alter  the  incidence  of  those  expenses  and 
costs.  Speaking  for  myself,  I  think  that  if  the 
lunatic  had  died — as  it  is  said  that  he  will  very 
likely  do  shortly — before  this  order  had  been 
made  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  the  jurisdiction 
would  have  continued  in  those  who  exercised  it. 
Be  that,  however,  as  it  may,  in  my  judgment 
these  persons  have  come  forward  too  late  to  make 
this  application.  But  I  should  be  sorry  to  decide 
this  appeal  upon  that  ground  alone.  It  is  not, 
indeed,  necessary  in  this  case  to  rely  upon  that 
narrow  ground.  We  have  before  us  the  affidavits 
and  the  orders,  and  we  know  what  the  nature  of 
the  repairs  and  permanent  improvements  was 
which  were  done  under  these  various  orders.  And 
it  is  common  ground  that  the  great  bulk  of  this 
work  was  work  which  was  properly  paid  for  out 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  lunatic.  But  it  is 
suggested  that  with  regard  to  one  or  two  of  the 
items,  which  came  to  a  very  small  proportion  of 
the  total  sum  expended,  they  were  in  the  natuie 
of  permanent  improvements  which  the  real  estate 
ought  to  bear.  I  take  the  strongest  instance, 
which  was  the  conversion  of  a  malthouse  into 
cottages,  it  IB  said  that  that  is  like  the  purcha»e 
of  new  estates,  and  like  the  instance  which  is 
mentioned  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  jBe  Badcoek 
(4  My.  &  G.  440),  and  that  that  is  expendituru 
which  ought  to  be  charged  upon  the  real  estate. 
I  cannot  agree.  As  was  said  by  the  appellant's 
counsel — and  as  it  seems  to  me — in  dealing  with 
these  matters  we  must  take  into  consideration 
the  magnitude  of  the  estate  and  nature  ot  the 
estate.  It  may  very  well  be  the  case  that,  in  the 
ordinary  couroe  of  things  in  the  management  of 
a  large  agricultural  e«tate  such  as  this,  it  became 
necessary  in  the  ordina'-y  course  of  management 
to  expeud  money  as  each  new  tenant  might 
require  as  a  condition  of  taking  the  lease. 
We  know  from  the  affidavits  that  in  fact  this 
was  the  way  in  which  this  alteration  from 
malthouse  to  cottages  actually  came  about. 
It  seems  to  me  that  such  expenditure  is  expendi- 
ture which,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  manage- 
ment of  this  estate,  is  essential  to  be  paid  for  out 
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of  the  rents  and  profite  ot  the  estate.  It  is  not 
anch  an  expenditure  as  one  woald  be  disposed  in 
the  exercise  of  this  iurisdiotion  to  order  to  be 
made  a  charge  upon  the  realty.  The  very  instance 
which  I  have  jaat  taken  seems  to  me  to  go  to 
-  show  Teiy  strongly  how  unfortunate  it  would  be 
to  allow  an  order  of  that  sort  to  be  made  after 
such  a  great  time  has  elapsed  from  the  original 
orders.  We  are  not  in  a  position  now  to  ascer- 
tain all  the  facts  about  this  expenditure  and  its 
nature.  But  among  other  things  it  is  worthy  to 
remark  that  the  master  had  before  him  the  fact 
that  of  the  moneys  to  be  provided  for  this  expendi- 
ture a  considerable  part  came  from  the  cutting 
of  timber  on  the  entailed  estates.  The  master 
may  rery  well  have  thought  that  under  those 
circumstances,  in  the  absence  of  any  objection,  it 
was  a  reasonable  order  to  make  that  this 
expenditure  should  be  provided  for  in  the  way 
it  was.  Be  that  as  it  may,  I  do  not  think  that, 
having  regard  to  the  small  proportion  that  the 
expenditure  which  it  is  suggested  should  be 
thrown  on  the  real  estate  l>ears  to  the  total 
expenditure,  we  ought,  after  this  long  lapse  of 
time  since  the  orders  were  made,  to  authorise 
snob  an  order  as  that  of  the  8th  Dec.  1903  to 
stand.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this 
appeal  ought  to  be  allowed,  and  I  put  it  on  the 
two  short  grounds  which  I  have  mentioned — 
namely,  firs^  because  it  is  an  order  which  ought 
not  to  have  been  made  after  this  long  lapse  of 
time ;  and,  secondly,  because,  even  giving  the 
go-by  to  the  long  lapse  of  time,  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  looking  to  the  nature  of  these  repairs  and 
improvements,  the  order  of  the  master  for  the 
immediate  payment  of  this  expenditure  and  of 
these  costs  out  of  the  lunatic  s  personal  estate 
would  be  a  perfectly  reasonable  and  proper  order, 
if  this  matter  now  came  before  us  for  the  first 
time.  With  regard  to  the  general  costs  incurred 
in  the  lunacy — one  moiety  of  which  the  summons 
asked  to  be  thrown  on  the  real  estate  —  it  was 
hardly  contended  that  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
ease  sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  had  any 
application.  And  in  my  opinion  it  is  impossible 
that  the  incidence  of  these  costs  should  be  dealt 
with  or  altered  at  all.  I  think  that  the  master's 
order  was  clearly  wrong  on  that  point.  It  would 
be  impossible  to  say,  if  the  incidence  of  these 
repairs  related  partly  to  the  real  estate  and  partly 
to  the  personal  estate,  that  therefore  the  right 
order  would  be  to  divide  the  costs  between  the 
real  and  personal  estate.  I  do  not  think  so.  The 
appeal  must  be  allowed  and  the  order  of  the 
master  discharged.  The  costs  will  be  costs  in  the 
lunacy. 

Stirling,  L.J. — I  also  think  that  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  allowed.  The  order  which  was 
made  by  the  master  gives  the  lunatic  a  charge 
npon  certain  settled  estates,  of  which  the  lunatic 
is  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  for  sums  which 
under  four  orders  have  been  expended  in  per- 
manent improvements  of  those  estates.  Now,  the 
principles  upon  which  the  court  acts  with  refer- 
ence to  sucn  matters  are  very  clearly  s(ated 
by  Lord  Macnaghten  in  Attorney-General  v. 
Marquis  of  Ailetbury  (58  L.  T.  Uep.  192,  at 
p.  195  ;  12  App.  Cas.  672,  at  p.  688).  He  says : 
"The  principles  on  which  the  court  acts  in 
dealing  with  the  property  of  lunatics  under  its 
c&re  are  not  open  to  question.  The  leading  prin- 
ciple, the  paramount  consideration,  is  the  interest 


of  the  lunatic.    Consistently  with  that  principle 
it  is  settled  that,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  manag- 
ing a  lunatic's  estate,  the  court  pays  no  regard  to 
the  interests  or  expectations  of  those  who  may 
come  after ;  but  it  is  equally  well  settled,  that,  in 
matters  outside  the  ordinary  course  of  manage- 
ment, it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  so  far  as  may  be 
possible,  not  to  alter  the  character  of  the  lunatic's 
property,  or  to  interfere  with  any  rights  of  auo- 
oession."  Then  the  learned  judge  quotes  a  passage 
from  Lord  Loughborough's  judgment  in  Oxenc^ 
V.  Iiord  Compton  (2  Yes.  69),  when  he  was  com* 
menting    on    Lord    Bathurst's  judgment  iu  Ex 
parte  Grinutone  (4  Bro.  0.  0.  235n. ;  Amb.  706), 
as  follows  :   "  '  If  the  Chancellor  was  continually 
looking  to  the  right  and  left  and  weighing  the 
probaue  interest   of    the   representatives,    the 
interest  of  the  lunatic  would  be  committed  in 
favour  of  those  who  have  no  immediate  interest,, 
and  whose  contingent  interests  are    left  to    the 
ordinary  course  of  events.    Therefore  the  Chan- 
cellor is  to  administer  the  estate  tanqruim  bonus 
pater  familiaa,  making  every  advantage  fairly  to 
increase  and  improve  it  without  engaging  in  risks 
and  dangerous    adventures,  tor  those  are  not  fit 
enterprises.    But  whatever  leads  towards  ordinary 
improvement  it  is  striutly  the  duty  of  the  adminis- 
trator to  do,  considering    only  the  immediate 
interest  of    the  proprietor    of  the   estate.    But 
when  I  am  laying  down  this  so  generally  I  must 
be  understood  to  do  it   with  tbis    guard,   that 
great  care  must  be  taken  that  nothing  extra- 
ordinary is  to  be  attempted,  a«  estates    to    be 
bought  or  interests  to  be  disposed  of.    Altera- 
tion of   property   is,  as  far  as  possible,  to   be 
avoided  consistently  with  the  idea  of  pi-eserving 
the  interest  of  the  proprietor.'  "    The  rule  there 
laid  down  is  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  so  far 
as  possible,  in  matters  outside  the  ordinary  course 
of  management  not  to  interfere  with  or  alter  the. 
devolution  of    a    lunatic's    property.      And  the 
illustrations  given  by  Lord  Loughborough  are 
cases   where  property  is  to   be   bought  or  sold. 
The  application    of  that  rule,  however,    is   not 
limited  to  cases  of  purchase  and  sale.    It  has 
long  been  settled,   as  appears  from  &e    Hame 
(unreported),  cited  in  Shelford  on  Lunacy,  that, 
where  it  was  absolutely    necessai-y    to    expend, 
money  in  rebuilding,  the  court  would  order  that 
the  sum  expended  should  be  taken  as  charged  on 
the  lunatic's  real  estate.    And  in  Be  Badcoek  {ubi 
sup.),  to  which  my  Lord  has  already    referred. 
Lord  Gottenham  said  that,  "  if  the  money  were 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  or,  what  would 
amount  to  the  same  thin^,  in  building  a  farm- 
house, it  would  be  right  that  the  sum  so  laid  out 
should  retain  its  character  of  personalty."    Now, 
it  is  sought  on  behalf  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
lunatic  to  bring  the  present   case  within  those 
decisions  to  which  I  have  Jast  referred,  so  that  the 
court  ought  to  say  that  there  has  been  expenditure 
of  an  extraordinary  kind  made  which  would  give 
them  a  right  to  say  that  there  has  been  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  an  alteration  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  that  an  order  might  be  made  under 
sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  giving  the  lunatic 
a  charge  upon  the  settled  estates  for  the  amount 
of  the  expenditure.     Now,  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  all  these  orders  were  made  in  the  presence  of 
the  heir-at-law  and  of  the  next  of  kin.    They  had 
therefore  an  opportunity  of  pointing  out  to  the 
master  at  the  time  when  the  orders  were  made 
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that  the  expenditure  waa  ol  an  extraordinary 
natnre,  and  of  calling  upon  him  to  exerciae 
the  jnriediction  which  the  oonrt  has  of  alter- 
inf;  the  devolntion  of  the  property,  or  of 
leaving  the  qnestion  open  for  future  decision 
by  inserting  a  few  words  in  the  orders  to 
tbe  efFect  that  they  were  to  be  without  pre- 
jndice  as  to  how  the  expenditure  was  ultimately 
to  be  borne.  Nothing  of  that  kind,  however, 
was  inserted  in  the  orders.  They  simply  contain 
a  direction  to  the  committee  to  expend  the 
money.  That  being  so,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
burden  lies  on  the  present  applicants — the  next 
of  kin — to  make  out  that  extraordinary  expendi- 
ture has  taken  place.  Now,  I  confers  tuat  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  evidence  in  support  of  that 
contention  is  of  a  very  shadowy  description. 
There  are  only  a  few  items  which  bear  the  aspect 
of  being  at  all  extraordinary.  The  greater  part 
of  the  expenditure  sanctioned  by  these  orders 
was  simply  for  repairs  of  an  ordinary  character. 
In  the  first  order,  which  is  that  of  the  14th  March 
1894,  the  sum  expended  in  alterations  and  repairs 
was  6002.,  and  of  that  the  item  which  was  pointed 
to  was  one,  estimated  at  150{.,  for  the  conversion 
of  a  maJtbouse  into  cottages,  one  of  the  terms 
on  which  the  tenant  of  the  farm  took  the  lease 
being  that  this  should  be  done  in  order  to 
increase  the  accommodation  for  labourers.  That 
is  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  committee  filed  in 
rapport  of  the  order  which  was  then  made, 
and  that  is  all  that  is  said  in  the  matter.  And  it 
is  said  very  fairly  that  the  master  might  have 
treated  it  as  an  ordinary  case  of  management  of 
the  property,  and  one  not  calling  for  the  exercise 
of  any  discretion  on  his  part.  The  other 
iaatances  are  really  weaker,  and,  upon  the  whole, 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  applicants 
have  not  made  out  that  which  it  was  neceesarv 
for  them  to  make  out,  that  there  has  been  such 
expenditure  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule 
which  applies  to  what  is  outside  the  ordinary 
course  of  management.  That  being  so,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  application  fails.  I  will  only  add 
that  if  it  -were  proved  that  the  court  had  not 
exnrcised  a  jurisdiction  which  is  undoubtedly 
vested  in  it  of  altering  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty so  as  to  change  its  devolution,  it  would  in 
my  opinion  be  open  to  the  court  to  make  an 
order  under  sect.  118  of  the  Act  of  1890.  But 
if  the  jurisdiction  is  once  exercised  and  the 
conrt  has  decided  that  the  power  vested  in  it  to 
alter  the  nature  of  the  property  ought  not  to  be 
exercised,  then  the  court  cannot  go  back  upon  its 
own  order  and  make  such  an  order  as  is  asked 
tor  by  the  present  summons. 

Cozxnb-Habdt,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  qnestion  before  us  is  not  one  of  amending 
the  old  orders.  No  such  application  as  that  ought 
to  be  listened  to  for  a  moment.  The  real  qnestion 
arises  under  sect.  118  of  the  Lunacy  Act  189U. 
That  section  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  to  make 
a  charge  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  lunatic  for 
tbe  moneys  expended  under  its  order  for  the  per- 
manent improvement  of  the  property  of  the 
lunatic,  unless  in  making  that  order  the  judge  or 
mastAr  had  that  section  before  his  mind  and 
^berately  exercised  the  jurisdiction  conferred 
by  it  In  the  present  case  I  am  not  satisfied  that 
any  one  of  the  four  orders  in  question  is  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  prevent  us  from  now  exercising  the 
jurisdiction  under  sect.  118.    I  do  not  hold  the 


narrow  view  of  sect.  118  taken  by  counsel  for  the 
appellant,  that  the  court  cannot  make  a  charge 
unless  for  th6  benefit  of  the  lunatic.  Any  ench 
contention  seems  to  me  to  be  negatived  by  Bag- 
gaily,  L.J.  in  the  former  case  arising  in  this 
lunacy  of  Be  Gist  (5  Oh.  Div.  881).  Assuming, 
however,  that  we  have  jurisdiction,  there  are  two 
grounds  which  are  said  to  prevent  onr  exercise  of 
that  jurisdiction.  The  first  is  delay.  I  do  not 
attach  much  importance  to  that,  as  nothing  has 
been  done  which  would  alter  the  position  of  the 
parties.  But  the  other  consideration,  which 
really  influences  my  mind,  is  that,  in  exercising 
the  jurisdiction  under  sect.  118,  regard  must  be 
had  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  lunatic's 
estate.  It  is  an  estate  the  rental  of  which  was 
50002.  a  year,  though  it  is  now  reduced  to  some 
35002.  In  approaching  a  qnestion  of  this  sort, 
regard  should  be  had  to  this  fact,  that  it  is  almost, 
if  not  quite,  impossible  to  draw  a  clear  line  between 
what  are  repairs  and  what  are  permanent  improve- 
ments. And  we  are  asked  to  say  that  certain 
items  on  the  border  line  must  be  regarded  as 
improvements  and  cannot  be  considered  as  repairs. 
Now,  there  are  three  items  only  that  need  be 
referred  to.  The  strongest  in  favour  of  the 
appellant  was  the  conversion  of  the  malthouse 
into  cottages.  The  second  was  a  new  iron  wheel 
in  place  of  a  wooden  wheel ;  and  tne'  third  was  a 
new  roof  to  an  old  bam.  I  am  not  clear  that  one 
single  item  is  not  of  such  a  nature  that  the  master 
could  not  have  rightly  said  under  sect.  118  that  it 
was  not  the  subject  of  a  charge  on  the  real  estate. 
Speaking  generally,  it  is  a  good  rule  that  the 
masters  in  Lunacy  in  making  an  order  for  im- 
provements should  either  take  into  consideration 
sect.  118  at  the  time  and  express  that  in  the 
order  drawn  up,  or,  it  that  is  not  done,  should 
add  that  the  order  is  made  without  prejudice  to 
any  question  as  to  how  the  expense  should  be 
ultimately  borne.  If  neither  the  one  nor  the 
other  course  is  adopted,  and  the  court  is  after- 
wards asked  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  under 
sect.  118,  I  think  that  a  very  clear  and  strong 
case  ought  to  be  mada  out.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Routh,  Slacey,  and 
Caatle,  agents  for  Stapleton  and  Son,  Stamford. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents.  Bloxam,  Elliton, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  Bryan  and  Helps,  Gloucester. 


Friday,  Jan.  22. 

(Before  Lord  Alverstonb,  C.J..  Collins,  M.R., 

and  RoMSK,  L.J.) 

Hasboqate  Cospohation  v.  Dickinson,  (a) 

appeal  fkom  the  kino's  bench  division. 

Public  heeUth  —  Bailding  by-laa>t — Deposit  of 
plans — Change  of  by-lau)s  after  approval  of 
plans — Row  of  houses— Part  of  work  carried  out 
— Right  to  eomplete  according  to  approved  plana 
— Harrogate  Corporation  Act  1893  (56  &  57  Vict, 
e.  eeix.),  s.  27. 

Sect.  27  of  the  Harrogate  Corporation  Act  1893 
provided  that  the  deposit  with  the  corporation  of 
any  plan  of  any  street  or  building  should  be  ntUl 
and  void  "  if  the  execution  of  the  work  specified 
in  such  plan  should  not  be  commenced  within 
three  years  from  the  date  of  such  deposit." 

la)  Beportad  b;  £.  Maslky  Suits,  Esq.,  Itarrister«t-Lair 
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In  1894  a  builder  deposited  a  plan  shotoing  thereon 
a  number  of  houses  tohich  he  proposed  to  erect, 
and  tohich  were  in  aeeordanee  wiUi  the  building 
by-laws  then  in  foree  in  the  borough.  The  plan 
wa»  approved  by  the  corporation. 

Some  of  the  houses  were  built  and  completed,  and 
oertifieaies  were  given  on  their  completion  by  the 
corporation. 

In  Nov.  1901  the  building  by-laws  in  force  in  the 
borough  were  repealed  "  except  as  regards  any 
work  eomfneneed  before  that  date,"  and  on  the 
same  day  new  by-lauos  came  into  force  with  which 
the  plan  that  had  been  deposited  by  the  builder 
in  1894  did  not  comply. 

Held  (afirming  the  decision  of  Wright,  /.  88  L.  T. 
Bep.  299),  that  the  plan  approved  ia  1894  was 
not  merely  the  plan  of  one  building,  but  was 
really  a  number  of  separate  vlatu  for  the  build- 
ings shown  thereon ;  that  therefore  the  comple- 
tion of  some  of  the  houses  shown  on  the  plan 
was  not  a  commencement  of  the  other  baildinqs 
there  shown,  which  were  not  in  fact  begun  till 
after  the  new  by-laws  came  into  force,  and  the 
defendant  was  not  entitled  to  go  on  with  the  work 
under  the  old  by-laws. 

APFBA.L  by  the  defendant  from  the  jadgment  of 
Wi-ight.  J.  apon  a  special  case  stated  parsaant  to 
Order  XXX IV.,  r.]. 

The  facts  of  the  special  case,  which  is  set  oat 
in  fall  ia  the  report  of  the  jadgment  of  Wright, 
J.  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  299),  an,j  be  sammarised  as 
follows : — 

The  Harrogate  Corporation  A.et  1893  (56  &  57 
Vict.  o.  ooix  )  provides : 

Sect.  27.  The  depoait  w<th  the  oorporation  of  any  plan 
of  any  street  or  building  Bhall  be  null  and  void  if  the 
ezeontion  of  the  work  apeoifled  in  auoh  plan  be  not  oom>- 
menoed  within  the  foUowingf  perioda  (that  ia  to  Bay) : 
Aa  to  plana  dapoiitad  after  the  paaaing  of  thia  Aot, 
within  three  year«  from  the  date  of  each  depoait ;  and  aa 
to  plana  deposited  before  the  paaaing  of  thia  Aot,  within 
three  yeara  from  the  paaaing  of  this  Aot ;  and  at  the 
expiration  of  those  reapeotire  periods  fresh  notice  and 
depoaita  ahall,  nnleaa  ths  oorporation  otherwise  deter- 
mine, be  requisite. 

On  the  1st  Oct.  1894  the  defendant  deposited 
with  the  plaintiffs  two  plans  showing  thereon 
eleven  dwelling-houses  and  two  stables  and  coach- 
houses proposed  to  be  erected  bj  him  on  a  plot 
of  land  in  Walker- road  and  Bilton-drive. 

On  the  8th  Oct.  1894  these  plans  were  approved 
by  the  plaintiffs. 

Five  of  the  dwelling-houses  and  one  of  the 
stables  and  coach-houses  shown  on  the  plans  were 
completed  by  the  defendant,  and  by  Jane  1899 
the  plaintiffs  had  given  to  the  defendant  certift- 
cates  that  the  buildings  were  completed  and  fit 
for  hnman  habitation. 

On  the  7fch  Nov.  1901  new  building  by-laws  of 
the  plaintiffs  came  into  effect,  clause  117  of  which 
provided ; 

From  and  after  the  date  of  the  oooftrmation  of  theae 
by-lawa,  all  by-lawa  relating  to  new  atreeta  and  baild- 
inga,  previonaly  in  foroe  in  the  dlstriot,  shall  be  repealed 
ezoept  as  regards  any  work  oommenoed  before  the  date 
of  the  conuruiaiion  of  this  by-law  or  any  work  not  ao 
oommenoed  but  of  wfaioh  plans  ahall  either  have  beon 
approved  by  the  oonnoil  before  auoh  date,  or  have  been 
sent  to  the  anrveyor  to  the  oonnoil  one  month  at  least 
before  snoh  date  and  shall  not  have  been  disapproved  by 
the  oounoil. 


With  these  new  by-laws  the  plans  that  had 
been  deposited  by  the  defendant  did  not  comply, 
and  under  them,  if  applicable,  the  defendant  would 
have  been  unable  to  complete  the  buildings  shown 
on  such  plans. 

On  the  3rd  Jan.  1902  the  defendant  began  the 
building  of  the  other  stable  and  coach-house 
shown  on  the  plans  which  he  bad  deposited  in 
Oct.  1894. 

On  the  18th  Jan.  1902  the  plaintiff's'  building 
inspector,  by  letter,  requested  the  defendant  to' 
discontinue  the  works  on  the  ground  that  the 
plans  deposited  in  Oct.  1894  were  null  and  void, 
pointing  oat  that  it  would  be  advisable  for  the 
defendant  to  submit  new  plans  to  the  plaintiffs- 
for  their  approval. 

The  defendant  thereupon  disoontinoed  th» 
works. 

Upon  the  special  oase  that  was  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  Wright,  J.  held  that  the  two- 
l^ans  deposited  were  really  a  number  of  plans, 
and  those  particular  portions  on  which  work  was 
not  commenced  were  not  within  the  words  in 
clause  117  of  the  new  by-laws,  "  any  work  com- 
menced before  the  date  of  the  confirmation  of 
this  by-law." 

The  learned  judge  therefore  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

Colefax  for  the  defendant. — ^The  question  i» 
whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  complete  the- 
houses  according  to  the  plans  deposited  and  ap- 
proved under  the  old  .by-laws,  notwithstanding 
that  the  plans  are  not  in  accordance  with  the  new 
by-laws.  He  is  protoctod  by  the  saving  olanser 
No.  117,  of  the  new  by-laws.  The  plans  which  he- 
deposited  nnder  sect.  27  of  the  Harrogate  Oorpo- 
ration Act  1893  is  a  plan  of  one  building.  "  A 
building  "  is  an  expression  of  wider  meaning  than 
"  a  bouse."  This  row  of  houses  was  in  effect  one 
building,  and  therefore  the  work  of  erecting  the 
building  had  in  fact  been  begun  before  the  new- 
by-laws  came  into  force.  The  question  here  really 
turnson  the  meaning  of  sect.  27,  and  therefore  the 
case  of  White  v.  Corporation  of  Sunderland  (88' 
L.  T.  Bep.  592y  does  not  really  affect  the  present 
case.  The  question  in  that  case  was  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  saving  proviso  of  the  repealing 
clause  of  some  new  by-laws.  The  clause  was : 
"  From  and  after  the  date  of  the  confirmation  of 
these  by-laws,  the  following  by-laws  and  parts  of 
by-laws  relating  to  new  streets  and  buildings 
shall  be  repealed,  except  as  regards  any  work 
commenced  before  the  date  of  the  confirmation  of 
this  by-law."  The  fair  construction  of  that  was- 
except  as  i-egards  any  work  of  a  "  new  building," 
and  no  part,  not  even  a  foundation  or  a  party 
wall,  of  the  houses  proposed  to  be  erected  had 
been  began. 

Danckwerts,  K.G.  and  W.  Mackenzie,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  were  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Ai,VHB8TONB,  O.J. — We  need  not  trouble 
yon,  Mr.  Danckwerte.  I  have  very  great  doubt 
whether  this  is  not  a  question  of  fact.  1  certainly 
see  no  grounds  on  which  we  should  reverse  the 
findings  of  the  learned  judge  on  the  question  of 
fact  if  that  were  so,  but  inasmuch  as  we  have 
more  power  in  these  cases  than  we  have  in  cases- 
which  come  to  the  Divisional  Court — magistrates' 
cases^E  should  like  just  to  say  how  it  strikes  me. 
It  is  perfectly  true   that  Mr.  Colefax  may  for- 
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some  purposes  call  the  plaa  oae  plan,  and  I  can 
well  ima(pne  oases  arising  where  there  might  be 
■cases  of  estoppel,  or  oases  of  a  right  to  go  on, 
foanded  on  what  had  been  done  with  regard  to 
buildings  shown  on  a  plan.  Bat  in  each  par- 
•colar  case  yon  must  look  at  the  facts  of  it.  In 
the  case  now  before  as  the  plan  showed  three 
houses  in  a  side  street  and  seven  houses  in  a  front 
street,  and  two  coach-houses  detached  from  one 
another,  with  fence  walls  between,  behind  Nos.  1, 
-2,  and  3  in  the  side  street.  The  defendant  built 
Nos.  1.  2,  and  3,  and  got  them  certified ;  he  also 
built  Nos.  4  and  5  and  one  of  the  coach-houses, 
and  then,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  did 
nothing  more  nntil  after  the  by-laws  had  come 
into  force.  Under  those  circumstances  Wright,  J. 
has  held,  having  regard  to  the  words  in  the  by- 
law of  the  7th  Nov.  1901,  that  the  "plan  de- 
posited "  under  sect.  27  of  the  Harrogate  Corpora- 
tion Act  1893  was  not  a  plan  of  one  building  which 
had  been  commenced,  but  was  one  plan  of  several 
bnildioga,  and  that  therefore  for  the  purposes  of 
ihe  by-law  it  was  not  protected,  because  sect.  27 
of  the  Act  of  1893  required  that  after  three  years 
-there  shonld  be  a  fresh  deposit.  I  think  that  it 
would  be  going  too  far  to  say  toat  Wright,  J. 
has  come  to  a  wrong  conclusion;  that  for  all  time — 
which  is  the  point  which  we  have  to  consider  in 
-connection  with  the  case  of  White  t.  Sunderland 
Corporation  (ubi  sup.) — a  man  has  the  right  to  go 
-on,  whatever  might  be  the  requirements  of  new 
by-laws,  because  he  had  begun  to  do  part  of  the 
work  or  had  built  and  completed  some  of  the 
houses  sfaown  on  the  deposited  plan.  I  think 
that  all  the  grounds  taken  by  Wright,  J.  are 
correct,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled 
to  go  on  nnder  the  old  fay-laws  in  consequence  of 
what  he  had  done  in  regard  to  the  houses.  I 
think  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Homer.  L.J.-I  agree.         ^^^  dUmUsed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Sharpe,  Parker, 
Pritekards.  Barham,  and  Lawford,  agents  for 
J.  Turner  Taylor,  Town  Clerk,  Harrogate. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  UUUhwme,  Cvrrey, 
and  Jenningt,  agents  for  Francis  Barber,  Harro- 
■gate. 


Friday,  Jan.  22. 
(Before  Lord  Altbbstone,  C.J.,  Oollihb,  M.B., 

and  BoMEB,  L.J.) 
Be     Abbitbatior     between      (Jough     and 

ASPATBIA,    SiLLOTB,    ADD    DiSTBICT     JoiNT 

Watbb  Boabd.  (a) 

APPBAX  FBOM  THE  KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Waterwork* — Lande  compuhorUy  taken  for  reeer- 
voir  —  Asiesament  of  compensation  —  Natural 
and  peculiar  adaptability  of  land  for  building  a 
reservoir  —  Right  of  arbitrator  to  take  into 
consideration. 

In  assessing  compensation  for  land  compulsorUy 
taken  by  a  toater  company  for  the  purpose  of 
building  a  reservoir  thereon,  the  natural  and 
peculiar  adaptability  of  the  land  for  building  a 
reservoir  is  a  fit  and  proper  matter  for  eon- 
sideraHon  as  an  element  in  the  value  thereof, 

(•)  B«partad  by  £.  Maklbt  Suth,  Saq.,  B«rlater-at-L«w. 


although    there   Tnay    be    no   evidence  of  any 
possible  purchasers  for  that  purpose  besides  the 
water  company. 
Judgmint  of  Wright,  J.  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  421 ;  (1903) 
1  K.  B.  574)  affi,rmed. 

Appeal  by  the  Aspatria,  Silloth,  and  District 
Joint  Water  Board  from  the  judgment  of 
Wright,  J.  upon  an  award  stated  by  an  umpire 
in  the  form  of  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

The  award  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  report  of 
the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  in  88  L.  T.  Rep.  421. 
The  case  is  also  reported  (1903)  1  K.  B.  574. 

The  facts  were  shortly  as  follows  t— 

By  the  Aspatria,  Silloth,  and  District  Water 
Act  1901  (1  Bdw.  7,  c.  Ivii.),  the  Aspatria,  SiUoth, 
and  District  Joint  Water  Board  was  incorpo- 
rated and  constituted  for  the  purposes  of  con- 
structing the  works  and  taking  the  waters  autho- 
rised by  the  Act  and  supplying  water  within  a 
ceitain  dibtrict. 

On  the  14th  Oct.  1901  the  water  board  served 
a  notice  to  treat  upon  the  claimant  as  owner  in 
fee  simple  of  some  lands  proposed  to  be  taken 
by  the  board. 

The  parties  failed  to  agree  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  money  and  compensation  to  be 
paid. 

Arbitrators  were  appointed  by  the  parties,  and 
an  umpire  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  and,  as  the 
arbitrators  differed,  the  matter  was  referred  to 
the  umpire. 

In  the  course  of  the  arbitration  the  parties 
came  to  an  agreement  as  to  certain  works  which 
the  board  wished  to  carry  out ;  and  it  was 
arranged  that,  instead  of  acquiring  the  fee  simple 
of  a  certain  piece  of  land  on  which  was  the  Over- 
water  Lake,  the  water  board  should  acquire  a 
perpetual  easement  for  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  a  bank  410  yards  in  length  and 
the  right  to  cover  the  land  with  water  or  denude 
it  of  water,  subject  to  certain  conditions,  so  that 
the  Overwater  Lake  should  be  comprised  in  what 
was  called  the  Overwater  Reservoir. 

On  another  part  of  the  land  taken  for  the 
claimant  a  reservoir  called  the  Chapel  House 
Reservoir  was  to  be  constructed. 

The  umpire  found  that  the  lands  over  which 
BU<^  easement  was  to  be  acquired  were,  "owing  to 
the  natural  configuration  thereof,  peculiarly 
adaptable  in  conjunction  with  Overwater  Lake 
fer  the  construction  of  a  reservoir."  He  also 
found  that,  owing  to  the  natural  configuration  of 
the  lands  which  were  the  intended  site  of  the 
Chapel  House  Reservoir,  such  lands  were  pecu- 
liarly adaptable  for  the  construction  of  a  reservoir. 

The  main  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
was  whether,  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  land 
and  easements  to  be  acquired  by  the  water  board 
for  the  Overwater  and  Chapel  House  Reservoirs 
respectively,  the  natural  and  peculiar  adaptability 
for  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  of  the  lands  in 
question  is  or  is  not  a  fit  and  proper  matter  for 
consideration  as  an  element  in  the  value  thereof 
in  the  assessment  of  compensation. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  in  esti- 
mating the  value  of  the  land  and  easements  to  be 
acquired  for  the  Overwater  and  Chapel  House 
Reservoirs  the  natural  and  peculiar  adaptability 
for  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  of  the  lajids  in 
queatioa  is  not  a  fit  and  proper  matter  for  oon-- 
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sideration  as  an  element  in  the  value  thereof  in 
the  aseeaament  of  oompenaation,  then  the  snm 
awarded  by  the  ampire  waa  to  be  reduced  by  the 
anm  of  16362. 

Wright,  J.  held  that  the  natural  valae  of  the 
site  for  the  purpoaea  of  water  supply  waa  a 
matter  which  ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  the  assessment  of  oompenaation. 

The  water  board  appealed. 

Balfour  Brotone,  K.G.  and  RotkiU,  K.C.  for  the 
water  board. — The  umpire  has  found  nothing 
with  regard  to  the  value  of  the  land  except  that, 
from  the  physical  configuration  of  the  land,  it  is 
peculiarly  suitable  for  the  building  of  a  reservoir. 
That  is  not  a  ground  on  which  compensation  can 
be  asE  eased.  The  value  of  the  land  to  the  water 
board  ia  immaterial.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
the  suitability  of  the  land  for  a  reservoir  increased 
its  value  as  reg^ards  anyone  besides  the  water 
board: 

Jt«  Ossalimky  and  the  Miinehaitar  Corporation, 
Browne  and  Allan's  Law  of  CompOD Ration,  2nd 
edit,  p.  659; 
Be  Ridd-iU  and  Ntaeaiile  and  Oateahead  Water 
Comfany,  Browne  and  Allan's  Law  of  Compen- 
sation, 2nd  edit.,  p.  672.  (a) 

Sir  Balph  Littler,  K.G.  and  W.  G.  Clay,  for  the 
claimant,  were  not  called  upon. 

(a)  Rt  BlDDXIiL  AND  NlWCASTLB  AND  OATSSHBAD 

Watbb  Company. 

June  13, 1879. 

(Before  Bbamwsll,  Bbbtt,  and  Cotton,  L.JJ.) 

APPBAL  FBOM  TBB  QCBBN's  BBNCH  DIVISION. 

Watertoorkt —  Land  eompvUorily  taken  for  retervoir — 
AMeerment  of  eomptntation — Special  natural  adapta- 
bility of  land  for  building  a  retervoir. 

Appial  from  the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Benoh 
Division  (Mellor  and  Manisly,  J  J.)  upon  a  case  stated 
bj  an  arbitrator  for  the  opinion  of  the  qoort. 

3.  6.  Biddell  waa  tenant  for  life  of  certain  lands 
•nthoriaed  to  be  taken  by  the  Newoaatle  and  Qateshead 
Water  Company  for  the  porpoae  of  making*  three 
leaerToirs  and  other  works. 

The  Newcastle  and  Gateshead  Waterworks  Act  1877 
(40  &  41  Viot.  0.  Ixxxvii)  provided  as  follows : — 
"  Sect.  9.  For  the  further  protection  of  the  said  J.  Q. 
Biddell,  hii  heirs,  sequela  in  estate,  and  aseigns,  all  of 
whom  are  included  under  his  name  when  used  in  this 
section,  the  following  provieione  shall  have  effect  and 
be  binding  on  the  oompany.  ...  (2)  The  company 
shall  during  every  day  of  twenty-four  hours  in  every 
year  deliver  into  the  said  stream  called  Dryburn,  below 
the  'Little  Swinbarn  Beservoir,'  a  quantity  of  water 
being  not  lees  than  200,000  gallons.  ...  (7)  The 
said  quantity  of  water  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement  of  1876,  and  the  agreement  sobedoled 
to  and  confirmed  by  this  Act,  be  accepted  and  taken 
as  full  compensation  for  all  water  which  the  company 
can  collect  or  divert  and  impound  by  the  works  autho- 
rised by  the  Act  of  1876  as  varied  by  this  Act." 

The  arbitrator,  Mr.  Ciutton,  in  addition  to  a  sum  of 
17,6001.  which  he  determined  as  the  amount  of  the 
porohase  money,  and  compensation  for  damage,  to  be 
paid  by  the  oompany  to  J.  6.  Biddell,  awarded  a  further 
sum  of  5000(.  in  respect  of  a  claim  by  Mr.  Biddell  in 
regard  to  water  which  the  company  could  divert  and 
impound  by  means  of  their  works,  provided  that  the 
oourt  should  be  of  opinion  that  sect.  9,  enb-seot.  7,  of 
the  Companies  Act  of  1877  was  not  a  bar  to  that  olidm. 

The  Queen's  Bench  Division  (Mellor  and  Manisty,  JJ.) 
held  that  the  award  of  the  arbitrator  was  right,  the 


Lord  Altkbbtonb,  C.J. — The  point  argued 
here  ia  one  of  very  great  importance,  but,  ao  far 
as  this  court  ia  concerned,  I  tuink  that  the  law  is 

proper  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  olaimant  being 
the  sum  of  17,600t.  only. 

Upon  the  claimant's  appeal  from  this  deoiaioD,  the 
Court  of  Appeal  delivered  the  following  judgments : — 

Bbakwbll,  L.J. — Beally,  speaking  ainoersly,  the 
only  dietroat  I  feel  about  this  case  is  that  I  oannot  get 
myself  to  entertain  a  doubt  about  it,  bat  there  are  some 
points  in  it  upon  which  I  oannot  say  the  award,  to  mj 
mind,  is  perfectly  clear  and  intelligible.  The  arbitrator 
saya,  "  I  award,  settle,  and  determine  that  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  money  and  oompenaation  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  oompany  for  and  in  reapectof  the  absolute  purohaae 
of  the  lands,  tenements,  right,  easements,  and  premises 
BO  required  to  be  purchased  " ;  and  one  may  observe  that 
that  certainly  includes  waters,  becanse  there  is  a  refer- 
ence to  the  1st  sohednle  in  his  award,  and  the  1st 
schedole  says  that  the  patoeU  are  "  all  that  piece  of 
land,"  and  so  forth,  together  with  all  waters,  ways, 
paths,  passages,  &o. ;  and  he  says,  "  I  award  the  par- 
chase  money  for  that."  Then  he  goes  on,  to  my  mind, 
moat  clearly,  to  say  a  claim  haa  been  made  in  respect  of 
the  damage  that  can  be  done  to  Mr.  Biddell's  eatate  and 
hia  aaccessora  by  the  powers  of  the  oompany — that  means 
as  to  his  other  lands,  not  to  hia  lands  to  be  taken  and 
paid  for,  because  it  does  not  matter  to  him  what  d^m^ige 
is  done  to  them — but  for  the  damage  in  reapeob  of  the 
remaining  landa  by  the  powers  of  the  oompany  to  divert 
and  alter  the  natural  course  of  the  water.  He  aays  as 
to  that :  "  It  has  been  objected  that  it  has  been  bargained 
away.  If  it  haa  not,  I  give  SOOOt. ;  if  it  has,  I  do  not 
give  it."  That  is  the  award,  to  my  mind ;  and,  as  I 
ondaratand,  Mr.  Webster  aaya  that  if  that  is  the  award 
on  the  faoe  of  it,  if  that  ia  what  the  award  means,  he 
cannot  object.  He  says  :  "  I  oontend  that  the  meaning  of 
the  award  ia  thia :  I  give  so  much  money  for  compensa- 
tion, and  I  would  give  SOOOi.  more  for  oompenaation  if  I 
ooald,  bat  the  oompany  saya  that  Mr.  Biddell'a  rights 
have  been  taken  away,  and  ths  5000i.  more  in  respect  of 
which  I  am  asked  to  give  compensation  is  this,  that  the 
land  has  a  speoial  valne  in  respect  of  its  fitness  for  a 
reservoir,  and  I  would  give  50001.  for  that,  if  it  were  not 
that  that  ia  bargained  away  by  the  section."  Now,  lam 
very  clearly  of  opinion  that,  if  he  did  act  upon  that  notion, 
he  aoted  upon  an  erroneous  notion,  beoanse  the  land  had 
a  peculiar  value  on  aooonnt  of  its  fitneaa  for  a  reservoir, 
or  for  building  land,  or  for  a  skating  rink,  or  for  tea 
gardena,  or  what  not.  Thoae  were  all  things  the  value 
of  which  must  have  been  taken  into  consideration,  and, 
when  one  knows  that  the  arbitrator  was  Mr.  Ciutton,  it  is, 
to  my  mind,  impossible  to  suppose  that  he  would  not 
have  taken  that  into  acooont.  It  certainly  woald  be  & 
most  remarkable  thing  that  he  should  have  made  a  double 
mistake  of  not  taking  into  aooonnt  that  which  he  onght 
to  have  taken  into  account  and  stated  hia  award  in  auoh 
a  way  that  the  first  mistake  he  made  waa  concealed  in 
the  other.  In  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  was  perfectly  right,  and  I  oannot  think  that  any 
injnatiae  haa  been  done  to  Mr.  Biddell  in  the  matter. 
Of  coarse,  with  tespeot  to  Mr.  Webster's  last  application, 
if  there  was  any  obacnrity  on  the  face  of  the  award  w» 
might  send  it  back  to  have  it  cleared  up ;  bat,  to  my 
mind,  there  ia  abaolutely  none.  I  think  before  we  aend 
an  award  back  we  ought  to  have  strong  reasons  given  ; 
and,  if  Mr.  Ciutton  had  oome  forward  and  made  an 
affidavit  that  he  had  made  the  doable  mistake,  there  might 
be  reaeon  to  entertain  the  application ;  bnt  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  award  was  right  (it  ia  a  queation  of  what  the 
arbitrator  ought  to  aay),  and  that  the  judgment  of  the 
oourt  below  must  be  farmed. 

Bbett,  L.J, — It  aeems  to  me  that  the  award  is  clear. 
In  the  first  part  of  the  award  the  arbitrator  gives  com- 
pensation in   respect  of  the  absolute   purchase  of  the 
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settled.  If  it  is  to  be  altered,  it  must  be  in  the 
Hooae  of  Lords.  The  umpire  has  foand  that  the 
nataral   configuration  of  the  land  is  peouliarlj 

landa.  and  oompenaation  for  the  damacr^  that  may  be 
nutained  by  reason  of  the  ezeoalioa  of  the  worki.  It 
■Mini  to  me  olear  that  that  irould  give  the  Talae  o(  the 
laad,  taking  into  aoooant  its  petition  and  all  its 
oapabilitias  tor  any  partioalar  porpose.  Then  npon  the 
faoa  of  tha  award  it  neema  to  me  that  somebody  ang- 
gcstcd  thkt,  besidea  that  ordinary  valne  —  the  land 
rained  in  the  ordinary  way  with  all  ita  capabilitiea — 
lb.  Biddell  waa  entitled  to  something  more,  not  aa 
adding  valna  to  the  land,  bat  that  he  was  entitled  to 
aompenaation  for  water  aa  water  which  the  oompwy 
eoald  oolleot  or  divert  and  impound,  that  means  which 
the  company  oonld  now  coUeot  or  divert  and  impoand, 
and  which,  if  the  company  had  not  so  done,  be  oonld 
have  oollaoted  or  diverted  anil  imponnded,  and  that  he 
elaima  in  addition  to  the  land  with  all  ita  capabilities. 
I  think  the  answer  of  my  brother  Maniaty  is  perfect, 
which  is :  "If  yon  olaim  for  water  in  that  way,  in 
addition  to  the  valae  of  the  land,  aa  water  which  the 
oompany  ooald  coUeet  or  divert  and  impoand,  yoa  are 
claiming  that  for  which  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  in 
tRma  yoo  are  alreskdy  paid,  for  that  aa;a  that  the 
200,000  gallons  of  water  per  day  is  to  be  oompsnaation 
for  all  water  which  the  oompany  can  collect  or  divert 
and  impound  " — the  very  thing  which  waa  claimed  from 
the  arbitrator  in  addition  to  the  valae  of  the  land.  I 
oan  a««  no  anawer  to  that  jadgment  of  my  brother 
Haoiaty,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  appeal  is 
wrong. 

Cotton,  ]j.J. — The  qaestion  which  we  have  to  con- 
sider is  whether  the  landowner  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of 
50001.  in  addition  to  the  17,6001.  which  has  been  given 
Um  by  the  award.  Now,  he  was  held  by  the  coart 
below  not  entitled  to  the  SOOOi.,  and  the  arbitrator 
donbted  aboat  it  in  oonseqaenoe  of  sect.  9,  aab-aect  7, 
of  the  Aot  of  1877.  Aa  I  nnderstand  that  clanse  (I  need 
sot  read  it),  it  in  no  way  deprives  him  of  any  right  which 
he  would  have  to  enhance  the  porohase  money  to  be 
given  to  him  for  land  in  coneeqaeaoe  of  any  of 
the  capabilities  or  ciroamaiances  which  enhance  the 
value  of  tkatt  land  aa  land,  but  in  my  own  opinion 
it  did  deprive  him  of  any  olaim  for  aompenaation 
in  oonseqiianae  of  damage  alleged  to  be  done  by 
the  ezaontion  of  the  works  of  the  water  company 
to  the  remainder  of  his  estate  by  diverting  or  depriving 
him  of  water  which  otherwise  the  estate  woald  have  had 
the  benefit  of ;  and  what  we  have  to  consider  on  the  face 
of  the  award  is  whether  or  not  the  award  shows  that  this 
SOOOi.  waa  a  sum  which  would  have  been  given  by  the 
arbitrator  nnleaa  he  had  found  himself  bound  to  exclude, 
in  estimating  the  value  of  the  land,  one  of  thoaa  circum- 
stances which  under  ordinary  oircnmatanoea  but  for  the 
Act  of  Parliament  he  would  have  taken  into  consideration 
in  eatimatijag  the  value  of  the  land  so  taken,  or  whether 
he  has  treated  that  50001.  as  a  sum  which  was  claimed 
in  respeet  of  damage  to  the  estate  in  consequence  of  the 
azeontiom  of  the  works  of  the  company  and  by  the 
diversion  of  water  from  the  estate.  We  must  look  only 
to  the  award  and  to  the  face  of  the  award.  We  cannot 
regard  anything  which  passed,  even  if  there  was  anything 
which  passed,  before  the  arbitrator  which  might  lead  to 
a  different  oonclnsion  from  that  which  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  award.  Now,  looking  at  the  face  of  the 
award,  I  cannot  possibly  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
arbitrator  has  not  taken  into  oonaideration,  in  estimating 
the  aam  of  17,6001.,  all  the  capabilitiea  of  the  land, 
iaolodiog  any  value  ariaing  from  the  fact  of  ita  being 
wdl-watered  land  or  land  available  for  the  parpoee  of 
making  a  reservoir  or  anything  else  connected  with 
traffic  in  water,  and  I  also  must  come  to  the  conclusion 
OB  the  faoe  of  the  award  that  the  SOOOi.  was  the  snm 
which  he  rejected  as  being  a  sum  paid  for  damage  to 
the  estate  in  oonseqaenoe  of  the  diveraion  of  the  water 


adaptable  for  the  oonstruotion  of  a  reservoir,  and 
has  for  that  reason  awarded  £16362,  beyond  what 
has  been  called  the  ordinary  normal  valae  of  the 

by  the  execution  of  the  works  of  the  oompany.  Now,  if 
you  look  at  it,  you  will  find  a  reoitsl  in  the  reference  to 
him  that  he  is  to  estimate  what  sum  of  miney  should  be 
paid,  not  only  tor  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  lands  and 
tenements,  rights,  easements,  and  premises  so  required 
to  be  purchased  and  taken,  but  also  by  way  of  com- 
pensation for  any  damage  whioh  might  be  anstainad  by 
reaaon  of  the  execution  of  the  works  for  whioh  the  said 
lands,  rights,  and  premises  were  so  required.  Now,  that 
of  necessity  must  be  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the 
estate,  because  there  could  be  no  damage  to  the  land 
taken  by  reason  of  the  exeontion  of  the  works ;  that 
would  be  the  property  of  the  company  when  the  works 
were  executed,  and  damage,  therefore,  necessarily  must 
be  the  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  estate  and  to  the 
owners  of  the  estate.  Then  we  come  to  the  award,  and 
in  the  award  the  arbitrator  gives  the  sum  of  17,6001.  in 
respect  of  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  lands,  tenements, 
rights,  easements,  and  premises  so  required  to  be  pur- 
chased and  as  compensation  for  the  damage  which 
may  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  the 
works,  subjeot  to  this,  that,  as  part  of  the  oompeDsation 
for  damage  whioh  the  said  John  Qiffard  Biddell  and 
his  successors  in  estate  would  sustain  by  reason  of  the 
execution  of  the  works  for  whioh  the  said  lands,  rights, 
and  premises  ire  required,  he  claims  a  large  sum  for 
water  which  the  oompany  could  collect  or  divert  and 
impound  by  the  said  works,  and  he  doubts  whether  that 
is  not  concluded  by  the  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
By  the  very  terms  of  his  award  he  deals  in  one  part 
of  it  with  the  value  of  the  land,  and  as  far  as  the 
award  shows,  and  as  we  must  oonoluds,  has  taken  into 
consideration  all  the  elements  of  value.  He  also  deals 
with  the  olaim  made  for  damage  in  oonseqaenoe  of  the 
ezeoution  of  the  works,  all  included  in  17,600i.,  with  the 
exception  of  a  oertain  particular  claim  made  in  respect 
of  damage  whioh  would  be  sustained  by  the  execution  of 
the  works.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  that  award  shows 
on  the  face  of  it  that  the  olaim  in  respect  of  the  50001. 
whioh  was  not  estimated  by  him  was  not  a  claim  in 
respect  of  an  element  of  value  in  the  land,  but  a  claim 
in  respect  of  damage  whioh  it  waa  said  would  be  suffered 
by  the  estate  in  coniequenoe  of  the  execution  of  the 
works,  and  in  consequence  of  the  company  diverting 
certain  water.  That  claim  was  concluded,  in  my 
opinion,  by  the  section  of  the  Aot  of  Parliament, 
although  an  element  of  value  in  the  land  not  in  any 
way  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  him.  It  was, 
however,  said  that  he  bad  excluded  any  water  element 
value  by  the  terms  under  whioh  he  mentioned  what  it 
was  in  respect  of  the  porohase  of  which  be  gave  the 
17,6001.  It  was  said  that  it  was  referred  to  him  to 
estimate  the  value  of  the  land,  water,  and  premises,  and 
various  other  things  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  and 
that  here  he  had  omitted  water ;  but  in  the  award  he 
is  merely  following  the  words  of  description  which  are 
to  be  found  in  the  recital  of  the  reference  to  him, 
becanse  (and  I  have  read  it)  it  was  referred  to  him  to  settle 
and  determine  what  sum  should  be  paid  for  the  absolute 
purchase  of  lands,  tenements,  rights,  easements,  and 
premises,  and  these  are  the  exact  words  whioh  he  uses 
in  that  part  of  the  award  which  fixes  the  sum  of  1 7,600i.  as 
the  compenpation  to  be  paid  for  those  things.  He  does  not 
give  water  in  the  awarding  part  any  more  than  he  gives 
it  in  the  recital ;  but  there  being  a  long  list  of  general 
words  in  the  1st  schedule  to  the  award  whioh  includes  not 
only  water,  but  hedges  and  fences  and  varlonsothsr  things 
in  the  award — both  in  the  recital  and  in  the  awarding 
part — and  there  is  a  short  description  of  the  same  in 
both  casep,  and  the  reference  to  him  was  clearly  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  all  that  there  was  in  the  schedule. 
The  description  in  the  first  plaoe  and  in  the  latt?r  must 
be  taken  to  include  water,  and  that  is  the  only  desorip- 
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land.  It  is  contended  that  he  has  acted  wrongly ; 
that  he  oaght  not  to  have  given  compensation 
based  on  the  purpose  to  which  the  land  ia  to  be 
pnt  by  the  water  board,  there  being  no  evidence 
that  any  other  purchaser  would  have  paid  that 
additional  value.  I  think  that  thepoint  is  decided 
in  Be  Riddell  and  Newcastle  and  Gfaieehead  Water 
Company  {ubi  rup.),  and  probably  also  in  Be 
OBicdinsley  and  Manchester  Corporation  {ubi  snp.). 
I  should  like  to  say  exactly  how  the  point  arose 
in  Be  Biddell  and  NewecMtle  and  Oaiesnead  Water 
Company,  in  which  I  appeared  as  counsel.  In  the 
present  case  Wright,  J.  has  held  that  the  claimant 
could  not  sell  the  water,  and  therefore  has  no 
claim  for  compensation  in  that  respect.  That 
point  was  not  argued  in  the  Queen  s  Bench  in 
Be  Biddell  and  Newcastle  and  Gateshead  Water 
Ccmpany,  and  therefore  in  getting  to  the  Court 
of  Appeal  we  were  in  a  little  difficulty.  I  thought 
at  the  time  that  there  was  ground  for  arguing 
that  on  the  face  of  the  award  the  arbitrator  had 
included  as  an  element  of  value  the  natural 
adaptability  of  the  site,  and  I  coutended  that  that 
would  not  be  taking  the  value  of  the  land  as  it 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor.  But  Bramwell, 
L.J.  clearly  thought  that  the  adaptability  of  the 
site  was  an  element  which  enhanced  the  value  of 
the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor.  He  said 
that  the  arbitrator  had  awarded  the  17,6002.  as 
compensation  in  respect  of  the  lands,  tenements, 
rights,  easements,  and  premises  required  to  be 
purchased,  and  the  sum  of  50002.,  if  he  had  power 
to  give  it,  as  compensation  for  damage  done  to 
the  claimant's  remaining  land  by  the  power  of  the 
company  to  alter  the  natural  course  of  the  water. 
And  he  then  said  that  the  land  had  a  peculiar  value 
on  account  of  its  fitness  for  a  reservoir,  or  for  build- 
ing land,  or  for  a  skating  rink,  or  for  tea  gardens, 
or  what  not,  all  things  me  value  of  which  must  be 
taken  into  consideration ;  and,  knowing  that  Mr. 
Olutton  was  the  arbitrator,  it  was  impossible  to 
suppose  that  he  had  not  taken  them  into  account. 
Brett  and  Cotton,  L.  JJ.  gave  judgment  to  exactly 
the  same  effect — viz.,  that  it  was  a  mistake  to  omit 
to  consider  any  additional  value  to  the  land  in 
consequence  of  the  suitability  of  the  site.  It  may 
be  of  interest  to  those  who  have  followed  this 
branch  of  the  law  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  I  consulted 
Thesiger,  L.J.,  who  was  a  master  of  the  law  of 
compensation,  and  he  told  me  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  had  only  followed  the 
recognised  practice  of  surveyors  lor  many  years. 
So  deep  was  the  impression  made  upon  me  by  that 
case  that  I  consulted  other  gentlemen  of  expe- 
rienoe  in  this  matter,  who  said  that  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  not  a  new  one. 
For  this  reason  I  have  tdways  regretted  that  Be 
Biddell  and  Newcastle  and  Oateshead  Water 
Company  has  not  been  reported,  because  I  tbink 
that  it  really  recognised  that  rule.  Be  Ossalinsky 
and  Manchester  Corporation  is  another  example 
of  the  same  rule.    But,  as  I  pointed  out  in  the 

tion  there  is  to  be  found  in  the  words  of  the  schedule.  In 
my  opinion  this  olaim  on  the  award  must  be  taken  as  a 
olaim  for  damage — conseqnential  damage— covered  by 
the  daoee  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  as  not  beisg  a  earn 
in  respect  of  an  element  of  valne  which  the  arbitrator 
thought  he  was  bonnd  to  ezolade  by  that  Act  of 
Parltoment. 

Appeal  ditmissad. 


course  of  the  argument,  no  question  of  law  is 
really  involved.  If  no  possible  purchaser  is  to  be 
found,  that  shows  that  the  element  of  value  is 
not  worth  very  much.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
Wright,  J.  has  not  added  fo  what  was  found 
by  the  umpire,  but  has  decided  in  accordance 
with  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  oases  cited, 
when  he  said:  "If  there  is  a  site  which  has 
peculiar  natural  advantages  for  the  supply  of 
water  to  a  particular  valley  or  a  particular  area, 
or  to  all  valleys  or  areas  within  a  certain  distance, 
if  those  valleys  are  what  might  be  called  natural 
customers  for  water  by  reason  of  their  populous- 
ness  and  of  their  situation — if  the  site  has  peculiar 
natural  advantages  for  sapplyii^  in  that  sense — 
apart  from  any  value  created  or  enhanced  by  any 
Act  of  Parliament  or  scheme  for  appropriating  the 
water  to  a  particular  local  authority,  then  I  think 
it  ought  to  be  taken  that  there  is  a  natural  value 
in  the  site  for  the  purposes  of  water  supply,  and 
that  it  should  be  taken  into  consideration."  For 
these  reasons  I  think  that  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed. 

COLLIKS,  M.B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion- 
The  question  is  really  one  of  fact.  It  is  said  on 
behalf  of  the  appellants  that  it  follows  as  a 
matter  of  law  from  the  facts  as  found  by  the 
umpire  that  the  element  of  valne  arising  from 
the  peculiar  adaptability  of  the  site  for  a  reser- 
voir ought  not  to  be  included.  In  holding  that 
it  ought  to  be  included,  the  umpire  has  accepted 
a  prima  facie  presumption  that  the  element  of 
value  existed  and  should  be  paid  for — a  presump- 
tion based  upon  a  long  series  of  authorities,  and 
one  in  accordance  with  good  sense.  Underlying 
all  that  is  the  presumption  that  there  is  a  reason- 
able possibility  of  a  market  for  the  land.  The 
whole  question  of  valne  has  relation  to  the 
existence  of  a  possible  market,  and  anyone  who 
wishes  to  exclude  an  element  of  value  which 
should  prima  facie  be  taken  into  account  should 
show  that  there  is  no  reasonable  probability  of 
the  land  coming  into  the  market.  I  agree  that 
the  appeal  fails. 

BoMXB,  L.J. — ^I  agree,  and  have  nothing  to 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  claimant,  Metcalfe,  Birkett, 
and  Bowlatt,  for  Mounsey,  Botoman,  and  Graham, 
Carlisle. 

Solicitors  for  the  water  board,  Ha  rgreaves  and 
Crowther,  for  Frank  Bichardson,  Aspatria. 


Dee.  17  aiid  18. 1903. 

(Before  Collins,  H.B  ,  Mathew  and 
Oozbns-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Skashait  v.  Holliday  and  Gbbbnwood 

LiHITBD.  (a) 

APPEAL  UNDBB  THE  WOBKMEN's  COMPENSATION 

ACT  1897. 

Employer  and  workman — Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation — Weekly  payment — ApplieaHon 
to  review  —  Change  of  circumttonces  —  Bes 
judicata — Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897 
(60  A  61  Vict.  e.  37),  sehed.  1,  clause  12. 

The  employer  of  a  workman  receiving  weekly  pay- 
merits  under  the  Workman's  Compensation  Act 

(a)  Beported  by  I.  H.  WnxiAMS,  Eiq.,  Barrtitermt-Law, 
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1897  applied  for  a  review  of  the  weekly  payment, 
urtder  etatue  12  of  the  let  aehedule  to  the  Aet, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  workman  was  no 
longer  ineapaeitated  for  work. 

The  County  Court  judge,  acting  upon  the  evidence 
of  medical  experts  that  the  workman  wot  not 
incapacitated  for  work,  redtuied  the  weekly  pay- 
ment to  the  nominal  sum  of  Id. 

Subsequently  the  workman  applied  for  a  review  of 
the  weekly  payment  upon  the  ground  that  since 
the  previous  hearing  he  had  repeatedly  been 
refused,  and  had  been  unaife  to  obtain,  work 
owing  to  incapacity  arising  from  his  physical 
condition  caused  by  the  ae^dent. 

The  County  Court  judge  refused  to  entertain  the 
appliccUion,  upon  the  ground  that  the  vtatter 
uns  res  judicata,  and  that  no  change  of 
eircuiHstances  since  the  previous  hearing  was 
aliened  which  would  give  him  jurisdiction  to 
revxew  the  weekly  payment. 

Held  {allowing  the  appeal),  that  the  matter  was 
not  rea  judicata,  and  that  sufficient  change  of 
eircumsUaicee  was  alleged  to  give  the  judge 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  application. 

Croaafield  and  Sons  v.  Tanian  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  813  ,- 
(1900)  2  Q.  B.  629)  distinguished. 

Appbai<  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  award  of  the 
County  Coart  jadge  at  Lambeth  upon  an  applica- 
tion to  reyiew  the  weekly  payment  tinder  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  was  injured  by  accident  arising 
oat  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by 
the  defendants  in  an  employment  to  which  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  applied.  His  leg 
was  broken,  and  he  was  for  a  time  totally 
incapacitated  for  work. 

A  metnorandum  of  agreement  was  filed  in  the 
County  Court  by  which  the  defendants  agreed  to 
make  a  weekly  payment  to  the  plaintiff  during 
incapacity  for  work. 

On  the  2l8t  Jan.  1903  an  application  by  the 
defendants  to  review  the  weekly  payment,  upon 
the  groand  that  the  plaintiff  was  no  longer 
incapacitated  for  work,  was  heard  by  the  County 
Court  judge. 

At  the  hearing  of  this  application  the  evidence 
of  expert  medical  witnesses  on  both  sides  was 
given  npon  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
or  was  not  in  fact  injured  so  as  to  be  incapacitated 
for  work. 

The  County  Conrt  judge  found  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  incapacitated  for  work,  and  he  reduced 
the  amount  of  the  award  to  the  nominal  sum  of 
id.  per  week.  He  said :  "  This  is  a  difficult  case, 
bat  I  think  I  am  bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
on  the  weight  of  the  medical  evidence  that  I  will 
reduce  the  amount  to  the  nominal  sum  of  Id.  per 
week.  Mr.  Thompson  [counsel  for  the  plaintiff], 
the  door  is  still  open  to  you  to  come  again.  It  is 
a  very  serious  case  indeed,  and  affects  the  whole 
foundation  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act, 
if  it  is  a  fraud.    It  is  one  thing  or  tne  other." 

On  the  23rd  June  1903  the  plaintiff  applied  for 
a  review  of  the  weekly  payment.  The  County 
Conrt  judge  asked  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
what  were  the  new  facts  arising  out  of  the  acci- 
dent showing  that  the  plaintiff's  earning  powers 
bad  been  diminished  since  the  hearing  of  the 
application  to  review  on  the  2l8t  Jan.  1903. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  new 
facts  npon  which  he  relied,  and  which  he  was 


prepared  to  prove,  were  as  follows :  (1)  That  the 
plaintiff  had  been  refused  employment  repeatedly, 
even  by  his  former  master,  on  account  of  the 
condition  of  his  foot.  (2)  That  the  County 
Court  judge  did  not  decide  the  application  at  the 
hearing  on  the  2Iat  Jan.  solely  on  the  medical 
evidence,  but  partly  on  his  personal  observation 
of  the  plaintiff  s  movements,  and  that  the  highest 
expert  evidence  on  new  observations  and  tests  of  the 
condition  of  the  plaintiff  was  tendered  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  unfit  to  follow  his  nsual 
employment.  (3)  That  the  Coun^  Court  judge 
kept  the  arbitration  alive  by  awar^ng  Id.  weekly, 
in  view  of  the  possibility  of  a  change  in  the  circum- 
stances, and  that,  the  arbitration  being  so  kept 
alive,  it  could  not  be  res  judicata.  (4)  The 
plaintiff  did  not  seek  for  a  fresh  award,  but  for  a 
review  of  the  weekly  payments. 

The  County  Court  judge  gave  his  decision  as 
follows  :  "  As  I  decided  on  the  2lBt  Jan.  that  the 
earning  powers  were  not  at  that  time  diminished, 
and  as  the  present  application  is  again  on  the 
groand  of  total  incapacity,  I  hold  that  the  matter 
is  res  judicata,  and  also  that  there  are  no  facts 
alleged  showing  any  alteration  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  sinoe  the  hearing  on  the  21st 
Jan." 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  &  61 
Vict.  c.  37)  provides : 

First  Bohedale.  Claaie  12.  Any  weekly  payment  may 
be  reviewed  at  the  request  either  of  the  employer  or 
of  the  workman,  and  on  snob  review  may  be  ended, 
diminirhed,  or  inoreaaed,  sabjeot  to  the  mazimnm  above 
provided,  and  the  amount  of  payment  shall,  in  default 
of  agreement,  be  settled  by  arbitration  nnder  this  Act. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

B.  M.  Bray,  K.C.  and  W.  M.  Thompson  for  the 
appellant. — The  learned  County  Court  judge  was 
wrong  in  holding  that  the  matter  was  res  judi- 
cata and  that  there  were  no  new  facts  alleged 
showing  any  change  of  circumstances  since  the 
former  hearing.  At  the  former  bearing  it  is  clear 
that  the  judge  did  not  intend  to  treat  his  decision 
then  as  final  and  conclusive,  but  that  it  should  be 
open  for  the  workman  to  apply  to  him  again  it 
it  should  tarn  out  that  he  was  really  incapaci- 
tated for  work.  The  fact  that  it  has  been  shown 
by  subsequent  experiment  that  the  workman  is- 
unable  to  get  employment  because  he  is  incapaci- 
tated for  work  is  a  sufficient  change  of  circum- 
stances to  entitle  him  to  apply  for  a  review  of 
the  weekly  payment,  under  clause  12  of  the  1st 
schedule.  Upon  that  ground  this  case  is  clearly 
distioguisbable  from  Crostfield  and  Sons  v. 
Tanian  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  813;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  629), 
in  which  the  employers  sought  to  show  on  a  sub- 
sequent application  that  the  average  weekly 
earnings  of  the  workman  had  been  incorrectly 
stated  at  the  first  hearing  when  the  weekly  pay- 
ment was  awarded. 

Shakspere  for  the  renpondents. — The  decision  of 
the  County  Court  jndge  was  correct,  ^n  appli- 
cation for  a  review  of  the  weekly  payment  cannot 
be  made  under  clause  12  of  the  1st  schedule 
unless  there  has  been  a  change  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  sinoe  the  weekly  payment  was 
awarded : 

Crostfield  and  Sons  v.  Tanian  (tup.). 

The   change   must  be  in  the   condition  of  the 
workman,  affecting  his  capacity  for  work.     In 
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this  case  there  is  no  sag^estion  of  any  evidence 
to  show  that  there  has  been  any  change  in  the 
condition  of  the  workman  between  the  time  when 
the  award  was  made  and  the  date  of  this  applica- 
tion for  review  of  the  weekly  payment.  At  the 
original  hearing  the  question  was  whether  the 
workman  was  totally  incapacitated  for  work ;  the 
judge  decided  that  he  was  not,  and  that  qaestion 
is  res  judicata.  The  plaintiff  is  really  now  seeking 
to  show  that  he  was  then  and  is  now  totally 
incapacitated,  and  that  the  original  decision  was 
therefore  wrong.  The  suggestion  that  subsequent 
experiment  has  shown  that  in  fact  the  previous 
decision  was  wrong  does  not  show  that  there  was 
any  change  of  circumstances  to  justify  a  review. 

B.  M.  Bray,  K.C.,  was  not  called  upon  to 
reply. 

Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court  judge  who  save 
his  decision  upon  an  application  under  claase  12  of 
the  1st  schedule  to  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  1897.  Upon  an  application  by  the  employers 
under  clause  12,  the  County  Court  judge  made 
an  award  for  the  payment  of  the  nominal  sum  of 
Id.  a  week,  and  thereby  kept  seisin  of  the  matter. 
Upon  a  later  occasion,  on  an  application  by  the 
workman  to  review  the  amount  of  the  weekly 
payment,  the  County  Court  judge  held,  upon  the 
authority  of  Crossfield  and  Sons  v.  Tanian  (82 
L.  T.  Rep.  813  ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  629),  that  he  could 
not  entertain  the  application,  because  the  matter 
was  res  judicata,  and  also  because  there  were  no 
fresh  facts  or  circumstances  in  the  oase.  The 
question  now  really  is  whether,  in  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  the  decision  of  the  judge  upon 
the  first  application  is  to  govern  the  position  of 
the  parties  for  all  time.  In  the  first  place,  I 
very  much  doubt  whether  it  can  be  said  that 
there  was  any  estoppel  by  the  decision  of  the 
judge  as  to  the  capacity  of  the  workman  for  work, 
which  was  merely  a  matter  of  opinion.  That  may 
often  be  a  question  which  can  only  be  really 
decided  by  experiment,  and  in  tliat  case  the 
decision  of  the  judge  founded  upon  the  evidence 
of  experts  may  DC  quite  displaced  by  subsequent 
experiment.  The  opinion  of  experts  might  be  that 
a  workman  was  capable  of  doing  work,  and  yet 
the  man  might  afterwards  try  to  do  that  work 
and  find  that  it  was  quite  impossible.  It  is  said 
that  such  a  decision  upon  the  evidenoe  of  experts 
is  ret  judicata  and  must  be  an  estoppel  for  all 
time.  I  cannot  think  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
applies  to  such  a  case.  It  is  said  that  the  case  of 
Croufield  and  Son»  v.  Tanian  (ubi  »tm.)  is  an 
authority  to  that  effect,  but  I  do  not  think  that  it 
is.  What  was  decided  in  that  case  was  not  a 
matter  of  opinion  or  of  expert  evidence.  In  that 
case  the  award  of  the  weekly  payment  was  made 
upon  the  basis  that  the  average  weekly  earnings  of 
the  workman  before  the  accident  were  30g.  a  week, 
as  stated  by  him  in  his  particulars,  the  employers 
not  having  takeu  the  steps  necessary  to  entitle 
them  to  dispute  that  statement,  and  oeing  there- 
fore precluded  from  proving  that  his  average 
earnings  were  really  much  less.  There  was  no 
appeal,  but  the  employers  subsequently  applied 
for  a  review  of  the  weekly  payment,  really  upon 
the  ground  that  the  average  weekly  earnings  were 
much  less  than  had  been  stated  at  the  first 
hearing.  It  was  decided  that  the  employers 
were  estopped  from  doiying  that  the  average 


weekly  earnings  were  not  as  proved  by  the  work- 
man at  the  first  hearing ;  and  that,  as  there  had 
been  no  change  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
since  the  weekly  payment  was  awarded,  the 
application  could  not  be  entertained.  That  was 
not  the  case  of  an  application  to  review  the 
weekly  payment  upon  the  ground  that  subsequent 
experience  showed  that  a  decision  founded  upon 
the  evidence  of  experts  was  Wrong.  Here  the 
application  appears  to  be  made  upon  the  ground 
that  evidence  can  now  be  given  to  show  that  it 
has  been  proved  by  the  test  of  subsequent  experi- 
ment that  the  workman  is  in  fact  incapacitated 
for  work.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  in  this 
case  there  is  not  such  a  change  of  circumstances 
as  to  justify  an  application  for  a  review  of  the 
weekly  payment  by  the  County  Court  judge.  I  do 
not  think  that  the  decision  in  Crossfield  artd  8on$ 
V.  Tanian  {vM  sup.)  is  any  authority  for  saying  that 
in  a  case  like  this,  where  the  opinion  of  the 
County  Court  judge  founded  upon  the  evidenoe 
of  experts  is  shown  by  subsequent  experiment 
to  he  wrong,  there  cannot  be  an  application  to 
review  the  weekly  payments  because  the  work- 
man's condition  is  really  the  same  as  it  was  at 
the  time  of  the  first  hearing.  If  that  were  so,  I 
think  that  great  injustice  might  be  done.  There 
is  nothing  to  be  found  in  the  Act  to  that  effect. 
It  seems  to  me  that,  within  the  principle  of  the  deci- 
sion in  Crossfield  and  Sons  v.  Tanian  {itbi  tup.), 
when  examined,  there  is  such  a  change  of  circum- 
stances alleged  here  as  to  justify  an  application  for 
review,  subsequent  experiment  having  shown  that 
in  fact  the  previous  opinion  was  wrong.  When 
fairly  considered,  I  think  that  the  written  notes 
of  the  grounds  for  review,  put  forward  bv  the 
plaintiffs  counsel,  do  suggest  evidence  of  new 
facts  and  evidence  of  new  circumstances  which 
could  be  given,  particularly  the  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  had  been  repeatedly  refused  work  on 
account  of  his  incapacity,  which  would  justify  a 
review  of  the  weekly  payment  under  clause  12  of 
the  1st  schedule  to  the  Act.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  this  case  must  g^  back  to  the  County  Court 
judge  to  hear  the  application,  and  to  hear  the 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  workman.  This  appeal 
must  therefore  be  allowed. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  doctrine  of  res  judicata  is  reasonable  when 
there  has  been  a  formal  inquiry  and  an  issue 
distinctly  raised  as  to  facts  in  an  action  or  other 
legal  proceeding.  It  would,  however,  I  think  be 
unreasonable  to  apply  that  rule  to  an  inquiry  of 
this  kind  as  to  a  workman's  state  of  health,  which 
proceeded  upon  the  evidence  of  experts  when  the 
actual  facts  could  not  be  ascertained.  It  is 
not   the   same   as   the  case   in    which   a   dis- 

Snted  fact  has,  upon  conflicting  evidence,  been 
etermined  after  a  triaL  The  effect  of  the 
argument  on  behalf  of  the  employers  is  that, 
although  fresh  symptoms  may  appear  after  the 
first  hearing,  the  condition  of  the  workman  still 
remains  the  same  as  it  was,  and  there  can  be  no 
review.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  precludes 
a  further  inquiry  when,  after  the  first  hearing, 
fresh  symptoms  of  incapacity  for  work  have 
shown  themselves.  Expei-t  witnesses  may  say 
that  in  their  opinion,  upon  the  symptoms  then 
appearing,  the  workman  is  not  m  a  condition 
wiiich  incapacitates  him  for  work,  and  the  County 
Court  judg^  may  so  decide.    That  question  may. 
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howeiver,  be  solved,  by  aubseqaent  experiment, 
and  the  workman  may  make  tne  experiment  by 
tiyiiiK  to  get  work  and  to  work,  witn  the  result 
tlikt  he  is  shown  to  be  in  fact  incapacitated  for 
work.  It  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  most  nnfair  if, 
in  a  ease  of  that  kind,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
were  applied  to  prevent  a  workman  from  applying 
for  a  review.  I  think  that  the  plaLntift  is  entitled 
to  have  the  inquiry  for  which  he  has  applied 
to  the  Comity  Coart  judge.  Further,  at  the 
original  hearing  the  County  Court  judge  did  not 
treat  the  matter  in  such  a  way  as  to  show  that  he 
intended  that  the  question  should  be  retjudieata. 
The  County  Court  judge  then  said  :  "  This  is  a 
difficult  case,  but  I  think  that  I  am  bound  to 
eome  to  the  conclusion  on  the  weight  of  the 
medical  evidence  that  I  will  reduce  the  amount 
to  the  nominal  sum  of  one  penny  per  week.  Mr. 
Thompson,  the  door  is  still  open  to  yon  to  come 
^;ain.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  quite  plain 
that  this  case  must  go  back  to  the  County 
Court  judge  to  hear  the  application  of  the 
workman. 

Cozbnb-Habdy,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  have  nothing  to  add.  ^^^^  „„^^ 

Solicitors    for    the    appellant,     Chriffiih     and 
Qardiner. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  William  Surd 
and  Son, 


Jan.  12  and  13. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Mathbw  and 

Cozen  b-Habdt,  L.J  J.) 

Nbaqlb  v.  NrsoN's  Navigation  Oompant. 

Edwasdb  v.  Gubst,  Keen,  and  Xettlbfolds; 

HiATT  V.  Same,  (a) 
appeal  ttndbb  the  wobkmbn's  coupbnsation 

ACT  1897. 
Employer  and  workman — Injury  bv  aeeident — 
Compen$ation — Workman  in  receipt  of  weekly 
paymenta — Mediecd  examincUion  of  toorhnan — 
Examination  by  employer'e  doctor— Befutal  by 
workman  of  fiirther  examination  by  medical 
referee — Su»pen«o»  of  weekly  payments — Bight 
of  workman  to  arbitration — Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  1897  (60  &  61  Viet.  e.  Si),sehed.  1, 
datue  11. 
A  workman  in  receipt  of  weekly  payments  by  way 
of  eompenaation  under  the  Workmen's  Com. 
pensation  Act  1897,  who  hcu  of  th«  request  of 
the  employer,  under  clause  11  of  the  1st 
schedule  to  the  Act,  submitted  to  examination  by 
the  employer's  doctor,  cannot  be  required  by  the 
employer  to  submit  to  a  further  examination  by 
a  medical  referee  appointed  under  the  Act,  and 
he  may,  if  the  employer  suspends  the  weekly 
payments,  proceed  to  arbitration  under  the  Act. 

Appeals  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  case  from 
the  order  of  the  County  Court  judge  at  Merthyr 
Tydfil,  and  of  the  defendants  in  the  other  two 
cases  from  orders  of  the  County  Court  judge  at 
Pontypool,  in  proceedings  for  compensation  under 
the  'Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  Neagle  was  injured  by  accident 
arisins  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment by  the  defendants. 

(a)  B«poctad  hj  J.  H.  Wiluaks,  Eaq.,  Bunster-at-Lftw. 


Neagle  duly  gave  notice  of  this  injury  to  the 
defen£ints,  and  for  some  time  they  made  weekly 
payments  to  him  by  way  of  compensation. 

The  defendants  subsequently  required  him  to 
submit  himself  for  examination  by  a  medical 
practitioner  appointed  by  them,  under  clajse  11 
of  the  Ist  schedule  to  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act  1897. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Yiot.  o.  37)  provides,  by  the  1st  schedule : 

(11)  Any  workman  teoeiTuig  weeUy  payments  under 
this  Aot  ahall,  if  so  required  by  the  employer,  or  bj 
any  penon  by  whom  the  employer  ia  entitled  under  this 
Aot  to  be  indemnified,  from  time  to  time  sabmit  himself 
for  examination  by  a  dnly  qaalifled  medical  praotitioner 
provided  and  paid  by  the  employer,  or  anah  other 
pereon  ;  bat,  if  the  workman  objects  to  an  examination 
by  that  medical  praotitioner,  or  ia  diaaatiafied  by  the 
oertifioate  ot  anoh  praotitioner  npon  hie  oondition  when 
oommonloated  to  him,  he  may  anbmit  himaelf  for 
examination  to  one  of  the  medical  practitioners 
appointed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Aot,  as  mentioned  in 
the  eeoond  achednle  to  thia  Act,  and  the  oertifioate  of 
that  medical  praotitioner  aa  to  the  condition  of  the 
workman  at  the  time  of  the  examination  ahall  be 
given  to  the  employer  and  workman,  and  ahall  be  oon- 
dosive  evidence  of  that  oondition.  If  the  workman 
refnaes  to  anbmit  himself  to  anch  examination,  or  in 
any  way  obatmota  the  aame,  hia  right  to  anoh  weekly 
paymenta  shall  be  anapended  until  each  examination  haa 
taken  place. 

Neagle  did  submit  himself  for  examination  by 
the  medical  practitioner  provided  by  the  defen- 
dants, who  pronounced  him  to  be  recovered  and 
fit  for  work,  and  made  a  certificate  to  that  effect. 

The  defendants  communicated  to  Neagle  the 
effect  of  the  certificate,  and  gave  him  notice  that, 
if  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  certificate,  he 
might  submit  himself  for  examination  by  one  of 
the  medical  practitioners  appointed  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Aot,  and  that,  if  he  did  not  do  so,  the 
weekly  payments  would  be  suspended. 

Neagle  did  not  submit  himself  for  examination 
by  such  a  medical  referee,  and  the  defendants  dis- 
continued the  weekly  payments. 

Neagle  then  commenced  proceedings  to  recover 
compensation  under  the  Act  by  filmg  a  request 
for  arbitration. 

The  defendants  then  applied  for  a  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings in  the  arbitration  until  he  had  been 
examined  by  a  medical  referee,  under  rule  50  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Rules. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Rules  provide : 
Bale  50  (1).  In  any  case  in  which  an  arbitration  is 
pending,  or  an  award  haa  been  made  or  a  memorandum 
recorded^  or  a  certificate  given,  and  the  employer  or 
any  peraon  by  whom  the  employer  ia  entitled  to  be 
indemnified  alleges  that  the  workman  who  claima  or 
has  been  awarded  oompensation  refnaea  to  submit  him- 
aelf for  examination  in  aooordanoe  with  par.  3  or  p«r,  11 
of  the  firat  sohednle  to  the  Aot,  or  obttmota  aach 
examination,  anch  employer  or  other  person  may  apply  to 
the  judge  or  arbitrator  to  atay  proceedings  in  the  arbi- 
tration, or  to  aoapend  the  weekly  payments  awarded 
until  anoh  examination  haa  taken  place. 

The  County  Court  judge  decided  in  favour  of 
the  defendants,  and  made  an  order  staying  the 
proceeding  in  the  arbitration. 

The  plaintiff  Neagle  appealed. 

In  the  other  two  cases,  which  were  heard  before 
a  different  County  Court  judge,  the  facts  were 
ramilar  to  those  in  the  first  case,  but  the  jcdga 


Digitized  by 


Google 


50-Vol.  xc] 

THE 

LAW 

TIMES 

iMuch  12,  1904. 

App.] 

NlAOLI V 

Nixon 

B  NATiaA.TiON  Go. — Edwards  v. 

GUBBT, 

&C. 

;  HiATT  V.  SamB. 

[App. 

decided  in  favour  of  tlie  plaintifb,  and  refnsed  to 
stay  the  prooeedinfjs. 
The  defendants  in  these  two  cases  appealed. 

8.  T.  Evaru,  KG.,  Rhy  WiUiamt,  and  /. 
Bankey  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  case. — The 
decision  of  the  GoontT  Goart  judge  was  wrong. 
The  proper  oonsbraotion  of  clanse  11  of  the  Ist 
schfldnle  to  the  Act  is  that  the  workman  mast,  at 
the  request  of  the  emplover,  submit  to  be  eramined 
bj  the  employer's  medical  praotitiooer,  with  an 
option  of  being  examined  instead  bv  a  medical 
referee  appointed  onder  the  Act  if  he  objects  to 
the  employer's  medical  practitioner,  and  with  the 
further  option  of  appealing  from  the  certificate  of 
the  employer's  medical  practitioner  to  a  medical 
referee.  The  words  at  the  end  of  clause  11,  "  if 
the  workman  refuses  to  submit  himself  to  such 
examination,"  there  dearly  refer  to  a  refusal  to 
be  examined  either  by  the  employer's  doctor, 
or  by  a  medical  referee.  The  examination  by 
a  medical  referee  is  purely  optional  on  the 
part  of  the  workman ;  the  only  examination  to 
which  the  employer  can  require  the  workman 
to  submit  is  an  examination  by  the  employer's 
doctor ;  and,  therefore,  that  is  the  only  exami- 
nation to  which  the  workman  can  "  refuse " 
to  submit.  The  certificate  of  the  employer's 
doctor  is  not  made  conclasive  in  any  way ;  it 
is  not  even  made  evidence.  If  the  cont«aition 
of  the  employers  is  correct,  the  result  would 
be  that,  when  the  employer  has  required  the  work- 
man to  be  examined  by  the  employer's  doctor,  the 
workman  will  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  arbitra- 
tion, because  he  must  then  be  examined  by  a 
medical  referee,  whose  certificate  is  conclusive. 
The  suspension  of  the  weekly  payments  is  only  to 
take  efFect  if  the  workman  refuses  to  submit  to 
any  examination  at  all.  In  this  case  the  workman 
did  submit  to  examination  by  the  employer's 
doctor,  and  therefore  rule  50  of  the  Workmen's 
Gompensation  Rules  does  not  apply.  This  ques- 
tion has  been  decided  in  two  recent  cases  in  Scot- 
land. In  DavidKon  v.  Summerlee  and  Moss  End 
Iron  and  Sieel  Company  (5  Fraser,  991)  the  point 
was  decided  in  favour  of  the  employer,  one  of  the 
judges  (Lord  Young)  dissenting ;  but  in  Niddrie 
and  Benhar  Coal  Company  v.  McKay  (40  Sc. 
L.  Hep.  798)  it  was  decided  in  favour  of  the 
workman.  The  reasoning  of  the  dissenting  judge 
in  the  former  case,  and  of  the  judgments  in  the 
latter  case,  appears  to  be  unanswerable  and  con- 
clusive. 

Asguith,  E.G.  and  /.  Sankey  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  other  cases,  supported  the  above  argument. 

HcUdane,  K.G.,  Ruegg,  K.G.,  and  Anton  Parsons 
for  the  defendants  in  all  the  cases. — The  decision 
of  the  County  Court  judge  in  the  first  case  was 
right  The  question  is  simply  one  of  construction 
of  clanse  11  in  the  1st  schedule.  The  Act  pro- 
vides, by  olause  12  of  the  1st  schedule,  that  any 
weekly  payment  may,  on  review,  be  ended, 
diminished,  or  increased.  The  provisions  of 
clause  11  are  intended  to  enable  the  employer  to 
obtain  information  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
weekly  payments  ended  or  diminished.  If  he 
requires  the  workman  to  be  examined  by  his 
doctor  and  the  workman  refuses,  the  payments 
will  be  suspended ;  if  the  workman  chooses  to  be 
examined  by  a  medical  referee  his  certificate  is 
conclusive ;  equally  if  the  workman  refuses  to  be 
bound  by  the  certificate  of  the  employer's  doctor 


the  employer  must  have  an  option  to  require  the 
workman  to  be  examined  by  a  medical  referee. 
The  meaning  of  the  words  at  the  end  of  clause  11, 
"if  the  workman  refuses  to  submit  himself  to 
such  examination,"  is  that  if  the  workman  refuses 
any  examination,  or  refuses  on  request  of  the 
the  employer  to  be  examined  by  a  medical  referee, 
the  weMly  payments  shall  be  suspended.  If  the 
workman  chooses  to  take  bis  case  before  a 
medical  referee  the  certificate  is  conclusive  on  the 
employer.  It  would  be  strange  if  it  were  entirely 
at  the  option  of  the  workman  to  get  or  not  to  get 
a  certificate  conclusive  on  the  employer.  'The 
intention  of  the  Act  is  that  this  question  with 
regard  to  the  condition  of  the  workman  from 
time  to  time  might  be  settled  speedily  and  cheaply 
by  a  medical  referee  instead  of  by  arbitration 
proceedings. 

GoLUNB,    M.R. — It  seems    to    me   that    this 
point  lies  within  a  very  short  compass.    The  case 
arises  thus :   A  workman    was   injured  while  in 
the  employment  of  the  defendants,  and  by  agree- 
ment compensation  was  paid  to  him  by  the  defen- 
dants for  some  time  after  the  accident.    Then 
the  employers,  thinking  that  the  workman  had 
reooverad,  required  him  to  submit  himself  for 
examination  by  their  medical  practitioner.    The 
workman   did  submit  to  such  an  examination, 
and  was  pronounced  to  be   fit  for   work.    The 
employers  thereupon  gave  him  notice  that  they 
would  not  pay  compensation  any  longer.      The 
workman  then  took  these  proceedings  to  recover 
compensation  under  the  Act,  and  the  employers 
applied  to  the  judge,  under  rule  50  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Rules  and  clause  11  of  the 
1st  schedule  of  the  Act,  to  stay  proceedings  in 
the    arbitration    until    the    workman  had   been 
examined  by  a  medical  referee  appointed  under 
the  Act.    The  question  is  whether,  having  regard 
to  tho  terms  of  clause  11,  it  is  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  right  of  the  workman  to  have  com- 
pensation assessed  under  the  Act  that  he  shall 
submit  himself   for  examination  by   a    medical 
referee  appointed  under  the  Act.      That  question 
turns  upon  the  proper  construction  of  clause  11. 
Perhaps  it  is  desirable  to  refer  first  to  the  pro- 
visions of  clause  3 '  of  the  Ist  schedule,  which 
provides  that  where  a  workman  has  given  notice 
of  an  accident  he  shall,  if  so   required  by  the 
employer,  submit  himself  for  examination  by  a 
medical  man  provided  and  paid  by  the  employer, 
and  that,  if  he  refuses  to  submit  to  such  examina- 
tion, his  right  to  compensation  and  any  proceed- 
ing under  this  Act  in  relation  to  compensation 
shall  be  suspended  until  such  examination  takes 
place.    Then   we  come  to  clause  11,  the  clause 
now    in    question,   which    provides    that    "  Any 
workman  receiving  weekly  payments  under  this 
Act  shall,  if  so  required  by  the  employer     .     .     . 
from  time  to  time  submit  himself  for  examina- 
tion by  a  duly  qualified  medical  practitioner  pro- 
vided and  paid  by  the  employer."     That  clause 
presupposes  that  the  workman  is  in  receipt  of  a 
weekly  payment  eitht'r  by  agreement  or  under 
an  award,  and  so  far  it  imposes  a  compulsory 
obligation  upon  the  workman,  subject  to  certain 
consequences  in  case  of  refusal,  to  submit  to 
examination  by  a  medical  man  appointed  by  the 
employer.      Then    follow    certain    qualifications 
upon  that  compulsory  obligation  in  these  terms  : 
"  But  if  the  workman  objects  to  an  examination 
by  that  medical  practitioner,  or  is  dissatisfied  by 
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the  certificate  of  anch  practitioner  upon  his  con- 
dition when  communicated  to  him,  he  may 
submit  himself  for  examination  to  one  oi  the 
medical  practitioners  appointed  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act,"  whose  certificate  shall  be  conclusive 
eTidence  of  the  condition  of  the  workman. 
Then  the  clause  provides  that  "  if  the  workman 
refuses  to  submit  to  such  examination  .  .  .  his 
right  to  such  weekly  payment  shall  be  suspended 
until  sttch  examination  has  taken  place."  It 
was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  employers  that 
"  such  examination  "  means  the  examination  by 
the  medical  referee  appointed  under  the  Act,  and 
that,  therefore,  if  the  workman  refuses  to  submit 
to  that  examination  his  right  to  receive  com- 
pensation is  suspended  until  that  examination 
takes  place.  The  County  Court  judge  accepted 
that  Tiew  of  clause  11  and  acted  upon  it.  In  my 
opinion,  when  the  whole  clause  is  read  together, 
it  appears  clearly  that  that  is  not  the  right  view. 
The  sanction  at  the  end  of  the  clause  is  addressed 
to  a  person  who  has  refused  to  do  something 
which  some  other  person  has  a  right  to  require 
him  to  do.  The  only  examination  which  the 
employer  has  a  right  to  insist  upon  is  an  exami- 
nation by  a  memcal  man  prorided  and  paid 
by  him ;  that  is  the  only  compulsion  imposed 
npon  the  workman,  subject  to  this  qualification, 
that  the  workman  may  substitute  something  else 
if  he  dislikes  that  medical  practitioner  or  is  dis- 
satisfied with  his  decision,  in  which  case  he  may 
submit  to  examination  by  a  medical  referee,  and, 
if  he  does  so,  the  certificate  of  the  medical 
referee  as  to  the  workman's  condition  is  binding 
upon  both  parties.  If  he  chooses  to  do  so,  the 
workman  takes  that  risk,  but  that  is  not  com- 
pulsory upon  him  in  any  way.  In  this  case  the 
workman  has  submitted  to  the  onlv  thing  to 
which  he  was  bound  to  submit,  and  ne  has  not 
taken  the  other  choice.  To  hold  that  "  such  " 
examination  means  examination  by  a  medical 
referee  because  the  word  "  such "  must  refer  to 
the  last  antecedent,  would,  it  seems  to  me,  be  to 
substitute  a  highly  technical  interpretation  of  the 
-clause  for  that  which  is  its  plain  and  obvious 
meaning.  It  is  not  necessary  in  all  cases  to  take 
the  last  antecedent.  In  this  clause,  taking  it  as 
a  whole,  it  is  obrious  that  the  examination  to 
which  the  last  part  of  the  clause  refers  is  that 
examination  to  which  the  workman  is  bound  to 
submit.  Many  other  clauses  and  rules  have 
been  referred  to  in  argument,  but  I  think  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  ^  through  them.  This 
point  has,  in  my  opmion,  been  conclusively 
and  satisfactorily  dealt  with  by  Lord  Young,  in 
Davidson  ▼.  Summerlee  and  Mom  End  Iron 
and  Steel  Company  (5  Fraser,  991),  and  by  aU 
the  judges  in  Niddrie  and  Benhar  Coal  Com- 
pany v.  McKay  (40  Sc.  L.  Bep.  798),  and  I 
think  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  now  to 
say  more  than  that  I  entirely  agree  with  those 
judgments.  This  appeal  must,  therefore,  be 
allowed,  and  the  appeals  in  the  other  two  cases 
must  be  dismissed. 

Hatkbw,  L.J.  —  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  case  for  the  employers  has  been  argued  with 
great  ingenuity  in  the  face  of  the  judgments  in  the 
Scotch  cases  which  have  been  cited.  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  only  necessary  to  read  through  clause  II 
of  the  1st  schedule  to  see  what  it  means.  It  is 
contended  on  behalf  of  the  employers  that  it  is  a 
eondition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  workman 


to  receive  compensation  that  he  shall  submit  him- 
self for  examination  by  "  one  of  the  medical  prac- 
titioners appointed  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act," 
and  that  when  he  has  done  so  the  certificate  of 
that  medical  practitioner  is  conclusive  and  the 
workman  cannot  go  into  court.  Where  is  that  to 
be  found  in  the  ActP  Clanse  11  of  the  Ist 
schedule  provides,  in  the  first  part,  that  the 
workman  shall,  if  so  required,  submit  to  examina- 
tion by  the  medical  practitioner  provided  by  the 
employer,  and  then  provides  at  the  end  that  if  he 
refuses  to  submit  to  such  examination  the  weekly 
payments  shall  be  suspended.  It  is  contended  for 
the  employers  that  the  second  part  of  the  clause 
is  compulsory,  but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clearly 
optional  on  the  part  of  the  workman  to  be 
examined  by  a  medical  referee.  The  words  at 
the  end  of  the  clause  are :  "  If  the  workman 
refuses  to  submit  himself  to  such  examination." 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  that  that  refers  to  the 
examination  by  the  medical  practitioner  provided 
by  the  employer  to  which  the  clause  requires  the 
workman  to  submit.  I  agree  with  the  reasons 
given  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  that  the 
appeal  of  the  workman  must  be  allowed. 

Oozbns-Hasdt,  L.J. — I  entirely  agree,  and  will 
add  only  a  few  words.  A  workman  cannot  be 
said  to  refuse  to  submit  to  an  examination  which 
is  optional  on  his  part.  Upon  the  fair  construc- 
tion of  clause  11  I  think  that  the  employer 
cannot  require  a  workman,  who  has  been  examined 
by  the  employer's  doctor,  to  submit  to  a  further 
examination  by  the  medical  referee.  The  words 
"such  examination"  prima,  facie  mean  one 
examination  only,  and  that  is  the  examination 
by  the  employer's  doctor  to  which  the  workman 
is  required  to  submit. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  case  allowed ; 

appecUs  of  the  defendants  in  the  other  cases 

dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff  Neagle,  MiddeU  and 

Co.,  for   Walter  Morgan,  Bruce,  and  Nicholas, 

Pontypridd. 

Solicitors  for  the  other  plaintiffs,  Metcalfe  and 
Sharpe,  for  T.  8.  Edwards,  Newport,  Mon. 

Solicitor  for  aU  the  defendants,  S.  P.  Becker, 
for  Simons  and  Powell,  Pontypridd. 


Monday,  Jan.  25. 
(Before  Oollinb,  M.B.  and  Boheb,  L.J.) 

BBATruoNT  V.  Katb  and  anothbb.  (a) 
appeal  fboh  the  kino's  bench  division. 
Husband  and  wife — Tort  of  wife — Action  against 
husband  and  wife — Defence — Different  defencfs 
by  husband  and  wife  —  Practice  —  Married 
Women's  Property  Act  1882  (45  <i&  46  Vvi. 
c.  75),  «.  1  (2)— Order  XXIL,  r.  1. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  from  a  husband 
and  wife  for  a  lihel  alleged  to  have  been  puib- 
lished  by  the  wife,  if  the  husband  pleads  a  pay- 
ment into  court  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaiiUiff't 
claim,  the  wife  cannot  plead  a  defence  denying 
liability. 

Appeal  of  the    defendants   from    an  order  of 

Bncknill,  J.  at  chambers  directing  part  of  the 

defence  to  be  struck  ont. 

(•)  Baponed  b;  J.  B   WiLUAua,  Em).,  Barrlitar4t-L»w. 
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The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  i«oovtjr 
from  the  defendants,  who  were  husband  and  «ife, 
damages  for  a  libel  alleged  to  have  been  written 
and  published  bv  the  wife. 

The  plaintiff  bj  his  statement  of  claim  alleged 
that  the  male  defendant  was  the  husband  of  the 
female  defendant;  and  that  the  female  defen- 
dant had  written  and  published  a  letter  which 
was  defamatorr  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  he  claimed 
damages  from  both  defendants  generally. 

One  defence  was  delivered  by  the  defendants ; 
the  husband  pleaded  that,  so  far  as  he  was  liable 
as  the  husband  of  the  other  defendant,  he  paid 
the  sum  of  52.  into  court  as  snfScient  to  satisfy 
the  plaintiff's  claim  ;  and  the  wife  denied  that 
she  had  published  the  alleged  defamatory  letter. 

The  Married  Women's  Property  Act  1882  (45 
&  46  Yict.  c.  75)  provides : 

Seot.  1  (2).  A  married  woman  thail  be  ospable  of 
entericg  into  and  rendering  faeraelf  liable  in  reipect 
of  and  to  tbe  extent  ot  her  separate  property 
on  any  oontraot  and  of  cuing  and  being  aned, 
either  in  oontraot  or  in  tort,  or  otherwise,  in  all 
reapeota  as  if  ahe  were  a  feme  sole,  and  b«r  bnaband 
need  not  be  joined  with  her  as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or 
be  made  a  part;  to  any  action  or  other  legal  prooeedicg 
brought  by  or  taken  againat  her ;  and  any  damagea  or 
ooats  reoovered  by  her  in  any  tnoh  action  or  other  pro- 
oeediog  shall  be  her  separate  property  ;  and  any  damages 
or  coata  reoorered  against  her  in  any  anoh  action  or 
proceeding  ahall  be  payable  oat  of  her  aeparate  property 
and  not  otherwiie. 

The  Bales  of  the  Supreme  Ooort,  Order  XXII., 
provide : 

Bole  1.  Where  any  action  'is  broaght  to  reoover  a 
dtbt  or  damage*,  or  in  an  Admiralty  action,  any  defen- 
dant may,  before  or  at  4  he  time  of  delivering  hia  defence, 
or  at  any  later  time  by  leave  of  the  oonrt  or  a  jndge, 
pay  into  oonrt  a  anm  of  money  by  way  of  aatiafaction, 
which  ahall  be  taken  to  admit  the  claim  or  oanae  of 
action  in  respect  of  which  the  payment  is  made  ;  or  he 
may,  with  a  defence  denying  liability  (except  in  actions 
or  connter-olaima  for  libel  or  alander),  pay  money  into 
oonrt  which  ahall  be  tnbjeot  to  the  provisions  of  rule  6. 

The  plaintiff  applied  for  an  order  striking  out 
all  the  paragraphs  of  the  defence  except  that  in 
which  the  husband  pleaded  the  payment  into 
court. 

The  district  registrar  refused  to  make  an  order, 
bnt,  on  appeal,  an  order  was  made  by  Backnill,  J. 
at  chambers  striking  out  all  the  defence  except 
the  plea  of  payment  into  court. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

T.  P.  Perks  for  the  appellants. — The  learned 
jndge  was  wrong  in  ordering  to  be  struck  out 
that  part  of  the  defence  which  was  set  up  by 
the  wife.  There  are  two  separate  and  distinct 
defendants  to  this  action,  and  each  of  them  is 
entitled  to  set  up  such  a  defence  as  seems  right 
to  each.  The  husband  is  liable  for  the  tort  of 
the  wife,  and  the  wife  is  also  personally  liable 
for  her  own  tort.  The  Married  Women's  Pro- 
perty Act  1882,  by  sect.  1  (2),  has  not  in  any  way 
altered  the  personal  liability  of  the  wife  for  her  own 
tort ;  it  has  only  made  the  wife  liable  to  be  sued 
without  her  husband  being  joined,  and  has  made 
her  liable  to  satisfy  tbe  damages  out  of  her 
separate  estate : 

£arl«   V.   Kivgieote,  83   L.   T.  Bep.   377;   (1900) 
2  Ch.  585. 

The  liability  of  the  wife  always  was  a  personal 


liability  at  common  law,  which  survived  after  the 
death  of  her  husband  ;  and  an  action  against 
husband  and  wife  did  not  abate  upon  the  death  of 
the  husband  : 

Capel  V.  PoweU,  17  C.  B.  N.  8.  748. 
The  disability  of  the  wife  by  reason  of  whioh  she 
could  not  be  sued  without  her  husband  being 
joined  was  only  a  matter  of  procedure,  and,  being 
personally  liable,  she  could  formerly  have  been 
taken  under  a  writ  of  ea.  ta.  upon  a  judgment 
against  her  husband  and  herself : 

Weldon  v.  Wirulovi,  51  L.  T.  Bep.  643 ;  13  Q.  B. 
Div.  784 ; 

Beott  V.  MorUy,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  919|;  20  Q.  [B.  Div. 
120. 
The  wife  is  now  liable  to  satisfy  the  damages  out 
of  her  separate  estate,  and  therefore'she  is  entitled 
to  defend  separately  in  respect  of  her  separate 
estate.  There  will  be  two  judgments,  one  against 
the  husband  personally,  and  the  other  against 
the  wife  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate.  They 
must  both  be  served  with  the  writ  (Order  IX., 
T.  3) ;  and  each  of  them  must  enter  an  appear- 
ance. Order  XXII.,  r.  1,  provideB  that  "any 
defendant  "  may  pay  money  into  court  in  satis- 
faction of  the  plaintiffs  claim.  That  plainly 
means  that  any  one  of  several  persons  who  are 
sued  jointly  may  pay  money  into  court;  and 
therefore  one  of  these  two  defendants  is  entitled 
to  take  that  course,  and  tbe  other  may  set  up 
any  other  defence  denying  liability. 

/.  A.  Compaion,  for  the  respondent,  was  not 
called  upon  to  argue. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  see  no  ground  for  interfering 
with  the  order  of  tbe  learned  judge  in  this  case. 
I  think  that  the  case  is  quite  plain  when  once 
we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  this  is  the  old 
common-law  action  of  tort  in  which  the  husband 
is  joined  as  a  defendant,  and  that  the  old  rules 
as  to  joining  the  husband  in  an  aotion  for  a 
tort  committed  by  the  wife  are  still  subsisting. 
It  was  at  one  time  suggested  in  a  well-known 
text-book  that  the  effect  of  the  Married  Women's 
Property  Act  1882  was  to  do  away  with  the  hus- 
band's liability  for  the  torts  of  his  wife,  and  to 
make  the  action  one  against  the  wife  alone  in 
reepeot  of  her  separate  property.  That  question 
was  rused  in  the  case  of  Seroka  v.  Kaitenburg 
(54  L.  T.  Bep.  649 ;  17  Q.  B.  Div.  177),  where 
Mathew  and  Smith,  JJ.,  in  a  Divisional  Court, 
held  that  the  Act  did  not  do  away  with  the 
liability  of  a  husband  for  his  wife's  wrongful  acts, 
and  that  the  husbfind  and  wife  might  still  be  sued 
jointly  for  those  act^.  The  point  was  later 
brought  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Earle  v. 
Kingaeote  (83  L.  T.  Bep.  377 ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  585), 
and  it  was  there  held  that  the  earlier  case  of 
Seroka  v.  Kaitet^urg  (uM  tup.)  had  been  riijhtly 
decided.  Therefore  the  old  common- law  action 
against  the  husband  and  wife  jointly  in  respect  of 
a  tort  of  the  wife  still  subsiste.  The  present 
action  is  caiefuUy  so  framed.  It  is  an  action  for 
damages  for  a  tort  of  the  wife,  and  the  husbsnd 
is  Rimply  joined  as  a  defendant.  There  is  no 
claim  made  under  the  Married  Women's  Property 
Act  1882  against  the  wife  in  respect  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate.  The  action  is  simply  in  respect  of 
the  joint  liability  of  tbe  husband  and  wife.  There 
ia  one  tort  only.  The  defence  pleads  a  payment 
into  court  by  the  husband.  That  is,  in  this  case, 
an  admission  of  liability  on  behalf  of  both  bus- 
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band  and  wife,  and  it  ia  inoompatiblu  with  the 
other  defence  set  up  by  the  wife  that  there  was 
no  pablication  of  the  alleged  libel.  The  learned 
judge,  therefore,  was  qnite  right  in  ordering  to 
be  atmok  oat  that  part  of  the  defence  whioh  was 
incompatible  with  the  pa;  ment  into  court.  This 
appeaC  therefore,  fails,  aad  mast  be  dismissed. 

RoMER,  L.J. — I  agree.  This  being  an  action 
in  the  old  common-law  form  against  husband  and 
wife  jointly  for  the  tort  of  the  wife,  there  cannot 
be  separate  judgments  against  the  husband  and 
against  the  wife.  The  husband  is  liable  and  is 
sued  only  because  he  is  the  husband  of  the  other 
defendant.  There  can  be  but  one  judgment 
against  the  two.  The  husband  is  entitled  to  say 
that  there  shall  not  be  any  judgment  against  him 
and  his  wife  except  upon  the  defence  which  he 
chooses  to  put  in.  If  the  contention  of  the  appel- 
lants were  right,  this  carious  result  might  follow, 
that  a  defence  might  be  put  in  by  the  husband 
and  judgment  go  against  both  husband  and  wife 
upon  thatdefence,  and  another  judgment  be  given 
upon  the  separate  defence  set  up  by  the  wife. 
This  is  the  ordinary  common-law  action,  whioh 
must  proceed  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  therefore 
there  can  be  only  one  defence  and  one  judgment. 
I  agree,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  must  be  dis- 
misaea.  Appeal  ditmiased. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Chester,  Broome, 
and  OrifUhet,  for  Craven  and  Clegg,  Leeds. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Hamlin,  Chrammer, 
and  Hamlin,  for  H.  B.  Cousini,  Leeds. 


Monday,  Jan.  25. 

(Before  Goujmb,  liLB.  and  Bombk,  L.J.) 

Shbade   v.  Wotheston  Babytes  and  Lead 

MiNINO  COMPANT  LlUITBD.    (a) 
APPEAL   FBOM   THE    KINO'S   BENCH   DIVISION. 

Practice — Remitting  action  to  County  Court — 
Claim  on  terit  exceeding  1002. — Amendment  of 
writ — Claim  reduced  to  gum  not  exceeding  100/. 
—Juriidiclion  to  remit — County  Courte  Act  1888 
(51  *  52  Vict.  e.  43),  ».  65. 

Where  in  an  action  of  contract  brought  in  the  High 
Court  the  claim  indorsed  on  the  writ  in  the  first 
inttarue  exceeds  1001.,  but  the  utrit  is  subse- 
quently amended  and  the  claim  reduced  to  a  sum 
not  exceeding  1002.,  there  is  jurisdiction  to  order 
th«  action  to  be  tried  in  a  County  Court  under 
sect.  65  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888. 

Appeal  of  the  defendants  from  an  order  of 
BnclcniU,  J.  at  chambers  ordering  the  action  to 
be  tried  in  a  County  Court. 

The  plaintiff,  by  the  claim  originally  indorsed 
upon  the  writ,  claimed  the  sum  of  1392.  from  the 
defendants  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

The  defendants  set  up  the  defence  that  the 
claim  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  plaintiff  then  applied  at  chambers  for  an 
order  giving  him  leave  to  amend  the  writ  by 
striking  out  ail  the  items  of  his  claim  except  one 
item  amounting  to  242.,  and  also  for  an  order  that 
the  action  should  be  tried  in  the  County  Court, 
under  sect.  65  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888. 

The  master   made    an   order  giving  leave  to 

(a)  3«potMd  b7  J.  H.  Wnj.ltm,  Eiq.,  BuTl«ter«t-L«w. 


amend  the  writ,  bat  refused  to  order  the  actioa 
to  be  tried  in  the  County  Court. 

The  County  Courts  Act  1888  (51  &  52  Vict, 
c.  43)  provides  : 

Seot.  65.  Where  in  an;  action  of  oontraot  bioagbc  ia 
the  Higfh  Court  the  olum  indorsed  on  the  writ  doea  not 
ezoeed  one  handred  ponnds,  or  where  snoh  olaim,  ih.  Ufh 
it  originally  exoeeded  one  hnndred  poaada,  ia  redcaed  t>y 
payment,  an  admitted  set-off,  or  otherwise  to  a  sam 
not  exoeediDg  one  hnndred  pounds,  it  shall  be  la«lal 
for  either  party  to  the  action  at  any  time,  if  the  whole 
or  part  of  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff  be  oonteatt  d,  to 
m>ply  to  a  jadge  of  the  High  Conrt  at  chambers  to 
order  snoh  action  to  be  tried  in  any  court  in  which  the 
action  might  have  been  commenoed,  or  in  any  conrt 
convenient  thereto ;  and  on  the  hearing  of  the  applica- 
tion the  jadge  alall,  nnlesa  there  ia  good  canie  to  the 
oontrary ,  order  auoh  action  to  be  tried  aooordingly  ;  and 
thereapon  the  plaintiff  ahall  lodge  the  original  writ 
and  the  order  with  the  regiatrar  of  the  court  mentioned 
in  the  order,  who  shall  appoint  a  day  for  the  trial  of  the 
action,  notice  whereof  shall  be  sent  by  post  or  ether- 
wise  by  the  regiatrar  to  both  parties  or  their  solici'ors, 
and  the  action  and  all  prooeedings  therein  ahall  be 
tried  and  taken  in  such  ooort  as  if  the  action  had  been 
originally  commenced  therein ;  and  the  costs  of  the 
parties  in  respect  of  proceedings  anbaeqnent  to  the  order 
of  the  jadge  of  the  High  Conrt  thall  be  allowed  anoord- 
ing  ,to  the  acale  of  coats  for  the  time  being  in  use  in 
the  Coanty  Coorts,  and  the  ODsta  of  the  order  and  all 
prooeedinga  preTioualy  thereto  shall  be  allowed  aocoraiog 
to  the  scale  of  costs  for  the  time  being  in  use  in  the 
Supreme  Court. 

The  plaintiff  appealed,  and  Backnill  J.  at 
chambers  made  an  order  that  the  antion  should 
be  tried  in  the  Coanty  Court. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Disturnal  and  8.  B.  C.  Bosanquet  for  the  appel- 
lants.— The  learned  judge  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  an  order  that  this  action  should  be  tried  in 
the  County  Court.  The  words  of  sect.  65  of  the 
County  Courts  Act  1888  are :  •'  Where  such  claim, 
though  it  originally  exceeded  1002 ,  is  reduced  by 
payment,  an  admitted  set-off,  or  otherwise  to  a 
sum  not  exceeding  1002."  It  was  decided  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Hodgson  v.  Bell  (62  L.  T 
Rep.  481;  24  Q.  B.  Div.  302)  that  "payment" 
there  meant  payment  before  action;  and  the 
ground  of  that  decision  was  that  the  action  most 
originally  have  been  brought  to  rei-over  a  sum  not 
exceeding  1002.,  and  that  therefore  nothing  which 
happened  after  the  action  was  commenced  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  the  claim  could  give  juris- 
diction to  remit  the  action.  In  the  later  case  of 
Dierken  v.  PhUpot  (85  L.  T.  Rep.  246  ;  (1901) 
2  K.  B.  380),  in  the  Divisional  Court,  it  was  held 
that  i^e  principle  of  the  former  decision  applied 
to  the  nase  where  the  plaintiff,  who  by  his  writ 
claimed  more  than  1002.,  afterwards  abandoned 
the  excess  over  1002.  when  he  applied  for  an  order 
under  sect.  65.  The  words  "  or  otherwise,"  in 
sect.  65,  must  be  construed  as  referring  to  some- 
thing which  has  happened  before  action : 

Foster  v.    Vshervoood,  37  L.  T.  Bep.  339 ;  3  Ex. 
Div.  1. 

In  this  case  the  amount  originally  claimed  in  the 
action  exceeded  1001.  The  amendment  of  tho 
writ,  by  which  the  amount  of  the  claim  was 
reduced,  cannot  make  any  difference,  for  it  was 
something  done  after  the  action  was  commenced, 
and  oonld  not  alter  the  fact  that  the  amount  for 
which  the  writ  was  originally  indorsed  exceeded 
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1002.  This  was  in  sabatance  and  reality  an 
abandonment  of  part  of  the  claim  after  the  action 
was  commenced,  and  is  fjorerned  by  the  decision 
in  Bierken  v.  Fhilpot  {ubi  aup.). 

J.  R.  Randolph  for  the  respondent. — The  order 
of  the  learned  judge  was  rightly  made.  The 
only  question  is  whether  there  was  jorisdiution  to 
make  the  order  under  sect.  66  after  leave  had 
been  given  to  amend  the  writ.  The  writ  when  it 
has  been  amended  becomes  the  writ  in  the  ac't'ion, 
and  is  jaat  as  much  the  foundation  of  the  action 
as  if  it  had  been  in  the  first  instance  indorsed  with 
a  claim  for  the  smaller  sum.  The  reduced  claim 
Appears  upon  the  writ  itself,  and  this  case  there- 
fore comes  within  the  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Pereival  v.  Pedley  (18  Q.  B.  Div.  635),  where  it 
was  held  that  the  equivalent  section  of  30  &  31 
Vict.  c.  142  applied  where  the  writ  showed  a 
set-off  admitted  bv  the  plaiiitiff,  though  it  was 
not  admitted  by  the  defendant.  In  Dierken  v. 
Philpot  {ubi  sup.)  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
jurisdiction  under  sect.  65,  because  it  appeared  on 
the  face  of  the  writ  that  the  claim  exceeded  1002., 
there  being  nothing  on  the  writ  to  show  that  the 
claim  bad  been  reduced.  The  only  writ  in  this 
action  is  the  amended  writ,  and  the  claim  which 
appears  upon  that  writ  is  for  242.  only.  An 
amendment  relates  back,  and  is  substituted  for 
the  former  claim  just  as  if  it  had  been  made  in 
the  first  instance : 

Nottage  t.  Jackton,  49  L.  T.  Bep.  339 ;  11  Q.  B. 
DiT.  627. 

Bosanquet  replied. 

Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  by  the 
defendants  from  an  order  of  Bucknill,  J.  made 
at  chambers.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  are 
somewhat  peculiar,  and,  in  my  judgment,  are  not 
covered  by  any  of  the  authorities  which  have  been 
cited.  The  action  was  commenced  in  the  High 
Oonrt  by  a  writ  upon  which  a  olium  was  indorsed 
{or  1392.  After  the  action  had  proceeded  for 
some  time  the  plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  amend 
the  writ  by  abandoning  the  whole  of  his  claim 
except  a  sum  of  242.,  and  then  applied  that  the 
action  shoold  be  remitted  to  the  County  Court. 
The  master  gave  leave  to  amend  the  writ  as  asked, 
but  refused  to  remit  the  action  to  the  County  Court. 
The  plaintiff  then  appealed  to  the  judge  from  the 
refusal  of  the  master  to  remit  the  action  to  the 
County  Court.  Upon  that  appeal  Bucknill,  J. 
made  an  order  that  the  action  should  be  tried  in 
the  County  Court.  The  defendants  have  appealed, 
and  the  point  is  taken  that  there  was  no  jurisdic- 
tion under  sect.  65  of  the  County  Courts  Act 
1888  to  order  the  action  to  be  tried  in  the  County 
Court.  The  provisions  of  sect.  65  are  that : 
"  Where  in  any  action  of  contract  brought  in  the 
High  Conrt  the  claim  indorsed  on  the  writ  does 
not  exceed  1002.,  or  where  such  claim,  though  it 
originally  exceeded  1002.,  is  reduced  by  payment, 
an  admitted  set-off,  or  otherwise  to  a  sum  not 
exceeding  1002.,"  on  the  application  of  either  party 
a  judge  may  order  the  action  to  be  tried  in  a 
County  Court.  Now,  it  has  been  held  in  a  series 
of  decisions  that  where  the  claim  in  an  action  as 
indorsed  on  the  writ  originally  exceeded  1002.,  the 
judge  did  not  obtain  jurisdiction  to  remit  the  action 
to  the  County  Court  by  reason  of  any  reduction 
subsequent  to  the  issue  of  the  wri^  upon  the 
ground  that  "  payment "  clearly  pointed  to  some- 
thing happening  before  action;  and  that  where 


the  reduction  in  the  amount  claimed  arose  from 
a  payment  made  after  action  there  was  no  juris- 
diction to  remit  the  action  to  a  County  Court. 
It  has  been  contended  that  those  decisions  apply 
to  the  present  case.  But  in  this  case  the  appli- 
cation to  remit  was  not  made  upon  the  ground  of 
any  reduction  in  the  amount  claimed,  but  upon 
the  ground  of  the  substitution  of  a  claim  for 
242.  for  the  amount  originbUy  claimed  by  reason 
of  the  writ  having  been  amended.  The  writ, 
though  amended,  still  remains  the  "writ  in  the 
action,  and  is  still  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  When  an  amendment  of  this  kind  is 
asked  for,  proper  terms  ought  to  be  imposed, 
because  the  substituted  claim  becomes  the  original 
claim  in  the  action.  In  the  present  case  the 
amendment  was  allowed  upon  certain  terms,  and 
the  amended  writ  became  the  initial  stage  in  the 
action ;  the  amended  claim  was  substituted  for 
the  previous  claim.  Therefore  this  amended 
writ  initiated  this  action ;  and  the  claim  indorsed 
thereon  was  for  242.  only.  If  at  first  tbe  wric  had 
been  indorsed  with  a  claim  for  242.  only,  it  would 
clearly  have  been  proper  to  remit  this  action  to  a 
County  Court.  The  fact  that  the  writ  has  been 
amended  so  as  to  claim  only  the  smaller  sum  does 
not  impose  any  condition  making  it  necessary  for 
the  plamtiff  to  try  the  action  in  the  High  Court. 
It  is  possible,  with  leave,  to  substitute  a  reduced 
olaim  for  a  larger  claim  originally  indorsed  upon 
the  writ,  and,  when  that  is  done,  tbe  plaintiff  is 
in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  only  made  the 
smaller  claim  in  the  first  instance.  A  reduction 
of  the  claim  by  amendment  is  not  the  same  as  if 
a  olaim  is  made  in  the  action  and  then  there  ia  a 
reduction  by  payment  or  set-off.  This  case  is 
entirely  outside  the  principle  governing  the  cases 
which  have  been  cited.  The  order  of  the  learned 
judge  was  therefore  right,  and  this  appeal  fails 
and  must  be  dismissed. 

BoMEB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  for  the 
same  reasons,  and  I  have  nothing  to  add. 

Appeal  dismitsed. 

Solicitors    for    the   appellants,    Woosnam   and 
Smith,  for  0.  S.  Morgan,  Shrewsbury. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Pritchard,  Engle- 
field,  and  Co.,  for  /.  P.  Court,  Liverpool. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHANOEBY  DIVISION. 

Wednesday,  Feb.  3. 

(Before  Kbkkwich,  J.) 

Be  Spabe'b  Tbusts;  Massbt  v.  Spabk.  (a) 

Separation  deed — Construction — Voluntary  settle- 
mertt  or  deed  of  teparation — Beconeiliation — 
2Vtw< /or  children. 

Where  artidUt  of  agreement  under  teal  are  entered 
into  betu)een  husband,  wife,  and  a  trustee, 
reciting  that  the  husband,  who  was  entitled  to  a 
share  of  residue  under  a  wiU,  as  a  condition 
of  a  mutual  separation  which  had  been  agreed 
on,  had  agreed  to  assign  his  interest  under  the 
wiil  to  the  trustee  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest 
thereof  to  the  wife  and  then  as  to  the  prineipal 
for  the  three  ehUdren  of  the  marriage,  and  the 

(a)  Bsportad  by  W.  P.  PAiK,  Ksq.,  BuTi«ter«t-L»v. 
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wife  covenanti  not  to  moleit  the  htuband,  and 
are  followed  by  a  separation  and  nine  months 
afterwards  by  reconciliation  and  return  to  co- 
habitation : 

Seld,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
articles,  the  trusts  thereby  declared  in  favour  of 
the  wife  and  children  were  subsisting  notwith- 
standing the  reconciliation,  and  thai  there  was 
no  resulting  trust  for  the  settlor,  the  husband,  of 
the  property  comprised  therein. 

Baffles  V.  Alston  (32  L.  T.  Bep.  236 ;  L.  Bep.  19 
Eq.  539)  followed. 

Bindley  e.  MuUoney  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  263 ;  L.  Bep. 
7  Eq.  343)  distinguished. 

ADJonsNED  snsiMONs  raising  the  question 
whether  the  articles  of  agreement  following,  in 
the  circumstances  hereonder  set  oat,  constituted 
a  revocable  deed  of  separation  or  a  volantary 
settlement  the  trusts  of  which  were  still  sub- 
sisting. 

Articles  of  agreemant  made  this  twenty-fifth  day  of 
Febraary  1893  between  John  Ernest  Hant  Spark,  of 
Brizton-road.  tobaooonist,  of  the  "  one  "  part,  and  Mary 
Edith  his  wife  of  the  uoond  part,  and  Henry  Riohard 
Saffield  Has<ey  of  the  third  part.  Whereas  the  aaid 
J.  £.  H.  Spark  has  been  guilty  of  adnltery  and  other 
misoondaot  towards  his  wife,  and,  in  order  to  prevent 
prooeediogs  being  taken  againat  him  by  her  and  as  a 
condition  of  a  mntnal  separation  which  has  been  afrreed 
upon  between  them  and  alao  in  consideration  of  the 
Skid  wife  taking  the  care  and  onstody  of  the  three 
ehildten  of  the  marriage,  the  hnsband  has  consented  to 
enter  into  the  following  agreement  and  the  said  wife 
the  following  covenant — namely,  the  said  J.  E.  H. 
Spark  doth  hereby  as  beneficial  owner  assign  to  the 
said  B.  H.  Snffield  Hassey  all  his  share  and  interest 
imder  the  will  of  his  late  grandmother,  H.  S.  Bewsher 
(save  the  anm  of  2001.  and  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  the 
ooats  of  and  incidental  to  this  assignment),  npon  trnst  to 
pay  the  annual  interest  and  proceeds  thereof  to  the  said 
H.  K.  Spark  his  wife  for  her  life  and  from  and  after  her 
decease  to  divide  the  same  equally  between  snch  of  the 
said  children  as  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  or  being  daughters  marry  under  that  age,  and  in 
consideration  of  such  assignment  the  said  M.  £.  Spark 
hereby  covenants  not  to  molest  the  eaid  J.  E.  H.  Spark 
or  to  compel  him  to  pay  directly  or  indirectly  for  the 
maintenance  of  herself  or  the  said  children.  And  all 
the  aaid  parties  hereby  mutually  agree  to  execute  any 
farther  deed  that  may  be  necessary  to  carry  ont  the 
assignments  and  covenants  herein  contained.  As  witness 
the  h%nds  and  seals  of  the  parties  hereto  the  twenty-fifth 
day  of  February  1893. 

The  above  articles  were  dulj  signed,  sealed, 
and  delivered  bj  the  three  parties  thereto. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spark  were  married  on  the  Slst 
March  1889,  and  on  the  25th  Feb.  1893  there  was 
issue  of  the  marriage  the  three  infant  defen- 
dants. 

Shortly  before  the  25th  Feb.  1893  unhappy 
dttfei-enoes  arose  between  the  defendants  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Spark,  and  they  consequently  decided  to 
separate  and  live  apart  from  one  another. 

The  defendant  J.  E.  H.  Spark  had  then  recently 
become  entitled  under  the  will  of  his  grandmother, 
H.  S.  Bewsher,  to  an  andivided  moiety  of  her 
residuary  estate,  and  he  received  from  the  trustees 
of  her  will  (of  whom  the  plaintiff  H.  B.  S. 
Massey  was  one)  payments  on  account  thereof, 
but  the  greater  part  of  his  share  remained  in- 
vested. 

Pending  the  separation  between  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Spark,    it  was    arranged  that  he  should  make 


some  provision  for  her  and  the  infant  defendants, 
and  the  agn-ement  above  set  out  was  executed. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spark  thereupon  separated  and 
lived  apart  from  one  another,  the  wife  taking  the 
custody  of  the  infant  defendants. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spark,  however,  became  recon- 
ciled and  resumed  cohabitation  before  the  end  of 
1893.  Since  that  time  they  have  continuously 
lived  together,  three  other  children  being  bom  in 
the  years  1896,  1899,  and  1901. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Spark,  wishing  to  make  provision 
for  their  children,  in  Nov.  1903  appliea  to  the 

?laintifl  to  treat  the  agreement  of  the  25th  Feb. 
893  as  at  an  end,  inasmuch  as  they  had  become 
reconciled  and  were  then  cohabiting  together  and 
the  separation  therein  oontemplatod  had  come  to 
an  end,  and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  transfer  and 
assure  the  funds  and  property  representing  the 
share  subject  to  the  agreement  to  the  defendant 
J.  £.  H.  Spark,  discharged  from  its  operation. 

The  trustee  had  paid  the  interest  to  the  wife 
under  the  agreement. 

H.  Greenwood,  for  the  plaintiff  trustee,  stated 
the  facts.  The  question  is  whether  the  document 
is  a  separation  deed  or  a  voluntary  settlement. 
There  are  two  lines  of  reported  cases,  in  one  of 
them,  where  the  document  has  been  held  to  be  a 
separation  deed,  it  is  entirely  put  an  end  to  by 
reconciliation ;  but  the  trusts  of  a  voluntary 
settlement  are  unaffected  by  resumption  of  co- 
habitation by  the  husband  and  wife  parties  to  it : 

H.  V.  W.,  3  K.  &  J.  382 ; 

Nicol  V.  Nicol,  54  t.  T.  Bep.  470  ;  31  Ch.  Div.  524  ; 

Weatmeath  v.  Salisbury,  5  Bli.  (N.  S.)  339 ; 

BindUy  v.  Hulloney,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  263 ;  L.  Bep. 
7  Eq.  343. 

Ward  Coldridge,  for  the  defendant  J.  £.  H. 
Spark,  submitted  that  this  was  a  separation  deed. 
With  the  single  exception  of  Buffles  v.  Alston  (32 
L.  T.  Bep.  236;  L.  Bep.  19  Eq.  539),  there  is 
no  case  which  suggests  that  such  a  deed  as  this 
is  not  a  separation  deed.  There  the  property  was 
the  wife's.  It  was  not  a  case  of  the  husband 
providing  for  the  wife.  The  question  whether 
there  had  been  a  reconciliation  in  Westmeath  v. 
Salisbury  {ubi  sup.)  was  tried  in  Ireland  in  the 
absence  of  the  daughter,  who  was  a  beneficiary 
under  the  deed,  consequently  the  House  of  Lords 
would  not  bind  her  by  the  evidence  called 
to  prove  cohabitation.  If  the  deed  was  a  volun- 
tary settlement,  the  question  of  cohabitation  is 
immaterial :  (per  Lord  Eldon  at  pp.  376,  377,  and 
402).  Bindley  v.  MuUoney  {ubi  sup.)  shows  that 
consideration  is  necessary  to  support  the  provision 
for  children.  Here  the  whole  proirisiou  for  the 
three  children  was  based  on  separation,  and 
nothing  has  been  shown  to  take  this  case  out  of 
the  ordinary  doctrine  as  to  separation  deeds. 

Leonard  Mossop  for  the  wife  and  children.— 
Westmeath  v.  Satisbury  (uhi  sup.)  was  an  instance 
of  a  separation  deed  containing  trusts  for  a  child 
of  the  marriage.  But  in  that  case  the  House  of 
Lords  declined  to  declare  the  deed  void  as  against 
the  child :  (per  IJord  Eldon,  at  p.  417).  For  the 
children,  I  say  that  this  deed  goes  beyond  a  separa- 
tion deed.  Directly  you  have  an  ultimate  trust 
in  favour  of  children  taking  effect  after  the  death 
of  the  wife,  the  deed  has  gone  beyond  the  scope 
of  a  separation  deed.  In  HulTne  v.  Ghitly  (9 
Beav.  437)  the  child  bom  after  reconciliation 
did  not  take  under  the  deed.    In  Bindley  v.  MvJ- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


66— VoL  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Mafoh  12,  li)04. 


Ghan.  Diy.]    Be  Euphsatbs  and  Tiokis  Stbau  Navigation  Oo.  Limitkd.    [Chan.  Div. 


loney  (ubi  tup.)  the  bnaband  and  wife  never 
separated.  The  deed  there  was  conditional  on 
separation  taking  plaoe :  {vide  Jeasel,  K  G.'s  argu- 
ment). That  case  is  no  authority  that  the  gift  to 
the  child  is  necessarily  part  of  the  deed  quoad 
separation  deed.  Buffle$  v.  AUton  {ubi  »v/p.)  shows 
that  a  deed  contaming  provisions  for  children 
is  not  Yoid  on  reconciliation  between  their 
parents.  The  precedents  only  contain  provision 
for  the  maintenance  and  education  during  the 
life  of  the  wife : 

5  D^vidscm'B  Preoedeoti,  3rd  edit.,  p.  688. 

6  Byth.  <fc  Jarm.  Conv.,  pp.  96,  93,  4th  edit.,  by 
Bobbin!. 

Here  the  trustee  continued  to  pay  the  dividends 
of  the  life  interest  to  the  wife,  and  the  presump- 
tion which  might  have  arisen  in  the  case  of 
an  ordinary  separation  deed,  that  it  is  intended 
to  come  to  an  end  with  reconciliation  is 
rebutted : 

Webtter  r.    Webster,  21   L;   T.   E«p.   0.    S.  192; 
4  De  Q.  M.  &  Q.  437. 

KiSKBWiCH,  J. — This  is  a  point  of  some  interest 
to  persona  who  have  to  advise  husband  and  wife 
«8  to  arrangements  to  be  made  on  a  separation, 
and  the  point  to  be  decided  depends  really  upon 
the  proper  efEect  to  be  given  to,  and  the  proper  con- 
struction of,  an  agreement  of  the  25th  Feo.  1893. 
It  is  desirable  to  look  at  it  for  a  moment  apart 
from  the  motive  which  led  to  its  execution — which 
was,  no  doubt,  a  separation.  There  was  an  assign- 
ment to  the  trustee  by  the  husband  of  "  all  his 
share  and  interest  under  the  will  of  his  late 
.grandmother,  Hannah  Sarah  Bewsher,  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  annual  interest  and  proceeds  thereof 
to  Mary  Edith  Spark  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
from  and  after  her  decease  to  divide  the  same 
equally  between  such  of  the  said  children  as  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  being 
daughters  marry  under  that  age."  That  is  a 
perfectly  good  voluntary  settlement  within  all  the 
authorities  to  which  reference  is  always  made, 
«uch  as  Keketoich  v.  Manning  (1  De  G.  M.  &  G. 
176).  Aperfecttrust  is  declared.  There  is  a  parting 
with  his  interest  by  the  husband  under  his  grand- 
mother's will  which  gives  the  trustee  the  right  to 
sue  for  the  share  and  to  hold  it,  when  received, 
upon  the  trusts  contained  in  the  agreement.  It 
is  a  perfectly  voluntary  settlement.  If  so,  it  can 
only  be  worked  out  after  the  performance  of  the 
trust— the  ultimately  handing  over  the  property 
to  those  entitled  to  it.  So  that  if  it  can  be 
regarded  from  that  point  of  view,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  it  is  enforceable  by  the  court.  It  is  said  that 
that  is  not  the  proper  view  to  take  of  this  deed, 
because  it  was  made  in  view  of  a  separation.  It 
provides  for  the  wife's  maintaining  herself  and 
these  children.  Therefore  if  I  can  treat  this 
simply  as  a  provision  for  the  wife  during  the 
separation, then,  the  parties  havingbeenreconoiled, 
the  consideration  fails,  and  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  settlement  should  not  be  declared  void.  There 
are  two  points  of  view  fiom  which  the  transaction 
oan  be  regarded.  On  the  one  hand,  separation  is 
the  paramount  cause  without  which  this  agree- 
ment would  never  have  existed  ;  on  the  other, 
though  brought  into  existence  by  that  cause  on 
the  occasion  of  a  separation  between  husband  and 
wife,  it  does  contain  an  assignment  of  the  share  of 
the  husband  under  the  will  upon  his  wife  and  chil- 
.dren  in  the  way  I  have  mentioned.     Which  ought 


I  to  hold  P  Gan  I  say  that  the  trustee  is  safe  in 
departing  from  the  terms  of  the  deed  and  giving 
up  all  this  property  P  The  decision  in  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Westmealh  v.  Saliibwry  {ubi  sup.) 
does  not  decide  this  point.  There  the  same  ques- 
tion did  not  arise  for  decision,  and  the  deed  was 
held  to  be  void  on  different  grounds.  The  case  of 
Bindley  v.  Mulloney  before  Lord  Bomilly,  M.R. 
{ubi  sup.)  Eeems  to  me  to  be  entirely  different  from 
this  on  account  of  the  ground  of  the  decision 
there.  The  deed  was  similar  to  this,  and  might 
have  bern  held  to  be  a  separation  deed.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  that  might  have  been  held  to 
constitute  a  settlement  in  the  Gourt  of  Ghancery. 
But  what  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  was  that 
the  consideration  failed.  He  says  :  "  Separation 
was  the  consideration  upon  which  it  was  based." 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  tnat  he  did  not  say  more 
than  that.  But  that  was  the  main  point  of  his 
decision.  I  must,  of  course,  assume  that  he  was 
correct  in  coming  to  that  conclusion.  No  separa- 
tion had  taken  place,  and  the  consideration  failed. 
Here  the  consideration  has  not  failed,  and  I  am 
not  asked  to  set  aside  this  deed  on  that  ground. 
He  held  that  the  consideration  failed,  and  he  did 
also  hold  that  the  deed  was  a  separation  deed. 
The  precise  point  was  before  Malins,  V.C.  in 
Bufflei  T.  Alaton  {ubi  lup.).  There  the  deed  took 
the  form  of  a  voluntary  settlement,  and,  as  such, 
was  within  the  doctrine  of  Kekeioich  v.  Manning 
{ubi  tup.).  Under  these  circumstances  the  Yice- 
Ghancellor  held  it  to  be  more  than  a  separation 
deed.  The  case  was  argued  on  demurrer  to  the 
bill  so  as  to  set  aside  the  settlement  on  the  ground 
of  reconciliation,  and  the  demurrer  was  overruled 
on  the  ground  that  the  child  was  entitled  to 
maintain  a  bill  for  enforcing  the  settlement.  The 
same  principle  applies  to  this  deed  here.  The 
separation  was  the  cause  of  it,  and  it  resulted  in 
the  settlement  of  this  share.  That  being  so,  I 
cannot  see  that  the  reconciliation  affects  the 
voluntary  settlement  thereby  created,  and  I 
declare  to  that  effect.  All  costs  to  come  out  of 
the  fund,  those  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  taxed  as 
between  solicitor  and  client. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Mosscm  and  Bolfe. 
Solicitor  for  all  otner  parties,  J.  T.  Campion. 


Tueiday,  Jan.  19. 

(Before  Eadt,  J.) 

Be  EuFHRATKB  AND  Tiosis  Steam  Nayioation 

GOMPANT   LiMITBD.  (a) 

Company — Alteration  of  memorandum  of  atsoeia- 
Hon  —  Jurisdiction  —  Company  incorporated 
under  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  1856  (19  <£*  20 
Viet.  e.  47),  but  not  registered  under  Companies 
Act  1862  (25  &  26  Viet.  e.  &}— Companies  {Me- 
morandum of  Assooiation)  Act  1890  (53  &  54 
Vict.  0.  62). 

A  company  ineorporaled  in  1861  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Act  1856  as  a  company  limited 
by  shares,  but  not  registered  under  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862,  having  increased  its  share 
capital  and  its  bitsiness,  passed  a  special  resolu- 
tion, in  accordance  unth  sect.  51  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862,  for  extending  and  defining  its  objects 
set  out  in  its  memorandum  of  association,  and 

<s)  Baportad  b;  J.  Tsubtbui,  Esq.,  Builiter«t-Laff. 
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peUtioned  the  etmrt  under  the  Companies  (Memo- 
randum of  AuoeiaHon)  Act  1890  to  confirm  Oie 
medal  reaolutwn. 

Ketd,  that,  notwithetandino  the  fact  that  the  com- 
pany loos  not  regittered  undier  the  Companiei 
Act  1862,  the  eonrt  had  juriedieHon  to  confirm 
the  epeeitd  reaclution. 

B«  Nitrophoaphate  and  Odams  Ohemioal  If  annre 
Ck>inpaii7  limited  (1893)  W.  N.  HI) ;  Be  Hong 
Kong  and  China  Qaa  Company  Limited  (106 
L.  T.  125 ;  (1898)  W.  N.  158  (8) ;  and  Be  Oopiapo 
Mining  Company  (106  L.  2'.  411);  (1899)  W.  N. 
2Si)foiUmed ;  caid  Be  Greneral  Credit  Company 
(1891)  W.  N.  153)  diumtedfrom. 

PsTiTiON  by  the  company  that  the  alteration  of 
the  company's  objects  proposed  to  be  ^eoted  by 
the  special  reeolatiou  set  forth  in  par.  4  of  the 
petition  might  be  confirmed  by  the  court  pursuant 
to  the  Companies  (Memorandum  of  Association) 
Act  1890. 

The  oompanv  was  incorporated  in  1861  under 
the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts  1856  to  1890  as 
a  company  limited  by  shares  with  a  capital  of 
15,0002.  dirided  into  300  shares  of  50Z.  each,  which 
at  the  date  of  the  petition  had  been  iaoreased  to 
100,0002.  divided  into  2000  shares  of  50Z.  each,  of 
which  1000  shares  only  have  been  issued  and  were 
folly  paid  up. 

The  objects  for  which  the  company  was  estab- 
lished were  set  forth  in  clause  3  of  the  memo- 
mndum  of  asMXsiation  as  follows  : 

nie  cbjeats  for  whioh  the  oompany  it  established  are 
to  oonvey  pMaeager*  and  merohuidin  on  the  rivers 
Enphratee  and  Tigris  and  their  tribataries  and  on  the 
Pereian  Oolf ,  and  to  and  from  Knraohee  and  any  ports 
or  places  in  the  Persian  Oalf  or  Indian  Ooean,  an  d  to 
bnild  or  otherwiie  provide  veasels,  and  to  pnrohase  or 
provide  etoree  and  all  neoesiariea  for  snob  veeaela,  and 
to  do  all  aote  ueoeaaar;  for  or  inoideat  to  the  attainment 
of  BQoh  object*  or  any  of  them. 

The  petition  further  stated : 

By  apooial  resolation  of  the  company  duly  passed  and 
oonflrmed  in  aooordanoe  with  leot.  51  of  the  Compaoieg 
Aot  18<>2  at  extraordinary  gfeneral  meetings  of  the  oom- 
pany held  reipeotively  on  the  24iih  Jane  1903  and  the 
9th  July  1903  it  was  resolved  asfolloci — that  U  to  say : 
That  the  objeota  of  the  oompany  set  forth  in  olanae  3  of 
its  memorandnm  of  aaaooiation  be  altered  by  inserting 
immediately  before  the  words  and  to  do  all  aots  neoeaaary 
the  following  words  :  "  To  eattbliah,  open,  and  regulate 
store*  and  marketa  and  to  pnrohaae  gooda,  prodaots, 
eattle,  lire  atook,  hardware,  proviaiona  aolid  and  liquid, 
and  any  other  merohandise  whataoever  for  the  pnrpoae 
of  freighting  any  vessels  or  medium  of  transport  of  the 
eompaoy,  or  for  the  supply  of  aoy  such  atorea  or  markets, 
and  to  develop  trafBo  on  the  rivera  af oreaaid  and  their 
tribntariea  and  on  the  aaid  gulf  and  ocean  and  elsewhere 
in  the  east,  and,  further,  to  do  all  or  any  of  the  things 
following — that  is  to  aay  :  (1)  To  oonstrnot,  carry  ont, 
maintain,  improve,  manage,  work,  control,  and  saper- 
intend  any  roads,  dams,  ways,  tramways,  railways, 
branches  or  tidings,  bridges,  reaervoira,  canala,  docks, 
wbarvea,  wateroonraea,  hydraulic  works,  gasworks, 
elaotrio  works,  factories,  warehouses,  and  other  works 
and  conveniences  in  lleaopotamia,  Persia,  or  elsewhere 
iu  Western  Asia  which  may  seem  directly  or  indirectly 
oondnmve  to  any  of  the  company's  objects,  and  con- 
tribate  to  anbsidise  or  otherwise  assist  or  take  part  in 
such  maintenance,  management,  working,  control,  and 
snperintendenoe.  (2)  To  pnrohaae  or  otherwise  acquire 
and  ondertake  all  or  any  part  of  the  baaineas,  property, 
and  liabilities  of  any  person  or  eompaoy  carrying  on 
any  business  whioh  this  company  is  aathorised  to  carry 


on  or  possessed  of  property  suitable  for  the  purposes  of 
the  company.     (3)  To  enter  into  any  arrangement  with 
soy  Qovemment    or    authorities,    supreme,  municipal, 
local,  or  otherwise,  and  to  obtain  from  any  such  Govern- 
meat  or  authority  all  rights,  oonoeaaions,  and  privilegea 
that  may  seem  conducive  ts  the  company's  objects  or 
any  of  them.     (4)  To  enter  into  any  arrangement   for 
aharing    profits,   union    of    interest,    joint    adventure, 
reciprocal  poncessions,  or  co-operation  with  any  peraon, 
association,  or  company  carrying  on  or  engaged  in  or 
about  to  oarry  on  or  engage  in  any  bnaineaa  or  transaction 
which  the  oompany  ia  authorised  to  oarry  on  or  engage 
in,  or  any  business  or  transaction  capable  of  being  con- 
ducted so  aa  directly  or  inpireotly  to  benefit  thia  com> 
pany,  and  to  take  or  otherwise  acquire  and  hold  ebares 
or  stock  in  or  aecuritiea  of  and  to  anbsidise  or  other- 
wiss  assist  any  such  association  or  company,  and  to  sell, 
hold,   or  reissue  with  or  without  guarantee  or  other- 
wise  deal    with    such    shares,    stock,    or    aecurities. 
(5)  Oenerally  to  purchase,  take  on  lease  or  in  exchange, 
hire,     or    otherwise    aoqoire    any    real    or    personal 
property,   or  any  rights  or   privileges  whioh  the  oom- 
pany may  think   neoesaary  or   convenient  with  refer- 
ence  to   any    of    these    objects   or   capable    of  being 
profitably  dealt  with  in  connection  with  any  of  the  com- 
pany's property  or  rights  for  the  time  being,  and  in  par- 
ticular any  land,  buildings,  eassmeuts,  licences,  pateots, 
machinery,  ships,  barges,  rolling  stock,  plant,  and  stock- 
in-trade.     (6)  To  sell  any  part  of  the  undertaking,  or 
property  of  the  company  for  such  oonaideration  as  ths 
oompany  may  think  fit,  and  in  partioolar  for  sharea  or 
debentnrea,  debenture  stock,  or  other  aecuritiea  of  any 
other  oompany   having  objeota  altogether  or   in  part 
similar  to  those  of  this  company.     (7)  To  promote  any 
company  or  companies  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  all 
or  any  of  the  property,  rights,  and  liabilitiea  of  the  oom- 
pany or  for  any  other  parpoae  which  may  aeem  direiitly 
or  indirectly  calculated  to  benefit  this  company.     (8;  To- 
lend  money  to  such  persons  and  on  such  terma  as  may 
seem  expedient,  and  in  particular  to  coatomers  of  and 
persons  having  dealings  with  the  oompany,  and  to  give 
any  guarantee  or  indemnity  as   may  seem   expedient. 
(9)  To  obtain  any  Act  o(  Farliament  for  enabUng  the 
company  to  oarry  any  of  its  objeota  into  effect,  or  for 
effecting  any  modification  of  the  oompany'a  conatitution, 
or  for  any  other  purpose  which  may  seem  expedient,  and 
to  oppose  any  proceedings  or  applications  which  may 
seem  calculated  directly  or  indirectly  to  prejudice  the 
company.     (10)  To  raiia  or  borrow  or  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  money  in  such  manner  and  on  such  terms  as 
may  seem  expedient,  and  in  pattionlar  by  the  issue  of 
debentores  or   dsbcmture  stock,  whether  perpetual   or 
otherwise  and  charged  or  not  charged  upon  the  whole 
or   any  part  of  the  property  of   the   oompany,  both 
present  and  future,  including  ita  uncalled  capital,  and 
to  redeem,  pnrohase,  .or  pay  off    aay  such  securities. 
(11)  To   draw,  accept,   indorse,  discount,  execute,  and 
issne  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  noter,  debentnrea, 
bills  of  lading,  warrants,  and  other  negotiable  or  trans- 
ferable   ioatrnments    or    aeonritiea.       (12)    To    aell,. 
Improve,  manage,  develop,  exohange,  enfranchise,  lease, 
mortgage,  diipose  of,  tnrn  to  account,  or  otherwise  deal 
with  all  or  any  part  of  the  property  or  rights  of  the 
company." 

It  is  apprehended  that  on  the  true  construction  of 
the  oompany'a  memorandum  of  association  the  existing 
objects  of  the  oompany  comprise  acme  of  the  objeota  aet 
forth  in  the  aaid  special  resolation,  bat  it  was  thoaght 
desirable,  in  accordance  with  modern  practice,  to  express 
the  objeota  of  the  oompany  in  greater  detail,  so  as  to  avoid 
and  preclude  so  far  as  may  be  all  doubts  aa  to  the  com- 
pany's powers  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  ita  uoaineaa. 
So  far  aa  the  adoption  of  such  objects  involf  ea  an  exten- 
sion of  the  present  objects,  such  extension  is  reqalred  to 
enable  the  oompany  to  carry  on  ita  baaineas  more 
eoonoaiically  and  more  efficiently  than  heretofore,  and  to 
attain  its  main  purpose  by  new  or  improved  m->ans  and 
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alaoto  enlafge  thelooal  area  of  its  oparationa,  and,  further, 
to  enable  it  to  carry  on  gome  boainess  or  bnaineeaea  which 
tmder  azieting  oiroam stances  ma;  oonreoiently  or  adyan- 
tageoosly  be  combined  with  the  bnsiness  of  the  oompany. 
The  company  has  extensive  opportunities  of  doing  bnsi- 
ness of  the  character  authorised  by  the  proposed  exten- 
sion of  objects,  and  experience  has  shown  that  its  objects 
-as  they  stand  are  inoonTeniently  restricted,  and  that  its 
existing  bnsiness  is  detrimentally  affected  by  the  absence 
of  the  powers  which  would  be  confrrred  by  the  objects 
set  fotth  in  the  said  resolution.  The  oompany  has  no 
'debentore  debt  whatever,  bnt  is  nanally  indebted  to 
4[eneral  creditors  for  wages  and  salaries  and  otherwise 
to  the  extent  of  about  700{.,  though  this  indebtedness 
Taries  from  day  to  day  as  the  aooounts  acme  in  and  are 
paid  off.  The  financial  position  of  the  company  is  good. 
It  has  aoonmnlated  a  reserve  fund  which  at  the  date  of 
the  last  balance-sheet  issued  by  the  directors — that  is  to 
say,  of  the  31st  December  1902— stood  at  19,5001.,  and 
at  this  same  date  had  an  insurance  fund  of  25,9151. 8>.  6d., 
and  at  the  date  of  the  said  last  balance-sheet  the  position 
was  as  follows :  Assets,  109,8191.  10a.  Id. ;  debts  and 
liabilities  (including  reserve  fund  and  insuimnce  fund, 
bnt  excluding  liability  in  respect  of  share  capital), 
50  303i.  188.  7(2.;  surplus,  59,5151  11<.  6d.  The  oom- 
pany has,  moreover,  unissued  1000  shares  of  501.  each, 
or  50,0001.  of  capital.  The  position  of  the  oompany 
since  the  date  of  the  said  balance-sheet  has  not 
materially  altered  except  that  a  further  5000i.  has 
been  oar>isd  to  the  reserve  fund.  The  profits  of 
ibe  company  for  the  year  ending  the  31st  December 
1902  were  upwards  of  95001.  The  market  value  of 
the  company's  shares  is  761.  per  abate,  or  thereabouts. 
No  one  will  be  prejudiced  by  the  proposed  extenaion 
of  the  company's  objects,  and  it  is  just  and  equitable 
that  the  said  special  resolution  for  the  proposed 
-extension  of  such  objects  ahonld  be  confirmed. 

The  company  bad  not  been  registered  under 
the  Companies  Aot  1862. 

Eve,  K.0,  M.P.,  and  B.  J.  Farlcer  for  the 
petition. — The  question  is  whether  the  company, 
which  has  not  been  registered  under  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862,  is  entitled  to  present  this  peti- 
tion without  being  registered  under  that  Act, 
«nd  the  authorities  are  in  its  favour,  as  Keke- 
wicb,  J.  in  Be  Nitrophoephate  and  Odame 
Chemical  Manure  Company  Limiied  (1893) 
W.  N.  141)  and  in  Be  Hong  Kong  and  China  Gas 
Company  LimiUd  (106  L.  T.  125 ;  (1898)  W.  N. 
158  (3)  and  Wright,  J.  in  lie  Copiapo  Minir,g  Com- 
pany (116  L.  T.  411 ;  (1899)  W.  K  25)  held  that 
snch  a  company  could  present  such  a  petition, 
while  the  only  decision  to  the  contrary  is  that  by 
Homer,  J.  in  Be  General  Credit  Company  (1891) 
W.  N.  153).  We  submit  that  it  is  not  Leuessary 
for  the  petitioning  company  to  be  registered 
nnder  the  Companies  Act  1862. 

Eadt,  J. — I  think  I  may  accede  to  voor  argu- 
ment. ii$ect.  3,  sub-sect.  2,  of  the  Companies 
^(Memorandum  of  Association)  Aot  1890  provides  : 
"  This  Act  and  the  Companies  Acts  1862  to  1886 
shall  be  construed  as  one  Act."  Then  sect.  176 
of  the  Companies  Act  1862  provides:  "Subject 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  this  Act,  with  the 
exception  of  table  A  in  the  1st  schedule,  shall 
apply  to  companies  formed  and  registered  under 
the  said  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts" — which 
ezp'  easion  is  by  the  preceding  section  defined  to 
include  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  1856, 
nnder  the  provisions  of  which  the  company  is 
registered — "  or  any  of  them  in  the  same  manner 
in  the  case  of  a  limited  company  as  if  such 
<sompflny  had  been  formed  and  registered  under 


this  Act  as  a  company  limited  by  shares."  I 
think  I  am  justified  in  following  the  decisions  of 
Eekewioh,  J.  in  Be  Nitrophosphate  and  Odame 
Chemical  Manure  Company  Limited  (ubi  sup.) 
and  Be  Hong  Kong  and  China  Gas  Company 
Limited  (ubi  sup.)  and  of  Wright,  J.  iu  lie 
Copiapo  Mining  Company  {uhi  sup.),  and  holding 
that  a  oompany  registered  nnder  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act  18.56  may  present  a  petition  under 
the  Companies  (Memorandum  of  Association)  Act 
1890  for  the  alteration  of  its  objects  as  set  forth 
in  its  memorandnm  of  association  although  it 
has  not  been  also  registered  nnder  the  Companies 
Aot  1862. 

Solicitors :      HoUamt,     Bona,     Coward,     and 
Hawksley. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIYISION. 

Tuesday,  Dec.  8,  1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbbstoitb,  C.J.,  Lawbancx 
and  Kbkmbuy,  JJ.) 

Cabby  (app.)  v.  Mayob,  Alsbbmbn,  and 

BuBOBSSBS  of  BEXHILI^(a) 

Local  government — Private  street  works — Appor- 
tionment of  expenses  on  Jrontager — Notice  of 
objection— Objection  that  street  is  not  a  street 
tnthin  meaning  of  Act — Evidence  that  street  is 
repairttble  by  inhabitants  at  large  —  Admissi- 
bUity—PrivaU  Street  Works  Act  1892  (55  <£  56 
Viet.  e.  57),  ««.  5,  7,  8. 

Sect.  7  of  the  Frivate  Street  Works  Act  1892 
enables  the  ovmer  of  any  premises  shown  in  a 
provisumal  apportionment  as  liable  to  be  charged 
with  any  part  of  the  expenses  of  executing 
private  street  works  under  the  Act  to  serve  a 
vjritten  twtice  on  the  urban  authority,  objscting 
to  the  proposals  of  the  urban  authority,  on  the 
grounas  {amongst  others)  :  (a)  That  an  alleged 
street  is  not  a  street  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act ;  and  (b)  that  a  street  is  a  highway  repairable 
by  the  inhcAitants  at  large  ;  and  by  sect.  5  a 
"  street "  means  a  street  as  defined  by  the  Public 
Health  Acts,  "  and  not  being  a  highway  repair- 
able by  the  inhabitants  at  large." 

Held,  th^t  sub-sect,  (a)  includes  and  overlaps  sub- 
sect,  (b),  and  that  under  a  notice  of  objection 
given  under  sub-sect,  (a)  "  that  the  alleged  part 
of  a  street  does  not  form  part  of  a  street  urithin 
the  meaning  of  the  Act,"  the  objector  is  entitled 
to  give  evidence  that  the  street  in  question  is  a 
highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large, 
although  that  ground  of  objection  is  specifically 
dealt  with  in  sub-sect.  (b). 

Case  stated  by  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  petty 
sessional  divibion  of  Hastings,  in  the  county  of 
Sassex. 

Upon  the  application  of  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Bexhiil,  acting 
by  the  coonoil  as  the  urban  sanitary  authority 
for  the  borough,  the  justices  sitting  as  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction  at  Bexhiil  heard  and  deter- 
mined tbe  matter  of  certain  objections  raised  by 
Henry  Carey  (the  appellant)  to  a  certain  pro- 
visional apportionment  in  respect  of  the  expenses 
of  executing  certain  proposed  works  in  Spring- 
field-road, Bexhiil,  under  and  l-y  virtue  of  the 
Private  Street  Works  Act  1892. 

(a)  Reported  by  W.  W.  O&b,  Esq.,  Burlsur-at-Law. 
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The  justices,  after  hearing  the  parties  and 
the  evidence  adduced  hj  them,  disallowed  the 
objections. 

tipon  the  hearing  of  the  objections,  the  fol- 
lowing facta  (amongst  others)  were  admitted  or 
proved: — 

The  Bezhill  Urban  District  Council,  having 
duly  adopted  the  Private  Street  Works  Act  1892, 
resulved  to  make  up  Springfield-road  in  a 
certain  manner. 

On  the  20th  Oct  1902  the  council  passed  a 
resolntion  that  the  plans,  specifications,  esti- 
mates, and  provisional  apportionments  of  pro- 
posed private  street  works  of  sewering,  levelling, 
paving,  and  making  good  the  Springfield- road 
sabmitted  to  the  district  council  by  the  surveyor 
be  approved,  and  that  the  necessary  steps  be 
taken  for  the  carrying  out  of  snoh  works  in 
accordance  with  such  specifications,  and  also  in 
accordance  with  the  Private  Street  Works  Act 
1882. 

By  a  charter  of  incomoration  the  rights  and 
powers  of  the  Bexfaill  Urban  District  Council 
pasted  to  the  respondents  on  the  9th  Nov.  1902. 

The  appellant  was  the  owner  of  two  freehold 
pieces  ot  land  having  frontages  of  82ft.  and 
95ft.  respectively  to  a  portion  of  the  Springfield- 
road  referred  to  in  the  resolution,  and  the  total 
estimated  apportionment  charged  to  him  was 
13«.  9«.  lOd.  Within  the  time  provided  by  the 
Act  the  appellant  gave  to  the  council  the  following 
notice,  dated  the  20th  Dec.  1902  : 

I  beieby  give  ;oa  notioe  that  I  the  andersigned,  being 
the  owner  of  certain  land  numbered  7  and  8  on  the  plan 
and  ptovitional  apportionment  relating  to  the  portion 
of  the  said  road  referred  to  in  the  said  resolatioa  and 
therein  shown  ai  liable  to  be  charged  with  part  of 
the  expenses  of  the  above-mentioned  works,  object  to 
year  proposals  in  the  matter  on  the  following  grounds 
or  some  or  one  of  then :  (1)  That  the  alleged  part  of  a 
street  does  not  form  a  part  of  a  street  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Aot.  [There  were  other  grounds  of 
objection  which  are  not  now  material.] 

At  the  hearing,  the  borough  surveyor  proved 
in  his  evidence  in  chief  that  Springfield-road  was 
the  only  approach  to  another  road  called 
Beaconstield-road;  that  there  was  a  public  foot- 
path running  along  part  of  the  site  of  the  pro- 
posed road  on  the  south-east  side — that  is  to  say, 
on  the  6ide  next  to  the  appellant's  land — but  he 
stated  that  this  footpath  was  not  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large  and  had  never  been  repaired 
by  the  urban  district  council,  and  he  added  that, 
if  it  were,  the  corpor^tion  would  have  to  repair  all 
the  footpaths  in  toe  district. 

The  appellant  tendered  evidence  to  show  that 
it  was  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at 
large,  but  the  justices  refused  to  admit  the 
evidence,  on  the  ground  that  no  notice  of  this 
objection  had  been  given  under  sect.  7,  snb- 
sect.  (6),  of  the  Private  Street  Works  Act  1892. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 
(inter  alia)  that  he  was  entitled  to  call  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  a  highway  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large,  because,  although  he  had 
not  given  notioe  of  objection  under  sub  sect.  (6) 
of  sect.  7  of  the  Private  Street  Works  Act  1892, 
he  had  given  notice  under  sub- sect.  (a).  He  relied 
apon  the  difference  in  the  definition  of  the  word 
' "  street "  in  sect.  5  of  the  Private  Street  Works 
Act  1892  and  the  definition  in  the  Public  Health 
Acts. 


The  appellant  also  relied  on  Bishton  v.  Eas- 
lingcLen  Cwporation  (77  L.  T.  Uep.  620 ;  (1898)  1 
Q.  B.  294).  He  farther  contended  that  as  the 
respondents  were  in  no  way  taken  by  snrprise, 
the  justices  should  amend  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion. 

The  justices  decided  that,  in  order  to  give  them 
jurisdiction  under  this  Act,  the  question  of 
whether  the  street  was  in  whole  or  in  part  a 
highway  repurable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large 
must  be  specifically  raised  upon  a  notice  of 
objection  given  under  sect.  7,  sub-sect,  (b),  and 
that  notice  under  sub-sect,  (a)  alone  was  not 
sufficient  to  enable  the  objector  to  raise  the 
point.  They  also  held  that,  in  view  of  sect.  8, 
sub-sect.  2,  of  the  same  Act,  they  had  no  power  to 
amend  the  notice  of  objection. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were- 
(amongst  others  not  now  material) :  (1)  Whether 
the  justices  were  right  in  exolnding  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  a  footpath  repairable  by  the  inhabi- 
tants at  large  wichout  notice  of  objection  having 
been  given  under  sub- sect.  (6).  If  they  were 
wrong,  then  the  case  was  to  be  referred  back  to 
them  to  take  evidence  on  the  point.  (2)  Whether 
the  justices  had  jurisdiction  to  amend  the  notice, 
and,  if  so,  were  bound  to  do  so  in  favour  of  t^e 
appellant.  If  they  were  wrong  as  to  that,  the 
case  was  to  be  raferred  back  to  them  to  be 
reheard  on  an  amended  notice. 

The  Private  Street  Works  Act  1892  (55  &  56 
Vict.  0.  57)  provides  : 

Seot.  1.  This  Act  .  .  .  shall  be  oonstmed  as  ono 
with  the  Pablio  Health  Acts,  and  shall  extend  only  to 
England  ;  and  this  Aot  and  the  Pablic  Health  Acts  may 
be  cited  together  as  the  Pablio  Health  Acts. 

Sect.  2.  This  Act  shall  extend  and  apply  to  any  urban 
lanitary  dintrict  in  which  it  is  respectively  adopted 
nnder  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sect.  5.  In  this  Aot,  if  not  inconsistent  with  the  con- 
text, the  expression  "  street "  means  (nnless  the  context 
otherwise  reqairen)  a  street  as  defined  by  the  Public 
Health  Acts,  and  not  being  a  highway  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large. 

Seot.  6  (1).  Where  any  street  or  part  of  a  street  is 
not  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  .  .  .  made  good,  and 
lighted  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  urban  aathoritjr,  the 
urban  anthotity  may  from  time  to  time  resolve  with 
respect  to  such  street  or  part  of  a  street  to  do  any  one  or 
more  of  the  following  works  (in  this  Aot  called  private 
street  works) ;  that  is  to  say,  to  sewer,  level,  pave, 
metal,  flag,  channel,  or  make  good,  or  to  provide  proper 
means  tor  lighting  snoh  street  or  part  of  a  street ;  and 
the  expenses  ioonired  by  the  nrban  authority  in  execut- 
ing private  street  works  shall  be  apportioned  (subject  as 
in  this  Act  mentioned)  on  the  premises  fronting, 
adjoining,  or  abntting  on  such  street  or  part  of  a 
street. 

Seot.  7.  Daring  the  said  month  [that  is,  one  month 
from  the  date  ot  the  first  pnblioation  of  the  resolution 
of  the  urban  authority  approving  the  specifications, 
plans,  estimates,  and  provisional  apportionments]  any 
owner  of  any  premises  shown  in  a  provisional  apportion- 
ment as  liable  to  be  obarged  with  any  part  of  the 
expenses  of  executing  the  works  may,  by  written  notioe 
served  on  the  urban  authority,  object  to  the  propoeals  of 
the  urban  authority  on  any  of  the  following  grounds ;. 
that  is  to  say,  (a)  that  an  alleged  street  or  part  of  a 
street  is  not  or  does  not  form  part  of  a  street  within  the 
meaning  ot  this  Aot ;  (b)  that  a  street  or  part  of  a  street 
is  (in  whole  or  in  part)  a  highway  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large. 

Sect.  8  (1).  The  urban  authority  at  any  time  after  the 
I  expiration  of  the  said  month  may  apply  to  a  oonr<:  tC 
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rammaiy  jariadiotion  to  appoint  a  time  for  determining 
the  matter  of  all  objaotionB  made  aa  in  this  Act  men- 
tioned, and  ihall  pablieh  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
appointed,  and  oopieg  of  inoh  notice  ifaall  be  aerred 
vpon  the  objeotora ;  and  at  the  time  and  plaoe  ao 
appointed  any  anoh  oonxt  may  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  the  matter  of  all  anoh  objeotions  in  the 
flame  manner  aa  nearly  aa  may  be,  and  with  the  aame 
powen  and  anbjeot  to  the  aame  proviaiona  with  reapect 
to  atating  a  oaae,  aa  if  the  nrban  anthority  were  pro- 
ceeding aammarily  againat  the  objeotora  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  a  snm  of  money  aammarily  reooyrrable.  The 
oonrt  may  qntah  in  whole  or  in  part  or  may  amend  the 
reaolatioD,  plana,  sections,  eatimatea,  and  proviaional 
apportianmenta,  or  any  of  them,  on  the  application 
either  of  any  objector  or  of  the  arban  anthority.  The 
oonrt  may  also,  if  it  thinka  fit,  adjonrn  the  hearing  and 
direct  any  further  noticea  to  be  giren.  (3)  No  objection 
which  ooold  be  made  under  this  Act  aball  b«  otherwiae 
made  or  allowed  in  any  ooart,  proceeding,  or  manner 
wbataoever. 

J.  B.  Macoun  for  the  appellant. — The  jastices 
ought  to  have  admitted  the  appellant's  evidence 
tendered  to  show  that  this  road  was  a  highway 
repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  larfje.  By  sect.  5 
a  street  means  a  street  as  defined  by  the  Fublio 
Health  Acts,  "  and  not  being  a  highway  repair- 
able by  the  inhabitants  p  *■  large."  The  definition 
of  "  street  "  in  the  Pnblio  Health  Acts  is  given 
in  sect.  4  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875 ;  and, 
taking  the  definition  in  sect.  5  of  the  Act  of  1892, 
it  is  (Sear  that  this  evidence  was  admissible  ander 
the  notice  of  objection  given.  If  this  footpath 
were  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitauta  at 
large,  then  it  would  not  come  within  the  defini- 
tion of  "  street "  in  sect.  5,  and  would  therefore  not 
be  a  street  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act," 
so  that,  under  the  notice  of  objection  that  the 
street  did  not  form  part  of  a  sta^et  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  it  could  be  shown  that  the 
street  was  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large, 
as  that  would  necessarily  show  that  it  was  not  a 
street  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  Here  the 
appellant  gave  his  notice  under  sub- sect,  (a)  of 
sect.  7.  If  he  had  given  his  notice  under  sub- 
sect.  (6),  he  clearly  would  have  been  entitled  to 
give  this  evidence ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  sub- 
sect,  (a)  includes  and  overlaps  sub-sect,  (h),  and 
therefore  an  objection  under  sub-sect,  (h)  that  the 
street  is  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants 
at  large  necessarily  can  be  brought  under  sub- 
sect,  (a).  The  justices  were  therefore  wrong  in 
refusing  to  admit  this  evidence.  Secondly,  the 
JQstices  had  power  to  adjourn,  and  to  order 
an  amended  notice  to  be  given.  That  power  is 
given  in  express  terms  in  the  concluding  words  of 
sect.  8,  sub-sect.  1,  where  it  is  said  :  "  The  court 
may  also,  if  it  thinks  fit,  adjourn  the  bearing,  and 
direct  any  further  notices  to  be  given."  The 
justices  were  therefore  wrong  in  not  amending 
the  notice. 

Maemorran,  K.O.  {C.  A.  M.  Barlow  with  him) 
for  the  respondents. — [Lord  Alvkestonk,  O.J. — 
Why  should  not  this  notice  be  amended  P]  There 
was  no  power  to  amend  the  notice,  as  the  jnrisdic- 
tion  of  the  justices  to  deal  with  the  matter  only 
arises  on  the  notice  of  objection  which  the 
objector  has  given,  nor  is  there  any  power  given 
to  the  justices  to  adjourn  the  hearing  in  order 
that  a  fresh  notice  may  be  given  where  the  time 
for  giving  the  notice  under  sect.  7  has  expired.  If 
there  is  no  notice  given  in  a  month,  there  is  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  justices  to  deal  with  a  sase  of 


this  kind.  The  object  of  the  Legislature  in 
specifying  the  different  grounds  of  objection  in 
sect.  7  was  to  give  the  local  authority  an  oppor- 
tunity of  knowing  and  being  prepared  to  meet 
the  particular  ground  of  objection  relied  upon. 
The  real  question,  however,  in  the  case  is  whether 
under  a  notice  of  objection  given  under  sub- 
sect,  (a),  the  objection  specified  in  sub-sect,  (b) 
can  be  given  in  evidence.  It  is  submitted  that  it 
cannot,  and  that  the  two  sub- sections  deal  with 
totally  different  things.  Sub- sect,  (a)  is  intended 
to  deal  with  a  different  point  altogether  from  that 
which  is  intended  to  be  dealt  with  in  sub-sect.  (b). 
Sub-sect,  (a)  is  intended  to  deal  with  the  case 
where  the  objection  is  that  the  alleged  street  is 
not  a  street  at  all : 

Beg.  V.  Recorder  of  BheJlMd,  50  L.  T.  Bep.  76 ;  s  o* 

WaJce  V.  Mayor,  ^e.,  of  Shegiild,  12  Q.  B.  Div. 

142. 

But  if  the  objection  is  that  the  street  is  nut  a 
highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large, 
then  the  notice  ought  to  be  given  under  sub- 
sect.  (6),  and  the  point  specifically  raised  under 
that  sub- section.  If  it  is  not  so  raised  under  sub- 
sect.  (6),  the  justices  have  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain it ;  and,  as  it  was  not  so  raised  in  this  case, 
the  justices  were  right  in  excluding  the  evidence. 

Lord  Altbbstone,  C.J. — I  really  cannot  under- 
stand why  this  view  of  the  matter  was  pressed 
against  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence.  With 
regard  to  the  power  to  amend  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion, I  do  not  want  to  decide  that  there  is  no 
power  to  amend  at  all.  If  it  becomes  necessary 
to  decide  that  question  we  may  require  further 
argument,  but  I  must  sav  that  I  do  not  at  present 
wish  it  to  be  thought  that  magistrates  who  are 
hearing  these  objections  cannot,  in  a  proper  case 
and  subject  to  any  questions  they  may  raise  as  to 
costs,  adjourn  a  case  in  order  that  a  further 
notice  may  be  given.  I  do  not,  however,  wish  to 
decide  that  question.  In  my  opinion  this  evidence 
was  clearly  admissible,  even  upon  the  notice 
which  was  given.  The  section  allows  an  objector 
to  give  a  notice  "  that  an  alleged  sti-eet  or  part 
of  a  street  is  not  or  does  not  form  part  of  a  street 
within  the  meaning  of  this  Act " ;  or  "  that  a 
street  or  part  of  a  street  is  (in  whole  or  in  part)  a 
highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large." 
Now,  the  definition  of  "  street "  is  triven  in  sect.  5, 
and  it  says  that  it  is  a  street  as  defined  by  the 
Public  Health  Acts  and  not  being  a  highway 
repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large.  Under 
that  definition,  as  my  brother  Kennedy  -has 
pointed  out,  the  objector  may  give  a  notice  of 
objection  under  sub-sect,  (a)  which  will  traverse 
all  the  allegations  of  fact  which  are  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  alleged  street  is  a  street  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Public  Health  Acts,  and  that  it  is 
not  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at 
large.  It  may  very  likely  be  that  the  effect  of 
that  is  to  bring  a  good  many  more  things  into 
issue.  Why  it  should  be  said,  under  that,  that  a 
person  may  not  give  evidence  of  that  which  would 
prevent  the  street  from  coming  within  the  defini- 
tion of  street  as  defined  by  this  Act,  I  cannot 
understand.  I  think  it  is  quite  possible,  as  has 
been  pointed  out,  that  if  an  objector  wanted  to 
raise  that  one  strict  point  alone,  he  could  raise  it 
nnder  sub-sect.  (6).  In  my  opinion  the  two  sub- 
sections do  overlap  to  this  ezbent,  that  under  this 
sub-sect,  (a)  it  may  be  a  ground  for  saying  not 
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only  that  a  street  ia  not  a  street  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  Act,  but  also  that  it  does  not  fulfil 
the  condition  of  not  being  a  hiehway  repairable 
by  the  inhabitants  at  large.  Therefore,  without 
deciding  the  question  whether  or  not,  in  a  case 
where  the  terms  of  the  notice  did  not  allow  the 
person  objecting  to  raise  the  question  at  all,  the 
justices  oonld  haTe  allowed  him  to  amend  his 
notice  and  adjourn  the  case,  I  think  in  this  case 
they  ought  to  have  reoeived  the  evidence.  The 
case  must  therefore  go  back  in  order  that  they 
may  receive  the  evidence,  and  if  any  point  of  law 
does  arise  they  will  be  able  to  bring  it  before  us. 
I  onght  to  add  that  the  ground  upon  which  the 
magistrates  decided  that  they  could  not  allow 
amendment — ^namely,  that  in  view  of  sect.  8,  sub- 
sect.  2,  of  the  Act  they  had  no  power  to  amend 
the  notice  of  objection — was  obviously  not  the 
right  ground.  In  my  opinion  that  provision 
tlut  no  objection  which  could  be  made  under  that 
Act  should  be  otherwise  made  or  allowed  in  any 
court,  proceeding,  or  manner  whatsoever,  applies 
to  proceedings  in  other  courts  and  not  to  pro- 
ceedings in  that  oonrt. 

liAWBANCK,  J. — I  agree. 

Kbbhidt,  J. — ^I  agree. 

Appeal  aUovoed.     Case  remittei  to  the  jxu- 
tices  with  a  directum  to  receive  the  evidence. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Lovell,  Son,  and 
Pitfield,  for  K  B.  Willett,  Bezhill-on-Sea. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  F.  O.  Langham, 
Hastings.      

KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION,  IN  BANK- 
BUPTOY. 

Dee.  7  and  12, 1903. 

(Before  Wbioht  and  Phillimosb,  J  J.) 

Be  Johnson;    Ex  parte   Matthbws  and 

Wilkinson,  (a) 

Bankruptcy — Settlement — Settlor't  own  property 
— Truet  to  pay  income  to  settlor  determinable  on 
bankruptcy — Discretionary  power  of  trustees  to 
apply  income  for  benefit  of  settlor,  or  his  children, 
or  to  accumulate — Second  bankruptcy — Debtor 
unmarried — Bight  of  trustee  to  income  of  settled 
funds. 

In  1893  the  debtor  assigned  property  to  trustees  on 
trust  to  pay  him  the  income  until  he  was  declared 
bankrupt.  Thereafter  his  rights  were  to  cease, 
and  a  discretionary  power  was  given  to  his  trus- 
tees to  apply  the  income  of  any  part  thereof  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  debtor,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
hi*  children,  or  to  accumulate.  In  1900  the 
settlor  was  adjudicated  bankrupt,  and  under 
sect.  47  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  an  order 
was  made  setting  oxide  the  settlement  so  far  a$ 
necessary  to  pay  the  provable  debts.  The  true- 
tees  raised  sufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  debts  and 
costs,  but  the  bankruptcy  was  not  annuUed.  In 
1902  the  debtor  was  again  adjudicated  bankrupt. 
The  trustee  in  this  bankruptcy  failed  to  obtain 
an  order  under  sect.  47,  the  judge  finding  as  a 
fact  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  settlement 
the  debtor  was  able  to  pay  ail  his  debts  without 
Uie  property  comprised  in  it.  The  trustee  then 
applied  for  a  declaration  that  the  life  estate  of 
the  bankrupt  vested  in  him.  The  debtor  was 
unmarried, 

(a)  Keponad  b;  J.  All WTL  TaiOBALO,  Eiq. ,  BarrUur^t-Law. 


Held,  that  the  debtor's  life  interest  became  forfeited 
on  the  first  bcmkruptey,  when  the  income  became 
vested  under  the  control  and  discretion  of  the 
trustees,  and  it  could  only  be  divested  by  in- 
peaching  the  settlement. 
Apfbal  from  the  decision  of  the  County  Court 
judge  of  LiMicashire  sitting  at  Manchester. 
Leigh  Clare  for  the  appellants. 
Carrington  for  the  respondent. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
Dee.  12. — Phillihobb,  J.  read  the  follow- 
ing judgment  of  the  court,  which  fully  sets 
out  the  facts:— The  bankrupt  Johnson,  being 
then  and  now  an  unmarried  man,  and  having 
then  only  '<ast  come  of  age,  made  on  the  1st 
Sept.  1903  a  settlement  of  certain  property,  of 
which  settlement  the  appellants  are  the  present 
trustees.  The  property  settled  was  a  share  of 
residue  passing  under  the  grandfather's  will; 
and  the  grandfather,  when  bequeathing  legacies 
to  his  sons  for  their  lives,  had  made  such  legacies 
determinable  on  bankruptcy,  or  upon  the  assign- 
ment or  charge  of  the  annual  income.  For  some 
reason,  into  which  it  id  not  important  to 
inquire,  the  settlement  made  by  the  bankrupt 
Johnson,  instead  of  e^ressing  the  trust  and 
limitations  explicitly,  stated  them  by  way  of 
reference  to  the  grandfather's  will,  There  is, 
however,  no  dispute  what  these  trusts  and  limita- 
tions are,  though  they  have  to  be  gathered  from 
the  two  instrumtintB.  The  settlor  assigned  pro- 
perty to  the  trustees  on  trust  to  pay  him  the 
annual  income  until  he  was  declared  bankrupt,  or 
should  assign  or  charge  in  any  way  the. annual 
income.  Thereafter  his  rights  were  to  cease,  and 
the  trustees  wete  to  have  power  to  apply  or  not, 
as  they  thought  fit,  the  income  or  any  part  for 
his  personal  maintenance  and  support,  and  were 
to  apply  the  residue,  if  any,  for  tha  benefit  of  his 
children,  if  there  were  any,  or  to  accumulate  it 
and  add  it  to  the  corpus,  which  corpus  was  alti- 
mately  to  go  to  certain  relations.  In  1900  there 
was  a  first  adjudication  in  bankruptcy.  The 
trustee  in  that  bankruptcy  moved,  under  sect.  47 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883,  to  set  aside  the 
settlement,  and  it  was  set  aside  so  far  as  was 
neceasary  to  pay  the  bankrupt's  debts  provable  in 
that  bankruptcy.  Thereupon,  under  an  order 
made  by  consent,  the  trustees  of  the  settlements 
raised  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  tha  bankrupt's  debts 
in  full  and  the  costs.  The  bankruptcy,  however, 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  formally  annulled. 
In  1903  there  was  a  second  bankruptcy.  The 
trustee  in  that  bankruptcy  again  applied  to  set 
aside  the  settlement ;  but  this  time  he  failed,  the 
County  Court  judge  finding  as  a  fact  that  at  the 
time  of  making  the  settlement  the  bankrupt  was 
able  to  pay  all  his  debts  without  the  aid  of  the 
property  comprised  in  it.  The  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy then  applied  to  have  it  adjudged  and 
declared  that  the  life  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
vested  in  him,  the  said  trustee,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  income  thereof  with  the  arrears. 
He  obtained  an  order  in  these  terms,  and  this  is 
the  order  now  under  appeal.  Now,  an  owner  of 
property  cannot  by  way  of  settlement  or  contract 
qualify  his  omoi  interest  in  property  by  a  con- 
dition determining  or  controlling  it,  in  the  event 
of  his  own  bankruptcy,  to  the  disappointment  or 
delay  of  his  creditors.  This  was  decided  in 
Wilson  V.   Greenwood  (1  Swans.    471,    481;    18 
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R.  R.  118),  and  that  deoision  has  been 
followed  in  a  nnmber  of  cases,  many  of 
which  will  be  found  enumerated  in  Maele- 
intoth  V.  Pogote  (72  L.  T.  Rep.  251;  (1895) 
1  Ch.  305).  Bnt  this  rale  applies  only  to  a 
limitation  npon  bankruptcy,  and  to  cases  where, 
bat  for  this  limitation,  the  property  or  income 
would  have  come  to  the  assignee  or  trustee  in 
bankruptcy,  and  then  only  so  far  as  it  would  have 
thus  come.  Thus,  in  Be  Detmold ;  Detniold  y. 
Detmold,  (61  L.  T.  Rep.  21 ;  40  Gh.  Div.  585).  the 
husband  settlor,  with  a  similar  olanse,  suffered 
an  incumbrance  of  his  income  by  the  appoint* 
ment  of  a  receiver  at  the  suit  of  a  judgment 
creditor  on  the  19th  July  1888.  In  or  about 
September  of  the  same  year  he  was  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt  upon  an  act  of  bankruptoy  committed 
on  the  S^th  July.  It  was  held  that  before  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  there  had  been  a  forfeiture  by 
the  husband  owing  to  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver;  that  the  limitetion  over  to  the  wife 
npon  such  forfeiture  was  good,  inasmuch  as  it 
defeated  a  particular  alienee,  and  was  not  a  fraud 
on  the  bankruptoy  laws ;  that,  therefore,  the  gift 
over  had  taken  effect  before  bankruptoy,  the 
income  had  become  vested  in  the  wife,  and  there 
was  nothing  for  the  trustee  in  bankruptoy  to 
take.  Following  this  authority,  the  judge  in 
Be  Brewer's  Settlement  ;  Morton  v.  Blaekmore 
f75  L.  T.  Rep.  177 ;  (1896)  2  Ch.  503)  stated  as 
follows  the  point  which  he  had  to  determine: 
"The  question  is  whether  the  life  interest  had 
determmed  previously  to  the  bankruptoy."  In 
that  case  it  was  held  that  what  had  oeen  done 
previously  to  the  bankruptoy  did  not  amount  to 
forfeiture  or  detemination  of  the  life  interest, 
and,  therefore,  the  trustee  in  bankruptoy  took 
the  life  interest.  In  the  case  before  us,  the 
trustee  in  the  first  bankruptoy,  if  he  had  failed 
in  setting  aside  the  settlement,  would  hare  suc- 
ceeded in  getting  the  bankrupt's  life  interest 
under  it,  because  to  allow  the  limitation  over  to 
take  effect  would  have  been,  in  the  language  of 
the  casee,  a  "  fraud  npon  the  bankruptcy  laws  "  or 
a  disposition  of  property  forbidden  by  law.  Bnt 
although  the  alienation  could  not  taEe  effect  so 
as  to  disappoint  and  delay  the  creditors  in  the 
first  bankruptcy,  it  operated  as  against  the 
settlor  as  a  forfeiture.  He  lost  all  hia  righte  to 
the  residue  left  after  paying  those  creditors. 
The  income  came  under  the  control  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  trustees.  If  the  limitation  over 
httd  been  to  a  determined  person  (as  to  the  wife  in 
Be  Detmold,  ubi  sup.),  she  would  have  slaimed  a 
vested  interest,  wuich  could  only  have  been 
divested  by  impeaching  the  settlement — an  im- 
peachment which  in  this  case  has  failed.  The 
case  looks  different  because  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement  have  a  discretionary  power;  bnt  the 
law  to  be  applied  is  the  same. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors:  W.E.Bowson;   W.  B.  Olasier. 


Dee.  14,  1903,  and  Jan.  18, 1904. 

(Before  Weight,  J.) 

Be  Rbis;  Ex  parte  The  Tbustbb.  (a) 

Bankruptcy  —  Marriage  settlement  —  Husband' » 
covenant  to  settle  all  after-acquired  property/ 
except  business  assets — Act  of  bontntp?cy— 
Svhsequent  transfer  of  property  to  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement — Title  of  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
— Meaning  of  "  becoming  bankrupt "  —  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1883  (46  <£•  47  Vict.  c.  52),  ss.  43, 
47  (2). 

By  his  marriage  settlement,  executed  in  1879,  the- 
debtor  covenanted  to  settle  aU  after-acquired 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  except  butinesB 
assets.  Tn  1891  he  was  very  succeM/uZ,  and 
purchased  a  house  and  fumUure  for  17,0002., 
in  which  he  lived  v>ith  hit  wife  and  family. 
Early  in  1903  he  was  in  firumoial  difficuUiet, 
and  on  the  23rd  May  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment served  a  written  notice  requiring  him  to 
transfer  the  house  and  furniture.  On  the  26th 
May  the  debtor  comm,itted  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  on  the  10th  June  he  conveyed  the  house  and 
furniture  to  the  trustees  by  two  deeds.  On  the 
15th  July  the  receiving  order  was  made  on  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed  after  the  10th  June,, 
and  on  the  23rd  July  the  debtor  was  adjudicated 
a  bankrtipt. 

Held,  that  the  words  "  becoming  bankrupt "  in 
sect.  47  (2)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  must  be 
construed  by  the  light  of  sect.  43  of  that  Act, 
and  mean  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy on  which  the  receiving  order  is  made,  or, 
if  more  than  one  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been 
committed,  the  first  act  of  bankruptcy  proved 
to  have  been  committed  within  three  months 
next  preceding  the  date  of  the  presentation  of 
the  bankruptcy  petition,  and  that,  as  the  hotue 
and  furniture  had  not  been  aetuaily  transferred 
to  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  before 
the  26th  May,  the  transfer  on  the  10th  June  was 
vqid  against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

Motion  by  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  set  aside- 
a  transfer  of  property  by  the  debtor  to  the 
trustees  of  his  marriage  settlement. 

The  settlement  was  executed  in  1879,  and  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  the  debtor  to  settle  all  after- 
acquired  property,  both  real  and  personal,  except 
businesH  assets. 

In  1901  the  debtor,  who  had  established  him- 
self in  business  as  an  "  outside "  stockbroker,, 
was  very  successful,  and  his  profite  exceeded 
50,0002.  In  that  year  he  purchased  a  freehold 
house,  in  which  be  Bubeeqaeutly  lived,  the  cost  of 
the  house  and  its  furniture  being  17,0002. 

In  the  early  pait  of  1903  he  became  involved  in 
dif&cnlties,  hia  creditors  being  practically  all 
stockbrokers. 

On  the  23rd  May  the  trustees  of  his  marriage 
settlement  served  on  him  a  written  notice  requir- 
ing him  to  transfer  his  house,  &o.,  to  them. 

On  the  26th  May  he  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  giving  notice  of  an  intention  to  suspend 
payment. 

On  the  10th  June  by  two  deeds  he  transferred 
the  freehold  house  and  furniture  to  the  trusteea 
of  his  marriage  settlement. 

On  the  15tji  July  a  receiving  order  was  made- 

(a)  BaportMl  by  J.  Amwti.  Thkob«ld.  G«q.,  Harrintai^u-Law. 
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on  another  act  of  bankrnptoj  committed  on  the 
29th  Jnse. 

On  the  23rd  Jnly  he  was  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt. 

The  Bankraptc7  Act  1883  (46  &  47  Yiot.  c.  52) 
enacts  as  follows : 

Sect  43.  The  bankraptoy  of  a  debtor,  whether  the 
raine  takes  place  on  the  debtor's  own  petition  or  npon 
that  of  a  creditor  or  creditors,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
velation  back  to,  and  to  oommenoe  at,  the  time  of  the 
act  of  baokraptcy  being  oommitted  on  which  a  reoeivingr 
ord«r  is  made  against  him,  or,  if  the  bankrupt  is  proved 
to  have  oommitted  more  acts  of  bankroptoy  than  one,  to 
liaT0  relation  back  to,  and  to  commence  at,  the  time  of 
the  first  of  the  acts  of  baokrnptcy  proved  to  have  been 
'Committed  by  the  bankrupt  within  three  months  next 
preoeding  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  the  bankruptcy 
petition ;  but  no  bankruptcy  petition,  receiving  order, 
or  adjudication  shall  be  rendered  invalid  by  reason  of 
any  act  of  bankruptcy  anterior  to  the  debt  <^  the  peti- 
tioDiDg  creditor. 

Sect.  47  (2).  Any  covenant  or  contract  made  in  con- 
•ideration  of  muriage,  for  the  fntnre  settlement  on  or 
for  the  settlor's  wife  or  children  of  any  money  or  pro- 
perty wherein  he  had  not  at  the  date  of  hi*  marriage  any 
«atate  or  interest,  whether  vested  or  contingent  in 
poase«sion  or  remainder,  and  not  being  money  or  pro- 
party  of  or  in  right  of  his  wife,  shall,  on  his  becom- 
ing bankrupt  before  the  property  or  money  has  been 
actnally  transferred  or  paid  pursuant  to  the  contract 
«r  covenant,  be  void  against  the  trustee  in  the  bank- 
ruptcy. 

H.  Beed,  K.C.,  A.  J.  David,  and  Adler  for  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy. — The  debtor  having  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  26  th  May, 
and  the  receiving  order  having  been  made  on 
the  15th  Jnly,  the  title  of  the  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy relates  back  to  the  26th  May.  The  debtor 
became  bankrupt,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  47  (2) 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883,  on  the  26th 
May,  before  the  property  was  "actually  trans- 
ferred "  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  contained  in 
the  marriage  settlement. 

Horridge,  E.G.  and  Muir  Jifaekemie  for  the 
trosteea  of  the  marriage  settlement. — The  bank- 
rupt did  not  "  become  bankrupt "  before  the 
10th  Jane.  The  words  in  sect.  47  are  not  "  com- 
mencement of  the  bankruptcy  "  as  they  would 
have  been  if  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been 
intended.  A  man  does  not  "  become  bankrupt " 
when  he  commits  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  he  does 
not  become  bankrupt  until  an  order  of  adjudica- 
tion is  made.  Even  a  receiving  order  may  be 
rescinded,  and  a  debtor,  even  after  a  receiving 
order  has  been  made  against  him,  may  not  become 
bankrupt  within  the  meaning  of  this  section.  The 
fomitnre  had  been  transferred  before  the  26th 
May.  It  was  purchased  by  the  debtor  and 
brought  by  him  into  the  house  of  his  matri- 
monial domicil,  and  that  constituted  as  effectual 
a  transfer  as  was  possible  under  the  circum- 
stances. The  possession  of  chattels  by  a  wife 
in  her  husband's  house  is  aa  good  as  absolute 
so«beesion  anywhere  else.  When  they  ought  to 
oe  in  the  wife's  possession,  the  law  will  attribute 
the  possession  to  her  : 

Bt  Satterthwaite,  2  Man.  52  ; 
Banuay  v.  Jlfar^ett,  70  L.  T.  Bep.   788 ;  (1894)  2 
Q.  B.  18. 

H.  Beed,  E.G.  replied. 

HanteU  and  Bomer  Macklin  appeared  for  Mrs 
Baia,  bat  took  no  part  in  the  arguments. 


Wbioht,  J. — On  the  26th  May  there  was  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  and  on  the  10th  June  the 
debtor  transferred  to  the  trustees  of  his  marriage 
settlement  the  after-acquired  property  which  he 
had  covenanted  by  his  marrifige  settlement  to 
transfer.  There  was  another  act  of  bankruptcy 
after  the  10th  June,  on  which  a  receiving  order  was 
made  on  the  15th  July.  The  bankruptcy  therefore 
relates  back  to  the  26th  May.  Then  sect.  47  (2)  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  enacts :  [His  Lordship 
read  the  sub-section.]  On  the  construction  of 
those  words,  the  first  question  is,  What  is  the 
meaning  of  "  becoming  bankrupt "  P  There  is, 
apparently,  no  authority  to  guide  me  on  that. 
Strong  reasons  have  been  urged  for  the  view  that 
"  commencement  of  the  bankruptcy  "  would  have 
been  used  if  that  had  been  meant.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  said  that  "  adjudicated  bankrupt " 
would  have  been  moie  natural  than  "  becoming 
bankrupt "  if  that  had  been  meant.  It  seems  to 
me,  however,  that  I  ought  to  construe  the  words 
"  becoming  bankrupt "  by  the  light  of  sect.  43. 
That  section  says,  reading  only  the  material 
word  j :  "  The  bankruptcy  of  a  debtor  .  .  .  shall 
be  deemed  ...  to  commence  at  .  .  .  the 
time  of  the  first  of  the  acts  of  bankruptcy  proved  to 
have  been  oommitted  within  three  months  next 
preceding  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  the 
bankruptcy  petition."  If  the  bankruptcy  is  to 
be  deemed  to  have  commenced,  then,  as  from 
the  date  it  is  deemed  .to  have  commenced,  I 
should  say  the  bankrupt  must  be  deemed  to  ba 
a  bankrupt.  I  am  quite  alive  to  the  possibility 
that  tbe  view  I  am  taking  is  Wrong,  but  I  think  f 
ought  to  take  that  view.  Then  there  comes  the 
second  question,  What  is  the  proper  meaning  of 
the  words  "  becoming  bankrupt  before  theproperty 
or  money  has  been  actually  transferred  or  paid 
pursuant  to  the  contract  or  covenant "  F  It  has 
been  argued  with  great  force  that  various  kinds 
of  constructive  transfers  are  enough.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  very  object  of  the  language  used 
is  to  exclude  all  such  arguments,  and  that  it 
means  what  it  says — viz.,  that  the  sub-section  is 
to  apply  unless  there  has  been  an  actual  legal 
transfer  pursuant  to  the  contract  or  covenant. 
The  cases  of  Bamsay  v.  Margrett  and  Be 
Satterthwaite  [ubi  tup.)  appear  to  me  to  be  quite 
different.  In  Bamsay  v.  Margrett  there  had 
been  an  actual  verbal  sale  and  payment  of  the 
consideration.  In  Batter thwaite's  case  the  house, 
together  with  the  furniture  in  it,  had  been  actually 
assigned  to  trustees  for  the  wife,  and  under  those 
circumstances  it  was  held  that  possession,  which 
might  on  the  face  of  it  be  ambiguous,  must 
follow  the  title.  Both  those  cases  were  decided 
on  the  Bills  of  Sale  Acts.  In  this  case  there  was 
no  actual  transfer  till  the  lOch  June.  In  my 
judgment  sect.  47  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883 
cannot  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  Bills 
of  Sale  Act,  and,  the  transfer  having  been  subse- 
quent to  the  26th  May,  the  transfer  is  not  good 
within  the  sub-section.  Then  it  remains  only  to 
ask  whether  sect.  47,  if  I  have  rightly  held  it 
applicable,  is  in  any  way  subject  to  or  modified 
by  sect.  49.  This  point  has  not  been  really 
argued,  and  I  do  not  think  it  could  be  properly 
argued.  Sect  49  appears  on  its  face  and  by  its 
terms  only  to  apply  when  sect.  47  does  not  apply, 
and  further,  the  enumer<ition  of  the  cases  to  whiob 
sect.  49  is  to  be  applicable  does  not  include  any 
description  which  is  prox>erly  applicable  to  what 
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took  plaoe  when  this  property  was  transferred  to 
the  trustees.  The  transfer  to  the  trustees  was 
not  a  payment  by  the  bankrupt  to  any  of  his 
creditors  ;  it  was  not  a  payment  or  delivery  to  the 
bankrupt;  it  was  not  a  conveyanoe  or  assign- 
ment by  the  bankrupt  for  valuable  consideration  ; 
and  it  was  not  a  contract  or  dealing  by  or  with 
the  bankrupt  for  valuable  oonsideranon.  There- 
fore sect.  49  has  no  application. 

Solicitors :    W.   H.  Martin  and  Co. ;    Gordon 
and  De  Freee ;  Bpyer  and  Co. 


Monday,  Jan.  25. 

(Before  Wbioht  and  Bidlbt,  JJ.) 

Be  A.  Debtob  (No.  112  of  1903);  Ex  parte  Bock 

Bbd  Bbick  Oompant.  (a) 
Bankruptcy — Final  jitdgmeni  in  High    Courts— 
Judgment  summon*  tn  County  Court — Bank- 
ruptey  notice — Order  on  judgment  eummona  to 
pay   6y    inttalmenti — No    default — Petition— 
Debtor*  Act  1869  (32  *  33   Vitst.  e.  62),  t.  5— 
C<nmly  Court  Bules  1889,  Order  XXV.,  rr.  17, 
25,  26,  27— Banibri^toy  Act  1883  (46  A  47  Viet. 
c.52),«.4(l)(8). 
A  judgment  tummone  too*  itrued  in  the  CowfUy 
Court  on  a  final  judgment  in  the  High  Court, 
and  on  the  I7ih  Oct.  1903  a  bankruptcy  notice 
toot  served,  which  wae  not  complied  with. 
On  the  2nd  Nov.  am  order  to  pay  by  instalmentt 

was  made  on  the  judgment  summons. 
On  the  3rd  Nov.  a  bankruptcy  petition  was  pre- 
sented by  another  creditor,  founded  on  the  non- 
eomplianee  with  the  bankruptcy  notice. 
Held,  that  the  petitioning  ereditor  was  entitled  to 
a  receiving  order,  the  debtor  having  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptey  before  the  inaking^  of  the 
order  on  the  judgmewt  •ummon*,    which  any 
ereditor  could  take  advantage  of. 
MontKomeiT  v.  De  Bulmes  (78  L.  T.  Sep.  671 ; 

(1898)  2  Q.  B.  420)  dutinguUhed. 
Appeal  bv  the  petitioning  creditors  from  the 
decision  of  the  registrar  of  the  County  Court  of 
Yorkshire,  holden  at  Leeds,  dismissing  a  petition. 
On  the  21st  Sept.  1903  the  Leeds  Patent  Brick 
Company  obtained  final  judgment  against  the 
debtor  in  the  King's  Bench  Division  of  the  High 
Court  of  Justice  for  432.  IOr.  3d. 

On  the  25th  Sept.  a  judgment  summons  was 
issued  in  the  Leeds  County  Court  on  the  judg- 
ment of  the  2l8t  Sept.,  and  on  the  13th  Oct.  a 
bankruptcy  notice  was  issued  by  the  Leeds  Patent 
Brick  Company,  which  was  served  on  the  17th 
Oct 

On  the  2nd  Nov.  the  judgment  summons  was 
heard  at  the  Leeds  County  Court,  and  an  order 
was  made  to  pay  the  debt  by  monthly  instalments 
of  12. 

On  the  3rd  Nov.  a  bankruptcy  petition  was 
presented  by  the  Bock  Bed  Brick  Company, 
founded  on  a  non-compliance  with  the  bankruptcy 
notice  served  on  the  17th  Oct.  This  petition  was 
heard  on  the  27th  Nov.,  and  was  dismissed. 

Ringwood  in  support  of  the  appeal. — The  deci- 
sion of  the  registrar  was  based  on  Jones  v.  Jenner 
(25  L.  J.  319,  Ex.)  and  Montgomery  v.  De  Bulmss 
(78  L.  T.  Bep.  671;  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  420),  but 
neither  of  those  cases  apply  to  the  facts  here.   The 

<a)  Reported  by  J.  ANWTL  Thiobald,  Eaq.,  BuTl««aT-»t-Law. 


procedure  under  the  Debtors  Act  1869  is  merely 
punitive,  and  does  not  amount  to  an  execution : 

Btonor  v.  I'owle,  58  L.  T.  Bap.  1 ;  13  App.  Cas.  20 ; 

Re  Wcitson  ;  Xa  parte  Johnstone,  67  L.  T.  B«p.  5191; 
(1898)  1  Q.  B.  21. 
The  proceedings  on  the  judgment  summons  did 
not  coiutitnte  a  stay. 

HanseU  for  the  debtor.  —  The  petition  was 
rightly  dismissed.  The  question  for  decision  is 
whether  after  a  judgment  creditor  has  elected  to 
take  proceedings  under  the  Debtors  Act,  and 
an  order  to  pay  by  instalments  has  been  made,  on 
which  there  has  be«n  no  default,  the  creditor  can 
afterwards  turn  round  and  issue  execution,  or  do 
what  amounts  to issningexecution,  commence  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings  by  the  issue  of  a  bankruptcy 
notice.  The  County  Court  Boles  prevent  a 
creditor  who  has  taken  proceedings  by  judgment 
summons  from  issuing  execution.  [He  referred  to 
Order  XXV.,  rr.  17,  25,  26,  and  27,  of  the  County 
Court  Bules  of  1889.]  The  High  Court  is  for  the 
purpose  of  a  judgment  summons  under  the 
County  Court  Bules,  and  under  those  rules  a 
judgment  of  the  Hi|;h  Court  when  enforced  by 
judgment  summons  is  on  tiie  same  footing  as  a 
judgment  in  one  County  Court  enforced  by 
judgment  in  another  County  Court.  The  case 
of  Montgomery  v.  De  Bulmes  (tdn  sup.)  is  a  bind- 
ing authority  in  my  favour. 

Bingwood,  in  reply,  referred  to 

Ohureh's  Trustee  r.  Montague  Bibbard  and  Co., 
87  L.  T.  Bep.  412;  (1902)  2  Ch.  784. 

The  act  of  bankruptcy  relied  on  by  the  petition- 
ing creditors  was  the.  non-compliance  with  the 
bankruptcy  notice  served  on  the  17th  Oct.,  and, 
as  more  than  seven  days  had  elapsed  b«fore  the 
2nd  Nov.,  when  the  order  was  made  on  the 
judgment  summons,  there  was  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy on  which  any  creditor  could  found  a 
petition. 

Wbioht,  J. — I  think  this  receiving  order  was 
wrongly  refused  by  the  registrar.  The  ground 
on  which  I  base  my  decision  is  that  befoi-e  the 
making  of  the  order  to  pay  the  judgment  debt 
by  instalments  on  the  2nd  Nov.  the  debtor  had 
committed  a  complete  act  of  bankruptcy.  That 
being  so,  any  creditor  was  entiUed  to  take 
advantage  of  that  act  of  bankruptcy  and  to 
found  a  petition  on  it,  even  if  the  debtor  had 
paid  the  whole  of  the  debt.  Apart  from  that 
fact,  I  think  there  is  great  force  in  the  argu- 
ments of  Mr.  HanseU,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
on  the  authority  of  Montgomery  v.  De  Bulmes 
(ubi  sup.)  this  petition  might  have  been  properly 
dismissed. 

BiDLST,  J. — I  agree.  The  decision  in  this 
case  seems  to  me  to  follow  from  the  words  of 
sect  4  (1)  (8)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883,  which 
provides  that  "  a  debtor  commits  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy if  a  creditor  has  obtained  a  final  judgment 
against  him  for  any  amount,  and,  execution 
thereon  not  having  been  stayed,  has  served  on 
him  a  bankruptcy  notice  .  .  .  under  this 
Act,  i-equiring  him  to  pay  the  judgment  debt  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  judgment 
.  .  ^  .  and  he  does  not  within  seven  days  after 
service  of  the  notice  .  .  .  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  notice."  Apart  from  the 
commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  I  also  think 
that  there  is  great  force  in  the  contention  that  pro- 
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ceedings  tnider  ihe  Debtors  Act  disentitle  the 
jadgment  creditor  to  levy  execntioo. 

Appeal  cillotBed.    Leave  to  appeal  given. 
Solidtora:    Beaickerd,   Hopkins,  and    Middle- 
hrooie,  Leeds ;  Waller  and  E.  H.  Fetter,  Leeds. 


Monday,  Jan.  25. 
(Before  Wbioht  aad  Bidlet,  JJ.) 
Be  Jenkins;  Ex  parte  The  Tkusteb.  (a) 
Bankmptev — Execution — Payment    to  creditor — 
WUhdramal  by    sheriff — Bankruptcy  of  debtor 
— Completion  of  execution — THtie  of  trustee — 
Bankruptcy  Act  1883  (46  <£  47  Viet.  c.  52),  s.  45 
—Bankruptcy  Act  1890  (53  &  54   Vict.  c.  71), 
».  11. 
Oh  the  22nd  July  1903  the  sheriff  levied  on  the 
goods  of  the  debtor  at  the  Alexandra  and  Adelphi 
Hotel*.     On  the  21th  July  he  loithdreio,  on  the 
instructions  of  the  judgment  creditor,  from  the 
Alexandra  Hotel  on  part  paymerU. 
On  the  28th  July  the  debtor  rold  to  ihe  execution 
creditor  goods  at  the  Alexandra  Hotel  which  had 
been  seized,  and  on  the  29th  July  he  also  sold  to  the 
execution  creditor  goods  at  the  same  place  which 
had  not  been    seized.      On  the  tame    day  an 
arrangement  was  made    by   which   the  debtor 
reeeived  credit  for  the  amount  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff  and  for  the  goods  sold,  and  he  paid  the 
beilanee  direct  to  the  execution  creditor. 
The  sheriff  withdrew,  and  on  the  12th  Aug.  he  paid 
veer  the  amount  in  hia  hands  to  the  execution 
creditor,  having   reeeived  no  rtotiee  of  a  barik- 
ruptey  petition. 
On   the  20th   Aug.  a  receiving  order  was  made 

against  the  debtor  on  hie  own  petition. 
Held,  that  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  had  no  title 
against  the  execution  creditor  to  the  money  or 
the  goods. 
Be  Pollock  and  Fendle  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  238)  dis- 
tinguished. 
Be  Ford ;  Ex  parte  Official  Beceiver  (81  L.  T. 

Bep.  648 ;  (1900)  1  Q.  B.  264)  applied. 
AppeaIi  by  the  tmstee  in  bankruptcy  from  a 
decision  of  the  judge  of  the  Connty  Court  of 
Glamoraanshire  holden  at  Swansea,  dismissing 
bis  application  for  a  declaration  that  certain 
cash  and  goods  received  bv  an  execution  creditor 
formed  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  on  the 
ffrotmdthat  the  execution  had  not  been  completed 
before  the  date  of  the  receiving  order. 

On  the  22nd  July  1903  an  execution  for 
157Z.  13*.  9d.  was  levied  by  the  sheriff  on  the 
goods  of  the  debtor  situated  at  the  Alexandra 
and  Adelphi  Hotels  at  Swansea. 

On  the  27th  July  the  judgment  creditor  autho- 
rised the  sheriff  to  withdraw  from  the  Alexandra 
Hotel  on  payment  of  20Z.,  and  he  accordingly 
withdrew. 

On  the  28th  July  the  sheriff  was  authorised  to 
delay  the  sale  of  the  goods  seized  at  the  Adelphi 
Hotel  in  view  of  the  possibility  of  a  settlement. 
On  that  day  the  debtor  sold  to  the  execution 
creditor  a  cash  till  for  252.  and  some  beer  for 
22.  bs.  Theee  goods  were  at  the  Alexandra  Hotel, 
and  bad  been  seized  on  the  22nd  July  under  the 
execution. 
On  ihe  29th  July  the  debtor  sold  to  the  exeon- 

(•)  Baportad  by  1.  A>wiL  Thiobald,  £(q.,  BarrUter-at-Law. 
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tion  creditor  a  cask  of  whisky  for  211.  0«.  6d.  The 
cask  of  whisky  was  at  the  Alexandra  Hotel,  but 
it  had  not  been  seized  under  the  execution. 

In  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  a  meeting  of 
the  debtor,  the  judgment  creditor,  and  the  sheriff 
took  place  when  the  execution  was  settled  in  the 
following  manner :  Credit  was  given  by  the 
execution  creditor  for  the  amount  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff,  and  for  the  goods  sold  by  the 
debtor,  and  the  balance  was  paid  in  cash  direct  to 
the  execution  creditor.  The  sheriff  withdrew  by 
direction  of  the  execution  creditor. 

The  sheriff  held  the  balance  in  his  hands  for 
fourteen  days,  and,  not  having  received  notice  of 
any  bankruptcy  petition,  on  the  12th  Aug.  he  paia 
it  over  to  the  execution  creditor,  less  the  costs  of 
the  levy. 

On  the  20th  Aug.  a  receiving  order  was  made 
against  the  debtor  on  his  own  petition,  and  he  was 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt  on  the  same  day. 

The  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52), 
s.  45,  enacts : 

(1)  Where  a  creditor  has  issued  eze'ontion  sgaiist  tb« 
goods  or  lands  of  a  debtor,  or  has  attached  any  debfc 
dne  to  him,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  retain  the  benefit 
of  the  exeontion  oi  attachment  against  the  tniatee  in 
bankniptoy  o£  the  debtor,  anleas  he  has  completed  the- 
exeontion  or  attachment  before  the  date  of  the  receiving 
order,  and  before  notice  of  the  presentation  of  any  bank- 
mptoy  petition  by  or  against  the  debtor,  or  of  the  com- 
mistion  of  any  available  act  of  bankiuptoy  by  the 
debtor.  (2)  For  the  porpoaes  of  this  Aot  an  execution 
is  completed  by  seiznre  and  Bale. 

The  Bankruptcy  Aot  1890  (53  &  54  Vict.  o.  71) 
s.  11,  enacts : 

(1)  Where  any  poods  of  a  debtor  are  tak<n  in  exeon- 
tion and  before  sale  thereof,  or  the  completion  of  the 
exeontion  by  the  receipt  or  recovery  of  the  full  amonnt 
of  the  levy,  noticr'.  is  served  on  the  shrriff  that  a  receiv- 
ing order  bai  been  made  against  the  debtor,  the  sheriff 
shall,  on  reqnest, deliver  the  goods  and  any  money  seized 
or  recovered  in  part  satitfaolion  of  the  execnliom  ti  the 
official  reoeirer,  bnt  the  costs  of  the  exeontion  thall 
be  a  first  charge  on  the  goods  or  moufy  so  delivered, 
and  the  official  receiver  or  trustee  may  sell  the  goods, 
or  an  adequate  part  thereof,  for  the  porpose  of  satisfy- 
ing the  charge.  (2)  Where  nnder  an  execution  in 
respect  of  a  jadgment  for  a  anm  exceeding  twenty 
pounds  the  goods  of  a  debtor  are  BiSld  or  money  is  paid 
in  order  to  avoid  sale,  the  sheriff  shaU  deduct  his  costs  of 
the  execution  from  the  proceeds  of  cals  or  the  money  paid, 
and  retain  the  balance  for  fourteen  da}  s,  and  if  within 
that  time  notice  is  served  en  him  of  a  bankruptey 
petition  having  been  presented  againet  or  by  the  debtor 
and  a  receiTing  order  is  made  againet  the  debtor  thereon, 
or  on  any  other  petition  o^  which  the  sheriff  has  notice, 
the  sheriff  shall  pay  the  balance  to  the  official  receiver 
or,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  trustee,  who  shall  be 
entitled  to  retain  the  same  as  against  the  execntioa 
creditor. 

Meager,  for  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  in 
support  of  the  appeal. — This  execution  had  not 
been  completed  before  the  date  of  the  receiving 
order  by  seizure  and  sale  or  payment  as  required 
by  sect.  45  of  the  Bankruptcy  Aot  1883  and 
sect.  11  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1890.  Here  the 
sheriff  only  received  part  of  the  money  paid  under 
the  execution ;  the  rest  was  paid  direct  to  the 
execution  creditor,  and  the  sheriff  did  not  hold  the 
full  amount  of  the  levy  for  fourteen  days  as 
required  by  the  Bankruptcy  Acts.  The  case  of 
Be  Pollock  and  Pendle  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  238)  is  a 
conclusive  authority  in  favour  of  my  contention. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


66-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Uaroh  19,  iSOL 


Ot.  or  App.] 


Be  Hakbxtbt;  Hanbubt  «.  Fibhbb. 


[Ot.  of  App. 


Muir  Mackenzie  and  'S^.  G.  Lushington  for  the 
exeontion  creditor. — The  execution  had  been  com- 
pletely KOt  rid  of  more  than  fourteen  days  before 
the  bankraptcy.    They  referred  to 

Be  Ford;  Ex  parte  Official  Receiver,  81  L.  T.  Bep. 
648;  (1900)  1  Q.  B.  261. 

Wrioht,  J. — In  my  opinion  there  is  no  real 
question  in  this  case.  The  case  of  Be  Pollock 
and  Pendle  {ubi  sup.)  is  clearly  distinguishable, 
because  there  the  receiving  order  was  made 
within  seTen  days  of  the  payment  of  the  money, 
and  therefore  there  is  notmng  in  that  case  which 
f^Tems  this.  Here  the  sherifE  retained  the 
money  for  the  fourteen  days  as  prescribed  by  the 
-statute,  and,  not  having  received  notice  of  any 
petiiaoQ  against  the  bankrupt,  paid  it  over  to  the 
'execution  creditor.  As  to  the  other  items  and  the 
cash  payment,  they  are  covered  by  what  the 
-court  said  in  Be  Ford  {ubi  aup.).  The  whole 
transaction  here  was  completed  long  before  the 
■date  of  the  receiving  order. 

BiDLET,  J. — ^I  agree. 

Appeal  dismisied  with  costs. 

Solicitore  :  Smith,  Bundell,  and  Dads,  for  Viner, 
Leader,  and  Morris,  Swansea ;  Helder  Boberts 
and  Co.,  for  Daviet  and  Harvey,  Swansea. 


— ♦ — 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Jan.  29,  30,  Feb.  1  and  2. 

tBefore  Williams,  Stiblino,  and  Gozeks- 

Hakdy,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Hanbttbt;  Hanbcet  r.  Fishee.  (a) 

APPBAL  FBOM  THE  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Will — Construction — Precatory  trust — Gift  abso. 
lute  or  on  trust — Gi/t  in  default  of  disposition 
^Bepugnancy, 

A  testator  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  hie 
wife  "  the  tohole  of  my  real  and  personal  estate 
and  property  absolutely,  in  full  confidence  that 
she  wiU  make  such  use  of  it  as  I  shouid  have 
made  myself,  and  that  at  her  death  she  vnll 
devise  it  to  such  one  or  more  of  my  nieces  as  she 
may  think  fit ;  and  in  default  of  any  disposition 
by  her  thereof  by  her  vsiU  or  testam,eni,  I  hereby 
direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property  acquired 
by  her  under  this  my  viill  shall  at  her  death  be 
divided  among  the  surviving  said  nieces." 

The  testator's  wife  arid  seven  nieces  survived  him. 

Held  {by  Williams  and  Stirling,  L.JJ.,  Cozens- 
Hardy,  L.J.  dissenting),  that  there  was  an  abso- 
lute gift  to  the  widow  unaffected  by  any  preca- 
tory trust  in  favour  of  the  nieces,  and  the  words 
" in  default  of  any  disposition,"  &e.,  imposed  a 
condition  which  was  repugnant  to  the  previous 
absolute  gift  and  could  not  be  construed  as 
creating  an  executory  devise  or  gift  over  after 
the  absolute  gift,  and  must  therefore  be  rejected. 

Per  Cozens-Hardy,  L.J. :  Tlie  toidow  took  more 
than  a  life  interest,  and,  should  all  the  nieces 
predecease  her,  her  absolute  interest  would 
remain;  but  the  surviving  nieces,  if  any,  were 

(a)  Beportcd  by  W.  C.  Biss,  Esq.,  B«rriBt«4t-La«r. 


sufficiently  indicated  as  the  persons  to  take  after 
her  death ;  and  this  ocemding  intention  could 
be  given  effect  to  uiilhout  unduly  straining  the 
language  of  the  wiU. 
Decision  of  Kekewich,  J.  affirmed. 

The  Bight  Hon.  Bobert  William  Hanbnry,  of 
Ham  HaU,  Staffordshire,  formerly  President  of  the 
Board  ot  Agriculture  and  M.F.  for  Preston,  who 
died  on  the  |28th  April  1903,  leaving  a  very  large 
properly,  by  his  will,  which  was  dated  the  Slst  Oct 
1893  and  was  in  the  testator's  own  handwriting, 
after  a  bequest  in  favour  of  his  sister,  made  the 
following  bequest : 

I  give,  bequeath,  and  devUe  to  my  very  dear  wife, 
Ellen  Hanbnry,  the  whole  of  my  real  and  pcTBonal  eetste 
and  property  abiolately,  in  fnll  oonfidenoe  that  she  will 
make  saoh  nse  of  it  M  I  should  have  made  myself,  and 
that  at  her  death  she  will  devise  it  to  eaoh  one  or 
more  of  my  nieoee  aa  she  may  think  fit ;  and  in  defanlt 
of  any  diapoaitioa  by  her  thereof  by  her  wiU  or  testament, 
I  hereby  direot  that  all  my  eatate  and  property  aoqoiied 
by  her  imder  this  my  will  shall  at  her  death  be  equally 
divided  among  the  aorviving  aaid  nieoes.  I  make  this 
will  in  fnll  oonfidenoe  that  my  dear  wife  will  ahow  the 
affeotion  of  a  daughter  to  my  dear  mother  and  step- 
father. 

And,  after  appointing  his  wife  and  Charles 
Fisher  executrix  and  executor,  the  testator  gave 
to  the  said  Charles  Fisher  "  such  sum,  not  exceed- 
ing 150!.,  as  my  dear  wife  may  decide  upon." 

The  testator  never  had  any  children. 

A  summons  was.taken  out  by  the  widow  against 
the  other  executor  and  the  testator's  seven  sur- 
viving nieoes  to  have  it  determined  whether  the 
plaintiff  took  absolutely  for  her  own  nse  and 
benefit,  or  whether  she  took  for  life  only,  with 
remainder  to  such  of  the  nieoes  as  she  should  by 
will  appoint,  or,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the 
surviving  nieces  in  equal  shares. 

The  summons  was  heard  by  Kekewich,  J.  on 
the  10th  July  1903,  when  the  following  judgment 
was  delivered : —  , 

Kekewich,  J. — The  first  question  is  undoubt- 
edly one  of  construction.  The  contention  of  the 
nieces,  to  my  mind,  is  perfectly  unsound.  Begard- 
ing  the  will  for  the  purpose  of  construction,  one 
must  not  bring  in  all  one's  knowledge  and  all  the 
authorities  aM>ut  the  use  ot  the  word  "con- 
fidence "  or  "  eestuis  que  trust,"  and  so  forth.  In 
order  to  find  out  what  the  construction  of  the  will 
is,  one  must  in  the  first  instance  find  what  it 
means  in  ordinary  language,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that,  construed  in  that  way,  there  is,  without  the 
slightest  doubt,  an  absolute  gift  to  the  wife. 
There  is  a  grift  to  her  of  "  the  whole  of  my  real 
and  personal  estate  and  property  absolutely." 
Of  course,  if  there  were  no  more,  no  one  could 
have  any  doubt  about  the  meaning.  But  the 
testator  goes  on  to  say  this  :  "  In  fnll  confidence 
that  she  will  make  such  use  of  it  as  I  should  have 
made  myself."  I  repeat,  one  must  dismiss  from 
one's  mind  the  technical  meaning  of  "  confidence  " 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  in  the  first 
instance  what  the  testator  meant.  I  must 
not  remember,  or  at  any  rate  I  must  ignore, 
the  fact  that  the  word  "  confidence  "  may  be 
used  in  a  technical  sense  as  meaning  "  use  "  or 
"  trust."  I  must  regard  "  confidence  "  as  used 
or  employed  in  the  ordinary  sense  in  which 
"confidence"  is  employed  among  Englishmen 
speaking  their  own  language.    I  venture  to  say 
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that  no  one  could  pat  any  meaning  upon  the 
word  "confidence"  standing  alone,  an  English 
word  used  by  Englishmen  without  technical 
knowledge,  other  than  that  which  Mrs.  Hanbury 
seeks  to  place  on  it  heie.  When  you  confide  in 
persons  yon  trust  them,  not  trust  them  in  the 
technical  sense  of  maldng  them  tmsiees,  but 
leaving  to  them  the  power  to  do  what  you  wish 
them  to  do  and  being  sure  that  they  will  fulfil 
tboee  wishes.  The  idea  of  trust  is  entirely  out 
ot  the  question.  That  seems  to  me  clear  on  the 
use  of  the  word  "confidence"  alone;  but  it  is 
enhanced  by  the  words  which  follow,  that  the  con- 
fidence is  "  that  she  will  make  such  use  of  it  as  I 
shonld  hare  made  myself."  Now,  I  care  not  for 
this  purpose  whether  "it"  is,  as  it  certainly  is 
grammauoally,  the  entire  property,  or  whether 
"  it "  is  only  that  of  which  a  person  in  the  ordinary 
case  would  make  use — that  is,  the  income.  The 
oonfidoioe  is  that  she  will  use  it  as  she  knows  he 
would  have  used  it,  and  that  she  should  use  it  in 
the  way  in  which  he  would  have  used  it,  leaving 
it  to  her  in  that  confidence  which  exists  between 
the  two,  and  not  as  defining  any  pai-ticnlar  trust. 
So  far,  to  my  mind,  not  only  is  the  word  "  con- 
fidenoe  "  in  UTour  of  Mrs.  Hanbury's  contention, 
bat  the  words  following  support  that  oonstruo- 
ti<m.  Now,  when  you  come  further  on,  no  doubt 
yon  come  to  difficulties,  for  the  testator  continues  : 
*'  And  that  at  her  death  she  will  devise  it  to  such 
one  or  more  of  my  nieces  as  she  may  think  fit." 
He  oonfidea  in  her  to  do  that  If  the  confidence 
means  what  I  hold  it  to  mean,  that  really 
means  nothing  more.  Sat  still  there  is,  no 
doubt,  an  expression  of  his  intention  that  she 
will  dispose  of  it  in  that  particular  way  among 
hia  ideoes ;  and  that  is  emphasised  again  by  the 
gift  in  default  of  any  disposition  by  her,  which  is : 
"  I  hereby  direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property 
acquired  by  her  under  this  my  will  shall  at  her 
death  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving 
said  nieces,"  showing  that  the  nieces  were  in  his 
diou^hts ;  that  the  nieces  were  persons  for  whom 
be  did  not  intend  to  provide,  but  for  whom  he 
wished  the  wife  to  provide.  It  all  depends, 
therefore,  whether  these  words  are  sufficient  to 
cut  down  the  gift  -which,  according  to  my  con- 
struction, is  absolute  in  her  favour  in  the  first 
instance.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  rule  which  I 
ventured  to  lay  down  in  Re  Hamilton  (72  L.  T. 
Bep.  88  :  (1895)'.l  Cb.  373)  is  perfectly  sound,  and 
I  say  so  tvith  more  confidence  because,  although 
there  are  no  words  in  the  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  App^  (72  L.  T.  Bep.  748 ;  (1895)  2  Ch.  372) 
aetnaUy  adopting  the  language  in  which  I  laid 
down  Uie  rule,  still  I  do  find  expressions  which 
show  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  did  not  differ 
from  it.  Bat  I  put  aside  that,  and  torn  to  what 
Lord  St.  Leonards  said  in  his  work,  written  in 
1849,  on  the  Law  of  Property,  in  the  passage 
quoted  by  Lindley,  L.J.  in  his  judgment  tn 
Be  Wmiama  (76  L.  T.  Bep.  603;  (1897)  2 
Ch.  21).  It  is  this  (p.  375) :  "  The  law  as  to 
the  operation  of  words  of  recommendation, 
confidence,  request,  or  the  like,  attached  to 
an  abaolate  gift,  has  in  late  times  varied  from 
the  earlier  authorities.  In  nearly  evety  recent 
case  the  gift  has  been  held  to  be  uncontrolled  by 
the  request  or  recommendation  made  or  confidence 
expressed.  This  undoubtedly  simplifies  the  law, 
and  it  is  not  an  unwholesome  rule  that,  if  a  tes- 
tator really   means  his  recommendation  to  be 


imperative,  he  shoidd  express  his  intention  in 
a  mandatory  form ;  but  this  conclusion  was 
not  arrived  at  without  a  considerable  struggle." 
That  rule  seems  to  me  to  cover  this  case  from 
the  beginning  to  the  end.  Yon  have  the 
confidence;  you  have  the  absolute  gift  in  th» 
first  instance  not  controlled  by  the  confidence; 
you  have  the  absence  ef  the  mandatory  expres- 
sion of  intention  which  Lord  St.  Leonards  savs 
according  to  a  not  unwholesome  rule  ought  to  W 
found  before  yon  enforce  the  trust.  It  seems  to 
me  the  cases  cited  and  what  I  venture  to  say  on 
the  law  generally  cover  the  whole  case,  and  that 
Mrs.  Hanbury  takes  absolutely.  It  is  said  there 
is  no  case  in  which  there  was  a  gift  over — that  is 
to  say,  a  gift  in  default  of  the  exercise  of  the 
power  purported  to  be  conferred  on  the  absolute 
donee — where  the  precatory  trust  is  not  mentioned. 
That  may  be  so.  I  have  not  examined  all  the- 
cases,  but  the  answer  to  it,  to  my  mind,  is  this : 
Here  you  have  a  gift  over  in  these  words, "  In. 
default  of  any  disposition  by  her  thereof  by  her 
will  and  testament,  I  hereby  direct "  that  the  pro- 
perty shall  go  among  the  surviving  nieces.  La  it 
right,  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  will,  to- 
otQl  that  a  gift  over?  To  my  mind  it  is  not. 
There  can  m  no  gift  over  except  in  default  o£ 
the  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment,  which 
power  is  valid  and  exercisable.  Now,  according 
to  my  construction  of  the  wiU,  there  is  no 
power  of  appointment ;  there  is  no  power 
which  is  valid  or  exercisable.  The  power  which 
he  purports  to  give  of  devising  it  among  the 
nieces  at  his  decease  is  repugnant  to  the  abso- 
lute gift  and  fails,  and  there  is  nothing,  therefore, 
as  regards  which  you  can  say  strictly  according 
to  law  it  is  in  default  of  the  exercise  of  tns 
power.  That  argument,  therefore,  I  think,  fails  as 
well  as  the  others.  The  result  is,  I  must  find 
Mrs.  Hanbury  to  be  under  this  will  the  donee 
absolutely  for  her  own  benefit  of  all  the  testator's 
real  and  personal  estate  and  property. 
From  this  decision  the  nieces  appealed. 

Warmington,  K.O.,  Vernon  Smith,  K.C., 
Christopher  Jamei,  and  3f.  Romer  for  the  nieces. 
— Under  this  will  the  nieces  are  intended  to  have 
an  interest  in  the  property  if  they  survive  the 
wife,  either  under  her  will  or  under  the  testator's 
will.  No  difficulty  arises  as  to  what  the  nieces 
are  to  take,  and  there  is  a  trust  in  their  favour. 
In  Re  Bagshaw's  Trust  (36  L.  T.  Bep.  749)  a 
gift  to  a  wife  absolute  in  form  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  on  the  whole  will  to  be  for  life 
only.  In  considering  whether  a  precatory  trust 
is  attached  to  any  legacy,  the  court  will  be 
guided  by  the  intention  of  the  testator  apparent 
on  the  will,  and  not  by  any  particular  words  in 
which  the  wishes  ot  the  testator  are  expressed: 

Re  Hamilton;  Trench  v.  fiamtUon,  72  L.  T.  Bep. 

748  J  (1895)  2  Ch.  370 ; 
Re  WHliame;  Wiaiamsr.  WiUiami,  76'L.T.Bep. 

600 ;  (1897)  2  Ch.  12. 

Here  the  will  in  fact  contains,  first,  a  gift  to  the 
wife ;  secondly,  a  gift  to  the  nieces ;  and  then  it  pro- 
vides that  if  neither  of  the  nieces  survive  the  wife, 
then  the  whole  property  is  to  go  to  the  wife.  It  is 
contraiy  to  the  testator's  intention  that  if  his 
nieces  survive  his  wife  they  shall  get  nothing. 
This  is,  in  fact,  a  gift  to  the  wife  subject  to 
such  interest  as  she  may  appoint  to  the  nieces; 
and,  failing  any  such  appointment,  there  is  a  gift 
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over  to  the  testator's  survlTUig  nieces  in  eqnal 
shares.  If  the  general  intention  of  a  testator 
can  be  collected  upon  the  whole  will,  particular 
terms  used  which  are  inconsistent  with  that  in- 
tention may  be  rejected  as  introdaced  by  the 
testator's  miafaVe  or  ignorance  of  the  force  of  the 
words  used  ;  and  where  the  latter  part  of  a  will 
is  inconsistent  with  a  prior  part,  the  latter  part 
will  prevail : 

Sh$mU  V.  BeniUy,  2  Uj.  &  E.  149. 
[Williams.  L.J.  referred  to  Williams  on  Execu- 
tors, 9th  edit.,  toL  2,  p.  i)34.] 

Haldane,  E.G.,  Warrington,  K.C.,  and  Auslen- 
Carimell  for  Mrs.  Hanbury. — Beading  the  whole 
of  the  will,  it  shows  the  intention  of  the  testator 
was  to  put  his  wife  in  his  place,  and  to  give  her 
an  unfettered  discretion  as  to  what  she  would  do 
with  the  property,  but  at  the  same  time  he  ex- 
pressed a  wish  that  she  would  give  some  benefit 
to  his  nieces.  It  is  an  absolute  devise  and  bequest 
to  his  wife,  and  the  expressions  of  the  testator's 
confidence  are  not  intended  to  impose  any  trust 
on  her.  The  final  direction  in  default  of  any 
disposition  by  the  will  of  his  wife  is  repugnant  to 
the  previoas  absolnte  gift,  and  therefore  must  be 
rejected  altogether : 

Bolmft  V.  Godion,  8T).U.&  G.  152,  159. 

t Williams,  L  J.  referred  to  Irvine  v.  Sullivan, 
J.  fiep.  8  Eq.  eTS."' 
L.  W.  Byrne  for  the  executors. 
Vernon  Smith  in  reply.  ^^^  ^„  ^^j^ 

Feb.  2. — Williams,  L.J. — I  will,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  my  judgment,  first  assume  that  the  words 
in  this  will  following  the  words  "  in  full  confidence  " 
do  not,  having  regard  to  recent  deoisionEf,  consti- 
tute a  trust  in  favour  of  the  nieces.  Now,  i(  that  is 
so,  the  main  question  which  we  have  to  decide  is 
whether  the  words  "  and  in  default  of  any  disposi- 
tion by  her  thereof  by  her  will  or  testament,  I 
hereby  direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property 
acquired  by  her  under  this  my  will  shall  at  her 
death  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving 
said  nieces  "  impose  a  condition  which  is  repug- 
nant to  the  previoas  absolute  gift,  or  whether  tnose 
words  should  be  construed  as  creating  an  execu- 
tory devise  or  gift  over  after  an  absolute  gift. 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  if  you  read  the  words 
from  "  I  give  ,and  bequeath "  down  to  the 
word  "absolutely"  and  omit  the  words  frum 
"  in  full  confidence  "  down  to  but  exclusive  of 
the  words  "and  in  default  of  any  disposition 
by  her  thereof  by  her  will  and  testament,  I 
hereby  direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property 
acquired  by  her  under  this  my  will  shall  at  her 
death  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving  said 
nieces,"  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  construe 
those  words  as  creating  an  executory  devise  or 
gift  over,  or  otherwise  than  as  repugnant  to  the 
absolute  gift  and  devise  to  the  wile.  It  was 
argued  that  if  one  takes  into  consideration  the 
words  "  in  full  confidence  that  at  her  death  she 
will  devise  it  to  such  one  or  more  of  my  nieces  as 
she  may  tbink  fit,"  this  justifies  ua  in  reading 
the  words  "  in  default  of  any  disposition  by  her 
tliereof  by  her  will  and  testament  "  as  if  the 
words  were  "  in  default  of  any  snch  disposition," 
and  it  is  said,  if  one  does  this,  that  tne  direc- 
tion "  in  default  of  such  disposition  "  really  con- 
stitated  a  devise  or  gift  <Qver  in  favour  of  the 


nieces  who  shall  survive  the  widow.  In  the  first 
place,  the  words  aie'not  "  any  such  disposition," 
and  in  my  opinion  it  cannot  be  said  that  there  is 
anything  in  the  will  which  renders  it  necessary  to 
interpolate  that  word  except  the  fact  that  the 
words  of  the  will,  read  as  they  stand,  contain  a 
direction  inconsistent  with  the  law  founded  on 
principles  of  public  policy,  which  says  that,  in  the 
event  of  an  owner  in  fee  dying  intestate,  the 
estate  shall  go  to  his  heir,  and  in  the  case  of 
personal  property  to  his  next  of  kin ;  or,  to  put  it 
shortly,  contains  a  direction  which  defeats  the 
coui-se  of  devolution  which  the  law  provides  as  the 
incident  of  an  absolute  interest.  My  observation 
is,  of  course,  quite  apart  from  the  question  whether 
the  words  of  this  will,  taken  as  a  whole,  create  a 
trust  binding  on  the  conscience  of  the  widow  p.8 
owner  in  fee  of  the  realty  or  absolnte  owner  of 
the  personalty.  The  case  of  Holmei  v.  Oodton 
(ubi  sup.),  and  in  particular  the  judgment  of 
Turner,  L.J.,  seems  to  me,  properly  applied,  to 
govern  this  case,  and  to  justify  thus  far  my  con- 
ulasion.  Now,  is  there  a  trust  in  favour  of  the 
nieces  ?  The  law  appears  to  me  now  to  be  this, 
that  a  gift  folio  n«d  by  snch  expressions  as  "  in 
fall  confidence "  will  not  by  mere  force  of  the 
words  create  a  trust ;  you  must  take  the  will 
which  you  have  to  construe  and  see  what  it  means 
— see,  that  ie,  what  was  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator as  expressed  in  his  will — and  answer  the 
question  aye  or  no  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  testator  as  expressed  by  his  will.  I  will  first 
deal  with  the  considerations  arising  on  the  will 
which  favour  the  trust,  and  then  with  the  words 
which  go  to  negative  it.  The  words  "in  full 
confidence  that  sbe  will  make  such  use  of  it  as 
I  should  have  made  myself"  favour  a  trust 
because  they  suggest  that  the  wife  is  not  to  dis- 
pose of  the  corpus,  but  to  keep  it  till  her 
death ;  but  this  is  a  very  lame  mode  of  express- 
ing that  which  is  really  inconsistent  with  the 
ordinary  use  of  the  word  "  absolutely,"  which 
prima  facie  in  a  will  means  unfettered  in  respect 
uf  any  condition  or  trust.  Next  we  have  the 
words  "  I  hereby  direct,"  which  are  certainly  con- 
sistent with  a  trust,  bat,  it  may  be  observed,  are 
inconsistent  with  the  word  "  absolutely."  Lastly, 
there  is  the  bequest,  "  I  give  to  Charles  Eisher  such 
sum,  not  exceeding  1502,,  as  my  dear  wife  may 
decide  upon."  This  can  hardly  be  said  to  favour 
a  trust  otherwise  than  in  the  sense  that  it  gons  to 
negative  the  absolute  property  of  the  widow,  but 
I  cannot  think  there  is  really  anything  in  this 
point,  especially  as  the  sentence,  taken  as  a  whole, 
idevidence  of  the  wish  of  the  testator  that  his  wife's 
discretion  shonld  control  everything.  I  think  I 
ought  to  add  in  favour  of  the  trust  that  there 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  any  nncertainty  of 
fund  or  object.  On  the  other  hand,  the  word 
"  absolutely  "  certainly  goes  to  negative  a  trust 
imperative  on  the  widow,  and  the  words  "  in  full 
confidence,"  in  immediate  collocation  with  the 
word  "  absolutely  "  go  to  emphasise  that  word 
almost  as  strongly  as  if  the  words  had  been  "  in 
full  confidence  nevertheless  that  my  very  dear 
wife  will  use  the  property  as  I  should  have  done." 
I  cannot  easily  bring  myself  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  form  of  words  would  be  used  by  anyone 
who  at  the  same  time  intended  to  impose  any 
obligation  on  his  wife.  Again,  the  words  "in 
default  of  any  disposition  by  her  thereof  by 
her  will  or  testament"  seem  to  me  unnatural  u 
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a  tmat  'was  intended,  althongh  they  are  not  ao 
abeolutely  inconeistent  with  a  trust  as  they  would 
have  been  if  the  words  had  been  "  any  diaposi- 
tion,"  omitting  "  by  her  will  or  testament." 
Then  the  testator  directs  that  "all  my  estate 
and  property  acquired  by  her  under  this  my 
will  shall  be  divided,"  Sia.,  which  looks  very  like 
AD  attempt  by  the  testator  to  control  the  dis- 
position of  property  which  he  had  intended  she 
should  absolntely  acquire  under  his  will.  Again 
he  fises  in  the  clanee  relatinft  to  the  personal 
relations  of  his  widow  with  his  mother  the  words 
''  in  full  confidence  "  when  he  obviously  conld  not 
have  intended  to  create  a  trust.  Then  there  is  the 
fieaeral  form  of  the  will,  which  seems  to  me  to 
«xidnde  any  intention  by  the  testator  to  bind  his 
wifely  imperative  obligations.  In  the  case  of  the 
money  wUch  he  bequeathed  for  the  benefit  of  his 
aiater,  where  he  did  intend  an  imperative  obliga- 
tion, he  carefully  excluded  that  money  from  the 
proper^  to  go  to  his  wife  absolutely.  On  the 
whole,  1  think  there  is  no  trust  and  no  executory 
devise  or  gift  over,  but  merely  a  forgetf ulness  by 
A  testator,  who  intended  to  give  an  unfettere  d 
absolute  property,  of  the  rale  of  law  which  pre- 
vents him  wken  he  has  made  such  a  gift  from 
controlling  the  subs<)qnent  devolution  of  the  pro- 
perty thus  acquired  by  his  gift.  I  think  I  ought 
Co  add  that  I  have  considered  that  part  of  the 
ai^nment  in  which  it  was  contended  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  constmotion  of  this  will,  the  wife 
was  to  take  a  life  estate  with  a  rpeoial  power 
of  appointment  by  will,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  contention  can  be  supported.  The.  resnlt 
is  tiuit  the  judgment  of  Kekewicb,  J.  will  be 
affirmed. 

STiBUHa,  L.J. — ^I  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion, and  substantially  for  the  same  reasons ; 
bnt,  having  regard  to  the  difference  of  opinion 
which  unfortunately  exists  in  the  court,  I  think  it 
is  right  that  I  should  state  in  my  own  way  the 
reasoning  which  has  brought  me  to  take  the  view 
which  I  have  just  expressed.  Now,  we  have  here 
to  deal  with  a  will  which  ia  the  workmanship,  as 
I  understand,  of  the  testator  himself,  or,  at  all 
events,  of  someone  who  is  not  skilled  in  the  law, 
and  certainly  it  is  expressed  in  such  a  way  as  to 
give  occasion  to  great  difficulty  in  ascertaining 
the  real  meaning  of  the  testator.  He  be^s  with 
a  ^apoeition  which  is  absolutely  clear  if  it  stood 
by  itself:  "I  give,  bequeath,  and  devise  to  my 
very  dear  wife,  Ellen  Uanbury,  the  whole  of  my 
real  and  personal  estate  and  property  absolutely, 
bnt  later  on  there  are  strong  words  which  appear 
to  indicate  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
that  in  certain  events  the  property  ao  given  to 
the  widow  abaolutely  should  go  over  in  favour 
of  his  surviving  nieces.  He  saja  in  a  certain 
event,  which  I  shall  speak  of  in  a  moment,  "I 
hereby  direct  that  all  my  estate  and  property 
aoqnired  by  her  under  this  my  will  shall  at  her 
dea&  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving  said 
nieces  ";  and  to  my  mind  the  real  question  which  we 
have  to  deal  with  is.  What  ia  the  event  on  which 
that  gift  over  waa  to  take  place  P  Now,  it  was 
admitted  by  counsel  for  the  appellants  that  it  the 
will  had  run  thua:  "  I  give,  Mqueath,  and  devise 
to  my  very  dear  wife,  EQun  Hanbnry,  the  whole  of 
my  real  and  peraonal  estate  and  property  abso- 
lutely," and  if  that  had  been  followed  by  these 
words,  "  and  in  default  of  any  disposition  by  her 
thereof  by  her  will  or  testament  I  nereby  direct," 


and  so  forth,  that  the  gift  in  default  of  any  dir- 
position  by  the  wife  ot  the  property  by  her  will 
or  testament  would  be  repugnant  and  void  in  law. 
I  think  that  this  admission  was  well  founded,  and 
ia  in  accordance  with  the  law  laid  down  in  Holmes 
V.  Oodson  {ubi  gup.).    It  waa   admitted,  on  the 
other  hand,  by  counsel  for  the  respondent  that 
it  the  will  had  run  thus :  "  I  give,  bequeath,  and 
devise  to  ray  very  dear  wife,  Ellen  Hanbury,  the 
the  whole  of  my  real  and  personal  eatate  and  pro- 
perty absolutely,  and,  if  any  one  or  more  of  my 
nieces  shall  survive  my  said  wife,  then  at  her 
death   to    such  one  or  more   of   them  as   she 
shall   by   will   select,   or   in   default   of    such 
selection   to  all   my  said   surviving   nieces   in 
equal  shares,"  the  gift  over  in  favour  ot  the 
surviving  nieces  would  have  been  perfectly  good, 
and  would  have  taken  effect  by  way  of  executory 
devise  and  bequest  in  the  event  of  any  niece  sur- 
viving.   An  example  of  such  a  gift  is  to  be  found 
in  Crazier  v.  Crazier  (L.  Hep.  15  Eq.  282).    Now, 
the  argument  for  the  appellants  consisted  aub- 
atantially  in  an  endeavour  to  bring  the  case  nnder 
the  last  category  to  which  I  have  referred.    They 
are,  however,  met  with  this  great  difficulty,  that 
the   event  in  which  the   testator  has  in  terma 
aaid  that  the  property  acquired  by  his  wife  ia  to 
go  over  is  not  the  event  of  any  of  the  niecea  sur- 
viving his  widow,  but  that  of  his  widow  failing  to 
make  any  testamentary  dispoaition.    To  escape 
from  this  difficolty  it  was  said  that  the  will  must 
be  read  as  a  whole,  and  that  consideration  must 
be  given  to  the  clause  which  up  to  this  point  I 
have  not  taken  any  notice  of — mamely,  "  in  full 
confidence  that  she  will  make  auoh  uae  of  it  aa  I 
should  have  made  myself,  and  that  at  her  death 
ahe  will  devise  it  to  such  one  or  more  of  my  nieces 
as  she  may  tbink  fit."    Unquestionably  the  whole 
will  must  be  read  together,  and  that  clause  must 
be  taken  into  consideration.  It  was  then  contended 
that,  this  being  done,  the  will  ought  to  be  read  as 
if  the  word  "  such  "  had  been  inaerted  before  the 
word  "  diapoaitiOn,"  ao  that  the  gift  would  take 
effect  only  in  the  event  of  the  testator's  widow 
failing  to  dispose  of  his  property  by  will  in  favour 
of  one  or  more  of  the  surviving  nieces.    I  confess 
that  daring  the  argument  I  was  much  impressed 
by  this  contention,  and,  if  I  thought  that  this 
really  expressed  the  intention  of  the  testator,  I 
should  have  been  very  willing  to  give  effect  to  it. 
But,  after  carefal  consideration,  I  cannot  find 
enough  in  thia  will  to  enable  me  so  to  hold.    The 
insertion  of  the  word  "  such  "  appears  to  me  to 
entirely  alter  the  complexion  of  the  will,  and  to 
afford  an  indication  that  the  teatator'a  intention 
was  that  the  widow  should  not  be  at  liberty  to 
make  a  testamentary  disposition  of  his  property 
except  in  favour  of  one  or  more  of  the  surviving 
niecea.    Beading  the  will  aa  it  stands,  and  by  the 
light  of  the  views  taken  by  the  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Be   Williamt  {ubi  sup.)  aa  to 
the  effect  to  be  given  to  such  expresaiona  aa  "  in 
full  confidence,"  I  am  unable  to  fiud  that  the 
testator  has  eiven  auch  an  indication.    It  appears 
to  me  that  idl  that  the  testator  intended  to  do 
waa  to  provide  against  the    possible    intestacy 
on  the  part  ot  the  widow,  and  that  he  has  in 
this  respect  committed  a  mistake  as  to  the  law, 
which  is  not  infrequently  found  in  the   testa- 
mentary disposition  of  persons  who  prepare  their 
own  wills.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  appeal 
.  fails. 
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Oozsks-Hardt,  L.J.  —  This  case  afiords  a 
striking  instance  of  the  difficnliy  of  oonstming  a 
will  drawn  by  a  layman,  although  at  the  first 
glanoe  the  language  used  seems  clear  and  f  reef  rom 
ambigmty.  The  testator  was  a  man  of  large  pro- 
perty, real  and  personal.  He  left  a  widow,  bat 
ne  had  no  child.  Among  his  nearest  relations 
were  his  nieces.  It  is  apparent  that  he  was 
minded  to  benefit  his  wife,  in  whom  he  had  "  fnll 
confidence."  It  is  equally  apparent  that  he 
desired  that  snoh  of  his  nieces  as  shonld  survive 
his  wife  should,  directly  or  indirectly,  derive 
benefits  under  his  will.  !Now,  it  is  contended  on 
the  part  of  the  widow  that  the  g^t  to  her  is 
absolute  and  free  from  any  trust,  condition,  or 
gitt  ant,  and  that,  in  so  far  as  the  testator  has 
expressed  a  "  confidence  "  that  she  will  devise  her 
aMolute  property  in  a  particular  way,  no  binding 
effect  can  be  attributed  to  it,  and  that  the  finu 
direction  in  the  event  of  her  not  making  any 
disposition  thereof  by  will  is  repugnant  and  void  : 
{Holmei  V.  Oodion,  iM  8up.).  On  the  part  of  the 
nieces  it  is  contended  that  there  is  a  clear  gift  on 
the  widow's  death  in  favour  of  the  surviving 
nieces  equally,  subject  to  a  power  of  appointment 
l^will  eiven  to  the  widow  enabling  ner  to  dis- 
tribatethe  property  between  the  nieces  in  different 
proportions.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  widow's 
contention  cannot  prevail.  I  do  not  doubt  that 
she  takes  more  than  a  life  interest.  Should  all 
the  nieces  predecease  her,  her  absolute  interest 
will  remain.  But  the  surviving  nieces,  if  any,  are 
sufficiently  indicated  as  the  persons  to  take  after 
her  death.     This   overriding  intention  can  be 

S'ven  effect  to  without  unduly  straining  the 
ngnage.  There  are  several  points  which  tend 
to  support  this  view.  In  the  first  place,  the 
testator  seems  to  have  contemplated  that, 
although  his  widow  would  "  use "  the  property, 
it  would  remain  intact  at  her  death.  In  saying 
this,  I,  of  course,  do  not  refer  to  things  qusi  usu 
eontnmuntur.  Use  and  enjoyment,  as  distinct 
from  disposition  of  the  capital,  is  what  the 
testator's  words  indicate.  This  alone  would 
not  suffice  to  cut  down  or  destroy  her  prima 
fade  title  as  absolute  owner,  but  it  cannot 
be  wholly  disregarded.  In  the  second  place,  the 
words  "that  at  her  death  she  will  devise  it  to 
such  one  or  more  of  my  nieces  as  she  may  think 
fit "  do  not  necessarily  import  a  disposition  by 
her  of  her  own  property,  but  may  well  be  read  as 
an  appointment  by  her  of  his  property.  No 
technical  words  are  required  for  either  the  crea- 
tion or  the  exercise  of  a  power,  if  the  intention 
is  dear.  In  the  third  place,  the  words  "  in  default 
of  any  disposition  by  her  thereof  by  her  will" 
seem  from  the  context  necessarily  to  require  the 
insertion  of  the  word  "  such "  liefore  "  disposi- 
tion." Indeed,  this  was  not  seriously  disputed 
by  counsel  for  the  respondents.  In  the  fourth 
place,  there  is  the  positive  direction  that,  in  the 
event  of  what  I  have  called  the  special  power  of 
appointment  not  being  exercised  by  the  wife,  all 
the  property  shall  be  equally  divided  among  <^e 
nieces.  You  are  not  left,  as  freqaently  happens, 
to  imply  a  gift;  or  to  hold  that  the  wife  is 
bound  to  make  an  appointment.  This  express 
gift  is  the  most  distinguishing  feature  of  the  case. 
Lastly,  I  attach  some  slight  importance  to  the 
final  leg^y  to  Charles  Pisher  of  "  such  sum,  not 
exceeding  1502.,  as  my  dear  wife  may  decide  upon." 
If  she  was  the  sole  and  absolute  owner  of  the 


whole  property,  why  this  limit  of  1502.  ?  If  the- 
other  view  is  adopted,  there  is  an  intelligible- 
reason  for  the  form  of  this  bequest.  Kot  morO' 
than  150{.  is  to  be  taken -away  from  the  capital 
to  which  the  nieces  may  beoome  entitled.  The- 
result  is  that,  though  not  without  considerable' 
donbt,  I  do  not  find  myself  able  to  agree  with 
the  judgment  of  Kekewich,  J.,  or  with  the  judg- 
ments of  Williams  and  Stirling,  L.JJ. 

Solicitors  :  Walker  and  Martineau  ;  Paterions, 
Snow,  Bloxam,  and  Kinder. 


Jan.  21,  22,  23,  25,  and  Feb.  8. 

(^Before  Williams,  Stiblino,  and   Cozens- 

Hardt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Gxipbl's  Fateitc.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  CHANCEKT  BiyiStON. 

Patent  action  —  Petition  for  revocation — Iiiberti^ 
to  apply  for  leave  to  amend  by  diiclaimer — Con- 
ditxona  as  to  infringement  prior  to  order— Dit' 
eretion  of  judge — Pcdents,  Deaigna,  and  Trade 
Marks  Act  1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  c.  57),  «t.  18,. 
19,  20. 
Where  a  patent  is  ordered  to  be  revoked  u»les» 
v/ithin  a  certain  time  the  patentee  obtains  leave 
to  amend  by  diadaimer,  the  judge  has  a  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  term*  on  which  he  will  give 
the  patentee  the  opportunity  of  obtaining  the 
leave  to  amend,  ana  such  discretion  toiU  only  be- 
reviewed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  exc^tional- 
eases. 
Decision  of  Buckley,  J.  on  this  point  (89  L.  7. 

Bep.  127)  affirmed. 
Petition  for  revocation  of  a  patent. 

The  patent  was  granted  in  1893  for  improve- 
ments in  steam  traps,  which  are  devices  for  tho 
removal  from  steam  pipes  or  cylinders  of  water 
arising  from  the  condensation  of  the  steam. 

Buckley,  J.  came  to  the  conclusion  thai  the 
provisional  specification  claimed  as  the  essence  of 
the  invention  the  principle  of  differential  expan- 
sion ;  but  fig.  2  in  the  plan  annexed  to  the  com- 
plete specification  had  been  proved  to  be  unwork- 
able and  useless ;  and  that  fig.  6  was  based  on  an 
entirely  different  principle,  that  of  controlled 
expansion,  and  was  therefore  bad  for  discon- 
formity.  He  accordingly  held  that  figs.  2  and  & 
most  be  disclaimed,  but  that,  subject  to  such  dis- 
claimer, there  was  a  good  patent  for  an  invention 
founded  on  the  principle  of  differential  expansion. 
He  accordingly  made  an  order  for  revocation 
nnless  the  patentee  should  within  a  certain  period 
obtcdn  leave  to  amend  the  specification  by  dis- 
claimer, but  on  the  terms  that,  if  the  specification 
was  amended,  no  injunction  should  bia  asked  in 
any  action  brought  for  infringement  of  th& 
patent  in  respect  of  any  articles  made  prior  to  the- 
date  of  the  order,  unless  the  patentee  established 
"  to  tiie  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  his  original 
claim  was  framed  in  good  faith  and  with  reason- 
able skill  and  knowledge,"  as  provided  in  sect.  20 
of  the  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks  Act 
1883. 

The  patentee  appealed  from  the  decision  so  far 
as  it  referred  to  fig.  6,  and  there  was  a  cross- 
appeal  by  the  petitioner,  who  contended  that  the 
patentee  ought  to  be  absolutely  restnined  from 

(«)  Beported  by  W.  0.  Bus,  Eaq.,  BuilMar-M-Lkw. 
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aaini;  in  respect  of  any  article  made  prior  to  the 
order,  as  in  Deehy  t.  Perka  (75  L.  T.  Bep.  233 ; 
(1896)  A.  G.  496). 

The  cross-appeal  only  calls  tor  a  report. 

T.  Terrell,  K.O.,  AsOmry,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Gray 
for  the  petitioners. — The  patentee,  as  a  condition 
■<H  being  allowed  to  disclaim  the  bad  parts  of  his 
patent,  should  be  pnt  on  terms  not  to  sue  in 
xeapect  of  any  articles  whatever  made  prior  to 
the  order.  The  proviso  in  the  words  of  sect.  20 
of  the  Act  of  1883  onght  to  be  omitted.  Under 
eect.  19  of  the  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks 
Act  1883  the  court  has  full  power  to  impose  any 
terms: 

Deeley  T.  Ptrkes,  75  L.  T.  B«p.  233  ;  (1896)  A.  C. 

496; 
R«  PiWt  Patents    Ludington   Cigarette  Machine 
Company  v.  Baron  Cigarette  Machine  Company, 
82  L.  T.  Sep.  173;  (1900)  1  Ch.  508  ; 
Re  Alliion't  Patent,  17  Pat.  Off.  Bep.  513  : 
Wocl/e  V.  Automatic  Picture  Oallery  Limited,  87 
L.  T.  Bep.  539 ;  (1903)  1  Ch.  18. 
It  would  not  be  fair  or  just  that  articles  which 
were  manufactured  or  sold  in  reliance  on  the 
invalidity    of  a    patent  which    has    now    been 
declared    to  be  l»d   and   revocable  should   be 
'ezpoaed  to  attack,  when  as  an  indulgence  the 
patentee  has  been  allowed  to  amend  his  patent 
by  disclaimer.     The   goods   were   rightly   and 
l^^y   manufactured.     Sect.    20   restricts   the 
xecorery  of  damages  where  disclaimer  is  allowed 
to  oases  of  use  of  the  invention  after  the  dis- 
claimer "unless  the  patentee  establishes  to  the 
satis&ction  of  the  court  that  his  original  claim 
vraa  framed  in  good  faith  and  with   reasonable 
skill  and  knowledge,"  and  only  applies  to  cases  of 
amendment  imder  sect.  18  on  the  application  of 
the  patentee.    It  does  not  refer  to  a  case  where 
the  patent  is  revoked  on  a  hostile  petition.    Here 
the  claim  was  not  framed  with  reasonable  skill 
and    knowledge,    as    fig.    2    could    not    work. 
Buckley,  J.  has  based  his   judgment  on  wrong 
ptinoiples. 

Bmufield,  E.C.  and  A.  J.  TTaUcr.— The  peti- 
tioners obtain  the  fullest  protection  under  the 
order  of  Buckley,  J.  They  have  ail  the  rights 
given  to  them  by  sect.  20,  and,  in  order  to  obtain 
any  damages,  the  patentee  will  have  to  establish 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  bis  original 
claim  was  framed  in  good  faith  and  with  reason- 
Able  skill  and  knowledge.  In  the  cases  referred 
to  there  were  exceptional  circumstances,  and  in 
Jill  of  them  the  Court  of  Appeal  or  the  House  of 
Iiords  upheld  the  discretion  of  the  judge.  The 
judge  who  hears  the  case  is  best  acquainted  with 
tbeiproper  order  to  make.  Where  there  are  no 
special  cinmmstances,  no  special  order  should  be 
made,  and  the  case  should  be  dealt  with  un^r 
the  provisions  ot  sect.  20.  It  was  intended  by 
that  section  that  a  patentee  should  be  able  to 
obtain  damages  if  he  could  show  that  his  original 
■claim  was  framed  in  good  faith  and  with  reason- 
able skill  and  knowledge. 

Attbury,  K.G.  in  reply. 

Williams,  L.J. — We  all  agree  that  the  judge 
liaa  a  discretion  in  the  matter,  not  merely  a 
limited  discretion  as  suggested.  The  judge  knows 
much  more  about  the  case  than  we  do,  and  he 
ha»  exercised  that  discretion,  and  I  do  not  think 
we  ought  to  review  it.  Under  those  circumstances, 
I  think  perhaps  the  best  way  will  be  to  abstain 


from  making  any  observation  upon  the  argumente 
which  were  put  forward  at  the  Bar,  whether  I 
agree  with  them  or  whether  I  do  not.  I  think 
this  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

Stielino,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Cozkns-Uasdt,  L.J. — I  agree.  It  is  not  for 
me  to  say  whether  I  should  have  exercised  the 
discretion  in  the  same  way  as  the  learned  judge, 
but,  he  having  exercised  it,  I  cannot  say  that  he 
has  gone  so  wrong  that  we  ought  to  review  it. 

[The  court  reserved  judgment  on  the  other 

Eoint,  and  on  the  8th  Feb.  delivered  judgment, 
olding  that  fig.  6  was  based  on  the  principle  of 
differential  expansion,  and  there  was  no  discon- 
formity  between  the  provisional  and  complete 
specification,  and  reversing  the  decision  ot 
Backley,  J.  on  this  point.] 

Solicitors :  Frank  Evelyn  Jones,  agent  for 
W.  T.  Hill,  Manchester ;  FaitAfull  and  Owen, 


Tuetday,  Jan.  19. 

(Before  Lord  Alvkbstoke!,  G.J.,  Collins,  M.B., 

and  BOHBB,  Ij.J.) 

NOBTHAMFTOK  COBPOBATIOIT  V.  ElLBK.  (a) 
APPEAL  FBOH  THE   KINO'S   BBNCH  DITISIOIT. 

Water — Water  ntoply  hy  corporation — Wtxterfor 
dometiic  tue — "  Water  rate  — Bight  of  corpora- 
tion to  charge  at  different  rates  —  "  Mate  " — 
Northampton  Corporation  Waterworks  Act  1884 
(47  &  48  Viet.  e.  ceviii.),  t.  36. 

A  municipal  corporation  acquired  the  undertaJcing 
of  a  waterworks  company  bj'  <*  private  Act, 
tehieh  authorised  the  corporation  "  to  charge 
for  the  supply  of  water  for  domestic  use  to  any 
dwelling-house  a  sum  not  exceeding  7i  per  cent, 
per  annum  on  the  net  rateable  value  of  such 
dwelling-house  as  ascertained  by  the  vcuuation 
list  in  force  at  the  eommencemsrU  of  the  quarter 
during  which  the  water  rate  becomes  payable." 
The  company  had  statutory  power  to  supply  any 
person  with  water  for  any  purpose  fir  such 
remuneration  as  might  be  agreed  under  a 
special  agreement ;  and  the  corporation  succeeded 
to  that  power. 

The  corporation  charged  for  the  supply  of  water 
for  domestic  use  in  one  part  of  the  borough 
5  per  cent.,  and  in  another  part  74  per  cent., 
upon  the  net  rateable  value  of  dwelling-houses. 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  Bigham,  J.),  that 
the  corporation  had  power  to  charge  at  different 
rates,  within  the  maximum,,  for  the  supply  of 
water  for  domestic  use  to  dweUing-hotues. 

Aprovisionalorder^rovidedthat  the  general  district 
rates  to  be  levied  %n  a  district  thereby  added  to  the 
borough  should  not  in  any  year  for  ten  years 
exceed  such  an  amount  in  the  pound  at,  when 
added  to  the  poor  rate  and  borough  rede  "  and  any 
other  rate  made  by  the  corporation"  in  the 
same  year,  would  make  a  total  rate  of  Ss.  6d.  in 
the  pound. 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Bigham,  J.),  that 
the  water  rate  was  not  a  "rate"  viithin  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "  any  oOier  rate  "  in  the 
provitional  order. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  ot 

Bigham,  J.  upon  a  special  case  stated  in  the 

action  by  consent  of  the  parties. 

(a)  Baportad  b;  J.  H.  WlLLUas,  Eaq.,  BanlM<r«t-L»w. 
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'  The  plaintiffs  broneht  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  anm  of  12.  4<.  9d.,  the 
amoant  of  a  quarterlj  instalment  of  a  water  rate 
for  -water  supplied  for  domestic  use. 

The  plaintiffs  provided  the  defendant  with  a 
supply  of  water  for  domestic  use  at  his  dwelling- 
house  at  Kingsthorpe. 

Kingsthorpe  was  incorporated  with  the  borough 
of  Northampton  by  the  Northampton  (Extension) 
Order  1900.  Before  that  date  it  had,  since  1861, 
formed  part  of  the  area  of  water  supply. 

The  sum  of  12.  48.  9(2.  was  made  np  of  a  sum  of 
1{.  0*.  3d.,  a  quarter's  instalment  of  an  annual 
rate  of  7^  per  cent,  upon  the  rateable  value  of 
the  defendant's  house,  and  48.  6d.  for  extra 
charges  for  a  bath  and  water-closets. 

The  defendant  disputed  only  the  sum  of 
11.  0«.  3d. 

In  1884  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  them  by  sect.  19  of  the  Northampton 
Waterworks  Act  1882^urcbased  the  undertaking 
of  the  Northampton  Waterworks  Company,  which 
was  incorporated  by  the  Northampton  Water- 
works Act  1861. 

The  purchase  was  effected  by  the  Northampton 
Corporation  Waterworks  Act  1884  (47  &  48  Vict, 
c.  ccviii.),  which  provides : 

Seot.  10.  From  and  after  the  transfer  of  the  oom- 
paiiy'a  undertaking  to  the  oorporation  all  the  righta, 
powers,  anthoritiea,  and  obligatioDB  of  the  company  shall 
be  byvirtne  of  this  Act  tranef erred  to,  vested  in,  and 
exeroiaable  by  and  imposed  npon  the  corporation,  and 
the  Aot  of  1861  and  the  Aot  of  1882  shall  be  read  and 
have  effeot  aa  it  the  corporation  had  been  therein  named 
instead  of  the  company. 

Sect.  25.  If  in  any  year  the  amonnt  standing  to  the 
credit  of  the  water  aoooont  be  insnlfioient  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  charges  thereon  and  the  exeontion  of  Haia 
Aot  in  relation  to  the  water  undertaking,  the  defi- 
oienoy  shall  be  made  np  oTit  of  the  general  district 
rate.    .    .     . 

Sect.  36.  Sect  49  of  the  Act  of  1861  [by  which  rates 
varying  with  different  rateable  valnea  were  anthoriied] 
is  hereby  repealed,  and  the  corporation  may  charge  for 
the  snpply  (^  water  for  domestic  nia  to  any  dwelling- 
house  a  Bom  not  exceeding  seven  and  a  half  per  centnm 
per  annum  on  the  net  rateable  valae  of  such  dwelling- 
house  aa  ascertained  by  the  valuation  list  in  force  at  the 
commencement  of  the  quarter  during  which  the  water 
rate  becomes  payabli,  or  if  there  be  no  such  list  then 
on  the  net  rateable  value  of  such  dwelling-house  as  the 
eame  is  aaaested  to  the  last  poor  rate. 

The  Northampton  Waterworks  Act  1861  (24 
Vict.  c.  xlvii.)  provides : 

Sect.  S9.  The  company  may  from  time  to  time  supply 
any  person  with  water  for  any  purpose  for  which  such 
supply  may  be  required,  for  such  remuneration  and  upon 
such  terms  and  conditiona  aa  shall  be  agreed  npon 
between  the  company  and  the  person  desirous  of  having 
such  supply  of  water,  under  a  special  agreement. 

There  was  no  provision  in  any  of  the  Acts  which 
gave  any  specific  directions  or  powers  aa  to  either 
equality  or  differentiation  of  water  rates. 

The  defendant  had,  until  the  24th  June  1901, 
always  paid  in  respect  of  his  house  a  water  rate 
of  7}  per  cent,  on  the  net  rateable  value. 

In  the  year  1900  that  part  of  Kingbthorpe  in 
which  the  defendant's  house  was  situate  was  in- 
cluded within  the  boundaries  of  the  borough  of 
Norttiampton  by  the  Northampton  (Extension) 
Order  1900,  which  was  confirmed  by  63  &  64  Vict, 
c.  clzxxiii. 


By  that  Extension  Order  (art.  36)  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  general  district  rates  to  be  levied 
in  Kingsthorpe  should  not  in  any  one  year  for  a 
period  of  ten  years,  together  with  the  poor  rate, 
the  borough  rate,  and  any  other  rate  made  by  the 
corporation  in  the  same  year,  exceed  an  amount 
which  would  make  up  a  total  rate  of  58.  6d.  in 
the  pound  on  the  rateable  value  of  any  heredita- 
ment. 

From  the  commenoment  of  the  order  the  rates 
(other  than  the  water  rates)  in  Kingsthorpe  always 
amounted  to  5i.  6d.  in  the  pound. 

From  the  commencement  of  the  order  until  the 
24th  June  1901  the  plaintiffs  always  demanded  a 
water  rate  of  7^  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the 
defendant  and  from  all  other  consumers  of  water 
for  domestic  use  both  in  the  old  borough  and  in 
the  added  districts. 

On  and  after  the  24th  June  1901  the  plaintiffs 
reduced  the  water  rate  from  7i  to  5  per  cent,  in 
the  case  of  the  domestic  comsumers  within  the 
old  borough,  but  retained  the  rate  of  7^  per  cent, 
jn  Kingsthorpe  and  other  added  districts. 

This  difference  in  the  water  rates  was  made  ia 
pursuance  of  a  resolution  as  follows : 

To  reduce  the  chirge  of  7}  per  cent,  upon  the  rateabl» 
value  to  5  per  cent.,  the  deficiency  to  be  met  out  of  the 
district  rate.  As  the  district  rate  for  this  purpose  will 
only  be  chargeable  within  the  old  borough,  it  is  obviouo. 
that  the  reduction  ought  to  apply  only  to  the  old  borough 
until  such  time  as  the  rates  on  the  newly  added  portion 
cease  to  be  differential.  It  is  estimated  that  this  reduc- 
tion will  leave  a  snm  of  about  35001.  to  be  contributed 
out  of  the  district  rate  of  the  borough. 

The  plaintiffs  stated  that  they  deemed  it 
equitable  to  effect  the  reduction  because  a  large 
amount  of  property  in  the  borough,  which  was 
rateable  to  the  poor  and  district  rates  and  which 
benefited  by  the  presence  of  an  adequate  pubKo 
water  supply  for  fire  extinguishing  and  sanitary 
purposes,  did  not  pay  anything  towards  the  cost  of 
the  water  undertaking,  because  the  owners  and 
occupiers  of  the  property  did  not  in  respect  o£ 
the  same  take  the  water  supply  of  the  plaintiffs. 

As  a  means  of  enforcing  contribution  fronv 
such  owners  and  occupiers  the  plaintiffs  adopted 
the  above  reduction,  so  that  the  owners  and 
occupiers  within  the  old  borough  would  by  their 
contributions  to  the  district  rate  fund  have  to 
make  good  any  deficiency  created  by  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  water  rate. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  they  were  entitled 
not  to  reduce  the  water  rate  in  the  parts  newly 
added  to  the  borough  from  the  7^  per  cent,  now 
levied,  because,  the  ratepayers  in  those  parts  being 
privil^ied  from  an  increase  in  the  district  sate 
for  a  period  of  ten  years,  those  i-atepayers  would 
bear  no  part  of  the  extra  burden  that  might  be 
thrown  upon  the  district  rate  of  the  old  borough 
by  reason  of  any  deficiency  resulting  from  such 
reduction. 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  water  rate 
was  a  "  rate  "  within  the  meaning  of  art.  36  of 
the  order,  and  that,  as  the  other  rates  payable  by 
him  amotmted  to  the  maximum  of  58.  6ci.  in  the 
pound,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  any  sum 
from  him  in  respect  of  water  rate ;  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not,  in  any  case,  entitled  to  demand 
of  him  a  higher  rate  than  that  demanded  from 
domestic  consumers  in  the  old  borough,  bat  were 
bound  to  place  all  domestic  consumers  in  the 
borough  on  an  equality. 
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The  qnestions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were : 
<I)  Whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
difCereoitiate  the  water  rate;  (2)  whether  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  demand  a  water  rate  of 
the  defendant,  within  ten  years  of  the  oommence- 
ment  of  the  Extension  Order,  so  long  as  the  rates 
payable  by  the  defendant,  exclasire  of  water  rate, 
amounted  to  58.  6d.  In  the  poand  ;  (3)  whether  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  reduce  the  water  rate 
for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  deficiency  on  the 
before-mentioned  grounds. 

The  special  case  was  argued  before  Bigham,  J., 
who  held  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  power  to 
differentiate  the  water  rate,  but  must  charge  the 
same  rate  over  the  whole  borouzh,  and  that  the 
wateo*  rate  was  not  a  "  rate  "  within  the  meaning 
«f  art.  36,  and  accordingly  gave  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  defendant :  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  335) 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

C.  A.  BuueU,  E.C.  and  W.  Byland  Adking  for 
the  appellants. — The  learned  judge  was  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  charge 
the  earns  water  rate  to  all  consumers  of  water 
for  domestic  parposes  throughout  the  borough. 
There  is  no  duty  imposed  by  any  of  the  statntes 
to  charge  equal  watisr  rates  to  all  domestic  con- 
samers ;  there  are  no  equality  clauses  of  any  kind. 
In  the  absence  of    any  express  statutory  pro- 
vision to  the  contraiT,  an  authority,  having  power 
to  supply  water  and  to  make  charges   up  to  a 
certain  maximum  limit,  may  waive  a  part  of  that 
maximum  charge  in  any  case  ;   it  may  in  some 
cases  make  the  maximum  charge,  and  in  other 
cases  make  a  less  oharee.    There  must  either  be 
a  power  to  charge  a  different  rate  in  anv  case  or 
■o  power  at  all  to  do  so,  and  it  would  oe  going 
very  far  to  hold  that  there  is  no  power  to  charge 
a  mgher  rate,  within  the  maximum,  in  parts  of 
the  mstrict  in  which  for  some  reason  or  other  it 
may  be  maoh  more  expensive  to  provide  a  water 
eapply.    This  charge  made  for  a  supply  of  water 
ia  not  a  "  rate  "  at  all  within  the  proper  meaning 
of  that  term.    It  is  in  reality  a  charge  authorised 
to   be  made,  and  made,  by  the  undertakers  for 
'ttie  supply  of  a  commodity  to  consumers,  and 
there  is  no  good  reason  why  different  charges 
ehonld    not    be    made    to    different    consumers 
within  the   authorised  maximum.    In  sect.  3  of 
the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847  (10  &  II  Vict. 
«.  17)  it  is  provided  that  the  "  expression  '  water 
cate '  shall  include  any  rent,  reward,  or  payment 
to  be  made  to  the  undertakers  for  a  supply  of 
water."    That  shows  that  a  water  rate  is  not  really 
a  "rate"  in  the  ordinary  sense,  but  is  merely  a 
yayment  for  something  supplied.    By  sect.  59  of 
the  Northampton  Waterworks  Act  1861  the  water 
oompany  were  authorised  "  to  s  apply  any  person 
with  water  for  any  purpose  for  which  such  supply 
asay  be  required  for  such  remuneration  and  upon 
such  terms  as  may  be  agreed  upon  " ;    and  by 
sect.  10  of  the  Northampton  Corporation  Water- 
works Act  1884  the  corporation  acquired  all  the 
powers  and  rights  of   the   water  company.    If, 
then,    the    corporation    may    supply    different 
persons   at  entirely  different  charges  by  agree- 
ment, there  can   he  no  reason  why  they  should 
not  charge  different  water  rates.    The  principle 
of  the  decision  in  Hungerford  Market  Company 
T.  Ciiy  Steamboat  Company  (3  E-  &■  E.  365)  is 
applicable  to  this  case.    In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  a  company  empowered  by  statute  to  take 


tolls  in  return  for  a  public  service  is  not  bound, 
apart  from  express  enactment,  to  charge  the 
same  tolls  to  all  persons  alike,  but  is  at  Uberty 
to  remit  the  tolls,  or  anv  part  of  them,  to  ]9ar- 
ticnlar  persons  at  its  pleasure  and  discretion. 
By  the  private  Act  in  that  case  the  company  wan 
empowered  to  taka  such  tolls,  within  the  prescribed 
maximum,  as  should  be  fixed  by  the  company; 
and  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  obligation 
to  exact  uniform  tolls.  The  charge  for  water 
supplied  is  the  same  in  principle  as  the  toll 
charged  for  a  public  service,  and  there  can  be  no 
greater  obligation  to  make  uniform  charges  in  the 
one  case  than  in  the  other.  What  is  called  a 
water  rate  is  in  noway  like  a  poor  rate  or  similar 
rates  in  respect  of  which  all  persons  liable  have 
to  be  charged  at  an  equal  rate ;  it  is  not  a  rate- 
able division  of  a  whole  sum  among  different 
persons  liable,  but  is  simply  a  charge   made  to 

Sersons  who  take  a  supply  of  water.  [Bombb, 
I.J.  referred  to  sects.  47  and  80  of  the  Water- 
works Clansee  Act  1847.]  The  supply  of  water 
is  a  commercial  undertaking,  and  there  is,  there- 
fore, no  reason  why  the  undertakers  should  be 
bound  to  make  equal  charges  to  all  consumers  of 
water,  and  not  be  able  to  make  different  charges 
within  the  statutory  maximum. 

H.  Avory,  E.G.,  Lampard,  and  B.  Campion  for 
the  respondent. — The  judgment  of  the  learned 
judge  upon  the  main  question  was  correct.  There 
may  be  very  different  oonsiderations  applicable  in 
the  case  of  a  commercial  company  ancfm  the  case 
of  a  public  authority  which  bom  power  to  charge 
any  deficit  arising  on  ite  undertekmg  to  the  pnbUc 
funds  of  the  district.  Treating,  however,  this 
pnblio  aathori(7  as  being  for  this  purpose  in  the 
same  position  as  a  water  company,  there  is  an 
implied  enactment  that  the  supply  of  water  to 
consumers  for  domestic  purposes  is  to  be  given 
and  is  to  be  charged  for  at  an  equal  rate,  not 
exceeding  7^  per  cent.,  to  all  such  consumers.  In 
sect.  36  of  the  Act  of  1884  the  words  "any 
dwelling-hoose "  mean  all  dwelling-houses,  and 
the  intention  of  that  section  is  that  the  same 
charge,  not  exceeding  7^  per  cent.,  is  to  be  made 
for  ail  dwelling-houses.  The  contention  of  the 
corporation  must  go  as  far  as  saying  that  they 
have  power  to  charge  at  different  rates  in  respect 
of  identically  similar  houses  in  the  same  street, 
which  cannot  have  been  the  intention  of  these 
statutes.  It  has  never  yet  been  contended  that  a 
water  authority  has  power  to  charge  different 
rates  in  different  areas  except  where  by  special 
provisions  that  poiver  has  been  given.  This  is  by 
statute  declared  to  be  a  "  rate,  and  a  "  rate  "  is , 
something  which  must  be  imposed  equally  upon 
all  persons  liable  to  piy,  as  in  the  case  of  poor, 
rates,  district  rates,  and  other  similar  rates.  By 
sect.  56  of  the  Pablio  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39 
Vict.  o.  55)  it  is  provided  that,  where  a  local 
authority  supply  water  to  any  premises,  they  may 
charge  in  respect  of  such  supply  "  a  water  rate  to 
be  assessed  on  the  net  annual  value  of  the  pre- 
mises." There  a  "  water  rate "  must  imply 
that  the  local  authority  cannot  charge  different 
rates  for  every  house  at  their  discretion.  Assuming 
that  for  some  ^ood  reaiBon,  such  as  the  greater 
expense  of  providing  a  supply  of  water,  a  water 
authority  may  charge  a  higher  rate  in  some  dis- 
tricte  than  in  others,  yet  it  cannot  be  said  that  in 
this  case  there  was  any  good  reason  at  aU.  The 
corporation  cannot  have  power  to  deliberately 
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charge  in  the  old  part  of  the  borough  a  rate  below 
the  maximam  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  de- 
ficiency in  the  water  fond  to  be  made  np  out  of 
the  g^eral  district  fand.  The  imposition  of  a 
higher  water  rate  in  this  district  than  in  the  old 
part  of  the  borough  is  contrary  to  the  intention 
of  art.  36  of  the  Extension  Order.  It  is  a  breach 
of  the  provision  that  the  total  rates  in  this  dis- 
trict are  not  to  exceed  5s.  6d.  in  the  pound.  By 
creatine  a  deficiency  in  the  water  fund,  which  is 
to  be  a  Durden  upon  the  district  rate,  the  corpo- 
ration deprive  the  ratepayers  of  this  district  of 
the  chance  of  getting  their  district  rate  reduced. 

ButseU,  K.C.  in  reply. — Sect  36  of  the  Act  of 
1884  was  enacted  by  reason  of  the  then  recent 
decision  in  Dobbs  t.  Grand  Junction  Watertoorht 
Company  (49  L.  T.  Bep.  541 ;  9  App.  Gas.  48), 
and  was  not  intended  to  impose  any  obligation 
upon  the  corporation  to  make  equal  charges  in  all 
parts  of  their  district. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  O.J. — ^There  is  no  doubt 
about  the  very  great  importance  of  tbe  point 
rtdsed  in  this  case.  If  the  judgment  of  Bigham,  J. 
is  to  stand  upon  the  main  point,  I  understand  it 
t6  be  a  simijle  and  clear  judgment  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  of  sect.  36  of  the  local  Act  of 
1884  and  any  other  statutory  provisions  applicable 
to  this  corporation,  there  is  no  power  to  cQfferen- 
tiate  between  different  persons  who  pay  for  a 
supply  of  water.  That  is  a  decision  of  very 
^reat  importemce.  The  point  is  one  which  from 
time  to  tune  to  my  knowledge  has  been  snggeeted 
during  the  last  twenty  years,  bat,  as  far  as  I  know, 
never  has  before  received  judicial  sanction,  at 
any  rate  in  the  way  that  Bigham,  J.  has  decided. 
I  was  very  anxious  indeed  to  ascertain  whether  or 
not  there  were  any  other  reasons  f^veu  in  that 
judgment  founded  upon  any  of  the  considera- 
tions that  have  been  urged  before  us  by  Mr. 
Avory,  because  of  course  there  is  a  great  deal  to 
be  said  priTnd  faeie  for  equality  of  charges  in 
respect  of  the  supply  of  such  things  as  the  public 
^pply  of  water,  in  the  same  way  as  in  the  case  of 
cl^rges  authorised  in  a  number  of  provisions  in 
Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to  the  supply  of  other 
sorts  of  commodities.  But  I  have  come  to  a  very 
clear  conclusion  that  that  particular  defence 
raised  by  this  defendant  is  not  open  to  him,  and 
that,  80  far  as  the  questions  have  been  argued  in 
order  to  show  that  there  is  an  answer  to  this 
claim,  unless  the  judgment  of  Bigham,  J.  can 
stand,  that  there  should  be  equality  in  charge,  the 
other  defences  ought  not  to  be  raised  by  the 
defendant.  I  think  it  will  be  convenient  if  I 
briefly  state  what  I  understand  the  point  to  be,  and 
then  r^er  shortly  to  the  arguments  which  have ' 
been  very  clearly  and  ably  urged  before  us.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  11.  4s.  9d.,  of  which 
12.  Os.  3d.  was  made  up  by  one  quarter's  instal- 
ment of  an  HTitiTiii.l  rate  at  7^  per  cent,  upon  the 
rateable  value  of  54{.  Now,  there  is  no  question 
raised  by  the  defendant  that  the  sum  claimed  is 
not  a  proper  calculation  upon  54Z.  at  7^  per  cent, 
and  is  within  the  maximum  power  which  is  given 
to  the  company  by  sect.  36.  On  the  contrary,  so 
far  does  the  defendant  press  the  point,  that  he 
says  not  only  that  he  must  pay  at  1\  per  cent., 
but  that,  everybody  else  must  pay  at  7J  per 
cent.,  and  that,  if  the  corporation  do  not 
charge  everybody  else  at  7^  per  cent.,  they 
cannot  recover  the  7i  per    cent,  against  him. 


I  do  not  think  he  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  they 
cannot  recover  anything  against  him,  because 
this  case,  I  presume,  has  been  argued  on  the  basis 
that  he  would  be  willing  topay  the  5  per  cent., 
but  not  the  7i  per  cent.  Under  these  circum" 
stances,  Mr.  Avory  says,  first  of  all,  that  at  any 
rate  a  corporation  cannot,  if  they  are  simply 
relying  upon  their  power  to  charge  under  such 
statutory  powers  as  these,  charge  anything  except- 
an  equal  rate,  or  at  an  equal  rate  or  percental 
all  the  persons  who  have  not  made  an  agreement 
with  them  ;  and,  further,  he  raises  this  point, 
that,  by  virtue  of  the  provisional  order  which 
added  "Eingsthorpe  to  Northampton,  the  total 
rates  in  Eingsthorpe  were  for  a  period  of  ten 
years  not  to  exceed  Ss.  Qd.  in  the  pound.  Now,. 
Mr.  Avory  has  said  that  the  effect  of  only 
charging  5  per  cent,  in  the  old  borough  of  North- 
ampton would  be  that  there  will  be  a  larger 
charge  come  upon  the  general  district  rate  of  the- 
borough  of  Northampton  in  respect  of  the  water 
undertaking  than  there  would  have  been  if  ha 
equal  rate  of  7i  per  cent,  all  round  had  been 
charged  upon  alL  the  consumers  in  Northampton,, 
and  therefore,  that  being  so,  the  effect  will  be- 
that,  there  being  a  larger  charge  upon  the- 
general  district  rate,  there  is  a  greater  proba- 
bility of  the  5(.  6(2.  being  maintauied,  or  at  any 
rate  that  the  inhabitants  of  Kingsthorpe  do  not* 
get  the  opportunity,  or  prospect,  or  chance  of  the 
rates  going  below  the  5(.  6<{.  For  reasons  which 
seem  to  me  to  be  important,  I  propose  to  take 
that  part  of  the  case  first,  because  it  is  not  the 
most  important  point  in  the  case,  and  it  is  not' 
really  the  ground  upon  which  Bigham,  J.   ha» 

Eroceeded.  I  am  at  present  iriiolly  unable  to  se& 
ow  that  question  can  possibly  be  raised  in  thia 
action.  1  have  already  pointed  out  that  the 
defendant  does  not  deny  that  the  charge  made- 
upon  him  is  prima  fade  a  lawful  charge ;  but  he 
says  that  tbe  corporation  have  no  right  to  reduce- 
the  rates  upon  the  people  who  live  in  the  old 
borough  of  Nortiiampton,  and  he  suggests  that 
the  reasons  stated  in  the  case  as  the  jostiftoation 

S'ven  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  course  of  action 
ey  have  adopted  in  reducing  the  water  rate 
in  the  old  borough  of  Northampton  to  5  per 
cent,  are  not  good  grounds,  and  that  they  oueht 
to  have  acted  differently.  All  I  can  say  is  this,  t£at 
it  seems  to  me  that,  in  such  a  proceeding  as  this, 
the  defendant,  unless  he  can  make  good  the  main 
proposition  which  Bigham,  J.  has  decided  in  hi» 
favour,  is  not  entitled,  in  answer  to  a  claim  for  a 
specific  sum  of  money  otherwise  lawful,  to  put 
himself  in  the  position  of  a  ratepayer  who  i» 
ailing  that  the  conduct  of  the  corporation  ia 
ttZfra  viret  and  not  in  accordance  with  the  Act. 
I  do  not  want  to  say  more  about  this  point  except 
this,  that  I  see  a  very  great  deal  of  difficulty  in 
any  single  individual  raising  it.  It  may  be  that 
a  ratepayer  who  is  liable  to  the  district  rate  may 
have  the  right  to  brin^  the  corporation  before 
some  competent  court,  either  with  the  assistance' 
of  the  Attomey-Greneral  or  in  some  other  form  of 
proceedings ;  it  may  be  t^t  there  are  proceedings 
contemplated  by  the  Municipal  Corporations  Acts, 
which  have  sometimes  been  made  available  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  such  a  question  as  this,  in 
which  proceedings  it  may  be  that  the  right  of  the 
ooiporation  to  reduce  the  rates  of  the  waterworks 
undertaking,  in  order  that  the  consequences  may 
follow  which  they  seem  to  wish— that  is,  t^t 
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thera  may  be  a  greater  eqaaliaation  of  the  pay- 
ment of  uie  total  barthen— may  be  questioned.  I 
am,  however,  clearly  of  opinion  that,  apart  from 
the  groond  opon  whioh  Bigham,  J.  proceeded,  the 
'question  cannot  be  raised  in  this  action  in  order 
to  cnt  down  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  make 
■the  charge  in  this  case  which  they  hare  now  made. 
TSow,  that  brings  me  back  to  what  is  the  real  and 
■very  important  x>oint  in  this  case,  whether  the 
'Company  and  then  the  corporation  conld  or  conld 
not  differentiate  between  the  charges  for  water, 
flo  that  it  may  be  contended  that  if,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  agreement,  they  are  suing  a  man  for  a 
■water  rate,  the  fact  that  they  have  in  some  cir- 
cumstances charged  less  to  other  people  makes 
the  whole  charge  bad.  The  absence  of  any 
«qnality  clause  in  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act 
1847  has  been  the  subject  of  comment  on  many 
-occadons.  I  think  that  the  case  of  Himgerford 
Market  Company  y.  City  Bteamhoat  Company 
<3  E.  &  £.  365)  is  a  very  important  anthority  for 
-the  view  that  it  is  necessary  to  find,  either  by 
Act  of  Parliament  or  at  common  law,  some 
obli^tions  upon  the  company  to  have  uniform 
-dealings  with  all  the  persons  with  whom  they 
-deaL  It  does  not  go  further  than  that, 
iiecaase,  as  has  been  suggested  more  than  once, 
one  may  find  such  an  obligation  implied  in  the 
way  in  whioh  the  statute  had  been  framed, 
from  the  nature  of  the  charge  which  is  being 
imposed.  With  regard  to  the  position  of  the 
former  company,  I  So  not  wish  to  deal  summarily 
with  a  point  which  is  a  very  serious  point.  There 
are  a  number  of  sections  in  the  Act  of  1861 
'enabling  the  company  to  make  contracts  of  all 
Unds  with  respect  to  all  the  purposes  for  which 
they  supply  water,  and  it  is  sufficient  for  my  pur- 
pose to  say  that  sect.  59  provides  that  "the 
-company  may  from  time  to  time  supply  any 
person  with  water  for  any  purpose  for  which  such 
supply  mar  be  required,  for  such  remuneration  and 
apon  Buoh  terms  and  conditions  as  shall  be 
-agreed  upon  between  the  company  and  the  person 
'deairoas  of  having  such  supply  of  water,  under 
a  specaal  agreement."  That  gives  absolute  power 
to  the  company  to  make  special  bargains.  It 
•eems  to  me  that,  if  a  person  is  minded  to  make  a 
bargain  witii  the  company,  and  a  bargain  is  made, 
the  result  and  effect  of  which  may  be  that  he 
{wys  less  for  his  water,  even  for  domeetio  pur- 
poses, than  a  person  who  does  not  choose  to  make 
a  bargain,  then,  unless  Mr.  Avory^  is  in  a  position 
to  say  that,  because  a  bargain  is  made  with  a 
person  by  which  he  will  get  his  water  cheaper 
than  another  person,  therefore  the  rate  upon  that 
other  is  bad,  the  fact  that  the  company  may 
make  these  agieemente  destroys  to  a  large  extent 
the  fomidation  upon  whioh  Mr.  Avery's  aign-' 
memt  rests.  Then,  in  1884,  this  waterworks 
nndertaking  was  traiisferred  to  the  Northampton 
Ooiporation.  The  transfer  of  waterworks  under- 
takings to  corporations  is  no  new  thing,  nor  is  it 
any  necessary  part  of  the  ordinary  duties  of  a 
-corporation.  The  corporation  have  had  these 
waterworks  transferred  to  them  for  a  public 
benefit.  In  many  cases,  I  will  not  say  invariably, 
because  I  do  not  pretend  to  know,  they  are  put 
under  exactly  the  same  obligations  as  this  oor- 
poratacm  were  put.  Under  secte.  24  and  25  tiie 
oorporation  have  still  got  to  keep  separate  water- 
■works  aoooimta.  The  waterworks  undertaking  is 
quite  separate  in  their  hands,  subject  to  this,  that 


there   is  the  seourity  of  the  district  and  tjie 
boiough  rates   behind  for  any  deficiency  which 
may  arise  in  the  course  of  carrying  on  the  nnder- 
taking.   I  need  not  refer  to  the  provisions  as  to 
working  expenses,  payment  of  rentcharges,  pay- 
ment of  interest  on  mortgage  debt,  payment  of 
interest  on  debentures,  and  providing  a  sinking 
fund.    It  becomes  the  corporation  waterworks  as 
distinguished  from    the  company's   waterworks. 
Now,  has  the  power  of  making  agreemente  been 
taken  away  from  them?    It  seems  to  me  that 
sect.  10  of  the  Act  of  1884  sho\rs  that  all  the 
powers  of  the  waterworks  company  are  trans- 
ferred;   that   the  powers  are  to  be  such  as   if 
the  corporation  had  been  named  in  the  general 
provisions  which  cany  over  to   the   corporation 
the  powers  and  obligations  of  the  water  com- 
pany, putting  them  in  exactly  the  same  position 
as  the  company  was  in,  so   far  as  their  right 
of  dealing  with  customers  is  concerned.    Now,  it 
has  been  said  that  sect.  36  of  the  Act  of  1884  has 
repealed  sect.   49  of  the  Act  of  1861,  and  has 
imported  an  obligation  to  charge  everybody  alike, 
and  that  if  they  do  not  charge  everybody  alike  a 
charge  made  is  bad.     I  am  unable  to  take  that 
view.    I  think  the  only  effect  of  sect.  36  was  to 
alter  the  standards  of  payment  esteblished  by 
sect.  49  ot  the  older  Act.     It  is  quite  possible,  as 
Mr.  Russell  said,  that  one  reason  was  to  fix  the 
rateable  value  as  distinguished  from  the  gross 
annual  value,  a  question  which  gave  rise  to  so 
much   litigation    in  Bohba    v.    OraiMl   Jvmoiion 
Waterworkt  Company  (49  L.  T.  Bep.  541 ;  9  App. 
Oas.  49) ;  but,  be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  quite  impos- 
sible, in  my  opinion,  to  say  that  by  implication 
sect.  36  of  the  Act  of  1884  overrides  the  powers 
which  the  corporation   have,  by  virtue  ot  being 
successors  to  the  company,  to  make  agreemente 
with  the  various  parties.     That  being  so,  what  is 
the  real  position  of  this  defendant  P    This  defen- 
dant admite  that  he  would  owe  12.  0(.  Zd.  at  the 
rate  of  1\  per  cent,  under  sect.  36,  but  says  that, 
although  that  might  be  so,  the  defendants  have, 
under  some  procedure  which  he  attacks  and  which 
he  objecte  to,  made  an  arrangement,  ather  public 
or  private,  with  the  ratepayers  or  water  consumers 
of  the  borough  that  they  shall  only  pay   at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent.    In  my  opinion  that  is  no 
defence   to    the   claim,  and,    unless    it  can  be 
said  that  an  unequal  charge  makes  the  charge 
within  the  maximum  bad,  tbere  is  no  defence  to 
this  action.    I  will  say  a  word  or  two  upon  another 
point.    It  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  correct  to  speak 
of  this  corporation  as  rating  for  water.    There 
are  a  great  many  cases  under  which  corporations 
may  rate  for  water.    There  are  purposes  for  which 
they  may  include  the  cost  of  water,  under  certain 
circumstances,  in  the  borough  rates,  and  they  are 
entiUed  to  treat  those  charges  as  rates.    But  in 
this  case  the  corporation  are  not  ratine  for  water 
in  the  ordinary  sense  or  proper  sense  of  the  term  ; 
they  are  charging  for  water  at  a  charge  which  is 
fixed  by    reference  to    the   rateable  value  and 
by  a  percentage  thereon,  and  in  my  opinion  the 
suggestion    wat    the    power    to    make    these 
charges    according    to    the    particular   circum- 
stances    of    the    particular   case    is    cut    down 
by  sect.  36  is  without  foundation.     A  number 
of    other   pointe    were    raised    by    Mr.  Avory, 
as,  for  instance,  the  operation  of  sect.  80  of  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847,  but  I  think  a  little 
consideration  of  that  section  shows  that  that 
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applies  to  oases  where  the  water  company  received 
money  by  rates  or  by  charges.  That  section  is  a 
section  which  provided  for  a  redaction  or  rebate 
all  round  under  certain  circamstanoea.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  only  gronnd  npon 
widdi  Bigham,  J.  decided  against  the  corporation 
—namely,  that  there  was  no  right  to  differentiate, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  an  equality  clause  must  be 
held  to  be  implied — was  wrong,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed.  I  should  like  to  add  that  I 
entirely  agree  with  Bigbam,  J.  in  his  finding  that 
art.  36  ot  the  Extension  Order,  of  which  the  words 
are  "  other  rates  made  by  the  corporation,"  does 
not  include  water  rates  for  the  reasons  which  I 
have  already  indicated  ;  and,  on  the  face  of  that 
clause,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  rates  there  referred 
to  are  rates  other  than  water  rates.  I  do  not 
think  that  the  scheme  could  possibly  be  worked 
if  it  was  supposed  that  a  rate  for  the  supply  of 
water,  which  depends  to  a  certain  extent  upon  the 
individual,  was  included  in  such  rates  as  are  there 
refeirred  to,  which  are  clearly  general  rates  levied 
quite  independently  of  the  supply  of  a  commodity 
to  a  particular  consumer.  Therefore,  notwith- 
standing the  importance  of  this  case  and  the 
respect  I  att»ih  to  the  opinion  of  Bigham,  J.,  I 
think  that  this  appeal  must  be  allowed,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
they  claim. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and, 
as  we  are  differing  from  the  learned  judge  below, 
1  will  give  my  leasons.  The  question  is  whether 
the  corporation  are  entitled  to  differentiate  their 
water  rates — that  is  to  say,  whether  they  ara 
entitled  to  charge  persons  in  one  district  at  one 
rate  and  persons  in  another  district  at  another 
irate.  The  respondent  in  this  case  successfully 
resisted  a  claim  for  a  rate  against  him  at  the  rate 
of  7i  per  cent.,  and  resisted  it  sucoeasfully  on  the 
ground  that  other  persons  in  other  parts  of  the 
borough  were  only  charged  at  the  I'ate  of  5  per 
cent.  Bigham,  J.  upheld  that  view.  We  have  to 
see  whether  the  statute  (the  amount  is  claimed 
under  statutory  authori^)  has  or  has  not  imposed 
any  limitation  upon  the  authority  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  imposing  this  chai-ge,  an^  limitation  other 
than  that  defining  a  maximum ;  in  other  words.  Is 
there  any  provision  in  the  Act  itself  that  the 
charge  must  be  made  to  all  persons  equaUyP 
We  have  to  begin  the  discussion  by  admitting 
that  there  is  no  such  limitation  clearly  expressed 
on  the  face  of  the  Act.  If  it  is  to  be  collected  at 
all,  it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  words  of  sect.  36 
of  the  Act  of  1884,  and  those  words,  when  one 
'  examines  them,  seem  to  me  not  to  carry  the 
defendant  to  the  full  length  that  it  is  necessary 
that  he  should  show  that  they  do  carry  him  in 
order  to  succeed  in  this  action.  Sect.  36  repealed 
the  section  of  the  earlier  Act  which  provided  a 
number  of  different  standards  by  which  houses  of 
different  value  should  be  assessed  to  this  charge. 
Then  it  enacted :  "  The  corpolution  may  thence- 
forward charge  for  the  supply  of  water  for 
domestic  use  to  any  dwelling-house  a  snm  not 
exceeding  7^  per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  net 
rateable  value  of  such  dwelling-house  as  ascer- 
tained by  the  valuation  list  in  force  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  quarter  during  which  the  water 
rate  becomes  payable."  The  Act  uses  the  words 
"  water  rate  "  there,  but  does  not,  by  any  other 
expression,  indicate  any  intention  that  the  rate 
or  the  charge  shall  be  equal  npon  every  house  in 


proportion  to  its  value  in  the  borough.  It  doee 
not  say  so.  Mr.  Avory  contmds  that  "any 
dwelling-house  "  must  be  read  as  though  it  were 
"  all  dwelling-houses."  That  is  a  gloss  which  I 
do  not  think  he  can  support.  The  section  can  be 
read  perfectly  easily  without  substituting  "  all  " 
for  "  any  " ;  but,  even  if  we  did  subatituto  "  all," 
I  do  not  think  that  we  could  get  any  further  in 
the  discussion,  because  all  that  is  there  imposed 
is  a  limit  of  7^  per  cent,  as  the  maximum  sum  that 
can  be  charged  by  the  corporation.  Why  are  we 
to  impart  into  that  that  it  is  to  be  an  equal  sum 
levied  npon  every  person  P  The  only  word  in  the 
section  that  gives  countenance  to  that  suggestion. 
or  upon  which  the  argument  can  be  founded,  is 
that  that  which  is  to  be  charged  is  called  a  "  water 
rate  " ;  but  how  do  we  get  from  that  an  implica- 
tion that  that  must  be  an  equal  charge  P  It  seems 
to  me  that,  as  to  the  basis  upon  which  that  con- 
clusion was  founded  with  regard  to  the  poor  rate, 
which  is  really  the  foundation  of  this  contention, 
the  basis  is  quite  different  in  the  case  of  the  x>oor 
rate  from  that  in  the  case  of  such  a  charge  as  the 
water  rate.  No  doubt  in  the  original  enactment 
under  which  what  is  called  the  poor  rate  was 
established  there  is  no  express  provision  that  ther» 
is  to  be  absolute  equality.  The  very  nature  of 
the  charge  itself,  and  the  reasons  why  it  was 
imposed,  and  the  persons  npon  whom  it  waa 
imposed,  and  the  conditions  attaching  to  ft, 
all  essentially  involve  equality,  because  it  is 
an  imposition  upon  citizens  of  a  duty  to 
the  community  in  proportion  to  their  means, 
and  from  that  duty  imposed  necessarily  arises 
the  implication  of  equality — equality  in  bearing 
burthens  in  proportion  to  their  means.  What  is 
the  analogy  between  that  and  the  duty  of  a 
person  who  buys  a  marketable  commodity  ?  The 
corporation  here  takes  the  right  to  sell,  and  the 
citizens  take  the  right  to  buy,  a  marketable 
commodity,  and  there  is  no  analogy  between  that 
position  in  taking  from  the  corporation  the  water 
and  that  ot  a  citizen  who  is  bound  according  to 
his  means  to  perform  a  public  duty.  Une  can 
well  see  the  force  ot  the  obligation  there  of 
equality ;  but  there  is  no  such  analogy  in  the 
case  of  a  person  merely  having  a  demand  in  his 
household  for  a  certain  commodity  which  he  has 
the  right  to  go  and  demand  from  the  persons 
who  supply  it.  When  we  consider  that  this  com- 
modity is  necessarily  supplied  at  different  coate 
to  different  persons  in  different  places,  there  is  no 
foundation  for,  and  no  presumption  of,  equality ; 
on  the  contrary,  in  equity  there  would  be  a  pre- 
sumption of  inequality,  because  persona  who 
demand  the  water,  and  are  given  a  right  to 
demand  it,  are  necessarilv  in  places  where  it  may 
be  much  more  expensive  in  one  instence  to  supply 
it  than  it  may  be  in  another.  Therefore  we  do 
not  start  primd  faeU  with  any  presumption  that 
there  ought  to  be  equality  of  opportunity  and 
eqnaJity  of  obligation.  We  cleariy  have  to  deal 
with  this  on  &*st  principles,  because  the  sole 
foundation  for  the  argument  for  the  respondent 
is  the  implication  to  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that 
the  word  "  rate  "  is  used  in  the  section,  and  that 
there  is  a  percentage  upon  value  imposed.  Now, 
it  seems  to  me  that  that  is  where  the  case  stands 
upon  principle  ;  but  I  think  there  is  some  autho- 
rity npon  the  matter  also.  I  think  the  case  that 
was  cited — Hungetford  Market  Company  v.  City 
Steamboat  Company  {ubi  sup.),  which  was  the  case 
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of  a  toU — ^u  an  instanoe  of  the  application  of  the 
true  principles  I  have  been  attemptint;  to  set 
forth.  Theie  the  thing  to  be  done  was  the  giving 
of  penuiasion  to  pass  over  certain  property  of  the 
charging  anthonty,  and  it  was  held  there  that 
there  was  no  obligation  of  equality ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  thej  were  entitled  to  charge  tolls  at 
different  rates  to  different  persons  for  what  was 
apparently  and  practically  the  same  privilege 
or  the  same  opportnnity.  Why  did  the  court 
come  to  that  conclusion  P  Because  there  were  no 
words  imposing  the  obligation  of  equality  in  the 
statute  which  entitled  the  charging  authority  to 
demand  these  tolls,  there  was  no  statutorr  pro- 
vision, and  there  was  no  necessary  implication  of 
equality  from  the  relations  of  the  parties.  It 
seems  to  me  here  that  if  we  examine  the  words 
which  impose,  or  give  the  right  to  impose,  the 
charge  we  find  no  higher  implication  from  the 
word  "  rate  "  used  here  in  the  sense  in  which  it 
is  used,  and  in  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used, 
than  we  can -find  from  the  word  "toll"  in  the 
other  case.  Both  words  really  might  be  inter- 
changed so  faf  as  any  implication  of  equality  is  to 
be  derived  from  the  use  of  either  one  or  the  other 
in  tiie  collocation  in  which  it  is  used.  It  is  simply  a 
letom  made  for  some  privilege  used,  or  some 
article  supplied.  It  is  not  in  any  sense  based 
upon  eqnuity  of  duty  or  equality  of  obligation, 
wliich  is  really  the  basis  upon  which,  in  the 
case  of  poor  rate,  the  inference  of  equality 
has  been  drawn.  For  these  reasons,  in  addition 
to  those  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  we  must  differ  from  the  de- 
cision of  Bigham,  J.,  and  that  this  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

RoMKB,  L.  J.-rl  have  coma  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion, and  I  need  add  but  little  after  the  judgments 
which  have  been  already  delivered.  Certainly,  my 
first  impression  when  the  case  was  opened  was 
rather  in  favour  of  the  view  adopted  by  the  learned 
judge  in  the  court  below ;  but,  after  the  case  has 
been  fully  argued  and  the  various  Acts  bearing 
upon  the  question  before  us  have  been  examined 
carefully,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  tiiere 
is  nothing  in  those  Acts  sufficiently  strong  to 
justify  this  court  in  holding  that  all  dwelling- 
houses  in  Northampton  borough  must  be  charged 
with  the  same  rate.  In  the  first  place,  let  me 
consider  the  Waterworks  Glauses  Act  of  1847, 
which  was  incorporated  with  the  special  Act  of 
1861.  Was  there  anything  in  that  Act  which 
would  lender  it  clear  that,  whenever  dwelling- 
houses  have  to  pay  for  their  water  what  is  called 
a  "  rate,"  that  rate  must  be  the  same  percentage 
upon  the  value  in  respect  of  all  those  dwelling- 
honsee  ?  Wei),  I  certainly  cannot  find  anything 
in  the  Act  of  1847  sufficient  to  lead  to  that  con- 
cloaion,  and,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out  by 
my  liords,  there  is  no  principle  here  which  would 
prima  facie  make  it  fair  that  all  dwelling-houses 
shonld  pay  the  same  percentage  upon  their  rate- 
able value  or  upon  their  value.  As  has  been 
pointed  out,  taking  one  simple  illustration  ot  two 
honses  of  the  same  value,  to  supply  one  with 
water  might  cost  very  much  more  than  to  supply 
the  other ;  the  two  houses  although  of  the  same 
value  might  not  for  the  purposes  of  the  consump- 
tion of  water  be  at  all  of  the  same  character ;  and 
other  illostrations  might  be  supplied.  Then,  there 
bang  no  principle  as  I  have  said,  I  cannot  find 
any  special  provisions  in  the  Act  of  IS  17  which 


would  support  the  contention  of  the  respondent 
in  this  case.    I  think,   in  the  first  place,  that 
under  the  Act  of  1847  the  definition  of  water  mte 
is  significant,  contained  as  it  is  in  sect.  3  of  the 
Act.    I  need  not  repeat  the  definition.    Although, 
as  to  some  of  the  sections  in  that  Act,  it  is  tnie 
that  it  is  somewhat  difficult    to  see  the  exact 
meaning  or  effect  of  certain  provisions  as  to  owners 
or  occupiers  of  dwelling-houses  who  want  water 
laid  on  to  their  premises  paying  or  tendering  a 
water   rate   in   advance   unless    it    means   the 
maximum  where  no  fixed  rate  is  imposed  by  the 
special  Act.  yet,  notwithstanding  those  difficmties, 
I  think  a  meaning  can  be    given  to  all  those 
sections  without  allowing  the  argnmont  of  the 
respondent  in  this .  case ;  and  certainly  there  is 
nothing  in  the  difficulties  created  by  those  sections 
which  would,  I  think,  in  themselves  justify  this 
court  in  upholding  in  this  case  the  cont^tion 
of  the  respondent.    That  being  so,  passing  from 
the  Act  of  1847.  the  next  Act  about  which  I  have 
to  say  a  word  or  two  is  the  Act  of  1861.    Now,  it 
is  clear  that  under  that  Act  there  is  nothing, 
having  regard  to  its  wording,  which  would  have 
prevented    the     company   by    agreement    from 
charging    any    dwelling-house    less    than    what 
it    was    charging  other  dwelling-house   owners 
generally,   according    to    what    may    be  called 
a  general  rate  or  charge.    Sect.  59  of  the  Act 
of  l861  is  not  immaterial  in  that  context ;  it  pro- 
vides that  "  the  company  may  from  time  to  time 
supply  any  person  with  water  for  any  purpose  for 
which  such  supply  may   be  required   for  such 
remuneration  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  shall  be  agreed  upon  between  the  company 
and  the  person  desirous  of  having  such  supply 
of  water  under  a  special  agreement."      The  Act- 
therefore  contemplates  that  by  agreement  the 
company,  if   it  chooses,  may  certainly   charge 
certain  dwelling-house  owners  less  than  they  are 
charging  others;  and  it  is  noticeable  also  that,, 
even  as  between  dwelling-houses  strictiy  so  called,, 
under  the  Act  of  1861  there  was  not  a  fixed  rat^ 
but  that  the  maximum  rate  that  might  be  charged 
depended  upon  the  value  of  the  houses.    Also  it 
is  not  to  be  forgotten  that,  in  considering  a  ques- 
tion of  equality  as  between  persons  who  are  taJting 
water,  dweHing-houses  properly  so  called  may  not 
constitute  even  a  majority  of  the  hereditaments 
which  require   a   constant    water    supply    from 
the  company.     At  any  rate,  under  tne  Act  of 
1861,   I  think  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  any 
specific  provision  or  enactment  can  be  pointed' 
out  as  tending  to  support  the  view  that  under 
that  Act  the  company  could   not   as   between 
different  dwelling-houses  charge  a  different  rate. 
Then  I  come  to  the  only  other  Act  about  which  I 
need  say  a  word,  and  that  is  the  Act  ot  1884.    It 
appears  to  me  sufficient  to  say  that,  when  yon  look 
at  sects.  10  and  12  of  that  Act,  it  is  clear  to  my 
mind  that  whatever  powers  the  company  had  in  this 
respect  under  that  Act  of  1861  the  corporation 
has  under  the  Act  of  1884.    It  seems  to  me  that 
the  corporation  have  become  the  owners  of  the 
undertaking,  and    have    the    same    rights  with 
regard  to  that  undertaking  as  the  company  had, 
subject  only  to  those  special  matters  which  are 
mentioned  in  sect.  10  of  the  Act  of  1884.    Cer- 
tainlv  I  cannot  find  in  that  Act  any  provisions 
which  would  justify  this  court  in  saying  that  the 
main  contention  of  the  respondent  in  this  case 
is  correct,  and  ought  to  be  upheld.    With  regard 
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to  the  rest  of  the  case,  I  desire  to  add  cothing  to 
what  has  been  already  said  by  my  Lords. 

Appeal  alloiBed. 

Solicitors  for  the  utpellants,  Sharpe,  Parker, 
and  Co.,  for  Herbert  Mankinton,  Northampton. 

Solioitors  for  the  respondent,  Warren,  Murton, 
and  Miller,  for  Lamb  and  Skinner,  Kettering. 


Oct.  29,  30,  and  Dec.  14, 1903. 

(Before  the  Lobd  Ghanckllok  (Halsbnry),  Lord 
Alybbbtonb,  C.J.,  and  Cozenb-Hasdt,  L. J.). 
Stuabt  and  othkbs  v.  Joy  and  Nantss.  (a) 

Landlord  and  tenant — Covenant  by  lesaor  running 
with  the  reversion  —  Aetignment  of  reversion 
by  lessor  —  Liability  of  lessor  to  lessee  after 
assignment — Ateard  under  arbitration  clause — 
Covenant  in  new  lease  to  perform  award  — 
Action  on  award — Merger — 32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  a.  2. 

At  the  expiration  of  a  lease  of  an  oil  mill  certain 
differences  arose  between  the  lessees  and  the  lessors 
as  to  repairs  and  works  to  be  done  on  the  demised 
premises,  and,  these  differences  having,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  arbiiration  clause  in  the  lease,  been 
referred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitrators  awarded 
that  certain  millstones  should  be  repaired  by 
the  lessors.    Before  the  award  was  published  tne 
lessees  took  from  the  lessors  a  new  lease  whid^ 
also  contained  a  similar  arbitration  clause  aa  to 
differenoes  between  the  lessors  and  the  lessees, 
and  which,  after  reciting  the  reference  to  arbi- 
tration and  thai  the  award  had  not  been  pub- 
lidted,  contained  a  covenant  that  as  soon  as  the 
award  should  be  piMished  the  lessors  should 
execute  oZI  the  repairs  therein  stated  to  be  within 
their  promnee   to  repair.     SubseauenUy  both 
the  lessees  and  the  lessors  cusigned  their  interests 
in  the  premises,  and,  the  lessor*  having  refused 
to  do  the  neeesaary  repairs  to  the  stones,  the 
assigrtees  of  the  lessees  did  the  repairs,  and 
brottght  an  action  on  the  award  to  recover  the 
etnensesfrom  the  lessors. 
Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.),  that 
the  leMor*'  liability  under  the  award  to  do  the 
repairs  was  not  merged  or  extinguished  by  the 
covenant  in  the  new  lease  whereby  the  lessor* 
covenanted  to  execute  tlie  repairs  according  to 
the  atoard,  and  that  an  action  on  the  award 
could  be  maintained  by  (he  lessees  and  their 
assignee*  for  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  which 
the  lessors  were  bound  to  do,  although  there  had 
been  no  reference  to  arbiiration  vnder  the  arbi- 
tration clause  in  the  new  letue. 
Semble:    A    lessor    who    assigns    his    reversion 
remain*  liable  to  the  lessee  upon  an  express 
covenant  to  do  repairs  to  the  demised  premises — 
a  covenant  running  with  the  reversion — as  sect.  2 
of  the  siatiUe  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  while  giving  to 
the  lessee  a  right  of  action  against  the  ctssignee 
of  the  lessor  for  breach  of  the  covenant,  does  not 
release  the  lessor  from  his  express  covenant  or 
from  his  liability  thereunder. 
Dictum  of  Lord  Macnaghten  in  Eccles  v.  Mills  (78 
L.  T.Bep.,  at  p.  210;  (1898)  A.  C,  at  p.  371) 
followed. 
Appsai.  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
Wright>  J.  in  an  action  tried  by  him  without  a 

jnry- 

(a)  BcporMd  by  W.  W.  Oas,  EKi.,Barnii«er-«t-I.air. 


The  action  was  brought  by  the  plainti&s 
Staart  and  Gregson  and  the  British  Oil  and  Oake 
Mills  Limited  upon  an  award  under  the  following 
circumstances : — 

The  plaintiffs  Stnart  and  Gregson  had  been  the 
lessees  from  the  defendants,  Joy  and  Nantes,  of 
a  certain  oil  mill  in  Kingston-npon-HuU. 

The  premises  were  demised  by  the  defendants 
to  the  j^aintifEs  Stnart  and  Gregson  in  the  year 
1880,  and  subsequently  in  the  years  1887  and  1890 
respectively. 

By  these  leases  it  was  provided  that  any  dispute 
or  difterenoe  which  might  arise  between  the  lessors 
and  the  lessees  concerning  their  riehts,  duties, 
or  liabilities  therennder  should  be  relferred  to  two 
arbitrators. 

The  lease  of  the  18th  Dec.  1890  was  for  a 
;«rm  of  seven  years,  and  during  the  year  1897 
disputes  arose  between  the  lessors  and  the  lessees 
as  to  their  respective  rights,  duties,  or  liabilities 
under  the  lease  and  the  work  to  be  done  on  the 
termination  of  the  lease  in  performance  of  the 
repairing  covenants  therein. 

Thereupon  the  lessors  and  lessees  duly  ap- 
pointed their  respective  arbitrators,  who  on  the 
17th  Feb.  1898  published  their  award,  finding  and 
directing  by  whom  the  various  repairs  and  other 
work  specified  in  the  schedule  to  the  award  were 
to  be  performed. 

Witn  regard  to  a  certain  pair  of  millstones  de- 
scribed in  tne  schedule  as  No.  3  pair  of  stones,  with 
respect  to  which  the  present  action  arose,  the 
arbitrators  awarded  and  found:  "This  No.  3 
set  may  last  for  some  little  while  longer  until  the 
stones  require  redressing,  and  then  the  whole 
matter  most  be  taken  in  hand  by  the  said 
Douglas  Joy  and  Charles  Nantes  and  made  good 
by  them  "—that  is,  by  the  defendants. 

At  the  expiration  of  the  lease  of  the  18th 
Dec.  1890  the  plaintiffs  Stuart  and  Gregson  con- 
tinued in  occupation  ot  the  premises,  and  on  the 
l5th  Feb.  1898 — that  is,  two  davs  before  the 
publishing  of  the  award — they  tool  a  new  lease 
of  the  sane. 

This  lease  was  p;ranted  by  the  defendants  as 
lessors  to  the  plaintiffs  Staart  and  Gregson  as 
lessees.  It  contained  the  usual  covenants  and  an 
arbitration  clause  as  to  disputes  or  differences 
arising  between  the  lessors  and  the  lessees.  It 
recited  that  the  premises  had  recently  been 
occupied  by  the  lessees  under  leases  which  had 
expired,  the  reference  to  arbitration,  that  the 
award  had  not  been  made,  and  it  contained  the 
following  covenant  as  to  the  carrying  out  of  the 
award  by  the  lessors  as  to  the  repairs  to  be 
executed  by  them :  "  This  indenture  lastly  wit- 
nesseth  that  the  lessors  do  hereby  jointly  and 
severally  covenant  with  the  lessees  and  the 
lessees  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  covenant 
with  the  lessors  in  manner  following  (that  is  to 
say),  that  when  and  as  soon  as  the  award  of  the 
said  ...  in  pursuance  of  the  said  reference 
shall  be  made  in  writing  ready  to  be  delivered 
to  the  lessors  and  the  lessees,  they,  the  lessors, 
will,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  August  1898,  and 
at  a  time  or  times  convenient  to  the  lessees,  duly 
complete  and  execute  all  the  repairs,  matters,  and 
things  therein  stated  to  be  within  the  province 
of  the  lessors." 

The  award  having  been  made  on  the  17th  Feb. 
1898,  the  plaintifEs  Stuart  and  Gresson  by  an 
indenture  dated  the  30th   Nov.    18%   assigned 
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Hu&t  intemt  La  the  premises  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  British  Oil  and  Cake  MQls  Limited,  who 
thereafter  were  the  defendants'  tenants  of  the 
premises. 

In  1901  the  pair  of  millstoaes  in  qaestion  gAve 
way  and  the  atones  reqnired  redressinf;,  and  it 
thereniwn became — as  the plaintiffsalleged — the 
defendants'  dnl^  to  take  in  hand  and  make  eood 
the  whole  matter  in  performanoe  of  the  award. 

On  the  27th  Jnly  1901  the  plaintifFs  by  notice 
in  writing  required  the  defendants  to  perform  the 
award  and  to  put  the  stones  in  repair,  and  gave 
them  notice  that  in  default  of  their  putting  the 
stones  in  repair  they  (the  plaintiffs)  would  them- 
aetves  do  the  work  and  hold  the  duendants  liable 
for  the  cost  thereof  and  any  damages  sustained 
by  them  by  reason  of  the  defendants'  failure  to 
perform  the  award. 

The  defendants — ^who  had  in  the  meantime, 
namely,  on  the  23rd  May  1901,  assigned  their 
interest  to  the  North-Eastom  Railway  Company 
— declined  to  do  the  repairs. 

The  plaintiffs  the  British  Oil  and  Cake  Mills 
Idmited  then  did  the  rex>airs  to  the  stones,  and 
in  this  action  sued  the  defendants  for  the  cost  of 
so  doing,  claiming  260!.  damages. 

The  dafendants  in  thmr  defence  alleged  (inter 
dia)  that  by  an  indenture  dated  the  23Td  May 
1901  ihe  defendants  conveyed  to  the  Korth- 
Eastem  Railway  Company  all  their  estate  and 
interest  in  the  premises,  and  none  of  the  pltun- 
tiffi  had  since  that  date  been  tenants  of  the 
defendants. 

They  inrther  alleged  that  by  the  lease  of  the 
15th  Feb.  1898  it  was  agreed  and  declared  that  if 
aaj  diqmto  or  difference  should  arise  between  the 
lessors  and  the  lessees  as  therein  set  out  no 
action  should  be  brought  in  respect  thereof 
nnlMs  and  until  such  depute  should  have  beoi 
referred  to  arbitration  as  therein  provided ;  that 
the  matters  in  dispute  in  this  action  constituted  a 
diroute  -within  the  meaning  of  that  indenture,  but 
had  not  been  referred  to  arbitration  as  therein 
prorided,  and  the  defendants  contended  that  the 
action  was  not  maintainable.  They  also,  without 
admitting  liability,  paid  150Z.  into  court  in  satis- 
faction. 

The  plaintiffs  replied  that  the  matters  in  dis- 
pute in  this  action  were  not  disputes  which  arose 
nnder  the  lease  of  the  15th  Feb.  1898,  at  the  date 
of  which  lease  the  arbitration  respecting  the 
matters  in  dispute  was  pending,  and,  further,  that 
this  lease  contained  an  express  covenant  to  per- 
form and  abide  by  the  award,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs would,  if  necessary,  rely  on  that  covenant  as 
a  further  cause  of  action. 

Wright,  J.  held  that  the  action  was  an  action  on 
the  award  and  was  maintainable,  and  he  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  for  1652. 

The  defendante  appealed. 

Moniague  Ltuh,  K.C.  and  Henn  CoUin*  for  the 
defendante  (the  appellants). — The  plaintiffo  are 
not  entitled  to  maintain  the  action.  If  the  action 
is  on  the  award,  the  plaintiffs  the  British  Oil 
and  Cake  Mills  Limited  cannot  sue  on  the 
award,  as  they  can  have  no  rights  under  it,  they 
iK>t  being  parties  to  it,  and,  even  if  they  had 
righte  under  the  award,  those  righte  are  gone 
as  the  award  is  gone.  The  award  and  the 
covenant  in  the  lease  of  the  15th  Feb.  1898 
cannot  oo-exist  together.    The  efficacy  of  both 


oannot  survive.  The  award  does  not  snrvive,  but 
the  covenant  clearly  does  surrive.  The  covenant 
operates  either  as  a  merger  of  the  award,  or  as  an 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  it,  so  that  if  the  plain- 
tiffs Stuart  and  Gregson  have  any  remedy  at  all, 
it  is  upon  the  covenant  in  the  lease  of  Feb.  1898 
and  not  upon  the  award.  Bat  before  that  cove- 
nant can  be  enforced,  there  must  be  a  reference 
to  arbitration  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
same  lease,  by  which  all  disputes  under  it  were 
to  be  referred  to  arbitration.  So  that  if  the 
action  be  considered  as  an  action  on  the  award, 
the  plaintiffs  the  British  Oil  and  Cake  Mills 
Limited  oannot  maintain  the  action  as  they  were 
not  parties  to  the  award,  and  the  plaintiffs  Stuart 
and  Gregson  cannot  maintain  the  action  as  the 
award  is  gone,  the  covenant  in  the  lease  being 
substituted  for  it.  Then  the  next  point  is  as  to 
the  effect  ot  the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  upon  the 
assignment  in  May  1901  by  the  defenduite  to  the 
Xoith-Eastem  Railway  Company,  assuming  the 
action  to  be  brought  upon  the  covenant.  By  that 
assignment  the  liability  of  the  lessors  upon  the 
covenant  passed,  under  the  stetute  32  Hen.  8, 
c.  34,  8.  2,  to  their  assignees,  and  the  lessors  were 
thereby  relieved  from  Uability.  At  common  law 
the  covenante  in  the  lease  did  not  run  with  the 
reversion,  but  ran  only  with  the  land.  Then 
came  the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  which  in  sect.  2 
dealt  with  covenante  running  with  the  reversion. 
By  reason  of  the  statute  the  lessors  do  not 
remain  liable  after  the  assignment  bv  them. 
Before  the  assignment  there  is  privity  of  estate ;. 
after  the  assignment  that  privity  is  gone,  and  the 
only  privity  then  would  be  privity  of  contract. 
The  stetute  transfers  the  privity  of  contract  from 
the  lessor  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion: 
(Thursbyy.  Plant,  1  Wms.  Saund.  237,  at  pp.  239- 
2i0;  Bickford  v.  ParBon,  11  L.  T.  Rep.  O.  S. 
126 ;  5  C.  B.  920,  at  pp.  930-932) ;  and  if  the  action 
can  be  maintained  at  all  it  can  only  be  against  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion,  in  this  case  the  North- 
Eastern  Railway  Company : 

Conran  v.  P$(ld«r,  2  Ir.  C.  L.  B.  200. 

Other  instances  in  which  the  expression  that "  the 
privity  of  contract  is  transferred  "  by  the  stetute 
of  Henry  VIII.  occurs  are  Midgley  and  Oilbert 
V.  Lovelace  (Carthew,  289)  and  Bacon's  Abr.  Tit. 
Covenant,  E.  6.  If  the  privity  of  contract  is 
transferred  from  the  lessor  to  the  assignee  of  the 
lessor,  then  the  action  cannot  be  maintained 
against  the  lessor.  Therefore  if  the  action  be  on 
the  covenant,  the  defendants  are  discharged  from 
the  covenant  by  reason  of  the  assignment ;  and 
if  it  be  on  the  award,  there  was  a  dispute  within 
the  meaning  of  the  covenant  which  ought  to  have 
been  referred  to  arbitration  before  it  gave  a  cause 
of  action.  [Lord  Alybsstone,  C.J.  referred  to 
Beely  v.  Parry  (3  Lev.  154)  and  Qreen  v.  James 
(6  M.  &  W.  666).] 

Seott  Fox,  K.C.  and  A.  J.  Ashion  for  the' 
plaintiffs  (the  respondents). — The  learned  judge 
was  right.  This  was  really  an  action  on  the  award 
and  not  on  the  covenant.  The  stetement  of  claim 
refers  to  the  award,  but  does  not  refer  at  all  to 
the  covenant.  There  was  an  obligation  on  the 
defendants  to  perform  the  award.  In  Lievesley 
V.  Gilmore(15h.  T.  Rep.  386;  L.  Rep.  1  C.  P. 
570)  Byles,  J.  says:  "In  Williams'  Saunders 
(vol.  2,  p.  61n,  note  2)  it  is  laid  down  that  every 
submission  to  arbitration  implies  an  obligation  to 
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perform  tke  award  of  the  arbitrator."  The  plain- 
tiffa'  claim  is  on  the  award,  and  they  had  a  rieht 
to  enforce  the  award  quite  independently  of  Uus 
lease.  Bnt  then  it  is  contended  that  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  enforce  this  award  becanse  of  the  lease  of 
Feb.  1898  and  of  the  covenant  therein.  That 
cannot  be  so,  as  the  covenant  does  not  affect  the 
award  or  pat  nn  end  to  it.  The  covenant  was  not 
intended  to  be  in  substitution  of  the  liability  under 
the  award  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  clearly  recognises 
the  award  and  expressly  provides  that  the  lessors 
shall  ezecnte  the  repairs  according  to  the  award. 
Therefore  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  covenant  in 
the  lease  of  Feb.  1893  ia  either  a  merger  of  the 
award  or  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  liability 
nnder  the  award.  As  put  by  Maole,  J.  in  Price  v. 
Movlton  (10  G.  B.  561,  at.  p.  573),  it  does  no  more 
than  give  the  lessees  an  effectual  remedy  for  the 
carrying  out  of  the  award.  In  the  present  case 
there  wiis  no  right  of  action  at  the  time — namely, 
the  15  th  Feb.  1898 — ^when  this  covenant  was 
entered  into,  and  therefore  there  was  no  merger 
by  the  covenant  of  the  obligation  on  the  award, 
which  was  not  then  made.  For  the  covenant  to 
operate  as  a  merger  there  must  be  an  obligation 
wnioh  is  less  than  a  specialty  obligation,  and  there 
must  be  identical  debts  and  the  same  parties : 

rUmtr  V.  Bumhy,  2  M.  A  G.  529  ; 
^urtol  V.  UilUi,  4  T.  B.  94  (per  Lord  Ksnyon,  C.  J., 
•t  pp.  98.99). 

Then  with  regard  to  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  lessors  remain  liable  to  the  lessees  notwith- 
standing an  assignment  of  the  reversion,  it  is 
clear  t£at  the  lessors  do  still  remain  liable, 
although  by  32  Hen.  8,  o.  31,  liability  also  passes 
to  the  assignees.  The  fact  that  nnder  sect.  2  of  that 
Aot  the  leasees  may  have  a  right  of  action  against 
the  assignees  of  the  reversion  doee  not  show  that 
the  lessors  are  released  from  their  liability.  The 
statute  never  intended  to  take  away  the  liability 
of  the  lessor ;  it  merely  intended  in  case  of  an 
assignment  by  the  lessor  of  his  interest  to  give 
to  uie  lessees  a  further  right  of  action  against 
the  assignee  of  the  lessor,  but  it  did  not  lilease 
"the  lessor.  It  is  exactly  similar  to  the  case  of 
An  assignment  by  the  lessee  ;  if  the  covenant  was 
-one  which  ran  with  the  land,  then  if  the  lessee 
aarigned,  his  assignee  became  liable  nnder  the 
covenant,  bnt  that  did  not  release  the  lessee 
himself  at  common  law;  and  the  object  of  sect.  2 
of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  was  to  place  the  assi^ee  of 
the  reversion  in  precisely  the  same  position  as 
that  in  which  the  assignee  of  the  lessee  was  at 
common  law.  That  the  lessor  is  not  exempt 
from  liability  is  perfectly  clear  from  Eceles  t. 
MUU  (78  ]^.  T.  Bep.  206;  (1898)  A.  G.  360),  a 
ease  which  is  exactly  in  point  here.  It  was  not 
necessary  for  the  court  there  to  answer  this  point 
as  they  decided  the  case  on  another  point,  but,  as 
it  was  dealt  with  in  the  court  below,  they  thought 
it  right  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it,  and  they 
did  so.  Lord  Macnaghten,  speaking  of  the  statnte 
«f  Henry  VIII.,  there  said :  (78  L.  T.  Bep.,  at 
p.  210;  (1898)  A.  G.,  at  p.  371):  "Whatever 
UabUit^  the  statute  tiirew  on  the  specific  devisees 
as  assignees  of  the  reversion,  that  they  were 
bound  to  bear  as  between  themselves  and  the 
lessee.  Bat  the  testator's  estate  was  also  liable." 
It  is  subnutted  that  the  law  is  as  there  stated  by 
Lord  Macnaghten.  When  the  expression  is  used 
in  Thursby  v,  Plani  {ubi  sup.)  that  the  privity  of 


contract  is  transferred  by  the  statute,  the  word 
"  transfer  "  does  not  mean  "  extingnish,"  and  it 
cannot  meaa  that  the  privity  is  destroyed  or 
extinguished  in  the  lessor : 

liau  V.  Auriol,  1  H.  Bl.,  at  p.  445. 

There  is  no  known  principle  of  law  which  can 
set  rid  of  the  obligation  of  the  covenant  on  the 
Mssors  in  this  case. 

Henn  Collins  in  reply. — The  passage  cited  from 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Macnaghten  in  Eedes  v. 
Milu  (ubi  sup.)  is  dictum  only,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case.  The  defen- 
dants do  not  rely  so  much  on  the  merger  as  on 
accord  and  satisfaction.  ^^^  ^^  ^ 

Dee.  14. — Lord  Alvkrstone,  C.J.  read  the 
following  judgment: — This  was  an  appeal  from 
Wright,  J.,  who  decided  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  an  action  brought  by  Messrs.  Stuart  and 
Oregson  as  lessees,  and  the  British  Oil  and  Cake 
Mills  Limited  as  assignees,  of  a  lease  granted  by 
the  defendante  Joy  and  N'ontea.  The  action  was 
founded  upon  an  award  whereby  the  arbitrators, 
acting  nnder  an  arbitration  clause  in  a  lease  or 
leases  previously  granted  by  the  defendante  Joy 
and  Nantes  to  the  plaintiffs  Stuart  and  Oregson, 
had  decided  that  the  defendante  should  renew 
certain  pairs  of  millstones.  Prior  to  the  15th 
Feb.  1898  the  plaintiffs  Stuart  and  Gregson  had 
ooonpied,  under  leases,  an  oil  mill  of  which  the 
defendante  were  the  lessors.  There  had  been 
several  leasehold  terms  in  succession,  but  in  the 
year  1898  and  prior  to  Februarr  the  plaintiffs 
Stuart  and  Gregson  and  the  defendante  had 
referred  the  questions  which  had  arisen  at  the 
expiration  of  the  then  existing  term  to  arbitrators. 
The  award  was  made  on  the  17th  Feb.  1898. 
Before  iba  award  was  made  the  parties  negotiated 
for  a  new  lease,  which  was  granted  on  the  15th 
Feb.  1898  by  the  defendants  as  lessors  to  the 
plaintiffs  Stuart  and  Gregaon  as  lessees.  The 
lease  contained  the  '  usual  oovenante  and  an 
arbitration  clause  as  to  disputes  or  differences 
arising  between  the  lessors  and  lessees.  It  then 
recited  that  the  premises  had  recently  been 
occupied  by  the  lessees  under  expired  leases,  the 
reference  to  arbitration,  that  the  award  had  not 
been  made,  and  conteined  the  following  cove- 
nant: "Now,  therefore,  this  indenture  lastly 
witnesseth  that  the  lessors  do  hereby  jointly 
and  severally  covenant  with  the  lessees  ana 
the  lessees  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally 
covenant  with  the  lessors  in  manner  follow- 
ing (that  is  to  say),  that  when  and  so  soon  as 
the  award  of  the  said  William  Bobert  Harrison, 
Martin  Samuelson,  and  Henry  Sharp,  in  pur- ' 
snanoe  of  the  said  reference,  shall  be  made  in, 
writing  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  lessors  and 
the  lessees,  they,  the  lessors,  will,  on  or  before  the 
first  daj  of  August  1898,  and  at  a  time  or  times 
convenient  to  the  lessees,  duly  complete  and 
execute  all  the  repairs,  mattws,  and  things 
therein  steted  to  be  within  the  province  of  the 
leasoFS."  The  award  having  been  made,  as  I  have 
already  steted,  the  plaintiffs  Stuart  and  Greg^n 
in  Nov.  1899  assifped  their  interest  in  the 
premises  to  the  plaintiffs  the  British  OU  and 
Cake  Mills  Limited,  and  in  1901,  the  stones 
referred  to  in  the  award  having  given  way,  the 
defendante  were  called  upon  to  perform  their 
duty  as  awarded.    They  declined  to  do  so,  where- 
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upon  the  pluntiifs  the  British  Oil  and  Cake  Mills 
Ltmited  pnt  the  stones  in  repair  at  an  expense 
which  was  agreed  between  the  parties  as  1652., 
for  which  earn  jadgment  was  giren  for  the  plain- 
ti^.  Wright,  J.  decided  in  favonr  of  the 
plaintiifs  on  the  groand  that  the  action  was 
broaght  upon  the  award,  and  that  the  defen- 
dants, having  failed  to  carry  oat  the  award,  were 
liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amonnt  expended. 
lam  of  opinion  that  the  jadgment  is  right, 
bat  if  I  were  to  state  in  my  own  way 
the  reasons  for  my  jadgment  I  woald  say 
that  both  under  the  award  and  under  the 
lease,  whereby  the  defendants  covenuited  to 
perform  the  award,  they,  the  defendants,  were 
liable  to  carry  out  the  award ;  that,  nob  having 
done  so,  an  action  would  lie  by  the  plaintifF^ 
Stnart  and  Oregson  to  enforce  the  perrormance 
of  the  award;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  the  British 
OU  and  Cake  Mills  Limited,  who  are  now  bene- 
ficially entitled  to  the  lease  and  hare  spent  the 
amonnt  which  was  neoessary  to  carry  cot  the 
award — the  obligation  to  perform  which  was 
upon  the  defendants — are  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  either  in  their  own  name, 
or  at  any  rate  in  an  action  to  which  both  they 
and  Uessrs.  Stuart  and  Greg  ion  are  parties, 
the  amount  S3  paid.  In  answer  to  this 
view  a  nnmber  of  points  were  raised  by  Mr. 
Lash  and  Mr.  Collins  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
with  which  I  will  briefly  deal  It  was  first  said 
that^the  British  Oil  aad  Cake  MiUs  Limited 
have  no  rights  under  the  award,  and,  even  it  they 
had,  these  tights  were  gone  because  the  covenant 
contained  in  the  lease  of  the  15th  Feb.  1898,  to 
complete  and  execute  the  award,  took  the  place  of 
the  liability  upon  the  award,  and  the  remedy  by 
the  phuntiffs  Stnart  and  Gregson,  if  any,  is  upon 
the  ooTooant.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  point  is 
not  sound.  The  covenant  is  not  in  substitution 
o(  the  liability  upon  the  awarri,  but  a  recognition 
of  its  binding  effect,  and  may  well  have  bisen 
thought  necessary  in  order  to  keep  aJive  the 
rights  ot  Stuart  and  Gregson  notwithstanding 
that  they  had  taken  a  new  lease  of  the  premises, 
fiut  whether  the  remedy  be  upon  the  covenant,  or 
apon  the  award,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have 
already  stated,  it  makes  no  difference.  It  was 
then  urged  that  before  the  covenant  oonld  be 
enforced  there  mnst  be  a  reference  to  arbitration 
ander  the  arbitration  clause  in  the  earlier  part  of 
the  lease.  An  examination  of  the  terms  of  the 
lease  affords  the  answer  to  this  argument  The 
lease  contained  mutual  covenants  to  operate 
daring  the  term,  with  the  arbitration  clause 
'applicable  to  them.  It  then  went  on  by  express 
covenant  to  recognise  aud  continue  an  obligation 
.  of  the  defendants  to  obey  the  award.  To  say  that 
4  second  arbitration  was  necessary  before  etEact 
oonld  be  given  to  that  covenant,  or  the  obligation 
'thereby  recognised,  seems  to  me  to  be  a  plain 
oontradictiou  of  the  express  provisions  of  the  deed. 
Lastly,  it  was  urged  that  inasmuch  as  the  cove- 
luuit  took  the  place  of  the  award,  and  the  rever- 
sion had  been  assi^ed  by  the  defendants  to  the 
Xorth-Eastem  Railway  Company,  the  defendants 
were  discharged  from  the  obligation  imposed  upon 
them  by  the  covenant,  and  in  consequence  by  the 
awwd.  For  the  reasons  I  have  already  given  this 
point  does  not  become  material,  but  I  think  it 
right  to  say  thttt,  so  far  as  I  personally  am  con- 
ovned,  I  am  satisfied  that  any  such  view  is 


inconsistent  with  the  judgment  of  the  Privy 
Council  in  the  case  of  Eeclet  v.  Millt  (ubt  sup.). 
For  the  above  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
jadgment  for  the  plaintiffs  should  stand,  and  the 
appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Cozens  Habdt,  L.J.  read  the  following  judg- 
ment : — I  have  had  the  opportunity  of  reading  the 
jadgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Jastice,  with  which  I 
entirely  agree,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  add  anything 
except  upon  on<)  point — viz.,  the  liability  of  the 
defendants  under  the  express  covenant  in  the 
lease.  It  was  strenuously  argued,  particularly  by 
Mr.  Henu  Collins,  that  no  liability  can  now  \m 
enforced  against  the  lessors  inasmuch  as  they  have 
assigned  the  reversion,  the  effect  of  which  was  to 
shift  the  obligation  from  the  lessors  to  the 
assignees.  I  assume,  in  favour  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  covenaat  to  execute  repairs  on  the 
demised  premises  in  obedience  to  the  award  to 
be  made  was  a  covenant  running  with  the  rever- 
sion to  which  the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  c.  3i,  applies. 
If  so,  sect.  2  gives  the  lessees  a  right  of  action 
against  the  assignens  of  the  reversion  for  breach 
of  the  covenant.  But  it  is  difficult  to  see  why 
that  enactment  should  release  the  lessors  from 
their  express  covenant.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
language  of  the  section  to  lead  to  this  conclasion. 
It  is  true  that  in  Thurshy  v.  Plant  (I  Wms. 
Saund.  237,  at  p.  210)  it  is  said  that  the  statute 
has  transferred  the  privity  of  contract  from  the 
lessor  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion,  but  that 
does  not  mean  anything  more  than  that  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion  is  made  liable  by  the 
statute  in  the  same  manner  as  at  common  law 
the  assignee  of  the  lessee  was  liable.  In  every 
case  the  express  covenant's  entered  into  bv  the 
lessor  with  the  lessee  or  by  the  lessee  with  the 
lessor  remun  unaffected.  The  consequence  of 
holding  that  a  landlord  can  escape  from  all 
liability  upon  his  express  covenants  in  the  lease 
by  assigning  to  a  pauper  would  be  alarming.  In 
my  opinion,  the  position  of  the  lessor  with  respect 
to  covenants  running  with  the  reversion  is  now 
precisely  similar  to  the  position  of  the  lessee  with 
respect  to  covenants  running  with  the  lease.  In 
neither  case  is  liability  extinguished  by  assign- 
ment. No  authority  contrary  to  this  view  has 
been  called  to  our  attention,  but  the  very  point 
was  raised  before  the  Privy  Council  in  EecUs  v. 
MilU  {uhi  sup.).  That  case  was  ultimately 
decided  on  the  ground  that  the  covenant  in 
question  by  the  testator,  who  was  the  lessor,  did 
not  run  with  the  reversion,  but  the  arguments 
and  the  judgment  dealt  with  the  case  also  on  the 
alternative  view,  which  had  been  adopted  in  the 
court  below,  that  the  covenant  did  run  with  the' 
reversion ;  and  Lord  Ma^naghten  (78  L.  T.  Bep.,' 
at  p.  210;  (1898)  A.  C,  at  p.  371)  says  :  "What- 
ever  liability  the  statute  threw  on  the  specific 
devisees  as  assignees  of  the  reversion,  that  they 
were  bound  to  bear  as  between  themselves  and 
the  lessee.  But  the  testator's  estate  was  also 
liable."  This  dictum,  though  not  necessary  for 
the  decision  of  the  case,  strongly  supports  the 
view  which,  apart  from  authority,  I  have  ex> 
presEed.  For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the  lessees 
and  the  assignees  of  the  lease,  as  co-pluntiffs, 
can  maintain  the  present  action  against  the  lessors 
for  breach  of  the  covenant  to  obey  the  award. 

Lord  Alvebstonb,  C.J.— I  have  to  add  that 
the  Lord  Chancellor  concurs  in  both  judgments 
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that  have  been  read,  and  does  not  deeire  to  add 
anytn    g.  Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  CoUyer- Brisiow, 
Hill,  CurtU,  and  Dods,  for  W.  J.  SliMrt,  Hull. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Chester,  Broome, 
and  Qriffithet,  for  Holden,  Sons,  and  Hodgson, 
Hull. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHAHOERT  DIVISION. 

Thursday,  Jan.  14. 
(Before  Kkkbwich,  J.) 
Be  DowDiKO  ;  Gkboort  «.  DOWDIHO.  (a) 
Marriage  settlement  —  Covenant  to  settle  viife's 
after-aequired  property — Annuities — Construe 
tion  of  covenant. 
By  her  marriage  settlement,  dated  in  1886,  a  wife 
covenanted  to  settle  all  her  after-aequired  pro- 
perty, real  and  personal,  whether  in  possession, 
reversion,    or    othenoise     [with    certain    smaU 
exceptions),  upon  trust  to  be  sold  and  converted 
and  held  by  the  trustees  upon  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement.     During    the    coverture    the    wife 
becams  entitled  to  certain  annuities. 
Held,  that  the  annuities  were  not  caught  by  the 

covenant. 
"White  V.  Biggs  (22  Beav.  176n.)  and  Townshend 

V.  Harrowby  (4  Jur.  N.  8.  353)  followed. 
Scholfield  V.  S^ooner  (51  L.  T.  Bep.  138 ;  26  Ch. 

Div.  94)  distinguished. 
Bt  a  settlement  dated  the  5th  MaTl886,  made 
upon  the  mani^e  of  the  Ber.  J.  W.  Dowding 
with  Margaret  Carwithen,  afterwards  Dowdisg, 
the  intended  -wife  agreed  that  all  real  and  per- 
sonal property  (if  any)  not  therein  before  settled 
to  -which  she  at  the  time  of  the  intended  marriage 
or  at  any  time  during  her  intended  coverture 
should  be  or  become  entitled,  whether  in  posses- 
sion,   reversion,   or   otherwise,    except    jewels, 
trinkets,  ornaments  of  the  person,  plate,  linen, 
and    china,    furniture,    prints,    books,  or    other 
articles  of  like  nature,  and  also  except  legacies  or 
other    property    acquired  at  one  and    the  same 
time  not  exceeding  in  amount  or  value  the  sum 
of  1002.,  should    ...    be  assured  and  trans- 
ferred by  the  intended  wife  and  all  other  necessary 
parties  (if  any)  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
upon  trust  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as 
they  should  think  fit    ...    to  sell  and  convert 
into  money  such  part  of  the  said  property  as 
should  not  consist  of  money  or  of  investments 
anthorised  by  the  settlement,  and  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  investments    and  of  the 
moneys  to  arise  from  such  conversion  as  afore- 
said upon  the  trusts  and  with  the  powers  there- 
inbefore declared    concerning    the   wife's    trust 
funds,  and  so  long  as  any  such  property  remained 
unsettled  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  thereof  to 
the  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  receive 
the  income  of  the  wife's  trust  funds. 

The  trusts  declared  oonoeming  the  wife's  trust 
funds  were  that  the  trustees  should  stfuid  pos- 
sessed of  them  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  as 
and  when  received  in  certain  specified  securities 
and  to  gay  the  income  thereof  to  the  intended 

(a)  Bsportad  b;  0.  F.  DUROAH,  Eiq.,  Barri«ter->t-Law. 


husband  for  his  life  and  after  his  death  to  the 
intended  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  them  upon  trust,  both  as  to  capital 
and  income,  for  the  children  of  the  intended 
marriage  as  therein  set  out. 

The  Kev.  W.  H.  Carwithen,  who  died  on  the 
11th  April  1903,  by  his  will,  dated  the  20th  Aug. 
1894,  gave  an  annuity  of  40Z.  to  his  daughter,  the 
above-mentioned  Margaret  Dowding,  for  her  life, 
and  by  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  4th  Aug. 
1896,  g^ve  her  an  additional  annuity  of  602.  for  her 
life. 

This  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  the  trusieea 
of  the  marriage  settlement  asking  whether 
Margaret  Dowding,  under  agreement  to  settle 
after-acquired  property,  -yras  lK>und  to  assign  and 
transfer  to  them  the  two  annuities,  and,  if  so, 
whether  they  ought  to  be  treated  as  capital  or 
income. 

H.  T.  Mefkold  for  the  trustees. 

T.  T.  MeOuMtortha  husband  and  wife.— These 
annuities  are  not  caught  by  the  covenant.  They 
are  legacies  within  tiw  exception.  Life  interests 
are  not  bound  by  a  covenant  of  this  nature.  They 
could  onlr  be  bound  if  the  trusts  declared  fitted 
them,  and  in  this  case  the  trust  for  conversion  is 
inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  an  annuity  and 
does  not  fit  it : 

8t.  Avitvn  V.  Bvmphreys,  22  Beav.  175 ; 
Whit*  V.  Briggs,  22  B«av.  176n  (alio  2  Ph.  583) ; 
Twmihmd  v.  Hammhy,  4  Jvx.  N.  S.  353  ; 
JKnlay  v.  Darling,  76  L.T.  Bep.  461  ;  (1897)  f  Cb. 

719; 
Its  Crawshay;  WoUmt  v.  Onamhay,  65  L.  T.  Bep. 
72 ;  (1891)  3  Ch.  176. 

£f.  B.  L.  Druce  for  the  children  of  the  marriage. — 
The  annuities  are  not  legacies  within  the  exception. 
Th^  are  caught  by  the  covenant,  which  is  in  the 
widest  terms  and  intended  to  include  property  of 
every  description  : 

Scholfield  V.  Spooner,  SI  L.  T.  Bep.  138  ;  26  Ch. 

Div.  94; 
Be  Bendy ;  WaUis  v.  Bendy,  71  L.  T.  Rep.  750 ; 

(1895)  1  Ch.  109  ; 
Lewis  V.  Uadoeks,  8  Vei.  150 ;  17  Yes.  48. 

Kekbwicr,  J. — The  question  is  whether  two 
annuities  given  to  a  mamed  lady  are  caught  by  a 
covenant  to  settie  after-acquired  property  oon- 
iained  in  a  marriage  settiement.  It  is  a  covenant 
though  it  is  in  the  form  of  an  agreement ;  it  i» 
executed  by  all  the  parties,  and  it  is  a  covenant 
by  alL  The  covenant  is  in  the  widest  possible 
terms.  I  cannot  conceive  that  anyone  could  put . 
it  in  wider  terms :  "  All  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty (if  any)  not  hereinbefore  settled  to  whic^ 
the  said  Margaret  Carwithen  at  the  time  of  the' 
said  intended  marriaee  or  at  any  time  during  her 
intended  coverture  shall  be  or  become  entitied, 
whether  in  possession,  reversion,  or  otherwise," — 
there  are  certain  exceptions  which  I  must  notice 
for  two  reasons  :  first,  because  it  is  said  that  one 
of  these  exceptions  includes  these  annuities  so  that 
they  are  literally  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
the  covenant ;  secondly,  because  it  is  alwaya 
necessary  where  there  are  exceptions  to  a  general 
provision  to  see  what  is  regarded  as  excepted  in 
order  that  from  that  you  may  obtain  light  as  tO' 
what  is  intended  to  be  included — "  except  jewels, 
trinkets,  ornaments  of  the  person,  plate,  linen,  and 
china,  furniture,  prints,  books,  or  other  articles  of 
the  like  nature,  and  stlso  except  any  legacies  or 
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other  property  acquired  at  one  and  the  same  time 
aot  exceeding  in  amount  or  value  the  sum  of 
lOOL"  It  is  said  that  these  annuities  are  I^^ies 
within  that  exception.  For  some  purposes  no 
doubt  an  annuity  is  a  legaoj,  a  legacy  payable 
by  instalments,  and  if  that  were  the  right  view  to 
take  in  this  case  the  instalments  are  less  than 
lOOi.,  BO  that  no  part  of  them  would  be  settled. 
But  an  annuity  is  not  a  legacy  for  all  purposes, 
and  in  ordinary  phraseology  an  annuity  Lb  distinct 
from  a  legacy.  A  legacy  is  a  sum  which  the 
legatee  is  entitled  to  hare  paid  down ;  an  annnity 
is  a  sum  which  is  to  bis  secured  by  setting 
apart  a  portion  of  the  personal  estate  and 
has  to  be  paid  in  the  shape  of  an  aTinnal 
payment,  and  in  that  sense  it  is  not  a  legacy. 
In  my  opinion  it  would  be  entirely  wrong  to  hold 
that  tiiese  annuities  were  legacies  within  the  excep- 
tion. Then  the  question  is  whether  these  annuitiee 
are  covered.  They  are  within  the  words  "  all  real 
and  personal  property  to  which  the  said  Margaret 
Carwithen  at  any  time  during  the  said  intended 
<iOTertiire  shall  be  or  become  entitled."  Of  course, 
I  am  bound  to  construe  those  words  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  it  may  appear 
that  an  intention  may  be  presumed  or  proved  in 
aome  way  or  other  that  these  annuities  are  not 
meant  to  be  caught;  but  the  words  themselves 
are  large  enough.  Nor  is  it  said  that  annuitiee 
acccoding  to  the  ordinary  practice  tor  those  who 
draw  marri^e  setUemente  cannot  be  included  in 
covenanta  to  settle  after-acquired  property.  On 
the  contrary,  I  asked  Mr.  Methold,  and  he  con- 
firmed my  own  impression  that  the  ordinary  pre- 
cedents for  covenants  to  settle  after-acquired 
property  do  include  annuities  and  life  interests ; 
bnt  when  the  draft  is  properly  settled  there  is  a 
diraction  that  annuities  and  life  interests  shall  be 
held  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband  and  wife  as 
the  case  may  be,  and  possibly,  where  they  are  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wife,  shall  be  held  for  her 
separate  nae  without  power  of  anticipation.  There- 
fore, apart  from  one  authority  which  I  will  deal 
with  preaentlv — where  the  question  was  as  to  a 
life  interest  being  included — there  is  no  doubt 
that  an  annnii^  may  be  properly  included.  There 
18  nothing  foreign  to  the  purpose  of  a  covenant  to 
aetUe  after-acquired  property  in  including  an 
annaity.  In  one  sense,  therefore,  the  covenant 
fits  the  property,  or  the  property  fits  the  cove- 
nant. The  difficulty  arises  from  this,  that  the 
trust  is  for  conversion,  that  that  which  is  really 
the  life  interest  of  the  wife  is  to  be  con- 
verted by  the  sale  out  and  out  of  the  an- 
nnity, or  possibly  by  investing  the  annnity 
when  it  is  received  from  time  to  time,  and 
that  is  to  be  capitalised  so  that  the  wife  or  the 
faneband  who  takes  the  first  life  interest  would 
<»ly  receive  the  dividends.  That  is  where  the 
pinch  occurs.  You  can  make  the  covenant  fit 
the  annnity,  and  you  can  make  the  annuity  fit 
the  covenant,  bnt  they  do  not  fit  as  they  stand 
— ^that  is  to  say,  not  according  to  the  ordinary 
practice  of  mankind;  and  it  goes  against  one's 
^;eneral  knowledge  of  what  is  done  on  these 
occasions  to  say  Uiat  that  which  is  an  annuity  is 
to  be  capitalised  and  onlj  to  become  a  dividend- 
«aming  fund.  These  difficulties  have  occurred 
again  and  iwain,  and  several  cases  have  been 
«ited  in  which  this  question  has  been  discussed. 
A  great  difficulty  of  this  kind  occurred  in  the  case 
of  Leioit  V.  MvMoeks  (u&i  tup.).    I  mention  that 


case  because  it  has  given  rise  to  a  oertain 
amount  of  discussion  from  time  to  time.  There 
the  husband  gave  a  bond  with  a  condition  to 
settle  all  the  personal  estate  that  he  should  at 
any  time  during  the  coverture  be  possessed  of. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  pointed  out  the  great  diffi- 
culty of  executing  the  instrument,  but  thought 
that  he  was  constrained  by  the  general  words  of 
the  bond,  and  declared  that  the  personal  estate  of 
which  the  husband  was  possessed  during  the 
coverture  was  liable  to  the  bond.  This  in  so 
many  words  would  appear  to  include  every  sove- 
reign that  came  into  his  purse  during  the 
coverture,  and  it  did  occur  to  me,  when  the  ques- 
tion came  before  me  in  Be  Bendy  {nbi  aup.). 
that  the  Lord  ChanoeUor  meant  that  where 
you  had  a  general  covenant  of  that  kind 
yon  must  execute  it,  however  absurd  it 
might  be  and  however  great  the  practical 
difficulty  might  be  in  giving  effect  to  it.  But  a 
similar  case  came  before  Bomer,  3.—FinXay  v. 
Barling  (u6i  tup.) — and  he  differed,  and,  I  have 
no  doubt,  differed  soundly,  from  the  view  which  I 
took  of  Lord  £ldon's  decision  in  Lewis  v.  Madoekt 
{ubi  tup.).  After  showing  that  that  was  a  simple 
covenant  by  the  husband  to  settle  the  whole  of 
his  personal  estate,  however  acquired,  he  said 
this  :  "  Lord  Eldon  pointed  out  in  that  case  even 
that  income  which  the  husband  received  would 
not  be  bound  by  the  covenant ;  but  he  did  say 
that  if  that  income  became  capital,  then  the 
capital  that  accrued  to  him  would  be  bound.  I 
do  not  know  that  that  decision  went  so  far  as 
that,  but  certainly  there  is  a  statement  of  Lord 
Eldon  to  that  effect.  In  the  first  place,  I  think  that 
his  observation  must  have  been  limited  in  its  appli- 
cation to  the  case  immediately  before  him,  which, 
as  I  pointed  out,  concerned  and  dealt  with  a  cove- 
nant of  a  substantially  different  kind  from  the 
covenant  before  me ;  and,  secondly,  I  am  not  sure 
that  Lord  Eldon  did  not  mean  by  the  word 
■  capital '  capital  which  was  so  held  by  the  husband 
as  to  show  that  he  intended  it  to  become  part  of 
his  personal  estate  which  was  bound  by  his  cove- 
nant." I  quote  that  as  showing  that  there  may 
be  a  way  out  of  a  covenant  of  that  kind,  and  that 
Bomer,  J.  thought  that  Lord  Eldon  meant  to  get 
out  of  it  in  that  way,  although  his  language  was 
more  general,  and  that  he  himself  wonldliave  been 
able  to  do  so.  Letoii  v.  Madoekt  (ubi  tup.)  was 
referred  to  by  Lord  Bomilly  in  his  judgment  in 
Bt.  Aubyn  v.  Humphreyt  (ubi  tup.),  although  appa- 
rently not  cited  in  the  argument.  In  8t.  Aubyn 
V.  Humphreys  (ubi  «wp.)  there  was  a  settlement 
by  the  husband  of  allnis  personal  estate  to  which 
he  was  then  or  might  thereafter  become  entitled 
in  trust  for  himself  for  life  with  remainder 
absolutely  to  his  wife.  That,  as  regards  the 
subject-matter  of  the  settlement,  was  not  unlike 
the  bond  in  Lewis  v.  Madoekt  (ubi  sup.).  It  was 
held  not  to  comprise  his  interest  in  a  fund 
bequeathed  to  him  for  life  with  remainder  to  his 
children.  All  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  says 
is :  "  Upon  consideration  of  the  case  of  Levns  v. 
Madoekt  (ubi  sup.)  and  of  Whiie  v.  Briggt  (ubi 
<up.),  mentioned  to  me  by  Mr.  Bagshawe,  1  am  of 
opinion  that  I  must  hold" — and  he  held  that 
the  life  interest  was  not  caught  by  the  settle- 
ment. The  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
therefore,  is  of  no  value  of  itself.  He  looked  at 
Lewis  v.  Madodks  (ubi  sup.)  and  read  that  with 
White  V.  Briggt  (ubi  sup.),  and  thought  that  he 
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was  bound  by  authority  to  hold  as  he  did.  I 
have  not,  therefore,  the  advantage  of  the  inde- 
pendent judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  B0II9, 
but  I  have  the  advantage  of  the  decision  in 
White  T.  Briggs  {vbi  eup ),  which  is  reported 
in  a  note  to  ^t.  Aubyn  v.  Humphreyt  (ttbi  lup.). 
That,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  case  of  great  import- 
ance. There  there  was  a  covenant  by  the  has- 
band  to  settle  one  moiety  of  the  property  he  should 
acquire  during  the  corortare  upon  the  usual  trusts. 
It  was  in  quite  general  terms.  It  was  held  not  to 
include  his  life  interest  in  property  beqoeathed 
to  him  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  his  family. 
Some  little  aooonnt  is  given  there  of  the  nature 
of  the  bequest.  There  was  a  direction  under  a 
will  to  settle  property  on  the  husband  and  his 
family.  That  gave  rise  to  a  good  deal  of  litiga- 
tion, and  nltimately  Lord  Cottenham  determined 
that  that  direction  meant  that  the  husband  took 
a  life  interest  only  (that  is  reported  in  2  Fh.  583). 
Then  the  reporter  tells  ne  this,  that  he  after- 
wards declared  "  that  the  interest  which  Oharles 
Herbert  White  took  under  the  will  was  not 
subject  to  the  covenant  contained  in  his  marriage 
settlement."  Therefore  we  have  a  distinct  decision 
of  Lord  Cottenham,  than  whom  there  could  not 
possibly  be  a  higher  authority,  that  a  covenant  to 
settie  after-acquired  property,  framed  in  the  most 
general  terms,  did  not  include  a  life  interest  given 
to  the  covenantor  by  will ;  and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  followed  that.  I  say  nothing  about  the 
other  case  cited  there — Duncan  v.  Carman  (No.  2) 
(21  Beav.  307) — because,  in  my  opinion,  that  was 
a  case  of  a  different  character.  Then  I  am  referred 
to  a  case  before  Kindersley,  Y.C. — Townthend  t. 
Harrowby  (ubi  nm.).  There  the  Vice-Chancellor 
had  to  deal  with  a  covenant  framed  in  the 
broadest  poeslble  terms  to  settle  the  wife's  after- 
acquired  property,  and  one  of  the  questions  was 
whether  a  Ufe  interest  was  covered  b^  it.  TheVioe- 
Ohanoellor  expressed  a  decided  opmion  upon  it. 
He  says :  "  It  appears  to  me  upon  the  whole  scope  of 
such  a  clause  as  this  (assuming  it  in  the  strongest 
way  against  the  lady),  holding  her  to  be  cove- 
nantor, and  holding  her  to  be  the  person  who  is 
to  do  the  act,  that  it  is  beyond  the  principle  upon 
which  the  court  has  inteipreted  such  clauses  to 
hold  that  that  applies  to  a  mere  life  interest.  It 
appears  to  me  that  if  Lord  Townshendhad  himself 
covenanted  in  the  same  terms  as  in  this  clause, 
.  the  court  would  not  hold  that  the  covenant  applied , 
to  a  mere  life  interest — an  interest  limited  to  his 
life — so  as  to  say  that  that  life  interest  must  be 
'  turned  into  corpus ;  that  each  annual  or  half- 
yearly  payment  on  that  life  income  was  to  be 
assigned  over  to  the  trustees  to  be  capitalised,  so 
that  he,  as  tenant  for  life  under  the  settlement, 
would  only  have  the  income  arising  from  the 
investment  of  each  successive  sum  as  it  accrued 
due  from  the  property.  I  consider,  therefore, 
that  the  life  interest  to  the  separate  use  of  Ladr 
Townshend  is  not  affected  by  this  covenant.  If 
it  had  been  an  absolute  interest  to  her  use,  I 
should  consider  it  was  affected ;  but,  being  a  mere 
life  interest,  it  does  not  signify  whether  it  is 
to  her  separate  use  or  not.  It  appears  to  me  that 
it  is  not  within  the  letter  of  the  covenant"  That 
is  a  distinct  finding  by  a  most  experienced  judge 
that  a  life  interest  is  not  within  a  covenant  in 
general  terms  to  settle  after- acquired  property. 
Unless  there  is  some  authority  to  the  contrary 
overruling  the  decision  of  Kindersley,  Y.C,  and  dif- 


fering from  the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham,  I  am 
boond  to  hold  that  a  covenant  of  this  kind  does  not 
cover  a  life  interest.  What  is  there  to  the  contrary? 
I  ctn  EOS  nothing  in  any  one  of  the  oases  cited 
which  touches  those  authorities.  The  case  mainly 
relied  on  is  Seholjield  v.  Bpooner  (ubi  sup.) ;  bat 
before  dealing  with  that  case  I  ought  perha|w  to 
mention  a  case  before  North,  J.  which  was  cited 
to  me — Be  Craxothay  {vbi  sitp.).  That  does  not^ 
really  touch  this  case,  because  North,  J.  declined 
to  t^  the  question  whether  any  life  interest 
was  affested  by  the  oovennnt  in  that  case,  and 
he  held  that  the  particular  life  interest  ia 
that  case  was  not  affected  because  it  was  not 
assignable.  Bcholfield  v.  Spooner  (ubi  8«p.> 
deserves  more  attention.  On  the  covenant  in  that 
case  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  framer  c^ 
the  covenant  contemplated  including  in  it 
annnities  and  life  interests,  but  by  some  curious 
omission  there  was  no  trust  declared  as  to  those 
annuities  and  life  interests  when  assigned  to  the 
trustees,  and  it  was  argued  in  the  Oourt  of  Appeal 
that,  because  there  were  no  trusts  declared,  there- 
fore the  court  could  not  hold  the  annuity  there  in 
question  to  be  included  in  the  covenant  at  all. 
To  that  there  was  a  conclusive  answer :  "  Upoik 
the  construction  of  the  covenant,  annuities  are  to 
be  included  in  it,  and,  that  being  so,  they  must  be 
brought  within  the  settlement  and  held  upon 
some  trusts  or  other."  If  there  are  no  trusts 
declared,  then  they  are  to  be  found  by  proper  con- 
struction of  the  document.  That  is  the  substance 
of  the  decision.  Of  course,  there  is  really  no 
doubt  that  annuities  may  be  properly  included  in 
covenants  of  this  kind  i(  there  are  apt  words,  and 
in  Bcholfield  v.  Bpooner  (ubi  sup.)  there  were 
special  words  showing  clearlv  that  annuities  wer» 
intended  to  be  included  in  the  covenant,  and  that 
distinguishes  that  case  from  this.  White  r.  Brigg» 
(ubi  sup.)  and  Touynehend  v.  Harrowby  (ubi  tup.) 
were  not  cited  in  Bcholfield  v.  Bpooner  (ubi  suii.), 
and  it  does  not  touch  l^e  question  raised  in  tnia 
case,  which  is  this  :  Whether  where  the  covenant- 
is  framed  in  general  terms  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  settlement  to  bring  in  an  annuity  or  life' 
interest  specifically,  the  inclusion  of  an  annuity 
or  life  interest  is  consistent  with  the  seneraB 
intention  of  the  parties  in  making  the  settlement. 
That  question  was  not  affected  by  Bcholfield  v. 
Bpooner  (lAi  tup.).  It  seems  to  me  that  I  am  !& 
the  same  position  as  Lord  Bomilly  fonnd  himself 
in,  except  that  I  am  more  strongly  boand.  He- 
was  bound  by  White  v.  Briggt  (um  stW.).  I  an^ 
bound  by  White  v.  Briggt  (ubt  sup.)  and  ToumihenA 
v.  Harrowby  (ubt  tup.).  There  is  no  case  the  other- 
way,  and  I  must  hold  that,  strong  and  general  as 
the  words  are,  quite  strong  enough  by  tjiemselvea 
to  include  an  annuity  or  a  life  interest,  yet,  having 
regard  to  the  general  intention  of  the  parties,  I 
must  hold  that  these  annuities  are  not  covered 
by  the  covenant. 
Solicitor :  Nicholas  Hanhart. 
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Jan.  19,  aO.  21.  22,  and  Feb.  1. 

(Before  Joyce,  J.) 

Chbistt  v.  Tifpeb  ;  Be  Young's  Tbadb 
Mabk.  (a) 

Trade  mark— "  Invented  word"—"Ab»orMne"— 
Removal  firom  register — Patents,  Detigne,  and 
Trade  Marke  Act  1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  e.  57), 
«.  64,  $iib.$.  1 — Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade 
Maris  Act  1888  (51  &  52  Viet.  e.  50),  •.  10, 
•iifr.«.  1. 

y.,  a  manirfcuivring  ehemiet,  residing  in  America, 
obtained  in  Nov.  1901  the  registration  in  the 
United  Kingdom  of  the  word  "  Absorbine  "  asa 
trade  mark  in  respect  of  chemical  substances 
used  for  agricultural,  horticultural,  veterinary, 
and  sanitary  purposes,  and  also  in  respect  of 
chemical  substances  prepared  for  use  in  medicine 
and  pharmacy.  He  used  the  toord  in  connection 
toith  a  liquid  preparation  designed  to  absorb 
and  remove  various  growths  and  diseases  in 
animals. 

Messrs.  T.  uiere  well-known  manufacturers  of  an 
eimiment  intended  for  similar  purposes,  which 
they  sold  under  the  name  of  "  Absorbent "  till 
1901,  but  about  the  time  of  Y.'s  registration  of 
"  Absorbine  "  they,  without  any  knowledge  of 
thai  fact,  changed  the  name  of  their  ointment  to 
"  Aliorbine,"  and  sold  it  under  that  name. 

Y.  and  his  English  agents,  Messrs.  C,  brought  an 
aetionagainst  them  to  restrain  themfirom  infring- 
ing the  registered  trade  mark  "  Absorbine,"  cmd 
from  pasting  off  any  veterinary  preparation  as 
a  preparation  of  the  plaintiffs', 

Messrs.  T.  contended  that  "  Absorbine "  ought  not 
to  have  been  registered  as  a  trade  niark,  and 
moved  to  etmunge  it  from  the  register. 

Held,  that  "  Absorbine  "  was  not  an  invented  word, 
sine*  the  first  two  sylldbles  formed  an  ordinary 
English  word,  and  the  last  u>as  a  mMiningless 
jUmrisk  or  termination,  and  there  was  no  inven- 
tion in  continuing  the  syllables ;  and  that  it 
must  therefore  be  expunged  from  the  register,  and 
the  action  be  dismissed. 

Trial  of  aotion  and  motion  for  rectification  of 
leeiBter. 

Mr.  Wilbur  Fenelon  Toang,  a  manufacturing 
chemist  carrjins^  on  barineBs  in  Sprin^eld, 
Uaaaaohoaetta,  United  States  of  America,  was  the 
manufacturer  of  a  medicinal  preparation  for 
veterinat7  ptirpoaes,  and  Messrs.  Thomas  Christy 
and  Go.,  a  firm  of  wholesale  drnggists  in  the  oii^ 
of  Iiondon,  were  his  sole  agents  in  this  conntiy 
for  the  tale  of  it. 

The  preparation  had  been  sold  in  America  for 
•ome  years  under  the  name  of  "  Absorbine,"  and 
there  had  also  been  sales  of  it  under  that  name 
in  thie  country. 

On  the  21st  Nor.  1901  Mr.  Yonni^  applied  for 
and  in  due  course  obtained  registration  in  the 
United  Kinfrdom,  as  of  that  date,  of  ttie  word 
*'  Absorbine  "  as  his  trade  mark. 

He  was  registered  as  proprietor  of  the  trade 
mark  "Absorbine,"  No.  242,163,  in  class  2,  in 
reapect  of  chemical  substances  used  for  agricnl. 
tural,  horticultural,  veterinary,  and  sanitary  pnr- 
poaes,  and  in  class  3,  No.  242,164,  in  respect  of 
chemical  substances  prepared  for  use  in  medicine 
and  pharmacy. 

The   following    disclaimer    appeared   on   the 

W)  Blotted  br  B.  W.  Law,  Bmi.,  BuiKtw-at-Law. 


register :  "  No  claim  is  made  to  the  exolonve  nee- 
of  the  word  '  absorb.'  " 

"  Absorbine  "  had  been  described  by  Mr.  Young, 
in  an  application  for  its  registration  in  America, 
as  an  arbitrary  or  arbitrarily  chosen  word.  Iti» 
user  by  him  appeared  to  have  been  solely  in  oon- 
seotaon  with  and  as  a  designation  of  his  prepara- 
tion, which  was  a  liquid  one,  professing  to  be  pre- 
pared  especially  to  absorb  and  remove  "wind- 
puff,  capped  hock,  thorough-pin,  fatty  tumourst 
enlarged  glands,  and  all  puns  and  swellings." 
It  was  made  up  and  sold  in  bottles  contained  in 
carton  boxes. 

Messrs.  B.  G.  Tipper  and  Son,  who  had  for 
many  years  past  carried  on  in  Birmingham  a> 
large  and  weU-kuown  business  as  manufacturers' 
and  vendors  of  various  medical  preparations  for 
veterinary  purposes,  had,  among  other  prepara- 
tion?, prepared  and  sold  in  pots  a  grease  or 
ointment  used  as  a  remedy  for  bony  and  other 
enlargementa  on  animals,  and  acting  as  an 
absorbent  of  excrescences. 

Down  to  the  year  1901  Messrs.  Tipper  and  Son 
had  sold  this  ointment  under  the  name  of 
"Absorbent";  but  in  the  autumn  of  1901  they 
determined  to  change  words  such  as  "  Absorbent " 
to  others  of  a  more  fanciful  description,  and 
accordingly  they  in  Oct.  1901  reprinted  their  labela 
and  catalogue  and  described  the  ointment  a» 
"  Absorbine,"  under  which  name  they  had  since 
sold  it. 

In  doing  this  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the- 
sale  by  Messrs.  Christy  and  Co.  of  Mr.  Young'» 
preparation  as  "  Absorbine,"  nor  of  Mr.  Young'» 
intention  ito  register  "  Absorbine  "  as  his  trade 
mark ;  and  in  Deo.  1902,  on  discovering  the  use- 
bjr  Messrs.  Christy  and  Co.  of  the  word  "  Absor- 
bine," they  wrote  requesting  them  to  desist  front 
using  it. 

This  Messrs.  Christy  and  Co.  refused  to  do, 
and  they  in  their  turn  asserted  their  right  to 
the  word,  and  demanded  that  Messrs.  Tipper  and 
Son  shoidd  abandon  it. 

EventuaUy,  in  March  1903,  Messrs.  Christy 
and  Co.  and  Mr.  Young  commenced  this  action 
agtunst  Messrs.  Tipper  and  Son,  claiming  an 
injunction  restraining  them,  their  servants  and 
agents,  from  selling  or  offering  or  exposing  or 
advertising  for  sale  or  procuring  to  be  sold  any 
veterinary  preparation  not  of  the  plaintifi^ 
manufacture  under  the  name  of  "  Absorbine  "  or 
under  any  other  name  which,  by  reason  of  colourable 
imitation  thereof  or  otherwise,  was  calculated  to- 
represent  or  lead  to  the  belief  that  such  prepara- 
tion was  a  preparation  of  the  plaintiffs ;  from> 
in  any  manner  infringing  the  plaintiffs  registered) 
trade  mark.  No.  242,163 ;  and  from  in  any  manner 
passing  ofi  or  enabling  or  assisting  others  to  pass- 
off  any  such  veterinary  preparation  as  or  for  a 
preparation  of  the  plaintiff's,  together  with 
damages  or  an  account  of  profits  and  an  order 
for  delivery  up  or  destmcuon  of  labels,  &c.,  of 
the  defendants  offending  against  the  injunctions. 

The  defendants  contended  that,  apart  from  all 
other  questions  arising  in  the  action,  the  registra- 
tion of  "Absorbine  as  a  trade  mark  was 
improper  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  not  an 
invented  word  or  distinctive  of  the  plaintiffs 
goods,  but  merely  descriptive  of  the  character  or 
quality  of  the  article,  and  had  prior  to  registration 
been  used  by  the  defendants  and  other  persons  in 
connection  with  similar  articles. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


86— Vol.  xc] 
Chah.Dit.] 


THE 


LAJV 


TIMES. 


Christy  v.  Tiffks  ;  He  Young's  Traj)!  Mark. 


[Ifaroh  19, 1904. 
[Ghah.  Div. 


They  moved  tor  the  rectifioation  of  the  Register 
of  Trade  Marks  by  the  remoral  of  the  trade  mark 
"  Absorbine  "  in  both  classes. 

The  action  and  motion  were  tried  together, 
«nd  evidence  was  given  of  the  use  of  the  word 
'"  Absorbine  "  and  words  of  similar  meaning  in 
connection  with  saoh  preparations  by  the  plaintiffs 
4Uid  defendants  and  other  persons  in  this  country 
and  the  United  States,  and  of  the  nature  of  the 
respective  preparations  and  the  extent  to  which 
they  had  been  advertised  and  sold. 

Htighes,  K.G.  and  Se6(u(tanfor  the  phuntifCa  in 
the  action,  respondents  to  the  motion. — A  word  is 
"  invented  "  if  it  has  not  previously  been  in  general 
ase  as  an  English  word  and  is  not  a  componnd  of 
existing  wor£.  See  the  judgments  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Ecutman  Photographio  MatericUs  Com- 
pany V.  ComptroUer-Oenet^  of  Patents,  Dengn$, 
and  Trade  Maria  (79  L.  T.  Rep.  196 ;  (1898)  A.  C. 
'571),  which  decid(»d  that  an  invented  word  may 
have  reference  to  the  character  or  quality  of  the 
goods.  See  also  /.  C.  and  J.  Field  and  Co.  v. 
Wagel  Syndicate  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  231 ;  17  Rep.  Pat. 
Cas.  266),  where  "  Savonol "  was  held  to  be  an 
invented  word.  A  word  may  be  a  good  trade 
mark  though  it  is  not,  absolutely  new,  but  has 
been  used  Mfore : 

Be  Linotype  Company'*  Trade  Mark,  8*2  L.  T.  Bep. 
794  ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  238. 

Nor  can  the  defendants  take  advantage  of  user  of 
"  Absorbine  "  or  similar  words  by  third  parties  : 
Paine  and  Co.  v.  DanitU*  and  Bon*'  Bretcartat; 
Be  Paine  and  Co.'s  Trade  MarU,  68  L.  T.  Bep. 
801 ;  (1893)  2  Ch.  567. 

With  regard  to  onr  claim  in  the  action,  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  "  Absorbine  "  would  be  taken  by 
anyone  to  refer  to  our  preparation,  and  we  should 
be  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  passing  off 
«ven  if  our  trade  mark  had  been  expunged  from 
the  register : 

Birmingham  Vinegar  Brewery  Company  v.  Povoell, 
76  L.  T.  B^.  792 ;  (1897)  A.  C.  710. 

Younger,  K.O.  and  E,  P.  Hewitt  for  the  defen> 
dants  in  tiie  action,  applicants  on  the  motion.— 
Before  the  decision  in  the  "  Solio  "  case,  Eaatman 
Photographio  Maiariala  Company  v.  Comptroller- 
CTsnsroI  (vbi  tup.),  a  word  formed  in  the  same 
yny  as  "  Absorbme  "  here — "  Satinine  " — ^had  been 
held  not  to  be  an  invented  word  in  Be  Meyeretein'e 
Trade  Mark  (62  L.  T.  Rep.  526 ;  43  Gh.  Div.  604) ; 
«nd  we  contend  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
'"  Solio  "  decision  which  is  at  variance  with  this, 
nor  with  the  similar  decision  that  "  Eboline  "  was 
not  an  invented  word  in  Be  Sir  Titui  Sait,  Bart., 
Bona,  and  Co.'*  Application  (71  L.  T.  Rep.  386  ; 
<1894)  3  Gh.  166).  These  oases  and  Be  Farben- 
Jabrihen  Application  (70  L.  T.  Rep.  186;  (1894) 
1  Gb.  645)  were  the  leading  aathoiities  on  the 
cabjeot  at  the  date  of  the  decision  in  the  "  Solio  " 
case,  and  in  that  case  Lord  Herschell  (1898) 
A.  G.,  at  p.  580)  expressly  approved  of  the  decision 
in  Be  Farbenfabnken  Appltcation  (ubi  svp.)  with 
a  qualification  only  as  to  foreign  words.  The 
"Solio"  case  {ubi  tup.)  merely  decided  that 
olanses  [d)  and  (e)  in  suh-sect.  1  of  sect.  10  of  the 
Patents,  &o..  Act  1888  are  independent  of  each 
other.  It  did  not  introduce  any  great  change 
into  the  law,  and  the  judgments  of  Lords  Hals> 
buty,  Herschell,  Maonaghten,  and  Shand  are  in 
onr  favour,  and  Buckley,  J.'s  words  in  /.  C.  and 


J.  Field  and  Co.  v.  Wagel  Syndicate  (17  Rod.  Pat. 
Gas.,  at  p.  271)  show  that  he  took  this  view  of 
Lords  Herschell  and  Macnaghten's  judgpoents. 
An  invented  word  cannot  be  made  by  ta£ins  an 
existing  English  word,  at  all  events,  and  adamg 
a  meaningless  syllable.  The  word  must  be  new 
and  f  resUy  coined  : 

.  fie  Brititlii  BUctrotone  Company'e  AppUeation,  13 

Bap.  Pat  Cai.  447  ; 
Be  Farbet^fttbriken  Application  (ubi  sup.). 

Even  if  the  decision  in  Be  Linotype  Company's 
Trade  Mark  {ubi  tup.)  was  correct,  it  was  baaed 
on  the  fact  that  there  had  been  no  real  publica- 
tion of  the  word  in  this  countiT.  The  word 
cannot  be  a  trade  mark  if  it  has  been  used  in  a 
foreign  country  to  describe  the  article,  as 
"  Absorbine  "  has  been  in  the  United  States : 

Re  Britiih  Sledrozone  Company'*  AppUeation  {ubi 

tup.) ; 
Davit  V.  Stribolt ;  Be  Davi*,  BergendaU,  and  Co'* 

Trade  Marka,  69  L.  T.  Bep.  854 ;  6  Bep.  Pat.  Cm. 

207; 
Be  Dentltam'*  Trade  Xark,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  148 ;  and 

in  tbe  Ct.  of  App.  lb.  614 ;  (189^  2  Ch.  176. 

With  regard  to  the  claim  in  the  action,  it  cannot 
be  suggested  that  our  sale  of  our  preparation 
deceives  anyone.  The  plaintiffs'  preparation  is  a 
liniment  and  ours  is  an  ointment,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  that  the  sale  is  caloijated  to 
deceive,  the  plaintiffs  eannot  succeed  in  an  action 
against  us  for  using  their  trade  mark  in  connec- 
tion with  a  totally  different  kind  of  goods : 

Bdward*  v.  Dennia  ;  Re  Edward*'  Trade  Mark,  54 
L.  T.  Bep.  112  ;  30  Ch.  Div.  454. 

B,  J.  Parker  for  the  GomptroUer-GeneraL 

Hughes,  K.G-  in  reply. — ^As  to  the  previoos  user 
of  the  word  in  the  United  States,  the  plaintiff 
Young  cannot  be  debarred  from  registering  it  as 
a  tra&  mark  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  himself 
invented  and  Tised  it.  With  regard  to  the  sug- 
gestion that  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  are  of  different  kinds,  they  are  both 
veterinary  preparations,  merely  made  up  in 
different  forms.  The  decision  in  Edwanis  v. 
Dennis  (ubi  sup.)  really  turned,  as  is  clear  from 
the  words  of  Fry,  L.J.  (30  Gh.  Div.,  at  p.  479), 
on  the  fact  that  the  trade  mark  had  been 
assigned,  and  the  assignee  claimed  to  nse  it 
for  a  wider  class  of  goods  than  it  had  been  used 
for  by  his  assigpoor.  Moreover,  no  one  wanting 
wire,  as  in  that  case,  would  take  iron  sheets;  but 
anyone  wanting  a  veterinary  remedy  <»Iled 
"Absorbine,"  and  not  knowing  its  form,  would 
take  what  was  offered  him.  TIm  use  of  the  same 
word  to  describe  two  veterinary  preptuutions  must 
be  calculated  to  deceive,  and  evidence  is  nbt 
necessary.    He  referred  to 

Iforih  ChMhire  and  Mantltester  Brewery  Company 
V.  Manchester  Brewery  Company,  79  L.  T.  Bap. 
645  ;  (1899)  A.  C.  83. 

Cttr.  adv.  vuU. 

Feb.  1. — JoTCB,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts 
respecting  the  registration  of  the  trade  mark 
"  Absorbine  "  by  Mr.  Young  and  the  nature  of  the 
preparations  of  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants 
respectively,  said  that  the  defendants  appeared  to 
be  perfectly  honest  and  honourable  tradesmen 
and  to  have  changed  the  title  of  their  ointment 
without  any  knowledge  of  what  the  plaintiffs 
were  doing.    His  Lordship  then  said  that  in  his 
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opinion  the  only  gronnd  for  the  passing-oft  action 
-was  the  nte  of  the  word  "  Abaorbine,"  and  that,  if 
"Abaorbine"  were  allowed  to  remain  on  the 
r^fister,  the  action  for  passing  off,  as  diBtingnished 
from  infringement  of  trade  mark,  waa  nnneceaaary. 
He  tiien  oontinned:  It  ia  quite  clear  that  the 
word  "  Abaorbine  "  hajs  obviona  reference  to  the 
character  or  qnality  of  the  gooda.  It  can  only  be 
registered,  if  at  all,  under  aect.  64,  aub-aect.  (1)  (d), 
of  the  Patenta,  Deaigns,  and  Ttade  Harln  Act 
1888  as  being  an  "  invented  word."  Whether  it 
is  or  is  not  an  "  invented  word  "  within  the  mean- 
ii^  of  the  statute  is  the  aingle  question  that 
remains  for  me  to  decide.  The  firat  two  ayllablea  of 
the  word  now  under  oonuderation  are  beyond  all 
cnwetaon  the  common  English  word  "  absorb." 
P  have  not  been  told  how  the  whole  word  was 
invented.  In  the  application  for  ita  regiatmtion 
in  America  it  waa  apoken  of  by  the  applicant  as 
an  arl»trary  or  arbitrarily  ohoaen  word.  It  may 
simply  be  a  misspelling  o£  the  present  participle 
of  the  verb  "  abaorb,"  or  represent  tiiat  participle 
pronounced  in  a  careleas,  slovenly  fashion — I  may 
almost  say  as  frequently  pronoanoed  by  ordinary 
people.  If  it  be  that,  it  is  certainly' incapable  of 
legistration  in  respect  of  such  a  veterixutry 
medieauent  as  that  of  the  plaintiffs.  Or  it  may 
be  the  oommon  English  verb  "abaorb"  with  a 
(XMnmoii  termination  added  thereto.  Such  a 
termination  is  fonnd  in  very  many  worda  deaignat- 
ing  chemical  snbetanoes,  as  may  be  seen  by 
i^merenoe  to  the  index  to  any  manual  of  chemistnr 
— e.g.,  chlorine,  glyoerine,  pepsine,  saccharine.  It 
is  also  frequently  fonnd  as  a  mere  termination  in 
the  names  of  medicinal  and  other  preparations 
which  are  sometimes  referred  to  as  proprietary 
arti<de»— &.«/.,  maltine,  phospherine,  sulpholine, 
brilliantine,  &o.  When  so  uaed,  I  am  not  aware 
that  the  syllable  "  ine  "  has  any  meaning  at  all  of 
itself ;  nor  has  it  any  here.  It  is  little,  if  any- 
thing, more  than  a  sort  of  flourish,  rounding  off 
the  word  or  expresaion  to  which  it  ia  attached  in 
order  to  make  a  euphonious  name.  In  the  "  Solio  " 
eaa»{Sa$tn¥m  PkeiographiaMatericda  Company  v. 
ComptroUer-General,  79  L.  T.  Bep.  195  ;  (1898) 
A.  0.  571]  it  was  decided,  oontarary  to  what  had 
previously  been  held,  that  a  word  might  be  a  good 
mvented  word  altliongh  it  might  have  some 
reference  to  the  character  or  qnahty  of  the  gooda, 
and  that  the  word  "  Solio  "  was  an  invented  word. 
But  the  present  Lord  Ghancellor,  in  the  course  of 
his  obewvations,  said  (1898)  A,  O.t  at  p.  577) : 
"Hy  Lords,  I  desire  to  give  my  opinion  with 
reference  to  the  particular  words,  and  not  to  go 
behind  it.  I  can  quite  understand  suggesting 
oUier  worda— compound  words  or  foreign  words — 
as  to  which  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that 
they  were  invented  words,  although  perhaps  never 
seen  before,  or  that  they  did  not  indicate  the 
character  or  quality  of  we  goods,  although  as 
words  of  the  English  tongue  they  had  never  been 
seen  bebne.  Suppose  a  person  were  to  attempt 
to  register  as  a  single  English  word  '  Oheapand- 
goo^  or,  even  without  takmg  so  gross  an  example, 
using  a  word  so  slightly  differing  from  an  ordinary 
and  reoc^piiaed  word  as  to  be  neither  an  invented 
"word  nor,  avoiding  the  prohibited  choice  of  a  word, 
indicating  cliaracter  or  qnality.  The  line  must 
sometimes  be  difficult  to  draw ;  but  to  my  mind 
the  snbstance  of  the  enactment  is  intelligible 
enough,  and  the  comptroller  haa  to  make  up  his 
mind  whether  in  substance  there  has  been  an 


infringement  of  the  mie.  Of  conrse,  also,  words 
which  are  merely  misspelt,  but  which  are  never- 
theless, in  aoand,  ordinary  Engliah  worda,  and 
the  uae  of  which  may  tend  to  deceive,  ought  not 
to  be  permitted."  And  Lord  Herschell,  a  very 
high  authority  on  the  anbjeot,  aaid  (at  p.  581) :  "  It 
may,  no  doubt,  aometimes  be  difficult  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  word  ia  an  invented  word  or  not. 
I  do  not  tihink  the  combination  of  two  English 
words  ia  an  invented  word,  even  although  the 
combination  may  not  have  been  in  use  before; 
nor  do  I'  tliink  that  a  mere  variation  of  the 
orthography  or  termination  of  a  word  would  be 
sufficient  to  oonatituto  an  invmted  word,  if  to  the 
eve  or  ear  the  aame  idea  wonld  be  conveyed  by 
the  wcHrd  in  ito  ordinary  form."  And  Lord 
Sband  in  the  aame  case  aaid  (p.  584):  "At  the 
same  time  I  agree  with  vour  Lordships,  and 
'  particularly  with  what  haa  been  said  by  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  Lord  Macnaghton,  in  ttunking, 
especially  after  the  decision  to  be  given  in  this 
case,  that  the  GomptroUer- General  will  be  fully 
warranted  in  tiUdng  care  that  there  shall  not  be 
admitted,  nnder  we  guise  or  cover  of  word» 
called  '  invented '  by  the  applicant,  worda  really 
in  ordinary  use,  which  might,  in  a  disguised  form, 
have  referoice  to  the  character  or  quality  of  the 
goods.  There  must  be  invention,  and  not  the 
appearance  of  invention  only.  It  is  not  poasible 
to  define  the  extent  of  inventi<«i  required;  but 
the  words,  I  think,  should  be  dearly  and  sub- 
stantially different  from  any  word  in  ordinary 
and  oommon  use.  The  employment  of  a  word  in 
such  use,  with  a  diminutive  or  a  short  and  mean- 
ingless syllable  added  to  it,  or  a  mere  combination- 
of  two  blown  words,  wonld  not  be  an  invented, 
word ;  and  a  word  would  not  be  '  invented '  whieh, 
with,  some  trifling  addition  or  very  trifling  varia-. 
tion,  still  leaves  the  word  one  which  is  well  known. 
ox  in  ordinary  use,  and  which  wonld  be  ^aite  under- 
stood as  intended  to  convey  the  meaamg  of  sudi- 
a  word."  I  know  of  no  authority  which  requires 
me  to  hold  that  a  word  such  as  "  Absorbine '  is  an 
invented  word;  None  of  the  syllables  or  parte  of- 
which  the  word  ia  composed  is  mvented,  and  I  see 
no  invention  in  the  combining  of  them '  so  as  to 
form  the  whole.  The  case  of  Re  Linotype  Com- 
pany's FradeMark  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  794 ;  (1900)  2  Oh. 
238)  was  materially  different  from  thepreaentoase; 
sad  so,  I  think,  waa  that  of  "  Savonol "  (J.  C.  and 
J.  Field  and  Co.  v.  Wagel  Syndicate,  82  L.  T.  Bep. 
231;  17  Bep.  Fat.  Gas.  266).  Under  the  circum- 
stances I  find  myself  compelled  to  hold  that 
"Absorbine"  ia  not  an  invented  word;  and 
conaeqnenUy  it  must  be  expunged  from  the 
register  of'  trade  marka,  and  the  action  must 
be  diamiHaed,  with  the  usual  consequences. 

Solicitors:  L.  O.  Tovmroe;  Belfrage  and  Co., 
agento  for  T.  W.  Robinson,  Birmingham ;  Solicitor 
to  the  Board  of  Trade. 
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ZING'S  BENOH  DIVISIOK. 

Wednetday,  July  1,  1903. 

^Before  Lord  Alvebbtone,    G.J ,    Wills   and 
Ghannell,  JJ.) 

Walekb  (app.)  V.  Walkeb  (reap.),  (a) 

Lieenting — Order  taken  by  traveller— Appropria- 
tion— Sale  offlieented  premi*e» — Lieeruing  Act 
1872  (35  &  36  Viet.  e.  94),  «.  3. 

An  order  for  beer  having  been  given  to  tite  traveller 
of  a  pereon  licensed  to  retail  beer  at  hit  pre- 
mise* by  a  customer  at  such  customer's  house,  the 
traveller  handed  the  order  to  the  licensee  at  the 
licensed  premises,  who  appropriated  the  beer  by 
placing  it  in  a  boz  at  those  premises  with  a  piece 
of  paper  on  which  was  the  customer's  name. 
The  beer  was  delivered  and  paid  for  at  the  cus- 
tomer's house. 

Held,  that  this  was  not  a  sale  off  the  licensed  pre- 
mises. 

Case  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellant  for  nnlaw- 
"fnlfy  sellini;  by  retail  certain  bottles  of  beer  and 
stout  at  a  house  where  he  was  not  then  authorised 
by  licence  to  sell  the  same. 

The  following;  facts  were  proved  or  admitted  : — 
The  appellant  was  a   grocer  and  held  a  retail 
off-licence  for  the  sale  of  beer,  wine,  and  spirits 
at  his  premises  at  KinKston-upon-Hull. 

On  the  17th  Dec.  1902  the  appellant's  traveller 
-went  to  Eirkella,  a  villaffe  some  few  miles  distant 
from  Eingston-npon-HnU,  and  called  at  the  house 
of  one  wnlding,  who  gave  him  an  order  for  six 
bottles  of  beer  and  six  bottles  of  stout.  The 
traveller  made  an  entry  of  the  order  in  his 
order-book,  and  upon  his  return  in  the  evening 
to  Kingston-upon-Hull  handed  his  order-book  to 
the  appellant  at  the  licensed  premises. 

On  the  23rd  Dec.  the  appellant  wrote  out  from 
bis  order-book  a  delivery  list  of  the  goods  which 
the  traveller  was  to  deliver  the  following  day  when, 
in  the  ordinary  course,  he  would  again  visit 
IKirkella.  and  this  list  included  the  beer  and  stont 
-ordered  by  Goulding. 

By  means  of  this  list  the  various  goods  ordered 
by  Goulding  and  others  in  the  previous  week  were 
got  ready  by  the  appellant  for  each  customer, 
«jid  were  loaded  for  delivery  tor  saoh  customers 
upon  the  appellant's  trolley  at  the  licensed 
premises  on  the  24th  Deo. 

The  bottles  for  Goulding  were  selected  by  the 
«ppellant  at  the  licensed  premises,  and  were  then 
plaoed  in  a  wooden  box,  partitioned  so  as  to  hold 
twelve  bottles  and  no  more,  and  a  piece  of  paper, 
%ith  the  name  of  Goulding  on,  was  put  into  the 
box  at  the  licensed  premises,  and  the  goods  were 
then  loaded  for  delivery.  This  box  and  its  con- 
tents and  the  slip  of  paper  were  delivered  at 
Goulding's  house  at  Eirkella  on  the  24th  Dec.,  and 
were  paid  for  on  delivery. 

The  appellant  stated  that  if  anv  of  the  bottles 
had  been  broken  in  transit  and  before  delivery  he 
should  have  liorne  the  loss,  as  otherwise  he  would 
'have  loBt  a  customer. 

The  respondent  contended  that  the  sale  of  the 
beer  and  stout  took  place  at  Goulding's  house  at 
Kirkella ;  that  the  property  in  the  goods  did  not 
■pass  and  there  was  no  appropriation  thereof  until 
delivery ;  and  that  what  was  done  on  the  licensed 

<a)  BapoTted  bj  W.  oe  B.  Herbert,  Eaq.,  BuTiater-«t-L«ir. 


premises  of  the  appellant  did  not  constitate  in 
law  an  appropriation  of  the  goods  to  Goulding. 

The  appiallimt  cited  the  case  of  Pletts  v.  Beattie 
(74  L.T.  Rep.  148;  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  519). 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
appropriation  of  the  goods  at  the  appellant's 
licensed  premisen,  and  that  therefore  the  sale 
took  place  at  Kirkella. 

They  therefore  convicted  the  appellant. 

Lush,  K.G.  and  Shortt  for  the  appellant. 

Avory,  E.G.  and  Biron  for  the  respondent. 

Lord  Alvbbstonb,  C.J. — Owing  to  the  way  in 
which  the  facts  are  stated,  the  case  is  not  free 
from  difficulty.  The  appellant  was  summoned 
for  unlawfully  selling  beer  by  retail  at  a  house 
where  he  was  not  then  authorised  by  his  licence 
to  sell  the  same,  and  so  the  onus  was  on  the  weo- 
secntion  to  show  a  sale  off  the  pmmises.  The 
order  was  taken  off  the  licensed  premises,  but  was 
handed  to  the  appellant  at  the  licensed  premises 
and  accepted  by  him  there.  The  goods  were 
selected  and  placed  aside  at  the  liomised  premises, 
and  there  was  a  subsequent  delivery  of  the  appro- 
priated goods.  I  do  not  think  the  facts  show  a 
sale  off  the  premises  according  to  the  authorities. 
They  show  a  transaction  where  the  contract  was 
made  on  the  licensed  premises,  though  that 
might  not  be  sufficient  to  pass  the  property  in 
the  goods,  but,  so  far  as  the  Licensing  Act  is  oon- 
oemed,  I  think  the  sale  took  place  on  the  licensed 
premises. 

Wills  and  Ghaknell,  JJ.  concurred. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors:  Rollil  anri  Sons,  for  Bollit,  Hall; 
Bockett,  Stunt,  and  Nash,  for  J.  B.  Proctor, 
Beverley. 


Nov.  23  and  Dee.  8, 1903.     , 
(Before  Phillikobe,  J.) 
Haycocks  Limited  v.  Mulholland.  (a) 
Practice  —  Costs  —  Reference   to    master    under 
Order  XIV. —  High  Court  scale — County  Courts 
Act  1888  (51 1-  52  Viet.  e.  43),  s.  116. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  in  the  High  Court 
and  an  application  is  made  under  Order  XIV., 
and  the  action  is  referred  to  a  master  under 
rule  7  of  that  order,  if  ttie  plaintiff  recovers  more 
than  202..  but  less  than  502.,  he  can  only  recover 
County  Court  costs  of  action,  biU,  so  far  as  the 
costs  of  the  reference  are  concerned,  the  m^ter  is  to 
be  deemed  an  arbitrator,  and  he  has  the  same  dis- , 
cretion  as  to  costs,  including  the  power  to  certify  , 
for  High  Court  costs  of  the  referent,  as  an  arbi- 
trator has. 

A  master  has  no  power  to  extend  the  ttoewly-one 
days  allowed  for  obtaining  judgment  under 
Order  XIV.  with  High  Court  costs,  as  by  sect.  116 
of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888  that  power  is  only 
given  to  a  judge  of  the  High  Court. 

Appeal  in  chambers  from  the  order  of  a  master. 
The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  bom 

the  written  judgment  of  the  learned  judge,  which 

was  read  in  court. 

J.  D.  Crawford  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Nield  for  the  defendant. 

CO)  Bcponed  by  W.  dk  B.  Hiebiri,  Etq  ,  BUTlitar-«t-Law. 
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Dee.  8. — Philumoke,  J. — ^In  this  case  the 
gammons  came  before  me  in  chambers,  and  was 
argued  by  ooansel  on  the  28th  Nov.  last.  I  took 
time  to  consider  what  my  order  should  be,  and  as 
the  matter  involves  some  qaestions  of  importance 
witii  regard  to  the  procedure  in  small  deot  cases, 
I  thoagtit  it  well  to  have  information  from  the 
masters  of  the  King's  Bench  Division,  and  to  give 
my  judgment  in  court.  The  action  is  bronghc  on 
a  tradesman's  bi|l  for  a  small  balance  of  account 
representing  items  of  diapate  between  the  trades- 
man and  his  employer  in  a  bill  of  considerable 
amonnt.  The  sums  taken  oat  ander  Order  XIV. 
wsa  heard  before  a  master  on  the  29th  Oct.  last. 
No  order  was  drawn  np  npon  this  summons,  bat 
the  master's  note  upon  it  is  as  follows:  "Ad- 
jonmed  for  trial  before  master."  Thereafter  the 
case  was  tried  before  the  same  master,  witnesses 
were  examined,  and  the  master  finally  decided  in 
favour  of  the  plainfi&s  for  231.  15(.,  which,  if  I 
recollect  rightly,  was  either  the  whole  or  nearly 
the  whole  of  tne  plaintiff's  claim.  The  master 
proceeded  to  embody  his  jndgment  in  the  follow- 
ing terms :  "  It  is  ordered  that  the  plaintiSs  be 
at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  for  23/.  15«.  with  7/. 
costs  of  aotion,  and  also  with  costs  of  the  reference 
to  the  master  and  his  award,  such  costs  to  be  taxed 
by  the  taxing  master  on  the  High  Court  scale,  with 
tbe  certificate  that  the  action  w<i  s  a  fit  aotion  to  be 
brought  in  the  High  Court.  This  is  the  order  under 
app^ ;  and  the  application  to  me  is  that  I  should 
vary  it  by  directing  that  the  plaiatifEs  should  sign 
jnagment  with  costs  on  the  County  Court  scale. 
In  the  first  place,  it  is,  I  think,  inconvenient 
that  no  order  of  reference  was  drawn  up.  The 
reference  to  the  master  can  only  be  made  by 
consent  of  the  parties  (Order  XIV.,  r.  7).  In  the 
case  before  me  there  was  some  uncertainty  as  to 
whether  such  consent  was  given.  I  think  that 
consent  was  sufficiently  expressed ;  but  there 
ought  to  be  no  doubt  in  tbe  matter.  The  master 
should  expl^n  to  parties  that  he  can  only 
make  such  an  order  by  consent,  and  this  equally 
BO  whether  it  be  in  a  town  or  a  country  case. 
Moreover,  the  word  "  adjournment "  is  not  correct. 
There  should  be  an  order  drawn  up,  and  it  should 
recite  that  it  was  made  by  consent.  In  the 
second  place,  I  do  not  think  the  master  has 
power  to  extend  the  twenty.one  days  allowed  for 
obtaining  judgment  under  Order  XL  V.,  with  High 
Court  costs.  The  statutory  power  under  sect.  116 
of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888  is  given  only  to  a 
judge :  (see  Cox  v.  UiU,  67  L.  T.  Kep.  26).  I  find 
the  masters  are  entirely  in  accord  as  to  this ;  and 
it  is  right  to  say  that  in  this  case  the  master  has 
not  purported  to  extend  the  time.  This  being 
so,  and  judgment  not  having  been  obtained  within 
tbe  twenty-one  days,  cobts  of  the  action,  as  dis- 
tinct from  the  costs  of  the  reference,  must  be  on 
the  County  Court  »cale.     Here   the  master  has 

S'iTen  a  lump  sum  for  those  costs  under  Order 
XY.,  r.  27,  sub-r.  38,  and  the  scale  given  under 
the  practice  rules  for  High  Court  costs  under 
Order  XIV.,  where  the  sam  recovered  is  over 
20{.  and  under  50/.  I  am  far  from  saying  that 
the  master  was  wrong  in  giving  a  fixed  sum.  On 
the  contrary,  it  seems  to  me  the  best  thing  to  do, 
and  it  would  be  absurd  to  make  out  a  hypothetical 
County  Court  bill  of  costs.  But,  as  tbe  scale  is 
to  be  County  Court  and  not  High  Court,  I  think 
(as  the  master  points  out]  special  regard  should 
be  paid  to  Order  LXV.,  r.  12,  and  it  seems  to  me 


that  the  fixed  sum  should  be  less  than  the  Htgb 
Court  fixed  sum.  I  have  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  master  was  professing  to  arrive  at  pro- 
bable County  Court  costs ;  and  though  I  was  told 
that  the  difference  would  not  be  great,  it  was 
admitted  that  the  County  Court  costs  would  be 
rather  less.  I  propose  in  this  case  to  save  the 
expense  of  a  further  inquiry,  and  reduce  this  71. 
to  5/.  10«.  The  particular  figure  is  not  to  be 
a  precedent,  and  1  should  hope  that  the  masters 
may  arrive  at  some  fixed  sum  for  future  occasions. 
Then  as  to  the  costs  of  the  reference.  Treating 
this,  as  I  must,  as  a  reference  by  consent,  I  think 
the  case  is  governed  by  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Street  v.  Street  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  648^ 
(190O>  2  Q.  B.  57).  The  master  is  to  be  deemed  an 
arbitrator,  and  he  has  the  same  discretion  as  to 
costs,  including  the  power  to  certify  for  High 
Court  costs  as  an  arbitrator  has.  The  judgment, 
therefore,  in  this  respect  must  stand.  1  have 
made  a  slight  variation  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
dant, the  appellant,  and  I  think,  as  I  have  pointed 
out,  that  he  may  have  been  somewhat  prejudiced 
by  the  informal  mode  in  which  the  matter  waa 
submitted  to  the  master.  lu  the  main,  however, 
the  plaintiffs,  tbe  i-espondents,  hold  what  they 
have  got.  There  should  ba  no  costs  of  the. 
appeal.  Order  aeeordingly. 

Solicitors :  /.  J.  Eitoards  aud  Co. ;  J.  Jtfo»erZ«jf 
Sharp. 


WeivMiny,  Bee.  9, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Altebstone,  C.J.,  Lawbakce 

and  Kenkedt,  JJ.) 

WoRDSLEY  Bbewery  Goupant  (apps.)  V. 

Halfobd  (resp.).  (a) 

Landlord    and  tenant — Tenancy — Qrant  of  leai& 
during  tenancy — Notice  to  quit  by  original  land- 
lord—  y^ulidity. 
A  landlord  who,  during  the  currency  of  a  yearly 
tenancy,  grants   a    Hate   of  the  premises  to  a 
third  person,  cannot,  during  the  term  granted, 
by  8UC/1  lease,  give  tlie  yearly  tenant  notice  to- 
quit. 
Case  stated  on  an  information  by  the  appellants 
to  recover  possession  of  certain  premises,  known 
as  New  Inns,  Alveley,  in  the  occupation  of  the 
respondent. 

The  owner  of  the  New  Inns,  Alvaley,  was  a 
Mrs.  Ann  Whiting,  and  the  respondent  nad  been 
a  yearly  tenant  under  her  of  the  premises  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  15/.  payable  h^lf  yearly,  the 
tenancy  being  a  Lady  I)ay  take. 

Daring  tbe  continuance  of  this  tenancy,  by  an 
indenture  dated  the  4th  March  1902  Mrs.  Ann. 
Whiting  granted  to  the  appellants  a  lease  of  the 
New  Iims  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  com- 
mencing on  the  25th  March  1902,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  20/.,  payable  half  yearly. 

At  the  time  the  lease  was  executed,  and  at  the 
request  of  the  appellants  a  notice  in  writing 
addressed  to  the  respondent  was  signed  by 
Thomas  Whiting,  as  agent  on  behalf  of  his  wita 
Ann  Whiting,  to  quit  and  deliver  up  possession  of 
the  New  Inns  on  the  25th  March  1903,  the  date 
of  such  notice  being  at  the  time  left  blank. 
The  notioe  was  without  any  alteration  or  addu 

(a)  BaporMd  ^7  W.  Di  B.  BniBiST,  Eaq.,  Bvii(Mr4t-Lft«. 
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tion,  except  the  date,  served  on  the  respondaiit 
on  tiiB  4th  Sept.  1902,  and  was  dated  on  that  day. 

In  July  1902  the  appellants  made  application 
to  the  respondent  to  pay  to  them  a  quarter's  rent 
up  to  the  24th  June  1902  (reckoned  from  the  pre- 
vious 25th  March),  bat  the  respondent  declined  to 
do  so,  alleging  that  no  rent  -was  then  due. 

The  respondent,  on  the  application  of  the 
appeUants,  did,  in  Oct.  1902,  pay  them  the  half 
year's  rent  up  to  the  previous  29th  Sept. 

The  respondent  also,  in  April  1903,  paid  to  the 
appellants  a  half  year's  rent  up  to  the  25th 
March. 

Objection  was  taken  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dent that  the  notice  to  quit  was  void  and  of  no 
«Sect,  and  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of 'the 
respondent  thai  as  such  notice  was  not  served 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  lease,  it  should 
have  been  given  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  appellants 
who  were  the  persons  entitled  to  immediate  rever- 
sion in  the  premises. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellants 
that,  although  Mrs  Ann  Whiting  had  granted 
them  a  lease  of  the  New  Inns,  it  did  not  aSeot  the 
yearly  tmanoy  in  the  premises  of  the  respondent, 
and  that  untu  the  respondent  attorned  tenant  to 
them  they  could  not  give  him  notice  to  quit, 
distisinfor  rent,  or  act  as  his  landlords,  and  that 
therefore  the  proper  person  to  give  the  notice  to 
quit  was  Mrs.  Ann  Whiting,  and  by  the  subse- 
quent payment  of  rent  by  the  respondent  to  the 
appellants,  he  became  their  tenant,  and  they  were 
entitled  to  adopt  the  notice  which  was  running. 

The  justices  Ming  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Ann 
"VVhiting  having  granted  a  lease  of  the  premises 
to  the  appellants,  could  not  ^ive  a  valid  notice 
to  quit,  dismissed  the  application. 

Manhy  for  the  appellants. 

Fisher  WiUiamt  for  the  respondent. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  G.J. — ^I  do  not  think  that 
we  can  say  that  the  decision  of  the  justices  was 
wrong.     The  present  respondent  was  a  tenant 
from  year  to  ;year  of  Mrs.  Whiting,  and  during 
such  tenancy  she  granted  a  lease  for  fourteen 
years  to  the  appellants.    The  husband  as  agent 
for  Mrs.  Whiting  at  the  time  the  lease  was  exe- 
cuted signed  a  notice  to  quit  addressed  to  the 
respondent,  but  that  was  not  dated  and  served 
until  September.     If  by  any  rule  of  law  the 
lessor  of  the  appellants  is  entitled  to  be  treated 
as  the  landlord  of  the  respondent,  then  that  notice 
to  quit  would  be  good.    It  seems  to  me  that 
the  real  question  is  whether  or  not  under  these 
oiicumstaiices   the  assignee  of  the  reversion  is 
bound  to  give  the  notice  to  quit,  or  whether  such 
assignee  can  avail  himself  of  the  notice  given  on 
behalf   of  his  lessor.    I  think  in  this  court  the 
law  is  in  favour  of  the  contention   adopted  in 
the  court  below.    I  think  that  the  case  of  Doe 
T.  Brown  (2  £1.  &  Bl.  331)  is  binding  upon  us. 
That  case  says  that  where  a  party  entitled  to  a 
remainder  in  tail  expectant  upon  the  determina- 
tion of  a  life  estate  grants  a  term  of  years  to 
oommence  immediately,  the  grantee  without  entry 
takes  an  immediate  vested  estate  carved  out  of 
the  remainder,  the  statute  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  9, 
making  the  conveyance  as  effectual  as  if  attorn- 
ment had  been  made  by  the  tenant  of  the  par- 
ticular estate.    The  grant  of  the  lease,  therefore, 
passes  the  reversion,  and  not  merely  the  attorn- 
ment.    Lord  Campbell,  O.J.  in  his  judgment, 


says :  "  The  effect  of  this  doctrine  with  regard  to 
leases  carved  out  of  the  reversion  or  remainder 
is  very  distinctly  stated  in  Bac.  Abr.  Tit.  Leases 
(N)  (vol.  4,  p.  846,  7th  edit.).  If  the  grantees  of 
sooh  leases  could  not  obtain  an  attornment,  they 
might  at  their  election  treat  the  grant  as  an 
inUresBe  termini;  bat  where  they  obtained  the 
attornment  the  g^rant  operated  as  a  oonvejrance  of 
so  much  of  the  reversion.  The  statute  of  4  Anne, 
c.  16,  8.  9,  now  miikes  all  grants  of  manors  or 
rents,  or  of  the  reversion  or  remainder  of  any 
messuages,  effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
without  any  attornment  of  the  tenants  of  the 
manors  or  of  the  lan^  ont  of  which  the  rents 
shall  be  issuing,  or  of  the  particular  tenants 
upon  whose  estates  any  such  reversions  or  re- 
mainders shall  and  may  be  expectant  or  depend- 
ing as  if  their  attornment  had  been  had  and 
made."  Parke,  B.  in  Harmer  v.  Bean  (3  C.  &  K. 
307)  said :  "  It  appears  that  all  the  rent  was  paid 
up  to  Michaelmas  1851,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  receive  for  all  rents  due  after  that 
till  Midsummer  1852 ;  for  we  find  that  in  Aug. 
1852  the  plaintiff  granted  a  lease  under  seal  of 
this  property  to  j£[.  iFord  for  twenty-one  years, 
and  in  consequence  of  this  being  done  the  rever- 
sion was  tnuiaferred  to  Mr.  Ford,  and  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  any  of  this  rent  due 
afterwards."  It  is  said  that  some  authorities  are 
inconsistent  with  that  view,  and  to  some  extent 
they  may  be,  but,  even  if  that  is  so,  we  have  to 
choose  between  them  aU.  We  must  hold  that 
the  reversion  passed,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed. 
Laweance  and  Kennedy,  JJ.  agreed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Solicitors:    Church,   Bendell,  and   Co.,  for  C. 
Herbert  CoUit,  Stourbridge ;  Botterell  and  Boehe. 


Nov.  16  and  Dec.  21. 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alvebstone,  C.J.,  Kennedy  and 

Dablino,  JJ.) 

Jenkins  (app.)  v.  Gbocott  (reBp.).(o) 

Begiatration  of  voters  —  Declaration  hy  lodger 
claimant  —  Evidence  —  Personal  attendance  of 
daimant — BatedbU  value  ofhouse^Charaeter  of 
street — Parliamentary  Voters  Begiatration  Act 
1843  (6  i£  7  Viei.  «.  18) — ParlianteiUary  and 
Ifunicipal  Begiatration  Act  1878  (41  £  42  Viet, 
c.  26). 

A  revising  barrister  by  personal  inspection  satisfied 
himself  that  certain  nouses  were  very  poor  and 
smaU,  and  that  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  any 
lodgings  in  those  houses  were  worth  101.  a  year 
unfurnished. 

J.  duly  sent  in  his  claim  as  a  lodger  with  his 
declaration  attached.  It  was  proved  that  the 
rateable  value  of  the  house,  which  was  stat^^  to 
be  in  as  poor  a  street  as  any  the  revising 
barrister  had  inapeeted,  was  only  Iti.per  annrnn, 
which  was  6s.  less  than  J.  daimea  to  pay  as 
lodger.  The  revising  barrister  adjourned  the 
hearing  of  the  objection  to  J.'s  claim,  and  sent 
him  the  following  notice  :  "  .  .  .  your  daim 
to  vote  as  a  lodger  has  been  objected  to  .  .  . 
your  daim  will  or  may  be  diaaUowed  unUaa  you 
produce  or  cause  to  he  produced  to  me    .    .    . 

~m)  Baported  by  W.  DS  B.  Uebbsbt.  Ewi.,  BuTtMtr«t-L»w. 
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yotir  rent-book  or  other  tufficient  evidence  that 
yowr  taid  lodginge  are  of  the  dear  yearly  value 
of  lOL  ^  Jet  va^wmieheA.  J.  did  not  aiteni  o^ 
make  any  eommttntcation,  and  hie  claim  was 
dieaHowed. 

Held,  fhat,  <m  the  revieina  harriiter  did  not  make 
the  €dIowanee  of  the  claim  dependent  upon  J.'s 
pereonal  attendance,  the  court  could  not  interfere, 
aa  there  tea*  evidence  to  support  hie  deeition. 

A  revieing  barrister  eannot  make  the  personal 
attendance  of  a  claimant  a  condition  of  the 
eUiovanee  of  hie  vote. 

The  right  of  a  revieing  barrister  to  disallow  a 
claim,  whin,  a  claimant  has  by  his  declaration 
given  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  qiMlification, 
M  not  confined  to  the  ease  of  such  prima 
faoie  proof  of  the  ground  of  objection  as  is 
described  tn  sect.  28  (10)  of  the  Parliamentary 
and  Municipal  Registration  Act  1878,  but  he 
ntay  act  on  other  evidence, 

BxaiSTBATioir  affbal. 

The  report  of  the  reTising  barriBter  for  the 
horoagh  of  Hackney  to  the  conrt  was  as  follows : 

1.  The  daim  of  William  Jenkin*,  of  8,  Ada-itrMt, 
Haokney,  to  vote  aa  an  old  lodger  was  duly  objaoted  to, 
<m  thagnmad  that  bis  lodginga  were  not  of  the  dear 
yearly  Talne  of  101.  or  npwardi,  if  let  nnfomished.  I 
diaallowed  the  said  olaim,  beoanie  the  claimant  failed  to 
aatiafy  me  that  hia  uid  lodginga  were  of  anoh  yearly 
falnaw  I  waa  therefore  aaked  to  state  a  case  by  way 
of  appeal  on  the  ground  that  I  had  no  power  to  diiallow 
the  said  claim,  hot  I  declined  to  do  so. 

2.  The  claim  of  the  said  William  Jenldns  stands  by 
itself,  and  is  not,  as  raggeated  in  the  affidavit  dated  the 
15th  Oot  1903  of  Mr.  Sontherton,  a  test  oaae,  and,  if  I 
was  wroBg  in  disallowing  the  said  olaim,  no  other  daim 
will  be  affeeted. 

3.  I  do  not  propose  to  notice  in  detail  the  statsments 
contained  in  the  affidayit  cl  the  said  Hr.  Sontherton 
and  of  the  said  William  JenUns,  bnt  I  am  nnable  to 
accept  as  aocnrate  the  statement  contained  in  par.  2  of 
the  af&daTit  of  the  former.  I  tiierefore  think  it  right  to 
state  as  briefly  aa  possible  the  conrse  I  adopted,  and  my 
leaaon  for  it. 

4.  Towards  the  end  of  the  revision  of  the  lists  for 
South  Hackney  in  tlie  year  1902,  the  toirn  clerk  (who 
performs  the  duties  of  the  orerseers  for  the  porpose 
of  registration)  drew  my  attention  to  the  exousiTe 
expenae  that,  as  he  alleged,  was  being  oast  npon  the 
rstea  owing  to  the  party  agents  combining  to  place 
npon  the  register  all  lodger  claimants,  whether  they 
pooaeased  the  necessary  qnalifioation  in  point  of  ralne  or 
not.  He  alleged  that  I  waa  admitting  the  claims  of 
thousands  of  persons  who  had  no  qnalifioation.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  no  objectiona  on  the  gronnd  of  want  of 
valne  were  made  by  either  agent. 

5.  On  my  inqniriDg  into  the  matter,  it  was  admitted 
by  the  party  agents  that  an  agreament  existed  between 
them  to  refrain  from  objecting  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
value,  and  to  place  all  lodger  claimants  on  the  register, 
whether  they  poeseased  the  neoesaary  qualification  in 
value  or  not. 

6.  I  pnblidy  expressed  my  disapproval  of  this  prao- 
tiee,  and  stated  that,  if  reappointed  for  the  present  year, 
I  should  insist  on  proof  cl  value.  Thisreupon  the 
liberal  agent — ^the  deponent  Mr.  Sontherton — stated 
that,  if  I  did  so,  I  should  diafrancliise  thonianda  of 
votais.  I  regarded  this  statement  as  an  admission  that 
the  town  clerk's  allegations  ate  substantially  correct. 

7.  I  was  appointed  revising  barrister  for  the  current 
year  in  the  month  of  July  last.  Shortly  afterwards  I 
direoted  the  town  derk  to  note  in  my  lists  sgainst  the 
nam*  of  every  lodger  claimant  the  rateable  value  of  the 

in  which  he  ooonpied  lodgings,  and  to  supply  the  i 


same   information   to   the   party   agents.     This   wa» 
accordingly  done. 

8.  On  or  about  the  6th  Ang.  1903  I  received  from  the 
town  clerk  a  letter  asking  me  to  fix  some  limit  of  rate- 
able value  below  which  I  would  refuse  to  allow  a  lodger 
claim.  I  dedined  to  lay  down  any  hard-and.fast  rul» 
based  on  rateable  value,  but  wrote  the  letter  a  copy  of 
which  is  contained  in  tite  exhibit  to  the  affidavit  dt  the 
said  Mr.  Sontherton.  I  snbseqnantly  satisfisd  myself,  on 
referring  to  the  authorities,  tliat  I  was  not  at  Uberty  to 
treat  rateable  value  as  oondusive  in  any  case. 

9.  On  the  10th  Sept.  1903  I  opened  the  registration 
oourt  for  the  borough  of  Hackney.  The  lists  for  South 
Haoknsy  were  not  reached  until  the  15th  Sept. 

10.  On  or  about  the  14th  Sept.  I  made  a  personal 
inspection  of  the  larger  part  of  the  south  division,  aooom> 
panied  by  the  borongh  registration  officer,  who  had  known 
the  constitnenoy  for  twenty  years  and  had  until  latdy- 
been  the  Liberd  agent  for  it.  The  result  of  my  inspec- 
tion was  tliat  I  waa  satisfied  that  the  character  of  Uia 
constitnenoy  was  very  poor  and  the  houses  very  amall, 
many  streets  consisting  entirely  of  houses  that  wer» 
little  better  than  hovels,  and  that  oonseqnently  th» 
question  whether  or  not  any  particular  lodgings  war* 
worth  101.  a  year  unfurnished  was  extremely  doubtful. 

11.  On  beginning  to  revise  the  lists  for  South 
Hackney  on  the  15th  Sept.,  I  found  that  the  number  of 
new  lodger  claims  was  1014  leas  than  last  year,  owin; 
mainly  to  the  Conservative  agent  having  fdlen  in  with 
the  views  I  then  expreaaed.  He  had  also  objected  to 
severd  hundreds  of  the  Liberd  claims  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  value.  No  objections  on  this  ground  wers  made 
by  the  Liberd  agent. 

12.  On  the  same  day  the  daim  of  William  Jenkina 
was  one  of  the  first  three  objected  to.  The  Conservative 
agent  stated  that  there  was  insufficient  value.  I  had 
not  personally  visited  Ada-street,  and  therefore  aaked 
the  registration  officer  to  sttte  what  the  character  of  that 
street  waa.  He  said,  "  It  is  as  posr  a  street  as  any  yoa 
have  sem,  sbr." 

13.  It  was  proved  to  my  satisfaction  that  the  rate- 
able vdue  of  tiie  whole  house  in  which  William  Jenkins 
occupied  lodgings  is  141.  per  annum,  or  6s.  less  than  the 
rent  which  in  his  claim  he  stated  he  paid.  I  then 
followed  my  usud  practice  in  the  case  of  disputed  lodger 
claims,  which  is  as  follows  : 

14.  I  treat  the  declaration  annexed  to  the  claim  (bnt 
not  the  cidm  itself)  as  prwnd  facie  evidence,  and,  unless 
there  is  evidence  in  support  of  the  objection,  I  allow 
the  oldm.  If,  however,  the  objector  is  able  to  ruse  a. 
reasonable  doubt,  I  hold  thai  the  prtmd  fade  evidence 
in  favour  of  the  qndification  is  displaced,  and  that  the 
claimant  must  attend  and  prove  his  chum.  I  have  the 
less  difficnity  in  treating  the  prtmd  facia  evidence  a» 
rebutted  in  South  Hackney  than  elsewhere,  because  it 
is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  daims,  and  was  ezpresdy 
admitted  by  both  poUtical  agents  during  this  revision, 
that,  in  the  case  of  old  and  new  lodgers  dike,  the 
agents  fill  in  all  psrtionlais,  including  the  amount 
of  rent,  in  the  form  of  olaim  and  declaration  before 
it  is  sent  to  the  claimant  for  signature.  The  result  is 
that  the  evidence  afforded  by  the  declaration  is,  in  my 
opinion,  highly  unsatisfaotory  in  the  majority  of  oases. 

15.  The  Liberd  agent,  though  he  had  made  no  objec- 
tions on  the  gronnd  of  vdue  as  already  stated,  called  my 
attention  to  certain  new  lodger  claims  put  forward  by 
the  Conservative  agent,  which  he  alleged  to  be  bad  for 
want  of  vdue,  baaing  his  contention  on  the  rateable 
vdue  of  the  leapeotive  houses. 

16.  I  ordered  all  the  objeotians  on  the  ground  of 
value  and  dl  the  claims  so  questioned  by  Mr. 
Sontherton  to  stand  over  till  the  evening  sitting  of  my 
conrt  on  the  18th  Sept.  The  first  part  of  the  sohsdde 
hereto  contains  a  statement  respecting  lodger  claimants 
during  the  present  year  in  South  Hackney,  oongidered  in 
relation  to  the  rateable  vdue  of  the  honaes  in  which 
they  respeotivdy  live.     Snoh  statement  was  prepared 
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for  my  information  by  the  town  clerk,  and  wm  bad  in 
-•TiJenae  b«for«  me. 

17.  On  the  laid  15th  Sept.,  beinfr  of  opinion  that 
-there  were  graye  donbta  aa  to  valae  In  the  oase  of  all 
the  claims  and  objeotiooB  referred  to  in  para.  15  and  16 
■ct  this  report,  I  gave  to  eaoh  claimant  m  notio*  in 
writing,  a  copy  of  wbijh  forms  the  exhibit  "  W.  J.  S  "  to 
the  affidavit  of  the  said  William  Jenkins.  I  stated  in 
oonrt  that  if  snoh  claimants  reipectively  aatisfisd  me 
that  they  paid  rent  amounting  to  101.  par  annum,  or 
that  their  lodgings  were  of  the  neoessary  Talae,  I  sLoold 
allow  their  claims,  but  not  otherwiss. 

18.  At  the  evening  sitting  held  on  the  18th  Sept. 
some  sixty  claimanta  attended,  and  by  prodaotion  of 
their  rent-books  or  other  snfiScient  evidence  satisfied 
me  that  they  actoally  paid  the  rent  atated  in  their 
oIatin>,or,  at  any  rate,  rent  amounting  to  lOi.  per  annum 
or  upwards.  A  few  other  claimants  who  were  unable 
to  attend  wrote  letters  to  the  same  eifaot,  which  I 
•coepted  ai  evidence.  I  allowed  the  claims  of  all  the 
above.  William  Jenkins  and  some  hundreds  of  other 
'Olaimants  neither  attended  nor  wrote,  nor  was  any 
explanation  of  their  absence  given.  I  disallowed  th«ir 
'daims  on  the  ground  that  they  had  reapeotively  failed 
to  satisfy  me  that  they  had  occupied  lodgings  of  the 
necessary  value. 

19.  The  deponent  Mr.  Sontherton  therenpoo  requested 
cue  to  state  a  caie  by  way  of  appeal  in  the  case  of 
'William  Jenkins  alonr,  and  handed  me  a  written  notice 
«rf  appeal  which  ia  contained  in  the  second  part  of  the 
schedule  hereto. 

20.  Having  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sects.  42  and 
65  of  the  Parliamentary  Bagiatration  Act  1843,  and  to 
the  remarks  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Illreland  in  a 
recent  case  (Hambridge  v.  CampbM,  Lawson,  1893, 
f.  348),  I  thought  I  ought  not  to  state  a  oaae. 

.21.  Moreover,  I  was  of  opinion  that  by  stating  a  case 
I  ahonld  be  throwing  doubt  upon  the  existence  of  the 
power  of  the  revising  barrister  to  reqaire  the  personal 
attendance  of  the  claimant  in  a  case  where  the  prima 
Jaei«  evidence  of  the  olaimant  is  displaced,  and  where 
there  is,  in  addition,  reason  to  suspect,  as  I  snspeoted, 
the  prevalence  of  a  wholesale  manufacture  of  n&qasl  fiad 
votes.  The  overseers  do  not  exercise  the  same  super- 
▼iaion  in  the  case  of  lodger  claimanta  aa  they  exercise  in 
the  oase  of  other  claimanta,  and,  indeed,  have  been 
advised  by  counsel  that  they  have  no  power  to  incur  any 
expenses  in  investigating  lodger  claims.  Practically  the 
only  check  upon  snoh  a  manufacture  aa  I  have  indicated 
ia  the  power  already  referred  to  of  the  revising  barriatsr, 
•nd  I  was  unwilling  to  disparage  it.  I  therefore  declined 
to  state  a  case  unless  directed  to  do  so  by  this  hononr- 
•ble  court. 

22.  I  may  add  that  on  the  evidence  now  before  this 
'Oonrt  I  should  have  had  no  hesitation  in  allowing  the 
«laim  of  the  said  William  Jenkins.  It  is  to  be  observed, 
iiowever,  that  no  explanation  is  given  why  snob  evidence 
waa  not  brought  before  me. 

SCHEDULE. 
Paet  I. 

ITumber  of  houses  in  which  there  is  one  lodger  for  each 
rateable  value. 

Bateable  value  iGU  aid  under 317 

Bateable  value  jE  15    83 

Bateable  valae.£  16  to  jei9    554 

Bateable  value  .£20    421 


Houses.  Lodgers. 
63  in  which  there  are  2  ... 
35     2     ... 


1 
1 
1 
.8 


Bateable  valne. 

^9-je20 
..     Je2t-je25 

..   je26-je3o 
jei2 

.£13 

je20 

£2Z 


Part  IL 
Addendum  to  Report. 
14a.  In  oaae  the  court  should  eee  fit  to  review  my 
practice,  as  atated  in  par.  14  of  the  foregoing  report,  I 
desire  to  amplify  the  laid  paragraph.  The  question  is 
generally  raised  by  the  objector  tendering  luarsay 
evidence  in  support  of  his  objection.  For  example,  the 
objector  says :  "  The  claimant  does  not  ooonpy  solely, 
but  jointly  with  his  brother.  I  have  seen  his  brother, 
who  says  so  " ;  or,  again,  "  He  does  not  pay  4>.  a  week, 
but  (mly  3f .  His  landlord  told  me  so."  In  all  such 
caaas  I  hold  that  the  recent  oase  of  I>a?;l«u?i  v.  Doddf 
(1891,  22  B.  198)  precludes  me  from  diaallowing  the 
claim  on  heariay  evidence,  bnt  I  think  I  am  jnatifled  in 
saying  that  the  claimant  mnat  attend  and  prove  his 
claim.  I  therefore  adjourned  the  matter  to  the  evening 
sitting,  giving  the  claimant  notioe  aa  in  the  oaae  under 
appeal,  or  summoning  tim  to  attend  pnrsnant  to  aect.  36 
of  the  Bagiatration  Act  1878,  in  most  cates  issuing  m 
notioe  rather  than  a  summons  as  being  leas  oppressive. 
Sect  28,  sub-sects.  10  and  11,  of  the  same  Act  seems  to 
render  the  giving  of  the  notiM  nnneoessary,  but  I  oon- 
aider  it  fairer  to  give  it. 

Bt  the  Parliamentarr  and  Hunicipal  B«£^tra- 
tion  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Viot  o.  26),  s.  28 : 

(10)  If  the  objector  so  appears,  the  revising  baniater 
shall  require  him,  nnleas  he  is  an  overseer,  ta  prove  that 
ha  gave  the  notice  or  no)  ices  of  objeoticm  required  by 
law  to  be  given  by  him  and  to  give  prima  facie  proof  of 
the  ground  of  objection,  and  for  that  purpose  may  him- 
self examine  and  allow  the  objector  to  exunine  the  over- 
seers or  any  other  person  on  oath  tonohing  the  alleged 
grounds  of  objeotion,  and,  unless  snoh  proof  is  given  to 
his  satisfaotion,  shall,  subject  as  herein  and  otherwise  by 
law  provided,  retain  the  name  of  the  person  ubjected  to. 
An  objection  made  under  this  Aot  by  overseers  shall  be 
deemed  to  oast  upon  the  person  objected  to  the  burden 
of  proving  his  right  to  be  on  the  list.  The  prima  facie 
proif  (hall  be  deemed  to  be  given  by  the  objector  if  it  is 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  revising  barrister,  by 
evidence,  repute,  or  otherwise,  that  there  is  reaaonable 
ground  for  believing  that  the  objeotion  is  well  founded, 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  parson  objected  to  not  being 
present  for  examination,  or  for  some  other  reason,  the 
objector  is  prevented  from  discovering  or  proving  the 
truth  respecting  the  entry  objeotad  to. 

(11)  If  snoh  proof  is  given  by  the  objeotor  aa  herein 
prescribed,  or  if  the  obj-^ction  is  by  oterseers,  then  nnlees 
the  person  objected  to  appears  by  himself,  or^^by  some 
person  on  his  behalf,  and  proves  that  he  was  entitled  on 
the  laat  day  of  July  then  next  preceding  to  have  his 
name  inserted  in  the  list  ia  respect  of  the  qualification 
deseribed  in  such  list,  the  revising  bartiater  shall 
expunge  the  name  of  the  person  objeoted  tx 

Bobson,  K.C.  and  E.  Lewit  Hiotna*  for  the 
appellant. 
Button  for  the  respondent. 

Dee.  21.— Kennkdt,  J.  read  the  following 
written  judgment  of  the  oonrt: — The  material 
f aots  appearing  in  the  special  case  are  these : 
The  claimant  daly  sent  in  his  declaration  annexed 
to  his  statement  of  claim.  This  was  nnder  the 
Parliamentary  and  Mnnioipal  Registration  Aot 
1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  26).  s.  23,  prima  facte 
evidence  of  his  qoalifioation.  The  claimant  was 
objected  to  on  tiie  ground  that  the  lodgings  were 
of  insofficient  value.  The  South  Hackney  list 
came  on  for  revision  in  the  R^istration  Court 
on  the  15  th  Sept.  Before  that  &te  the  revising 
barrister  had  made  a  personal  inspection  of  the 
larger  part  of  South  Hackney  with  the  borough 
registration  of&cer.  who  had  known  the  con- 
Btitaen<7  for  twenty  years.    He  satisfied  himself. 
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he  states,  that  the  character  of  the  oonstitaency 
-was  Tery  poor,  and  the  houses  \9rj  small,  maay 
streets  coneistiog  entirely  of  houses  which  were 
little  better  than  hovels,  and  that  oonseqaently 
the  question  whether  or  not  any  particnlar  lodg- 
ings were  worth  10{.  a  year  ncf  amished  was  an 
eztreinely   donbtfal   one.    Upon   the   claim    of 
Jenkins  being  opposed  by  the  Ooneervative  agent', 
the  registrabon  officer,  in  answer  to  a  qaestion 
of  the  reyising  barrister,  stated  that  Ai£i- street 
was  as  poor  a  street  as  any  which  the  reTising 
barrister  had  inspected,  and  it  was  proved  to  the 
aatisfaction  of  the  revising  barrister  that  the  rate- 
able value  of  the  whole  hoase  in  which  Jenkins 
lodged  was  only  142.  per  annum  ;  that  is,  6«.  leas 
than  the  amount  of  the  rent  which  Jenkins  in  his 
«laim  stated  to  have  been  paid  by  him  for  the 
lodgings  on  which  his  title  to  be  a  voter  depended. 
The  town  clerk,  at  the  request  of  the  revising 
barrister,  had  prepared  a  statement  in  regard  to 
lodger  claimants    considered  in  relation  to  the 
rateable  value  of  the  houses  in  which  they  lodged, 
and  this  was  also  put  in  evidence.    The  statement 
appears  in  the  schedule  to  the  case.    The  relevant 
point  in  it  appears  to  be  that  no  less  than  317 
lodger  claims  were  like  that  of  Jenkins  in  respect 
of  lodgings  in  houses  of  a  rateable  value  less  tnan 
14Z.  per  annum,  and  that  in  the  case  of  fifty-three 
claims  there  were  instances  of  two  lodgers  claim- 
ing in  respect  of  a  house  whose  ratmble  value 
nuged  from  92.  to  202.    The  revising  barrister 
knew,  from  the  statement  of  the  party  agents  in 
the  previous  year,  that  they  had  by  agreement 
then  abstained  from  opposition  to  lodger  claims. 
In  the  present  year  objection  was  made  by  the 
Conservative  agent  in  numerous  cases  on  the 
ground  of  insufficiency  of  value,  and  to  the  claim 
of  Jenkins  amongst  others.  The  revising  barrister 
ordered  all  these  cases  of  objection  to  stand  over 
until  the  evening  sitting  of  the  18th  Sept.,  stating 
in  court  that  if  the  claimants  respectively  satis- 
fied him  that  they  paid  rent  amounting  to  102.  per 
annum,  or  that  their  respective  lodgings  were  of  the 
prescribed  value,  he  would  allow  the  claims,  but 
that  otherwise  he  would  not  allow  them.    He  also 
gave  to  each  claimant  a  notice  in  writing,  which, 
in    the  case  of   Jenkins,    ran  thus :    "  To    Mr. 
William  Jenkins,  of  8,  Ada-street,  N.E.     Take 
notice  that  your  claim  to  vote  as  a  lodger  has 
been  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  your  lodg- 
ings are  not  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  102.,  if 
let  unfurnished.    Your  claim  will,  or  may,  be  dis- 
allowed unless  you  produce,  or  cause  to  be  pro- 
duced, to  me,  at  the  evening  sitting  of  my  court, 
commencing  at  630  p.m,  on  Priday,  the  18th 
Sept.  1903,  your  rent- book,  or  other  sufficient 
evidence  that  your  said  lodgings  are  of  the  clear 
yearly  value    of  102.  or  upwards,  if  let    nnfur- 
mahed."     On  the  I8th  Sept.,  according  to  the 
«ase,  Jenkins  did  not  attend.    He  sent  no  letter 
or  other  communication.    No  explanation  of  this 
absence  was  given.    The  revising  barrister  dis- 
allowed the  claim.    These  being  the  facts,  the 
appellant  contends  that  the  decision  was  wrong 
in  a  point  of  law  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the 
case  according  to  the  Registration  Act  of  1843, 
fl.  42.      The  same  statute   provides   that  there 
oonld  be  no  appeal  on   a  question  of  fact  ooly, 
or  upon  the  admissibility  or  effect  of  any  evidence 
or  sidmission  adduced  or  made  in  any  case  to 
establish  any  matter  of  fact  only.    The  points  of 
law  put  forward  by  the  appellant  are  two.    He  | 


says,  first,  that  the  revising  barrister  improperly 
made  the  personal  appearance  of  the  claimant  a 
condition  of  his  allowance  of  the  cl^m ;  secondly, 
that  the  claimant  having  by  his  declaration  given 
that  which  by  the  express  terms  of  the  Parli»- 
mentary  and  Municipal  Registration  Act  1878, 
s.  23,  was  primdfaeie  evidence  of  his  qualification, 
and  the  objector  noc  having  given,  it  is  contended, 
that  which  is  deemed  to  he  prima  facie  proof  of 
objection  under  sect.  28,  sub-sent.  10,  of  the  same 
statute,  the  revising  barrister  was  not  in  point  of 
law  entitled  to  require  of  the  claimant  what  he 
did  require  by  his  oral  notice  given  in  court  on 
the  15th  Sept.,  and  by  the  notice  of  the  same 
date  sent  to  the  claimant  in  writing,  and  upon 
the  cliimant's  failure  to  comply  with  these  re- 
quirements to  disallow  the  claim.    As  to  the  first 
point,  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  if  a  revising 
barrister  in  such  a  case  as  the  present  made  the 
personal  attendance  of  a  claimant  a  condition  of 
the  allowance  of  his  vote,  he  would  be  doing  that 
which  the  law  does  not  authorise.    No  statutory 
sanction  for  such  a  requirement  was  cited  to  ue, 
and  we  are  aware  of  none.   The  only  way  in  which 
the  claimant's  personal  attendance  can  be  com- 
pelled is  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  38,  which 
empowers    the    revising    barrister   by  summons 
under  his  hand  to  require  any  person  to  att«id 
and  give  evidence  or  produce  documents.    Sect.  28, 
sub'sect.  11,  to  which  we  shall  refer  presently, 
makes  sufficient  the  appearance  of  the  claimant 
'■  by  himself  or  by  some  person  on  his  behal(."    In 
commenting  upon  this  enactment,  Mr.  Rogers,  in 
the  16th  e£tion  of  his  work,  at  p.  322,  speaks  of 
the  words  as  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of 
personal  attendance  of  tbe  person  objected  to,  if 
he  is  represented  by  some  one  in  court.    "  But,  of 
course,"  he  adds,  "  the  absence  of  a  pei-son  objected 
to  will  in  some  cases  weigh  with  the  revising  bar- 
rister in  deciding  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case."    If 
in  this  case  the  revising  barrister  could  be  shown 
to  have  made  the  allowance  of  the  claimant's 
vote    dependent    upon    his    compliance   with    a 
requirement   of    personal    attendance,  and    had 
disallowed  the  claim  because  the  claimant  did  not 
personally  appear,  we  should  be  of  opinion  that  his 
decision  could  not  bs  supported.      But,  as  we 
understand    the    facts,    although    the   revising 
barrister   eeems  by  the   statements  of  pars.  14 
and  21  of  the  special  case  to  have  entertuned  a 
mistaken  opinion  on  this  point  of  the  personal 
appearance  in  court,  it  appears  to  us  to  be  the 
fair  interpretation  of  the  special  case  and  of  the 
exhibit  "  W.  J.  3,"  which  we  have  already  cited, 
that  he  did  not  disallow  this  vote  or  intimate 
either  by  his  statement  in  court  or  by  the  written 
notice  that  he  would  disallow  it  on  the  ground  of 
the  failure  of  the  claimant  to  appe)*^r  personally 
on  the  18  th  Sept.    He  gave  notice  that  ne  should 
require  certain  evidence  to  support  the  claim ; 
but  neither  orally  nor  by  notice  did  he  insist 
upon  the  personal  attendance  of  the  claimant; 
in  fact,  as  the  case  tells  us,  in  some  cases  where 
claimants  were  unable  to  attend,  he  accepted  as 
sufficient  evidence  letters  written  by  them  to  him 
stating  that  they  had  paid  rent  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the    statutory    standard    of    qualification.      We 
desire  to  express  our  view  that  the  statute  does 
not  make  personal  attendance  absolutely  neces- 
sary ;    such  a  requirement  might  entail  serious 
hardship  in  the  case  of  these  lodger  claimants 
who,  to  a  very  large  extent,  form  part  of  a  very 
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poor  class  which  oonid  ill  aif  ord  to  bear  the  lose 
of  time  involTed  in  personal  attendance  at  the 
proceedings  of  the  revisiiig  bajTister's  court.  We 
now  pass  to  the  second  point  made  by  the  appel- 
lant, that  the  provisionB  of  sect.  28,  sub-aect.  10, 
have  not  been  complied  with.  In  onr  view  this 
contention  rests  upon  an  erroneous  conception  of 
the  meaning  and  intent  of  this  enactment.  It  is 
not  intended  by  the  Legislature,  in  our  view,  abso- 
luteljjT  to  confine  the  right  of  the  revising  burister 
to  disallow  a  claim  when  the  claimant  has,  W 
his  declaration,  given  prima  faeie  evidence  of  hu 
qualification  to  tiie  case  of  such  primd  faeie  proof 
of  the  ground  of  objection  as  is  there  described. 
Sect.  28,  sub-sect.  10,  deals  only  with  one  special 
method  of  establishing  a,  primd  facie  case  against 
the  claim,  and  then  in  Bub-sect.  11  goes  on  to  say 
that  in  case  of  snoh  primd  facie  proof  of  objection 
being  given,  the  revising  barriBter  shall  (not  may) 
expunge  the  name  of  the  person  objected  to 
uiilesB  the  person  objected  to  appears  by  himself, 
or  by  some  person  on  his  behalf,  and  proves  his 
titie  to  inclusion  in  the  list  of  voters.  The 
section  does  not  prevent  the  revising  barrister 
from  considering,  and,  if  he  thinks  it  ju«t, 
giving  efCeot  to  a  decision  adverse  to  the  claim 
to  any  proper  evidence  ^(ainst  the  claim.  If,  to 
take  a  single  example,  tiie  objector,  in  order  to 
meet  the  prima  fade  evidence  afforded  by  the 
claimant's  declaration,  at  once  called  the  landlord 
or  produced  the  lodger's  rent- book,  and  by  this 
evidence  proved  thtS>  the  rent  paid  was  much 
bdow  the  statutory  standard,  the  revising  bar- 
rister would,  in  our  view,  clearly  be  entitled  in 
point  of  law  to  say  that  if  the  matter  stood  there 
he  had  evidence  which  entitled  him  to  reject  the 
claim.  As  to  the  weight  of  such  evidence,  and  the 
proper  effect  to  be  given  to  it,  he  is  the  consti. 
tnted  judge,  and  no  appeal  lies  from  his  decision. 
Sect.  28,  Bub-S8. 10  and  11,  merely  enacts  in  sub- 
stance Uiat  if  the  objector's  primd  faeie  proof  of 
the  ground  of  objection  is  made  out  in  a  par- 
ticular way,  then,  unless  it  is  rebutted  in  a  par- 
ticular way,  the  revising  barrister  must  disallow 
the  claim.  If  the  ODJeotor's  case  does  not 
satisfy  sect.  28,  snb-s.  10,  it  still  may  consist  of 
evidence  against  the  claim  which  the  revising 
barrister  is  entitled  to  weigh,  and  may  give  (and 
ought  to  give)  effect  to  if  he  thinks  it  weight  is 
Bumoient  to  outweigh  the|>rinid  faeie  evidence  of 
the  claimant's  declaration,  and  any  other  evidence 
confirmatory  of  the  declaration  which  the  claimant 
may  think  proper  to  adduce.  In  this  case  the 
revising  barrister  had  on  one  side  the  declaration, 
and  on  the  other  side  the  rating  of  the  house  with 
information  as  to  the  character  of  the  street  in 
which  it  was  situated.  The  rating  was  not  neces- 
sarily conclusive  evidence  against  the  claim;  it 
was  evidence  only,  as  the  court  -  pointed  out,  in 
ragard  to  the  valuation  roll  in  Kellie  v.  Little, 
reported  in  Lawson's  Registration  Cases  1894- 
1897,  at  p.  132 ;  and  the  revising  barrister  decided 
to  give  the  claimant  the  chance,  if  he  wished  to 
take  it,  of  "  producing  or  causing  to  be  produced  " 
at  a  later  sitting  of  the  court  evidence  either  by 
his  rent- book  or  otherwise  in  support  of  the 
declaration.  Manv  other  claimante  in  the  like 
pontion  availed  themselves  of  the  chance,  and 
succeeded;  this  claimant  did  not  do  so;  and 
the  revising  barrister,  in  this  state  of  things,  held 
adversely  to  the  claim.  He  had  to  decide  what 
effect  he  ought  to  give  to  the  evidence  pro  and 


eon ;  and  even  if  the  court  could,  upon  the  same 
evidence,  have  decided  otherwise,  it  has  no  power 
to  overrule  his  decision.  Appeal  dismUsed. 

Solicitors :  Bussell  Cooke  and  Co. ;  The  Solieiior 
to  the  Treatwry. 


Dee.  17  and  21, 1903. 
(Before  Lord  Alvebstokb,  G.J.,  Lawsance  and 

Kbi|nxdt,  JJ.) 
Baven  and  anothee  (apps.)  v.  Southampton 

Justices  (resps.).  (a) 

Lieennng — OhjeeUom  to  licence — Not  required — 

Evidence. 

On  an  appeal  to  quarter  eettione  aaaintt  the 
refuecU  of  Itcenting  juatiees  to  grant  tne  renevxd 
of  a  licence  on  the  ground  that  the  licence  mat 
not  required  in  the  locality  or  neighbourhood, 
evidence  woe  given  by  a  turveyor,  iono  produced 
an  Ordnance  Survey  map,  that  within  a  certain 
radius  of  the  liceneed  house  objected  to  there 
were  a  large  number  of  licensed  houses  and 
beerhouses,  that  for  ten  years  the  hotue  in  ques- 
tion had  been  licensed,  and  the  neighbourhood, 
which  was  thicMy  populated,  had  not  altered 
except  that  the  populaiion  had  increased.  It 
was  also  proved  that  the  neighbourhood  was 
troublesome  to  the  police. 

The  oMeeiion  to  the  licence  had  been  served  by 
the  direction  of  the  licensing  jiutiees. 

Held  (dissentiente  Kennedy,  J.),  that  there  xoas  no 
evidence  justifying  the  qiuirter  sessions  m 
refusing  to  grant  the  renewal  of  the  licence. 

Case  stated  by  quarter  sessionB  on  an  appeal 
against  a  refusal  by  the  respondents  to  renew 
the  licence  of  certain  licensed  premises  called  the 
George  and  Henry. 

The  only  ground  of  objection  in  the  notice, 
given  and  served  by  the  direction  of  the  respon- 
dents, was  "  that  the  licence  is  not  required  in  the 
locality  and  neighbourhood." 

It  was  proved  by  the  assistant  borough  sur- 
veyor, W.  H.  EUlick,  who  produced  an  Ordnance 
Survey  map  marked  in  colour,  that,  taking  the 
Gieorge  and  Henry  as  the  centre  of  a  circle  of 
100  yards  i-adins,  there  were  within  the  circl» 
two  fully  licensed  houses  and  seventeen  beer- 
houses ;  with  the  same  centre  and  2(X)  yards  as 
radius  there  were  within  this  limit  twelve  fully 
licensed  houses  and  thirty-seven  beerhouses ; 
with  the  same  centre  and  3(X)  yards  as  radius  there 
were  within  this  limit  twenty-five  fully  licensed 
houses  and  forty-seven  beerhouses. 

No  notice  of  objection  had  been  served  upon 
any  of  the  houses  or  beerhouses  prior  or  subse- 
quent to  the  annual  licensing  meeting. 

For  at  least  ten  years  the  locality  and  neigh- 
bourhood was  very  thickly  populated,  and  during 
the  whole  of  that  time  the  Greorge  and  Henry 
had  been  a  fully  licensed  house  and  the  character 
of  the  locality  and  neighourhood  had  not  altered 
except  that  the  population  had  increased. 

In  addition,  it  was  stated  by  a  detective  in  the 
borough  police  that  the  neighbourhood  was  » 
troublcBome  one  to  the  police,  and  he  corroborated 
the  last  witness. 

No  further  evidence  was  adduced  by  the 
respondents. 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  sbB.  Birbibt, Btq.,  Banister-at-L»w. 
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It  was  oontended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants 
that,  although  the  map  and  facts  so  proved  might 
be  some  evidence  that  there  were  too  many 
licensed  hooses  in  the  locality  and  neighbourhood, 
jet  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  George 
and  Henry  was  a  licence  that  was  not  required ; 
and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  a 
finding  that  the  licence  then  held  by  the  appel- 
lant Greorge  Baven  for  the  sale  of  ezcisalale  and 
intoxicating  liquor  at  the  George  and  Henry  was 
not  required  in  the  locality  and  neighboarhood. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respondents 
that  the  map  and  facts  so  proved  as  aforesaid 
we3re  evidence  upon  which  the  quarter  sesnons 
could  find  and  were  evidence  to  support  a  finding 
that  the  licence  was  not  required,  and,  although 
ench  evidenoe  did  not  differentiate  the  George 
and  Heniy  from  the  other  licensed  houses  in 
the  neighbourhood,  yet,  if  it  was  necessair  to  so 
difEerentiate,  weight  should  be  given  to  the  fact 
that  the  notace  of  objection  had  been  served  by 
direction  of  the  respondents,  who  had  local  know- 
ledge and  could  therefore  and  had  in  fact  diffe- 
i-entiated  between  the  licensed  houses. 

The  quarter  sessions  upheld  the  contention  of 
the  respondents  and  found  that  the  €ieorge  and 
Henry  licensed  house  was  not  required  K>r  the 
wants  of  the  neighbourhood,  and  accordingly 
diamissed  the  appeal. 

Avory,  K.O.  {Temple  Cooke  and  8.  H.  Emanuel 

fith  him)  for  the  appellants. — There  was  no  evi- 
ence  here  which  justified  the  justices  in  refusing 
the  licence.  The  notice  was  given  here  under 
sect.  42  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872  [35  &  36  Vict. 
c.  94),  the  same  section  under  which  notice  was 
given  in  Bex  v.  Famham  Jtutiees ;  Exparie  Smith 
(86  L.  T.  Rep.  839;  ivh  nom.  Bex  v.  Howard, 
(1902)  2  K.  B.  363),  but  there  the  notices  of  objec- 
tion had  been  served  on  all  the  licence-holders 
in  the  district.  Here  evidence  that  there  are 
nnmerons  houses  in  a  particular  area  is  no 
«videnoe  that  a  particular  house  is  not  required. 
[KiHNKDT,  J. — -Have  the  justices  the  same  power 
when  a  renewal  of  a  licence  is  asked  for  as  when 
a  first  application  for  a  new  licence  is  madeP] 
No.  There  is  a  large  distinction  between  the  two 
matters.  On  an  application  for  a  new  licence  the 
jnatioes  may  say  that  there  are  enough  licensed 
hooaea  already,  but  no  objection  can  be  taken  to 
a  renewal  unless  a  notice  has  been  given  and  the 
provisions  of  sect.  42  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872 
complied  with.    He  referred  to 

Bharpe  v.  WaktfiOd,  64  L.  T.  Bep.   180 ;  (1891) 
A.  C.  173. 

A  licence  must  be  renewed  unless  there  is  some 
canse  for  refusing  it.    He  referred  to 

LiceiuiDg  Aot  1872  (35  &  36  Viot.  o.  94),  •.  42  ; 

Lioezuinff  Aot  1874  (37  &  38  Viot.  o.  49),  s.  26. 
Lord  Haanen  in  Sharpe  v.  Wahefleld  (sttp.)  said  : 
"  The  object  of  the  26th  section  of  the  Act  of  1874 
appears  to  be  to  enforce  this  duty  "  [i.e.,  to  oon- 
aioiBr  each  individual  case  on  its  own  special 
merits]  "  and  to  require  the  justices  to  psjiticn- 
lariae  the  special  ground  on  which  they  consider 
the  peraonal  attendance  of  the  applicant  necessary. 
The  word  'personal '  is  fully  satisfied  by  construing 
it  as  meaning  '  for  a  cause  in  which  the  applicant 
is  personally  interested  and  not  merely  interested 
as  one  of  the  g^eral  body  of  licensed  persons.' " 
The  question  of  the  number  of  houses  in  a  par- 
ticnlar  area  is  one  in  which  the  genend  body  of 


licensed  persons  is  interested.  It  was  recognised 
in  Evans  v.  Conway  Juitiees  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  704 ; 
(1900)  2  Q.  B.  224)  that  the  quarter  sessions 
must  have  evidenoe  before  them  on  behalf  of  the 
respondents  justifying  their  refusal  to  renew. 
That  evidence  must  be  given  by  the  respondents, 
and  the  quarter  sessions  cannot  act  on  the  fact 
that  the  local  justices  have  refused  the  application 
to  renew.  Smith,  L.J.  in  this  case  says :  "  And 
it  has  been  held  by  Hannen  and  Qnain,  JJ.  that 
the  requirements  of  this  section  [sect.  42  of  the 
Licensing  Act  1872]  apply  equally  to  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  when  a  publican  appeals 
thereto  against  the  refusal  of  the  licensing 
justices  to  renew  his  licence  as  to  a  licensing 
meeting:  (Bitddiek  v.  Jiutiees  of  Liverpool,  42 
J.  P.  406)."  The  aathority  of  Eoan*  v.  Conway 
JtuHcet  {tup.)  was  recognised  in  Bex  v.  Fan^Mm 
Jtittioe$  {tup.). 

C.  Tyrell  OtUs  {Batsett  with  him)  for  the 
respondents.— -In  a  case  of  this  kind  the  justices 
may  use  their  local  knowledge.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  matter  was  not  thoroughly  gone 
into  by  the  quarter  sessions,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  evidence  is  all  the  other  way.  There  was  the 
map,  the  police  evidence,  and  the  local  knowledge 
of  the  justices,  and  ttiere  is  abundant  evidence  to 
support  the  findings. 

Avory,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Dee.  21. — Eeknedy,  J. — In  this  case  I  have 
been  asked  to  deliver  my  own  judgment  first,  as 
I  have  the  great  misfortune  to  differ  from  my 
Lord  and  my  brother  Lawrance  as  to  the  result 
of  the  application.  I  need  not  say  that,  in 
delivering  this  judgment  with  the  consciousness 
that  I  have  the  misfortune  not  to  have  their  con- 
currence, I  feel  the  greatest  possible  doubt  as  to 
the  correctness  of  my  own  view ;  but  I  feel  that, 
having  formed  an  opinion,  I  ought  all  the  more 
to  give  fully  my  reasons  for  the  view  which  I 
take.  In  this  case  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
have  affirmed  the  refusal  of  the  respondents  to 
grant  the  renewal  of  the  licence  to  the  George 
and  Henry  pubUo-house,  in  Orchard-lane,  South- 
ampton, (jfiaorge  Baven  is  the  tenant.  Crawley 
and  Co.  are  the  owners  of  this  house.  The 
ground  of  objection  was  that  the  licence  was  not 
required  in  the  locality  and  neighbourhood.  On 
the  hearing  of  tiie  appeal  the  respondents, 
according  to  the  proper  and  universal  practice 
on  the  hearing  of  such  an  appeal,  began.  They 
called  William  Henry  Killick,  the  assistant 
borough  surveyor,  and  John  Neish,  a  detective 
in  the  bon>u^  police.  Eillick  proved  that,  if  the 
George  and  Henry  were  taken  as  the  centre  of  a 
circle  of  100  yards  radius,  there  were  within  that 
circle  two  fully  licensed  houses  and  seventeen 
beerhouses ;  and  if  the  circle  were  enlarged  so  as 
to  have  a  ludins  of  300  yards,  there  would  be 
included  within  it  no  less  than  twenty-five  fully 
licensed  houses  and  forty-seven  beerhouses.  The 
same  witness  stated  no  notice  of  objection  had 
been  served  in  regard  of  any  of  these  other  houses ; 
that  the  neighbourhood  was  thickly  peopled ;  and 
that  the  chsuucter  of  the  people  had  remained  the 
same  while  its  numbers  had  increased  in  the  course 
of  the  last  ten  years,  during  the  whole  of  which 
period  the  appellant  had  held  a  licence.  The  witness 
produced  an  Ordnance  map  to  illustrate  his  figures 
and  distances,  and  to  show  the  site  both  of  the 
Greorge  and  Henry  and  of  all  the  other  licensed 
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houMB  within  the  area  to  which  his  eTidence 
related  by  means  of  marks  and  circles  drawn  npon 
the  map.  The  witness  Neish  corroborated  Killick, 
and  further  testified  that  the  neighbourhood  was 
a  troublesome  one  to  the  police.  The  appellants 
thereupon  called  tbeir  witnesces,  but  neither  their 
names  nor  the  nature  of  their  evidence  appear  in 
the  special  cate.  The  court,  as  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
after  hearing,  as  their  statement  shows,  the  evi- 
dence and  argument  of  cotmsel  on  both  sides, 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  licensing  justices, 
and  refused  the  renewal  of  the  licence  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  the  point  intended 
to  be  raised  by  the  statement  of  this  special  case. 
The  point  is,  in  Eubstance,  that  the  quarter 
sessions  bad  not  any  evidence  before  them  to 
support  their  finding  that  the  licence  of  the 
George  and  Henry  was  not  required  in  the  locality 
and  neighbourhood.  If  there  was  such  evidence, 
of  coune  we  cannot  overrule  tbeir  decision  on 
the  appeal.  Now,  what  was  the  evidence  P  Aa 
it  stood  it  was  evidence,  first,  of  the  locality 
of  the  Gkorge  and  Henry;  it  was  evidence 
of  that  which  they  were  bound  to  consider,  a 
large  supertlnous  number  of  licensed  houses  within 
the  area.  The  position  of  those  houses  was  before 
them.  The  position  of  the  G^rge  and  Henr^  in 
relation  both  to  those  houses  and  to  the  neigh- 
bourhood was  before  them.  In  my  judgment  it 
is  impossible  to  say  that  the  state  of  the  locality 
and  neighbourhood,  and  the  other  matters  to 
which  I  referred  as  appearing  in  the  evidence 
of  Eillick  and  Neish  in  regard  to  the  throng  of 
inns  and  beerhouses,  and  the  evidence  which  I 
have  mentioned  as  to  the  position  of  the  George 
and  Henry  in  regard  to  all  those  public-houses 
aud  to  the  neighbourhood,  did  not  afford  any 
evidence    which    legaUy  entitled    the    Court  of 

Suarter  Sessions,  acting,  of  courae,  judicially,  as 
ley  are  bound,  to  act  aa  they  did  in  affirming 
the  decision  of  the  licensing  justices,  and  refusing 
to  renew  this  licence.  As  I  understand  the  effect 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Houso  of  Lords  in 
Sharpe  t.  Wakefield  {64,  L.  T.  Hep.  180;  (1891) 
A.  C.  173),  both  justices  at  the  licensing  meeting, 
dealing,  of  course,  with  each  case  as  it  arises 
upon  its  merits  and  exercising  their  discretion, 
but  exercising  it,  aa  Lord  Halsoury,  L.G.  pointed 
out,  judicially,  and  also  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  on  appeal,  exercising  also,  of  course,  its 
discretion  judicially  and  subject  to  their  position, 
which,  as  it  must  be  held  since  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Evana  t.  Conway  Juitiees 
(82  L.  T.  Bep.  704 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  224),  is  a  court 
of  justice,  and  upon  legal  evidence  are  entitled 
to  refuse  to  renew  a  licence  if  they  are  of  opinion 
that  the  public-house  to  which  it  i-elates  is  not 
required  for  the  wants  of  the  neighbourhood. 
To  my  mind  there  can  be  no  question  that  the 
sworn  evidence  in  the  present  caee,  with  the 
justifiable  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  position 
of  the  public-house  in  relation  both  to  the  neigh- 
bourhood and  to  the  other  public-houses,  might 
be  held  by  this  tribunal  before  which  that  evi- 
dence was  adduced  to  establish  the  necessary 
point  unless  —  and  this  is  the  gist  of  the 
appdlants'  contention — it  is  not  merely  rele- 
vant but  absolutely  essential  to  the  proof 
that  it  must  be  further  shown  by  evidence 
that  there  are  some  better  grounds  for  refusing 
the  renewal  of  the  licence  to  this  house  objected 


to  than  would  be  shown  to  exist  in  regard  to  the 
licence  of  every  other  house  within  the  neigh- 
bourhood  under    consideration  —  for   example, 
objections  in  respect  to  convenience  of  site,  or 
business,  or  character,  or  any  extent  of  business 
done.    I  think  I  may  say  in  passing  that  there 
was  evidence  which  the  justices  had  before  them 
on  the  evidence  of    Killick,  supported    by  the 
illustration  of  the  map,  as  to  the  relative  conve- 
nience of  sites  in  this  case.    The  argument  of 
the  appellants  comes  to  this :  Given  a  locality  in 
which  the  licensing  authority,  whether  in  the  first; 
instance    or  on   appeal,  is   satisfied  by  proper 
evidence  that  there  is  a  needless  multitude  of 
licensed  houses,  the  case  for  the  objection  to  the 
renewal  of  some  particular  lioenoe  must  be  held 
to  fdil  unless   it  is  established   by   affirmative 
evidence  that  the  licence  objected  to  less  deserves 
renewal  than  the  licence  of  any  other  of  the 
public-houses  which   are   situate   in    the  same 
locality.    Now,  speaking  for  myself,  I  know  of  no 
authority,  either  in  the  licensing  statutes  or  any 
reported  case,  which  can  properly  be  cited  in  sup- 
port of  this  argument.     On  the  contrary,  as  I 
have  already  said,  the  law  accepts  as  justification 
for  the  refusal  to  renew  a  licence  the  fact  that  Ib 
the   opinion    of   the   magistrates   exercising    » 
judicial  discretion,  and  exercising  it,  of  course,  in 
regard  to  the  particular  case  (or  the  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  acting  on  legal  evidence  on  the 
appeal),  the  renewal  of  the  licence  is  not  required 
by  the  localitjr.    It  may,  I  think,  properly  also 
be  borne  in  mind  in  considering  the  appellants' 
arguments :   Firstly,  that  to  attempt  really  and 
satisfactorily  to  compare  upon  legal  evidence  the 
relative  claim  to  continue  of  some  sixty  to  seventy 
licensed  houses  as  against  the  one  house  objected 
to  would  plainly  involve  a  long,  most  difficult, 
and  probably  in  most  cases  an  impracticable 
inquiry ;  and,  secondly,  that  direct  evidence  has 
betn  adduced  in  support  of  the  objection  on  the 
ground  of  the  wants  of  the  neighbourhood  being 
over-supplied,  as  it  was  done  by  the  respondente 
in  the  present  case.    It  would  it   my  humble 
judgment  be  more  natural  and  more  fair  that  the 
burden  of  counterbalancing  the  weight  of  this 
evidence,  by  showing  the  particular  house  is  more 
useful  to  the  locality  and  less  superfluous  than  all 
or  even  some  of  the  other  licensed  houses,  should 
lie  upon  the  applicants  for  the  renewal  of  the 
licence.    Tn  the  present  case  the  appellants  either 
did  not  try  or,  if  they  tried,  the  result  shows 
they  did  not  succeed  in  proving  any  of  these 
matters  on  tbeir  own  behalf.    The  learned  counsel 
for  the  appellants  dwelt  upon  the'hardship  to  the 
appellant  of  not  renewing  a  licence  without  evi- 
dence of  its  uselessness  or  inconvenience  as  com- 
pivred  with  the  other  licensed  houses  in  the  locality 
which  was  under  consideration.      I  agree  that 
unless  all  the  houses  are  compared  on  evidenoe 
it  is  possible  that  what  might  not  unreasonably 
be  deemed  a  hardship  may  arise  as  between  the 
licence  of  the  George  and  Heniy  and  the  lioencee 
of  all  or  some  of  the  houses  within  the  area.    But 
no  court  can  be  swayed  by  the  possibility  of 
resulting  hardship    if    the    law  is  ciear.      The 
amendment    of    the    law    is    the   duty  of    the 
Legislature.      It    may    be    deemed   a    hardship 
that  the  renewal  of   a  licence  may  be  refused 
under  any  circumstances    whatever  other  than 
for    the    bad    character    of    the    appellant    or 
insufficient  chartuiter  of  the  premises.    The  one 
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doty  of  all  oonrta  is  to  administer  justly  the 
law  as  it  stands;  and  iir  my  view  it  is  to  be 
borne  in  mind,  when  one  ponders  the  appel- 
lant's oontention,  that  Use  main  object  in  pro- 
ceeding in  snch  a  case  as  the  present  consists, 
not  in  the  adjadioation  of  the  merits  between  a 
number  of  poblic-honaes,  but  in  adjndicaliDg  as 
to  the  propriety  of  the  refnsal  of  a  licence  to  a 
particular  house,  in  regard,  of  course,  to  its  merits 
and  to  the  requirements  of  the  neighbourhood. 
The  thing  to  Se  decided  is  whether  or  not  that 
|niblic-house,  owing  to  the  adyantages  of  its 
situation  or  of  its  accommodation  or  grade,  ought 
to  keep  its  licence  in  riew  of  the  wants  of  the 
area  in  which  there  are  a  number  of  other  public- 
houses.  I  do  not  mean  to  suggest  that  in  coming 
to  a  decision  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  may 
not  rightly  give  heei  to  such  considerations  as, 
for  example,  the  length  of  time  during  which  a 
licence  has  been  yearly  renewed,  or  to  eridenoe, 
if  it  is  given,  of  the  relative  superiority  of  the. 
particular  public-house  in  respect  of  situation  or 
otherwise  as  compared  with  other  public-houses 
in  the  same  locality.  Bat,  in  dealing  with  the 
appellants'  contention  here,  which  is  that  certain 
evidence  is  not  merely  relevant  but  indispensable 
before  a  renewal  can  justly  be  refused,  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  important  rightly  and  accurately  to 
comprehend  the  nature  of  that  which  is  after  all 
the  real  and  essential  issue.  The  only  other 
matter,  I  think,  that  calls  for  notice  was  a  subject 
for  disonsnon  at  the  hearing  before  us,  and  is 
contained  in  the  special  case.  The  paragraph 
mns  thus:  "It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  tne 
respondents  that  the  map  and  facts  there  proved 
as  aforesaid  were  evidence  on  which  we  could 
find,  and  were  evidence  to  support  a  finding, 
that  the  said  licence  was  not  required  as  afore- 
said, and,  although  such  evidence  did  sot  differen- 
tiate the  said  Qeorge  and  Henry  from  the  other 
licensed  houses  in  the  nnghbourhood,  yet,  if  it 
were  necessary  so  to  differentiate,  weight  should 
be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  said  notice  of  objec- 
tion had  been  served  as  aforesaid  by  direction 
of  the  respondento,  who  had  local  knowledge,  and 
oonld  therefore  and  had  in  fact  differentiated 
between  the  said  licensed  houses."  I  may  say 
that,  as  I  read  the  paragraph,  it  means  this : 
that  the  appellants  here  contended  that  you 
must  do  that  which  I  have  endeavoured  to 
express — ^namely,  before  dealing  with  this  licence, 
even  though  tou  know  where  it  was,  show  its 
pontion  in  relation  to  the  neighbourhood,  and 
show  its  position  in  relation  to  all  the  other 
public-houses  referred  to  in  the  very  narrow  area 
m  which  they  are  all  so  crowded  together ;  you 
must  give  evidence  to  make  the  case  of  renewal 
less  durable  in  this  case  as  compared  with  aU 
these  other  public-houses.  And  as  I  read  this 
evidence  (and  I  dwell  upon  this  because  I  think 
that  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Lawrance  take  a 
diflerant  view),  I  think  myself  the  fair  way  of 
reading  this  case,  as  it  strikes  me,  is  that  the 
justice  i  held  that  they  had  sufficient  evidence 
and  did  not  agre^  with  the  contention  of  the 
appdlamts  tiiat  it  was  necessary  to  differentiate 
in  the  way  that  I  have  described,  but  that,  if  it 
was  necessary,  they  thought  that  they  were 
entitled  to  look  at  and  consider  the  fact,  which 
the^  described  there,  of  the  notice  of  objection 
having  been  served  by  the  direction  of  the  local 
justices.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
ToL  JC,  2315. 


in  Evan*  v.  Conway  Juttieea  (fup,),  to  which  I 
have  already  referred,  by  which  it  was  decided 
that  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  are  not 
entitled  to  ref  ase  a  licence  without  some  evidence 
to  support  the  objection,  decided  also  in  my  view 
inferentially  that  the  tribunal  ought  to  proceed 
as  A  court  of  law  with  regard  to  the  reception  of 
evidence  and  the  requirements  of  legal  proof. 
Therefore,  although  to  some  extent  proceedings 
before  it  are  not  an  ordinary  litigation,  it  may 
perhaps  be  held  to  partake  of  the  nature,  as  my 
brother  Channell  in  his  judgment  in  the  Divi- 
sional Court  in  the  same  case  described  it,  of 
an  administrative  tribunal.  I  feel  considerable 
doubt  whether  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  in 
such  a  case  as  the  present,  may  at  all,  or,  if  at  all, 
to  what  extent,  consider  as  to  the  differentiation 
of  the  George  and  Henry  from  other  pubUc- 
houses  in  the  same  locality.  If  it  was  necessaiy 
to  consider  this  point,  the  fact  that  the  objec- 
tion in  this  case  was  served  by  the  direc> 
tion  of  the  justices,  who,  in  the  language 
of  the  present  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  the 
case  of  Bex  v.  Howard  (1902;  2  E.  B.  363> 
—it  is  more  commonly  referred  to  as  Bex  v. 
Famham  Ju»tiee$  (86  L.  T.  Bep.  839)  are  persons 
deliberatolyuppointed  because  from  their  circum- 
stances they  are  likely  to  have  local  knowledge,, 
miehtbe  taken  into  consideration,  but  in  the  view 
which  I  have  already  expressed  tiiat  the  quarter 
sessions  were  entitled  to  decide,  as  they  did,  upon 
the  eridenoe  before  them,  without  any  evidence. 
to  differentiate  bat  ween  the  Georg^e  and  Henry 
and  all  the  other  public-houses,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  this  point.  There  was  evidence. 
hetore  the  justices  which  entitied  them,  in  my 
view,  to  come  to  their  decision,  and  we  cannot,  if 
there  was  such  evidence,  overrule  it  even  if  they 
did  have  other  evidence  which  they  ought  to  have 
regarded.  I  will  tiierefore  only  say  that  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  while  the  origin  of  the 
objection  to  the  renewal  of  the  licences  could  not 
be  treated  as  itself  affording  some  evidence  that  the 
G«orge  and  Henry  was  as  between  itself  and  the 
other  public-houses — if  they  could  be  dealt  with 
together — ^the  one  that  could  best  be  dispensed 
with  in  reference  to  the  wants  of  the  neighbour- 
hood, it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
court  would  be  entitied,  wiien  considering  the 
worth  of  a  point  made  by  the  appellants  as  to  the 
absence  of  evidence  of  comparative  merit  of  the 
public- houses,  wholly  to  shut  out  from  their  con- 
sideration that  their  objection  to  this  renewal 
did  not  come  from  a  private  or  irresponsible 
objector. 

Lawbancb,  J. — Haring  arrived  at  a  conclusion 
contrary  to  that  of  my  brother  Kennedy,  I  will 
state  very  shortly  and  very  broadly  the  grounds 
which  lead  up  to  that  conclusion.  I  think  that 
the  magistrates  had  not  before  them  any  evidence 
which  justified  them  in  acting  as  they  did  in  this 
case — that  is  to  say,  to  come  to  a  final  determi- 
nation in  this  case — for  it  seems  to  me  impossible 
to  read  the  case  vrithout  seeing  that  the  eridence 
of  Neish,  the  detective,  and  the  other  witness  who 
was  called — Eillick,  the  surveyor — added  nothing 
whatever  to  the  facte  that  were  already  known  to 
the  justices  with  regard  to  the  number  of  public- 
houses  in  the  locality.  That  is  to  say,  they  only 
came,  one  might  say,  almost  to  prove  the  map 
and  nothing  else.  The  map  shows  that  there 
was  an  enormous  quantity  of  public-houses  in 
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this  distriofc,  two  within  100  yards  of  this  honse 
fnlly  licensed,  and  twelve  within  200  yards ; 
and  it  seems  to  me  npon  that  the  magistrates 
acted  withoat  the  slightest  evidence,  none  of 
the  evidence  given  by  either'  of  the  witnesses 
called  before  them  having  any  direct  bearing  as 
to  the  Greorge  and  Henry  pablio-honse  licence. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  what  the  magistrates 
are  bonnd  to  do  is  to  act  jndicially  in  the  matter. 
I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  said  that  the  justioes 
acted  jndicially  if  they  have  merely  taken,  as  they 
did  in  this  case,  a  prima  facie  case.  No  doabt  a 
man  acting  as  a  jastioe  who  had  the  management 
of  thepnblic-houses  to  see  there  were  not  too  many, 
and  so  forth,  taking  up  that  map  woold  be 
jngtified  in  saying  there  are  too  manypnblic- 
honses  here.  Then  comes  the  qaestion,  what  is 
the  proper  way  of  dealing  with  it  ?  Not  merely 
taking  the  map,  like  a  potentate  taking  a  map  of 
Eorope  and  rectifying  the  map  by  saying :  "  I 
^ill  take  this  away  and  I  will  take  that  away," 
^d  taking  awav  this  pnblic-house.  They  begin 
with  this  pnblic-nonse,  against  which,  as  far  as  I 
know,  not  a  word  was  to  be  said.  If  there  had 
been,  there  would  have  been  evidence  forth - 
■cominK  from  the  two  witnesses  who  were  called. 
Bat  they  took  that  pnblio-hoase  alone  and, 
withoat  any  more  evidence  than  the  fact 
that  there  are  two  more  pablic-hoasea  close 
to  it  and  twelve  within  a  very  short  dis- 
tance of  it,  they  deprived  it  of  its  licence.  Now, 
the  qaestion  is:  Is  that  acting  jadiciallyp  It 
is  impossible,  of  course,  to  lay  down  any  rule 
as  to  what  may  be  done,  but  it  certainly  does  ap- 
pear to  me  that  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Hotoard  {sup.) 
—the  Famham  case — does  show  what  might  he 
done  and  what,  I  should  have  thought,  in  the 
interests  of  justice  ought  to  be  done  in  cases  of 
this  kind.  What  the  magistrates  did  there  was 
this :  They  formed  a  committee  of  their  own 
members,  who  did  inquire  into  all  the  respective 
merits  of  the  different  public-houses  in  the 
-district.  They  made  a  report  to  the  justices  and 
the  justices  acted  on  that,  and  they  were  held  by 
the  court  to  have  acted  rightly  in  doing  so.  The 
-words  of  tbe  Master  of  the  Bolls  seem  to  me 
most  important  in  that  view:  "They  were  of 
opinion  that  the  only  fair  and  satisf actoiT-  way  of 
dealing  with  the  question  was  to  cause  objections 
to  be  served  on  all  the  owners  of  licensed  houses 
80  that  the  case  of  each  of  them  might  be  formally 
inquired  into,  and  for  this  purpose  authority  was 
given  to  the  justices'  clerk  to  object  to  sach 
renewals  on  the  general  ground  that  the  houses 
were  not  required,  and  also  on  special  grounds  set 
oat  in  the  notice."  That  gave  everybody  their 
opportunity.  It  gave  the  magistrates  the  oppor- 
tunity of  weighing  the  merits — in  other  words,  of 
acting  judicially  in  the  matter,  seeing  which  of 
the  public-houses  could  remain  and  from  which 
licences  should  be  taken.  That  is  one  step  that 
might  be  taken,  and  it  seems  to  me  a  reasonable 
and  proper  step  to  be  taken,  in  cases  of  that  kind. 
Nothing  of  that  kind  was  done  here.  All  that 
was  done  was  to  act  upon  tbe  map,  taking  the 
map  alone — acting  upon  the  fact  that  there  were 
an  enormous  quantity  of  public-houses  in  the 
neighbourhood  and  it  was  necessary  to  begin  with 
one  of  them,  and  as  to  that  one  not  any  evidence 
Tfras  given.  That  being  so,  I  think  that  they  did 
not  act  jndicially  in  the  matter;  that  they  did 
not  hear  this  case  of  the  pablic-house  on  the 


merits  at  all,  bnt  only  the  mere  fact  that  it  formed 
one  of  a  larg^  number  of  pablic-houses.  For  that 
reason  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appeal 
should  be  allowed.  I  should  be  very  sorry  to  say 
one  word  to  tie  the  hands  of  justices  who  are 
interested  in  the  good  work  of  putting  an  end  to 
pablic-honses  in  overcrowded  districts.  That  is 
a  difEerent  matter.  I  think  they  most  have  before 
them  some  evidence  on  which  they  could  act,  and 
it  is  fair  to  the  owners  of  the  public-honses  that 
they  should  have  some. 

Lord  Alvbbbtonb,  C.J. — ^I  a^ree  with  the 
judgment  of  my  brother  Lawrance  with  one 
slight  exception  with  regard  to  the  Famham, 
case,  which  I  will  point  out ;  but,  as  the  matter  is 
of  very  great  importance,  in  view  of  what  is  now 
been  said  with  reg^d  to  licences,  I  think  it 
better  to  state  my  reasons.  I  do  not  demur  in 
substance  from  the  view  of  the  law  which  my 
brother  Kennedy  has  so  clearly  expressed.  Where 
•ne  part  company  is  in  the  application  of  that  law 
in  this  particular  case,  and  I  think  it  well  to  state 
one  or  two  preliminary  matters  that  I  assume  for 
the  purpose  of  this  judgment.  I  recognise  the 
justices  may  of  their  own  motion  give  notices  that 
licences  will  be  objected  to  on  the  ground  that 
a  particular  licence  is  not  required  for  this  locality. 
That  was  a  matter  which  was  very  much  discussed 
both  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  Fcurniham  case 
and  when  that  case  was  before  as  previously,  and 
we  held,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed  the  view, 
that  that  course  might  be  taken.  But  it  must,  of 
course,  be  remembered  in  this  particular  case  the 
justices,  and  the  justices  only,  are  respondents  to 
this  appeal.  I  further  desire  to  point  out  that  it 
b^  no  means  follows  that  it  is  necessary  to 
differentiate  between  difEerent  houses  because  the 
justices  are  going  to  refuse,  or  think  they  ought 
to  refuse,  a  particular  licence  on  the  ground  that 
the  licence  is  not  required.  There  may  be  circum- 
stances in  connection  with  the  character  of  the 
house,  with  its  position,  its  accommodation,  or  its 
credit,  that  would  justify  the  magistrates  in 
thinking  that  that  house,  havinfr  regard  to  all  its 
circumstances,  is  not  required  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, and  they  may  act  accordingly.  We  have 
got  to  consider  whether  or  not  tbe  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  in  this  case  acted  as  a  court 
upon  the  evidence  that  they  could  lawfully  receive, 
having  regard  to  the  objection  that  was  raised  by 
the  justices,  that  objection  being  in  the  terms 
that  my  brother  Kennedy  has  stated — "  that  the 
licence  is  not  required  in  the  locality  or  neigh- 
bourhood." At  the  risk  of  a  little  length  (I  hope 
to  be  absolutely  fair  to  these  justices),  I  wish  to 
read  exactly  what  they  have  found,  and  I  must 
say,  in  the  first  instance,  I  presume  the  justices 
of  the  quarter  sessions  have  stated  the  whole 
case.  If  they  have  not  done  so,  I  may  be  doing 
injustice  to  them,  but  that  is  their  own  fault, 
because  they  have  stated  the  case  on  which  our 
opinion  is  asked,  and  I  must  assume  that  tbey 
have  given  us  all  the  evidence  on  which  they 
acted.  Sir.  Giles  suggested  there  was  other 
evidence.  All  I  can  say  is  they  ought  not  to  have 
stated  a  case  for  us  and  asked  our  opinion  unless 
that  case  was  stated  on  tbe  whole  of  the  evidence, 
and  that  is  why  I  wish  to  read  the  paragraph. 
"  Upon  the  said  hearing  the  following  evidence 
was  adduced  before  us  by  the  respondents.  William 
Henry  Killick,  the  assistant  surveyor  of  the 
county  borough  aforesaid,  produced  an  Ordnance 
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SnrreT   map    (which    is  -  annexed    to    and    is 
intended   to  form  part   of    this   case)    of    the 
locality  and  neighbourhood  of  the  eaid  George 
and    Henry,  upon  which  map  he  bad  marked 
in    eolonr   all    the   fnlly   licensed    honses    and 
beerhonses,    and  proved    that,   taking    the  said 
Giearge    and   Henry  aa  the  centre  of  a  circle  of 
100  yards  radius,  there  are  within  the  said  circle 
two  fally  licensed  houses   and  seventeen  beer- 
houses ;  with  the  same  centre  and  20O  yards  radius 
there  are  within  this  limit  twelve  fully  licensed 
bouses  and  thirty-seven    beerhouses;    with  the 
same  centre  and  300  yards  as  radius  there  are 
within  this  limit  twenty-five  fully  licensed  and 
forty- seven  beerhouses ;    and  that  no  notice  of 
objection  had  been  served  upon  any  of  the  said 
honaea  or  beerhouses  prior  or  subsequent  to  the 
iinniMtl  licensing  meeting  ;  that  for  at  least  ten 
years  he  had  known  the  said  locality  and  neigh- 
bourhood, which  was  very  thickly  populated,  and 
dnring  the  whole  of  that  time  the  George  and 
Henry  had  beea  a  fully  licensed  house,  and  that 
the  character  of  the  said  locality  and  neighbour- 
hood  had  not  altered,  except  that  the  population 
had  increased.     John  Neish,  a  detective  in  the 
said  county   borough   police,   corroborated   the 
evidence  given  by  the  savd  William  Henry  Killick, 
and,  in  addition,  stated  that  the 'neighbourhood 
was  a  troublesome  one  to  the    police,  and   no 
further  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  respondents." 
Now,  I  take  it  as  the  basis  of  Tny  judgment  that  it 
-was  on  that  evidence,  and  that  evidence  only,  the 
court  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  justices  not  to 
renew  this  licence.    Now,  having  read  it,  I  do  not 
think  it  is  unf  edr  to  say,  as  my  brother  Lawrance 
has  said,  that  all  that  that  evidence  amounted  to 
waa  the  map,  and  nothing  else.    It  showed    no 
particulars  of  the  particulax  honse,.  and  it  did  not 
even  show  the  surrounding  circumstances  of  the 
locality  of  the  particular  housCi  its  accommoda- 
tion, or  anything  to  do  with  it.     It  was  nothing 
but  the  map.    1  think  that  it  ia  not  unimportant 
to  point  out  that  if  you  look   at  the  map,  and 
speak  of  it  as  a  map,  it  at  any  rate  discloses  this  : 
that  immediately  opposite  the  public- house  in  the. 
same    street,  practically  opposite — in  the  same 
relative  position  with  regard  to  the  bouse — was 
another  fully   licensed  house.    I  mention  that, 
not  for  the  purpose    of  ■  showing,   as    I  have 
indicated,  it  was  necessary  for  the  justices  to 
differentiate,  but  to  point  out  that  If  they  acted 
upon  the  map  and  the  map  only,  aa  I  think  they 
diii,  it  is  iiOt  very  easy  to  ^ee  how,  in  the  absence 
of   evidence  about  the  appellants'   house,  they 
conld  avoid  differentiating.      I  wish  to  enforce 
what  has  been  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls   in  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Moieard  (<up.).    I 
accept  it  as  binding  on  me  as  indicating  what  is 
the  fair  thing  to  be  done.     In  that  case,  which 
was  a  more  difficult  one  than  this,  there  were  a 
great  many  houses  involved,  and  the  Master  of 
the  Bolls  says  this :  "  It  is  clear  from  their  report 
that    they  " — that    is,    the    justices — "  were    of 
opinion  that  the  only  fair  and  satisfactory  way  of 
dealing  with  the  question  was  to  cause  objections 
to  be  served  on  all  the  owners  of  licensed  houees 
so  that  the  case  of  each  of  them  might  be  formally 
inquired  into,  and  for  this  purpose  authority  was 
given  to  the  justices'  c^erk    to  object  to    sudi 
renewals  on  the  general  ground  that  the  houses 
were  not  required,  and  also  on  special  grounds  set 
out  in  the  notice.    These  objections  were  signed 


by  the  clerk,  stating  that  he  was  acting  nnder  the 
instructions  of  the  justices  present  at  the  annual 
licensing  meeting."    All  I  point  out  is  that,  in  a 
case  much  more  complicated,  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  at  any  rate  indorses  the  opinion  that  the  only 
fair  method  would  be  that  of  having  notices  served 
on  all  the  licensed  houses.     I  mention  that  only 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that,  in  the  absence  of 
circumstances  relating  to  any  particular  houses, 
differentiation  may  be  (or  comparison  rather  is  the 
more  proper  word  to  use)  the  only  means  of  fairly 
dealing  with  such  a  question ;  but  I  wish  again  to 
point  out  that  I  do  not  consider  any  comparison 
or    differentiation    is   necessary   where    there  is 
evidence  as    to  the  character  of   the  house  in 
respect  of  which  the  licence  is  refused.      Then 
comes  in  the  one  mattor  which  I  desire  to  correct 
in  order  that  my  brother  Lawranoe's  judgment, 
may  not  create  a  false  impression.    In  the  Fam-. 
ham  case  the  justices  did  not  act  on  the  report.. 
If  they  had  done  so,  the  judgment  would  not  have, 
been  quite  what  it  was.    The  report  had  collected 
facts  for  the  information  of  the  justices,  and,  that . 
report  being  used  to  inform  their  mind8«  then.. 
they    dealt   with   each    case    judicially.     Now, 
that  being  so,  I  come  to  the  conolusioB— and 
this  is  where  my  brother  Kennedy  and  I  differ 
— that  this  Court    of  Quarter  SMsions  had  no 
evidence  before   them  except  the  map^  and)  if 
they  did  not  rely  upon  the  differentiation  as  con- 
tended for  by  the  respondents,  then  they  had  nO'- 
evidence  on  which  they  could  act.    I  think  it  is  a 
very  serious  thing  to  lay  down  a  rule  that  justices 
at  quarter  sessions  may  act  on  evidence  which  is  not 
evidence  in  the  literal  sense  of  the  word.    Th^ 
must  act  on  evidence,  discharging  such  duties  as . 
justices  in  the  quarter  sessions  in  these  cases  have 
to  discharge.    1  tfawefore  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  there  was  before  these  justices  no  evidence  - 
on  which  they  could  properly  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  house  was  not  required  for  that . 
neighbourhood,  and  that  the  appeal  ought  to  be. 

»"<"'*^  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  :  Speechly,  Mumford,  and  Craig,  tor- 
Lamport,  Basiitt,  and  Hiscoek,  Southampton;, 
Barlow  and  Barlow,  for  Baeeett^  Southampton^ 


J^ouee  of  iMtifi* 


Feh.  12  and  15, 

(Before    the     Lord    Ghancbllob  (Halsbury), 

Lords  Macnaohtbit,  Shand,  and  Lindley.) 

MaYOB  and  COBPOBAIIOIT  OV  EaSTBOVBNE  «. 

Attobhbt-Genbbal.  (a) 

DM  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  COURT  OF  APPEAI.  IN 
BNOI^ND. 

Seveniu — Stamp  duty—Pwrehaae  of  property 
under  statutory  poioer— Duty  on  eonveyanee—' 
Finance  Act  1895  (58  <j»59  Vict.  e.  16),  sect.  12. 

The  Finance  Act  1895  enacts  by  sect.  12  that 
where  by  virtue  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  any 
person  is  authorised  to  purchase  property,  he 
shall,  within  a  certain  time,  produce  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Inland  Bevenue  an  tn«(ru- 
ment  of  eonveyanee  of  the  property  duly  stamped 

{t)  Beported  b;  U.  £.  llALDiifl,  Eaq.,  il«rtMiar-M-I«w. 
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with  the  ad  Talorem  duty  payable  upon  a 
eonveyanee  on  sale  of  the  property. 
Seli  {affirming  the  judgment  of  the  eowrl  helovi), 
that  the  "property"  m«ntumed  in  the  section 
meane  the  property  authorieed  by  the  Act  to  be 
purehaeed,  both  real  and  pertonal,  and  that 
ad  valorem  duty  it  payable  in  reepeet  of  the  value 
of  the  whole  of  the  property  $o  purehaeed,  and 
not  only  in  retpect  of  m^h  part  <ffitae  eoneiete 
of  realty. 

Appeal  from  a  jad^ment  of  the  Oourt  of  Appeal 
(Oollins,  M.B.,  Btirling  and  Mathew,  L./j.), 
reported  85  L.  T.  Hep.  745;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  403, 
who  had  affirmed  a  jadement  of  the  King's  Bench 
Diyision  (Eennedv  and  Phillimore,  JJ.),  reported 
85  L.  T.  Bep.  219 ;  (1901)  2  K.  B.  773,  upon  a 
■peoial  case  stated  hr  consent  in  the  matter  of  an 
information  on  behalf  of  the  Grown. 

The  question  was  whether,  upon  the  purchase 
'by  the  Eastbourne  Corporation  of  the  under- 
taking  of  the  Eastbourne  Electric  Light  Company 
Limited,  stamp  duty  was  payabb  under  the 
Pinance  Act  1895  in  reepeot  of  the  whole 
purchase  money,  or  only  in  respect  of  such  part 
'  thereof  as  would  in  any  case  require  a  conveyaDce 
in  writing.  Sect  12  of  the  Finance  Act  1895 
provides  as  follows : 

12.  Where,  after  the  pessiog  ci  this  Aot,  by  rirtne 
«f  any  Aot,  whether  passed  before  or  after  this  Aot, 
either  (a)  any  property  is  vested  by  way  of  sale  in  any 
person,  or  (b)  any  person  is  aathociiad  to  pnrobase 
property,  laoh  person  shall  within  three  months  after 
the  passing  cl  the  Aot  or  the  date  of  veatinff,  whichever 
is  later,  or  after  the  eompletion  of  the  pnrohiise,  aa  the 
case  may  be,  produce  to  the  Commissioners  of  Inland 
Bsvenne  a  oopy  of  the  Aot  printed  by  the  Qoecn's 
printer  of  Aots  of  Parliiunent  or  some  inatmment 
relating  to  the  vesting  in  the  first  case,  and  an  instru- 
ment of  conveyance  at  the  property  in  the  other  case, 
doly  stamped  with  the  ad  valorem  duty  payable  upon  a 
.oonveyanoe  on  sale  of  the  property,  and  in  defanlt  of 
suoh  prodnotion  the  dnty,  with  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  ot  S  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  passing  of  the 
Aot,  date  of  ytating,  or  completion  of  the  porohaae,  aa 
the  case  may  be,  shall  be  a  debt  to  Her  Ibjesty  from 
4raoh  person. 

On  the  19th  April  1899  the  appellants  and  the 
Eastbourne  Electric  Light  Company  Limited 
(who  had  become  the  undertakers  supplying  elec- 
tridty  under  the  Eastbourne  Electric  Supply 
Order  1890)  entered  into  a  oontract  of  purchase 
and  sale  of  that  date,  which  contained  the 
following  clauie>,  amongst  others : 

Sabjeot  to  the  provisioDS  hereinafter  contained,  the 
company  will  sell,  and  the  corporation  will  bny,  the 
whole  d  the  nndertakiag  of  the  company  nnder  the  said 
order,  and  all  the  powers,  rights,  and  privileges  thereby 
conferred  on  the  company,  together  with  the  fall  benefit 
of  all  pending  contraota  and  engagements  to  which  the 
company  are  or  may  be  entitled  in  connection  with  the 
said  ondertaking,  together  with  the  freehold  pica  a  of 
land  and  the  bnilding  erected  thereon  situate  in  Jonction- 
road,  Eastbourne,  aforeaaid,  with  all  the  works,  engines, 
and  fixed  and  movable  plant  and  machinery,  wirei, 
cables,  pipes,  instruments,  utensils,  toolf ,  and  all  other 
the  goods,  ohattels,  and  effects  belonging  to  the  aaid 
oompany,  which  now  are  or  ahall  at  the  time  of  the  oom- 
pletion  of  the  said  purohaae  be  used  and  provided  by  the 
oompany  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  undsrtaking,  save 
and  except  all  depredation  and  other  reserve  funds, 
cash  balances,  book  and  other  debts,  earnings,  rights, 
and  credits  belonging  or  due  to  the  company  at  the  time 
of  such  completion,  sad  the  company's  booka  and  papcra 


and  the  furniture  of  their  board-room.  The  pnrobase 
shall  be  completed  and  the  pnrohate  money  paid  on  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1900,  on  which  day,  snbjsot  to  the 
due  payment  of  the  said  purohaae  money,  the  oompany 
will  convey  to  the  oorporation  in  fee  simple,  and  free 
from  encumbrances,  the  freehold  works  and  bnildings 
now  bt  longing  to  the  oompany,  snbiect  to  and  with  the 
benefit  of  all  tenancies  of  any  psrt  or  parts  of  the  said 
prsmiaes  which  now  are  or  then  shall  be  let  to  or 
occupied  by  any  tenant  or  tenants  of  the  oompany,  and 
also  will  assign  or  delivsr  over  to  the  corporation  ill  the 
remainder  of  the  ptcmisss  hereby  agreed  to  be  sold. 

The  conhvot  was  sanctioned  by  the  Eastbourne 
Electric  Supply  Order  1899,  and  tite  purchase 
has  since  been  carried  out  The  appellants 
admitted  that  the  above  enactment  required  them 
to  produce  a  oonveyanoe  of  the  property  in  all 
the  ■ubject-matters  of  the  purchase  tne  profwrty 
in  which  ootild  not  be  transferred  without  a 
written  conveyance,  but  contended  that  it  did  not 
apply  to  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  included 
in  the  purchase  which  could  be  transferred 
without  writing,  by  delivery.  The  total  purchase 
money  was  88,749/.  2«.  9d.,  of  which  37,9291.  was 
admitted  by  the  Crown  to  have  been  paid  in 
respect  of  personal  chattels.  The  courts  below 
decided,  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  that  the  duty 
waa  payable  on  the  whole  amount. 

DanekwerU,  E.C.  and  Bitehie  Maeoun  appeared 
for  the  appellanta. 

The  SoKoitor-Oeneral  (Sir  E.  Carson,  E.C.)  and 
Rowlatt,  for  the  respondents,  were  not  called  on 
to  address  their  Lordships. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the 
appellants  their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  LoBD  Ohancbllob  (Halsbury).  —  My 
Lords  :  We  have  had  a  very  long  and  ingenious 
argument  on  this  question,  which  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  very  plain  one.  I  certainly  do  not  mean  to 
go  throuKh  all  the  different  and  ingenious  hypo- 
theses which  have  been  put  forward  in  order  to 
show  that  the  plain  words  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment  may  be  out  down  and  reduced  to  an 
absurdity.  I  think,  so  far  as  there  is  any  argu- 
ment at  all,  that  the  whole  question  turns  upon 
the  word  "  conveyance,"  and,  although  with  some 
hesitation,  and  a  considerable  amount  of  circum- 
locution, the  learned  counsel  has  addressed  to  us 
what  I  must  admit  to  be  a  learned  and  ingenious 
argument  it  simply  comes  to  this :  That  the 
statute  is  intended  in  its  operation  to  apply  only 
to  land,  or  what  would  be  equivalent  to  land  in 
its  natural  sense.  But  the  whole  of  that  argu- 
ment seems  to  depend  upon  the  use  of  the  word 
"  conveyance,"  wMoh  he  says  only  means,  accord, 
ing  to  tne  technical  view  of  the  question,  a  con- 
veyance of  land,  or  realty  in  some  form,  whether 
it  be  land  or  not  My  answer  to  that  is  that  it  is 
not  true.  The  word  "  conveyance  "  means  what 
it  says.  It  conveys  any  property.  I  find  that 
Wharton,  in  his  Law  Lexicon,  defines  it  as  "  an 
instrument  that  transfers  property  from  one 
person  to  another."  That  is  all ;  and  although 
it  may  be  perfectly  trae  to  say  that  where  you  are 
dealing  with  personal  property  it  may  pass,  and 
does  pass,  completely  by  mere  delivery,  it  is  a 
very  illogical  consequence  of  that  proposition  to 
suggest  that  it  may  not  pass  in  any  other  way, 
and  that  you  may  not  convey  it  by  an  ordinary 
conveyance.    I  think   yon   may.    I  think  that 
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aeally  disposes  of  the  whole  argament  When  I 
look  at  the  statote  itaelt  and  see  what  it  does,  I 
«m  content  to  apply  it  to  the  partionlar  faots 
with  which  yonr  Lordships  have  to  deal.  It 
«eems  to  me  that  it  woold  be  impossible  to  say, 
liaviDK  regard  to  the  particular  faots  with  which 
^nr  Lordships  hare  to  deal,  that  the  case  is  not 
uidaded  in  the  lanenage  of  the  statute.  We 
ha.ro  heard  a  great  deal  abont  ambiguity,  about 
eonfasion,  and  about  alternative  constructions  ; 
bnt  when  I  apply  the  language  of  the  statute  to 
the  transaction  which  is  engaging  our  attention, 
it  appears  to  me  to  be  as  clear  as  possible  that 
en  the  ordinary  natural  meaning  of  the  words 
therein  employed,  the  statute  does  apply  to  this 
traasaotion.  I  decline  to  go  into  hypotheses 
abont  other  cases  in  which  it  might  be  supposed 
that  this  language  would  be  too  wide,  and  would 
inclnde  something  else.  It  is  enough  for  me  to 
s»j  that,  as  applicable  to  this  particnlar  transac- 
tioii  the  words  seem  to  me  to  be  absolntely  clear, 
without  confusion  and  without  any  altematire 
fonstmution  at  all,  and  to  apply  literally  and 
strictly  to  the  transaction  in  question.  For 
these  reasons  I  move  yoor  Lordships  that  the 
judgment  appesled  from  be  affirmed,  and  the 
.iqipeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  MACHAOHTXir :  My  Lords:  I  am  of  the 
«ame  opinion. 

Lord  SBA.irD. — ^My  Lords :  I  also  am  of  the  same 
<mini4m.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  very  purpose 
<n  the  Act  of  1^5  was  to  enlarge  the  subject  of 
taxation,  so  that  personal  property  bought  by  sale 
«honld  be  liable  to  duty  just  as  heritable  property 
was  prerioQsly  liable.  The  Act,  I  think,  sno- 
ceeded  in  its  purpose,  and  I  agree  in  the  opinions 
of  their  Lordships  in  the  courts  below,  and  with 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Ifacnagbteu,  that 
the  jndgntent  must  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal 
^ianussed. 

Lord  LiNDLBT. — ^My  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  I  think  that  the  case  becomes  absolutely 
clear  if  you  read  the  section  shortly,  leaving  out 
the  words  which  are  not  applicable  to  the  present 
«ase.  The  section  runs  thus :  "  Where  (after  the 
saaaing  of  this  Act),  by  virtne  of  any  Act 
(whetlMr  passed  before  or  after  this  Act),  any 
person  is  authorised  to  purchase  property,  any 
aneh  person  shall  (within  three  months  after  the 
oom^ietion  of  the  purchase)  produce  to  the  Oom- 
misaioners  of  Inland  Beyenne  an  instrument  of 
conTeyance  of  the  property  " — ^that  is,  of  the  pro- 
pertj  which  the  purchaser  is  authorised  by  an  Act 
<d  Parliament  to  purchase,  "  duly  stampisd  with 
the  ad  valorem  duty  payable  upon  a  conveyance 
on  sale  of  the  property."  Now,  what  is  thatP 
What  is  the  property  of  which  an  instrument  of 
conTeyance  is  to  oe  produced  P  And  what  is  the 
propmty  the  value  of  which  is  to  govern  the  nd 
valorem  stamp?  It  is  obviously  the  property 
which  the  purchaser  is  authorised  by  an  Act  of 
Parliament  to  purchase.  I  think  it  plain  beyond 
all  qnestion  that  this  Act  was  not  intended  to 
affect  ordinary  purchases  made  in  the  ordinary 
«onne  of  business.  It  was  confined,  and  was 
intended  to  be  confined,  to  purchases  authorised 
by  some  special  Act  of  Parliament,  expressly 
authorised,  the  property,  if  not  accurately  defined, 
being  at  all  events  described  in  such  Act  of 
Parliament.  That  gets  rid  of  the  whole  difficulty. 
There  is  no  ambiguity  about  it  at  aU.    Every 


word  in  this  section  has  its  natural  meaning,  and 
requires  no  forced  construction  whatever.  The 
whole  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
appellants  appears  to  me  to  be  this :  That  because 
personal  chattels  pass,  or  can  pass,  by  delivery 
without  any  instrument  at  all,  you  cannot  have 
an  instrument  of  conveyance  for  them.  That  is 
not  the  case.  In  this  case  the  Act  of  Parliament 
is  addressed  to  oases  where  an  instrument  is 
required,  and,  being  required,  it  must  be  stamped. 
The  little  difficulty,  it  there  is  any  difficulty  about 
it,  comes  entirely  from  not  seeing  that  it  mes  not 
apply  to  ordinary  purchases  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  bat  to  special  purchases, 
specially  authorised. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal  die- 
miued  with  eo$U, 

Solidtors  for  the  appellants,  Bharpe,  Parker, 
Priteharde,  Barham,  and  Law/ord,  for  H.  W. 
Fovargnee,  Town  Olerk  of  Eastbonrae. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent.  Sir  F.  C.  Ocre, 
Solicitor  of  Inland  Revenue. 


Feb.  18  and  19. 
(Before  Lords  Macnaohtkn,  Jambs  of  Hzbb- 

FOSD,  and  LlHDLST.) 

Maceubicx  v.  Flbminq  (a). 

ON  APPKAI.  FROM  THK  COUBT  OF  AFPKAI.  IN 
BNOLAND. 

Vendor  and  pvrchaier  —  Voidable  eontraet  — 
AttignmtnJt  of  oontraot — Faitttrs  of  eoiMidtra- 
tion — liontitj  had  and  received. 

Afpbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  (Williams,  Bomer,  and  Stirling,  L.JJ.), 
reported  under  the  name  of  Fleming  v.  Loe 
(87  L.  T.  Rep.  213;  (1902)  2  Ch.  359).  who  had 
reversed  a  decision  of  Cozens-Hardy,  J.,  re- 
ported 85  L.  T.  Rep.  480;  (1901)  2  Oh.  594, 
where  the  faots  are  fully  set  out. 

On  the  16th  July  1896,  KeiU  agreed  to  sell  to 
Loe  some  mining  property  in  Western  Aus- 
tralia. 

On  the  18th  July  Loe  agreed  to  sell  the  pro- 
perty to  the  appelant  Mackusick.  This  con- 
tract was  afterwards  assigned  to  the  respondent 
Fleming,  and  he  brought  ^n  action  against 
Mackusick  and  Loe  for  specific  performance. 
Mackusick  pleaded  that  the  contract  had  been 
obtained  by  misrepresentation,  and  was  not 
binding,  and  counter-claimed  for  certain  pay- 
ments made  by  him  under  it. 

The  action  fuled,  and  Cozens-Hardy,  J.  held 
that  Mackusick  was  entiUed  to  recover  on  the 
connter-daim. 

Fleming  appealed,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal 
gave  judgment  in  his  favour  on  the  ground  tnat, 
on  the  nets  and  correspondence,  Loe  was  the 
person  really  liable.  Loe  was  a  person  of  no 
means  and  was  dead. 

Mackusick  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Umohn,  K.O.  and  Roberleon  appeared  for  the 
appeUant. 

Eve,  E.C.  and  Martelli  for  the  respondent. 

Their  Lordships  took  the  same  view  as  that 

(«)  Bepoitad  b;  C.  E.  Ualdin,  bq,,  BaRlatar«t-Law. 
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talcen  by  the  Gonrt  of  Appeal,  and  diamiased  the 
appeal  on  the  facts. 

Jud^nunt  app«dUd  from  affimucl,  and  appeal 
dumiued  with  eoiU, 
Solioitora  for  the  apjwUant,  Lait  and  £i<m«. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Bteann,  Bradley, 
and  Co. 


Sttliidal  Cotnnttttre  of  tfje  $rt&s  Council. 

Thureday,  Feb.  4. 
(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Lords  Macnaghtbn, 
BoBEBTSON,  and  Likdlbt,  and  Sir  Abthub 
Wilson.) 

AarrOT  v.  Dwabbis  and  OTHBBS.(a) 

ON    AFPBAIi     FBOM    THE    6UFSEME     COUBT     OF 
JTTDICAIUBE   OF   JAMAICA. 

WiU—Conetruetum — Gift  "to   the    eldest  ion  of 
TOy  sister" — Intestacy. 

A  testator  by  his  wUl  made  in  1822  devised  real 
estate  in  strict  settlement,  and,  in  the  event  of  the 
failure  of  the  previotu  limitaiioTU,  which  hop- 
pened,  "  to  the  eldest  son  of  my  sister,  F.  M.  G., 
and  his  heirs  for  ever."  The  testator  died  in 
1860.  At  the  date  of  the  toUl  F.  M.  G.  had  two 
sons,  both  of  whom  died  in  the  lifetijne  of  the 
testator  intestate  and  toithout  iuu«.  2Voo  other 
'  font,  bom  after  the  date  of  the  uiill,  survived  tiie 
testator.     One  died  intestate  and  without  issue 

.  before  the  failure  of  the  previous  limitations. 
The  fourth  bom  son  of  F.  M.  G.  was  her  eldest 
sitrviving  ton  at  the  time  of  the  faUwe  of  the 
previov*  limitations. 

SM  (reverting  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
that  there  was  an  intestacy. 

^PEAX  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Gonrt 
of  Judicature  of  Jamaica  (in  Equity)  dated  the 
let  May  1903  upon  a  special  case  agreed  by  the 
parties. 

.  The  quection  was  as  to  the  proper  constmction 
of  a  devise  contained  in  the  will  of  Sir  Fortu* 
'natns  William  Dwarrie,  deceased,  upon  the 
failure  or  determination  of  certain  limitations 
therein  expressed  in  favour  of  the  testator's  wife 
'and  issue,  of  a  plantation  and  the  hereditaments 
and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  hereinafter 
'referred  to  as  Golden  Grove,  situate  in  the  Island 
of  Jamaica. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows : — 
'  Sir  F.  W.  Dwarris  duly  made  his  will,  dated  the 
11th  Oct.  1822,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised 
Golden  Grove  subject  to  certain  trusts  that 
were  declared  by  the  will  of  the  testator's  late 
father,  which  may  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal 
be  deemed  to  have  since  been  satiefied,  to  certain 
trustees  for  the  term  of  1000  years  from  the 
testator's  death,  upon  trusts  which  may  also  for 
the  purposes  of  this  appeal  be  deemed  to  have 
ranee  been  satisfied,  and  subject  thereto  the 
testator  gave  and  devised  Golden  Grove  to  the 
use  of  his  eldest  son,  Fortnnatus  William  Dwarris, 
for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees 
to  support  contingent  remainders,  with  remain- 
der to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  suns 
of  the  said  F.  W.  Dwarris  (the  son)  sac- 
oessively  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the   testator's  second  son,  Brereton  Edward 

(a)  Biported  hj  C.  E.  Malden,  Km.,  BkniiMr-ftt-Law. 


Dwarris,  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the' 
use  of  trustees  to  support  contingent  remain- 
ders, with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  the  said  B.  E.  Dwarris  successively 
in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's- 
third  son,  Denman  Adams  Dwarris,  for  his  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  to  preserve- 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  first- 
and  other  sons  ot  the  8<ud  D.  A.  Dwarris 
successively  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  testa- 
tor's fonrtli  son,  Henry  Parr  Dwarris,  for  bis- 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  to 
support  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to- 
the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said 
H.  P.  Dwarris  successively  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  every  other  son  ot  the 
testator  by  his  then  wife,  Alicia  Dwarris  (who, 
in  fact,  predeceased  the  testator),  or  any  woman 
with  whom  he  might  intermarry,  successively  in 
tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's- 
danghters,  .Alicia  Dwarris  and  Honoria  Dwarris,. 
and  every  other  daughter  of  the  testator  by  hia 
then  wife  or  any  other  woman  with  whom  ho 
might  intermarry,  in  eqaal  shares  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail  with  cross  remainders  between 
them  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
testator's  said  wife,  .Alicia  Dwarris,  for  her  life, 
and  the  testator  then  proceeded  to  devis» 
Grolden  Grove  as  follows:  "And  immediately 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  to  the 
eldest  son  of  my  sister  Frances  McKeand  Gibney 
and  his  heirs  lor  ever,  he  and  they  taking  and 
bearing  the  surname  of  Dwarris,  and  paying  the- 
sum  of  5001.  apiece "  to  each  and  every  of  the 
persons  thereinafter  mentioned  their  ezecntora 
and  assigns.  The  will  did  not  contain  any  devise 
of  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate. 

The  testator  died  on  the  20th  May  1S60  without 
having  revoked  or  altered  his  will,  and  letters  of 
administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  were  on  th& 
6th  Aug.  1860  granted  to  one  of  the  testator's- 
daughters  out  of  the  principal  registry  of  th» 
Court  of  Probate.  The  will  was  entered  in  tho 
Becord  Office  in  Jamaica  on  the  23rd  May  1900. 

All  the  limitations  in  the  will  contained  of 
Golden  Grove,  in  favour  of  the  testator's  wif» 
and  issue,  prior  to  the  limitation  in  favour  of  th» 
eldest  son  of  the  testator's  sister,  F.  M.  Gibney,. 
failed  or  determined,  the  last  survivor  of  the- 
testator's  children  being  B.  E.  Dwarris. 

The  testator's  heir-at-law  was  his  eldest  son» 
F.  W.  Dwarris,  who  died  intestate  on  the  22nd  Jan.. 
1876.  ■ 

B.  E.  Dwarris  (who  was  the  heir-at-law  of  hi» 
brother,  F.  W.  Dwarris)  died  on  the  10th  May 
1901.  having  by  his  will,  dated  the  lObh  Aug.  1895, 
appointed  the  appellant  and  the  Rev.  Anthony 
Johnson  (who  died  on  the  6th  Sept.  1903)  his- 
executors  and  trustees.  The  will  was  proved 
by  the  appellanc  and  the  Bev.  A.  Johnsoik 
on  the  6th  Aug.  1901. 

The  two  first  born  sons  of  F.  M.  Gibney  were- 
William  Gibney  and  George  Gibney,  who  were 
twins  (William  Gibney  being  the  elder),  and  were 
born  in  April  1822.  William  Gibney  and  George 
Gibney  were  both  living  at  the  date  of  the  will  of 
Sir  F.  W.  Dwarris,  bat  both  predeceased  him 
without  leaving  issue. 

The  third  bom  son  of  F.  M.  Gibney  was  John 
Wallington  Bonner  Gibney,  who  was  bom  in  the> 
lifetime  of  Sir  F.  W.  Dwarris,  but  after  the  date 
of  the  will.    J.  W.  B.  Gibney  survived  the  tea- 
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-taioT  and  died  oa  the  25th  Oct.  1867,  intestate, 
-and  without  having  had  any  issne.  The  heir-at- 
9aw  of  J.  W.  B.  Gibney  was  his  father,  Dr. 
O^ibney,  who  died  in  1872,  having  by  his  last  will 
■diapoaed  of  his  estate  in  such  a  manner  that  his 
•childTcai,  the  respondents,  were  the  only  persons 
Iwnefiaially  entitled  thereto. 

The  fourth  bom  son  of  F.  M.  Gibney  was  the 
irespoadent  Robert  Dwarris  Dwarris,  formerly 
JEU>bert  Dwarris  Gibney. 

On  the  14th  Feb.  1902,  the  respondent  B.  D. 
Dwarris  commenced  an  action  by  writ  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Jadicatore  in  Jamaica  (in 
Equity)  against  the  respondents  Georgiana  Maiy 
Anne  Charlotte  Sparkes,  Frances  Amae  Gibney, 
Sylvia  Caroline  Owen,  Harriette  Brereton  Gib> 
aiey,  and  the  appellant  and  the  Rev.  A.  Johnson 
-claiming  to  have  the  will  of  the  testator  in  so 
-far  as  the  same  related  to  Golden  Grove  con- 
strued and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  par- 
■tiea  to  the  action  in  such  estate  declared. 

A  epecial  case  was  agreed  upon  by  the  parties 
«nd  filed  on  the  12th  March  1903,  for  the  deter- 
mination  by  the  court  of  the  following  questions, 
viz. :  (a)  Whether  the  testator,  SirF.  W.  Dwarris, 
died  intestate  as  regarded  the  fee  simple  of 
<3olden  Grove  expectant  upon  the  failure  or 
■determination  of  tbe  limitations  above  mentioned, 
.and  if  ao,  in  whom  such  estate  was  vested,  (b) 
If  tbe  tefctator  did  not  die  intestate,  whether 
J.  W.  B.  Gibney  died  seised  under  the  testator's 
win  of  a  vested  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee 
.ample  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  determi- 
nation of  the  limitations  referred  to  above, 
«nd  whether  upon  the  death  and  intestacy  of 
J.  W.  B.  Gibney,  such  estate  vested  in  Dr.  Gib- 
aey  as  the  heir-at-law  of  J.  W.  B.  Gibney.  (e) 
Whether  the  plaintiff,  B,.  D.  Dwarris,  on  the 
-failure  of  tbe  limitations,  became  and  was 
■entitled  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  possession 
to  Grolden  Grove  in  virtue  of  the  limitations 
■contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator  in  favour  of 
the  eldest  son  of  F.  M.  Gibney. 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Supreme 
■Court  the  special  case  was  set  down  for  hearing 
btfcre  the  f uU  court. 

By  a  judgment  of  the  fall  court  (Sir  F.  Clarke, 
Ohid  Judge  in  Equity,  Northcote,  and  Lumb, 
JJ.)  dated  the  lat  May  1903,  on  the  hearing  of 
the  special  case,  the  questions  raised  therein 
were  (in  effect)  answered  as  follows :  (a)  That  the 
testator.  Sir  F.  W.  Dwarris,  did  not  die  intestate 
as  regarded  the  fee  simple  of  Golden  Grove 
expectant  upon  the  failure  or  determination  of 
the  limitations  above  mentioned ;  (6)  that  J.W.  B. 
Gibney  died  seised  under  the  teiaiEitor's  will  of  a 
vested  estate  in  fee  simple  in  remainder  ex< 
Mctant  upon  the  determination  of  the  prior 
UBitations  and  upon  the  death  and  intestacy  of 
J.  W.  B.  Gibney  such  estate  vested  in  Dr.  Gibney 
as  tbe  heir-at-law  of  J.  W.  B.  Gibney;  and 
question  (e)  was  answered  in  tbe  negative. 

Tbe  appellant  and  the  Bev.  A.  Johnson  applied 
to  the  Supreme  Court  for  leave  to  appeal  to  His 
Majesty  in  Council,  and  such  leave  was  duly 
.granted. 

The  Hon.  E.  C.  Maenaghten,  K.C.  and  J. 
Austan-Carimell  for  the  appellant,  argued  that 
-the  devise  "  to  the  eldest  son  "  of  Mrs.  Gibney 
mast  be  construed  in  its  natural  sense  of  "  first 
bom"  son,  and  there  being  such  a  person  in 
«xistenoe  at  the  date  of  the  will,  it  was  a  devise 


to  a  persona  designata  which    has   failed,  and 
therefore  there  is  an  intestacy.    They  cited 

Hrrvey-Bathunt  v.  Errington,  35  L.  T.  B«p.  33$  ; 
2  App.  Cm.  698  ; 

Traffard  v.  Aihton,  2  Vem.  659 ; 

Jir<re<ltth  V.  ZV<#rv,  12  Cb.  Div.  170 ; 

Bt  Harris  Truti,  2  W.  B.  689 ; 

Ogle  V.  Lord  Sherborne,  56  L.  T.  Bsp.  71 ;  34  Cb. 
Div.  446. 
Norton,  E.C.  and  /.  F.  Waggett  for  the  re- 
Bpondenta,  contended  that "  the  eldest  son  "  of 
Mrs.  Gibney  meant  the  person  who  answered  to 
that  description  at  the  time  when  the  will  took 
effect,  and  that  was  J.  W.  B.  Gibney.  The  will 
should  be  construed  so  as  to  avoid  an  intestacy  if 
possible.     They  cited 

Coleman  v.  Beymtur,  1  Ves.  Sen.  2C9 ; 

Lomam  v.  BoUnden,  1  Vei.  Sen.  290 ; 

Thompeon  v.  Thompion,  1  CoU.  388. 
No  reply  was  called  for. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the 
respondents  their  Lordships'  judgment  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Macnaghten. — The  point  raised  on 
this  appeal  is  a  veiy  short  one,  and  in 
th°ir  Lordships'  opinion  free  from  difficulty. 
The  question,  such  as'  it  is,  turns  on  one 
passage  in  the  will  of  Sir  Fortunatns  William 
Dwarris.  After  certain  limitations  which  have 
failed  or  determined,  he  disposed  of  a  property 
called  Grolden  Grove  by  giving  it  in  these 
words  :  "  To  the  eldest  son  of  my  sister,  Frances 
McEeand  Gibney,  and  his  heirs  for  ever."  It 
appears  that  at  the  time  when  the  testator  made 
his  will  Mrs.  Gibney  had  two  sons.  There  was, 
therefore,  at  that  time  in  existence  a  person 
answering  the  description  of  the  "  eldest  son  "  of 
his  sister  Frances.  It  was  contended  that  the 
word  "  eldest "  was  not  properly  ajtplioable  to  the 
elder  of  two  persons,  and  that,  if  the  testator 
bad  really  meant  Mrs.  Gibney's  first  bom  son,  he 
would  have  said  "  elder  "  not  "  eldest."  In  their 
lordships'  opinion  that  objection  savours  of 
hypercriticism.  If  a  man  has  two  sons,  and 
only  two,  the  ordinary  way  of  speaking  of  the 
first  born,  if  not  designated  by  name,  is  to  call 
him  the  eldest  son  of  so-and-so.  There  being 
then  a  person  in  existence  at  the  time  answering 
the  description  in  the  will,  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  that  person,  though  he  died  after- 
wards in  the  testator's  lifetime,  was  the  object  of 
the  testator's  bounty.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
context  to  warrant  any  departure  from  the  proper 
and  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  employed. 
All  the  authorities  from  Lomax  v.  Molmdin 
a  Ves.  Sen.  290)  to  Meredith  v.  Treffry  (12  Oh. 
Div.  170)  point  in  the  same  direction.  The  case  of 
Be  Harrie'  Truet  in  2  W.  B.  689,  on  which  the 
Appellate  Court  seems  to  place  some  reliance, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority  to  the  con- 
trary. The  leamed  Vice-Chanoellor  (Wood,  V.C.) 
who  decided  that  case  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
decision,  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the 
operation  of  the  Wills  Act.  He  seems  to  have 
thought  that  with  reference  to  the  objects  of 
testamentary  bounty  the  Act  had  an  effect 
similar  to  that  which  it  has  "  with  reference  to 
the  real  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it  (seot. 
24),  an  error  afterwards  corrected  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Bullock  v.  Bennett  (7  D.  M.  &  G.  283). 
Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  advise 
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HIb  Majeaiy  that  the  appeal  onght  to  be  allowed, 
and  that  question  1  on^ht  to  be  answered  by 
saying  that  the  testator  died  intestate  as  regards 
the  fea  simple  expectant  upon  the  tailare  or 
determination  of  the  limitations  set  out  in  the 

rial  case,  and  that  npon  the  facts  stated  in 
special  case  the  estate  is  now  Tested  in  the 
appellant.  As  an  arrangement  has  been  made  as 
to  costs  there  will  be  no  order  as  to  costs  except 
that  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  for 
an  order  to  tax  their  costs. 

Solictors  for  the  appellant,  Parkei  and  Browne. 

S^citors  for  the  respondents,  Ovueoite,  Wad- 
ham,  and  Co.  for  Sparkei,  Pope,  and  ThorruLS, 
Exeter. 


Dee.  9,  1903,  and  Feb.  5,  1904. 

(Present:  The  Bight  Hons.  the  Lobd  Ghak- 
CKLLOB  (Halsbnry).  Lords  Macnaqhtsn  and 
LiNDLXT,  and  Sir  Abthub  Wii^bon.) 

Ministsb  fob  Public   Wobks  v.  Habt  and 

ANOTHEB.  (a) 

OK     AFPKAL     FBOU    THE    SUFBEHE     COUBT    OF 

SEW   BOITTH   WALES. 

Law  of  New  South  Walet — Public   Worki  Act — 
Land  taken  for  public  purposee — Valuation — 
Costs. 
By  the  Public  Works  Act  of  New  Boufh   Wales 
(1900,  No.  26)  Zand  for'*  authorised  works  fnay 
be  taken  by  the  Oovemment,  and  persons  claim- 
ing eompeiuation  are  to  serve  a  notice  of  the 
partieuljirs  of  their  interest  in  the  land,  and  of 
their    claims  for  damages.    The  Minister  for 
Publie   Works  is    then  required    to    cause  a 
vahtation  to  be  m<tde,  and  to  give  notiee  to  the 
claimant  of  the  amount  of  such  vaiwaiion.    If 
the  Minister  and  the  claimant  do  not  agree  as 
to  the  valuation,  the  claimant  may  bring  an 
action  to  recover  the  amount  of  compensation 
claimed  by  him.    If  the  verdict  is  Jor  a  sum 
equal  to  or  less  than  the  amouni  of  the  notified 
valuation,  the  «{atman(  is  to  pay  the  costs ;  but 
if  foragreaier  sum,  (he  costs  are  to  be  paid  by 
the  Minister. 
In  a  case  in  which  land  belonging  to  the  respondents 
was  taken  under  the  Act,  and  the  Minister  gave 
them  notice  of  a  valuation,  and  (afterwards,  at 
the  responderds'  request,  reconsidered  the  valua- 
tion, and   wrote    a  letter  to    the   respondents' 
agent  to  (^  effect  that  he  wo*  prepared  to  pay 
a  sum  larger  than  the  original  valuation,  but 
gave  no  formal  rtotiee  of  the  increased  sum  under 
the  Act,  and  the  respondents  declined  the  in- 
created  offer : 
Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
that  the  letter  was  a  sufioient  amendment  qf  this 
previous  formal    notification,    and    as    in   the 
subsequent  proce*dings  the    respondents   only 
obtained  a  verdict  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amended 
offer  made  in  the  letter,  they  were  not  entitled 
to  costs. 
Appeal  from  a  jodgment  of  the  Snpreme  Court 
of   New   Sooth  Wales  (Stephen,   Acting    G.J., 
G.  B.  and  A.  H.  Simpson,  JJ.).    The   case  is 
reported  2  K.  S.  W.  State  Bep.  1902,  309.    The 
facts,  which  were  not  in  dispute,  appear  sufficiently 
bom  the  headnote  aboTO,  and  from  the  judgment 
of  their  Lordships. 

(a)  BtporM  ij  0.  S.  Malsbs,  Jbq.,  Barri«t«r«>-Law. 


Asquith,  K.G.  and  Vaughan  Hawkins  appeared 
for  the  appellant. 
Levett,  K.C.and  Wood  H^iZZ  for  the  respondents. 
Vaughan  Hawkins  was  heard  in  reply. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

Feb.  5 — Their  Lordships'  jadgment  was  de- 
liTared  by 

L}rd  LiNDLET. — The  question  rused  by  this 
appeal  ori^nates  in  the  compulsory  purchase  of 
some  land  in  Sydney,  and  the  question  is,  who  is- 
to  pay  the  costs  of  an  action  brought  to  recoTer 
compensation  for  the  land  taken  P  This  depends- 
on  the  statutes  of  the  colony  of  New  South 
Wales,  and  on  what  was  done.    The  statutes  ar» 

(1)  a  special  Act  called  the  Darling  Harbour 
Wharres  ilesurnDtion  Act  (No.  10  of  1900),  and 

(2)  the  Public  Works  Act  (No.  26  of  1900). 
This  last  Act  repeals  and  consolidates  former 
Acts  to  the  same  effect,  and,  although  not  in  force 
when  the  land  in  question  was  taken,  it  may  for 
convenience  be  regarded  as  the  goTeming  Act  in 
the  case.  Under  these  Acts,  land  for  aothorised 
works  may  be  taken  by  notification  of  tho 
Governor  published  in  the  Oazette  (Public  Works- 
Act,    Part    5,    sects.  36   to  40).      Upon   such 

Sublication  the  land  vests  forthwith  in  th» 
[inister  who  is  the  oonstruotii^;  anthorii^ ;  and 
persons  claiming  compensation  (Part  5,  sects.  94- 
to  99)  are  to  serve  on  the  Minister  within  ninety 
days,  or  further  extended  time,  particulars  of  their 
estate  and  interest  in  the  lana  resumed  and  ol 
their  claims  for  damage.  The  Minister  (sect.  96> 
is  then  required  to  cause  a  valuation  to  be  made  of 
the  land  or  of  the  claimant's  interest,  and  t» 
notify  to  the  claimant  as  soon  as  practicable  the- 
amount  of  such  valuation  in  the  form  scheduled 
to  the  Act,  which  is  as  follows  (see  sched.  6): 
"  To  A.  B.,  claimant  in  respect  of  the  land  herO' 
under  described,  taken  under  the  Public  Works- 
Act  1900.  Take  notice  that  the  land  hereunder 
described,  being  that  in  respect  of  the  taking 
whereof  under  the  authority  of  the  aforesaid  Act 
your  claim  for  compensation  has  been  lodged,  ha» 
Deen  valued  at  the  sum  of  Z.  (Signed)  A.  B., 
oonstruoting  authority."  If  (sect.  97)  within  ninety- 
days  after  service  of  notice  of  claim  the  Minister 
and  claimant  do  not  agree,  the  claimant  may 
commence  an  action  in  the  supreme  court  against 
the  Minister  to  recover  compensation.  Under  the 
Darling  Harbour  Wharves  Brcsumption  Act  (sect. 
6)  this  action  is  to  be  tried  in  the  supreme  court 
by  a  snpreme  court  judge  and  two  district  court 
judges  (which  court  is  to  have  the  powers  and 
duties  of  a  jury),  and  power  is  given  to  the- 
supreme  court  to  make  rules  as  to  motions  for  a 
new  trial  of  any  such  action.  The  court  is  to- 
determine  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  claimant. 
If  the  amount  recovered  by  him  is  a  sum  equal  to- 
or  less  than  the  amount  of  the  valuation  notified 
to  the  claimant,  he  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
action,  but  if  it  is  a  greater  sum,  the  costs  are  to- 
be  paid  by  the  Minister  (see  Act  No.  26  of  1900» 
sect.  99).  In  the  present  case  land  was  taken  (by 
Oasette  notification  of  the  3rd  May  1900)  be- 
longing to  the  respondent  Peter  Francis  Hart, 
who  had  built  a  street  of  houses  thereon.  The- 
respondent  Francis  Fancett  Moran  is  Hart's 
mortgagee.  The  land  was  valued  by  the  Govern- 
ment valuers,   and  the  Minister  on  the  Slst 
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Dec.  1900  gave  a  notice  of  valoation  in  the 
achedoled  form,  the  amount  notified  being  9460Z. 
It  appeared  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial  that, 
after  receinng  the  notice  of  ^nation  and  before 
taldng  anj  proceedings  to  enforce  hia  claim. 
Hart,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Ferris,  a  member  of 
the  Le^alatare,  'went  to  see  Mr.  Siegers,  the 
-<^cial  Oovemment  vainer,  and  asked  that  the 
Government  valuers  should  reconsider  their 
valnation.  Hart  urged  that  the  cost  or  value  of 
aonae  foundations  to  the  houses  and  a  retaining 
wall  had  not  been  taken  into  account.  The 
Ooivernment  valuers,  having  considered  Harf  s 
request,  increased  the  amount  to  99001.  Hart 
requested  that  the  result  when  arrived  at  should 
be  notified  to  Ferris  on  his  behalf.  The  valuers 
then  reported  to  the  Minister,  who  thereupon 
sent  to  Ferris  the  following  letter :  "  PnbUc 
Works  Department,  Sydney,  18th  Feb.  1901.— 
8tr, — ^Witb  reference  to  your  interview  with  the 
Government  Umd  vainer  respecting  the  claim  of 
Peter  Francis  Hartt  pnnior,  requesting  that  the 
offer  of  compensation  of  94602.  for  property 
resnmed  at  Darling  Harbour  be  increaseil,  I  am 
directed  by  the  Minister  for  Public  Works  to 
inform  yon  that  he  has  approved  of  th<i  payment 
of  99002.  to  the  claimant  in  lien  of  9460(.  pre- 
vioosly  offered. — I  have  the  honour  to  be,  sir, 
your  obedient  servant,  Bobbbt  Hickson,  Under 
Secretary  and  Commissioner  for  Boads. — W.  J. 
Ferris,  Esq.,  M.P.,  Castlereagh-street." — This 
letter  was  received  by  Hart  shortly  after  it  was 
written,  and  he  communicated  it  to  his  solicitors 
on  the  5th  March  1901.  Mr.  Hickson,  who  wrote 
the  letter,  referred  to  it  in  a  letter  to  Hart's 
eoIiiHtors;  and,  on  the  llth  March  1901  they 
wrote  to  Mr.  Hickson,  saying,  "  Mr.  Hart  is  not 
willing  to  accept  the  offer  made  throush  Mr. 
Ferris."  No  further  notification  of  the  8  am 
offered  was  made,  nor  was  the  notification  of  the 
31st  Deo.  1900  formally  amended  by  substituting 
the  sum  of  99002.  for  94602.  Moreover,  it 
appears  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Sievers,  the 
mmcipal  Government  valuer,  that  although  Mr. 
Hart's  request  for  an  increased  sum  was  con- 
sidered by  Mr.  Sievers  and  his  colleatrues,  they 
did  not  make  any  fresh  valuation.  His  words 
were  "  in  making  the  amended  offer  we  gave  way 
generally  to  wh^  Mr.  Hart  stated,  but  did  not 
increase  onr  valuation."  The  whole  question 
before  tiheir  Lordships  turns  upon  the  effect  of 
the  foregoing  letter  of  the  18th  Feb.  1901 ;  but 
before  oonsidsiing  this  ■point  it  will  be  convenient 
to  state  shortiy  what  afterwards  took  place. 
Hart  refused  the  offer  of  99002 ,  and  he  and  his 
morteigees  brought  an  action  against  the  Minister 
and  3auned  16^002.  In  his  declaration  he 
steted  that  his  claim  for  compensation  had  been 
valued  at  94602.,  and  no  mention  was  made  of  the 
increased  offer  of  99002.  The  Minister  put  in  a 
plea  steting  that  the  amount  of  the  valuation 
which  he  caused  to  be  made  and  notified  to  the 
plaintiffs  was  99002.,  and  that  this  sum  exceeded 
the  compensation  to  which  the  plaintiJEs  were 
entitled.  The  plaintiffs  in  their  reply  denied 
both  statements  in  the  plea.  The  action  was 
tried  before  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court 
and  two  District  Court  judges.  Evidence  was 
gone  into  on  both  sides,  and  the  court  fixed 
She  compensation  to  be  paid  at  99002,  the 
amount  offered  by  the  letter  of  the  18th  Feb. 
1901.     The   defendant   then   signed   judgment 


for   the  coste  of    the  action.    The  court  con- 
sidered that    any    irregularity  in    the    notifica- 
tion  of     the   99002.    had  been  waived   by  the 
plahitifts.    The  judgment  was  signed  on  the  2lBt 
April  1902.    On  the  22nd  May  1902  the  plaintiffs 
obtained  from  the  full  court  (Stephen,  Acting 
C.J.  and  G.  B.  and  A.  H.  Simpson,  JJ.)  a  rule 
ni»i  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
issue  as  to  the  notified  valuation  on  the  grounds 
(1)  that  the  verdict  on  the  said  issue  was  agunst 
evidence,  (2)  that  the  only  valuation  mam  and 
notified  to  the  plaintiffs  in  accordance  with  the 
Act  was  for  94602.,  (3)  that  the  court  was  wrong 
in  holding  that  the  plaintiffs  had  waived  the  re- 
quiremento  of  the  Act  as  to  making  and  notify- 
ing the  valuation,  and  (4)  that  the  waiver  had  not 
bran  pleaded.    The  application  to  make  th«  rule 
absolute  was  heard  on  the  5th  and  6th  Aug. 
1902.  The  court  held  that  the  Darling  Harbour 
Besumption  Conrt  had  no  jurisdiction  to  deter- 
mine the  question  on  which  the  right  to  the  coste 
of  the  action  depended,  viz  ,  what  was  the  amount 
of  the  notified  valuation,  and  that  the  findings  of 
the  amended  poiiea  on  that   question   were    a 
nullity.  They  did  not  hold  as  a  matter  of  law  that 
the  valuation  notified  on   the   31st  Dec.    1900 
could  not  be  informally  amended,  but  held  that 
there  had  not  been  in  fact  any  new  valuation, 
and    that   the   letter  of   the  18th   Feb.    1901, 
wasnot  anoticeof  anyvslnatioD.    Th^  made  an 
order,  dated  the  6th  Aug.  1902,  that  the  judg- 
ment signed  on  the  21s!;  April  1902,  be  amendwl 
by  strilung  out  all  the  findings  as  to  notification 
of  value,  and  by  converting  it  into  a  judgment 
simply   in   favour   of   the  plaintiffs  for  99002., 
interest  and  taxed  coste,  thus  deciding,  in  effect, 
that  the  only  notified  valuation  was  for  94602., 
and  ^t  the  Minister  should  pay  the  oosto  of  the 
action.    From  this  decision  the  Minister  appeals 
to  His  Majesty  in  Council.    Their  Lordships  are 
of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed. 
The  requiremente  of  the  stetute  were  all  pro- 
perly complied  with  in  every  matter  of  sabstence. 
There  was  a  proper  valuation  of  the  property,  and 
a  sufficient  notification  of   the   result  of  such 
valuation.    No  further  valnaticn  was  necessary. 
The  valuers  had  all  the  materials  for  reconsider- 
ing the  amount  of  compensation  which  should  be 
offered,  and  neither  as  a  matter  of  business  nor 
as    a   matter   of  stetutory   obligation  was  amy 
second  valuation  required.    It  without  any  fur 
ther  valuation  a   fresh  notification  in  the  form 
of  the  schedule  to  the  s'atnte  had  been  sent  in 
with  the  sum  of  99002.   substituted  for  94602., 
their  lordships   can    hardly   conceive  that  any 
objection  could  have  been  teken  to  it.     Certainly 
none  could  have  been  legally  sustained.     The 
objection  to  the  proceedings  is  thus  reduced  to  a 
question  of  form,  and  form  only.    No  doubt  it 
would  have  been  more  regular  if  the  letter  of  the 
18th  Feb.   1901,  had  been  in  the  form  of  the 
schedule;  but  it   emanated   from    the    proper 
authority  after  a  sufilment  valuation  by  a  properly 
constituted  board  of  vsJuers  and  on  uieir  advice. 
The  letter  is  open  to  no  ambiguity ;  it  refers  to 
the  previous  offer,  and  in  their  Lordships'  opinion 
the  Grovemment  could  not  legally  have  repudi- 
ated that  letter  even  before  they  formally  bound 
themselves    to    it    by  their   plea   in  the  action. 
In    their  Lordships'  opinion   the  letter  of  the 
18th    Feb.    1901   was    an   amendment  of    the 
previous  formal  notification,  acd  was  sufficient. 
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The  atatatory  enactment,  which  refers  to  the  form 
of  the  notice  to  be  given  of  the  amount  of  yalna- 
tion,  is  sect.  96  of  the  Greneral  Act,  No.  26,  of 
1900.  That  section,  no  donbt,  requires  the 
Minister  to  inform  the  claimant  "  of  the  amount 
of  such  valuation  bj  notice  in  the  form  of  the 
6th  schedule  hereto";  and  the  schedule  states 
that  the  claim  for  compensation  has  been  valued 
at  I.  There  was,  no  doubt,  a  non-observance 
of  this  form,  and  an  irregularity.  But  it  was 
attributable  to  the  nnosual  manner  in  which  the 
MiniBf-er  was  approached  by  the  claimant,  who 
threw  the  Uinister  off  his  spuard  _;  and  it  would 
be  most  unjust  to  allow  the  claimant  to  take 
advantage  en  this  irregularity.  But  without  it 
he  has  no  case  whatever.  Under  these  circum- 
stances their  Lordships  do  not  feel  compiled  by 
the  language  of  sect.  96  to  hold  that  the  mere 
.  irregnlwity  in  form  vitiates  all  that  has  b€»en  done 
and  defeats  the  evident  object  of  the  Sbitute. 
Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  His  Majesty 
to  reverse  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from 
with  costs,  and  to  restore  the  judgment  or  order 
of  the  Darling  Harbour  Besnmption  Court  signed 
on  the  2l8t  April  1902.  The  respondents  will  pay 
the  costs  of  tne  appeal. 

SdyUntor  for  the  appellant,  0.  M.  LigU. 
Solidtors  for  the  respondents,  Fookt,  Chadwiek, 
Anwli,  and  Chadwieh. 


♦ 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Friday,  Jim.  29. 
(Before  Lord  Alvvestoke,  C.J..  Collins,  M.B., 

and  AoMEB,  L.J.) 
Bsandtb,  Sons,  and  Co.  v.  Dunlof  Bttbbxb 

COMFANT  LiHITKD.   (a) 
AFPSAL  PBOM  THK  KINO'S  BENCH  UITJSION. 

Assignment  of  debt — "Absolute  assignment  by 
mriling"—iteque$t  to  debtor  to  pay  third  person 
— JtMUecrfure  Act  1873  (36  «  37  Viet.  e.  66), 
..26(6). 

The  defendants  being  indebted  to  E.for  the  price 
of  goods  sold,  K.  sent  to  the  plaiwtijfs,for  them  to 
forvoard  to  the  defendants,  a  letter,  signed  by 
him  and  addressed  to  the  defendants,  as  follows  : 
"  Kindly  sian  the  attached  Utter  and  forward 
the  same  to  the  plaintifft.  The  attached  letter, 
addressed  to  the  plaintiffs,  was  as  follows : 
"  Herewith  we  beg  to  confirm  that  xae  shall 
remit,  subject  to  tne  approval  of  the  goods,  the 
amount  of  invoices — otc,  S69J.  and  32631.— for 
seventy-five  packages  .  .  .  received  from  K. 
and  Co.,  when  due,  direct  to  your  good  selves,  for 
account  of  K.  and  Co." 

The  plaintiffs  sent  these  two  documents  to  the 
defendants  with  a  reifuest  to  sign  and  return  the 
counterpart.  The  counterpart  was  returned  to 
the  plaintiffs,  but  was  signed  by  a  person  who 
had  no  authority  to  sign  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants. 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  Walton,  J.)  that 
the  two  documents  did  not  constitute  "  an  abso- 

(•)  Bepotted  by  J.  H.  Wiluams,  Eiq.,  BurUternkt-Law. 


lute  cusignment  "  of  the  debt,  wVthin  sect.  25  (6) 
of  the  Judicature  Act  1873. 

Apfbal  of  the  defendants  from  the  judgment  of 
Walton,  J.  at  Hoe  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
jury. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  sum  of  32632.,  either 
under  an  assigimient  from  Kramrisoh  and  Co., 
or,  alternatively,  under  an  agreement  by  the' 
defendants  to  pay  that  sum  to  t£e  plaintiffs. 

In  Nov.  1902  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  bankers,. 
made  arrangements  with  Kramrisch  and  Co.  for 
the  puipose  of  financing  the  latter's  commercial 
transactions.  Kramris^  and  Co.,  who  carried  on 
buBuaem  at  Liverpool,  bought  goods  for  shipmenb 
from  abroad  and  sold  Uiem  to  customers  in 
England. 

The  plaintifEs  accepted  bills  drawn  bv  the  foreign 
sellers  for  the  price  of  the  goods  sold  to  Kram- 
risoh and  Co. ;  and  Kramrisch  and  Co.  directed 
their  customers  in  England  to  pay  the  invoice' 
price  to  the  plaintiffs,  liany  transaotionB  of  thi» 
kind  took  place. 

In  Jan.  1903  Kramrisch  and  Oo.  had  bought^ 
two  parcels  of  rubber,  and  the  plaintiffs  had 
accepted  bills  drawn  by  the  sellers  for  the  price, 
amounting  to  S430I. 

Kramrisch  and  Go.  resold  these  two  parcels  of 
rubber  to  the  defendants  for  3692.  and  32631. 
respectively. 

On  the  3rd  Jan.  Kramrisch  and  Go.  wrote  to  the 
plaintifEs  a  letter  saying,  with  respect  to  these 
goods, "  We  engage  to  grant  you  th&  sole  and  abso- 
mte  lien  on  said  goods  and  their  proceeds  until 
yon  have  received  full  payment,  plus  charges,  of 
the  advance  g^ranted  to  us  on  said  goods  for 
3430Z.,  and  we  further  engage  to  hold  this  traos- 
action  separate,  from  anyoUier." 

On  the  6Ui  Jan.  1903  Kramriaoh  and  Oo.  wrote 
to  the  plaintiffs  inclosing  a  document,  which  by 
the  covering  letter  they  asked  the  plaintiffs  to 
forward  to  we  d^endants. 

The  docnment  was  in  the  following  form,  the 
two  parts  being  detachable  the  one  from  the 
other: 

To  ths  Doolop  Babber  Oom- 
panrLtaiilMd. 

J«a.  6th,  IMS. 
Dekr  Sirs, 
Kind];  alcn  tbe  attached 
latter,  and  forward  the  aame  to 
JItun.  Brandts,  Sons,  and  Oo. 
Toura  tmly. 
Kb^mumh  lhd  00. 


:  To  lieam.  Brandts,  Soni, 
and  Co. 

.,  1»0S. 

Dear  8Ir«, 
Harawlth  wa  ba^  to  oonflnn 

■  that  wo  shall  remit,  snbjaet  to 
[  the  approTal  of  the  goods,  th« 
:  amount  of  InToloes— tIk.,  369f. 
i  and  Htst,  —  for  sarenty-flTa 
f  packs<«a  of  raw  robber  recelTcd 
;  to-dayfromMessn.  Kramiiaoh 

•  and  Oo.,  when  das,  dirsot  to 

•  yonr  good  aelTea,  for  aocooot 

■  of  Uesars.  Kramrisoh  and  Co. 

Yonn  tmly. 


On  the  7th  Jan.  the  plaintiffs  forwarded  thia 
document  entire  to  the  defendants  at  their  works 
at  Birmingham,  where  the  rubber  had  been  de- 
livered, wiSi  a  letter  requesting  them  to  sign  and 
return  the  counterpart. 

On  the  8th  Jan.  the  second  part  of  the  docu- 
ment was  returned  to  the  plaintiffs  signed 
"  (sgd.)  For  the  Dunlop  Rubber  Company 
Limited  (Para  Mills).  John  Gooding,  A.  O.  P.," 
this  being  impressed  by  a  rubber  stamp.  Gooding 
was  tiie  manager  of  the  defendants'  works. 

The  head  ofSoe  and  registered  office  of  the 
defendants  was  in  London,  and  Ghx>ding  omitted 
to  inform  the  head  office  of  the  above  document. 
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Kramrisch  and  Go.  sent  to  the  defendants' 
^rorka  at  Birmingham  tiro  invoices  for  the  two 
«BniB  of  3692.  and  32632.,  stamped  with  a  direction 
"to  pay  the  amount  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  invoice 
"for  3692.  was  forwarded  to  the  head  ofiSoe,  and 
the  amount  was  paid  to  the  plaintiffs.  The 
invoice  for  32632.  was  retumnd  to  Kramriachand 
Co.  for  correction,  and  the  corrected  invoice  which 
they  sent  did  not  bear  any  direction  to  pay  the 
«monnt  to  the  plaintiffs.  This  corrected  invoice 
was  forwarded  to  the  defendants'  head  office  in 
London,  and  they  paid  the  amount  to  Kramrisch 
4knd  Go.'s  general  bankers  instead  of  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

The' plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  anm  of  32632.,  either  upon  the  undertaking 
«igned  by  the  defendants,  or  under  the  assign- 
ment from  Kramrisch  and  Co.  to  them  contained 
in  tlie  document  sent  to  them  bv  Kramrisch  and 
Co.  and  forwarded  by  them  to  the  defendants. 

The  defendants  contended  that  Groodinff  had 
no  authority  to  sign  the  undertaking,  and  that 
they  were  not  bound  by  it ;  and  that  the  docu- 
ment in  question  was  not  an  absolute  assignment, 
•within  sect.  25  (6)  of  the  Judicature  Act  1873. 

The  Judicature.  Act  1873  (36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66) 
provides : 

Seat.  25  (6).  Any  abaolate  aasigBnieiit,  by  writiagr 
vndcr  the  hand  of  the  Miigoor  (not  pntportiiig  to  be  by 
way  of  cbaiKS  only),  of  any  debt  or  other  legal,  chote  in 
netion,  of  which  express  notioe  in  writing  shall  have 
been  given  to  the  debtor,  trastee,  or  other  person  from 
whom  the  assignor  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive 
at  claim  inch  debt  or  chose  in  action,  shall  be  and  be 
deemed  to  have  been  effeotnal  in  law  (mbjeot  to  all 
«qiiities  which  wonld  have  been  entitled  to  priority  over 
the  right  of  the  asiignee  if  this  Aot  had  not  passed),  to 
pass  aiid  transfer  tbe  legal  right  to  snob  debt  or  chote 
•in  aetvm  from  the  date  of  snch  notioe,  and  all  legal  or 
other  remedies  for  the  same,  and  the  power  to  give  a 
good  disoharge  for  the  same,  without  the  oononirenoe 
of  the  assignor. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Walton,  J.  withont 
ajnry. 

J.  A.  Hamilton,  K.C.  and  LoehnU  for  the 
plaintifla. 

B.  M.  Bray,  K.O.  and  SehUler  for  the 
defendants. 

April  2,  1903.— Walton,  J.— [The  learned 
jndge  atated  the  facte,  and  then  proceeded :] 
Now,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  undertaking  given  by  Gooding  for 
the  Dunlop  Rubber  Company  is  binding  upon  the 
«oxnpany.  The  defendants  say  that  Gooding  had 
noanttiorit^  in  fact  to  give  any  such  undertaking. 
The  plaintiffs  say  that  he  had,  and  that,  if  he  had 
not,  at  any  rate  he  was  held  out  as  a  person  having 
mch  authority,  and  the  defendants  are  bound  as  S 
he  had  authority.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  in  fact  Gooding  had  no  authority  to  act  in 
this  matter.  His  duty  was  to  send  a  document 
of  this  kind  to  London,  or  to  get  authority  from 
London  before  signing  it.  Therefore  I  find  that 
in  fact  he  had  not  any  authority  to  sien  the 
document.  The  next  question  is  whether  ne  was 
held  out  as  having  authority  to  sign.  It  seems 
to  me  that  it  would  be  canying  the  doctrine  of 
holding  out  very  far  to  say  that  there  was  snffi- 
cieat  evidence  here  of  holding  out.  I  do  not,  how- 
eTer,_  think  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
my  judgment  to  say  more  than  that  I  feel  a  very 


great  difficulty  in  accepting  the  argument  that 
there  was  such  a  holding  out  here  as  would  be 
binding  upon  the  defendants.    Then  the  case  is 

Sut  in  another  way.  It  is  said  that  this  double 
ocnment  of  the  6th  Jan.,  together  with  the  letter 
ot  ibo  7th  Jan.,  with  which  they  were  sent  to  the 
defendants  by  the  plaintiffs,  amount  to  an  assign- 
ment to  the  phuntiffs  of  the  debt  of  32632. 
Kramrisch  and  Go.  sent  these  two  documents  on 
the  6th  Jan.  to  the  plainiiffa,  in  order  that  the 
plaintiffs  might  send  them  on  to  the  defendants, 
undoubtedly  in  order  that  the  plaintilts  might 
obtain  payment  direct  to  themselves  of  this  sum 
of  32632.  I  think  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  at 
all  about  that.  The  plaintiffs  forwarded  them 
to  the  defendants  with  a  letter  saying  that  they 
had  received  them  from  Kramrisch  and  Co.,  and 
requesting  the  defendants  to  sign.  Now,  does  that 
amount  to  an  assignment  of  the  debt  by  Kram- 
risch and  Co.  to  the  plaintifla  ?  I  think  that  the 
debt  was  assigned  by  Kramrisch  and  Co.  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  that  is  the  effect  of  these 
documents.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  intention 
of  Kramrisch  and  Co.  was  to  make  over  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  right  to  receive  this  money  for 
themselves  and  to  ^ve  a  good  discharge  for  it. 
Was  there  notioe  of  that  to  the  defendwts  P  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  whole  transaction  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  defendants,  and  I  think  that 
Gooding  had  authority  to  receive  notioe  of  snch 
an  assignment.  I  think  that  notice  was  given  to 
the  defendants  that  Kramrisch  and  Co.  had  made 
over  to  the  plaintiffs  the  right  to  receive  this 
sum  of  money,  and  had  given  them  power  to  give 
a  good  discharge  for  it.  Now,  is  that  an  abso- 
lute assignment  within  sect.  25  (6)  of  the 
Judicature  Act  1873?  A  number  of  cases 
have  been  cited,  but  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  assist  us  very  much,  because  the  {leneral 
principles  applicable  to  a  question  of  this  kind 
are  now,  I  think,  fairly  clearly  ascertained. 
Perhaps  the  most  important  case  upon  the  general 
principles  which  has  been  cited  is  the  case  of 
Vwham  y.  BoberUon  (78  L.  T.  Hep.  438  ;  (1898) 
1  Q.  B.  765).  In  that  case  Chitty,  L.J.  laid  down 
verr  clearly  the  law  and  the  doctrines  of  equity 
with  regard  to  documente  of  assignment  of  enoses 
in  action.  He  said:  "Dealing  with  the  case 
apart  from  the  Judicature  Act,  there  is  here 
unquestionably  a  valid  equitable  assignment.  To 
operate  as  a  valid  equitable  assignment  no  par- 
ticular form  of  words  is  required  in  the  document ; 
an  engagement  or  direction  to  pay,  out  of  a  debt  or 
fund,  a  sum  of  money  constitutes  an  equitable 
assignment,  though  it  does  not  operate  as  an 
assignment  of  the  whole  fund  or  debt.  A  me^e 
charge  on  a  fund  or  debt  operates  as  a  pariJal 
equitable  assignment.  As  is  well  known,  an  ordi- 
nary debt  or  choie  in  action  before  the  Judicature 
Aot  was  not  assignable  so  as  to  pass  the  right  ot 
action  at  law,  but  it  was  assignable  so  as  to  pass 
the  right  to  sue  in  equity.  .  .  .  Now,  in  order 
to  afford  some  remedy  for  this  state  of  the  law 
that  sub-sect.  6  was  passed.  It  is  plain  on  reading 
it  that  it  does  not  apply  to  every  ^e  of  equiteble 
assignment  of  a  debt  or  chose  in  action.  .  .  . 
To  brins  a  case  within  the  sub-section  transferring 
the  leg^  right  to  sue  for  the  debt  and  empowering 
the  assignee  to  give  a  good  discharge  for  the  debt, 
there  must  be  (in  the  Language  of  the  sub- section) 
an  absolute  assignment  not  purporting  to  be  by 
way  of  charge  only.     It  is  requisite  that  the 
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asumment  ihonld  be,  or  at  all  eventa  pntport  to 
be,  abaolate,  bat  it  will  not  suffice  if  tne  assign- 
ment poiport  to  be  by  waj  of  charge  only.  It  ia 
plain  that  every  equitable  aamgnment  in  the  wide 
sense  of  the  tarn  as  oaed  in  equity  is  not  within 
the  enactment."  Was  this  an  absolnte  assign- 
ment P  In  support  of  the  view  which  I  take  that 
it  was  an  absolute  assignment,  the  case  of  Harding 
y.  Harding  (17  Q.  B.  Div.  442)  was  cited,  and  I 
refer  to  that  case  because  the  document  in  that 
case  is  not  dissimilar  from  the  document  relied 
on  in  the  present  case.  The  headnote  of  that 
case  is  this :  "  The  defendants,  who  were  execntors 
and  trustees  under  a  will,  sent  to  6.,  one  of  the 
residuaiT  legatees,  a  statement  of  account  show, 
ing  a  balance  to  be  dne  to  him  on  account  of  his 
sluue  of  the  residnary  estate.  O.,  who  lived  in 
Australia,  sent  this  account  to  his  daughter,  the 
idaintifF,  with  the  following  direction  on  it  in  his 
handwriting :  '  I  hereby  iiwtmct  the  trustees  in 
power  to  pay  to  my  daughter  L.  H.  the  balance 
shown  in  the  above  statement.  .  .  .'  Notice 
in  writing  of  this  document  was  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  but  they  refused  to  be 
bound  bv  it.  Held,  that  the  document  was  a 
valid  aasismnent  of  the  balanoe  in  the  hands  of 
the  defen&ats,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  amoimt."  WiUs,  J.  in  his  judgment 
said :  "  In  the  present  case  it  was  proposed  to 
assign  a  sum  of  money  due  from  the  trustees,  the 
defendants;  and  probably  before  the  Judicature 
Act  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  give  a  legal 
title  to  Laura  Harding  so  as  to  enable  her  to  sue 
in  her  own  name  in  respect  of  this  right  of  action ; 
she  could  have  maintained  a  suit  in  equity,  but 
the  legal  title  oould  not  have  been  completed  in 
her.  Now  it  can  be  done ;  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  legal  title  has  been  so  completed  by  the 
notice  signed  bjr  Qeor^  Harding  and  sent  by 
him  to  tM  plaintiff.  If  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
equitable  assignment,  he  has  done  all  that  he 
could  to  make  it  complete ;  if  as  a  legal  assign- 
ment, he  has  completed  it ;  and  under  sect.  25, 
sub-sect.  6,  of  the  Judicature  Act  1873,  the 
assignee  of  a  eho$e  in  action  may  sue  in  his  own 
name,  the  law  as  to  the  necessity  for  a  considera- 
tion not  applying,  as  it  seems  to  me,  if  the 
assignment  is  completely  made."  The  direction 
given  in  that  case  cannot,  to  my  mind,  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  direction  given  in  the 
present  case.  It  makes  no  difference  if  this  was 
given  by  way  of  security,  if  it  was  an  absolute 
assignment,  as  I  think  it  was.  Mr.  Bray  con- 
tended that  this  was  not  an  absolute  assignment 
because  it  must  be  read  by  the  light  of  the  letter 
of  lien  wluch  was  not  an  absolute  asHgnment.  I 
agree  that  the  letter  of  lien  was  not  an  absolute 
assignment,  but  that  is  not  the  assignment  relied 
on.  This  document  of  the  6th  Jan.  was  sent  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  order  that  they  might  be  assured 
that  they  would  be  the  proper  persons  to  receive 
the  money  and  to  give  the  receipt  for  it,  and  if  it 
had  been  paid  to  them  they  would  clearly  have 
been  the  proper  persons  to  give  the  receipt. 
That  bong  so,  I  think  this  was  an  absolute 
assignment  of  which  notice  was  given,  and  that 
on  this  ground  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
recover.  With  regard  to  the  other  cases  which 
were  cited,  the  document  in  Mercantile  Bank  of 
London  v.  Bvant  (79  L.  T.  Bep.  49(3 ;  81  L.  T. 
Rep.  376;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  613)  was  different 
from  the  document  in  this  case,  and  the  same 


considerations  do  not  apply.  Aa  to  Ex  parte' 
HaU;  Be  Whitting  (40  L.  T.  Rep.  179;  10 
Gh.  Div.  615),  there,  ag<un,  the  document  was 
very  different  from  this  document.  In  the 
present  case  I  attach  great  importanoe  to  the 
fact  that  the  document  is.  not  merely  an  antkori^ 
or  direction  to  pay,  but  is  a  document  askins  in 
terms  for  an  undertaking  that  payment  will  be 
made ;  whether  that  undertaking  is  given  or  not 
does  not  affect  the  meaning  of  the  document 
sent  It  differs  in  that  resect  from  Ex  parte 
Hall  («2>t  $up.).  There  ia  also  another  difference 
which  I  think  underlies  the  decision  in  that  oaaOi 
It  was  there  contended  that  the  document  was  aA 
assignment  of  the  rent^  and  it  was  held  that,  if  it 
was  given  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  to  assign 
the  rent,  that  agreement  would  be  within  the 
Statute  of  Frand!^  and  that  the  court  therefore 
could  not  take  notioe  of  the  existence  of  anv  such 
agreement  For  that  reason  also  I  think  tliat 
case  is  distinKulshable  from  the  present  case.  For 
the  reasons  which  I  have  stated  1  think  thattherft 
must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JvLigmenifor  the  plaintiff*. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

B.  M.  Bray,  K.O.  and  BehiUer  for  the  appel- 
lants.— ^The  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  holding 
that  there  was  an  "absolnte  assignment  hj 
writing,"  of  which  express  notice  in  writing 
was  given  to  the  defendants,  within  sect.  25  (6)  of 
the  Judicature  Act  1873.  The  real  questions  oni 
this  appeal  are  whether  the  two  attached  docu> 
ments  were  an  absolnte  assignment,  and  whether 
express  notice  in  writing  was  given  to  the  defen- 
dants of  that  assignment.  These  documenta 
cannot  be  said  to  be  an  assignment  at  all.  There 
is,  on  th«r  face,  merely  a  request  to  the  debtoT» 
to  assent  to  a  new  contract,  in  the  form  aKached, 
to  pay  their  debt  to  the  plaintiffd.  There  i» 
nothing  ssid  about  an  assignment  in  these  docu- 
ments. They  mi|;ht  refer  to  any  other  kind  of 
arrangement  besides  an  assit^nment  between 
Kramrisch  and  the  plaintiffs.  Tbe  intention  and 
meaning  of  the  words  in  sect.  25  (6),  "  absolute 
assignment  by  writing  of  which  express  notice  in 
writing  shall  have  been  given  to  the  debtor,"  is 
that  the  debtor  may  not  m  left  in  any  doubt  as  tO' 
what  his  position  is  with  i-egard  to  bis  creditor^ 
and  what  he  may  safely  do  to  discharge  hi» 
debt.  Kow,  these  documents  do  not  on  their 
face  purport  in  terms  to  assign  anything  or  in 
any  way  to  transfer  the  property  in  the  debt. 
The  document  to  be  signed  by  tbe  defendants 

Snrporta  to  be,  and  was  intended  to  be,  only  a 
ocnment  by  which  the  defendants  might  consent 
to  a  new  contract  with  tbe  plaintiffa.  There  was 
a  request  to  sign  that  document,  but  the  defen- 
dants were  not  bound  to  sign  it.  If  there  was  an 
absolute  assignment,  that  request  would  have 
been  unnecessary,  for  the  defendants  would  have 
been  bound  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  whether  they 
signed  or  not.  There  are  authorities  which  show 
tlutt  this  cannot  be  construed  as  an  abaolate- 
assignment.  In  Ex  parte  Hall ;  Be  Whitting  (40 
L.  T.  Bep.  179 ;  10  Ch.  Div.  616)  the  creditor 
gave  to  his  bankers  a  letter  addressed  to  bis- 
debtor,  in  which  he  said:  "I  hereby  authorise' 
and  request  you  to  pay  to  .  .  .  200{.  to  my 
credit  for  which  I  will  accept  their  receipt  aa 
so  much  of  your  rent  discharged  "  ;  and  it  waa 
held  by  the  (jourt  of  Appeal  that  this  was  onl;pa 
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rerocable  authority  to  pay  and  not  an  asaiga- 
meot.  The  words  in  the  present  case  are  not  ao 
strong  as  they  were  in  that  case.  That  case 
shows  that  a  mere  request  or  anthoriby  by  the 
oredUtor  to  the  debtor  to  pay  a  third  person  is 
not  an  absolute  assignment,  bat  is  only  a  revocable 
authority  to  pay.  The  case  of  Harding  t.  Harding 
(17  Q.  B.  Dir.  442),  npon  which  the  plaintiffd 
rely,  is  clearly  distingnishable,  becanse  there  was 
in  that  cise  an  irrevocable  authority  to  pay.  The 
case  of  Durham  v.  Bobertaon  (78  L.  T.  Bep.  438 ; 
(1898)  1 Q.  B.  765)  does  not  reaUjr  altect  the  question 
in  the  present  case,  the  decision  there  being 
on  the  question  whether  the  assignment  was  by 
way  of  charge  only.  In  Fisher  t.  Calvert  (27 
W.  B.  301)  the  only  question  was  whether  there 
was  a  sufficient  equitable  assignment  in  a  case 
where  the  assignor  was  made  a'party.  Even  if 
this  was  an  absolute  assignment,  there  was  not  a 
sufficient  notice  to  the  defendants.  The  head 
office  and  registered  office  of  the  defendants  is  in 
London,  and  these  docaments  were  aeht  to  their 
works  at  Birmingham.  Sect.  62  of  the  Gompanies 
Act  1862  provides  that  "  any  summons,  notice, 
.  .  .  required  to  be  served  upon  the  company 
may  be  served  by  leaving  the  same,  or  sending 
it  tbroagh  the  post  in  a  prepaid  letter  addressed 
to  the  company,  at  their  roistered  offise."  The 
notice  most  reach  the  company  at  some  place 
where  there  is  an  official  whose  duty  it  is  to  receive 
and  act  npon  it,  and  in  this  case  that  would  be 
at  the  Lcmdon  ofSoeof  the  defendants  from  which 
all  payments  were  made.  If  the  ptooednre  ^ven 
by  aect.  62  is  not  followed,  the  person  giving 
notice  in  some  other  way  takes  the  risk  of  the 
notioe  not  coming  to  the  hands  of  the  proper 
offidaL 

J,  A.  Hamilton,  E.G.  and  Loehni*  for  the 
respondents. — The  learned  judge  rightly  decided 
that  there  was  an  absolute  assignment  within 
sect.  25  (6).  This  document  as  a  whole  cannot 
fairly  be  read  as  being  a  mere  request  by  Kram- 
riach  to  the  defendants  to  pay  the  money  to  the 
plaintiffs.  Its  real  effect  is  that  it  is  an  instruo- 
tion  to  ttie  defendants  to  pay  tiie  plaintiffs,  as 
was  the  case  in  Harding  v.  Harding  (17  Q  B. 
Dir.  442).  This  document  is  unconditional  In  its 
terms,  and  it  intimates  to  the  debtors  that  Brandt 
Sons,  and  Go.  are  the  persons  who  are  entitled  to 
receive  this  money.  When  this  document  was 
sent  by  Eramrisoh  to  the  plaintifEs  it  was  an 
absolute  assignment  by  him  to  them  as  soon  as 
it  came  to  their  hands ;  and,  when  it  was  sent  on 
to  the  defendants,  the  assignment  was  completed 
by  notice  to  them.  The  ordinary  simple  construc- 
tion of  this  document  is  that  it  is  an  absolute 
assignment  by  Kramrisoh  to  the  plaintifis ;  and 
the  defendants  could  not  reasonablv  think  that 
it  was  anything  else.  Though  the  defendants  may 
not  be  bound  to  sign  the  undertaking  and  may 
refuse  to  sign,  yet  the  document  la  atill  an 
assignment,  and  they  are  bound  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiffs as  assignees.  If  the  defendants  did  sign, 
t^ey  would  oo  liable  upon  a  different  basis  and 
wonld  have  undertaken  a  different  personal 
liability  to  the  plaintiffs  from  that  under  which 
they  were  before  by  reason  of  the  aasignment. 
The  words  "  for  account  of  Examrisch  "  only 
show  that  the  plaintitfa  could  discharge  the 
defendants  from  ^1  claims  by  Eramrisch,  and 
they  sapport  the  view  that  tms  was  an  asaign- 
memt.    The  case  of    Harding  v.  Harding  {ubi 


tup.)  is  a  clear  authority  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffs  that  a  document  in  this  form  is  an 
aisignment  within  sect.  25  (6).  In  E»  parte  HaJl ; 
Be  WhitHng  (40  L.  T.  Bep.  179;  10  Oh.  Div. 
615)  there  was  in  fact  a  verbal  assignment  which 
was  invalid  by  reason  of  sect.  4  of  tne  Statute  of 
Frauds  ;  and  it  was  not  decided  that  words  of 
request  or  authoribr  could  not  be  an  absolute 
assignment.  The  decision  in  Briee  v.  Bannister 
(33  L.  T.  Bep.  739;  3  Q.  B.  Div.  569)  is  also  a 
clear  authority  that  this  document  is  aa  absolute 
assignment  within  sect.  25  (6).  In  Pereival  v. 
Dunn  (32  L.  T.  Bep.  520;  29  Gh.  Div.  128)  the 
distinction  was  pointed  out  between  a  request  to 
a  debtor  to  pay  a  spe(»fic  debt  to  a  third  person, 
and  a  mere  generu  request  to  pay  money  to  a 
third  person.  There  was  g^ood  notioe  of  this 
assignment  ^iven  to  the  defendants.  Sect.  62  of 
the  Gompanies  Act  1862  does  not  affect  the 
question;  it  merely  gives  an  optional  mode  of 
service.  The  leamea  judge  has  found  as  a  fact 
that  Gooding  had  authority  to  receive  notioe,  and 
the:e  was  ample  evidence  npon  which  he  could 
properly  so  find.  If  the  defendants  did  sign  the- 
nn&rtaking,  ther  were  trustees  of  the  money  for 
the  plaintiffs  and  are  liable.  The  facts  show  that- 
(]k)oding  had  authority  to  aiwa.  on  their  behalf,  or, 
at  any  rate,  that  he  was  held  oat  as  having  autho- 
rity. Even  if  there  was  no  assignment  within 
sect  25  (6),  yet  the  plaintiffs  are  equitable 
assignees  and  can,  in  the  circumstances,  sue 
without  making  Eramrisch  a  party,  inasmuch  as 
he  had  fully  discharged  the  defendants  before  this 
action  was  oommen<Md. 

Bray,  E.G.  in  reply. — ^The  learned  judge  has 
found  as  a  fact  that  Gooding  had  no  authority  to 
sign  the  undertaking,  and  that  finding  cannot  be 
impugned.  There  was  no  evidence  wat  he  was 
held  out  as  having  authority,  or  that  the  position 
of  the  plaintiffs  had  been  made  any  worse 
thereby. 

Lord  Alvbsstobb,  GJ. — This  is,  I  think,  a 
case  of  considerable  difficulty,  and  the  main 
point  raised  is  one  of  great  importance.  I  have 
little  doubt  that  such  documents  as  these 
are  used  to  a  considerable  extent  in  com- 
mercial transactions.  The  respondents  ask  us 
to  say  that  the  documents  here  in  question  are-t 
so  clearly  only  consistent  with  there  having  been 
an  assignment  of  tiie  debt  that  they  can  only  be- 
construed  as  an  absolute  aasignment  either  legal 
or  equitable.  After  full  and  careful  considera- 
tion, and  after  hearing  the  very  able  arguments . 
on  both  aides,  I  cannot  come  to  thut  conclusion. . 
To  establiah  their  case  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  ahow,  within  the  terms  of  sect.  25  (6)- 
of  the  Judicature  Act  1873,  that  there  is  an- 
"  absolute  assignment  by  writing  (not  purporting 
to  be  by  way  of  charge  only)  of  the  debt  .  .  . 
of  which  express  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been 
given  to  the  debtor."  The  document,  therefore, 
must  be  an  absolute  assignment  in  writing  under 
the  hand  of  the  assignor.  The  respondents 
endeavoured  to  make  that  out  by  reading 
together  the  two  documents  of  the  6th  Jan.  whioii' 
were  sent  on  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants. 
Those  two  documents  were  attaahed  to  each  other ;: 
the  one  addressed  by  Eramrisch  to  the  defen- 
dants being,  "  Eindly  sign  the  attached  letter  and 
forward  the  same  to  "  the  plaintiffs ;  the  other, 
addressed  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs. 
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bang, "  Herewith  tre  beg  to  oonfirm  that  we  shall 
remit  .  .  .  the  amount  of  invoices — viz.,  369Z. 
and  32632.  ,  .  .  when  dne,  direct  to  yoar  good 
selves,  foraocoant  of  Messrs.  Kramrisch  and  Co." 
Now,  if  that  reasonably  indicates  an  assignment, 
it  is  signed  by  the  assignor.  It  has  been  argaed 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  words  "  for 
acooont  of  Messrs.  Kramrisoh  and  Co.,'*  really 
mean  that  the  plaintiffs  might  give  a  receipt  for 
the  money,  and  that  that  is  the  proper  constmc- 
tion  of  the  document  and  one  which  removes  all 
difficulties.  Bat,  looking  at  the  earlier  part  of  the 
document,  I  do  not  think  that  tbat  is  its  true 
business  meaning.  The  document  does  not  in 
terms  piurport  to  be  an  assignment;  it  only  pur- 
ports to  be  a  request  to  the  defendants  to  pay  the 
.amount  to  the  j)laintiffs.    If  it  had  really  been 

ssigned  by  the  defendants,  they  would  have  been 
liable  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the 
same  reasons  as  the  defendants  were  liable  in 
Harding    v.    Harding  (17   Q.   B.    Div.   442).    I 

'  cannot,  however,  see  any  valid  answer  to  the  con- 

^ntion  of  the  defendants  that  it  cannot  be 
^assumed  as  the  foundation  of  this  document  that 
there  was  any  assignment  at  all  of  the  debt,  and 
there    is   nothing  whatever  to  show    that   this 

'  document  must  be  treated  as  an  assignment, 
because  Kramrisch  only  requests  the  defendants 
to  sign  it  and  give  it  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  docu- 
ment seems  to  be  quite  consistent  with  there 
having  been  a  verbal  bargain  that  the  money  should 
be  received  by  the  phuntiffs  on  Kramrisoh's  ac- 
count, or  that  there  should  be  a  lien  on  the  money 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  a.  I  think  that  business 
men  of  exjperience  in  these  matters  T.ould  have  no 
difficulty  m  suggesting  various  different  ways  in 
which  the  plaintiffs  might  claim  that  the  proceeds 
of  these  goods  should  come  to  their  hands  without 
there  being  an  assignment  of  the  debt.  Therefore 
this  document  is  consistent  with  there  being  some- 
thing other  than  an  assignment  of  the  debt,  and 
it  is  for  that  reason  impossible  to  take  the  doou- 
<nent  itself  as  being  a  document  of  assignment. 
J.  do  not  base  my  judgment  upon  the  fact  that 
there  had  been  a  document  of  lien  given  by 
Kramrisch  to  the  plaintiffs  a  few  days  bffifore.  If, 
however,  we  cannot  see  that  this  document  is  an 
absolute  assignment  upon  its  face,  and  if  we  can 
look  at  other  matters  outside  of  the  document 
itself,  we  must  see  at  once  that  there  was  no 
assignment  of  the  debt  unless  this  particular 
document  was  an  assignment.  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  this  document  is  not  upon 
the  face  of  it  an  assignment  of  the  debt ;  there  is 
merely  a  request  to  the  defendants  to  sign  the 
undertaking  to  pay  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  nothing 
more  than  an  authority  to  the  defendants  to  pay 
the  debt  to  the  plaintiffs,  a.nd  it  is  not  an  assign- 
ment of  the  debt.  I  have,  therefore,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  document  does  not  fulfil  the 
conditions  which  are  necessary  to  entitle  the 
plaintiffs  to  sue  in  their  own  names  as  assignees 
of  the  debt,  because  it  is  not  an  absolute  assign- 
ment, or  an  assignment  at' all,  within  sect.  25  (6) 
of  the  Judicature  Act  1873.  I  do  not  think  that 
any  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  do  more 
than  illustrate  how  the  principles  governing  this 

fnestion  are  to  be  applied.  In  Harding  v. 
larding  {ubi  sup.)  it  is  true  that  Wills,  J.  did 
express  an  opinion  that  the  document  there 
in  question  might  be  an  assignment  within 
sect.  25  (6) ;  but  I  think  that  the  real  ground  of 


the  decision  in  that  case  was  the  fact  that  the 
debtors  had  assented  to  the  arrangement  that  they 
should  pay  the  money  to  the  plaintiff,  and  were 
therefore  bound  upon  equitable  principles  to  do 
so.  With  regard  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Hall ;  Re 
WhUHng  (40  L.  T.  Bep.  179 ;  10  Oh.  Div.  615),  I 
doubt  whether  it  can  be  treated  as  doing  more 
than  illustrating  the  general  principles  applioable 
to  oases  of  this  kind,  because  the  decision  of  that 
case  was  complicated  by  the  fact  that  sect.  4  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  applicable  to  the 
agreement  which  was  there  relied  upon.  I  do  not 
think  that  that  case  should  be  treated  as  an 
authority  showing  that  the  words,  "I  hereby 
authorise  and  request  you  to  pay,"  are  to  be 
decided,  one  way  or  the  other,  as  being  or  not 
being  an  assignment.  I  am  now  satisfied,  with 
regard  to  the  case  of  Briee  v.  Bannitter  (38  L.  T. 
Bep.  739 ;  3  Q.  B.  Div.  569),  that  the  difficulty 
which  has  been  felt  as  to  the  main  ground  of  the 
judgment  is  because  there  was  not  an  assignment 
of  the  whole  of  the  debt,  but  of  a  part  ooiy,  and 
therefore  only  a  charge.  The  language  of  the 
document  in  Brice  v.  Bannitter  (ubi  sup.)  was 
different  from  that  in  the  present  case;  the 
words  in  that  case  were :  "  I  do  hereby  order, 
authorise,  and  request  yon  to  pay  to  .  .  .  the 
sum  of  .  .  .  and  his  receipt  for  same  shall  be 
a  good  discharire."  That  was  quite  a  different 
kind  of  transaction  and  a  different  kind  of  docu- 
ment from  that  in  this  case,  which,  as  I  have 
already  pointed  out,  might  indicate  many  things 
besides  an  assignment.  Therefore  I  feel  no  doubt 
that  this  document  was  not  an  assignment  within 
sect.  25  (6).  Upon  the  question  whether  a  good 
notice  was  given,  if  this  had  been  an  assignment, 
I  am  not  prepared  to  differ  from  the  decision  of 
the  learned  judge,  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  us 
to  decide  that  question.  As  to  whether  G-ooding 
had  authority  to  sign  this  document  on  behalf  of 
the  defendants,  I  entirely  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment of  the  learned  judge^  and  I  can  see  nothing 
to  justify  the  suggestion  that  there  was  a  holding 
out  of  Gooding  as  having  authority  to  sign.  This 
appeal  must,  therefore,  be  allowed,  and  judgment 
be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion, 
thongh  I  have  felt  some  hesitation  in  differing 
from  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judge.  I  have, 
however,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  appeal 
must  be  allowed,  and  I  will  add  but  a  few  words 
upon  the  main  question  in  the  case.  It  seems  to 
me  that,  upon  a  critical  examination  of  these  two 
documents,  they  do  not  fulfil  the  description  in 
sect.  25  (6)  of  "any  absolute  assignment  by 
writing  under  the  hand  of  the  assignor."  Upon 
the  face  of  these  documents  there  is  no  absolute 
assignment  at  all.  There  is  upon  the  face  of  the 
document  a  request  from  Kramrisch,  addressed 
to  the  defendants,  to  make  an  agreement  with 
the  plaintiffs  to  pay  "to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum 
which  would  be  payable  by  the  defendants  to 
Kramrisch.  Kramrisch  suggests  to  the  defen- 
dants that  they  shall  make  a  fresh  contract  to 
pay  the  plaintiffs  instead  of  him.  It  may  be 
that  the  letter  rather  assumes  that  some  arrange- 
ment has  been  made  before  the  letter  was  written, 
but  the  letter  itself  suggests  an  agreement  to 
be  made,  and  makes  no  reference  to  an  absolute 
assignment.  It  presupposes  some  arrangement 
between  Kramrisch  and  the  plaintiffs,  but  that 
is  not  enough  to  make  it  an  absolute  assign- 
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meni.  The  document  itself  maat  be  an  absolate 
aaaignment.  Hero  we  bave  a  letter  addressed 
b^  Enunriseb  to  the  defendants  and  sent  by 
him  to  the  plaintiffs  to  forward  to  the  defen- 
dants. It  mns-thns:  "To  the  Donlop  Rubber 
Company. — Dear  Sirs, — Kindly  sign  the  attached 
letter  and  forward  the  same  to  Messrs.  Brandts, 
S<ms,  and  Co." ;  and  then  the  attached  letter  is 
as  follows :  "  To  Messrs.  Brandts,  Sons,  and  Co. — 
Dear  Sirs, — Herewith  we  bej;  to  confirm  that  we 
shall  remit,  anbjeot  to  the  approval  of  the  goods, 
the  amount  of  inroioes — viz.,  3692.  and  32631. — for 
.  .  .  reoeived  from  Kramrisch  and  Co.,  when 
due,  direct  to  your  good  selves,  for  account  of 

Messrs.  Kramrisch  and  Co. — Yours  truly, " 

Kow,  tliat  appears  to  me  to  express  just  what  it 
aay^— that  is,  the  confirmation  oy  the  defendants 
of  aomeezieting  arraosemeBt  between  Kramrisch 
and  the  .pliuntifts.  The  one  document  is  an 
nndertakinc  by  the  defendants  to  pay  direct  to 
the  plaintifEa  the  money  which  would  become  due 
from  the  defendants  to  Kramrisch ;  and  the  other 
is  a  request  by  Kramrisch  to  the  dafenduits  to 
become  liable  by  contract  to  pay  the  money  to 
the  plaintilfs ;  there  is  no  absolute  assignment  to 
be  f  onnd  in  those  documents.  Therefore,  as  we  do 
not  find  an  assignment  on  t^e  face  of  the  doca- 
ments,  we  are  really  asked  to  oolleot  one  from  the 
sarronnding  circumstances.  If  we  do  look  at  the 
snrronnding  circumstances,  the  inference  seems 
to  be  that  the  arrangement,  by  which  a  lien  was 
given  by  Kramrisch  to  the  plaintiffa,  was  referred 
to  in  the  documents.  It  is,  however,  enough  for 
US  to  9£y  that  we  cannot  here  find  upon  these 
documents  an  absolute  assignment,  and  that  the 
case  is  therefore  not  within  sect.  25  (6).  Further, 
we  find  in  the  document  the  words,  "  for  account 
of  Messrs.  Kramrisch  and  Co.,"  which  auggea 
that  some  interest  in  the  money  was  retained  by 
Kramrisch,  and  therefore  there  waa  not  an  abao- 
Inte  assignment.  I  agree,  therefore,  that  this 
appeal  must  be  allowed. 

KOMEE,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  aame  opinion,  and 
desire  to  add  only  a  few  worda  upon  the  main 
pmnt.  I  ask  myself  the  broad  question  whether 
these  documents  constituted  in  themselyea  an 
assignment  of  the  debt  or  notice  of  an  aaaignment. 
When  I  aay  an  "  assignment,"  I  include  an  equit- 
able assignment  even  if  not  an  "  absolute  assign- 
ment "  within  sect.  2>5  (6).  There  ia  difficulty  in 
dealing  with  the  documents  by  themselves  without 
bringing  in  the  oUier  relations  between  Kram- 
risch and  the  plaintiffa.  Now,  on  the  face  of 
the  documenta  themaelvea,  they  amount  only 
in  terma  to  a  requeat  by  Kramrisch  to  the 
defendanta  to  bind  themselves  to  pay  the  money 
to  the  plaintiffa.  Why  Kramriach  did  thia  doea 
not  appear  upon  the  documents,  nor  the  relatione 
between  Kramriach  and  the  plaintiffa,  except 
that  the  plaintiffa  were  to  receive  the  money  "  for 
account  of  "  Kramriach.  There  ia  no  suggestion 
on  the  documents  of  any  previoua  aaaignment  by 
Kramrisch  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendants 
were  not  bound  to  speculate  why  these  docu- 
ments were  being  g^ven  by  Kramrisch.  The 
defendants  were  not  bound  to  sign  the  docu- 
ment. Were  the  defendants  bound  to  assume 
that,  if  thev  did  not  sign  thia  document,  Kram- 
risch had  by  theae  documents  alone  given  an 
irrevocable  mandate  to  them  to  pay  the  money  to 
the  plaintiffs  P  Although  the  question  is  not  free 
irom  difficulty,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  were  1 


not  so  bound.  I  do  not  think  that  the  defendants 
were  bound  to  regard  these  documents  themselves 
as  being  an  assignment  in  the  broad  aense  which 
I  have  indicated.  Theae  documenta  give  no 
notice  of  any  kind  of  any  previous  assignment. 
For  theae  reasooa  I  agree  that  the  appeal  must 


be  allowed. 


Appeal  allowed. 


Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  John  B.  and  F. 
Purehate. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondenta,  Hollanu,  8on$x 
Coward,  and  Hawksley. 


Monday,  Feb.  8. 

(Before  CoLUNB,  H.B.,  Bomes  an^ 
Mathbw,  L.J  J.) 

Stocedale  v.  Aschssbbbo.  (a) 

APPEAL  FSOM  THB   KIHO'S  BENCH  DIVISIONT 

Landlord  and  Unant — Leate  for  three    y«are—- 
CvBtnant    hy    i«nton<    to  pay    "  outi/oings  "— 
Reeonstnietion  of  drainage  by  order  of  local 
avtiority — Liabuity  of  Unawt. 

By  an  agreement  iti  wriiing  the  plaintiff  let  a 
house  to  the  defendant  for  d  term  nf  three  years, 
and  then  from  year  to  year  until  either  party 
should  give  thrke  months'  notice,  at  a  yearly  rent 
of  661. ;  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  "alt 
outgoings  of  every  description  for  the  time  beings 
payable  in  respect  of  the  premises." 

During  the  term  of  three  years  the  plaintiff 
expended  831.  in  reeonsintcting  the  drairutge  of 
tne  house  in  compliance  with  a  notice  from  the- 
local  authority. 

Held  {affirming  the  judgment  nf  Wright,  J.),  that  ' 
the  tenant  was  liable  to  pay  the  expense  of  doing- 
this  work  as  an  "  outgoing  "  within  the  mean- 
ing  of  the  agreem,ent,  although   the    term  wot- 
short  and  the  rent  small. 

Appbal  of  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of 
Wright,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a  ■ 
jury. 

The  plaintiff  brought  thia  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  832.,  being  the 
amount  of  the  expense  incurred  by  the  plaintiff 
in  reconatructing  the  drainage  of  premises  of 
which  the  defen&nt  waa  tenant  to  the  plaintiff. 

By  an  agreement  in  writing,  dated  the  25th 
March  1902,  the  plaintiff  let  to  the  defendant  a 
honae.  No.  68,  Brondesbury-villas,  Kilbum,  for 
a  term  of  three  years,  and  then  from  year  to  year 
until  one  of  the  parties  should  give  to  the  other 
three  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing,  at  the 
dear  net  yearly  rent  of  552.,  to  be  paid  on  the 
uanal  quarter  daya  free  from  deductions  except 
landlord'a  property  tax. 

By  thia  agreement  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
"  all  taxes,  ratea,  aaaessments,  and  outgoings  of 
every  description  for  the  time  being  payable  in 
reapect  of  the  premises  aa  they  become  due,  land- 
lord'a property  tax  only  excepted." 

The  defendant  alao  agreed  to  keep  and  leave 
the  premisea,  including  the  fixtnrea,  in  as  good 
condition  as  they  were  at  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment, reasonable  wear  and  tear  excepted,  and  to 
keep  the  gutters,  stack-pipes,  water- cloaeta,  and 
ciatema  clean,  and  to  keep  in  repair  all  sash-lines 
and  internal  pipes  and  tapsi 

la)  Baportad  by  1.  H.  Williams,  £iq.,  BurUter-M-I«w, 
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On  the  4Ui  Sept.  1902  a  notioe  was  served  upon 
the  plaintiff  by  the  Willeaden  Urbaa  Dietriot 
Ooanoil,  under  the  proviaiona  of  the  Pablio  Uealth 
Health  Aot  1875,  stating  that  a  nniaanoe  existed 
on  the  premises  and  requiring  him  to  abate  it> 
and  tor  that  purpose  to  take  vcp  and  relay  ttirough- 
out  the  premises  the  existing  drains,  wiiich  were 
defeotive. 

In  compllanoe  with  that  notioe  the  plaintiff 
carried  out  the  required  work,  and  thereby 
inourred  expense  to  the  amount  of  83Z. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  that  sum  of 
831.  from  the  defendant  under  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  ot  tenancy. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Wright,  J.  without 
a  jniTt  iuid  the  learned  judge  held  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  pay  the  amount  claimed, 
as  an  "outgoing,"  under  the  terms  ot  the  agree- 
ment: (88  L.  T.  Bep.  767). 

The  defendant  appealed. 

E.  Foa  for  the  appellant. — ^The  judgment  of  the 
learned  judge  was  wrong.  It  is  true  that,  since 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Foviger  y. 
Arditig  (86  L.  T.  Bop.  488;  {m&)  1  E.  B.  700),  it 
.cannot  be  contended  that  in  some  oases  a  cove- 
nant by  a  tenant  to  pay  "  outgoings "  will  not 

-cover  an  expense  of  this  kind.  But  that  rule  is 
not  applicable  to  every  lease  or  agreement  of 

"tenancy.  In  Fovlger  v.  Arding  (iiM  tup.)  Oollins, 
M.B.  said :  "  Underlying  the  whole  matter  is  the 

'  consideration  that  we  are  dealing  with  a  contract 

■  «f  demise  between  landlord  and  tenant,  and  the 
oovenant  must  be  assumed  to  relate  only  to 
•matters  which  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  as 
being  within  the  purview  ot  suon  a  con- 
tract." A  covenant  of  this  kind  must,  therefore, 
'be  construed  by  having  regard  to  that  which 
the  parties  might  reasonably  oe  supposed  to  have 

•  contemplated.  For  that  purpose  the  length  of 
the  term,  the  character  of  the  premises,  and  the 

.  amount  of  the  rent  ouaht  to  be  taken  into  con- 

.-sideration.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Fouiger  v. 
Arding  {ubi  tup.)  has  been  considered  in  several 

'Subsequent  oases.  In  FoZpy  v.  8i.  Leanardt 
Wharf  Company  (1  L.  O.  U.  305),  where  there 
was  a  lease  of  a  cottage  upon  a  yearly  tenancy 
at  a  rent  of  202.,  Farwell,  J.  held  that  a  cove- 
nant by  the  tenant  to  pay  "outgoings"  would 
not  include  the  expense  A  paving  a  yanl,  in  com- 
pliance with  a  notice  from  the  lowl  autfaoritr,  at  a 
cost  ot  582.  Then  the  present  case  was  decided  by 
Wright,  J.,  and  the  learned  judge  held  that  it 
was  materially  different  from  tiie  case  decided  by 
Farwell,  J.  The  question  next  arose  in  Be  War- 
riner ;  Brayihaw  v.  Ninnia  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  766  j 
(1903)  2  Oh.  367),  and  there  Eady,  J.  foUowed  the 
present  case,  the  lease  being  for  a  term  of  three 
years  at  a  rent  of  542.  The  last  case  upon  the 
question  was  again  decided  by  Wright,  J.,  and  in 
Harrii  v.  Hickman  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  722 ;  (1904) 
1  £.  B.  13)  that  learned  judge  followed  Valny  v. 
St.  Leonardi  Wharf  Company  {ubi  tup.)  and  held 
that  a  covenant  to  pay  "outgoings"  of  this 
description  was  not  applicable  to  a  yearly  tenancy 
which  arose  through  the  tenant  holding  over  aftcn: 
the  expiration  of  a  term  of  three  years.  Before 
^onlgerr.  Arding  {ubi  tup.)  there  were  eight  cases 
decided  in  which  the  word  "  outgoings  "  was  used, 
but  in  all  but  one  of  those  cases  the  term  was  a 
long  term.   The  exception  was  Batehelor  v.  Bigger 


(60  L.  T.  Bep.  416),  but  in  that  case  the  expenses 
in  question  were  for  paving  a  street,  and  the  fact 
that  the  street  had  not  been  paved  must  have 
been  apparent  to  the  tenant  when  he  took  the 
premises,  whereas  the  defective  condition  of  drains 
u  not  apparent.  In  the  case  of  a  short  tenancy 
of  small  premises  it  ought  to  be  held  that  it 
could  not  nave  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  that  the  tenant,  by  a  covenant  to  pay 
"  outgoings,"  should  be  liable  to  heavy  expenses  of 
this  kind  incurred  for  improvements  of  a  per- 
manent character.  In  this  case  the  covenant  to 
repair  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  is  vary  material. 
for  it  shows  tbat  it  was  intended  that  he  should 
be  liable  <mly  to  a  very  siuht  extent  for  anything 
in  the  nature  of  repair.  The  woids  of  this  cove- 
nant are  "outgoings  tor  the  time  bdng  payable 
...  as  th^  bMome  due,"  and  those  words 
show  that  in  this  agreement  the  word  "out- 
goings "  ought  to  receive  a  more  limited  meaning 
as  intended  to  include  only  temporary  and 
recurring  expenses.  The  Public  Health  Aot 
1875  dearly  and  expressly  imposes  the  liability 
to  pa^  these  expenses  upon  the  landlord,  and  that 
liabiht^  ought  not  to  be  transferred  to  the  tenant 
unless  it  is  pert ectty  clesr  that  the  parties  intended 
that  it  should  be  so  transferred. 

0.  F.  Hohler,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called 
upon  to  argue. 

Collins,  M.B. — Whatever  sympathy  we  may 
feel  for  a  tenant  under  an  agreement  like  this, 
who  is  called  upon  to  pay  a  sum  which  in  fact  he 
never  anticipated  that  he  would  be  liable  to  pay, 
yet  the  question  is  whether  he  is  bound  by  the  terms 
of  his  contract  to  accept  that  liabilitv.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  too  dear  for  argument  that  it  is  now 
settled  by  the  authorities  tmit  a  covenant  such  as 
this  does  cover  such  a  class  of  expense  as  this, 
which  is  rendered  necessary  by  reason  of  the 
order  of  the  local  authority  to  do  sanitary  works. 
The  order  of  the  local  authority  in  this  case  was 
that  the  owner  should  take  up  and  relay  the 
drainage  throughout  the  premises.  No  doubt 
that  was  a  very  drastic  order.  But  the  defendant 
took  premises  the  drainage  of  which  was  in  point 
of  fact  defective,  and  it  is,  it  seems  to  me,  impos- 
sible at  the  present  day  to  say  that  it  cannot  be 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  a  contract 
of  tenancy  that  the  local  auutoritv  may  at  some 
time  during  the  term  insist  upon  tne  execution  of 
sanitary  works  upon  the  demised  premises.  We 
cannot  say  that  this  kind  of  expense  was  so 
clearly  outside  of  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
at  the  time  of  the  agreement  that  it  would  bQ 
unreasonable  to  suppose  that  it  was  the  intention 
ot  the  parties  that  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
should  cover  such  an  expense.  If  a  lanuord  and 
tenant  come  to  an  agreement  in  clear  and  express 
terms  whereby  the  tenant  accepts  the  obligation 
to  pay  "  outgoings,"  the  tenant  will  be  liable  to 
pay  such  expenses  as  this.  It  seems  to  me  that 
to  hold  otherwise  would  be  straining  the  language 
of  the  agreement,  and  introducing  into  the  con- 
sideration an  dement,  which  it  would  be  impos* 
sible  to  limit  or  analyse,  as  controlling  tiie  clear 
words  used  by  the  parties.  In  my  opinion  the 
judgment  of  the  learned  judge  was  correct,  and 
this  appeal  fails. 

Boueb,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I 
think  that  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  was  per- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


UMUsh  26,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 113 


Ohav.  Dit.] 


Be  Kick's  Sittlbd  E8ta.tbs. 


[GHA.V.  DiT. 


teoOj  oorreot,  for  the  reasons  which  hare  been 

^Tem  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

Appeal  ditmieted. 
Soluntors  for  the  appellant.  Potter  and  Heath. ' 
Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Sharpe,  Parker, 

frUehard,  Barham,  and  Lavfford. 


HIGH    COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 


OHANOEBT  DlVISIOir. 

ilcmday,  Jan.  11. 

(Before  Fabwbll,  J.) 

Be  Kick's  Skttlid  E8Ta.ti8.  (a) 

Settled  land— Settled  Land  Aett— Scheme  for 
improvement— Capital  money  in  hand*  of  true 
teee — Approval  of  eeheme  by  court — Eeidenee^ 
Jwriedietion^SetOed  Land  Act  1882  (45  A  46 
Viet.  e.  38),  **.  21,  22.  25,  26,  44,  &3—Setaed 
Land  Act  1890  (S3  £  54  Viet.  e.  69),  «.  15. 

In  a  case  in  which  the  tenant  for  life  tvhmitted  a 
eekeme  to  the  trueteet  of  the  eetllement  for  the 
purpoees  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  for  the 
expenditure  of  capital  moneyt  in  their  hande 
on  the  improvement  of  the  estate  and  the 
irtutee*  sanctioned  the  scheme,  but  the  next 
remainderman  objected  to  the  same  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  improvident,  while  not  alleging  either 
that  it  was  ultra  vires  of  the  powers  of  a  tenant 
Jor  life  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts  or  conceived 
in  bad  faith,  and  the  tenant  for  life  applied  for 
i&e  sanction  of  the  court  under  the  Settled  Land 
Act  1882,  «.  26,  ndi-f.  2  (in.) : 

BeUL,  that  before  making  an  order  the  court  had  a 
djdy  «a»t  upon  it  under  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882  to  eatiify  itself  that  the  scheme  was  siuih  as 
eould  in  the  interest  of  the  remainderman  be 
reasonably  sanctioned. 

SirXMOHS. 

Certain  real  estate  in  the  oonntv  of  Leicester 
tosether  with  certain  moneys  and  inrestments 
liable  to  be  lud  ont  in  the  purchase  of  land  were 
settled  nnder  the  will  of  George  Anthony  Keck, 
<deoea8ed.  Under  the  settlement  so  created  Harry 
Leyoeeter  Powys  Keck,  of  Kingston  Hill,  Surrey, 
was  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  and  Thomas 
Charles  L^cester  Keck  was  tmant  for  life  in 
remainder,  and  Charles  Marriott  and  Thomas 
Palmer  were  trustees  of  this  'settlement  for  the 
naiposee  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts.  In  July  1901 
H.  L.  P.  Keck  presented  to  the  trustees  a  scheme 
for  the  improvement  of  the  settled  estate;  the 
scheme  comprised  {inter  alia)  the  making  of  a  road, 
And  its  general  object  was  the  improvement  <^ 
the  estate  for  building  purposes.  In  August  of 
the  same  year  both  trustees  sanctioned  the  scheme, 
«nd  certain  moneys  were  expended  on  it  by 
H.  L.  P.  Keck,  who  subsequently  applied  to  the 
court  by  summons  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts 
1882  to  1890  in  which  he  asked  (inter  alia)  that 
■thetrostees  (who,  with  the  remainderman  T.  C.  L. 
Keck,  were  respondents  to  the  summons)  might 
be  authorised  or  directed  to  pay  to  him  out  of 
capital  moneys  in  their  hands  certiun  sums  in 
respect  of  his  expenditure  upon  these  improve- 
ments. T.  C.  L.  Keck,  as  remainderman, 
opposed  the  application  on  the  ground  that  the 

(•)  Baporttd  hj  J.  AxtBVa  FuCf ,  Bwi.,  Binliter-kt-Liir. 


Eroposed  scheme  was  improvident  and  not  oalcn> 
it^  to  benefit  the  estate.  A  number  of  affidavits 
was  filed  on  both  sides  by  surveyors  and  land 
agents. 

Upjohn,  K.C.  and  E.  P.  Hewitt  for  the 
appucant. — ^In  this  case  the  trustees  have  accepted 
the  scheme  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  it  is  not 
urged  against  the  scheme  either  that  it  is  ultra 
vires  for  a  tenant  for  life  under  the  Settled  Land 
Acts  or  ijiat  it  has  been  conceived  in  bad  faith. 
There  can  be  ho  questidA  but  that  this  is  a 
matter  on  which  capital  money  arising  under  the 
Settled  Land  Acts  may  be  properly  applied : 

SettUd  Luid  Aot  1882,  s.  21  (i.). 
They  referred  also  to 

Siots.  22,  26,  25,  and  31,  snb-t.  1  (v.) ; 
Bi>  Lord  Colerilge's  Bsttlmnent,  73  L.  T.  Bep.  206  ; 
(1895)  2  Ch.  704. 
The  trustees  in  this  case  act  upon  a  certificate, 
and  it  is  irrelevant  to  consider  here  the  nature  of 
the  improvement.  That  is  a  matter  for  the 
trustees.  Thejr  stand  in  a  fiduciary  position. 
Thev  are  practically  managers  of  the  estate.  The 
Settled  Land  Aot  1890,  s.  15,  points  in  the  same 
direction.  It  enables  the  court  to  authorise  the 
expenditure  of  capital  moneys  on  improvements 
although  no  scheme  has  baen  submitted  to  the 
trustees.  Sect.  26,  sub-sect.  2,  of  the  Settled  Land 
Act  1882  clearly  shows  that  the  duty  of  deter- 
mining whether  or  aot  capital  monevs  shall  be 
applied  in  any  improvement  is  impi  sad  by  ttatute 
on  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  trusteei : 

Be  Partington  ;  Beigh  r.  Ktme,  86  L.  T.  Bep.  194 ; 
(1902)  1  Ch.  71. 
The  remainderman  can  only  snccessfnUr  resist 
such  an  application  if  he  can  show  (1)  that  the 
improvement  contemplated  is  not  within  the 
improvements  authorised  by  the  Settled  Land 
Acts ;  (2)  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  not  acting 
bond  fide. 

C.  E.  E.  Jenkins,  K.C.  and  H.  S.  Preston  for  the 
trustees. 

Dancktoerte,  K.C,  and  0.  Henderson  for  the 
remainderman. — The  tenant  for  life  and  the 
trustees  between  them  are  responsible  under 
sect.  53  for  acting  properly  in  roterence  to  the 
making  of  any  improvement.  All  the  sub-clauses 
of  sect.  26,  sub-sect.  2,  have  the  same  effect  as  to 
legalising  the  application  of  capital  moneys. 
When,  therefore,  the  trustees  have  been  directed 
or  authorised  by  the  court  to  apply  a  spedfied 
portion  of  the  capital  money  on  an  improvement, 
they  are  thenceforward  protected  by  the  order. 
It  IS,  therefore,  right  that  they  should  satisfy  the 
court  that  the  scheme  is  in  all  respects  proper : 
darlce  v.  Thomion,  56  L.  T.  Uep.  294  ;  35  Ch.  Div. 

307; 
Be  Duke  o/    Norfolk's  Parliamentary  Estates,  82 
L  T.  Bep.  613;  (1900)  1  Ch.  461. 

Upjohn,  K.O.  replied. 

FaswelIi,  J. — This  is  an  application  by  a 
tenant  for  life  tor  an  order  of  the  court  directing 
or  authorising  the  trustees  to  apply  the  sum  of 
23002.  out  of  capital  moneys  in  their  hands,  after 
a  scheme  has  been  approved  by  them  for  the 
making,  not  of  a  road,  but  for  the  making  of  the 
part  on  which  that  sum  has  been  expended.  The 
question  that  I  have  to  determine  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  Act  is  whether  it  is  sufficient  for 
the  tenant  for  life  and  the  trustees  to  come  here 
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and  Bay,  "  Here  is  the  scheme  approved,  and  this 
money  has  been  spent ;  be  ^ood  enongh  to  maJce  an 
order  directing  or  anthorising  the  troBtees  to  pay  a 
specified  portion  of  capital  money  accordingly." 
To  that  I  say  I  quite  agree,  if  the  conrt  has  no 
other  f onotion  to  perform  than  to  make  an  order  on 
being  satisfied,  th^  the  scheme  has  been  approved 
and  the   money  spent.      Mr.  Danckwerts,  how. 
ever,  who  appears  for  the  next  remainderman, 
opposes,  and    says   that  he  wishes  to  go  into 
.evideoMMto  show,  tha^  the  scheme  is  improvident. 
X  dioold  say  that  there  is  no  question  here  of  the 
scheme  being  vUra  vires  or  mold  fide ;  bat  Ur. 
Danckwerts  wishes  to  go  into  evidence  to  show 
that  the  scheme  is  improvident ;  that  the  general 
trend  of  the  tenant  for  life's  action  in  respect  to 
the  management  of  the  estate  has  been  to  a  too 
•Boeedy  development,  to  the  great  detriment  of 
t^e  same.    That  is  the  case  tmit  he  wishes  topnt 
forward,  and  I   hare  had  lengthy  affidavits  of 
surveyors  tead  to  me,  and  the  result  is  that  if  I 
have  to  determine  this  question  of  foot,  it   is 
perfectly  impossible  to  do  so  on  the  affidavits,  and 
I  most  see  tue  witnesses  in  the  box.    The  ques- 
tion now  is  whether  nnder  the  Act  of  Parliament 
I  have  to  be  satisfied  as  to  the  facts  or  not.   Now, 
there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882  has  given  to  tenants  for  life  very  large  powers 
titat  they  never  had  before.    Under  sect.  3  they 
have  general  power  to  sell  the  fee  simple  of  the 
land  of  their  own  free  will  without  the  consent  of 
the  trustees  and  without  the  order  of  any  court. 
That  is  qnalified  by  sect.  15,  which  negatives  the 
mle  of  the  mansion-house  without  the  consent  of 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  or  an  order  of  the 
oonrt.    That  has    been  repealed  by  the  Act  of 
•189Q  and  replaced  by  sect.  10  of  that  Act.    It  is 
also  qualified  by  sect.  37  of  the  Act,  which  says 
that  no  sale  or  purchase  of  chattels   under  that 
sectionr-that  is,  this  heirloom  section — shall  be 
made  without  an  order  of  the  oonrt.    The  tenant 
for  life  has  therefore  in  these  two  cases,  when  he 
wishes  to  deal  with  the  settled  land,  to  get  an 
order  of  the  conrt.    He  has  also   (I  think  it  is 
under  sect.  53)  to  have  regard  to  the  interests  of 
all  parties  entitled  under  Uie  settlement,  and  he  is, 
as  regards  the  exercise  of  those  powers,  in  the 
position  of  a  trustee.    When  the  settled  land  has 
been  sold,  the  next  question  which  arises  is  what 
is  to  be  done  with  the  purchase  money ;  and  that  is 
provided  for  by  a  series  of  sections,  beginning  with 
sect.  21.    A  number  of  investments  are  specified ; 
first   of  all,  Government    securities    ana    trust 
securities ;  the  discharge  of  incumbrances  on  the 
,  settled  estate ;  the  payment  for  any  improvement 
authorised  by  the  Act ;  payment  for  equality  of 
exchange ;  for  the  purchase  of  the  seignoiy  of  any 
part  of  the  settled  land  being  freehold,  or  in  the 
purchase  of  the  fee  simple  of  any  part  of  the  settled 
land  b^g  copyhold ;  m  the  purchase  of  the  free- 
hold reversion  of  any  part  that  is  leasehold,  and  so 
on ;  and  in  the  purchase  of  land  in  fee  simple  or 
-copyhold,  or  of  mines  and  minerals;  in  the  payment 
to  a  person  absolutely  entitled  in  payment  of  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses ;  and,  lastly,  in  any  other 
mode  in  which  money  produced  by  the  exercdse  of 
a  power  of  sale  in  the  settlement  is  applicable  there- 
under. All  these  matters  are  at  the  discretion  of 
the  tenant  for  life.    The  extent  of  the  duties  which 
the  trustees  will  have  to  perform  in  considering 
the  desirability  of  the  investments  proposed  by 
the  tenant  for  life  has  been  recently  dealt  with  by 


the  oonrt  in  Lord  Coleridge't  case  and  the  other 
cases  cited  by  Mr.  Upjohn  before  the  Contt  of 
AppeaJ.    Sect.  22  provides  that  "capital  money 
arising  under  this  Act  shall,  in  order  to  its  being 
invested  pr  applied  as  aforesaid,  be  paid  either  t» 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  or  into  oonrt  at 
the  option  of  the    tenant  for  life,  and  shall  be 
invested  or  applied  by  the  trustees  or  under  the 
direction  of  Uie  court,  as  the  case  may  be,  accord- 
ingly."   The  tenant  for   life    has  therefore  the 
option  of  saying  whether  the  money  shall  be  paid 
to  the  trustees  or  into  conrt.    Then    sub-sect.  2 
says :  "  The  investment  or  other  application  by 
the   trustees    shall   be   made    acooimng  to  the 
direction  of  the  tenant  tor  life,  and,  in  defoult 
thereof,    according   to   the   disicretion    of    the 
trustees;   but  in  the  last-menUoned  case   sub- 
ject   to     any    consent    re<^aired    or    direetioQ 
given   by  the  settlement  with   respect     to   the 
investment  or  other  application  by  the  tmsteea 
of  trust  money  of  the  settlement  and  any  in- 
vestment shall  be  in  the  names  or  under  the 
control   of  the   trustees."    The   tffliant  for  life 
therefore    has  power  to  direct  the  expenditure, 
and,  as  in  the  case  to  which  I  have  just  referred, 
the  mode  in  which  the  money  shall  be  invested  or 
applied.    Then,  when  you  come  to  deal  with  the 
improvements,    you  find  a   fresh    fasciculus  of 
clauses  put  nnder  Part  7  of  the  Act,  beginning 
with  sect  25.    The  improvements  are  described. 
They    are  very   numerous,    and  I   will  not  go 
through  themj    but  new   roads   made  for   the 
development   of  land  and  building  estates  are 
amongstthem.  Then  there  comes  seoE  26 :  "Where 
the  t^umt  for  life  is  desirous  that  capital  money 
arising    nnder  this  Act  shall  be   applied  in  or 
towards  payment  for  an  improvement  authorised 
by  this  Act,  he  may  submit  for  approval  to  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement  or  to  the  conrt  as  the 
case  may  require,  a  scheme  for  the  execution  of  the 
improvement,  showing  the  proposed  expenditure 
thereon."    Then  sub-sect.  2  says :    "  Where  the 
capital  money  to  be  expended  is  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustees,"  then  "  after  a  scheme  is  approved 
by  them   [that  is    this  case]    the    trustees  may 
apply  that  money  in  or  towards  payment  for  the 
whole  or  part  of  any  work  or  operation  comprised 
in  the  improvement  on  (1)  a  certificate  of  the 
Land  Commissioners   [now  the  Board  of  Agri- 
culture] certifying  that  the  work  or  operation,  or 
some   specified  part  thereof,  has  been  properly 
execatea,  and  what  amount  is  properly  payable 
by  the  trastess  in  respect  thereof,  which  certifi- 
cate shall  be  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  trustees 
as  an  authority  and  discharge  for  any  payment 
made  by  themselves  in  pursuance  thereof  ;  or  on 
(2)  a  like  certificate  of  a  competent  engineer  or  able 
practical  surveyor  nominated  by  the  trustees  and 
approved  by  the  coinmisBioners  or  by  the  court, 
which  certificate  shall  be  conclusive  as  aforesaid ; 
or  on  (3)   an  order   of    the  court  directing    or 
authorising    the  truBtees    to  apply    a  specified 
portion  of  the  cajpital  money."    Now,  it  will  be 
observed  that,  with  regard  to  those  first  two  sub- 
clanees  of  sub-sect.  2,  they  deal  with  matters  of 
fact — that  is  to  say,  with  an  examination,  whether 
the  work  has  been  properly  executed,  which  is  a 
matter  which  will  be  best  Been  to  by  some  able 
practical  surveyor,  or  a  man  of  experience  of  that 
sort ;  and  that  the  amount  is  properly  payable  by 
the  trustees  in  respect  thereof.  These  are  matter^ 
of  fact,  and  are  not  matters  of  law.    With  respect 


Digitized  by 


Google 


3Iarch  28,  1804.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-115 


Ohak.  Dit.] 


Ra  Eeck'b  Sbttlkd  Estatbs. 


[Chah.  Dit. 


to  those  two  inatterB.  the  trnstees  get  a  disohar^e 
for  any  payment  made  by  them  on  the  certificate. 
But  then  there  ia  the  third  sub-head,  an  order  of 
the  court.  Now,  I  cannot  think  that  the  inten- 
tion was  merely  to  put  in  a  formal  application  to 
the  conrt,  asking  the  court  to  make  an  order 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  the  certificate  of 
the  able,  practical  surveyor,  and  nothing  more 
than  that.  I  cannot  resist  the  conviction  that, 
inasmuch  aa  these  improvements  are  of  a  very 
expenaire  nature  and  so  require  a  very  consider- 
able amount  of  discretion,  it  has  been  thought 
advisable  to  insert  a  provision  by  which,  although 
the  trustees  may  have  approved  the  scheme  and 
although  the  tenant  for  life  may  direct  the  money 
to  be  so  employed,  it  is  competent  for  any  person 
to  bring  the  matter  before  the  court — not  first  to 
act  on  either  of  these  two  certificates.  That  is 
really  the  case.  If  the  trustees  had  chosen  to 
obtain  the  certificate  of  an  able,  practical  sur- 
veyor or  other  person  mentioned  in  the  2nd  snb- 
aection,  the  matter  could  only  have  been  brought 
before  the  court  by  the  remainderman  challenging 
the  proceedings,  as  something  which  ought  not  to 
bate  been  done.  But  if,  as  the  case  now  is,  the 
tenant  for  Ufe  and  the  trustees  together — when  I 
say  together  I  mean  agreeing  together — not 
joining  in  the  application  are  asking  the  conrt  to 
make  an  order,  electing  themselves  not  to  rely  on 
any  certificate  for  reasons  which  may  or  may  not 
be  excellent,  then  I  think  that  the  conrt  has  cast 
upon  it  a  discretion  which  I  think  is  exceedingly 
difficult  to  discharge — namely,  a  discretion  to  see 
whether  the  remainderman  has,  in  fact,  well- 
founded  grounds  for  saying  that  the  improvements 
are,  although  honestly  intended,  so  utterly  wrong- 
headed  that  they  ought  not  to  be  sanctioned.  I 
think  that  what  Byrne  J.  said  in  the  case  Re 
Ihike  of  Norfolk's  Parliamentary  Estates,  cited  to 
me  by  Mr.  Danckwertn.  throws  some  light  on  this. 
His  Lordship  says  (1900)  1  Ch.,  at  pp.  467,  468) : 
"  The  scheme  of  the  Act  is  to  give  wide  powers  to 
the  tenant  for  life  and  to  trive  power  of  consent  to 
the  trustees,  upon  the  footing  that  they  will  act 
fairly  in  the  exercise  of  their  respective  powers, 
and  that  neither  trustees  nor  the  conrt  will 
sanction  schemes  which  are  improvident  or  which 
will  unduly  fetter  any  discretion  which  ought  to  be 
exercised  at  a  later  date,  and  there  is  always  this 
safeguard,  that  tenants  for  life  and  trustees  joining 
in  improvident  schemes,  or  not  acting  with  a  due 
-regard  to  the  interest  of  remaindermen,  are 
running  the  risk  of  the  possibility  of  the  establish- 
ment of  a  personal  liability  against  themselTes." 
I  can  only  say  that,  if  this  be  so,  the  conrt 
«aanot  make  an  order  under  sub- sect.  3  without 
excluding  any  snoh  claim  of  personal  liability, 
because,  if  the  payment  is  made  under  the  order 
of  the  court,  it  is  impossible,  while  that  order 
stands,  for  any  remainderman  to  cliallenge  such 
payment.  Neither  the  trustees  nor  the  tenant 
for  life  or  anybody  else  is  liable  for  having  made 
it.  It  is  quite  true  that  there  is  some  slip  in  the 
report  of  what  Chitty  J.  sud  about  this  in  Clarke 
V.  Thornton,  but  I  think  that  he  was  referring 
to  this  particular  section,  and  I  think  that  the 
view  that  he  exprrases  explains  his  ideas  as  to 
the  meaning  of  this  particular  section.  At  p.  313 
of  35  Gh.  Div.,  his  Lordship  says,  referring 
to  sect.  26  :  "If  the  money  had  been  in 
the  hands  of  trustees,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the     tenant     for     life   might-    have   said:  'It 


is  my  option  that  these  capital  moneys  shall  be 
applied  on  improvements  under  the  Act.'  If  he 
had  done  that,  it  would  have  been  his  duty  to 
submit,  under  the  26th  section,  a  scheme  to  the 
trustees."  Then  his  Lordship  reads  from  sect.  26 
and  sect.  22,  sub-sect.  2,  and  says  :  "  If  the  tenant 
for  life  was  desirous  of  exercising  his  option  in 
the  manner  I  have  mentioned,  he  would  have  had 
to  submit  a  scheme  to  the  trustees,  and  the 
trustees,  in  my  opinion,  notwithstanding  this  dis- 
cretionary trust,  might,  without  breach  of  duty, 
have  acceded  to  the  application  and  approved  of 
his  scheme."  Then  hia  Lordship  goes  on  to  use 
some  words  which  look  as  if  he  were  referring 
to  the  later  sections  and  not  to  this  :  "  But  they 
might  have  thought^  for  some  reason  or  other, 
that  it  was  more  safe  for  them  to  have  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  court ;  and  consequently  they  might 
have  declined  to  approve  of  the  scheme,  unless 
there  was  an  order  of  the  conrt  directing  or 
authorising  them,  under  the  3rd  sub-section  of 
the  2nd  sub-section  of  sect.  26,  to  apply  the 
capital  money  in  that  manner  " :  and,  inasmuch  as 
that  section  only  applies  after  the  scheme  has 
been  approved,  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that 
there  must  be  some  slip  in  this  i%port ;  but  what 
the  learned  judge  really  meant  to  say  was  not 
merely  that  not  only  might  the  trustees  have 
objected  to  approve  the  scheme,  but  that  they 
might  have  declined  to  act  on  «ny  certificate 
under  sub-sect,  (i.)  or  sub-sect,  (ii.)  of  sub-sect.  2, 
and  said  that  they  required  an  order  of  the  court. 
They  might  have  thought  that,  for  some  reason  or 
other,  it  was  safer  for  them  to  hay^  the  sanction 
of  the  court ;  they  might  have  said :  "  So  far  as 
we  are  concerned,  we  are  satisfied ;  we  sanction 
the  scheme,  but  we  know  that  the  remainder- 
man in  tills  case  is  objecting,  and  there- 
fore we  do  not  choose  to  act  on  ^be  certificate, 
and  we  must  invite  you  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  an  order."  That  being  so,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  oourt  is  driven  to  exercise  the  dis- 
cretion which  the  Legislature  has  conferred  upon 
it,  and  to  do  the  best  that  it  can  to  see  whetiier 
this  proposed  mode  of  managing  the  estate  is  or 
is  not  compatible  with  due  regard  to  the  interest 
of  all  parties.  There  is  a  mfficnlty,  no  doubt, 
in  this  view,  created  by  the '^language  of 
sect.  31,  which  authorises  the  tenant  for  life  to 
enter  into  a  contract  relating  to  the  execution  of 
any  improvement  authorised  by  the  Act.  It 
appears  to  me  that  that  may  very  well  be  got 
over  by  supposing  that  it  applies  to  the  great 
majority  of  cases  where  the  tenant  for  life  does 
contract,  and  where  no  question  may  arise  and 
an  order  of  the  court  is  not  sought  for.  When  an 
order  of  the  conrt  has  to  be  obtained,  it  appears 
to  me  that  any  such  contract  must  be  at  the 
risk  of  the  t«mnt  for  life.  The  result  is  that  I 
think  I  have  to  be  satisfied  as  to  the  scheme,  and 
I  will  take  the  evidence  to-morrow. 

[EUb  Lordship  heard  evidence  the  following  day 
and  sanctioned  the  scheme.] 

Solicitors :  8iow,  Preston,  and  Lyttelton,  for 
Berridge  and  Sons,  Leicester ;  Taylor,  Son,  and 
Humbert. 
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XmO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Wednesday,  Dec.  16, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alysbstonb,  G.J.,  Lawbancb 
and  Eehhbdt,  JJ.) 

LoHBOK  School  Boabd  (apps.)  v.  Fttlhah 
BoBOtTOH  OoTTNCiL  (respi.).  (a) 

Metropolie  —  New  drainage  —  Bemoval  of  old 
dieuud  drain*  —  By-law  or  regulation  and 
direetion— Metropolu  Management  Act  1855 
(18  &  19  Viet.  e.  120),  m.  76,  83. 

By  reg^^ation  29  of  the  reepondente  aU  ditueed 
drains  were  to  be  broken  up  and  deelroyed,  and 
the  materiale  and  fond  earth  removed  and  dry 
earth,  baJZof  (,  or  bnek  rvibbiah  ivhatitvted. 

By  leet.  83  of  the  Metropolie  Management  Aet 
1855  a  penaity  it  provided  if  any  drain  therein- 
be/bre  mentioned  m  found  not  to  have  been  pro- 
vided aeeording  to  the  directions  or  regulation* 
of  the  respondents. 

The  appellants  eonstrueted  new  drains,  which 
were  connected  with  the  respondents  sever.  On 
the  premises  were  old  disused  drains  which 
were  not  physically  joined  or  connected  with  the 
new  drains.    The  old  drains  uiere  not  taken  out. 

Held,  that  the  regulation  was  rightly  made,  and 
the  appellants  were  properly  convicted  for  con- 
sirw^ng  the  nevi  drain  not  in  accordance  wiOi 
the  directions  of  the  respondents. 

CaSB  8TATBB. 

The  appellanta  are  the  School  Board  tor  Lon^ 
don  and  the  respondents  are  the  oonncil  of  the 
metropolitan  boroagh  of  Fnlham. 

On  the  13th  Feb.  and  the  15th  Kay  1902  the 
appellants  appeared  to  answer  a  oomplaint  made 
by  John  Chuleii  Jaokaon,  meduud  officer  of  health 
for  the  respondents,  for  that  they,  being  the 
owners  of  owtain  premises  known  as  the  Erering- 
ton-street  Board  School,  in  the  borough,  did,  when 
reoonsfarnoting  the  drainage  thereat,  make  and 
provide  the  drains  and  connected  work  and  appa- 
ratus at  the  premises  not  according  to  the 
directions  of  the  conncil  of  the  metropolitan 
borough  of  Folham,  whereby  the  defendants,  the 
pmsent  appellants,were,  in  pursuance  of  the  Metro- 
polis Loou  Management  Act  1855,  s.  83,  directed 
that  in  making  and  providing  the  drains  and 
oonneated  works  and  apparatus  tJI  brick  and 
other  disused  drains  at  the  premises  shonld  be 
broken  up  and  destroyed,  and  the  materials 
forming  them  and  all  the  foul  and  sewage- 
charged  earth  and  other  substances  carefully 
removed  from  the  premises,  dry  earth  or  ballast 
or  brick  rubbish  being  brought  in,  if  necessary, 
in  place  of  them,  con&ary  to  the  statute  in  that 
case  made  and  provided. 

The  following  facts  were  admitted  and 
proved:— 

The  vestry  of  the  parish  of  Fulham  had  in  or 
about  the  year  1894  made  certain  regulations  and 
directions  as  to  drainage  of  houses  and  buildings 
and  the  constmotion  of  water-closets  in  their 
district,  which  purported  to  be  made  pursuant  to 
18  &  19  Yict.  c.  120,  ss.  73  to  79,  82,  85 ;  25  &  26 
Yiot  o.  102,  8.  88;  and  the  Public  Health  Act 
1891  (54  &  55  Vict.  o.  76),  as.  37,  39. 

Regulation  and  direction  No.  29  is  as  follows : 

AU  old  briok  and  other  diinisd  drama  shall  b«  broken 
up  and  destroysd,  and  ths  materials  forming  them  and  all 

(a)  Beported  hj  W,  db  &  Hsbbset,  Kaq.,  Barriiter-at-ljiw. 


fool  and  sswage-ohaiged  earth  and  other  sabstaaoea 
oarcfally  removed  frmn  the  ptemiaea,  dry  eacth  or 
ballast  or  brick  mbbish  being  bronglit  in,  if  nsoessarXt 
in  plaoe  of  them. 

The  respondents  are  the  suooeaaors  of  the 
Folham  Vestinr,  and  adopted  and  confirmed  the 
rMralations  and  directions. 

The  school  board  as  the  owners  of  the  premises 
were  carrying  out  new  drainage  works  thereat. 
The  premisea  consisted  of  the  school  boil^ge 
and  playgrounds  affording  aooommodwtion  for 
1200  children.  The  old  drains  of  the  premises  had 
been  laid,  made,  and  provided  by  the  appellanta 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of,  and  with 
the  approval  of,  the  Fulham  Vestry  about  twenty 
years  ago. 

In  carrying  out  the  new  drainage  scheme  the 
old  drajna  were  from  4ft.  to  14(t.  underground, 
and  the  playground  which  surrounded  the  school 
buildings  and  was  immediately  over  the  old 
drains  was  covered  with  tar  paving. 

It  was  to  be  taken  for  the  purposes  of  thia 
case  that  the  new  drains  were  not  physically 
joined  to  or  oonneoted  with  the  old  disused  drains, 
and  were  of  themselves  fit  and  proper. 

On  tbe  11th  Dec.  1901  the  respondents  passed 
the  following  resolution : 

(a)  That  all  briok  and  other  disused  draina  at 
EveringtoB'Street  Bjatd  School  be  broken  op  and 
deitrosred,  and  the  material  forming'  them  and  i^  foal 
and  Hwage-charged  earth  and  other  lubstanoea  caietnlly 
removed  from  the  piemiaae,  dry  earth  or  ballast  or  briok 
mbbish  being  brought  in,  if  neoeeeary,  in  plaoe  of  them, 
and  that  a  copy  of  thia  order  and  requirements  be  served 
upon  the  School  Board  for  London  on  thia  behalf ;  (b) 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  School  Board  for  London 
refasing  to  comply  with  the  terma  of  the  foregoing 
order,  the  town  clerk  and  medical  officer  of  health  b» 
inatmcted  to  take,  if  neoeeaary,  legal  proceedings  with 
respect  to  anch  defaolt. 

A  copy  of  such  resolution,  order,  and  require, 
ment  was  duly  served  on  the  appelknts. 

In  carrying  out  the  new  drainage  scheme  all 
old  drains,  so  far  as  known,  were  taken  out  and 
removed  from  inside  the  buildings  and  to  a 
distance  of  8ft.  from  the  external  walls,  but 
certain  parts  of  the  old  drains  were  left  in  the 
j^ronnd  under  the  playground  and  were  not  used 
u  the  new  drunage  scheme.  They  were  cleaned 
out  as  tar  as  possible  without  taking  iJiem  np, 
and  filled  n^  at  the  ends  with  concrete. 

These  druns  were  constructed  for  use  and  were 
used  until  so  dealt  with  as  aforesaid,  and  theji 
formed  the  soilpipes  of  the  children's  closets. 

All  the  drains  and  other  connected  works  of  the 
premises  were  from  time  to  time  inspected  on 
behalf  of  the  respondents,  and  it  was  then  found 
that  the  reg^nlation  and  order  of  the  respondents 
had  not  beeu  complied  with. 

The  contentions  of  both  parties  appear  in  the 
judgment  of  the  magistrate*  wmoh  was  a» 
follows : 

By  the  Uetropolia  Management  Act  1855,  s.  83,  in 
case  any  drun  or  other  connected  worka  thereinbefore' 
mentioned  be  found  on  inapection  not  to  have  been  made- 
or  provided  according  to  the  direotiona  and  regnlation» 
of  the  veatry,  every  person  ao  offending  ahall  f(nfeit  and' 
pay  a  anm  not  exceeding  101.  The  veatry  of  Folham' 
made  and  gave  certain  regolatiooa  and  direotiona  par.- 
porting  to  have  been  made  and  given  under  aeota.  82: 
to  85  of  the  Act.  Those  regolatiooa  and  directioDa 
having  been  notifltd  to  a  boilder,  they  were,  in  a  oasa 
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afsmat  bim  tzinng  on  leot.  76,  held  mffioient :  (Frost  v. 
FaUiam  Vmtry,  82  L.  T.  B<!p.  720 ;  19  Ckiz  C.  C.  519). 
They  h>Ta  aiiioe  b«ea  formally  adopted  by  the  oonient 
of  xha  harongh,  whioh  baa  anooaaded  t&e  Taatry  of 
Fnlbam.  IC^alation  and  direction  No.  29,  that  all 
the  brick  and  other  diaoaed  draina  ihall  be  broken  np 
and  deatroyed  and  the  matten  reraoTod  from  the  pre- 
miaea,  pnrporti  to  bare  been  made  nnder  the  seotionB  of 
the  Hettopolia  JCanagement  Aot  1855,  of  whioh  the 
Mud  seat.  83  is  one,  and  the  defendant  ichool  board 
ate  anmmoned  for  making  and  providing  draina  and  oon- 
neeted  irorki  or  apparatna  not  aooording  to  the  regnla- 
tiona  or  direotiona  of  the  eonnoili  The  regnlationa  or 
direotiona  were  given  to  the  school  board  whoa  makiTig  a 
new  drain,  and  they  baTe  been  reqoirad  to  break  np  a 
eertain  disosed  old  drain  n«ar  the  new  one.  It  waa 
aigned  for  the  soiiool  board  that  the  old  drain  is  not  a 
irork  eonneeted  therewith,  aad  that  the  word*  "  made 
aad  provided  "  in  sect.  88  are  iaapplioable  to  the  breaking 
«p  it  the  adjacent  old  drain  on  the  premises.  Bat, 
good  reaaona  haviog  bean  given  for  the  lemoral  of  the 
<dd  dianaed  diaina  from  the  vioimiy  of  the  new  one*,  I 
think  that  regnlation  and  dixeotion  No.  29  may  fairly 
be  refened  to  sect.  83  and  treated  as  having  been  made 
aad  giveo  nnder  it,  and  that  they  are  valid.  If  so,  the 
new  drain  has  not  been  made  or  provided  according  to 
the  directions  or  regnlationa  of  the  borongh  conncil, 
bee»nae  the  old  dtadns  have  not  been  destroyed  and 
removed,  and  the  defendants  are  liable  to  a  penalty. 

The  case  haying  come  on  for  argument,  it  was 
remitted  by  the  oonrt  to  the  magistrate  for  addi- 
tional facta  to  be  foond  by  him,  whioh  were  as 
follows : — 

On  the  11th  Dec.  1900  the  conncil  served 
intimatdon  notices  nnder  the  Pablio  Health 
(London)  Act  1891  on  the  school  board  that  the 
drains  atSverington-street  School  were  defective, 
and  on  tite  29th  April  1901  the  oonncil  served  on 
the  school  board  a  statutory  notice  requiring 
them  to  relay  and  ventilate  the  draina  according 
to  the  regulations  of  the  oonncil,  and  the  notice 
was  acknowledged  by  the  school  board  on  the 
following  day. 

On  the  2l8t  Jane  1901  the  medical  officer  of 
health  to  the  oonncil,  by  letter  of  that  date, 
inquired  when  the  board  proposed  to  do  the 
redzainage  works,  and  the  school  board  replied  on 
tiie  25th  June  1901,  by  letter  of  that  date  to 
the  medical  officer  of  health,  stating  that  the 
redrainiu^  of  the  school  had  been  intrusted  to 
the  London  Sanitary  Protection  Association. 

On  or  about  the  15th  July  1901  a  representative 
of  the  London  Sanitary  Protection  Association 
had  an  interview  with  the  medical  officer  of  health 
and  produced  to  him  the  plan  showing  the  pro- 
posed reoonstmotion  of  the  drainage,  on  which 
was  marked,  in  reference  to  the  old  or  then 
existing  drains,  the  words  "old  drains  to  be 
destroyed."  The  medical  officer  of  health  sug- 
gested certain  alterations  with  regard  to  the  pliui 
generally,  which  the  representative  undertook  to 
make,  and  to  amend  the  plan  in  accordance  tJiere- 
with.  The  medical  officer  of  health  subsequently 
receiTsd  information  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  London  Sanitary  Protection  Association  to 
remove  the  old  drains. 

On  the  24th  July  1901  Messrs.  Fleming  and  Co., 
on  behalf  of  the  London  Sanitary  Protection 
Association,  wrote  inclosing  a  plan  of  the  pro- 
posed new  drainage  works  at  the  premises,  and 
on  the  25th  July  1901  the  medical  officer  of 
health  wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  London 
Sanitary  Protection  .Association,  informing  them 


that  with  respect  to  the  old  druns  it  must  b» 
clearly  understood  that  all  these  must  be  taken, 
np. 

On  the  29th  July  1901  the  engineer  to  the 
London  Sanitary  Protection  Association  wrote  & 
letter  to  the  town  clerk  giving  certain  reasons  for 
not  taking  np  the  old  drains,  and,  at  a  meeting,, 
held  on  l£e  ist  Aug.  1901,  of  the  public  health 
committee  of  the  council,  the  last-mentioned 
letter  was  onaidered,  and  it  was  resolved  as 
follows : 

That  the  plans  snbmitted  be  approved  subject  to  the- 
whole  of  the  old  draina  proposjd  to  be  abandoned  beinc 
removed  and  the  portion  proposed  to  be  osed  from  th» 
.  boiler-hooae  being  made  water-tight. 

On  the  2ad  Aug.  1901  the  enginear  to  th& 
London  Sanitary  Protection  Asrcciation  was 
informed  by  the  town  clerk,  by  letter  of  that  date, 
of  the  terms  of  the  resolution,  and  that  the 
oouncil's  regulations  could  not  be  relaxed  and  that 
the  old  drams  must  be  taken  up  and  destroyed. 

On  the  10th  Aug.  1901  the  secretary  to  th» 
London  Sanitary  Protection  Association  vrrote  a^ 
letter  to  the  town  clerk,  promising  to  take  such 
steps  as  were  necessary  to  comply  with  the 
council's  regulations  and  their  by-laws. 

After  the  receipt  of  the  last- mentioned  letter, 
instructions  were  given  by  ihe  medi(Hd  officer  of 
health  to  the  coun<ul's  workmen  to  make  the 
necessary  connections  of  the  new  drains  to  the 
council's  sewer  so  as  to  enable  the  London 
Sanitary  Protection  Association  to  commence  and 
carry  on  the  new  drainage  works,  and  the  con- 
nection vras  accordingly  commenced  on  the 
19th  Aug.  1901  and  completed  on  the  24th  Aug. 
1901. 

By  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855' 
(18&19  Vict.  c.  120),  8.  76: 

Before  beginning  to  lay  or  dig  ont  the  fonndation  of 
any  new  hooae  or  baildbig  within  any  snob  pariah  oz 
disiriot,  or  to  rebnild  any  hooae  or  bnilding  therein,  and 
also,  before  making  any  drain  for  the  pnrpoae  of  draining 
directly  or  indirectly  into  any  aewer  nnder  the  jaria- 
diction  of  the  veatry  or  board  of  or  for  any  anoh  pariah 
or  district,  seven  days'  notice  in  writing  shall  be  givea 
to  the  veatry  or  board  by  the  person  intending  to  bnild 
or  rebnild  snob  boose  or  bnilding  or  to  make  sncb 
drain  ;  and  every  anoh  foundation  abidl  be  laid  at  such 
level  aa  will  permit  the  drainage  of  such  hoaae  or 
bnilding  in  oompliance  with  this  Act  and  aa  the  veatry 
or  board  shall  order,  and  every  anch  drain  shall  be  made 
in  such  direction,  manner,  and  form  and  of  snob 
materials  and  workmanabip  and  with  anoh  branchea 
thereto  and  other  connected  works  and  apparatna  and 
water  sopply  aa  hereinbefore  mentioned  and  as  the 
veatry  or  board  shall  order,  and  the  making  of  every 
such  drain  shall  be  under  the  anrvey  and  control  of  auch 
veatry  or  board ;  and  the  veatry  or  diatriot  board  ahall 
make  their  order  in  relation  to  the  matters  aforesaid 
and  canae  the  same  to  be  notified  to  the  person  from 
whom  auch  notice  was  received  within  seven  days  after 
the  receipt  of  anoh  notice,  and  in  defanlt  of  such  notice, 
or  if  each  hooae,  bnilding,  or  drain,  or  branches  thereto, 
or  other  connected  works  and  apparatas  and  water 
■0PPly>  1>*  begun,  erected,  made,  or  provided  in  any 
reapeot  contrary  to  any  order  of  the  ve«try  or  board 
made  and  notified  as  atoreaaid  or  the  proTisiona  of  thii^ 
Act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  veatry  or  board  to  cause 
such  honse  or  building  to  be  demolished  or  altered,  and 
to  oanse  anch  drain  or  branches  thereto  and  othes' 
connected  works  and  apparatus  and  water  supply  to  be 
relaid,  amended,  or  remade,  or,  in  the  event  of  omiaBion, 
added  aa  the  oaae  may  require,  and  to  reoover  tiia 
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expanses  thereof  from  the  owner  thereof  in  the  masner 
iMNiaaftcr  provided. 

And  hj  sect.  83  : 

In  case  any  drain  ...  or  other  oonneoted  worke 
or  apparatag  hereinbefore  mentioned  be  tonnd,  on 
inspeotion,  not  to  have  been  made  or  provided  aooording 
to  the  direotione  or  relations  of  the  vestrj  or  diatrist 
board  or  e<mtrary  to  the  proTitions  of  thia  Aet,  or  in 
'Oaae  any  penon,  without  the  oansent  of  the  Teatry  or 
diatiiat  board,  ooiutraot,  rabnild,  or  unstop  any  lewer, 
'drain  .  .  .  whioh  may  have  been  ordered  by  them 
not  to  be  made,  or  to  be  demoliihed  or  (topped  up,  or 
in  oaae  any  penon  diMontinne  any  water  supply  or 
destroy  any  oonneoted  works  or  apparatus  as  aforesaid, 
or  in  case  any  person,  without  the  consent  of  the  vestrr 
or  district  boaid,  break  into  any  sewer  vested  in  snoh 
▼eatry  or  board,  every  person  so  offending  shall  forfeit 
•ad  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  101. ;  and  in  oase  the 
person  so  makinfr  any  sewer,  drain  .  .  .  whioh  may 
have  been  ordered  to  be  demolished  or  stopped  up,  or  dis- 
continuing any  water  supply  or  destroying  any  oon- 
neoted works  or  apparatus  as  aforesaij.or  breaking  into 
•ay  sewer  as  aforesaid  do  not  within  fourteen  days  after 
notice  in  writing  by  the  vestry  or  board  oauso  suoh 
sewer,  drain  ...  to  be  altered  or  reinstated  in 
oonformity  with  the  diraotians  of  tne  vestiy  or  board, 
or,  as  ths  case  may  be,  to  be  demolished  or  stopped  up 
...  .  or  such  connected  works  or  apparatus  to  be 
Teatored,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  vestry  or 
board  may  cause  the  work  to  be  done,  and  the  expenses 
thereof  shall  be  paid  by  the  person  who  has  so  offended. 

Qeorge  Elliott  for  the  appellants. 

DaneTcvoerte,  K.O.  and  CourthopcMunroe  for 
the  respondents. 

Lord  Alvebstonb,  G.J. — ^The  restatement  of 
this  case  has  removed  the  only  doaht  that  existed 
in  the  mind  of  any  member  of  the  court  on  the 
last  occasion.  What  has  been  really  proved 
before  us  now  was  stated  partly  by  Mr.  Oonrthope- 
Monroe  and  partly  by  Mr.  Danokwerts,  bnt  it  was 
very  properly  objected  that  it  was  not  raised  in 
the  oase.  As  I  understand,  the  position  was  this : 
There  was  a  drainage  system  of  vei^  complicated 
oharacter.  There  were  privies  for  both  boys  and 
girls  in  the  middle  of  the  yard.  There  were  a 
ixamb«r  of  old  drains  underneath  the  yard,  and 
the  school  board  moat  properly  determined,  there 
being  a  nuisance  with  these  old  cloRots,  to 
remodel  it  in  a  way  which  partly  used  for  some 
purposes,  with  some  manholes,  the  old  drainage 
«ystem,  and  all  the  pipes  shown  in  blue  on  the 
plan  we  have  seen  were  drains  reused  for  the 
rain  and  surface  water.  Of  course  it  is  very 
important  that  even  with  regard  to  those  drains 
they  should  be  in  a  proper  condition.  That  is  all 
that  need  be  said  as  to  that.  As  to  pipes  marked 
red  on  the  plan — the  new  drains — they  were 
laid,  and  then  there  were  many  other  hundred 
of  feet  of  old  drains  that  were  left  in  the  grounds. 
A  portion  of  them  were  taken  up— up  to  8ft. 
-from  the  building  and  under  the  building — ^and 
therefore,  of  course,  the  question  of  what  should 
be  removed  had  to  be  considered,  because  the 
plans  were  submitted  with  the  suggestion  that  a 
portion  of  the  old  drains  should  be  taken  up. 
Then  the  others  were  ultimately  cleansed  and 
sealed  ofi.  Of  course  the  fact  that  they  had  to 
be  dealt  within  that  way  shows  that  some  judg- 
ment as  to  what  ought  to  be  done  had  to  be 
brought  to  bear  upon  the  subject.  In  that  state 
of  tmngs  the  school  board  have  to  come  under 
sect.  76   and  have  to  ask  permission  to  lay  the 


new  drains  connected  with  the  sewer.  That  being 
so,  this  section  provides  for  it  being  done  in 
accordance  with  the  directions  that  are  given. 
Now,  I  only  wish  to  speak  for  myself,  because  I 
may  be  going  perhaps  further  than  my  brothers 
do.  I  think  regulation  29  is  a  perfectly  reasonable 
and  proper  regulation,  and  one  which,  in  that 
state  of  things,  the  authority  is  entitled  to  con- 
sider. It  says  :  "  All  old  brick  and  other  disused 
druns  shall  be  broken  up  and  destroyed,  and  the 
materials  forming  them  and  all  foul  and  sewage- 
charged  earth  and  other  substances  carefully 
removed  from  the  premises,  dry  earth  or  baUast 
or  brick  rubbish  being  brought  in,  if  necessary, 
in  place  of  them."  In  my  opinion,  when  they 
applied  to  the  Falham  authority,  the  respondents, 
nnder  sect  76,  it  was  perfectly  competent  for 
them  to  say :  "  Bnt  mind,  if  you  do  this,  you  have 
got  to  obey  regulation  29."  But  they  went  a  great 
deal  further  than  that.  They  actually  presented 
a  plan  with  a  statement  that  the  old  drains  were 
p^ing  to  be  taken  np,  and  although  I  do  not  think 
it  is  quite  right  to  speak  of  it  as  a  contractual 
arrangement,  I  do  not  know  why  that  should 
not  be  one  form  in  which  the  permission  may  be 
given.  It  is  a  condition  of  the  sanctioning  of  the 
plans  that  the  old  drains  are  to  be  taken  up,  and 
when  the  agents  of  the  school  board,  I  daresay 
perfectly  bond  fide,  changed  their  minds  and 
thought  they  could  do  it  equally  well  with* 
out  taking  them  up,  they  wrote  a  long  letter 
to  the  respondents  on  behalf  of  the  school 
board,  asking  that  they  might  not  be  bound  to 
take  them  np,  because  there  was  no  danger  to 
health,  and  there  had  been  no  smell  nor  sufficient 
ground  for  taking  them  up.  That  being  considered 
by  the  public  Malth  committe<>  of  the  council, 
there  is  a  formal  resolution  that  the  plans  sub- 
mitted be  approved  subject  to  the  whole  of  the 
old  drains  proposed  to  be  abandoned  being 
removed.  Under  those  circumstances  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  one  point  that  was  made  on  behalf  of 
the  appellants  on  the  last  hearing,  that  this  was 
the  removal  of  something  whioh  iuM  no  connection 
with  the  old  drains  (beoause,  ae  Mr.  Elliott 
pressed  on  us  to-day,  what  was  left  in  the  ground 
was  disused  and  in  no  way  connected  with  or 
physically  joined  to  or  united  with  what  was  pat 
in  the  ground),  and  that,  that  being  so,  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  in  the  respondents  to  impose  the 
condition,  has  gone.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  approval  of  the  plans  obtained  under  sect  76 
might  be  coupled  either  with  the  observance  of  the 
regulation  (vmich  I  think,  for  anything  which  has 
been  argued  before  me,  is  perfectly  reasonable), 
and  with  the  express  condition  that,  if  the  plaxis 
are  sanctioned,  it  is  subject  to  some  work  being 
done  in  connection  with  these  old  drains  'which 
are  being  changed,  and  I  only  wish  to  adopt  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Danckwerts  that  the  conditions 
as  to  the  materials  that  may  be  allowed  to  be 
used,  where  the  manholes  are  to  be,  and  whether 
or  not  there  should  be  any  protection  against 
possible  leakage  in  the  drains  are  all  matters 
whioh  have  to  be  considered  or  might  have 
to  be  considered  differently  according  as  to 
whether  the  old  drains  are  left  in  the  ground 
or  not.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  view  taken  by 
the  learned  magistrate  is  quite  right,  and  the 
further  facts  wUch  have  been  stated  in  conse- 
quence of  questions  put  by  the  court  and  agreed 
to  at  the  time  by  the  two  learned  counsel  nave 
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made  the  matter  clear  and  remoTed  the  only 
donbt  th&t  ever  existed  in  the  mind  of  any  member 
of  the  ooart.  I  think  the  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed. 

Law&anck,  J.— I  agree. 

Eenkidt,  J. — I  wish  to  add  some  remarks 
because  I  do  not  feel,  and  I  have  not  felt,  so  dear 
abont  this  matter  as  my  brethren.    I  admit  tluit 
ve  have  to  deal  with  this  according  to  the  strict 
letter  of  the  law.    I  certainly  do  not  dissent  from 
fch^  view,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  I  cannot 
agree  with  it.    It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  and  it  is 
important,  it  seems  to  me,  in  these  magisterial 
proceedings  to  see  exactly  what  is  the  «harffe. 
Now,  the  charge  before  the  magistrate  was,  as  he 
states  it  in  the  case:  "  Thattheappellants  appeared 
before  me  to  answer  a  complaint  made  by  John 
Charles  Jackson,  medical  omoer  of  health  for  the 
metropolitaa  boroagh  of  if alham,  for  that  they, 
being  the  owners  of  certain  premises  known  as 
(he  £verington- street  Board  Sohool,  in  the  aud 
boroagh,  did  when  reoonBtrnoting  the  drainage 
thereat  make  and  provide  the  drains  and  oonneotid 
apparatns  at  the  said  premises  not  according  to 
(be  directions  of  the  council  of  the  metropolitan 
borough  of  Falham,"  and  so  on.     It  appears, 
as  I  understand  the  restatement   of  the  case, 
(hat  what  was  relied  upon  was  this  regulation 
No.  29.    Now,  if  it  had  rested  there,  I  should  not 
hare  been  content  to  leave  the  matter  where  it  was 
lef I  bv  Mr.  Danckwerts  in  his  argument,  but  what 
in  substance  I  think  is  covered  by  the  complaint 
18  that  there  was  a  breach  of  sect.  83.    I  think, 
on  the  whole,  (hat  it   does   CDver,  not  merely 
regulation  No.  29,  but  it  appean  to  cover  also 
the  directions  which  it  is  in  the  power  of   the 
authority  to  gire  under  sect.  76.    It  seems  to  me, 
according  to  regulation  No.  29,  that  in  every  case, 
all  that  which  has  to  be  done  would  have,  at  any. 
rate,  required  consideration  as  to  its  applicability 
or  its  propriety  to  a  case  of  this  kind  in  which 
they  were  seeking  really  to  put  in  a  new  system 
of  drainage  in  substitution  of  the  old.    Under 
aeot  76,  it  seems  to  me  that  they  have  power  in 
each  separate  case  to  give  directions  where  drains 
have  to  h«  made  before  making  any  drains,    The 
words  are  :  "  For  the  purpose  of  draining  directly 
or  indirectly  into  any  sewer  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  (he  vestry  or  board."    That  means  the  autho- 
rity has  the  power  to  say  how  that  shall  be 
done,  and,  although  I  can  see  considerable  danger 
in  making  terms  which  may  cause   very  great 
expense,  against  the  imposition  of  which  it  is 
difficult  to  struggle,  and  in  regard  to  which  they 
may   not  be   matters   directly    connected  with 
dnuns,  I  think  in  this  case  what  was  ordered  to 
be  done  in  the  removal  of  the  old  drains  alto- 
gether and  eveirthing  connected  with  them  may 
be  fairly  brought  within  those  words  of  sect.  76 
which  ^ve  the  power  to  insist  upon  those  terms 
and  conditions.    Therefore  I  do  not  dissent  from 
the  judgment,  but  I  do  so  expressly  on  that 
j^TOund.    But  to  say,  quite  apart  from  a  direction 
m  a  particular  case,  that  in  all  cases  where  new 
drainage    works  are    to  be   put   into    a    place 
"all  old  brick    and  other  disused  drains  shall 
be  broken  up  and  destroyed  and  the  materials 
removed,   tosether  with   all   foul    and   sewage- 
chai^y^  earth,  dry  earth    or    ballast   or  bnok 
rubbish  being  brought  in,  if  necessary,  in  place 
of  it,"  is  rather  sevwe,  if  it  is  intended  to  be 


applied  in  all  circumstances  and  without  modifi- 
cation as  an  absolute  regulation  of  the  autho- 
rities. I  think  in  this  particular  case  it  is  dear 
that,  whether  yon  call  it  contractual  or  other- 
wise, it  would  be  eontreotnal  as  regards  tii» 
engineering  body  who  were  employed  by  thia 
school  board,  it  becomes  effectual  as  a  direction 
under  sect.  76  as  regards  the  body  employing 
them,  which  is  here  the  school  board.  Under  the 
speoiid  terms  that  were  made  in  this  case,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  dissent  from  the  view  which  I 
think  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Lawranoe,  J.  hold 
is  the  true  one — ^namely,  that  the  direction  under 
sect.  76  covers  what  was  ordered  to  be  done  in 
this  case,  and  which  the  sohool  board  has  not 
complied  with.  Appeal  AU,nis,ed. 

Solioiton:  C.  E.  Mortimer:  B.  Jtf.  Preseoit. 


Thursday,  Dee.  17, 1903.  ' 
/Before  Lord  Axtbsstohb,  C.J.,  Lawbancs 

and  Kknnkdt,  JJ.) 
.  Clatton  and  anotheb  (apps.)  v.  Fxissb 
(re^.).  (a) 
Fishery  —  By-law  —  "  Deiermtion   ef  net$  "  — 
Salmon  Fiehery  Aet  1873  (36  &  37  Viet.  c.  71), 
t.  39  (3). 
Under  »eet.  39  of  the  Salmon,  Fiehwy  Aet  1873 
"a  hoard  of  eoneervators  may  nuUce  by. law* 
...    for  all  or  any  of  the  following  purpote» 
...    (3)  to  determine  the  length,  rise,  and 
deeeription  of  net$.    ..." 
A  by-law  made  under   this  seebion  forbade  the 
use  of  certain  particular    kinds   of   nets    by 
name  in  parts  of  the  fishery  district,  and  then- 
gave  a  definition  and  description  of  these  nets.  ■ 
Held,  that  the  by-law  teat  not  ultra  virss.     The 
teord  "  description  "  in  sect.  39  (3)  is  not  confined 
to  the  eharaeteristies  of  any  particular  kind  of 
net. 
Casb  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellants  under  a  by-law 
made  by  the  Board  of  Conservators  for  the  Wye 
Fishery  District  pursuant  to  the  Salmon  and 
Freahwater  Fisheries  Acts  1861  to  1892  on  the 
27th  Feb.  1901,  and  confirmed  by  the  Board  of 
Trade  on  the  27th  Feb.  1902,  for  that  they  (the 
appellants]  in  the  river  Wye,  above  a  line  drawn 
across  tliat  river  along  the  lower  side  of  Bigsweir 
Bridge  (that  river  then  being  within  a  fishery 
distmt  formed  under  the  above-mentioned  Acts) 
unlawfully  used  a  net  other  than  a  beating  net — 
namely,  a  draft  or  seine  net— Jor  taking  salmon 
in  that  part  of  the  river,  contrary  to  the  by-la,w 
duly  made  in  that  behalf. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
proved: 

That  the  by-laws  in  force  on  the  13th  May  1903 
in  the  Wye  Fishery  District  included  the  by-law 
under  which  the  information  was  laid. 

That  the  appellants  John  Clayton  and  Sidney 
Thomas  on  the  13bh  May  1903  at  Goodrich  unlaw- 
fully used  a  net  other  than  a  beating  net — namely, 
a  draft  or  seine  net — ^for  taking  salmon  in  that 
part  of  the  river  wherein  the  use  of  such  net  was 
prohibited  by  the  by-law. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants,  the  use  of  the 
draft   or  seine  net  was    admitted,  but  it  was 

(a)  Seported  b;  W,  Dl  B.  aiaasBT,  Biq.,  Builatar-«(-Lav. 
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«ontended  that  ihey  were  tbe  aerrants  of 
Gharlea  Haines,  the  leasee  of  the  Hontaham 
Tenr  and  Salmon  Fishery,  within  which  the 
ap^eUants  used  the  net,  and  that  Charles 
Haines  held  a  licence  granted  by  the  'WVe 
Hoard  of  Gonserratora  to  use  a  draft  net,  lor 
'which  licence  he  had  paid  5Z. ;  that  tbe  only  net 
which  the  new  by-laws  allowed  in  that  fishery  was 
«  beating  net.  which  was  practically  impossible, 
aseless,  and  unremnneratiTe,  and  that  in  only 
aUowiog  a  beating  net  the  oonserrators  were 
allowing  a  net  which  woold  be  of  no  use  at  any 
time  in  a  considerable  part  of  the  middle  fisheries 
of  the  river,  inolndingtiieHnntsbam  Fishery,  and 
in  wet  seasons  in  no  part  of  the  middle  fisheries ; 
that  the  by-law  was  in  restramt  of  trade ;  that 
the  by-law  was  nnfair,  because  it  injored  the  middle 
waten  of  the  rirer  Wye,  including  the  Huntsham 
Fishery,  for  the  advantage  of  the  owners  of  the 
upper  waters  and  of  the  tidal  waters  of  the  Wye 
thereby  unduly  favouring  certain  part*  of  the 
river  at  the  expense  of  another  part;  that  the 
by-law  was  unnecessary,  because  it  had  not  been 
proved  that  there  had  been  any  decrease  of 
salmon  in  the  river;  that  the  by-law  was  un- 
reasonable, because  to  allow  a  beating  net,  which 
was  practically  of  no  utility  and  to  prohibit  the 
vae  of  a  draft  net,  the  accustomed  form  of  net 
theretofore  used  in  the  Huntsham  Fisheries, 
amounted  to  a  total  prohibition  of  net  fishing  in 
a  large  proportion  of  the  middle  fisheries  of  the 
river,  induding  the  Huntsham  Salmon  Fisheries ; 
that  the  by-law  was  invalid  and  contrary  to  law 
as  being  vUra  mret,  havingiegtuxl  to  tbe  true 
constiuction  of  tbe  Salmon  Fishery  Acts  1861  to 
1873  and  particularly  to  sect  39  of  the  Act  of 
1873,  Bub-ss.  3,  8, 11,  and  12,  and  sect.  40  of  the 
Act  of  1873. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended 
that  the  by-law  was  good  and  was  not  uUra  vires, 
and  that  the  beating  net  could  be  used  with  profit 
in  the  watera  above  Bigsweir  Bridge,  including 
the  Huntsham  Fishery;  that  the  Huntsham 
Fishery  extended  only  for  a  short  distance  in  the 
river  above  Bigsweir  Bridge ;  that  the  use  therein 
of  a  draft  net  injured  all  tiie  fisheries  above  the 
Huntsham  Fishery ;  that  by  the  by-law  the 
Huntsham  Fishery  was  improved  for  rod  and 
line  fishing;  that  Charles  Haines  had  renewed 
liis  lease  of  the  Huntsham  Fishery  after  the 
making  of  the  by-law  and  with  full  knowledge  of 
it ;  that,  having  been  specially  warned  that  the 
licence  to  use  a  draft  net  would  be  of  no  use  to 
him,  he  insisted  on  taking  out  tbe  licence,  and 
-that  there  was  no  power  under  the  Acts  to  refuse 
him  the  licence  if  he  demanded  it :  (see  sect  34 
of  the  Act  of  1865,  sub-sect  5). 

Upon  the  above  contentions  and  on  the  evidence 
produced  before  the  justices  by  the  parties,  they 
found  the  following  facts  :  (a)  That  the  bye-law 
xmder  which  the  appellants  were  convicted  was  a 
good  and  valid  by-law,  and  not  vltra  vires; 
(b)  that  the  by-law  was  reasonable,  having  been 
approved  after  a  public  inquiry  at  which  all  the 
fishing  interests  in  the  river  were  or  might  have 
heea  represented ;  (c)  that  the  draft  net  was  used 
contrary  to  the  by-law ;  (d)  that  the  appellants 
-were  using  the  net  as  servants  to  Charles 
Haines ;  (e)  that  they  and  Charles  Haines  were 
not  protected  by  the  licence,  as  he  took  it  out 
after  warning  that  it  was  illegal  to  use  it  in  the 
Huntsham  Fishery,  and  the  licence  was  limited  to 


waters  in  which  and  at  the  times  at  which  he  is 
otherwise  entitled  so  to  fish ;  (/)  i^at  the  Wye 
Fishery  Board  had  no  dispensing  power  and 
could  not  issue  a  valid  licence  to  fish  contrary  to 
their  own  by-laws:  (Tabbicom  v.  King,  80  L.  T. 
Bm.  159 :  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  444). 

They  therefore  convicted  the  appellants. 

The  question  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the 
court  was  desired  was  whether  the  justices,  upon 
the  above  statement  of  facts,  came  to  a  correct 
determination  and  deoision  in  point  of  law  in 
holding  that  the  by-law  in  question  was  a  valid 
by-law,  and  that  they  rightly  convicted. 

By  tbe  Salmon  Fishery  Act  1873  (36  &  37 
Vict  c.  71),  s.  39 : 

8nb}aot  to  ths  provisions  hsrainsftar  oontained  for  the 
ooD&rmatloii  and  pablioaUon  of  the  by-Iswi,  a  board 
of  oonssrvstora  may  make  by-laws  for  the  bitter  ax«on- 
tioa  of  th»  Salmon  Fiahcry  Acts  1861  (o  1878,  and  for 
the  bstter  proteotion,  pTfaarration,  and  improvemsnt 
of  the  salmon  dsharies  within  their  distriot,  and  alter  the 
•ame  from  ttma  to  time  for  all  or  any  of  tbe  followingr 
pnrpoass — that  is  to  say:  ...  (3)  To  dstarmin*  ths 
Isagrtb,  lixs,  and  dasoription  of  nets  and  ths  manner  of 
osinf  the  same  (not  baiDc  fixed  engines)  for  taking  salmon, 
providsd  that  no  by-law  made  nndsr  tha  authority  of 
this  aeetion  shall  limit  the  length  of  a  hang  net  or  limit 
the  length  of  a  draft  net  so  as  to  be  lass  than  200 
jardi  ...  (8)  To  prohibit  the  nie  of  nete  within 
a  certain  distriot  of  the  month  of  any  river,  and  of  tha 
point  of  ooDflnenoe  of  riven  in  any  part  of  tha  distriot 
(not  being  a  fiahery)  and  to  erect  and  fix  poste,  bnoys, 
and  landmaiks  to  indioato  snoh  diitanoes  reipeotively. 

And  by  sect  40 : 

A  board  of  oonservators  miy  make  any  by-law  to 
supply  to  the  whols  or  to  any  part  or  parte  of  their 
diatriot,  and  to  the  whole  or  any  part  or  parte  of  tbe 
year,  and  may  from  time  to  time  by  any  new  by-law 
revoke,  vaiy,  or  alter,  either  in  whole,  in  part,  or  as  to 
its  applioatiott  to  tbe  while  or  to  any  part  or  parts  of 
the  diatriot  any  by-law  pievkmaly  made,  and  may  from 
time  to  time  vary  any  by-law  made  in  isspeot  of  ibe 
whole  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  diatriot,  and  may 
from  time  to  time  except  or  exdnde  from  the  operation 
of  aU  or  any  of  the  by-laws  any  part  or  parte  of 
the  distriot  to  the  whole  or  other  parte  of  the  diatriot. 

By-law  2  of  the  Board  of  Oonservators  of  the 
Wye  Fishery  Distriot  provided : 

The  Isogth,  die,  and  deaoriptlon  of  nete  and  the 
manner  of  niing  the  same  (not  being  fixed  engines) 
whioh  may  be  lawfnlly  naed  for  taking  salmon  in  the 
Wye  Fishery  District  ahall  be  at  follows:  (a)  In  that 
put  of  the  said  distriot  whioh  indndea  ao  much  of  ths 
river  Wye  as  lies  below  a  line  drawn  across  the  said 
river  Wye  along  the  lower  tide  of  the  Bigsweir 
Bridge,  together  with  all  tribnteriss  of  the  laid  river 
flowing  into  it  below  inoh  line,  tbe  deioription  of  snoh 
nete  shall  be  draft  or  seine  nete,  beating  nete  and  lave 
nete,  as  hereinafter  determined.  Draft  or  seine  nete 
shall  be  nnarmonied  nete  oontiating  of  a  aingle  sheet  ot 
wall  ot  netting  not  more  than  200  yards  in  length, 
meaanrsd  along  the  head-rope  when  wet,  and  not  mots 
than  8  yards  in  depth,  and  ihall  by  naed  by  holding  one 
end  of  tbe  net  on  the  ihore  or  bank,  and  by  shooting  ths 
net  from  a  boat  whioh  ahall  stert  from  snch  thore  or 
bank,  snd  retnm  witbont  delay  to  tnoh  thore  or  bank 
from  whioh  it  started,  and  then  draw  in  the  net  on  to  sooh 
ahoisorbank.  Each  draft  or  seine  net  shall  befidly  drawn 
in  and  landed  at  least  twenty  minntes  before  another  net 
ii  shot  or  begnn  to  be  shot  within  100  yards  from  any 
point  along  the  line  of  ahot  of  the  first  net  Beating  nete 
ihall  be  nete  made  with  a  linnet  or  inner  net  armed  on 
one  or  both  lidei  with  walllng-oat  holea  or  armoor,  and 
chall  not  exceed  40  yards  in  length,  measured  along 
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Ill*  haad-rope  irban  wet,  anl  8  yudi  in  depth,  and 
•hall  to  naed  by  erianding  the  (amt  bom  %  point 
•t  or  near  one  bank  of  the  river  ta  another  point 
at  or  near  the  aame  bank,  and  by  driving  therein 
the  ftih  whioh  may  have  been  thereby  indjaed. 
No  portion  of  any  inoh  net  ahall  be  in  the  water  for 
more  than  thirty  minutea  at  one  time.  Lava  neta  ahall 
to  neta  aoapended  ao  aa  to  form  a  bag  or  pnrae  from  a 
wooden  frame  oonaiating  of  a  pole  or  bandstaff  or 
handle  with  two  movable  arma,  eaoh  not  more  than 
5ft.  6in.  in  length,  and  having  a  apace  of  not  more  than 
7ft.  6in.  totwean  their  onter  extremitiea  when  fnlly 
extended ;  eaoh  anoh  net  ahall  to  naed  by  one  peraon 
only,  who  ahall  plaoe  or  hold  the  same  in  the  water  and 
lift  or  aooop  the  flah  that  may  bs  inoloaed  therein.  N  j 
tmeh  net  ahall  to  naed  by  any  peraon  within  a  diatance 
of  leia  that  aix  yarda  from  any  other  peraon  niiag 
another  net.  (l)  la  all  other  parte  of  the  aaid  diatriot 
except  aa  aforanid  and  until  tto  16th  day  o(  Aogaat 
1906  inelnaive  tto  deaoription  of  anoh  neta  ahall  to 
beating  neta,  aa  atove  daaoribed,  to  to  naed  in  manner 
above  mentiimed.  Any  peraon  naing  any  net  (not  being 
a  fixed  engine)  of  any  ottor  length,  aiza,  or  deaeription 
than  aa  above  datarmined,  or  naing  any  net  (not  bcdng  a 
fixed  engine)  in  any  other  manner  than  aa  above  deter- 
mined and  deaoribed  raapeotively  ahall  to  liable  for  eaoh 
ofFenoe  to  a  penalty  not  exoeeding  5(. 

By  the  by-laws  the  lioenoe  for  a  draft  or  seine 
not  was  5^  and  for  a  beating  net  201. 

Bobton,  E.O  (/.  Lloyd  with  him)  for  the  appel- 
lants.— This  by-law  is  made  onderthe  powers  oon- 
ferred  on  the  board  of  conservators  by  sect.  39  (3)  of 
the  Salmon  Fishery  Act  1873,  which  allows  a  by- 
law to  be  made  to  determine  the  length,  size,  and 
deecripiio&  of  nets.  This  by-law  parports  to 
prohibit  the  use  of  a  particalar  kind  of  net  and 
IS  ultra  vire$,  for  the  word  "  description  "  means 
the  characteristics  of  the  net.  A  by-law  therefore 
made  under  this  power  may  only  aathorise  a  net 
with  a  particular  mesh,  but  it  cannot  prohibit  a 
particalar  net.  If  sab-sect.  3  of  sect.  39  bore  the 
interpretation  the  respondent  contends  there 
would  be  no  necessity  for  sub-sect.  8.  The  by-law 
is  also  oppressive,  as  it  compels  a  fisherman  to  pay 
202.  for  a  licence  instead  of  52.  If  the  by-law  ia 
good  it  practically  prevents  net  fishing  where  it 
applies. 

W.  D.  Benson  for  the  respondent. — The  word 
"  description  "  means  "  kind,"  and  the  by-law  is 
good.  The  board  of  conservators  can  forbid  any 
particular  kind  of  net  to  be  used  in  a  particalar 
part  of  ^e  fishery.  The  nets  in  the  by-law  are 
both  named  a^d  described. 

Bob$on,  KG.  in  reply. 

Lord  Alvbbstohb,  G.J.— We  are  asked  to 
say  that  this  by-law,  made  under  sect.  39  of  the 
Salmon  Fishery  Act  1873  is  ultra  vires  and 
unreasonable ;  but,  as  was  pointed  out  in  Kruie 
T.  Johnson  (78  L.  T.  Bep.  647 ;  (1898)  2  Q,.  B.  91) 
a  strong  case  must  be  made  out  to  support  that 
contention.  H  nder  that  section  the  conservators 
have  power  to  make  by-laws  for  determining  the 
length,  size,  and  description  of  nets,  and  by 
sect.  40  they  can  mply  these  by-laws  to  any  part 
ot  their  district  In  this  case  they  have  said  that 
below  a  certain  point  certain  nets  may  be  used, 
bat  above  that  point  only  .beating  nets  can  be 
naed.  Whether  they  have  the  right  to  make  such 
a  by-law  depends  upon  whether  they  can  say  that 
a  particnlu'  kind  of  net  may  not  be  used  as 
re^uds  the  whole  river.  It  is  said  that  snb- 
aect.  3,  of  sect.  39,  which  enacts  that  the  board 


may  make  by-laws  "  to  determine  the  length 
Biz3,  and  description  of  nets  and  the  mumer  of 
using  the  same,  does  not  give  any  such  power, 
and  that  the  conservators,  by  their  by-law,  cannot 
prohibit  the  use  of  a  particular  kind  of  net,  bufe 
only  Uia  length,  size,  or  make  of  such  net.  I  do 
not  think  that  the  word  "  description "  maans 
description  of  a  particalar  kind  of  net,  but  I 
think  the  conservators  can  prohibit  the  ase  of  any 
kind  of  net  altogether.  In  my  opinion  "  descrip- 
tion "means  kind,  as  comparing  one  kind  witlk 
another.  This  is  borne  out  by  the  proviso  to  sub- 
sect.  3,  which  regulates  the  Umitations  of  hang 
nets  and  draught  nets,  and  that  suggests  that 
hang  net  and  draught  net  may  be  descriptions 
of  nets  within  the  section.  I  think  that  if  w» 
were  to  hold  that  the  conservators  could  not  pro- 
hibit the  use  of  a  particalar  kind  of  net  altogeUier, 
that  woold  be  cutting  down  their  powers  unduly. 
It  is  further  said  that  salvsect.  3  cannot  give  them 
this  power,  bscause,  by  sub-sect.  8,  the  conserva- 
tors may  prohibit  the  use  of  nets  altogether 
in  certain  places.  However,  sub-sect.  3  of  sect.  3^ 
and  sect.  40  give  power  to  the  conservators  to 
deal  with  nets  all  over  the  river,  and  I  think  sub- 
sect.  3  of  sect.  39  ought  to  be  construed  as  giving 
them  power  to  make  this  by-law.  It  is  further 
said  that  if  this  by-law  is  upheld  that  will  practi- 
cally prohibit  fishing,  because  the  lioenoe  for  » 
beating  net  is  four  timea  as  much  as  for  a  draft  net. 
A  by-bw,  however,  cannot  be  ultra  vires  because 
it  alLowa  a  net  to  be  used,  the  duty  on  which  ia 
four  times  as  much  as  a  net  which  is  forbidden. 
liiwsANCii,  J.  agreed. 

Kknkbdt,  J. — In  order  to  be  a  good  by-law  it- 
must  be  shown  that  it  was  made  an&r  the  powers 
fiven  by  sect.  39  of  the  Salmon  Fishery  Act  1873. 
b  is  said  that  the  word  description  in  sub-sect.  3  of 
sect.  39  does  not  allow  the  conservators  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  a  particular  kind  of  net  altogether,  but 
only  allows  them  to  make  a  by-law  with  legari  to- 
the  characteristics  of  the  various  nets.  There  ia 
no  reason,  however,  why  description  should  not 
mean  the  generic  description  as  well  as  the  par- 
ticular characteristics  of  nets.  I  think  that  th» 
by-law  can  say  that  a  particular  description  of  net 
may  not  be  used,  and  it  may  farther  describe  what 
a  particular  neb  shall  be.  There  is  no  reason 
why  the  word  "  description  "  should  be  limited  to 
the  description  of  the  characteristics  of  the  net. 
A  by-law  under  sub-sect  3  of  sect.  39  coald,  by 
setting  out  the  characteristics  of  a  net  which  la 
forbidden,  prohibit  the  use  of  that  net  altogether, 
and  so  the  by-law  could  forbid  the  use  of  a  net 
described  by  enumerating  its  characteristics,  but 
not  if  it  were  merely  called  by  its  name.  If  the 
arguments  of  the  appellants  were  sound,  the  by- 
law would  be  good  if  the  net  were  described 
without  nammg  it,  but  ultra  vires  if  it  named  it 
without  describing  it.  There  is  no  confiict 
between  sub- sects.  3  and  8  of  sect.  39,  and  they 
are  not  inconsistent,  and  I  do  not  see  how  the 
powers  given  under  sub-sect  8  can  make  a  by-law 
under  sub-sect  3  uUra  vires,  ^^^j  disfnused. 

Solicitors  :  Meredith,  Boberts,  and  JtfiUa,  for 
E.  L.  WaUis,  Hereford ;  Norris  and  Norris,  for 
B.  J.  Omen,  Builth. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


122-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Haroh  26,  1904. 


E.B.  Drr.]   Dixon  v.  Bbadtord,  &o.,  Bailwat  Sbstahtb'  Goal  Supply  Socibtt.   [E3.  Dit. 


TiteBday,  Jan.  12. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbbbtone,  O.J.  and 

Kennedy,  J.) 

Dixon  «.  BsADFoaD  and  Distbict  Baii.- 
WAT  Servants'  Coal  Sitpplt  Socibtt 
Limited,  (a) 

Landlord  and  tenant — Tenancy — "  Three  months' 
notice  .  .  .  to  terminate  agreement "  — 
Tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

^emisei  toere  let  to  the  defendants  "  at  an  inclu- 
sive rental  of  252.  per  annum  from  the  1st  Oct. 
1894.  The  company  to  pay  rates  and  taxes 
in  addition.  Three  months' notice  on  eiO»*r  side 
to  terminate  this  agreement." 

Held,  that  the  tenancy  was  a  yearly  one  terminable 
by  three  months'  notice  at  the  end  of  a  year  of 
the  tetiancy. 

Appeal  from  His  Hcnonr  Judge  Bompas  sitting 

lat  the  Bradford  Goanty  Gonrt. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  one  quarter's 

Tent  from  the  Ist  Jan.  1903  to  the  Slst  March 

1903. 
The  tenancy  agreement  was  as  follows : 
Agreement  for  letting  hoace  and  shop. — The  Bradford 

4uid   Diatriot  Railway   Semntt'   Coal  Supply    Sooiety 

Limited  to  have  the  tenancy   of  the  honse  and  shop 

■24  and  24a,  Wakefield-road  and  Begent-sqnare  at  an 

inolosiTe  rental  of  251.  per  annum  from  the  let  Oat.  1894, 

The  oompany  to  pay  rates  and  taxes  in  addition.    Three 

months'  notice  on  either  side  to  terminate  this  agreement. 

—Sept.  14, 1894. 

Notice  pnrpoiting  to  determine  this  agreement 

was  given  by  letter  dated  the  24th  Sept.  1902  as 

follows : 

I  beg  to  give  yon  three  months'  notioe  that  we  shall 

cease  the  tenancy  of  the  premises  No.  24,  Wake&eld* 

load. 

The  Goanty  Gonrt  jndge  fonnd  for  the  defen- 
■dants. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Naldrett  for  the  plaintifF,  the  appellant. — The 
notioe  to  quit  was  bad  whether  this  was  a  yearly 
or  a  quarterly  tenancy.  If  it  was  the  latter,  then, 
as  the  tenancy  commenced  on  the  Ist  Oct.,  the 
three  months'  notice  must  expire  then  or  at  some 
period  of  three  months  from  that  date,  and  not  on 
the  usual  quarter  days.  It  was  decided  in  Kemp 
V.  DerreU  (3  Camp.  510 ;  14  B.  B.  828)  that  where 
premises  are  taken  under  an  agreement  by  which 
the  "tenant  is  always  to  be  subject  to  qnit  at 
three  months'  notice,  this  constitutes  a  quarterly 
tenancy  which  may  be  determined  by  a  three 
months'  notice  to  quit,  expiring  at  the  same  time 
of  the  year  it.  commenced,  or  any  corresponding 
■quarter  day.  Further,  although  the  tenant  under 
enoh  an  agreement  enters  in  the  middle  of  one  of 
the  usual  quarters,  if  there  appears  to  be  no  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary,  he  will  be  presumed  to  nold 
from  the  day  he  enters,  and  the  notice  can  only 
be  determined  by  a  notice  expiring  that  day  of 
the  year,  or  some  other  quarter  day  calculated 
therefrom.  That  case  shows  that  this  notice  is 
bad  even  if  this  is  a  quarterly  tenancy,  but  I 
'Submit  that  on  the  true  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment this  is  a  tenanov  from  year  to  year,  but 
instead  of,  as  is  nsual,  being  terminable  by  a  six 
months'  notice,  all  that  is  required  is  a  three 
months'  notice  which  must  expire  on  the  day  of 
the  year  when  the  tenancy  commenced.    Where 

(«)  Beponed  by  V,  Di  B.  Hibbebt.  Esq.,  6arrist«r.tt-Law.  ~ 


the  rent  is  expressed  to  be  reserved  at  so  mnch 
a  year,  the  presumption  is  that  the  tenancy  is 
a  yearly  one,  although  that  presumption  may  be 
rebutted  by  other  parts  of  the  instrament.  Bat 
here  the  provision  as  to  rates  and  taxes  supports 
that  presumption.    He  referred  to 

Waicituon  T.  HaU,  3  Bmg.  K.  C.  508 ;  43  B.  B, 
728; 

Doe  d.  King  v.  Orafton,  18  Q.  B.  496 ; 

Foa  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  p.  3,  3rd  edit. 
As  to  the  date  when  the  notioe  ought  to  expire, 
Doe  d.  Spicer  v.  Lea  (11  Bast,  312)  and  Bidcbotham 
V.  Holland  (72  L.  T.  Bep.  62 ;  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  378) 
are  in  point.  In  Poei.PifcAer  v.  I)on<7van(lTannt. 
555 ;  2  Gamp.  78)  it  was  held  that  on  the  letting 
of  a  house  from  year  to  year  "  to  qnit  at  quarter's 
notice,"  the  quarter  must  expire  with  a  year  of  the 
tenancy,  xbere  the  premises  were  let  from 
Michaelmas  1802  at  50(.  a  year.  In  Soames  v. 
NichoUon  (85  L.  T.  Bep.  614;  (1902)  1  E.  B.  157) 
the  words  were,  "  subject  to  three  months'  notice 
on  either  side  at  any  time  to  terminate,"  while  in 
Kemp  V.  Derrett  (sup.)  they  were,  "  always  to  be 
subject."  These  oases  are  very  different  from  the 
present,  and  I  submit  that  the  learned  Gonnty 
Gonrt  judge  was  wrong. 

Geoffrey  EUis  for  the  defendants,  the  respon- 
dents.— The  tenancy  here  being  subject  to  "  three 
months'  notice  on  either  side  to  terminate  this 
agreement,"  the  notice  can  be  given  at  any  time. 
In  Doe  d.  King  v.  Grafton  (18  Q.  B.  496)  the 
premises  were  let  at  a  yearly  rent  payable  quar- 
terly, "  until  one  of  the  said  parties  should  give 
the  other  six  calendar  months'  notioe  to  quit," 
and  it  was  held  that  notice  mi^ht  be  given  to 
quit  at  the  expiration  of  any  six  months.  He 
also  referred  to 

Doe  d.  Williams  and  Ayrane  v.  Smith,  5  AdoL  & 
El.  350  ;  44  B.  B.  442  ; 

Ghambre,  J.  in  Doe  d.  Pitcher  v.  Donovan  (sup.) 
points  out  that  it  is  only  if  the  tenancy  is  from 
year  to  year  that  the  quarter's  notice  must  end 
with  the  year,  but  if  the  demise  was  for  one  year 
only  and  then  to  continue  tenant  afterwards  and 
quit  at  a  quarter's  notice,  then  it  would  be  a  quarter 
ending  at  any  time.  Here  the  tenancy  was  a 
quarterly  one,  terminable  at  a  quarter's  notice,  and 
the  notice  to  quit  was  good. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  G.J. — Gases  which  tnm  <m 
the  effect  of  notices  to  quit  are  in  one  sense 
unsatisfactory,  for  the  court  has  often  to  apply 
rules  of  law  to  the  construction  of  documents 
drawn  up  in  colloquial  language.  There  are, 
however,  certain  rules  of  law  which  show  that  we 
cannot  accept  the  view  taken  by  the  learned 
Goanty  Court  judge.  The  tenancy  was  in  terms 
a  yearly  one,  and  the  authorities  are  su£Scient  to 
establish  that  it  would  be  a  yearly  tenancy  ter- 
minable on  the  1st  Oct.  by  six  months'  notioe, 
apart  from  the  clause  which  says :  "Three  months' 
notioe  on  either  side  to  terminate  this  agreement." 
Further,  the  clause  as  to  the  payment  of  rates  and 
taxes  rather  points  to  a  yearly  tenancy,  for  they 
are  paid  yearly  or  half  yearly.  I  think  that 
the  reasoning  and  language  in  Doe  d.  Pitcher  v. 
Donovan  (1  Taunt.  555  ;  2  Gamp.  78)  apply  here, 
and  in  that  case  it  was  in  effect  deddea  that  a 
clause  like  this  only  cut  down  the  period  of  noiaoe 
from  six  to  three  months,  but  that  no  inindents 
of  the  tenancy  were  otherwise  affected,  and  that 
the  tenan<7  remained  a  yearly  one  and  that  the 
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term  ended  at  the  end  of  a  year.  Lookiog  at 
Doe  d.  King  t.  Orafian  (18  Q.  B.  4S6),  the  paint 
tipoD  wliich  that  case  vaa  decided  was  not  thert;  the 
toianoy  was  not  a  yearly  one,  bot  that  the  words 
"  ontil  one  of  the  said  parties  shall  give  nnto  the 
'otiier  six  (^lendar  months'  notice  in  writing  to 
'quit"  -trexe  saffioient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
a  yearly  tenancy  which  would  have  arisen  from 
"'  at  the  yearly  rent  of  422.  payable  quarterly." 
Here  there  is  nothing  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
a  yearly  tenancy,  and  we  must  therefore  hold  that 
the  notice  given  was  not  a  good  notice.  I  hold 
Chat  the  tenancy  is  not  properly  determinable 
until  the  end  of  a  year  of  the  tenancy,  and  theii 
by  a  three  months'  notice. 

.  Kebukdt,  J. — On  the  whole,  I  am  of  the  sapie 

f>Jf^^  .  .  Appeal  alloiced.  - 

.Solicttors:  Jaquea,  and  Co.,  for  B.  Wright, 
Morgan,  and  Co.,  Bradford  ;  Farmer,  Bawion,  and 
Co.,  for  Banks,  NeweU,  Bawstome,  and  Hammond, 
Br^dCord. 


Dee.  21, 1903.  aud  Feb.  1. 1904. 

(Before  Lord  Ai.vsb8T0xb,  O.J.,  Lawraii  ex  a&d 
Kbnhbst,  JJ.) 

SUBBBT  Gohkbbcial  Doce  Gompamt  (apps.) 
e.  Matob,  &c.,  op  Bbbuokdsbt  (resps.).  (fi) 

Iioeal  government  —  Private  A^t  —  Jnco»neteney  ^ 
utith  public  Act— Metropolis  Management  Act 
1855  \18  &  19  Vict.  c.  I'M),  s.  76— Surrey  Com- 
mereialVoek  Act  1894. 

By  a  private  Act  of   1894  the  appellants  -loere  ■ 
^peemOy  ttuthorised  to  do  certain  works  and  to ' 

"  make  and  maitUain  in  eonneoiion  with-  the 
tBorks  so  authorised  (inter  alia)  all  neeetaary ' 
andipropet  hHildings  and'  other  works  on- 'any  ■ 
lands  within  the  lintits  of  deviation.  ' 

9%e  ereetUm  of  a  certain  Imilding  on  lands  within 
(he  limits  of  deviation  Was  rendered  Heeessarg 
'  by  works  so  authorised: 

MeSi,  thai  the  interf^ence  and  conirol  inveived 
in  sett.  76  of  the  MetrifpoHs  Management  Act 
'18S5  wtis  inconsistent'  with  the  potoers  oonfetred 
&2^  the  private  Act,  and  so  the  appellants  were 
not  bonkd  to  sirve  on  the  responttenis  a  notice 
under  that  section  in  respeet  of  suck  imilding. 

Case  stated  on  a  opmplaint  charging  the  appel- 
lants with  unlawfully  and  without  having  given 
seven  days'  nqtioe  in  writing  to  the  respondents, 
beginning  to  lay  or  dig  out  the  foundation  of  a 
new  building,  contrary  to  sect.  76  of  the  Metro- 
polis Management  Act  1859. 

The  appellants  arte  a  company  constituted  and 
incorporated  tinder  the  Surrey  Commercial  Dock 
Act  1864  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the 
undertaking  defined  in  sect<  15  of  such  Act,  and 
for  executing  the  works  authorised  by  such  Act, 
and  for  maintaining  such  undertaking  and  work6. 
The  docks,  basins,  lands,  buildings,  and  other 
premises,  conveniences,   and  works    defined   in 

•aoet.  15,  and  authorised  by  sect.  58  of  the  Surrey 
Conuneroial  Dock  Act  1864,  are  surrounded  by 
and  contained  within  dock  fences  and  gates 
within  which  the  appellants  have  and  exercise  all 
the  powers  ooaferred  upon  them  by  the  Surrey 

'  Commereial  Dock  Act  1894  and  the  Acts  incor- 

(•)  BeporMd  by  W.  Di  B.  Hubibt,  E<q.,  Burlater-at-Lair, 


porated  with  such  respective  Acts  or  amending 
the  same. 

'  Portions  of  the  appellants'  premises,  upon 
whiebwarehouses,  workshops,  and  other  buildings 
arel  erected,  are  entirely  surrounded  by  water, 
and  none  of  the  portions  so  surrounded  can  b» 
divined  by  gravitation  into  any  sewer  of  the 
respondents  outside  the  appellants'  premises.  It 
would,  however,  be  possible  to  drain  them  W 
syphons  under  the  locks,  but  this  would  necessi* 
tate  pumping,  and  be  vei7  expensive. 

The  respondents  are  under  and  by  virtue  of 
•the  London  Grovemment  Act  1899  the  successors 
of  the  '  vestry  of  the  parish  of  Botherhithe, 
which  parish  now  forms  part  of  the  borough  of 
Berknondsey,  where  the  appellants'  premises  are 
situate,  and  are  the  local  authority  for  the  pur- 
poses of  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Management 
Act  1855,  and  sects.  37  and  38  of  the  Publia 
Health  (London)  Act  1891  within  the  appeU 
lants'  premises  under  certain  orders  hereinafter 
referred  to. 

'  By  the  Surrey  Gommercial  Dock  Act  1894  th» 
appulants  were  empowered  to  make  and  maintam 
the  works  described  in  sect.  4  of  such  Act,  which 
works  include  (e)  a  new  road  (No.  1)  "  and  sewer 
-  commencing  in  Swing  Bridge- road  and  termina- 
ting in  Rotherhithe  Lower-road,  and  the  raising 
and  alteration  of  the  levels  of  the  Swing  Bridge- 
road  between  the  western  end  of  the  swing  bridge^ 
and  the  commencement  of  snoh  new  road  (No.  1) 
and  sewer." 

■■  In  connection  with  the  works  specially  autho> 
-rised  by  the  section  or  any  of  them,  the  appellanta 
were  empowered  by  the  section  to  make  and 
nJEUntain  (infer  alia)  all  necessary  and  proper 
-embankments,  approaches,  roads,  buildings, 
yards,  and  other  works  and  conveniences,  and  to- 
titter,  break  up,  stop  up,  aud  divert  any  pipes, 
wires,  tubes,  sewers,  drains,  and  other  works  on  or 
under  any  lands  within  the  limits  of  deviation 
shown  on  the  deposited  plans  which  might  b& 
acquired  by  or  belong  to  them. 

Pnrauaut  to  the  powers  conferred  on  them  by 
sect.  4  of  the  Surrey  Gommercial  Dock  Act  1894>. 
the  appelWts  made  the  works  mentioned  in  anb. 
par.  (e)  of  such  section,  and  raised  the  level  of  the 
Swing  Bridge-road.  The  raising  of  the  level  of 
the  Swing  Bridge-road  has  rendered  it  necessary 
for  the  i^pellantB  to  construct  an  inclined  approach 
for  wheewd  vehioles  from  such  road  to  a  yard 
belonging  to  the  appellants,  called  Tinland  Yard,, 
on  the  south  side  of  the  Swing  Bridge-road.  Such, 
inclined  approach  will,  when  completed,  occupy 
the  site  of  certain  buildings  in  the  yard.  The- 
buildings  consist  of  an  engineer's  office  and  work- 
shop for  fitters  and  blacksmiths,  and  in  order  to- 
construct  the  approach,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
appellants  shall  demolish  the  buildings  and  erect- 
other  buildings  instead  thereof  in  the  yard.  The 
appelhmts  have  demolished  the  engineer's  office, 
and  are  about  to  demolish  the  workshop  for 
fitters  and  blacksmiths.  They  have  constructed 
a  temporary  approach  from  and  to  the  Swing 
Bridge- road  to  and  from  the  yard,  and  have  erected 
a  new  workshop  in  the  yard,  which  is  to  be  used 
in  connection  therewith  for  the  purposes  of  the 
appellants'  undertaking  instead  of  the  fitters  and 
blacksmiths'  shop. 

The  appellants  did  not  give  to  the  respondents 
any  notice  of  ther  intention  to  lay  or  dig  out  the 
foundation  of  the  new  buildings,  but  prior  to  erect- 
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ing  the  same  the  appellanta  deposited  with  the  Port 
of  London  sanitary  anthority  detailed  plans  and 
epeoifioations  thereof.  Snoh  plans  and  specifica- 
tions were  duly  appoved  by  the  port  sanitary 
anthoriiy,  and  the  new  building  was  erected  in 
■conformity  therewith. 

Certain  of  the  powers  of  a  local  authority  nnder 
the  Pnblio  Health  (London)  Act  1891  and  the 
Pablio  Heath  (Amendment)  Act  1890  have  been 
conferred  upon  the  Port  of  London  Suiitary 
Authority  by  orders  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  ander  sect  112  of  the  Public  Health 
<London)  Act  1891,  bat  not  (inter  alia)  sects.  37 
and  38.  The  port  sanitary  aatbority  claims  to  be 
the  local  aatbority  within  the  dock  walla  of  the 
appellants,  and  on  the  5th  Sept  1896  the  medical 
officer  of  health  of  the  port  sanitary  antbori^ 
wrote  to  the  appellants'  manager  a  letter,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  oopy : 

la  order  to  avoid  any  nnoer^ainty  in  the  minds  of  your 
oSoen  aa  to  the  exact  poiition  of  the  port  sanitary 
aatbority  with  referenoe  to  sanitary  matters,  I  have  to 
•point  ont  that  the  port  sanitary  intbority  ii  the  looal 
-authority  within  the  dock  walls.  Will  yon  kindly  fiTs 
inatmotions  to  yonr  dock  offioials  that  no  sanitary  works 
should  be  oatried  ont  without  first  inbmitting  detailsd 
plans  and  speaifiaalions  thereof  to  this  offloe  ud  obtain- 
iag  offioisl  aanotion  P  Sanitary  worki  will  moinde  all 
works  in  oonneotion  with  the  erection,  alteration,  and 
repair  of  water-oloseta  or  priries,  nrinala,  dzains,  eto. 
Snoh  an  instmotion  will  save  the  dock  oompsoy  mnoh 
troable  and  expense. 

On  behalf  of  the  appellants  it  was  contended 
that  the  erection  of  the  new  building  was  ren- 
<Iered  necessary  by  the  raising  and  alteration  of 
the  IcTel  of  the  Swing  Bridee-road;  that  such 
«reotion  was  a  work  the  nppellants  were  autho- 
rised by  sect.  4  of  the  Surrey  Commercial  Dock  Act 
1894  to  make ;  that  the  respondents  bad  no  power 
to  control  them  in  the  exercise  of  their  powers 
under  that  section ;  and  that  the  appellants  were 
under  no  obligation  to  serre  notice  on  the  respon- 
dents of  their  intention  to  lay  or  dig  out  the 
foundations  of  the  new  building  nnder  sect.  76 
of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855,  that 
section,  so  far  as  buildings  erected  pursuant  to 
their  special  Act  were  concerned,  having  been 
Tcpealed  by  implication  by  the  special  Act. 

In  support  of  the  appellants'  contention  the 
-following  cases  were  cited :  City  and  South 
London  Railway  Company  ▼.  London  County 
Oounea  (65  L.  T.  Hep.  362 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B. 
.513) ;  London  County  Council  t.  London  School 
Board  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  606). 

On  behalf  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended 
that  the  appellants  were  bound  to  give  them 
notice  under  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment  Act  1855,  which  section  provides  (inter  alia) 
"that  before  beginning  to  lay  ont  or  dig  the 
-foundation  of  any  new  house  or  building  within 
any  parish  or  district  seven  days'  notice  in  writing 
shall  be  eiven  to  the  vestry  bv  the  person  in- 
tending to  Duild  such  house  or  bmlding ;  that  there 
was  no  clause  in  the  Surrey  Commercial  Dock  Act 
1894  expressly  repealing  sect.  76  of  tlie  Metropolis 
Management  Act  1855;  that  the  powers  con- 
ferred by  the  Surrey  Commercial  Dock  Act  1894 
nor  any  other  Act  conferring  powers  upon  the 
dock  company  could  not  be  held  to  repeal  by 
implications  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Act  1855  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  the 
two  Acts  were  inconsistent;  that  there  was  no 


inconsistency  in  the  appellants  having  power  to 
erect  buildings  and  givine  the  respondents  the 
notice  specified  in  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis 
Management  Act  1855. 

The  following  oases  were  quoted  in  support  of 
the  i-espondente'  contention :  Whitetihapel  Board 
of  WorkM  V.  Crow  (84  L.  T.  Eep.  595) ;  UekfieU 
Rural  Diiiriet  Couneil  v.  Crowborough  District 
WaUr  Company  (81  L.  T.  Bep.  539;  (1899)  2 
Q.  B.  644) ;  Grand  Junction  Watervxtrkt  Company 
T.  Hampton  Ur1>an  Bittrict  Couneil  (78  L.  T.Bep. 
673 ;  (1896)  2  Gh.  361) ;  London  County  Couneil  t. 
Wandeworth  and  Putney  Ga$  Company  (64  J.  P. 
500) ;  and  Charing  Croat  and  Strand  Eleotrieity 
Supply  Corporation  ▼.  Woodthorpe  (88  L.  T.  Bep. 

Tbey  also  contended  that  the  contention  of  the 
port  sanitary  anthori^  that  they  are  the  sole 
local  anthoni^  with  rerarence  to  sanitary  matters 
was  not  tnie,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  particular 

fowers  conferred  oponthe  port  sanitary  authority 
y  the  orders  issued  by  tne  Local  Government 
Board,  dated  the  29th  March  1892,  the  29th  Dec. 
1894,  and  the  30th  June  1898,  neither  speoificaUy 
excluded  the  powers  of  the  respondents  arising 
nnder  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855  nor 
their  powers  as  a  sanita^  authority  ariring 
under  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891 
other  than  those  transferred  by  these  orders. 
Among  the  powers  not  so  transferred  are  the 
powers  under  sects.  37  and  38  of  the  Act  of  1891, 
and  it  was  nrged  on  behalf  of  the  respondents 
that  unless  they  were  entitled  to  notice  under 
sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855 
buildings  might  be  erected  without  the  knowledge, 
aa  in  the  present  case,  and  so  without  any  <q>por- 
tunity  on  their  part  of  securing  in  their  con- 
stmction  compliwce  with  the  provisions  of  the 
sections. 

The  magistrates  found  aa  a  fact  that  the  new 
building  was  a  building  -within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  76  of  the  Metropous  Management  Act  1855, 
and  had  been  erected  Djr  the  appellants  upon  land 
belonging  to  them  witlun  the  limits  of  deviation 
shown  on  the  deposited  plans  referred  to  in 
sect.  4  of  the  Sorrcry  Commercial  Dock  Act  1894, 
and  that  the  erection  of  the  new  building  bad 
been  rendered  necessary  by  the  raising  and 
alteration  of  the  levels  of  the  Swing  Bridge-road 
authorised  by  the  last*  mentioned  section. 

He  was,  however,  of  opinion  the  provisions 
of  sect.  76  of  the  Meti-opolis  Management  Act 
1855  were  not  inconsistent  with  the  prorisions  of 
sect.  4  of  the  Surrev  Commercial  Dock  Act  189-4, 
and  he  therefore  held  that  the  provisions  of 
sect.  76  of  the  Act  of  1855  requiring^  notice  to  be 
given  to  the  respondents  before  beginning  to  lay 
out  or  dig  ont  the  foundations  of  any  boildingB 
within  that  section  were  not  repealed  with  regard 
to  buildings  erected  by  the  appellanta  pursuant 
to  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1894,  and  that  the  appel- 
lant* had  been  guilty  of  the  offence  alle^^  in  the 
summons,  and  he  accordingly  convicted  the 
appellants. 

By  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855  (18  & 
19  Vict  c.  120),  s.  76: 

Before  beginning  to  dig  or  lay  ont  the  foondation  of 
any  new  bonae  or  bnildisg  wiiUn  any  aaoh  pariah  or 
diatriot  or  to  rebuild  any  house  or  building  therein,  and 
alio  before  making  any  drain  for  the  purpose  of  draining 
directly  or  indireotly  into  any  aewsr  nnder  the  jnrisdio- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


ICarch  26,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-125 


K.B.  DiT.]    SnsBST  Gommbkcial  Dock  Go.  v.  Mayos,  Ac  ,  or  Bebmohdsbt.    [K.B.  Dit. 


tiOB  of  the  vestry  or  board  of  or  for  maj  noli  parish  or 
'diabiot,  aeven  daja'  notice  in  writing  ahall  be  giran  to  the 
veatry  at  board  by  any  parson  intending  toboUd  or  rebaild 
«aoli  house  or  building  or  to  make  snoh  drain,  and  erery 
anoh  foondation  shall  be  laid  at  aooh  level  as  will  permit 
the  drainage  of  sooh  honse  or  bnUding  in  oompUanoe 
with  tbii  A«t  and  as  the  vestry  or  beard  shall  order, 
•nd  every  snoh  drain  shall  be  made  in  Raah  direotion, 
maimer,  and  form  and  of  snoh  materials  and  workman- 
ohip  and  with  snoh  branehes  thereto  and  other  oonneoted 
works  and  apparatus  and  water  supply  as  heteinbrfore- 
mentioned  and  as  the  vestry  or  board  shall  order,  and 
tiis  TnaVing  of  every  snoh  drain  shall  be  under  the  snrvey 
•nd  oontrol  of  the  vastly  or  board ;  and  the  vestry  or 
diatziot  board  shall  make  their  order  in  relation  to  the 
■nattos  aforesaid,  and  otnae  the  same  to  be  notified  to 
the  person  from  whom  auoh  notioe  waa  received  within 
■even  di^a  after  the  reoeipt  of  auoh  notioe,  and  iu 
^■hwlt  of  snoh  notice  or  if  snoh  house,  building,  or  drain 
or  branehes  thereto  or  other  oonneoted  works  and 
apparatoB  and  water  supply  be  began,  ereoted,  made,  or 
provided  in  any  teapeot  oontniy  to  any  order  of  the 
▼eatry  or  board  made  and  notified  as  aforesaid  or  the 
liroviaions  of  this  Act,  it  shall  be  lawfal  for  the  ves'ry 
or  board  to  canae  such  house  or  building  to  be  demo- 
lished or  altered,  and  to  oauae  such  drain  or  branches 
-thereto  and  other  connected  works  and  apparatus  and 
water  supply  to  be  relaid,  amended,  or  remade  or  in  any 
«v«nt  of  omission  added  as  the  case  may  require, 
«Dd  to  recover  the  expenses  thereof  from  the  owner 
(hereof  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided. 

Maemorrcm,  E.G.  (B.  Cwimingham  Glen  with 
him)  for  the  appellantiB. — The  Surrey  Commercial 
Dock  Act  1^  authoriBes  the  appellants  to 
«xecate  these  works,  and  fro  tanto,  so  far  as  the 
appellants  are  concerned,  sect.  76  of  the  Hetro- 
poua  Management  Act  1855  is  repealed,  and  does 
not  applj.  Here  the  special  Act  and  the  Metro- 
poliB  Mcmagement  Act  cannot  be  read  together 
ao  as  to  harmonise,  and  so  the  later  special  Act 
impliedly  repeats  the  former  general  Act : 

City  and  South  London  Railway  v.  London  County 
CouncO,  65  L.  T.  Bep.  362 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  513  ; 
London  County  Council  v.  London  School  Board 
(1892)  2  Q.  B.  606. 

When  the  powers  of  the  special  Act  are  looked  at 
they  are  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the 
respondents  under  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis 
Manag^ement  Act  1855,  and  so  the  Surrey  Com- 
mercial Dock  Act  1894  governs  this  case.  The 
cam  of  Charing  Croti  and  Strand  Eleetrieity 
Smtply  Corporation  ▼.  Woodtluyrpe  (88  L.  T.  Bep. 
772)  does  not  apply,  as  the  magistrate  seems  to 
have  thought,  for  there  the  different  authorities 
might  have  interfered  so  far  as  their  depart- 
meaata  were  concerned,  but  here,  even  although 
notioe  was  served  on  the  respondients,  they  could 
do  nothing. 

Avory,  KC.  {H.  C'  Biron  with  him)  for  the 
respondents. — There  is  no  inconsistency  between 
the  special  and  the  general  Acts  here,  for  the 
former  only  gives  a  general  authority  to  build, 
and  does  not  say  how  the  bnildings  are  to  be 
erected.  That  is  provided  for  by  the  general  Act. 
In  that  respect  the  present  case  is  different  from 
CUy  and  South  London  Railway  v.  London 
County  Council  (sup.)  and  London  County  Couneil 
V.  London  School  Board  («up.)-  There  are  no 
provisions  as  to  drainage  in  the  special  Act. 
Charing  Cross  and  Strand  Electricity  Supply 
CorporcUion  v.  Woodthorpe  («up.)  applies. 

Feb.  1.  —  Lord  Alyibstobb,  G.J.  read  the 
following  jndgment  of   the  court. — This  is  a 


special  case  stated  by  Mr.  Paul  Taylor,  one  of 
the  metropolitan  magistrates,  and  raises  a  point 
of  some  importance  under  sect.  76  of  the  Metro- 
polis Management  Act  1855.    The  appellants  are 
the  Surrey  Commercial  Dock  Company  and  the 
respondents  the  ootporation  of  Bermondsey,  the 
successors  of   the  vestiy  of  Botherhithe.    The 
area  of  the  appellants'  docks  is  within  the  area 
of  the  borough.    The  appellants  are  a  company 
incorporated  under  the  Commercial  Dock  Act 
1864,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  under- 
taking mentionea  in  sect.  15  of  that  Act.    The 
statute  of  1864  does  not  appear  to  contain  any 
clause    dealing   specially    with    the    Metropolis 
Management  Act,  unless  it  be  sect  125,  upon 
which  no  reliance  was  placed  by  the  respondents. 
In  the  year  1891  the  appellants  obtained  statutorr 
powers  to  make  certain  alterations  in  their  dock 
premises,  all  of  which  were  situated  within  the 
area  of  their  undertaking  under  the  Act  of  1864, 
and  by  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1894  the  company 
were  authorised  to  make  and  maintain,  among  other 
works,  "  a  new  road  (No.  1)  and  sewer  commencing 
in  Swing  Bridge-road  and  terminating  in  Bother- 
hithe Lower-road,  and  the  raising  and  alteration 
of  the  levels  of  the  Swing  Bridge-road  between 
the  western  end  of  the  swing  bridge  and  the 
commencement  of  such  new   road  (No.  1)  and 
sewer."    This    section,  in  enumerating  the  par- 
ticular works,  gave  the  company  power,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  to  make  and  main- 
tain all   necessary  and   proper  sewers,  drains, 
culverts,  buildings,  yards,  and  other  works,  and 
to  alter,  break  up,  stop  up  and  divert  any  pipes, 
sewers,  drains,  and  otber  works  on  or  under  any 
lands  within  the  limits  of  deviation.    The  appel- 
lant company  subsequently  raised  the  level  of  the 
Swing  Brid^-road,  as  they  were  empowered  to 
do  under  this  section,  and  constructed  the  new 
bridge,  and  this  alteration  involved  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  site  of  certain  buildings  in  the  yard, 
among  others  a  workshop  for  fitters.      In  con- 
sequence the   appellants  demolished  the  work- 
shop for  fitters,  and  erected  a    new  workshop 
upon  another  site  within  the  ambit  of  their  docc 
premises  such  site  as  the  plans  attached  to  the  • 
case  show,  being  whoUy  surrounded  by  docks.    It 
was  contended  on  behalt  of  the  respondents  that, 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  digging  out  the 
foundation  of  the  new  workshop  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  the  appellants  to  give  notioe  to  the 
respondents  under  sect  76  of  the  Metropolitan 
Local  Management  Act  1855,  and  that  the  founda- 
tions must  bia  laid  at  such  a  level  as  would  permit 
the  drainage  of  the  workshop  in  accordance  with 
the    Act  and  as  the  respondent  board  should 
order,  and  that  any  drain  from  the  workshop 
must  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  direc- 
tions of  the  veitry  under  that  section.    It  was 
contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  that,  having 
regard  to  the  statutory  powers  already  referred  to, 
it  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  appellant  company 
to  give  notice  under  sect.  76,  bat  the  power  and 
responsibility  of  deciding  as  to  any  drains  within 
the  statutory  area  was  vested  in  the  appellant 
company,  and  that  the  i«spondents  had  no  juris- 
diotiou,  at  any  rate  as  far  as  sect.  76  was  con- 
cerned, in  that  area.     Beyond  the  sections  to 
which  we  have  already  referred,  no  direct  assist- 
ance can  be  gathered  from  any  other  sections,  but 
it  is  not  unimportant  to  observe  that  sect.  19  does 
require  notice  to  be  given  to  the  respondents 
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-where  any  work  to  lie  done  by  Tirtue  of  the  Act 
of  1894  may  pass  over,  under,  or  by  the  side  of  or 
interfere  with  any  sewer  under  their  control,  and 
sect.  27  imposed  ifestriotions  with  regard  to  the 
bnilding  line  upon  buildings  erected  upon  land 
purchased  by  the  company,  and  sub- sect.  8  of 
sect.  29  subjected  any  Duildings  erected  or  pro- 
vided by  them  to  the  provisions  of  the  Metro- 
politan Building  Act  1855  and  the  Metropolitan 
Management  Act  1855.  The  learned  magistrate 
decided  that  the  new  workshop  was  a  bnilding 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  76,  that  it  had  been 
erected  on  land  belonging  to  the  appellants  within 
the  limits  of  deviation  shown  in  the  deposited 
plane  referred  to  in  sect  4  of  the  Act  of  1894,  but 
beheld  tiiat  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1894 
were  not  inconsistent  with  sect.  76  of  the  Metro- 
politan Management  Act  1855,  and  that  therefore 
the  appellants  ought  to  have  given  notice.  The 
question  appears  to  us  to  be  one  of  considerable 
difficulty.  In  favour  of  the  respondents  it  mav 
be  urged  that  the  new  workshop  is  not  a  -work 
speciuly  authorised  by  the  Act  of  1894,  but  is 
only  consequential  on  the  demolition  of  the  old 
workshop  in  consequence  of  the  alteration  of  the 
Bridge-road  neoessirated  by  the  raising  of  the 
level  of  the  Swing  Bridge-road ;  and  if  this  be  so, 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  reason  why  the 
provisioiis  of  a  general  Act  applicable  to  the  area 
in  which  the  proposed  building  is  intended  should 
not  apply.  Upon  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  urged 
that  the  control  of  the  respondents  in  the  matter 
of  foundations  is  inconsistent  with  the  power  and 
duty  of  the  dock  company's  property  to  maintain 
the  works  within  their  area,  and  that  the  statute 
clearly  contemplates  that  the  duty  of  providing 
the  necessary  works,  and  of  taking  the  proper 
precautions  for  their  construction  and  mainten- 
ance, shonld  rest  with  the  dock  company.  In  tJiis 
view  it  would,  of  coarse,  be  inconsistent  with  this 
argument  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  should  be 
able  to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  depth  of 
foundations,  which  might  in  some  cases  affect  the 
stability  of  other  works  which  the  dock  company 
had  been  authorised  and  empowered  to  maintain. 
-  In  favour  of  the  appellants  the  judgment  in  the 
City  and  South  London  Baihoay  Company  ▼. 
London  County  Council  (lup.)  was  relied  upon, 
and  to  a  certain  extent  it  is  an  authority  in  tneir 
favour.  It  does  not,  however,  seem  to  conclude 
the  case  altogether.  That  was  a  case  in  which  the 
London  County  Council  complained  that  a  station 
erected  by  the  City  and  South  London  Railway 
Company  didnotoonform  with  the  general  building 
line.  The  Conrtof  Queen's  Bench  and  the  Court  of 
Appeal  decided  that  the  company  were  not  bound 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Management 
Act  in  this  respeot,  and  that  notwithstanding 
that  the  building  could  have  been  erected  within 
the  general  line  of  buildings  without  any  incon- 
venience, except  a  considerable  exercise  of 
expense.  In  that  case  the  Court  of  Appeal  held 
that  if  the  buildings  which  the  railway  company 
were  ereoting  were  buildings  necessary  for  the 
statutory  purposes,  it  was  not  within  the  power 
of  the  county  council  to  dictate  how  in  particular 
the  company  should  arrange  their  buildings,  and 
how  in  particular  they  should  construct  them. 
That  case  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  direct  autho- 
rity for  the  point  raised  in  the  present  case, 
because,  as  we  have  already  pointed  out,  the  work 
here    constructed  was    not    a   work   expressly 


authorised  as  in  the  City  and  South  London  i 
but  it  was  only  something  which  the  company 
found  it  necessary  to  do  in  consequence  of  a. 
building  previously  existing  having  been  destroyed 
by  the  courts  specially  authorised.  It  is,  however, 
found  by  the  learned  magistrate  in  the  case  that 
the  erection  of  the  new  building  had  been  ren- 
dered necessary  by  the  raising  and  alteration  of 
the  levels  of  the  swing  bridge  authorised  by  sect.  4 
of  the  Act  of  1894.  Upon  the  whole  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  principle  ought  to  be  extended 
to  this  case.  It  seems  to  us  that  dealing  with  a- 
statntoi7  undertaking  as  to  which  the  rights  and 
the  obligations  are  imposed  by  statute  upon  a 
particular  body,  express  enactment  or  a  dear- 
implication  is  necessary  in  order  to  transfer  the- 
responsibility  to  a  body  acting  under  a  genari^ 
statute.  We  think  also  that  to  a  certain  extent 
the  reference  to  the  Metropolis  Management 
Acts  in  the  latter  sections  of  the  statute  to- 
which  we  have  referred  confirm  this  view.  We, 
however,  decide  the  case  upon  the  broad  prin- 
ciple that  the  interference  and  control  involved 
in  sect.  76  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act- 
1855  is  inconsistent  with  the  powers  conferred 
upon  the  appellants  under  their  statutory  autho- 
rity. It  was  said  that  this  view  -was  con. 
trary  with  the  decision  of  this  court  in  th» 
Charing  Cross  and  Strand  Eleetridty  Sttpply 
Corporalion  v.  Woodthorpe  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  772)  -, 
but  when  that  case  is  examined  this  -trill  not 
found  to  be  so.  In  that  case  a  question  arose  a» 
to  notice  being  given  to  a  number  of  public 
authorities,  and  it  was  alleged  that  because  the< 
provisional  order  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament 
gave  the  Board  of  Trade  and  the  Postmaster- 
General  certain  rights  of  control  over  the  charao* 
ter  of  the  structures  that  excluded  the  necessity 
of  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  London 
Bnilding  Ace  1894.  The  court  decided  in  that 
case  that  the  protection  given  to  one  class  of  tb» 
public  by  the  conti-ol  of  those  two  authorities — 
namely,  the  Board  of  Trade  and  Postmaster' 
General — ought  not  to  deprive  the  public  of  the' 
protection  given  to  them  by  the  London  Building; 
Act  1894.  That  decision  obviously  in  no  way  con* 
flicta  with  the  judgment  which  are  giving.  For- 
the  above  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  th» 
appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Lawsanci:  and  Kbnnest,  J  J.  concurred. 

Solicitors :  W.  B.  MiUar  and  Bont ;  I'rederiek 
Byall. 


Dee.  7  and  8, 1903. 

(Before  Lord  Alykbstonb,  C.J.,  Lawbahcb  and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 

Reed  (app.)  v.  Goldswobtht  (reap.),  (a) 

Shipping — Pilotage — Portof  Bristol— CompuUorif 
pilot —  Vessel  hound  from  Newport  to  Bristolr-- 
Vessel  in  Newport  pHotage  district,  hut  within- 
port  of  Bristol — Necessity  of  Bristol  pHot — 
Bristol  Wharfage  Act  1807  (47  Geo.  3,  sess.  2,. 
c.  xxxiii.),  s.  9 — Bristol  Channel  PHotage  Act 
1861  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  ccxxxvi.),  as.  4,  29 — 
Pilotage  Order  Confirmation  (No.  1)  Act  1891 
(54  &  55  Vict.  0.  clx.),  schedule,  s.  3. 

By  the  Bristol  Wharfage  Act  1807  it  wu  pror 
vided  in  sect.  9  that  all  vessels  navigatinq  ot 

(a)B*ported  b;  W.  W.  Obs,  Eiq.,  Buiictar-U-Ijaw. 
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poMting  wp,  down,  or  upon  the  Bristol  Channel 
to  the  ea*tward  of  Lundy  Island,  except  coast- 
ing vtssel*  and  Irish  traders,  should  be  piloted 
OM,  navigated  by  pilots  licensed  by  the  Bristol 
Corporation. 

By  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861  it  teas 
provided  in  sect.  4  that  so  mwh  of  the  9th 
eeetion  of  the  Bristol  Wharfage  Act  1807  as 
related  to  vessels  navigating  or  passing  up  or 
■down  the  Bristol  Channel,  bound  to  or  from 
■either  of  the  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  or 
Gloucester  shovXd  be  repealed,  and  by  the  same 
Act  pilotage  boards  and  pilotage  districts — 
w&icA  in  some  cases  ovenapped  the  port  of 
Bristol — were  created  for  the  ports  of  Cardiff, 
Newport,  and  Gloucester,  and  power  was  given 
to  these  boards  to  license  pilots  for  their  districts. 

By  the  Pilotage  Order  Confirmation  (No.  1)  Act 
1891  it  was  provided  thai,  notwithstanding  any- 
thing contained  in  the  JBristol  Wharfage  Act 
1807,  a  vessel  navigating  or  passing  up  or  down 
the  Bristol  Channel  to  or  from  the  port  of  Bristol 
■should  be  exempted  from  all  ooligatxon  to  he 
piloted  by  pilots  licensed  by  the  Bristol  Cor- 
poration, except  when  within  the  limits  of  that 
port,  which  were  therein  defined. 

Held,  that  the  Act  of  1861  too*  not  intended  to 
deal  with  and  did  not  deal  toith  or  include 
vessels  going  to  or  from  the  port  of  Bristol, 
although  such  vessels  were  bound  from  or  to  one 
of  the  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  or  Gloucester, 
■and  that  therefore  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  which 
is  not  exempt  from,  compulsory  pilotage  in  the 
port  of  Bristol  there  is  still  the  obligation  under 
the  Bristol  Wharfage  Act  1807  to  have  a  compuU 
■eory  pilot  licensed  by  the  corporation  of  Bristol 
whin  the  vessel,  bourui  to  the  port  of  Bristol,  gets 
eoithin  the  limits  of  that  port,  although  the  vessel 
■may  be  bouTul  from  Cardiff,  Newport,  or 
Gloucester,  and  may  still  be  within  one  of  those 
three  pilotage  districts  which  overlaps  the  port 
■of  BristoL  Consequently,  when  a  vessel  on  her 
voyage  puts  into  Newport,  and  then  proceeds 
Jirom  Newport  vjith  a  Newport  pilot  on  hoard 
to  the  port  of  Bristol,  as  soon  as  the  vessel  gets 
vrithin  tlie  limits  of  the  port  of  Bristol  the 
Newport  pilot  is  bound  to  give  up  the  charge  of 
the  vessel  to  a  Bristol  pilot  demanding  such 
charge,  although  the  vessel  is  still  within  the 
Newport  pilotage  district,  and  within  the  district 
for  rohiek  the  NewpoH  pilot  is  licensed. 

Case  stated  by  jnstices  of  the  peace  in  and  for 
the  city  of  Bristol. 

At  a  petty  sessions  held  in  the  city  of  Bristol 
on  the  3l8t  Jan.  1903  an  information  was  pre- 
ferred by  John  Beed  (the  appellant)  under  the 
«tatute  47  Greo.  3,  sees.  2,  o.  xzziii.,  s.  9,  against 
Henry  Goldeworthy  (the  respondent),  for  that  the 
respondent  on  the  29  th  Jan.  1903,  -within  tiie 
limits  of  the  port  of  Bristol,  unlawfully  continued 
in  charge  of  a  certain  steamship  or  vessel,  called 
the  Beacon  Grange,  not  exempted  from  compal- 
aory  pilotage  navigating  within  the  port  of 
Bristol,  after  a  pilot  licensed  by  the  Lord  Mayor, 
4ildermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  city  of  Bristol, — 
nam^,  the  appellant — had  offered  to  take  charge 
of  the  steamship  or  vessel,  contrary  to  the  form 
-of  the  atatate  in  that  case  made  and  provided. 

The  information  was  heard  and  determined  by 
the  justices  on  the  19th  Feb.  1903,  when  they 
dismissed  the  same. 


By  an  Act  of  Parliament  47  Geo.  3,  boss.  2, 
0.  xxxiii.  (the  Bristol  Wiiarfage  Act  1807),  being 
an  Act  for  (amongst  other  things)  "the. better 
regulation  of  pilots  and  pilota^  of  vessels  navi- 
gating the  Bristol  Channel,"  it  was  provided  as 
follows : 

Saot.  9.  And  be  it  further  enaoted  that,  from  and 
after  the  first  day  of  Ootober  next  after  the  passing  of 
this  Aot,  all  vesseU  sailing,  navigating,  or  passing  op, 
down,  or  npon  the  Bristol  Channel  to  the  eastwud  of 
Lnndy  Island,  szoept  ooaeting  vessels  and  Irish  traders, 
shall  be  oondnoted,  piloted,  and  navigated  by  pilots  dnty 
aathorised  and  lioensed  by  the  mayor,  bnrgesses,  and 
oommonalty  of  the  said  oity  of  Bristol,  by  warrant 
under  their  oorpoiate  seal ;  and  that  the  master,  owner, 
or  owners  of  every  ship  or  vessel  whioh  shall  be  navigated 
in  the  limits  aforesaid,  withont  a  pilot  lioensed  as 
aforesaid,  shall  forfeit  donble  the  sum  whioh  wonld 
have  been  demandable  for  the  pilotage  of  snoh  ship  or 
vessel,  together  with  five  ponnds  for  every  fifty  tons 
bnrthen  of  snob  ship  or  vessel. 

Seat.  11.  And  be  it  fnrther  enaoted,  that  no  person 
shall  take  charge  of  any  vessel  or  in  any  manner  act  as 
a  pilot,  or  reoalve  any  oompenaation  for  aoting  as  a 
pilot  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  nnless  authorised  by 
lioenoe  under  the  seal  of  the  said  major,  burgesses,  and 
oommonalty  (whioh  lioenoe  it  is  hereby  declared  shall 
express  the  name  of  the  pilot  so  acting  and  the  district 
aforesaid) ;  and  no  suoh  pilot  shall  aot  withont  having 
his  licence  at  the  time  of  his  so  aoting  in  his  personal 
custody,  ready  to  be  produced,  which  shall  actnally  be 
produced  to  any  person  who  shkU  lawfully  require  to 
see  the  same,  or  shall  act  in  the  British  seas  out  of  the 
limits  expressed  in  his  licence,  on  pain  of  forfeiting  a 
snm  not  exceeding  ten  pounds,  for  the  first  offenoe,  and 
for  any  second  or  anbsequent  offenoe  any  snm  not 
exceeding  twenty  pounds.  • 

Sect.  14.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enaoted, 
that  it  shall  be  lairf  nl  for  any  licensed  pilot  to  supersede 
any  person  not  licensed  as  a  pilot  in  charge  of  any  ship 
or  vessel  within  the  limits  aforesaid  ;  and  every  mastnr 
who  shall  within  the  limits  aforesaid  continne  any 
person  not  licensed  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  after  any 
pilot  lioensed  as  aforetaid  to  aot  within  the  said  limits 
shall  have  offered  to  take  charge  of  suoh  ship  or 
vessel,  and  every  person  assuming  or  continuing  in  the 
charge  or  oondnot  of  any  ship  or  vessel  within  the  limits 
aforesaid,  without  being  duly  licenied  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  after  any  other  pilot  licensed  as  aforesaid 
shall  have  offered  to  take  charge  thereof,  shall  respec- 
tively forfeit  for  every  such  offence  a  sum  not  exceeding 
ten  pounds. 

By  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861  (24 
&  25  Vict.  c.  ccxixvi.) — which  was  "  an  Act  for 
establishing  a  separate  system  of  pilotat^e  for  the 
several  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  and  Gloucester 
in  the  Bristol  Channel " — after  reciting  in  the  pre* 
amble  the  9th  section  of  47  Geo.  3,  sees.  2,  c.  xxxiii., 
and  also  reciting  that  "  owing  to  the  great  exten- 
sion of  trade  in  the  several  ports  of  CardifE,  New- 
port, and  Gloucester  since  tbe  passing  of  the  said 
Act  it  is  expedient  that  a  separate  system  of 
pilotage  should  be  established  in  the  Bristol 
Channel  in  connection  with  those  respective  ports, 
under  the  supervision  of  local  boards  for  each  of 
suoh  ports,"  it  was  provided : 

Sect.  4.  From  and  after  the  first  Wednesday  in  the 
month  of  January  next  after  the  passing  of  this  Aot,  so 
much  of  the  ninth  section  of  the  said  Aot  of  the  second 
session  of  the  forty-seventh  year  of  King  Qeorge  the 
Thud,  chapter  thirty -three,  as  relates  to  vessels  navigat- 
ing or  passing  up  or  down  the  Bristol  Channel,  bound 
to  or  from  either  of  the  said  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport, 
or  Qlonoester,  shall  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  repealed. 
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By  sects.  5,  6,  and  7  pilotage  boards  for  Cardiff, 
Newport,  and  Gloucester  respectively  were  ap- 
pointed. 

Seot.  8.  The  diitriot  OTet  whioh  the  Newport  board 
shall  have  jarisdiotion  shall  be  that  portion  of  the 
Bristol  Channel  which  lies  eastward  of  Lnn<1y  Island  np 
to  and  inolnding  Eingroad,  and  the  river  U«k  a«  far  as 
the  Caerleon  Bridge. 

Sect.  23.  Sabject  to  the  proTiaigns  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1854  the  board  may  from  time  to  time 
lioenie  and  appoint  snoh  nnmber  of  proper  persons  to 
act  as  pilots  within  the  pUotag*  disiriot  and  to  or  from 
the  port  for  which  snoh  board  may  have  been  appointed 
as  they  may  tliinli  neoeuary,  and  may  remoTe  or  era- 
pend  the  lioenoe  of  any  snoh  pilot  at  their  pleasure, 
and  may  establish  snoh  rates  and  fees  to  be  levied  and 
paid  for  the  risk,  tronble,  and  labonr  of  snoh  pilots  as 
to  snoh  board  shall  from  time  to  time  seem  jost  and 
reasonable;  and  if  any  person  shall  pretend  or  hold 
himself  ont  to  be  a  licenied  pilot,  or  in  any  manner 
act  as  a  pilot  without  having  been  so  licensed,  or  after 
his  lioenoe  may  have  been  revoked  or  snspendtd,  he  shall 
be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  ezoeeding  fifty  ponads. 

Seot.  29.  The  master  of  every  vessel  bound  from  any 
of  the  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  or  Glonoester  msy,  it 
he  shall  think  it  expedient  so  to  do,  require  the  assist- 
ance of  any  pilot  licensed  by  the  board  for  that  port, 
and  on  being  so  required  any  pilot  ehall  take  on  him- 
self the  charge  of  such  vessel,  and  shall  pilot  the  tame 
for  snoh  distance  within  the  pilotage  district  for  whioh 
he  may  be  lioeosed  as  the  master  of  such  vessel  shail 
require,  and  any  pilot  who  shall  in  any  such  case 
refuse  to  pilot  tuoh  vessel  to  any  such  distuice  as  afore- 
said shall  fcrfeit  his  right  to  receive  any  sum  of  money 
for  piloting  such  veisel,  and  may  also,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  board  by  whom  he  may  have  been  licensed,  be 
suspended  or  deprived  of  his  licence. 

Ssct.  3  [the  interpretation  clause].  The  word  "  pilot" 
shall  mean  any  person  licensed  under  this  Aot  to  act  as 
a  pilot  for  piloting  vessels  into  or  out  of  the  pitt  for 
whioh  such  Ucenoe  has  been  granted. 

By  the  Pilotage  Order  Confirmation  (No.  1) 
Aot  1891  (54  &  55  Yict.  c.  dz  ] — an  Act  to  confirm 
a  provisional  order  made  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
under  the  Merchant  Shipping^  Act  Amendment 
Act  1862,  relating  to  the  pilotage  district  of 
Bristol — it  was  provided  (in  sect.  1)  that  the 
order  set  ont  in  the  schedole  should  be  and  the 
same  was  thereby  confirmed.  The  order  was  an 
"  order  for  exempting  from  compulsory  pilotage, 
except  within  the  port  of  Bristol,  vessels  bound 
to  and  from  that  port,"  and  was  called  the  Bristol 
Pilotage  Order  1891. 

Clause  3  of  this  order  provided : 

Notwithstanding  anything  contained  in  the  Bristol 
Wtiarfage  Aot  1807,  the  masters  and  owners  of  all 
vessels  sailing,  navigating,  or  passing  np  or  down  the 
Bristol  Channel  to  or  from  the  port  of  Bristol  shall  be 
and  they  are  by  this  order  exempted  from  all  obligation 
to  be  conducted,  piloted,  or  navigated  by  pilots  autho- 
rised or  licensed  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses 
of  the  dty  of  Bristol,  except  when  within  the  limits  of 
that  port,  which  limits  are  as  follows — namely,  from  the 
westwardmost  part  of  the  Flat  and  Steep  Holms,  np  the 
coarse  of  the  Bristol  Channel  eastward  to  Aust  in  the 
county  of  Gloucester,  and  from  the  said  Holms  south- 
ward athwart  the  channel  to  Uphill,  and  from  thence 
along  the  coast  eastward  in  the  counties  of  Somerset  and 
Olouoester  to  Aust  aforesaid,  and  also  from  Holesmouth 
in  Eingroad  up  the  Avon  to  the  city  of  Bristol,  together 
with  the  several  pills  lying  on  the  said  river. 

Clause  4.  All  existing  by-laws,  rules,  and  orders  of  the 
msyor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  city  of  Bristol 
relating  to  pilotage  shall  be  read  and  have  effect  in 


accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Bristol  Wharlag* 
Act  1807,  as  amended  by  thia  order. 

The  appellant  was  a  pilot  duly  licensed  by  the 
Lord  Mavor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  city 
of  Bristol  by  warrant  under  their  corporate  seal, 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  the  second  seasion  of  47 
Geo.  3,  o.  xxxiii.,  s.  9. 

The  respondent  was  a  pilot  duly  licenaed  by  the 
pilotage  txiard  for  the  port  of  Newport,  pursuant^ 
to  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861. 

On  the  29th  Jan.  1903,  the  steamship  Beaetyn- 
Orange  was  in  course  of  a  voyage  from  Liverpool 
to  the  Biver  Plate  via  Newport  and  Avonmoutb 
Dock,  which  is  in  the  port  of  Bristol,  and  in  the 
prosecution  of  her  voyage  the  steamship  entered 
the  port  of  Newport  for  the  purpose  of  taking  in 
a  portion  of  her  cargo  and  coal  for  bunkering 
purposes,  and  was  piloted  into  the  Newport  Door 
by  the  resoondent.  Upon  leaving  Newport  the 
steamship  was  piloted  out  of  Newport  Dock  by 
the  respondent,  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage 
towards  Avonmouth. 

The  appellant  offered  his  services  to  pilot  the 
vessel  to  Avonmouth  Dock,  which  is  in  the  port 
of  Bristol,  but  his  services  were  not  accepted 
until  Kingroad  was  reached,  and  with  the  per- 
mission of  the  master  the  appellant  remained  one 
board  the  steamship,  and  after  entering  the  port 
of  Bristol  (but  within  that  portion  of  the  Brutol 
Channel  which  lies  to  the  eastward  of  Lundy 
Island  up  to  Kingroad)  the  appellant  again 
offered  his  services  with  all  proper  formalities, 
and  claimed  to  supersede  the  respondent.  The 
respondent,  however,  claimed  to  pilot  the  steam- 
ship to  Kingroad,  and  the  master  allowed  him 
to  do  so. 

Upon  arririnff  at  Kingroad,  which  is  an 
anchorage  immediately  outside  the  mouth  of  the 
river  Avon,  the  respondent  gave  up  charge  of  the 
steamship,  and  the  appellant  took  her  into  the 
Avonmouth  Dock. 

The  steamship  was  not  a  coasting  vessel  or  an 
Irish  trader,  and  when  within  the  port  of  Bristol 
was  not  exempt  from  compulsory  pilotage. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended ; 
(1)  That,  inasmuch  as  the  vesMl  had  commenced 
a  voyage  under  foreign  articles  from  Liver- 
pool to  the  Biver  Plate  and  only  touched  at 
Newport  in  the  performance  of  endb.  voyage, 
she  was  not  bound  "from"  Newport  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilot- 
age Aot  1861.  (2)  That  the  Bristol  Channel 
Pilotage  Act  1861  does  not  in  any  case  contem- 
plate a  vessel  as  bound  "  from  "  Newport  when 
she  is  proceeding  from  that  port  to  Bristol.  (3> 
That  after  entering  the  port  of  Bristol  the  steam- 
ship was  then  (even  if  not  previously)  a  vessel 
bound  for  Bristol,  and  that  the  Bristol  Channel 
Pilotage  Act  1861  left  all  vessels  bound  for 
Bristol  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  47 
Geo.  3,  sess.  2,  o.  xxxiii.  (4)  Tliat  the  Pilotage 
Order  Confirmation  (No.  1)  Act  1891  confirmed 
the  rights  of  the  appellant  and  other  pilots 
licensed  by  the  Lord  Mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  Bristol. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended  t 
(1)  That  from  and  after  the  first  Wednesdav  in 
the  month  of  Jan.  1862,  so  mu(^  of  sect.  9  of  the 
Act  47  Geo.  3,  sess.  2,  c.  xxxiii.,  as  related  to 
vessels  navigating  or  passing  up  or  down  the 
Bristol  Channel,  bound  to  or  from  either  of  the 
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ports  of  Oardifl,  Newport,  or  Oloaoester,  was 
repealed.  (2)  That  the  steamship  came  from 
LtTerpool  without  any  cargo  to  the  port  of 
Newport  on  the  25th  Jan.  1903,  tor  the  purpose 
of  tuing  in  a  portion  of  her  cargo  and  coal  for 
bunkering  (that  is,  for  her  own  steaming  pur- 
poses), and  left  the  port  of  Newport  for  Bristol 
•on  the  29th  Jan.  1903,  and  was  therefore  a  vessel 
bound  "  from  "  Newport  within  the  provisions  of 
«eci.  29  of  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861, 
and  might,  if  the  master  thought  it  expedient, 
be  piloted  within  the  district  of  the  Newport 
Pilotage  Board  (which  extends  to  Kingroad)  by 
tha  res^ndent.  Thai^  the  master  having  required 
the  aasistanoe  of  the  respondent,  the  respondent 
was  entitled  to  pilot  the  steamship  up  to  King- 
'load.  (S)  And,  further,  that  if  the  respondent 
had  refused  to  pilot  the  steamship  he  would  have 
««ndered  himself  liable  to  forfeit  all  his  pilotage 
fee,  and,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Newport  Pilotage 
Board,  might  have  been  suspended,  or  deprived 
of  his  licence.  (4)  That  the  Pilotage  Order 
Oonfirmation  (No.  1)  Act  1891  was  merely  an 
Act  for  exempting  from  compulsory  pilotage, 
and  did  not  repeal,  and  was  not  intended  to 
repeal,  aeot.  4  at  the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage 
Act  1861.  (5;  That  the  steamship  was  under  the 
circomstanoes  in  question  as  much  bound  from 
Newport  as  she  was  bound  for  Bristol. 

All  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament 
and  Pilotage  Order,  so  far  as  applicable  to  the 
oircnmstanoes,  were  deemed  part  of  this  case. 

The  justices  held  that,  upon  the  facts  as  found 
and  stated  in  the  case,  the  respondent  had  not,  in 
point  of  law,  committed  an  offence,  and  they 
therefore  dismissed  the  information. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether,  upon  the  facts  above  stated,  the  jnsticea 
«ame  to  a  correct  determination  in  point  of  law. 
If  BO,  their  determination  was  to  sttind  ;  if  other- 
wise, the  case  was  to  be  remitted  to  the  justices 
with  the  directions  of  the  court  thereon. 

After  the  Act  of  1807,  already  referred  to,  came 
the  Bristol  Dock  Act  1848  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  xliu.) 
which  provided : 

Sect.  66.  The  oorporation  [that  ia,  the  corporation  of 
'Bristol]  may  from  time  to  time  hereafter  appoint  and 
Goenie  any  peraons,  duly  qualified  for  that  pnrpose,  to  be 
■and  offioiate  as  pilots  within  the  port  of  Bristol,  and,  at 
th«ir  disoretion,  snepend  and  diaoharge  moh  persons 
-from  beio^  pilots ;  and  if  any  person,  not  being  so 
•ppointed  and  lioensed,  shall  take  or  hold  the  charge  of 
-or  attempt  to  pilot  any  vessel  within  snoh  port,  onless 
■nch  vessel  be  in  distress,  and  there  be  no  saoh  pilot  in 
sight,  or  shall  otherwise  aot  or  attempt  to  act  as  snoh 
pilot  within  snoh  port,  and  also  if  any  person  having  the 
charge  or  pilotage  of  any  vessel  within  snoh  port,  but 
not  being  rach  pilot,  shall  not,  npon  the  approach  of  any 
■Doh  pilot,  shorten  sail  for  and  take  on  board  snch  pilot, 
and  resign  to  him  the  charge  or  command  of  snoh  vessel, 
every  person  shall  for  every  suoh  oSenoe  forfeit  any  som 
not  exceeding  ten  ponnds. 

Serutton,  K.C.  {Clavell  Salter  with  him)  for  the 
appellant. — The  justices  were  wrong  in  refusing 
to  convict  the  respondent.  Sect.  9  of  the  Bristol 
Wharfage  Act  1807  requires  that  all  vessels, 
except  those  which  are  there  exempted,  passing 
up  or  down  the  Bristol  Channel  shall  be  piloted 
by  Bristol  pilots  duly  licensed  by  the  oorporation ; 
and  sect.  66  of  the  Bristol  Dock  Act  1848  gives 
the  oorporation  power  to  license  duly  qualified 
persons  to  aot  as  pilots  within  the  port  of  Bristol, 
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and  that  section  imposes  a  penal^  npon  any 
person,  not  being  a  duly  licensed  Bristol  pilot, 
who  takes  charge  of  or  pilots  any  vessel  within 
the  port  of  Bristol  when  there  is  a  Bristol  pilot 
available.  So  that  under  those  Acts  pilot^e  by  a 
Bristol  pilot  was  compulsory  for  all  veessls  (except 
exempt  ships)  passing  up  or  down  the  Bristol 
Channel,  eastward  of  Lundy  Island.  Then  came 
the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861,  which  in 
83ct.  4  exempts  from  the  operation  of  sect.  9  of 
the  Aot  of  1807  vessels  passing  up  or  down  the 
Bristol  Channel,  bound  to  or  from  one  of  the 
three  ports  of  GardifP,  Newport,  or  Qloncester, 
and  the  only  effect  of  that  section  is  to  out  out 
from  the  previous  compulsion,  vessels  bound  to  or 
from  these  three  ports.  Then  came  the  PUotage 
Order,  &c..  Act  1891,  which  in  clause  3  of  the 
order  extended  the  exemption  still  further,  and 
provided  that  vessels  passing  up  or  down  the 
Bristol  Channel  to  or  from  the  port  of  Bristol 
should  be  exempted  from  all  obligation  to  be 
piloted  by  Bristol  pilots,  "  except  when  within  the 
limite  of  that  port."  This  exception  is  important 
as  showing  that,  although  vessels  are  exempted 
from  taking  Bristol  pilote  on  board  when  going  to 
or  from  the  port  of  Bristol,  they  are  not  so  exempt 
when  within  the  limits  of  the  port  of  Bristol. 
The  limits  of  the  port  of  Bristol  are  there  defined, 
and  it  is  not  disputed  that  this  vessel  was  within 
the  port  of  Bristol.  Upon  the  construction  of 
these  statutes  it  is  clear  that  sect.  4  of  the  Act 
of  1861  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  and  there  is 
no  exemption  in  this  case  from  the  operation  of 
sect.  9  of  the  Act  of  1807.  The  repeal  of  sect.  9 
of  the  Act  of  1807  by  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1861  is 
a  repeal  only  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  vessels 
bound  to  or  from  the  three  specified  ports,  and 
does  not  in  the  least  affect  vessels  bound  to  or 
from  the  port  of  Bristol.  Here  the  vessel  was 
not  bound  "  from  "  Newport  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  4;  she  was  bound — at  all  events  after 
entering  the  port  of  Bristol — "  for  "  Bristol.  The 
Legislature,  in  passing  the  Act  of  1861,  had  not 
in  their  minds  at  all  the  port  of  Bristol,  and  were 
dealing  with  the  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  and 
Gloucester  only,  and  that  legislation  leaves 
untouched  the  case  of  vessels  going  to  or  from 
the  port  of  Bristol.  Then  the  Aot  of  1891,  while 
granting  still  further  exemption  from  the  obliga- 
tion to  have  Bristol  pilote  on  board  under  the  Act 
of  1807,  by  exempting  from  that  obligation 
vessels  going  to  or  from  the  port  of  Bristol, 
was  careful  to  say  "  except  when  within  the  port 
of  Bristol."  The  justices  expressly  find  that  this 
vessel  when  within  the  port  of  Bristol  was  not 
exempt  from  compulsory  pilotage.  Therefore  this 
vessel  was  not  a  vessel  bound  "  from "  Newport 
within  sect.  4,  and,  even  if  she  were  bound  from 
Newport,  at  all  events  when  she  came  within  the 
port  of  Bristol  she  was  bound  to  have  a  Bristol 

?ilot.  The  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
'he  Charlton  (73  L.  T.  Rep.  49,  affirming  72  L.  T. 
Bep.  198)  and  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
General  Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  British 
Colonial  Steam  Navigation  Company  (20  L.  T. 
Bep.  581 ;  L.  Eep.  4  Ex.  238)  show  that  a  com- 
pulsory pilot  was  necessary  in  this  case  as  soon  as 
the  vessel  entered  the  port  of  Bristol,  and  that 
that  pilot  must  be  one  licensed  by  the  corporation 
of  Bristol. 

J.  A.  Hamilton,  £.0.  (Evant  Austin  with  him) 
for  the  respondent. — The  justices  were  right  in 
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dismissmg  the  information.  The  Act  of  1861 
recites  that  owing  to  the  iin:«at  extension  of  trade 
in  the  ports  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  and  Gloacester 
it  was  expedient  to  establish  a  separate  system 
of  pilotage  for  those  ports,  and  the  scheme  of  that 
Act  was  to  create  new  pilotage  areas  or  districts 
for  those  places.  By  sect.  4  of  that  Act  the  9  th 
section  of  the  Act  of  1807  is  repealed  as  regards 
those  Tesaels  which  were  bound  to  or  from  those 
three  porta.  The  vessel  in  the  present  case  was 
at  the  time  in  question  a  Tessel  bonnd  "  from  " 
Newport,  and  she  was  none  the  less  bound  from 
Newport  because  she  happened  to  be  going  to 
Bristol.  The  object  of  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1861 
was  to  exempt  a  vessel  from  the  obligation 
imposed  b^  sect.  9  of  the  Act  of  1807  to  take  a 
Bristol  pilot  on  board  when  the  vessel  was 
bound  to  or  from  CardifE,  Newport,  or  Glouoester. 
The  pilotage  areas  of  some  of  these  districts 
overlap,  and  that  of  Newport  overlaps  part  of  tlie 

Sort  of  Bristol.  At  the  time  when  the  respon- 
ent  refused  to  give  the  charge  of  the  vessel  to 
the  appellant,  the  veesel  was  still  within  the 
pilotage  area  or  district  of  Newport,  and  there- 
fore i£e  Newport  pilot  was  properly  in  charge  as 
pilot.  Sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1861  is  important 
This  vessel  was  a  vessel  bonnd  "  from  "  Newport 
within  the  meaning  of  that  section,  and  therefore 
the  master  could  require — as  he  did — the  assist- 
ance of  a  pilot  licensed  bv  tha  Newport  B<Ma>d, 
and,  on  beins  so  required,  the  Newport  pilot  was 
bonnd  to  take  nnon  himself  the  ohaive  of  the 
vessel,  and  to  pilot  the  vessel  for  saoE  distance 
within  the  pilotage  district  for  which  he  might  be 
licensed  as  the  master  of  the  vessel  might  require, 
and  if  the  pilot  refused  to  pilot  the  vessel  to  such 
distance,  then  he  not  only  forfeited  his  right  to 
any  remuneration  for  his  services,  but  he  was  also 
liable  to  be  suspended  or  deprived  of  his  licence. 
Therefore,  in  the  first  place,  the  provisions  of 
sect.  9  of  the  Act  of  1807  do  not  apply  at  all  in 
this  case  by  reason  of  the  repealing  provisions  in 
sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1861,  inasmuch  as  this 
▼eesel  was  a  vessel  .bound  from  Newport ;  and  in 
the  next  place,  even  if  the  pilotage  was  oompnl- 
totj  within  the  port  of  Bristol,  it  would  not  be 
ao  for  that  part  of  the  port  of  Bristol  which  was 
overlapped  by  the  pUotage  area  of  Newport,  and 
by  sect.  29  the  Newport  pUot  (the  responaent)  was 
entitled  to  pilot  the  ship  to  the  furthest  limit  of 
the  district  for  which  he  was  licensed,  and  he  was 
therefore  entitled  to  remain  in  chargre  of  the 
vessel,  even  after  the  vessel  had  entraed  uie  port  of 
Bristol,  so  long  as  she  was  still  within  Uie  Newport 
pilotage  district.  The  refusal  by  the  respondent 
to  give  np  the  chari^  of  the  vessel  to  the  ai^tel- 
lant  took  plaoe  within  the  Newport  pilotage 
district^  although  it  may  have  been  wiUiin  the 
port  of  Bristol,  and  therefore  no  offence  was  com- 
mitted. He  referred  to  The  Charlton  (vAisttp.), 
The  Rutland  (76  L.  T.  Eep.  662;  (1897)  A.  C. 
333),  and  to  the  Act  of  1891.' 

ClaveU  Salter  in  reply. — ^Taking  these  Bristol 
Acts  together,  they  create  the  offence  charged  in 
this  case,  and  that  offence  was  committed  unless 
the  vessel  was  exempt  under  the  Act  of  1861.  The 
effect  of  the  Acts  is  that  if  a  vessel  is  going  into 
the  port  of  Bristol  and  is  in  this  area  which  is 
common  to  the  port  of  Bristol  and  to  titB  pilotage 
district  of  Newport,  she  is  not  exempt  from  com- 
pulsory pilotage  simply  because  she  happens  to 
nave  been  also  at  Newport. 


Lord  Alvebbtonb,  O.J. — ^This  case  presents  to 
me  very  considerable  difficulties,  and,  out  for  th» 
assistance  that  I  have  received  from  the  argu> 
menta,  I  think  I  should  like  to  have  taken  time  to' 
go  through  the  statutes  referred  to ;  but,  after  th» 
best  consideration  I  can  give  to  the  case,  I  think, 
that  this  appeal  most  be  allowed.  The  general' 
purview  of  these  statutes  may,  in  my  opinion,  be- 
stated  with  fair  accuracy  and  conciseness  without- 
goin^  through  the  whole  of  their  enactments  iik 
detain.  Originally,  as  appears  from  the  history 
in  the  case  of  The  Charlton  (ttfri  sttp.),  and  as 
I  should  gather  from  the  statutes  themselves,. 
Bristol  was,  practically  speaking,  l^e  only  port  of 
importance  upon  the  Bristol  Ghannd  £>r  this 
purpose,  and  according  to  the  earlier  statutes — 
and  for  this  purpose  I  need  only  commence  with 
the  Bristol  Wharfage  Act  of  1807— the  authority 
for  licensing  pilots  on  the  Bristol  Channel  wa» 
the  Bristol  Corporation.  The  respondent  was 
summoned  for  aa  offence  against  i£e  statute  47 
Geo.  3,  sess.  2,  c.  xxxiii.  (the  Bristol  Wharf  age  Act- 
1807),  in  that  he  had  continued  to  navigate  this- 
vessel  within  the  port  of  Bristol  when  a  Bristol 
pilot  had  offered  his  services.  Therefore  it  seema 
to  me  that  what  we  have  really  got  to  consider  is 
the  true  state  of  the  law  at  present  as  regards 
the  area  over  which  pilotage  is  compulsory  in  and 
out  of  Bristol,  and  as  regards  u>e  vessels  in 
respect  of  which  pilotage  is  compulsory  in  and 
out  of  Bristol.  I  may  say  at  once  that  we  ought 
to  deal  with  this  case  upon  the  theory  that  this 
vessel  was  bonnd  "  from  "  Newport.  Upon  the 
&ots  in  this  case  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  open  to 
the  appellant  to  say  that  this  vessel  was  not- 
treated  by  the  magistrates,  who  dedded  in  favour 
of  the  respondent,  as  being  bonnd  from  the  port 
of  Newport ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  mnst  be- 
observed  that  it  is  admitted  that  the  pilotage  wa» 
compnlsoiT  within  the  port  of  Bristol.  A  para- 
graph of  the  case  savs  this :  "  The  steamship  was 
not  a  coasting  veesel  or  an  Irish  trader,  and  when 
within  the  port  of  Bristol  was  not  exempt  from 
compulsory  pilotage."  Therefore  we  must  take 
it  that  the  ship  in  respect  of  which  this  right  to 
be  navigated  in  the  port  of  Bristol  bv  a  Newport 
pilot  is  claimed  can  only  succeed  if  she  is  able, 
to  establish  that,  under  the  sections  to  whicb 
I  am  about  to  refer,  pi]ota|;e  was  not  compul- 
sory within  the  port  of  Bristol  in  respect  of 
that  area  which  was  common  to  the  port  of 
Bristol  and  to  the  ports  or  pilotage  districts 
of  Cardiff,  of  Newport,  or  of  Gloacester.  X 
was  for  a  considerabb  time  very  much  impressed 
with  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  respondent.. 
It  seemed  to  me  that  it  was  open  to  grave  oon- 
sideration,  apart  from  the  language  of  ue  sections 
to  which  I  am  abont  to  refer,  that  the  scheme  of 
the  Bristol  Channel  Pilotage  Act  1861  was  to 
create  two  or  three  other  pil<»age  areas,  the  areas 
overlapping  among  themselves,  as  we  are  told 
that  the  pilotage  areas  of  Newport  and  Cardiff  do,, 
and  also  overmpping  that  part  of  the  Bristol 
Channel  which  is  within  the  port  of  Bristol ;  and 
that  it  was  intended  to  create  certain  authorities 
which  should  license  pilots  and  should  give  to 
those  pilots  what  I  may  call  full  rights  within 
those  geographical  areas,  even  although  the 
areas  overlapped  or  were  in  certain  parts  in 
common.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  took 
that  view,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  the 
pilotage  was  found  to  be  compulsory   in   the 
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Bristol    ^strict,    we    Bhonld    be     obliged     to 
oome  to  the  conoluaion  that  the  Newport  pilot 
would  be  a  good  compulsory  pilot  and  wonld  pro- 
tect the  ship,  even  altboagh  the  Newport  pilot 
was  within  the  port  of  Bristol  and  had  not,  of 
ooone,  ex  kypotheti  been  licensed  by  the  corpora- 
tion of  Brietol.    That  being  so,  we  have  to  con- 
sider whether  that  is  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  1861. 
It  may  be  said,  no  donbt,  that  the  Act  of  1861 
doea  recite  that  the  great  extension  of  trade  in 
the   aeveial     ports    of    Cardiff,    Newport,    and 
Gloaoester  made  it  expedient  "that  a  separate 
ityuiam  of  pilotage  shonld  be  established  in  the 
Bristol  Channel  in  connection  with  those  respec- 
tive  ports,  nnder  the  anperrision  of  local  boards 
for   each  of  such   ports,"    and  that,  therefore, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  certain  priyileges  and 
riglits  in  connection  with  pilotage  and  pilots  were 
intended  to  be  created  by  the  Act  of  1861.    Then 
comes  the  section — namely,  sect.  4 — ^to  which  so 
mnch  argnment  has  been  addressed,  and  with 
which   we  have  to  deal  in  this  case :  "  From  and 
after"  a  certain   date  "so  mnoh  of  the  ninth 
seotion  of  the  said  Act " — that  is,  the  Act  of  47 
Geo.  3,  the  Act  of  1807 — "  as  relates  to  vessels 
navigating  or  passing  np  or  down   the  Bristol 
Channel,  bound  to  or  from  either  of  the  said  ports 
of  Cardi^,  Newport,  or  Gloucester,  shall  be  and 
the  same  is  berebv  repealed."    I  was  for  some 
time  impressed  with  the  view  that  that  did  mean 
to  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  sect.  9  of  the 
Bristol  Wharfage  Act  of  1807  a  vessel  coming 
from    Newport,    Cardiff,   or    Glonoestor,    even 
though  it  went  into  Bristol,  and  that,  at  any  rate 
withm  the  area  which  was  common  to  the  two 
ports,  or  I  should  rather  say  to  the  port  of  Bristol 
and  to  the  pilotage  district  of  Newport — taking 
Newport  in  this  case — created  by  sect.  8  of  the 
Act  of  1861,  pilotage  was  no  longer  compnlsoir. 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  sect.  9  of  the  Act  of  1807 
says  that    "all  vessels   sailing,  navigating,    or 
passing  np,  down,  or  upon  the  Bristol  Channel 
to  the  eastward  of  Lnndy  Island    .    .    .    shill 
be   oondncted,  piloted,  and  navigated  by  pilots 
duly  anthorised  and  lioensed  by  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses  of  Bristol";  and  the  subse- 
quent section  (sect.  11)    prevente  unauthorised 
persons — ^tbat  is  to  say,  persons  not  saaotioned 
and  authorised  and  licensed  by  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses  of  Bristol — from  navisniting 
these  ships.    It  is  with  some  doubt  that  I  have 
oome  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  not  intended 
by  the  Legislature  in  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1861  to 
include  and  deal  with  the  case  of  vessels  going 
into  and  out  of  the  port  of  Bristol ;  that  it  was 
intended  to  deal  with  the  case  of  vessels  wliioh 
were   going  to  and  from   Cardiff,  to  and  from 
Newport,  and  to  and  from  Gloucester,  by  way  of 
the  Bristol  Channel,  and  that  the  section  did  not 
purport  to  deal  specifically  with  the  cose  of  vessels 
which  were  ^ing  into  or  out  of  Bristol  at  alL 
The  oonoessiou  was  a  very  valuable  one,  as  I 
pointed  out   in  the   course   of   the   argument, 
because  np  to  the  passing  of  that  Act  in  1861, 
east  of  Lnndy  Island,  all  vessels,  whether  they 
went  to  Oard^  Newport,   or  Gloucester,  were 
bound  to  take  Bristol  piiote  under  the  Bristol 
Wharfage  Act  of  1807.    The  subsequent  sections 
of  the  Act  of  1861  also,  I  confess,  for  a  time 
impressed  me  in  the  respondent's  favour.    The 
power  to  license  in  sect.  23,  the  compulsion  in 
sect.  29  which  compels  a  pilot  to  take  a  vessel  to 


the  limit  of  the  district  for  which  he  is  licensed, 
and  the  power  in  sect.  26  to  license  the  old  existing 
port  pilote  of  Cardiff,  Newport,  and  Gloucester  for 
the  whole  pilotage  area  of  the  new  pilotage  autho- 
rity oerta^y  do  tmd  in  favour  of  the  view  put 
forward  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that  these 
persons  were  intended  to  have  licences  to  navigate 
ships  throughout  their  whole  pilotege  area.  I 
cannot,  however,  help  thinking  that  this  is  all 
subject  to  the  general  observation  that  the  Legis- 
lature, in  aeot.  4  of  the  Act  of  1861,  were  not' 
thinking  of  or  dealing  with  veaaela  that  were- 
going  into  or  out  of  the  port  of  Bristol  at  all. 
They  were  dealing  with  the  case  of  the  other- 
ports  there  specified  which  were  reached  by  the 
Bristol  Channel ;  and  therefore  we  mnat  look  at. 
the  other  sections  to  see  what  are  the  provisions 
as  to  compulsory  pilotage,  and  as  to  the  persons 
who  may  be  the  compulsory  pilots  within  the  port  - 
of  Bristol  in  the  case  of  vessels  going  to  and 
from  the  port  of  Bristol.  In  other  words,  to 
adopt  the  very  comprehensive,  accurate,  and  con- 
cise way  in  which  counsel  for  the  appellant  put  it- 
in  his  reply,  the  effect  of  these  statutes  is  not  to- 
exempt  from  compulsory  pilotage  vessels  that  are 
going  into  the  port  of  Bristol,  in  this  common 
area,  simply  because  they  happen  to  have  been 
also  at  one  of  the  ports  which  are  mentioned  in 
the  Act  of  1861 .  Therefore,  though,  as  I  have 
said,  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1861  and  the  other 
sections  of  that  Act  may  afford  arguments  which 
have  to  be  carefully  considered,  they  are  not,  in. 
my  opinion,  sufficient  to  support  the  argument  of 
counsel  for  the  respondent.  I  thought  at  first 
that  possibly  a  distinction  might  be  drawn 
between  vessels  bound  from  Cardiff,  Newport,  or 
Gloucester,  and  vesaela  bound  to  those  ports.  For 
this  purpose,  I  doubt  whether  that  distinction  is 
sound.  I  think  sect.  29  was  passed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  the  Caraiff,  Newport,  or 
Gloucester  puot  to  take  the  vessel  as  far  as  his 
district  would  allow  him,  otherwise  he  was  to  for- 
feit certain  righte  which  he  enjoyed  under  the  Act. 
I  am  supported  in  that  view  by  the  curious  enact- 
ment in  sect.  3  of  the  provisional  order  of  the 
Act  of  1891.  I  quite  agree,  and  I  think  it  is 
fairly  put  by  both  of  the  learned  oounael,  that  the 
real  enactine  effect  of  this  provisional  order, 
which  has  the  force  of  a  statute,  was  only  to 
alter  the  old  geographical  areas  to  which  the  Act 
of  1807  did  apply,  and  it  is  quite  poasible,  and  I 
think  it  ia  true,  that  the  new  geographical 
area  waa  subject  to  all  the  enactmente  both  in 
the  Act  of  1807  and  in  the  amending  Act  of  1861, 
and  any  other  statute  which  has  be«i  mentioned. 
But  I  think  that  the  language  of  aeot.  3  does 
confirm  the  view  that  in  dealing  with  the  Act  of 
1807  and  the  other  legislation  with  respect  to  the 
Act  of  1807,  particularly  that  in  sect.  4  of  the 
Act  of  1861,  they  were  not  dealing  with  the  case 
of  vessels  g^ing  into  and  out  of  the  port  of 
Bristol,  because  the  provisional  order  doea  appear 
to  recogniae  that  veasels  going  to  or  from  the  port 
of  Bristol  shall  be  exempted  from  all  obligations 
except  when  within  the  limite  of  that  port.  I 
therefore  oome  to  the  conclusion,  on  a  considera- 
tion of  the  statutes  themselves,  that  this  vessel  was 
not  an  exempt  ship ;  that  she  was  bound,  within 
the  port  of  Bristol,  going  to  Bristol,  when  she  got 
within  the  area  of  the  port  of  Briatol,  to  have 
a  oompulaory  pilot,  and  that  the  man  who  was 
navigating   her — namely,    the    respondent — who 
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mijzhfc  well  think  that  under  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of 
ISol  he  had  the  right  to  take  her,  was  not  the 
compulsory  pilot  contemplated  by  the  earlier  Act. 
Then  it  is  said  that  the  case  of  The  Charlton  (ubi 
Slip.)  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  this  view.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  an  authority  at  all.  In  my 
opinion  the  court  were  there  dealing  with  a 
different  case,  and  had  not  really  before  them  the 
difficulties  with  which  we  have  to  deal  in  this 
case.  I  very  much  doubt  whether  the  point 
which  we  hare  had  to  consider  in  this  case  was 
very  carefully  considered  by  the  learned  judges 
in  that  case.  It  is  certain  that  they  had  not  got 
all  the  statutes  before  them,  and  I  doubt  whether 
the  point  was  carefully  considered.  But  it  is 
very  obvious  that  in  that  case  the  only  important 
question  was.  Was  the  duty  of  the  compulsory 
pUot  as  such  ended  at  the  time  of  the  collision, 
because,  although  he  had  been  taken  on  board  as 
«  compulsory  pilot,  the  vessel  at  the  place  where 
-the  collision  occurred  was  outside  the  district  for 
which  the  pilotage  was  compulsory,  though  still 
within  the  Strict  for  which  the  pilot  was 
licensed  P  And  unless  the  ship  was  an  exempt 
ship  outside  Eingroad,  or  at  any  rate  at  the  place 
where  the  collision  occurred,  no  argument  could 
liaye  been  raised.  The  case  of  General  Steam 
Navigation  Company  v.  British  Colonial  Steam 
Navigation  Company  {ubi  sup.)  was  referred  to,  and 
it  was  dealt  with  in  the  judgments  in  the  case  of 
The  Charlton  (ubi  «wp.),  and,  to  put  the  matter 
«hortly,  as  it  was  put  by  Kay,  L.J.  in  The 
Charlton  case,  the  pilot  In  that  case  came  on 
board  as  a  compulsory  pilot,  and  he  continued  to 
be  in  the  position  of,  though  in  fact  he  was  not, 
a  oompulsorypilot  at  the  time  when  the  collision 
happened.  There  are  certain  escpressions  in  those 
juagments  which  do  support  the  view  that  their 
Lordships  thoueht  in  that  case  that  pilotage 
within  the  area  <a  the  port  of  Bristol  was  still  com- 
pulsory. To  that  extent  opinions  were  expressed 
in  favour  of  the  view  which  I  have  adopted 
after  hearing  the  arguments  for  the  appellant. 
But  I  do  not  want  to  base  my  judgment  simply 
upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  because  I  do  not 
think  it  is  an  authority  in  that  sense.  I  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  legislation  upon  which 
counsel  for  the  respondent  based  his  argument  is 
not  sufficient  to  exempt  the  ship,  and  does  not 
remove  the  obligation  to  have  a  compulsory  pilot 
on  board  when  the  vessel,  bound  to  the  port  of 
Bristol,  gets  within  the  limits  of  that  port ;  and 
in  this  case,  inasmuch  as  the  respondent,  who  was 
purporting  to  pilot  the  ship,  was  not  licensed  by 
the  corporation  of  Bristol,  but  was  only  licensed 
to  take  vessels  in  and  out  of  Kewport,  and, 
incidental  thereto,  to  take  them  across  this  part 
of  the  area  which  was  common  to  the  various 
licensing  districts  when  the  vessel  was  leaving 
Newport,  it  does  not  enable  the  master  to  say 
that  the  statute  was  satisfied  because  he  had  got 
this  pilot  on  board.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
magistrates  ought  to  have  convicted  in  this  case. 

Lawrance,  J. — I  entirely  agree,  for  the  reasons 
^▼en  by  my  Lord. 

Kennedt,  J. — I  agree,  and  I  only  wish  to  add 
a  very  few  words.  One  paragraph  of  this  case 
states  that  this  steamship,  when  within  the  port 
of  Bristol,  was  not  exempt  from  compulsory 
pilotage.  If  this  is  an  area  (the  area  ending  with 
the  point  at  Kingroad)  within  which  she  was  not 


an  exempt  ship — in  other  words,  within  which 
she  still  had  an  obligation  to  take  on  board  a ' 
compulsory  pilot — then  there  was  no  power,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  in  the  Newport  pilotage  authorities 
to  create  a  compulsory  pilotage  for  the  Bristol 
port.  The  pilot  who  was  on  ooard  was  a  pilot 
licensed  by  the  Newport  authorities ;  and,  while 
under  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1861  he  might  be 
required  to  take  au  outward-bound  vessel  from 
Newport  to  the  utmost  limit  within  the  Newport 
pilotage  district  that  the  master  of  the  vessel 
wished,  he  could  not  thereby  become  a  pilot  who 
would  be  able  to  assert  a  right  to  be  taken  on 
board  for  the  port  of  Bristol  as  a  compulsory 
pilot.  I  am  dealing  with  this  case  upon  the  basis 
of  a  statement  in  the  case  itself  that  this  vessel 
was  not  an  exempt  ship  from  compulsory  pilots^ 
coming  into  Bristol,  and,  if  that  be  so,  then  it 
seems  to  me,  for  the  reasons  which  my  Lord  has 
given,  that  the  Act  of  1861  did  not  get  rid  of  the 
obligation  of  compulsory  pilotage,  and  that  the 
post  of  a  compulsory  pilot  could  not  be  held  by  a 
pilot  who  had  started  as  a  Newport  pUot  and 
not  as  a  pilot  of  the  port  of  Bristol. 

Appeal  allowed.     Caxe  remUted  to  the  justice* 
leith  a  direction  to  convict. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Whites  and  Co., 
for  James  Inskip  and  Co.,  Bristol. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Herbert  Smith, 
Goss,  King,  and  Gregory,  for  Lyne  and  Co., 
Newport,  Monmouth. 
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COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Thursday,  Jan.  28. 

(Before  Lord  Alverstone,  G.J.,  Collins,  M.B., 

and  BoMER,  L.J.) 

London  Transport  Company  Liuited  «. 

Tbbohhann  Brothers,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOU  THB  KINO'S  BENCH  DIYISION. 

Ship — Charter-party — Freight  at  per  ion  shipped 
payable  on  right  delivery — Lump  sum  freight 
— tioss  of  part  of  cargo  by  jettison — Payment  by 
consignees  of  bUl  of  lading  freight — Sights  of 
charterers  against  shipowners. 

By  a  charter  party  it  was  agreed  that  a  ship  was 
to  load  at  Fium^e  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of 
sugar  in  bags,  and  therewith  proceed  to  Boet4m 
and  there  deliver  the  cargo  agreeably  to  biUs  of 
lading,  on  being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of 
10s.  6(2.  per  ton  gross  weight  shipped,  payable  on 
right  and  true  delivery  of  the  cargo  tn  cash ; 
charterers'  liability  to  cease  when  cargo  was 
shipped  and  bills  of  lading  signed,  provided  all 
the  conditions  called  for  in  the  charter  had  been 
fulfilled,  but  vessel  to  have  a  lien  for  freight, 
dead  freight,  and  demurrage ;  the  master  to 
sign  bills  of  l<iding  at  any  rate  of  freight  as 
presented,  withotU  prejudice  or  reference  to  the 
charter,  any  difference  between  the  charter-party 
and  the  bills  of  lading  freight  to  be  settied  at 
Fiume  on  clearance  of  vessel,  if  required  by 
master. 

(a)  Reported  by  E.  HANLir  SMITH,  Eaq.,  BurliMr-kt-Ltw. 
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The  charterers  had  previously  agreed  toith  an 
Avierican  company  at  Boston  to  ship  by  the 
vessel  named  «n  the  charter-party,  a  cargo  of 
sugar  in  bags  from  Fiume  to  Boston  at  10s.  per 
ton. 

On  the  vessel  being  loaded,  the  difference  between 
the  charter-party  and  the  bills  of  lading  freight 
—i.e,,  Bd.per  ton — was  paid,  and  bills  of  lading 
vers  signed. 

In  the  course  of  the  voyage  the  vessel  went  aground 
and  part  of  the  cargo  was  jettisoned.  On  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  the  remainder  of  the  cargo 
VHu  delivered,  and  the  consignees  thereupon  paid  ■ 
to  the  shipowners  the  bill  of  lading  freight  pay- 
able on  the  gross  weight  shipped. 

In  an  action  by  the  charterers  against  the  ship- 
owners  to  recover  so  much  of  tlie  freight  paid  by 
the  consignees  to  the  ship  owners  as  represented 
the  freight  upon  the  cargo  which  was  not 
delivered. 

Held  [by  Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.  and  Collins,  M.B., 
Somer,  LJ.  dissenting),  that  the  charterers  were 
entitled  to  recover  the  sum  claimed. 

Judgment  of  Walton,  J.  affirmed. 

Affbal  by  the  defendants  from  the  judgment  of 
Walton,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  withont  a 
jury. 

The  action  was  bronght  by  the  charterers  of 
the  steamship  Wilster  agtdnst  the  owners  to 
recover  a  sum  of  545L  8s.  Sd.,  part  of  the  freii;ht 
paid  by  the  consignees  of  the  careo  under  the  bill 
of  lading,  which  the  charterers  claimed  had  been 
collected  by  the  shipowners  for  the  charterers' 
use. 

On  the  nth  Dec.  1901  the  plaintiffs  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  American  Sngar  Refining 
Comipany  of  New  York,  by  which  they  undertook 
to  ship  from  3000  to  3150  tons  of  sugar  in  bags, 
quantity  at  steamer's  option,  by  the  steamship 
Wilster,  "  Fiume  to  Boston,  at  10».  per.  ton  of 
1000  kilogrammes  gross  weight  shipped." 

On  the  16th  Jan.  1902  an  agreement  for  the 
chartering  of  the  steamship  Wilster  was  entered 
into  between  the  plaintiffs  as  charterers  and  the 
defendants  as  owners. 

A  printed  form  of  charter-party  was  made  use 
of,  some  of  the  printed  words  being  struck  out, 
and  other  words  oeing  written  in.  In  the  follow- 
ing copy  of  the  material  parts  of  the  charter-party, 
the  words  within  brackets  are  the  printed  words 
that  were  struck  out,  and  the  words  that  are 
in  italics  are  those  that  were  put  in  in  writing. 

London,  16bb  Jan.  1902. — It  is  this  day  mntnally 
■gread  between  Meurs.  Treohmann  Brothers,  of  the 
good  Bteamaliip  oalled  the  Wilster  of  the  meaBniement 
of  1.332  tons,  net  reg.,  olaased  100  Al.  and  30  imn. 
3150  max,  tons  deadweight  cargo  capacity  gnaran- 
teed  now  Fiume  discharging  .  .  .  that  the  laid 
steamer  .  .  .  shall  .  .  .  sail  and  proceed  to 
Fiume  .  .  .  and  there  load  ...  a  fnll  and 
oomplete  oargo  of  sugar  «n  bags  [lawful  merohandise]  in 
the  cnatomary  manner  [inclnding  the  uBnal  deck  oargo] 
which  the  aaid  charterers  bind  themielves  to  ihip,  not 
exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow  and  carry  over 
and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provicionB,  fnel,  and 
fninitme  [but  charterers  having  the  foil  reach  of  the 
holds  and  spare  bimkers,  the  same  as  if  the  steamer  was 
loading  for  owner's  benefit],  and  being  so  loaded  shall 
therewith  proceed  immediately  to  Boston  .  .  .  and 
there  deliver  the  cargo  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading  on 
b«ng  paid  freight  in  fnll  of  all  port  charges,  wharfages, 
eofnsnlsge,   pilotages,   and  other  chains   coitoouaily 


paid  by  iteamers  [for  the  fnll  reaches  and  bnrden  of  the 
steamer's  hold  and  every  available  space,  the  lump  sum 
of  or]  at  the  rate  of  ten  ihillingi  and  sixpence  per  ton 
of  20awt.  gross  weight  ehipped  [delivered],  payable  on 
right  and  tme  delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  at  the 
onrrent  rate  of  exchange  for  sixty  days'  light  bills  on 
London.  [In  the  event  of  steamer  not  carrying  the 
guaranteed  dead  weight  as  above,  or  owners  failing  to 
prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  charterers  that  the  steamer 
oan  carry  same,  owners  to  be  responsible  for  the  oon- 
leqnenoes  thereof,  and  the  above-mentioned  lump  anm 
to  be  reduced  in  proportion.]  If  required  by  master, 
one-third  of  freight  payable  here  leas  3  per  cent,  to 
cover  interest  and  insurance.  .  .  .  The  ship  to  be 
addressed  at  port  of  destination  to  charterers'  agents 
on  usual  terms  paying  2i  per  cent,  address  oommisiion 
on  signing  bills  of  lading.  Charterers'  liability  to  cease 
when  cargo  is  shipped  and  bills  of  lading  signed,  pro- 
vided all  the  conditions  called  for  in  this  ohiurter  have 
been  fulfilled,  but  vessel  to  have  a  lien  on  tiie  oargo  for 
freight,  dead  freight,  and  demurrage.  The  master  or 
person  appointed  by  him  shall  sign  bills  of  lading,  at- 
any  rate  of  freight  as  presented  withont  prejndioe  or 
reference  to  this  charter  ;  and,  if  required,  he  is  to  give- 
charterers'  agents  in  Fiume  written  anthority  to  sign 
them  for  him  in  acoordance  with  mate's  receipts  ;  any 
difference  between  this  charter-paity  and  bills  of  lading 
freight  shall  be  settled  at  JPiutne  on  clearance  of  vessel 
it  required  by  master  ;  if  in  charterers'  favour  by 
captain's  draft  payable  three  days  after  arrival  at  port 
of  discharge,  if  in  steamer's  favour,  in  cash,  less  3  per 
cent,  for  tjl  charges.    .    .    . 

The  bills  of  lading  signed  by  the  plaintiffs' 
agent  contained  the  words  "freight  and  other- 
conditions  as  per  asreement." 

The  agreement  there  referred  to  was  the  agree- 
ment of  the  nth  Dec.  1901  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  American  Sngar  B«fining  Company. 

The  vessel  was  loaded  at  Fiume  with  a  cargo  of 
31,025  bags  of  sngar. 

Bills  of  lading  were  signed,  and  the  difference 
between  the  charter-party  and  the  biUs  of  lading, 
freight— viz.,  6<2.  per  ton — was  paid  to  the  ship- 
owners at  or  about  the  time  when  the  vessel 
sailed  from  Fiume. 

When  close  to  Boston  the  vessel  went  aground, 
and  there  was  very  considerable  difficulty  in 
floating  her. 

Part  of  the  cargo  was  jettisoned,  and  many  of 
the  bags  of  sugar  were  damaged  by  water,  so  that 
on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Boston  only  27,743^ 
bags  out  of  the  31,025  that  had  been  shipped 
were  delivered  to  the  consignees;  and  out  of 
these  27,743  bags  7716  were  empty. 

The  consignees  of  the  sugar,  the  American 
Sugar  B«fining  Company,  paid  to  the  defendants 
the  whole  of  the  bill  of  laaing  freight,  that  is  to 
say,  freight  upon  the  whole  cargo  shipped  at 
slupping  weights,  amounting  to  15512.  58.  lei. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  under  the  charter- 
party  they  were  not  Uable  to  pay  full  freight  upon 
the  whole  cargo  shipped  at  snipping  weights,  out 
were  only  liable  to  pay  freight  on  the  cargo- 
actually  delivered,  and  they  bronght  this  action 
to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  sum  paid  to 
the  defendantfa  by  the  consignees  as  freight  in 
respect  of  the  sugar  which  was  not  delivered, 
amounting  to  5452.  8s.  3d. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a  jury  the 
following  judgment  was  delivered : — 

Walton,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts  his  Lord- 
ship  continued :) — ^Kow  the  question  ot  the  char, 
terers'   liability  for    freight   most,  of    course. 
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depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  oharter<party.  The 
BhrnownerB  say  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  charterers  : 
"  We  are  entitled  to  tlie  foil  ft«if;ht  which  has 
been  paid  because  we  have  just  the  same  rights  as 
yon  say  you  have  under  your  bill  of  lading 
against  the  consignees."  Tinder  the  charter- 
party  the  shipowners  say:  "We  are  entitled  to 
recover  the  freight  n^n  the  total  weight  shipped, 
ivbether  delivered  or  not,  and  therraore  we  are 
•«ntitled  to  keep  the  15512.  which  we  have  in  fact 
collected;  it  is  not  yonr  freight,  it  is  not  a 
■balance  of  freight  over  and  above  what  we  as 

■  shipowners  are  entitled  to ;  we  are  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  it;  we  did  not  collect  it  for  yon  the 

'Charterers."  In  support  of  that  contention  Mr. 
Garver  referred  to  a  number  of  cases,  the 
Aa»t  of  which  was  the  case  of  Merchant  Shipping 
Company  v.  Armiiage  (29  L.  T.  Sep.  809 ;  L.  Bep. 
9  Q.  B.  99).  The  headnote  in  the  Law  Reports 
is  this :  "  By  charter-party  a  ship  was  to  load  at 
Golombo  or  Gochin  from  the  charterers'  agents  a 
fall  and  complete  lading  and  proceed  to  London 
and  discharge  there,  fire  and  other  dangers  of 
the  sea  excepted,  a  lump  sum  freight  of  5000Z.  to 
be  paid  after  entire  discluirge  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo  in  cash  two  months  afwr  the  date  of 
the  ship's  report  inwards  at  the  Gastom  House. 
Part  of  the  cargo  loaded  in  accordance  with  the 
charter-party  was  lost  by  fire  without  any  default 
of  the  master  or  crew  and  the  remainder  was 
deUvered  in  London.  Held,  that  the  shipowner 
was  entitled  under  the  charter-party  to  the  full 
sum  of  50002."  In  that  case  the  freight  was  a 
lamp  sum  of  50002.  indivisible.  The  cargo  was 
shipped  and  the  whole  of  it  was  not  deUvered. 
.  Part  of  it  was  lost  byfire,  and  it  was  there  con- 
beaded  that  the  shipowner  was  not  entitled  to  the 
lump  sum  of  59002!,  but  only  to  some  part  of  it. 
It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  full 
freight.  Lord  Bramwell,  then  Baron  Bramwell, 
in  giving  judgment,  said  this :  "  The  claim  is  '  a 
lump  sum  freight  of  50002.  to  be  paid  after  entire 
disonarge  and  right  delivery  of  tne  cargo  in  cash 
two  month's  af  t^  the  date  of  the  ship's  report 
inwards  at  the  Custom  House.'  Now,  Mr. 
Williams  says  that  until  the  ship  is  discharged 
.  and  there  is  a  right  delivery  ot  the  cargo  the  lamp 

■  sum  is  not  due.  It  may  possibly  be  that  verbally 
he  is  right.    If  so,  what  is  the  meaning  of  '  the 

-cargo.'  In  my  opinion  it  is  the  cargo  which  she 
has  to  deliver.  It  does  not  mean  the  cargo 
«he  has  shipped  but  which  she  is  not  bound  to 
deliver,  which  the  shipowner  is  excused  from 
delivering;  it  means  the  right  delivery  of  the 
cargo  which  is  to  be  delivered,  not  the  right  deli- 
very of  the  cargo  which  was  originally  shipped  on 
bou^  of  her.  Now,  there  is  a  cogent  argument  in 
favour  of  this  construction.  Suppose  that  52. 
worth  of  these  goods  had  been  stolen  by  the 
crew,  that  would  not  be  within  the  exceptions ; 
then  would  it  have  been  possible  to  have  said 
that  the  whole  lump  sum  was  lost  P  Would  not 
the  common  rule  have  applied  P  The  defen- 
dants would  have  had  to  pay  the  freight  and 
seek  their  remedy  by  a  cross  action.  It'  that  is 
BO,  is  it  not  very  odd  that  the  shipowner  is 
worse  oS,  because  he  is  not  subject  to  an 
action  than  if  he  had  been  subject  to  an 
action  —  that  is  to  say,  he  is  worse  off 
because  fire  has  caused  the  loss  than  he 
would  have  been  if  it  had  been  owing  to  a 
depredation  of  the  crew?    I  venture  to  think 


some  interpretation  must  be  put  upon  the  clause 
to  preolade  the  entire  delivery  of  the  whole  cargo 
being  a  condition  precedent."    Therefore  in  that 
case  the  court  felt  that  it  would  be  so  unreason- 
able to  say  the  shipowner  must  lose  the  whole  ot 
his  lump  sum  freignt  if  he  failed  to  deliver  any 
part,  however  smaU,  of  the  cargo,  that  they  were 
driven  to  put  the  construction  upon  the  contract 
that  the  entire  delivery  of  the  whole  cargo  was 
not,  and  could  not  have  been  intended  to  be, 
a  condition  precedent.    No  doubt,  then,  if  this 
charter-party  were  a  charter-party  for  a  lamp 
sum  freight  as  in  that  case  I  should  be  governed 
of  course  by  that  case,  and  I  have  no  desire  to 
distinguish  it  in  any  way,  and  should  simply 
follow  it.    The  question  really  is  whether  tuis 
charter-party  is  a  charter-party  similar  to  that 
which   uie  court   had  to  construe  in   the  case 
of    Merchant    Shipping    Company    v.   Armitage 
{ubi  sup.).    It  seems  to  me  that  the  reasoning 
upon  wnich  that  judgment  was  arrived  at  de- 
pended essentially  upon  the  fact  that  the  freight 
payable  was  a  lump  sum  freight  in  this  strict 
sense,    that   it    was    an    indivisible  freight.     I 
am  not  at  all  certain  that  if  in  that  case  the 
freight  had  been,  not  an  indivisible  lump  sum, 
but  a  sum  to  be  arrived  at  at  a  rate  per  ton  upon 
the  cargo  shipped-^and  the  delivery  of  the  cargo 
intended  to  be  carried  and  intended  to  be  deli- 
vered under  the  biU  of  lading  was  prevented  by 
some  of  the  excepted  perils — that  the  judgment 
would  have  been  the  same,  I  doubt  whether  in 
such  a  case  as  that,  even  though  the  freight  was 
to  be  a  freight  payable  upon  the  weight  shipped, 
and  in  that  sense  perhaps  a  lump  sum  freight^ 
it  would  have  been  regarded  as  an  indivisible 
freight,  and  whether  the  court  would  have  felt 
itself  constrained,  as  it  did  in  that  case,  to  treat 
the  words  which  correspond    to  the  words  of 
this  charter-party,  "payable  on  right  and  true 
delivery  of  the  cargo    as  something  not  amount- 
ing to  a  condition  precedent.     However,  it  is 
necessary  to  look  at  the  clauses  of    this  par- 
ticular charter-party  and  see  what  is  a  fair  con- 
struction of    them  with  regard   to  the  freight 
payable.     I   do  not  know  that  there   are  anv 
clauses   other   than   what   I    have  read  which 
really  help  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  upon  this 
matter.  There  is  this  clause  which  I  have  referred 
to  which  provides  that :  "  Any  difference  between 
this  charter-party  and  bills  of  lading  freight  shall 
be  settled   at  Flume  on  clearance  of  vessel,  if 
required  by  master."    That  does  seem  to  contem- 
plate an  adjustment  at  Fiume.    It  seems  to  con- 
template  that    the   freight   payable   under   the 
charter-party  is  such  a  freight  that  at  Fiume  it 
would  be  possible  to  compare  it  with  the  bills  of 
lading  freight,  and  to  settle  once  for  all  whether 
there  is  any  difference  either  one  way  or  the  other, 
and  if  there  is  any  difference  it  seems  to  contem- 
plate that  that  difference  should  be  paid  at  Fiume, 
whether  it  is  in  favour  of  the  shipowners  or  the 
charterers.    That,  no  doubt,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is 
rather  in  favour  of  the  view  put  forward  on  behalf 
of  shipowners  by  Mr.  Gsrver,  because  if    you 
cannot  tell  until  the  cargo  is  delivered  in  a  case 
of  this  kind  what  the  freight  payable  is  going  to 
be,   and  assuming  the  bill  of  lading  bMxs  the 
construction  which  is  put  upon  it  by  the  char- 
terers, then  it  would  be  impossible  to  adjust  the 
difference  of  freight  at  Fiume.    I  think  to  that 
extent,  and  to  that  extent  only,  does  that  clause 
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"throw  any  light  on  the  matter.  At  the  hearing 
I  was  lauier  inclined  to  think  it  might  he  carried 
-farther,  hnt  now  I  do  not  think  it  can.  I  think 
that  the  moat  that  can  he  said  abont  that  clause 
is  that  it  does  appear  to  contemplate  that  any 
-adjostment  or  difference  of  freight  can  be  settled 
-at  Finme.  Of  coorae  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
<hat  clause  is  subject  to  this.  The  difference  is 
to  he  settled  at  Fiame  on  the  clearance  of  the 
▼eeael,  "if  required  by  master,"  and  only  if 
-requirod  by  the  master;  so  that  it  is  not 
abeolnte,  and  one  is  really  thrown  back  upon 
iihe  very  words  ot  the  clause  which  provided  for 
-the  payment  of  freight.  That  clause  provides  that 
the  Teasel  being  loaded  as  required  is  to  proceed 
"to  Boston  "  and  there  deliver  the  cargo  agreeably 
to  the  bills  of  lading  on  being  paid  freight,"  I 
leave  out  some  words,  "  at  the  rate  of  10«.  6d.  per 
ton  of  20owt.  gross  weight  shipped  payable  on  right 
-and  true  dauTery  of  the  cargo  in  cash  at  the 
-current  rate  of  exchange."  The  cargo  as  pro- 
Tided  in  the  charter-party  is  a  "  cargo  of  sugar  in 
i>agB,"  and  I  have  looked  through  the  buls  of 
■lamng  and  I  find  mentioned  in  eacn  bill  of  lading 
tbe  number  and  the  weight  of  the  bags  for  which 
that  bill  of  lading  is  given.  I  have  gone  through 
them,  and  I  find  that  the  weight  per  bag  in  all 
the  bills  of  lading,  although  the  quantities  ^ffer, 
is  uniform.  Therefore,  I  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things  at  Finme, 
-when  a  shipment  is  made  of  sugar  in  bags  and 
bills  of  lading  are  given  in  the  way  they  were  given 
in  this  case,  the  weight  of  each  bag  is  approxi- 
taabely  aso^tainabie.  It  is  taken  to  oe  a  umf  orm 
wieight,  and  according  to  these  bills  of  lading 
it  is  IOC'S  kilogrammes.  In  some  of  the  doonmento 
it  is  treated  as  100 ;  but  at  any  rate,  whatever  it 
may  be,  it  is  uniform.  Therefore  we  have  this. 
It  is  a  shipment  of  su^ar  in  bags,  the  weight  of 
the  bags  being  asoertamed  by  the  bills  of  lading. 
60  that  you  have  the  shipping  weight  of  the 
x»roels  which  are  shipped.  That  is  certain.  That 
tieing  so,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  clause 
oaying  that  the  cargo  is  to  be  delivered  "  on  pay- 
ment of  freight  at  the  rate  of  10s.  6d.  per  ton  of 
SOcwt.  gross  weight  shipped  payable  on  right  and 
true  delivery  of  the  cargo."  Does  that  mean  that 
"tiie  freight  is  to  be  paid  on  the  cargo  which  is 
rightly  and  truly  de^vered,  or  does  it  mean  that 
-freight  is  to  be  paid  which  shall  be  equal  to 
lOi.  6d.  per  ton  on  the  total  weight  shipped,  and 
in  that  sense  a  lump  sum  not  depending  or  refer- 
able in  any  way  to  the  quantity  of  carge  delivered  P 
1  do  not  think  that  the  cases  which  I  have  been 
referred  to  really  help  one  very  much.  Those 
'Cases  all  proceed  on  the  assumption,  or  rather 
upon  the  fact,  that  in  those  cases  the  freight 
was  a  lump  sum  freight.  Is  it  a  lump  sum  freight 
here  ?  It  is  by  reading  the  words  as  one  must 
«ead  words  of  the  Engluh  language  that  one  finds 
out  the  intention  of  the  parties,  unless  there  is 
some  strict  rule  of  construction  which  one  must 
follow.  Taking  the  words  which  make  the  cargo 
-deUrttrable  "  on  being  paid  freight  at  the  rate  of 
lOt.  6d.  per  ton  of  20cwt.  gross  weight  shipped 
fiayable  on  right  and  true  c&livery  of  the  cargo," 
And  reading  those  words  in  their  natural  sense,  I 
'Cannot  help  thinking  that  the  only  proper  mean- 
ing which  can  be  given  to  them  is  that  freight  is 
to  be  paid  upon  the  cargo  which  is  delivered.  I 
da  not  find  much  difBculty  with  regard  to  the 
words  "  per  ton  of  20cwt.  gross  weight  shipped." 


I  think  they  are  quite  satisfied  and  quite  naturally 
interpreted  as  meaning  that  there  is  to  be  no 
dispute  abont  weight.  The  weight  is  to  be  the 
weight  as  shipped.  There  is  no  need  to  alter  tiie 
words  at  all,  merely  to  interpret  them,  and  it 
seems  to  me  tha<^  although  no  doubt  it  is 
expressed  briefly  and  not  qnitia  fully,  the  meaning 
is  that  the  freight  is  to  be  paid  at  shipping 
weights  upon  the  cargo  which  is  delivered.  Tnere 
might  be  a  difference  in  the  weighing  of  the  bags 
at  Boston  and  Fiume.  The  haga  might  have 
become  wet  and  the  sugar  might  have  drained 
away  and  disputes  might  have  arisen  one  way  or 
the  other.  I  think  this  charter-party  fixes  the 
weight  per  bag,  and  that  weight  is  to  be  the 
shipping  weight  and  is  to  be  ascertained  and  can 
be  ascwtaineid  from  the  bills  of  lading.  There- 
fore I  think  with  regard  to  this  point  that  the 
contention  of  the  charterers  must  be  accepted. 
Now,  so  far  I  have  gone  upon  the  mere  language 
of  the  charter-party  as  it  stands;  but  I  thimc 
that  to  some  extent  I  am  confirmed  in  that  view 
by  noticing  this.  The  charter-party  is  a  printed 
form  which  has  been  adapted  oy  certain  altera- 
tions to  the  particular  case,  and  I  observe  that  the 
printed  form  itself  is  so  framed  that  the  form 
can  be  used,  by  striking  out  varions  pas- 
sages,  either  for  a  lump  sum  freight  or  for  a 
freight  which  is  not  a  lump  sum  freight.  That 
appears,  for  instance,  in  the  sentence  which  fixes 
the  freight.  The  printed  form  runs  thus :  "  .And 
there  d^ver  the  cargo  agreeablv  to  bills  of  lading, 
on  being  paid  freight  in  full  of  all  port  charges, 
wharfages,  consulage,  pilotages,  and  other  charges 
onstomanly  paid  by  steamers  for  the  full  reaches 
and  burden  of  the  steamer's  hold,  and  every 
available  space,  the  lump  sum  of  or  at  the  rate  of 
per  ton  of  20owt.  gross  weight  delivered, 
payable  on  right  and  true  delivery  of  the  cargo." 
So  that  the  pnnted  form  may  be  adapted  either  to 
a  lump  sum  freight,  or  co  a  freight  which  is  at  so 
much  per  ton  on  tlie  cargo  ddivered,  and  here 
those  parts  of  the  form  which  are  appropriated  to 
a  lump  sum  freight  are  struck  out.  For  instance, 
the  clause  "  but  charterers  having  the  fuU  reach 
of  the  holds  and  spare  bunkers,  the  same  as  if  the 
steamer  was  loading  for  ovmer's  benefit,"  is 
struck  out.  That  is  a  dause  which  is  put  in  to 
entitle  a  charterer,  who  pays  a  lump  sum,  to  the 
full  use  of  the  ship,  and  is  not  appropriate  in  a 
case  where  a  full  cargo  is  to  be  shipped  and  to  be 
paid  for  at  so  much  per  ton.  Then  in  the  clause 
which  relates  directly  to  the  freight^  the  words 
"for  the  fuU  reaches  and  burden  of  the  steamer's 
hold  and  every  available  space,  the  lump  sum  of 
or  "  are  struck  out.  So  this  printed  form  which 
can  be  adapted  either  to  a  lump  sum  charter-party 
or  to  a  charter-party  at  so  much  per  ton  on  the 
cargo  delivered,  is  altered  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case  BO  as  not  to  make  it  a  lump  sum  charter,  but 
a  charter  of  a  different  kind.  I  do  not  say  that  is 
conclusive,  because  they  might  have  made  out  a 
charter  of  a  different  kind,  and  yet  such  a 
charter  that  the  freight  would  be  payable  on  the 
whole  quantity  shipped,  notwithstanding  that 
some  of  it  was  lost,  but  it  does  point  to  this,  that 
the  parties  did  not  intend  it  to  be  a  lump-sum 
charter  such  as  that  which  the  court  had  to  deal 
with  in  the  case  of  The  Merchant  Shipping 
Company  v.  Armitage  (uM  tup.).  I  only  mention 
that  as  a  matter  confirming  me  in  the  view  which 
I  have  arrived  at  on  merely  reading  the  words  and 
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giving  Uiem  what  I  believe  to  be  their  nataral  and 
proper  sense.  Therefore,  I  oome  to  the  concln- 
sion  that  this  sum  of.545{.  8*.  3<i.  is  a  freight  which 
the  shipowners  are  not  entitled  to  keep.  It  was 
ireisht  which  was  not  payable  by  the  charterers 
to  tke  shipowners  under  tiie  oharter-partgr-  If 
that  is  so  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  hold,  having 
regard  to  the  way  in  which  business  is  done  under 
a  charter-party  uke  this,  that  it  was  not  collected 
by  the  shipowners  from  the  charterers.  It  was 
collected  under  and  upon  the  bills  of  lading  from 
the  holders  of  the  bills.  I  am  assuming  that  the 
consignees  under  the  bills  of  lading  were  bound  to 
pay  it.  I  am  not  deciding  that ;- 1  am  expressing 
no  opinion  about  it.  They  did,  in  fact,  pay  i^ 
and  it  was  a  sum  which,  if  I  am  right  in  my  view 
of  this  charter-party,  was  not  payable  by  tbe 
charterers,  altiiongh  it  was  receivable  by  the 
charterers  under  their  bills  ot  lading.  Themore, 
if  I  am  right  in  my  constmotion  of  the  charter- 
party,  and,  indeed,  whether  the  consignees 
were  or  were  not  strictly  bound  to  pay  it,  I 
think  that  it  was  a  sum  received  by  the  defen- 
dants nnder  the  bills  of  lading.  It  was 
paid  on  the  bills  of  lading,  and  it  is  not 
obartered  freight,  which  I  think  the  shipowners 
are  entitled  to  retain,  and  I  think  they  have 
collected  for,  and  must  account  for  it,  to  the 
charterers.  The  consignees  do  not  appear  to 
have  intervened  in  any  way  or  to  have  attempted 
to  get  this  money  back,  and  as,  in  the  present 
case,  I  am  not  dealing  with  their  righte,  I  do  not 
■ay  whether  they  are  entitled  to  get  it  back. 
Whether  the  consignees  were  bound  to  pay  or  not 
I  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the 
money  from  the  defendants.  I  ought  to  have 
said  a  word  about  the  empty  bass,  because  lir. 
Carver  said  as  to  those  empty  bags,  on  7716  at 
any  rate,  the  freight  was  payable,  because,  even 
although  the  bag  was  empty  you  must  take  it  as 
weighing  the  shipping  weight.  I  appreciate  what 
there  is  to  be  said  in  favour  of  that,  but  I  think 
the  f  rdght  was  to  be  payable  on  the  snear  in  bags. 
No  doubt  the  weight  of  the  bag  was  to  oe  included 
but  where  there  was  no  sugar  in  the  bags  I  do  not 
think  that  any  sugar  was  delivered,  and  therefore 
'  the  freight  is  not  payable  on  the  empty  bags. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendante  appealed. 

Carver,  K.C.  {Leek  with  him)  for  the  defendante. 
— This  case  turns  on  the  question  whether  upon  the 
true  construction  of  the  charter-party  the  freight 
payable  is  a  lump  sum  freight,  or  whether  it  is  to 
be  paid  upon  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  the  rate 
of  uie  amount  of  sugar  shipped.  I  submit  that 
the  freight  is  a  lump  sum  ireif^ht,  and  if  so  the 
shipowners  are  entitled  to  retam  all  the  freight 
which  they  collected  from  the  consignees  under 
the  bills  of  lading.  The  charter-party  freight  is 
not  payable  with  reference  to  the  number  of  oags, 
but  with  reference  to  the  number  of  tons  shipped. 
The  freight  was  therefore  fixed  as  soon  as  the 
cargo  was  put  on  board,  and  it  was  in  fact, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  charter- 
party,  a  lump  sum  freight.  This  view  is  supported 
by  the  provision  that  any  difference  between  the 
chartered  freight  and  the  bills  of  lading  freight 
was  to  be  settled  at  Fiume.  The  governinK  case 
here  is  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer  Ghamoer  in 
Mtrehant  Shipping  Company  v.  Armitagt,  29  L.  T. 
Bn>.  809 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Q.  B.  99. 


In  that  case  Bramwell,  B.  said:  "What  is  th» 
meanine  of '  the  cargo '  P  In  my  opinion  it  is  the 
cargo  which  she  has  to  deliver.  It  does  not  mean 
the  cargo  she  has  shipped,  bat  which  she  is  not 
bound  to  deliver,  which  the  shipownnr  is  excnsec^ 
from  delivering;  it  means  the  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo  which  is  to  be  delivered,  not  the  nghi 
delivery  of  the  cargo  which  was  originally  shipped 
on  board  of  her."  In  that  case  the  court  approved 
of  the  decision  in 

The  Norway,  13  L.  T.  Bep.  50;  3  If 00.  P.  C.  N.  S. 

245; 
Rcbinton  v.  Knighti,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  820 ;  L.  Bep.  «■ 
C.  P.  465. 
He  referred  also  to 

Blanchet  v.  Poioell's  Llantwel  CMieriet  Company, 

30  L.  T.  Bep.  28  ;  L.  Bep.  9  Ex.  74  ; 
Hansen  v.  Harrald  Brothtrs,  70  L.  T.  Bep.  475  y 
(1894)  1  Q.  B.  612. 

/.  A.  Hamilton,  K.C.  and  A.  M.  TaVbot  for  the 
plaintiff. — The  cases  cited  are  cases  of  lump  sum< 
freight.  Bat  the  question  here  is  whether  under 
this  charter.party  the  freight  is  a  lump  sum 
freight.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  parte  ot 
the  printed  form  which  are  specially  applicable- 
to  a  case  of  a  lump  sum  freight  have  heea.  struck 
out.  Freight  is  prtmd  facie  a  sum  which  is  not 
earned  until  the  cargo  for  which  it  is  demanded 
has  been  delivered     That  is  well  esteblished : 

Dalnn  v.  Oxley,  10  L.  T.  Bep.  268 ;  15  C.  B.  N.  S^ 

646. 
That  prima,  facie  rule,  that  f  reisht  is  only  payable 
on  deuvery  of  the  cargo,  may  oe  altered  by  the- 
parties  by  some  special  agreement,  bnt  the  burdea 
of  showing  that  we  general  rule  is  not  applicable 
in  any  particular  case  lies  on  the  person  wno  con- 
tends toat  the  rule  does  not  apply.'  There  are 
difficulties  in  the  construction  of  this  charter- 
parir,  but  that  is  not  enough  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  rule  of  Dakin  v.  Oxley.  In  the  case  of 
lamp  sum  freight  there  is  no  relation  between  the 
freight  paid  snd  the  nature  of  ttie  cargo  delivered. 
The  clause  here  "  at  the  rate  of,"  &c.,  is  irrecon- 
cilable with  the  freight  being  a  lamp  sum  freight. 
In  the  court  below  a  case  which  turned  on  the- 
words  in  a  charter-party,  "  freight  payable  on 
deals  and  sawn  lumber  on  the  intake  measure  of 
quantity  delivered,"  was  cited  for  the  defendante :. 
Spaighi  v.  FamwoHh,  42  L.  T.  Bep.  296 ;  5  Q.  B. 

Div.  115. 
But  I  submit  that  the  decision  of  Bowen,  J.  is- 
really  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs. 
Carver,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Lord  Altbbbtonb,  G  J. — This  case  is  one,  to 
my  mind,  of  very  great  interest,  and  at  the  same 
time  presente  very  great  difficulty ;  but  after  the 
interesting  and  able  arguments  we  have  heard  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of 
my  brother  Walton  is  right.  Now  the  terms  of 
the  contract  must  be  carefully  looked  at,  in 
order  to  ascertain  what  are  the  real  riehte  of  the 
parties  in  this  case.  I  say,  carefully  looked  at, 
because,  it  seems  to  me,  tJhat  the  real  point  im 
this  case  depends  upon  whether  the  contract  in. 
the  case  can  be  treated  as  a  lump  sum  contract 
— that  is  to  say,  a  contract  for  the  use  of  the- 
ship,  and  whether  the  argument  as  to  a  fuU- 
cargo  for  a  lump  sum  appUes  to  this  contract  or 
not.  Now,  I  think  it  is  convenient  that  I  should, 
1  in  the  first  place,  construe  the  contract  and  then 
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Me  wiihin  whloh  oat^oij  it  falla.  It  is  a  oon- 
traot  that  the  oharterera  are  to  load  a  fall  and 
complete  cargo  of  aaeax  in  bags  which  the 
ofaarterara  bind  themseWes  to  Bhip,  and  the  ahip 
being  so  loaded  shall  proceed  to  Boston  and 
them  "deliver  the  careo  agreeably  to  bills  of 
lading  on  hang  ^d  neight  in  f  ml  of  all  port 
ohargea  " — so  nur  it  is  a  contract  which  contem- 
platee  the  payment  of  the  frdgbt  on  deUvexy  of 
the  cargo—"  at  the  rate  of  10(.  6d.  per  ton  of 
SOowt.  gross  weight  shipped,  payable  on  right  and 
tme  d^Teiy  of  the  carj^  in  cash  at  the  oarrent 
rate  of  exchange  for  sixty  days'  sight  bills  on 
London."  I  paase  there,  for  the  pnrpose  of 
ptrinting  ont  tnat  the  words  "  deliver  the  cargo 
on  b«ng  paid  fraght  in  fall  of  all  port  ohar^^" 
"  at  the  rMe  of,"  and  the  words  "  payable  on  right 
aad  ime  ddivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash,"  all  indi- 
cate an  ordinanr  oontraot  for  payment  of  freight 
npom  deUvery  of  the  cargo.  The  difficulty  ariwa 
because  after  the  words  "  at  the  rate  of  "  yon  have 
"  at  the  rate  of  10a.  6d.  per  ton  of  20owt.  gross 
wdght  ehipped.  Now,  the  real  qneation  we  nave 
to  consider  is  this :  Does  the  fact  that  the  rate 
of  freight  is  to  be  fixed  solely  with  reference  to 
the  groas  weight  of  the  car^o  Bhipi)ed  justify  the 
defondante  in  taming  thia  into,  or  in  saj^g  that 
this  is,  a  contract  which  is  subject  to  the  incidents 
of  a  oontraot  for  a  lamp  sum  frdgbt  P  It  seems 
iojme  that  there  is  another  class  of  oontraot  from 
whiob  we  most  distinguish  it,  having  r^ard  to 
the  principle  we  have  to  apply,  before  we  can  say 
it  mnst  be  a  lump  sum  contract,  and  that  dass 
of  oontract  is  one  of  which  BpoigM  t.  Fammotih 
(«&*  nip.)  is  an  instance,  where  the  fr^ht  is  said 
to  be  traight  payable  on  delivery  and  freight 
payable  on  rigiit  and  true  deliveiy,  bat  at  a  rate 
to  be  fi^^  according  to  the  weight  of  cargo 
shipped.  As  in  the  timber  case,  there  was  a 
om^xaot  to  pay  freight  on  delivery  at  the  rate  of 
the  weight  or  quantity  of  the  timber  shipped,  so 
it  seems  to  me  quite  possible  that  in  a  sugar 
ease,  as  this  is,  you  may  have  a  contract  to  pay 
freight  on  delivery  at  tne  rate  of  the  weight  of 
cargo  shipped,  ana  the  real  difficulty  in  this  case 
ia  within  which  dasa  of  oontraot  this  contract 
falls.  Does  it  fall  within  the  class  of  contract 
whidi  is  subject  to  the  conditions  which  attach  to 
a  lump  sum  contract,  or  does  it  fall  within  that 
(dasa  <n  contract  where  the  freight  is  payable  upon 
ddiveiT,  but  at  a  rate  to  be  fixed  on  the  weight 
shipped  P  The  only  two  other  clauses  that  have 
any  bearing  are  these  ordinary  clauses :  "  Ghar> 
terers'  liabQit7  to  cease  when  cargo  is  shipped 
and  bills  of  lading  signed,  provided  all  the  con- 
ditions called  for  in  this  onart'er  have  been  ful- 
filled, but  vessel  to  have  a  lien  on  the  cargo  for 
freight,  dead  freight,  and  demurrage."  Thai  the 
other  clause  is:  "Any  difference  between  this 
charter-partf  and  bills  of  lading  frdght  shall  be 
■etUed  at  Fiume,"  t^t  is  the  port  of  loadinf|, 
"  on  dearanoe  of  veesel  if  requirad  by  master;  if 
in  eharterera'  favour  by  captain's  draft,  payable 
three  days  after  arrival  at  port  of  discharge,  if  in 
steamer's  favour  in  cash,  less  3  per  cen£  for  all 
charges."  At  first  I  thought  that  was  a  veiy 
sfatmg  argument  in  favour  of  Mr.  Carver's 
view,  because  it  seemed  to  contemplate  the 
aaoertainment  of  the  actual  payment  dae  from 
the  one  jrarty  to  the  other  in  respect  of  tJie  cargo 
of  the  ship  at  the  time  that  the  vessel  was  loaded 
and  left,  out  I  think  that  I  have  attached  too 
ToL  XCm  2816*. 


much  importance  to  that,  and  for  these  reasons : 
It  is  quite  plain  that  might  apply  to  either  class 
of  contract,  because  it  is  merefy  for  the  pnrpose 
of  adjusting  the  rights  of  the  parties  at  the  time, 
ee  AypotAMt  there  is  a  difference  between  the  bill  of 
lading  freight  and  the  charter-party  freight^  either 
in  favour  ca  one  side  or  the  other,  which  has  to  be 
adjusted,  but  when  it  has  to  be  adjusted  the  only 
matter   to   be   dealt  with  will  be  the  balance 
between  the  two  parties.    The  rest  will  remain  at 
the  same  risk  as  oefore ;  in  other  words,  the  ship- 
owner, though  he  has  received  the  extara  6d.,  wUl 
still  have  to  insure,  and  may  be  liable  to  loee  his 
frdght  if  he  does  not  fulfil  the  conditions  of  the 
oontraot;  and  on  the  other  side  it  is  a  clause 
which  must  be,  or  which  mav  be,  made  use  of  in 
favour  of  the  charterer,  who  will  have  got  th& 
bill  of  lading  from  the  captain,  and  s^  tiie 
shipper  will  have  to  look  for  delivery  of  his  oargO' 
to  get  back  that  mon^,  part  of  which  he  has. 
alrcndy  paid,  and  part  of  which  he  expebts  to> 
repay  uimaelf  when  na  has  delivered  the  canro.  I 
therefore  come  to  the  oondn^n,  in  accordance  < 
with  the  view  of  Uie  learned  judge,  that  it  is  open 
on  this  oontract  to  say  it  is  a  contract  whraeby 
the  cargo  is  to  be  delivered  on  being  paid  freight ;. 
or,  in  otiier  words,  the  time  of  payment  of  freight  ■ 
ia  to  be  when  the  cargo  is  delivered,  and  it  is  to- 
be  paid  on  riffht  and  true  delivery  of  the  cargo  at. 
the  rate  of  the  susar  when  it  is  put  on  board.    I 
am  fully  alive  to  uie  difficulties  in  actually  ascer- 
taining what  is  to  be  piud  when  a  cargo  arrivea . 
short  in  quantity;  but  I  cannot  help  thinking-- 
tbat  these  were  this  very  diffionltiee  which  were 
pointed  out  by  Bowen,  J.,  and  for  the  reaaona 
which  I  will  give  in  a  moment,  I  do  not  think  that 
the  difficulty  in  the  applicatkm  of  the  contract 
justifies  us  m  brin^png  it  within  the  oategoty  of 
those  contracts  which  are  for  lump  sums.    Now, 
why  do  I  say  that  I  think,  at  any  rate  in  this 
court,  we  ought  to  hold  that  this  language  is  not 
Buffident  to  turn  this  into  or  make  it  equivalent 
to  a  contract  for  a  lump  sum  P    I  do  not  rdFer 
again  to  the  provisions  beyond  saying  that  they 
are  the  ordinary  provisions  for  payment  on  the 
chartering  of  a  ship — ^freight  to  be  payable  upon 
delivery— except  tlie  one  condition  tliat  it  is  at. 
the  rate  of  10«.  6<I.  per  ton  gross  weight  shipped. 
Ever  since  Dakvn  v.  OxUv  {ubi  •up.),  which  waa 
dedded  in  1864,  I  think  uiat  it  has  been  reww-. 
nised  that  Willes,  J.  laid  down  the  law  absolut^ 
correctly  whan  he  said  that "  The  true  test  of  we 
right  to  freight  is  the  questioin  whether  the  service- 
in  respect  m.  which  the  freight  was  contracted  to^ 
be  paid  has  been  Bubatantially  performed;  and. 
aocordixu;  to  the  law  of  Englano,  as  a  rule,  fidght 
is  earned  by  the  carriage  and  arrival  of  the  goods 
ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  merchant,  thou^ 
they  be  in  a  damaged  state  when  they  arrive.    If 
the  shipowner  faUs  to  carry  the  goods  for  the 
merchant  to  the  destined  port,  the  frdght  is  not 
earned.    If  he  carry  part,  out  not  the  whole,  no 
freight  is  pa^ble  in  respect  of  the  part  not  carried 
and  freight  is  payable  in  respect  of  the  part  carried 
unless  the  charter-party  make  the  carriage  of  the 
whole  a  condition  precedent  to  the  earning  of  any 
freight."    Under  what  dronmstanoee  is  that  de- 

Earted  from  P  I  believe  it  isaccnrate  to  state,  as 
as  been  stated  in  the  course  of  the  arg^umOnts  by 
both  of  the  learned  counsel,  that,  as  far  as  autho- 
rity goes,  that  rule  has  never  been  departed  from, 
except  in  the  case  of  lump  freight,  or,  in  other 
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vrords,  freij^H  i)aJd  for  the  use  of  the  ship,  and 
which  would  be  dae  however   muoh  cargo   the 
<;harterer8  pat  on  board  the  ship.    It  is  quite 
true  that  in  the  Merchant  Shipping  Company  v. 
Armitage  {ubi  «u^.)  yon  have  the  same  woraa : 
"  A  lump  anm  freight  of  50002.  to  be  paid  after 
«ntire  discharge  and  right  delivery  ot  cargo,"  and 
it  was  held  that  that  5(X)02.  was  due  because  it  was 
a  lump  sum,  and  that  the  right  delivery  of  the 
whole  cargo  could  not  defeat  or  could  not  prevent 
the  shipowner  being  entitled  to  receive  that  lamp 
snm.  That  was  following  the  cases  of  The  Norway 
{ubi  tup.)  and  Kniahts  v.  Bobinton  (ubi  <up.)>  and 
therefore  if ,  as  I  have  said,  the  only  reasonable 
<M>nstraction  to  put  on  this  charter-party  is  that  it 
is  to  be  a  charter-party  for  a  lump  sum,  which 
lamp  sum  is  to  be  ascertained  by  paying  10«.  6d. 
;{ier  ton  upon  every  ton  shipped — if  that  is  the  true 
-  construction  of  this  charter-party,  of  course  the 
principle  of  the  Merchant  Bhipping  Company  v. 
Armitage  i^vhi  tup.)  would  apply.    Bat  I  think  it 
does  leqoire  special  words  in  order  to  deprive  the 
word  "  freight "  of  the  meaning  which  has  been 
■attached  to  it  by  the  law  ot  England  for  so  many 
jears,  and  I  think  that  the  mere  fact  that  there 
woald  be  diflSculties  in  ascertaining  what  is  due, 
faeoaase  whan  the   cargo  arrives  it  has  to  be 
measured   by  the  weight   at    shipment,    is  not 
soflBoient,  bnt  only  brings  the  case  within  that 
«ateKory  ot  contract  where  freight  in  the  ordinary 
«ense  of  the  word  has  to  be  measured,  not  by  the 
wdght  of  the  goods  when  they  arrive,  but  by  the 
weight  ot  the  goods  when  they  are  shipped.    I 
fuUy  recognise  the  difficulties  there  are  in  working 
out  the   contract,  bnt  those  are  difficulties  in 
application,  and  must  not  be  allowed  to  prevent 
<us  applying   the    rules    of    law ;    and    1  think, 
although  the  case  does  present  veiy  consider- 
able dmoulties,  this  contract  is  in  its  terms  an 
ordinal^  contract  for  payment  of  freight  at  a  rate 
to  be  so  ascertained,  and  is  not  a  contract  which 
has  the  incidents  of  a  lump  sum  freight.    For  that 
jreason  I  think  my  brother  Walton  has  come  to 
the  right  conolusion  on   the  construction  of  the 
-contract.     With  regard  to  the  other  point,  in  my 
opinion  it  does   not  arise,  because   I  think  the 
charterers  were,  on  the  construction  I  put  upon 
the  charter-party,  only  liable  to  pay  to  the  ship- 
owner the  rate  of  freight  which  Walton,   J.  has 
assessed.      If  the  case  could  be  argued  on  the 
basis  that  the  other  sum  of   money,  the  larger 
eom  of  money,  was  not  due  from  the  consignees 
to  the  charterers,  different  considerations  might 
have  arisen ;  but  it  seems  to  me,  to  the  extent  to 
which  they   received    the   money    beyond    that 
which  was  dne  from  the  charterers  to  them,  they 
-certainly  did  receive  it  by  virtue  of  their  position 
under  the  charter-party  and  as  agents    for  the 
charterers.    I  therefore  think  this  appeal  must 
be  dismissed. 

GOLLINS.  M.R.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
I  have  Yory  little  to  add,  because  I  not  only  agree 
with  the  judgment  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  but  also  with  that  of  Walton,  J.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  basis  of  the  whole  question 
here  is,  what  is  the  right  of  the  shipowner  to 
freight  P  It  is  perfectly  clear  law  that  prima 
fade  freight  is  not  payable  except  upon  delivery 
of  the  cargo.  Yan  have  to  find  some  special 
provisions  sufficiently  clearly  expressed  in  the 
contract  between  the  parties  to  oust  that  prima 
faeie   presumption.     Therefore,  in  approaching 


this  case,  you  must  start  with  supposing  that 
where  freight  is  stipulated  for,  it  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  earning  of  that  freight  that  the 
goods  should   be  carried   to    their    destination. 
Now,  what  do  I  find  here  on  the  face  of  this 
charter-party  P    To  begin  with,  it  is  not  a  con- 
tract written  out  de  novo  between  the  parties,  but 
it  is  a  contract  based  apon  a  printed  form,  some 
parts  of  which  are  allowed  to  stand,  and  some 
parts  of  which  are  excluded,   and  on  the  face  of 
this  printed  form  there  is  a  provision  for  agreeing 
distinctly  for  what  is  caUed  a  lump  sam  freight 
and  there   is  also  a  provision  for  the  ordinary 
agreement  of  ordinary  freight,  i.e.,  freight  to  the 
earning  of  which  delivery  is  a  condition  precedent. 
The  contract  is  to  load  a  full  and  complete  cargo 
and  deliver  it   at  a   certain   place   agreeably  to 
bills  of  lading,  on  being  paid  freight  in  full,  and 
then,  "  At  the  rate  of  10«.  6d.  per  ton  of  20owt. 
gross  weight  shipped,  payable  on  right  and  true 
delivery  of  the  cargo  in  cash,  at  the  cnn-ent  rate 
of    exchange    tor    sixty    days'   sight    bills    on 
London  P  "     Is    there  anything  in  those  terms 
incompatible  with  the  primd  fade  obligation   to 
deliver    the  cargo    before  you    can    earn   yoar 
freight  P    The  only  thing  that  can  be  suggested 
as  incompatible  with  it  is  that  the  rate  at  which 
the  freight  is  to  be  paid  is  the  rate  per  ton  of  the 
gross  weight  shipped.      What   is    there  incon- 
sistent with  that  in  the  obligation  to  deliver  the 
cargo  before  you  have  earned  your  freight  ?    It 
seems  to  me  nothing.     It  is  a  convenient  way  of 
measuring  that  which  is    to  be  paid    for — the 
freight — and  it  is  convenient  in  this  way,  that  for 
many  causes  the  weight  may  be  altered  daring 
the  coarse  of  trannit  without  any  fault  on  the 
part  of  the  shipowners,  and  therefore  it  is  thought 
a  fair  provision  that  they  should  have  a  perfectly 
indisputable  weight,  the  weight  when  the  cargo 
is  shipped,  as  the  basis  on  which  the  freight  was 
to  be  paid;  and  if  it  should  happen  that  that 
weight  is  diminished  by  causes  outside  the  ship- 
owners' responsibility,  they  are  not  to  suffer  in 
that  respect,  but  are  to  be  paid  on  the  weight  of 
the  cargo   shipped,   not   on  the  weight   of   the 
cargo  delivered,  which  may  be  less.    That  is  a 
very  intelligible  provision,   and  one  which  the 
parties  might  perfectly  well  have  in  mind  when 
they  made  the  stipulation,  without  any  intention 
whatever  to  qualify  the  always  underlying  obliga- 
tion to  deliver  your  cargo  before  you  earn  your 
freight.    Now,  that  bang  what  I  should  myself 
treat    as  the    primd  fade    inference  from  the 
word  "freight,     I    find  that  it  is  considerably 
strengthened  in  the  particular  ciroumstanoes  of 
this  case.    In  the  printed  form  used  for  this 
charter-party  I  find  after  the  provision  for  the 
delivery  of  the  cargo  on  payment  of  freight,  a 
clause  "  for  the  full  reaches  and  burden  ot  the 
steamer's  hold,  and  every  available  space,  the 
lump  sum  of."    That  provision,  which  wonld  have 
supported  the  contention  of  the  shipowners  that 
the   contract  was   for  a  lump  sum  freight,  was 
scratched  out,  and  what  is  left  in  is  the  clause 
beginning  "  at  the  rate  of,"  which  is  the  other  and 
alternative  form,  which  indicates  freight  in  the 
ordinary  way.    So  it  is  not  merely  a  case,  as  I 
have  said  already,  of  writing  out  the  contract  as 
if  was  written  oat  on  a  new  sheet  ot  paper ;  but 
it  was  a  deliberate  deletion  of  that  part  of  the 
printed  contract  which  would  have  formed  the 
obligation  which  the  shipowner  now  sets  up  as 
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the  one  between  him  and  the  charterer.  The 
Lord  Chief  Jnstice  has  gone  throagh  the  rest  of 
the  charter-party  and  referred  to  the  leading 
Authorities  on  the  matter,  and  I  not  think  it  is 
meoessary  to  repeat  anything  that  he  has  said.  I 
Agree  in  all  he  has  said  as  to  the  right  of  the 
■charterer  to  recover  back  from  the  shipowner 
the  snrplas  which  he  has  received  over  and 
above  the  freight  to  which  he  alone  has  any 
Tight  —  namely,  the  freight  payable  on  the 
«ar0o  actually  delivered.  I  aerae  therefore  with 
the  learned  judge,  and  I  think  that  this  appeal 
fails. 

BOKEB,  L.J. — I  am  extremely  sorry  that  I  feel 
obliged  to  form  an  opinion  which  differs  from 
that  of  my  Lords  and  from  that  of  Walton,  J. 
Inasmuch  as  the  question  involved  in  this  appeal 
is  one  concerning  charter-parties,  I  need  scarcely 
«ay  that  I  differ  with  the  greatest  difSdence,  for  I 
iiave  no  doubt  that  in  all  human  probability  my 
opinion  is  wron^.  At  the  same  time,  I  have 
formed  that  opinion,  and  iny  duty  is,  sitting  herei 
when  I  have  formed  an  opinion  to  express  it.  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion,  stating  the  matter 
somewhat  briefly,  that  the  case  before  ns  cannot 
be  distin^ished  in  principle  from  that  which  was 
-decided  in  the  case  of  Merchant  Bhipping  Com- 
pany Iiimiled  v.  Armitage  (wbi  sup.),  and  the 
cases  there  cited.  To  my  mind,  when  this 
charter-party  is  looked  at  it  will  be  found  in 
effect  that  the  cargo  which  is  the  subject  of  it 
is  treated  as  one  cargo,  not  as  something  broken 
up  into  portions,  and  that  in  subatajioe  the 
amount  that  is  to  be  payable  for  freight  is  in 
-effect  a  lump  sum  tfaoagh  it  is  not  called 
so.  The  cargo  which  is  to  be  loaded  under 
this  charter-party,  is  a  full  and  complete 
■cargo ;  and  the  tonnage  of  the  ship  and  its 
carrying  capacity  is  stated.  That  cargo,  of 
coorae.  might  vai^  by  a  few  tons  either  way, 
according  to  the  minimum  or  maximum  capacity 
of  the  ship,  but  it  was  to  be  a  fall  and  complete 
cai^o ;  and  then  yon  find  that  the  freight  was  to 
be  estimated  tnth  regard  to  that  cargo  at  so  much 
per  ton.  That  appears  to  me  to  have  been  a 
ehortway  of  arriving  at  the  amount  of  the  freight 
■directly  the  cargo  was  shipped  and  the  ship  was 
ready  to  depart.  The  method  of  ascertaining 
the  sum  that  had  to  be  paid  for  freight  was,  of 
■coarse,  fixed  by  reference  to  tonnage,  because,  as 
I  have  pointed  out,  the  exact  amount  of  the 
tonnage  contained  in  the  full  and  complete  cargo 
conld  not  be  ascertained  until  the  whole  cargo 
was  on  board.  Then  when  I  come  to  the  part  of 
the  charter-party  which  states  as  to  when  the 
freight  is  payable,  how  do  I  find  the  question  of 
payment  is  dealt  with  wita  reference  to  the  cargo  ? 
la  is  dealt  with  with  reference  to  tonnage,  or  any- 
tiling  of  that  sort ;  or  is  it  dealt  with  with  refer- 
■ence  to  the  cargo  as  a  whole  ?  It  is  dearly  dealt 
with  with  reference  to  the  cai^  as  a  whole.  It 
is  payable  on  the  right  and  true  delivery  of  the 
cargo  in  cash.  Then  it  is  stated  that  iu  substance 
this  is  to  be  treated  as  a  provision  for  payment  of 
the  freight  according  to  the  tonnage  of  the  cargo, 
or  according  to  the  bags  in  which  that  cargo  was 
packed  at  the  moment  of  delivery,  so  that  you 
can  only  ascertain  the  freightage  payable  by 
seeing  what  tonnage  is  delivered  or  how  many 
bags  are  handed  over.  Now  let  me  first  consider 
the  question  of  tonnage.  Is  it  a  natural  inference 
or  a  proper  inference   from  this  charter-party 


that  ib  was  contemplated  that  the  freight  wonl'd 
be  payable  according  to  the  tonnage  of  the  goods 
as  delivered  ?  In  what  shape  was  this  sugar  to 
be  shipped  P  Oh  the  face  of  the  charter-party,  it 
was  to  be  shipped  in  bags.  Those  bags,  on  th'e 
face  of  the  charter-party,  might  be  of  any  size ; 
they  might  be  of  any  weight.  I  find,  neverthe- 
less, that  the  freight  is  to  be  ascertained  with 
reference  to  the  gross  weight  of  the  cargo  shipped, 
which  would  include  the  weight  of  the  bags.  You 
could  not  ascertain,  then,  with  regard  to  this 
cargo,  except"  by  weighing  it  as  a  whole,  what 
portion  of  it  would  be  delivered  on  arrival  of  the 
ship,  if  any  portion  of  it  was  lost.  If  the  freight 
was  payabld  according  to  tonnage  on  delivery 
(which  is  one  of  the  views  put  forward  by  the 
respondents  on  this  appeal)  let  me  see  what  would 
have  to  be  done.  '  Gould  it  be  contemplated  by 
this  charter-party  that  there  would  have  to  be  a 
re- weighing  of  the  cargo  on  delivery  ?  How  could 
you  propenj  re-weigh  it  if  the  whole  cargo  did 
not  arrive — properly  weigh  it  when  it  has  been 
delivered  in  such  bags  as  I  have  indicated  P  Ycfa 
could  not  possibly  do  it,  nor  do  I  think  it  could 
have  been  contemplated  that  the  weight  on  arrival 
was  supposed  to  oe  a  matter  on  wmch  the  pay- 
ment of  freight  depended ;  and,  when  you  bear  in 
mind  that  sugar  must  of  necessity  change  in 
weight,  it  seems  to  me  almost  inconceivable  that 
they  could  have  supposed  that  the  amount  ot 
freight  payable  on  this  charter-party  had  to  be 
considered  with  reference  to  the  weight  of  the 
sugar  on  arrival,  especially,  as  I  have  said,  when 
you  bear  in  mind  that  it  would  be  impossible  to 
tell  from  the  caivo,  when  it  arrived,  if  the  whole 
did  not  arrive,  how  much  had  been  wasted,  o. 
what  was  the  tonnage  of  the  cargo  that  arrived 
when  it  was  ship]^.  Of  course,  if  I  had 
come  to  a  conclusion  in  other  respects  as  to 
the  true  meaning  of  this  charter-party,  and 
thought  that  it  did  not  come  within  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  Merchant  Shipping  Company 
Limited  v.  Armitage  (ubi  rup.),  I  should  not 
be  deterred  by  di£Sculties  of  that  sort  from 
trying  to  do  what  was  right  between  the 
parties,  but  I  do  point  out  the  difficulties  as 
showing  that  it  could  not  have  been  oontemplated 
in  this  case,  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  there  should 
have  been  any  sort  of  re-aesessment  of  this  cargo 
with  reference  to  tonnage  in  order  to  asoert^ 
the  freight  which  is  payable.  Then  I  come  to  the 
next  suggestion,  which,  I  think,  really  was  the 
main  suggestion  of  the  respondents  on  this 
appeal,  namely,  that  a  charter-party  has  to  be 
construed  as  if  it  were  a  provision  for  payment 
of  freight  according  to  deliveiy  ot  the  bags  in 
which  the  sugar  was.  I  have  already  pointed  out 
that  there  is  nothing  in  this  charter-party  whidi 
says  anything  about  the  size  or  weight  of  the 
bags,  and,  except  in  saying  that  the  cargo  is  to 
come  in  bags,  there  is  nothing  in  this  charter- 
party  to  show  that  the  bags  had  anything  what- 
ever to  do  with  the  freight,  and  if  it  hM.  been 
contemplated  that  the  payment  of  the  freight 
would  have  depended  on  the  number  of  bags  that 
arrived  more  or  less  filled  with  sugar,nothin^  conld 
have  been  more  easy  than  to  have  eaid  so  in  this 
charter-party.  If  the  freight  was  <o  depend  upon 
the  number  of  bags  wmch  were  delivered  it 
appears  to  me  difficult  to  see  why  the  diarter- 
party,  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  freight, 
referred  at  all  to  the  gross  weight  of  the  cargo 
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as  it  wu  shipped.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that  to  hold  ttiat  this  cnarter-party  meams  that 
the  frught  is  payable  only  on  the  cargo  in  ba^ 
as  per  Mg  whan  delivered,  is  to  do  violence  to  this 
chuier-pirir,  and  to  pnt  upon  it  a  constmotion 
which  it  reaUy  will  not  bear.  Then  I  may  point, 
as  snpportine  the  view  that  I  am  taking,  to  one 
of  'Uie  Ltter  olaQsee  in  this  charter-party.  I  refer 
to  the  (danse  about  what  is  to  hapnen  when  the 
master  signs  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  rate  of 
frcdght  in  the  bills  of  lading  dlAnrs  from  that  in 
the  charter-part^.  That  provision,  to  my  mind, 
mnnts  to  IMa :  that  it  is  contemplated  that  the 
n^gtit  which  is  payable  under  this  charter-party 
is  a  snm  then  ascertainable  and  which  can  lie 
finally  adjnsted,  if  there  is  a  difference  between 
the  bill  of  lading  and  the  charter-party,  by  a 
snm  in  cash  then  ascertainable.  It  appears  to 
me,  thwefore,  that  this  charter-party,  when 
looked  at  as  a  whole,  is,  in  sabstanoe,  a  charter- 
party  for  a  cargo  as  a  whole,  not  split  up  into 
items  which  can  be  separately  identified,  and  in 
respect  of  which  von  can  iainy  pnt  on  them  a 
separate  rate  of  ueight.  It  is,  therefore,  as  I 
have  said,  as  it  appears  to  me,  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  cases  I  have  referred  to.  Now,  I  will 
only  say  with  reference  to  Bpaight  v.  I^Mweorth 
(w&t  dtp.)  that  that  really  is  no  anthority  what- 
ever in  the  present  case,  nor  has  it,  to  my  mind, 
amy  material  bearing  apon  it.  There  there  was 
no  question  of  the  construction  of  a  charter-partv. 
There  it  was  achnitted  that  the  freiKht  was  payable 
according  to  the  timber  delivered  and  the  only 
qaestion  was  with  reference  to  a  provision  as  to 
tne  measurement  of  the  timber,  with  referenoe  to 
the  kind  of  measurement  adopted  at  tixe  port  of 
shipment.  If  that  case  is  looked  at,  as  I  have 
said,  it  is  no  authority  at  all  on  the  pesent 
question.  Given  the  respondente  in  this  case 
were  r^ht  in  the  construction  of  the  charter- 
party,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  cany  out  that 
constmotion  merely  because  it  occasioned  diffi- 
onltaee,  but  I  do  think,  apart  from  all  other 
considerations,  the  construction  contended  for 
bv  the  respondente  in  this  case  does  lead  to 
almost  incredible  results — at  any  rate,  to  me, 
incredible.  It  would  really  appear  from  their 
contention,  if  they  are  right  as  to  the  bags,  that 
in  a  case  of  jettison,  it  the  parties  had  only 
jettisoned  portions  oi  the  sugar— three  parte  of 
the  sugar  out  of  every  bag — ^they  would  be  able  to 
say  that  the  whole  freight  was  payable,  but  that 
it  thoy  jettisoned  the  whole  of  cue  sugar  out  of  a 
certain  number  of  bags,  then  they  could  be 
entitled  to  say  the  freight  was  only  payable  in 
respect  of  the  remaining  bags  whidi  contained 
the  sugar.  At  any  rate^  that  does  not  seem  to 
be  a  result  that  could  be  desirable,  nor  does  it 
appear  to  me  to  be  a  result  which  ought  to  follow 
from  the  charter-i«rty.  I  have  expressed  my 
opinion,  as  I  have  said,  and  I  do  so  with  very 
connderable  diflBdence. 

Carver,  K.G. — Tour  Lordship  has  not  dealt 
witii  the  point  of  the  7716  bags  wliioh  were  empty. 
The  learned  judge  has  taken  the  bags  delivered 
as  that  on  whiw  the  freight  has  to1[>ei>aid.  I 
have  submitted,  but  your  Lordships  have  not 
dealt  with  the  matter,  that  the  freight  ought  to 
be  pud  on  tibose  as  well  as  on  the  others. 

Lord  A1.VEBBIOKE,  G.J. — A  point  arises,  as  I 
understand  it,  on  this  passage  at  the  end  of  the 


judgment  of  Walton,  J. :  "I  ought  to  have  said 
a  word  about  the  empty  bags,  because  Mr.  Oarver 
said  as  to  those  empty  bags,  on  7716  at  any  rate,. 
the  freight  was  payable,  because  even  although  tli» 
ba^  was  empi^  yon  must  take  it  as  weighing  the 
shipping  weight.  I  appreciate  what  there  is  to- 
be  siud  in  favour  of  that,  but  I  think  the  freight 
was  to  be  payable  on  the  sagar  in  bogs.  No- 
doubt  the  weight  of  the  bag  was  to  be  included, 
but  where  there  was  no  sugar  in  the  bags  I  do 
not  think  that  any  sugar  was  delivered,  and  there- 
fore the  freight  is  not  payable  on  the  empty 
bags."  Your  claim  is  in  respect  of  the  bags  being, 
takim  to  be  empty  ior  this  purpose  P 

Carver,  K.C.— Tes. 

Lord  Alvbbstonb,  G.  J. — ^We  need  not  trouble- 
you,  Mr.  Hamilton,  I  am  sorry  I  did  not  notioe- 
the  {mint  yesterday;  I  ought  to  have  done  so«. 
especially  after  it  was  dearly  mentioned  by  Mr- 
Oarver.  We  must  take  it  for  this  pnrpoae  thair 
the  bags  were  empty.  On  the  view  that  the- 
Master  of  the  Bous  and  I  teke  of  this  agree- 
ment, confirming  Walton,  J.,  Walton,  J.  had  to 
find  how  much  sugar  in  bags  was  delivered  at 
the  weight  which  that  susar  in  bogs  was  shipped ;. 
and  he  has  eme  througn  some  calculation  and 
arrived  at  tnat.  It  is  said  that  ought  to  b» 
increased,  because  in  addition  to  what  he  ha* 
found  for  that,  7716  empty  bags  were  also- 
delivered.  I  think  that  was  not  sugar  in  bags, 
and,  therefore,  on  the  principle  on  wmoh  we  hav» 
demded  this  case,  whetner  we  are  right  or  wrongs 
Walton,  J.  waa  right  in  exdndii^  those. 

Carver,  E.G. — Might  I  stete  that  the  learned 
judge  did  not  make  any  calculation  P 

Lord  Alybbstokii,  G.J. — We  have  had  no> 
argument  on  the  question  whether  he  arrived  at 
the  right  figure  or  not.  We  are  here  to  discus* 
the  important  question  of  law. 

Appeal  diemieeed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  WootUioun,  Dcnii' 
eon  and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  TV.  A.  Crumpaadf 
Bon,  agente  tor  Tumbull,  TiUey,  and  Co.,  Weaib 
HartlepooL 


Tueeday,  Feb.  9. 

(Before  Gollihs,  M.R.,  Bombb,  and 

Mathbw,  L. JJ.) 

LuuBY  r.  Fattpei..  (a) 

A.PPBAL  FROM  THE  KINa'B  BENCH  DITIBIOV. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Leaee — Covenant  to  pay  aW 
aasesemente  "  which  now  are  or  during  the  tem^ 
ehcUl  he  impoted  or  atieeeed  " — Pavtna  eoepetue^ 
under  PuSlie  Health  Act  1875— TTorJIw  com- 
pleted before  leate^Apportionment  after  leaee^- 
liabiliiy  of  leeeee. 

A  covenant  by  a  lessee  that  he  wiU  pay  "  all 
rates,  taxes,  and  assessments  whatsoever  which 
now  are  or  during  the  said  term  ehaU  he- 
imposed  or  assessed  upon  the  said  premise*  or  o» 
the  landlord  or  tenant  in  respect  thereof  iy 
authority  of  Parliament  or  otherwise  "  does  not 

rly  to  paving  expenses  which  have  heeom«  a 
rge  upon    the  premises  under  the    PtMio- 
Health  Act  1875  upon  the  completion  of  the 

(«)  BeporMd  b;  E.  SlAMtir  SiuiB,Eiq.,  Buntter-M-Lkw. 
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^tcrJu  before  the  date  of  the  lecue,  although  iueh 
•ettpeiue*  do  not  become  payabU  until  after  that 

date. 
Snrteea  v/Woodhoiise  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  407;  (1903) 

1  K.B.  396)  fMowed. 
Apfkax  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  jaJgmout  of 
the  Diriaional  Coart  (Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  WUls 
■and  Chantiell,  JJ.)  reTersine  the  deoiaion  of  the 
jndse  of  the  Kinsaton-on-Thames  Goimty  Court. 

l9te  aotum  waa  oronght  to  recover  the  lom  of 
251.  18*.  lid.  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  oom- 
vtUed  to  pay  to  the  Wimbledon  Urban  Diatrict 
Coimoil,  being  the  proportionate  amonnt  of  the 
paring  expenaea  incurred  by  the  coonoil  in  cany- 
ang  out  certain  improTementa  under  aeot.  150  of 
the  Fablic  Health  Act  1875,  apportioned  in 
^WMot  of  certain  premiaea  belonging  to  the  plain- 
•tiff,  dtoate  in  Broadway,  Wimbtedon. 

On  the  7Ui  Oct.  1879  the  plaintiff  had  demised 
the  pramiaea  in  qneation  to  one  Gordon. 

On  the  4th  May  1893  Gordon  aaaigned  to  the 
■defendant. 

On  the  2nd  Nov.  1899  the  defendant  anrreu- 
•dered  the  leaae  to  the  plaintiff,  tiie  deed  of  aur- 
TCoder  containing  an  abaolate  releaae  and 
•^•charge  of  the  £fendant  by  the  plaintiff  from 
«II  ranto  and  corenanta  and  conditiona  reaerred 
by  and  oontained  in  the  indentnre  of  leaae  of  the 
7tli  Oct.  1879,  and  from  all  aotiona,  prooeedinga, 
-rfainia,  and  demands  in  reapeot  thereof. 

On  thaaame  day— viz.,  2nd  Nov.  1899— the 
filaintiff  granted  to  the  defendant  a  new  lease  of 
the  aame  premiaea  for  a  term  which  waa  to  com- 
menoe  on  the  preceding  29th  Sept. 

The  new  leaae  oontained  the  following  cove- 
nant : 

That  the  leasee  will  pay  the  rent  hereby  reierved  at 
■Hae  Uma  sad  in  manner  afoieaaid,  and  will  pay  all  lates, 
taxes,  and  aaaeaimenta  whatsoever  which  now  are  or 
dnimf  the  said  term  shall  be  imposed  or  ssaeesed  npon 
tha  said  pconisas  or  on  the  landlord  or  tenant  in  respeot 
tteieof  1^  anihority  of  Parliament  or  otherwise. 

Before  the  ezecntion  of  this  lease — i.e.,  in  Jan. 
1B98 — the  Wimbledon  Urban  Diatrict  Coonoil  had 
finally  completed  the  improvemente  mider  sect.  150 
<d  the  PabUc  Health  Act,  but  the  expenses  of  the 
works  were  not  apportioned  under  that  aection 
«mong  the  frontagers  till  Dec.  1900. 

The  PnbUe  Health  ■Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict  o.  55) 
{trovidea: 

Seet.  857.  Where  any  local  authority  have  incurred 
^apeaaes  for  the  repi^ment  whereof  the  oimer  of  the 
psswiises  for  or  inzeapeot  of  irhioh  the  aame  are  incurred 
ia  Bukde  liable  under  this  Act  .  .  .  such  expenses 
may  be  reoovered  .  .  .  from  any  person  who  is  the 
osraer  ot  sooh  premises  when  the  works  are  oompleted 
■for  whudi  Bueh  expenses  have  been  incurred,  and  until 
ceoovery  of  such  ezpentes  and  interest  the  same  shall  be 
A  elbKtge  on  the  prcmisss  in  respeot  of  which  they  were 
aaovrred.    ... 

The  Oonnty  Court  judge  held  that  under  the 
above-mentioned  covenant,  in  the  leaae  of  the 
2nd  Nov.  1899  the  defendant  waa  bound  to  repay 
40  the  plaintiff  the  amount  which  the  plaintiff 
bad  beni  compelled  to  pay  to  the  Wimbledon 
Urban  District  ConnoiL 

The  Diviaional  Court  (Lord  .Aiverstone,  C.J., 
Willa  and  Ohannell,  JJ.)  reversed  the  deciaion  of 
the  Connty  Court  jndg^  upon  the  ground  that 
the  words  in  the  covenant,  "ratea,  taxes,  and 
■aBaeBBmenta,"  were  not  wide  enough  to  cover  the 
^^oitioined  -eijienaea  of  paving  a  atreet  under 


aect  150  of  the  Fablic  Health  Act  1875,  and 
thev  therefore  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

The  caae  ia  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  562. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

W.  0.  Hodges  for  the  plaintiff,  (a)— The  defen- 
dant's covenant  ia  that  he  will  pay  aJl  aaaeaaments 
which  now  are  "or  daring  the  aaid  term  ahall 
be"  impoaed  or  aaaeaaed.  The  charge  on  the 
property  may  have  existed  before  the  execution 
of  the  leaae  to  the  defendant,  but  the  asaeaament 
waa  not  made  till  after  the  date  of  the  lease. 
Beliance  is  placed  by  the  defendant  on  a  recent 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal : 

aurtee*  v.  Woodhotue,  88  L.  T.  Bap.  407 ;  (1903) 
1  K.  B.  396. 

But  in  that  caae  the  important  worda  of  the  cove- 
nant were,  aa  Stirling,  L.J.  obaerved  near  the  end 
of  hia  judgment,  "ontgoinga  charged,"  not 
"  outgoings  payable."  There  the  defendant  waa 
not  liable,  because  the  charge  on  the  land  waa 
not  made  during  the  term.  The  defendant'a  cove- 
nant alao  oontfuna  the  worda  "  which  now  are " 
impoaed  or  aaaeaaed.  That  meana  which  have 
been  impoaed  or  aaaeaaed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term.  The  leaae  waa  intended  to  be 
retroaneoUve.  The  term  waa  to  begin  before  the 
date  of  the  indentnre. 

Danekwerts,  E.C.  and  8.  Oreen  for  the  defta- 
dant.— Under  aect.  257  of  the  Public  Health  .Aot 
1875  the  charge  was  impoaed  on  the  premiaea  on 
the  completion  of  the  works,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  ia  not  liable  under  hia  covenant  to 
reimburae  the  plaintiff.  The  point  ia  aettied  by 
Surtees  v.  WootUiouee  (ubi  sup.),  which  followed 
Stock  V.  Meakin  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  248  ;  (1900)  1  Oh. 
683).  The  liability  ia  created  by  the  charge. 
The  aubeequent  aaaeaament  ia  merely  a  matter  of 
oalcolation  aa  to  the  exact  fignrea.  The  duty  of 
paving  ia  on  the  landlord,  and  it  he  does  hia  dn^ 
there  wonld  be  no  charge  or  aaaeaament,  and  he 
clearly  could  not  recover  anything  from  hia 
tenant  It  ia  only  when  the  landlord  makea 
de&ult  that  the  local  authority  ateps  in,  doea  the 
work,  and  asaeaaea  on  the  f  rontagera  the  propor- 
tions of  the  expenaea  they  must  pay.  A  landlord 
cannot,  b^  making  default  in  his  duty,  bring  hia 
'  caae  within  the  words  of  auch  a  covenant  aa  thia, 
80  as  to  impose  a  liability  on  hia  tenant 

Eodgee  in  reply. 

COLLIBB,  H.B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  thia 
appeal  fails,  and  I  decide  the  case,  not  on  the 
point  that  haa  be«i  mainly  argned,  but  upon  the 
laat  point,  which  ia  a  very  abort  one,  and  npon 
whion  it  appeara  to  me  the  authorities  are  con- 
clusive. The  headnote  to  Burtees  v.  Woodhouse 
{ubi  tup.)  in  the  Law  Beports  is  this :  "  Where 
by  n  covenant  in  a  leaae  the  leasee  covenanted  that 
he  would  daring  the  term  pay  and  bear  all  pre- 
sent and  future  ratea,  taxes,  duties,  aaaeaamanta, 
and  ontgoinga  charged  upon  the  demised  premiaea 
or  the  owner  or  occupier  in  reapeot  thereof : 
Held,  that  the  covenant  did  not  apply  to  expenaea 
of  private  street  worka,  which  under  the  Private 
3treet  Worka  Act  1892  had  become  a  charge  upon 
the  premiaea  on  the  completion  of  the  worka 
before  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  term 

(a)  So  much  of  the  argument  as  had  reference  to  the 
point  npon  which  the  deciiioa  of  the  Divisional  Court 
WIS  baaed  is  not  here  aet  oat,  became  that  point  is  not 
0  jnaif  ered  in  the  jad^ent  of  the  Conrt  of  Appeal. 
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granted  by  the  lease,  though  not  payable  until 
after  that  date."  Kow,  in  the  present  case  paying 
ezpenaes  had  been  inoarred  in  respect  of  these 
premises  before  the  date  of  lease  to  the  defendant, 
and  though  the  amount  payable  in  respect  of 
them  had  not  been  asaesaed  at  the  date  of  the 
lease/still  the  charge,  according  to  this  authority, 
had  become  a  charge  upon  the  premises — i.e.,  the 
liability  had  been  incurred.  The  defendant  had 
snrrendered  the  lease,  which  he  had  held  at  the 
time  when  these  expenses  became  a  charge  on 
the  premises,  and  he  had  received  a  complete 
release  from  all  his  obligations  towards  the  lessor 
in  respect  of  these  premises.  After  that  he  took 
the  existing  lease,  and  the  covenant  that  we  have 
to  oonstrue  appears  to  me  for  all  pnnxMes  of  this 
discussion  to  be  on  all  fours  and  identical  with 
tiie  covenant  in  8vrtee$  v.  Woodhoute.  The 
covenant  here  is  this  "  And  the  lessee  hereby 
oovenaats  with  the  lessor  in  manner  following — 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  lessee  will  pay  the  rent, 
hereby  reserved  at  the  time  and  in  manner  afore- 
said, and  will  also  pay  all  rates,  taxes  and  aasess- 
ments  whatsoever,  which  now  are,  or  during  the 
said  term  shall  be  imposed  or  assessed  upon  the 
said  premises,  or  on  the  landlord  or  tenant  in 
respect  thereof  by  authority  of  Parliament  or 
otherwise."  It  seems  to  me  uiat  that  covenant  is 
idootical  for  all  purposes  ot  this  discussion  with 
the  covenant  in  Surtees  v.  Woodhoiue,  and,  just 
as  there,  it  was  held  that  the  tact  that  the 
expenses  had  ripened  into  a  charge  before  the 
commencement  of  the  new  lease  was  a  complete 
answer  to  any  claim  made  upon  the  new  lease, 
BO,  it  seems  to  me,  it  is  a  complete  answer  here. 
I  have  listened  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Hodges, 
and  I  am  really  unable  to  follow  the  distinctions 
which  he  seeks  to  make  between  the  obligations 
arising  on  the  two  covenants,  and,  therefore,  I  do 
not  propose  to  attempt  to  go  through  them.  It 
appeats  to  me  that  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of 
aurteea  v.  Woodhoute  apply  just  as  much  wheUier 
the  words  are  "  outgoings,"  or  whether,  as  they 
are  here,  "  assessments,  because  the  basis  ot 
the  decision  was  that  the  charge  had  accrued 
before  the  assessment  was  made,  and  the  fact 
tjiat  the  charge  subsisted  was  not  affected,  nor 
was  any  fresh  liability  imposed  by  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  assessment  came  after.  The  charge 
was  for  an  amount  which  was  afterwards  assessed 
and  although  the  assessment  did  not  take  place 
until  after  the  currency  of  the  new  lease, 
dev^rtheless  it  gave  no  new  right  at  all  in  respect 
of  a  right  which  had  accrued,  and  which  in  this 
case  was  satisfied  before  the  new  lease  aros&  In 
Surteet  v.  Woodhouse  (itbt  sup.)  WUIiams,  L.J. 
after  reading  from  the  words  of  the  covenant  in 
question,  said :  "  In  my  judgment  these  words 
would  not  cover  a  rate  or  charge  which  had 
become  effective  before  the  date  of  the  lease,  by 
reason  merely  ot  the  cotnpletion  of  the  works, 
and  then,  lower  down,  he  said  :  "  Apart  from  the 
words  '  present  and  future'  the  covenant  is  to 
my  mind  perfectly  plain,  and  does  not  impose 
lipoh  the  tenant  tlie  obligation  to  pay  charges  to 
which  the  property  had  been  assessed  for  private 
street  works,  but  which  had  not  become  payable. 
For  i^ese  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  Walton,  J.  must  be  reversed."  And 
Stirling,  L.J.  said  in  a  written  judgmeat,  after 
referring  to  sect.  257  of  the  Public  Health  Act 
1875 :  "  It  appears  to  iue  that,  by  the  combined 


effect  of  this  last  section  and  sect  |12  <^  tho' 
Private  Street  Works  Act  1892,  the  apportioned 
amount  became  charged  on  the  owner  at  the  time 
of  completion  of  the  works  as  from  tiiat  date." 
That  is  to  say,  although  the  apportionment  did 
not  take  place  till  afterwards,  nevertheless  th» 
apportioned  amount  had  become  charged.  My  . 
brother  Mathew  gave  judgment  to  the  sameeffeot. 
For  these  reasons  I  think  that  on  this  point  thi» 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BoHBB,  L.J. — I  ^ree. 

Mathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
for  the  same  reasons  as  those  given  by  my  Lord. 

Appeal  dtsmtMed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Ashley,  Lumby,  and 
Cooper. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Gregion,  Wareham, 
Wavgh,  and  Gregton. 


Jan.  12  and  Feb.  16. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Mathbw  and  Gozbhs- 

Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Gbiffih  «.  Houldbb  Lihb  Limited,  (a) 

affxal  vndbb  the  wobembn's  comfensatioi* 

ACT  1897. 
Employer  and  workmain—Ipjviry  6jf  accident— 
Compeniation — "Factory" — Skip  in  a  dock-— 
"Workman"  —  Seaman— Factory  and  Work- 
shop Act  1901  (1  Edw.  7.  c.  22),  s.  10^— Work' 
men's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  &  61  Vict, 
c.  37), ».  7. 
A  sh^  moored  to  buoys  in  a  dock  preparatory  to 
proceeding   to  sea  occupies  part  of  a  factory 
within  sect.  104  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop 
Act  1901. 
An  able  seaman  employed  in  the  ordinary  duties' 
of  a  seaman  on  such  a  ship  is  a  "  icorkman  " 
within  sect.  7  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation- 
Act  1897  and,  siibject  to  the  provisions  of  i^t 
Act,  is  entitled  to  be  compensated  by  the  ship, 
owners  for  personal  injury  by  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  such  employment. 
8o   held   by   Collins,  M.R,    and    Cozens-Hardy,. 

L  J.,  MaAew,  L.J.  dissenting. 
Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  decision  of  the- 
judge  of  the  Gity  of  London  Court  that  she  was 
not  entitled,  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
A.ct  1897,  to  any  compensation  for  the  death  of 
her  husband,  who  had  been  killed  by  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment by  the  defendants. 
The  agreed  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows  ^— 
The  applicant,  Elizabeth  Ann  Griffin,  is  the- 
widow  and  administratrix  of  Edward  Latimer 
Griffin,  deceased. 

The  deceased  was  an  able  seaman,  and  on  tho 
2l8t  Nov.  1902  he  signed  articles  at  Liverpool 
to  serve  on  board  the  respondents'  steamship 
Royston  Grarige  as  an  able  seaman,  upon  a, 
voyage  from  Liverpool,  where  the  ship  was  theUi 
lying,  to  the  Biver  Plate  and  back  to  thi» 
country. 

The  deceased  duly  joined  the  ship  pursuant  to 
the  articles  on  or  about  the  22nd  Nov.  1902,  and 
sailecl  in  her  from  Liverpool  to  Newport,  Mon- 
mouthshire, at  which  port  the  vessel  called  to 
take  in  her  bunker  coal  for  the  voyage. 

(a)  Beportsd  b;  £.  Mamlet  Siuth,  Baq.,  Bwilata(-»t-I«w. 
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The  Teasel  arrive!  in  the  Alex«iiira  Dock, 
Newport,  on  the  24rth  Nor.  1902,  and  at  midnight 
on  the  28th  No7.  ehs  had  finished  receirinz  ner 
banker  coals,  and  was  moved  oat  to  the  baoys 
in  the  dock  preparatory  to  proceeding  to  sea  on 
the  following  morning. 

Whilst  engaged  clearing  np  the  No.  5  hold  on 
the  29Ui  Nov.  1902  a  dunnage  wood,  known  as  a 
"  torn,"  and  need  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  a 
deck  beam  when  heivy  weights  were  stowed 
above,  was  knocked  down  by  a  fellow  servant  of 
the  deceased,  and  fell  acrosa  his  ankle  and  instep, 
which  neoessitated  an  operation.  The  accident 
and  the  operation  resnltei  in  the  death  of  the 
deceased. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  judge  of  the  Oity  ot 
London  Court  the  judge  held  that  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  lb97  was  not  intended  to 
inclode  the  case  of  a  sailor  working  as  a  sailor, 
and  aa  the  deceased  was  working  as  a  sailor,  and 
nothing  else,  at  the  time  when  the  accident 
happened,  his  case  was  not  within  the  Act,  and 
tlwrefore  the  pluntiff  was  not  entitled  to  any 
compensation  nnder  the  Act 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Jan.  12.—Sohion,  K.C.  and  G.  A.  Seott  for  the 

flaintoff. — The  Workmen's  Compensation  Aot 
897  does  not  apply  to  defined  classes  of  workmen, 
but  to  employments  in  oertun  specified  places. 
The  first  question  here,  therefore,  patting  aside 
for  the  moment  the  nature  ot  the  employment  of 
the  deceased,  is  whether  or  not  the  place  in  which 
he  was  employed  at  the  moment  when  he  met 
with  the  acciomtt  was  a  "  f actoir "  within  the 
Act.  He  was  in  a  ship  which  was  in  a  dock,  and 
it  most  now  be  taken  to  be  well  settled  law  that 
a  ship  in  a  dock  is  a  "  factory  "  within  sect.  104 
of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Aot  1901  (1  Edw.  7, 
c.  22)  and  is  therefore  also  within  sect.  7  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Aot  1897 : 

Saint  T.  Jobion  and  Co.,  85  L.  T.  Bq>.  141 ;  (1901) 

A.C.404; 
Catttrmcle  ▼.   ^(lantte   Trantport    Company,   85 

L.  T.  Bep.  513 ;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  204 ; 
BartM  t.  Gray,  85  L.  T.  Bap.  658 ;  (1902)  1  K.  B. 
225. 

It  is  tme  that  here  the  vessel  waa  moored  to  a 
buoy  and  not  occupying  a  berth  at  the  side  of  the 
dock,  but  that  can  not  make  any  real  difference 
between  this  case  and  the  three  just  cited.  It  is 
enough  that  she  was  lying  in  a  dock  and  was 
ther^ore  in  a  "factory."  The  defendants  are 
the  "  undertakers  "  of  the  factory : 

'  JTerriU  v.  WOmn,  83  L.  T.  Bap.  490;  (1901)   1 
K.  B.  35. 

The  only  real  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the 
deceased,  fdUiough  emploved  in  a  factory,  ia  de- 
prived ot  the  benefits  of  the  Workmen's  (Compen- 
sation Act  1897  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  was 
employed  as  a  seaman.  Seamen  are  not  expressly 
exelnded  from  the  benefits  of  the  Aot,  as  they  are 
from  the  benefits  of  the  Employers'  Liability  Act 
1880  (43  &  44  Yict.  c.  42)  in  consequence  of  the 
saving  clause,  sect.  13.  of  tbe  Employers  and 
Workmen  Aot  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  o.  90).  A 
stevedore's  labourer  would  be  entitled  to  compen- 
sation if  he  met  with  tho  same  accident  that  the 
deceased  met  with,  and  there  is  no  reason  why 
tiie  plaintiff  here  should  not  be  entitled  to  com- 
pensation. The  remarks  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
Maine  v.  Jobton  and  Co.  {vbi  lup.)  as  to  the 


exclusion  ot  seamen  from  the  Aot  only  had 
referenie  to  accidents  taking  place  on  a  ship 
when  at  sea. 

Carver,  E.C.  and  Dawson  Miller  for  the  de- 
fendants. —  The  deceased  was  engaged  at  the' 
time  of  the  accident  in  ordinary  seaman's  work, 
unconnected  with  loading  or  unloading.  That 
was  not  the  class  of  worK  contemplated  by  the 
Act.  His  employment  was  not  connected  with  a 
"  factory."  The  ship  was  not  in  the  dock  for  the 
purpose  of  work  connected  with  the  dock.  She 
was  in  transit  from  her  berth  to  the  open  sea. 
She  was  merely  passing  through  the  dock.  She 
was  not  in  occupation  of  any  definite  part  of  the 
dock.  The  kind  of  occupation  necessary  to  satisfy 
the  Act  is  an  occupation  of  a  place  for  the  purpose, 
of  doing  work  there : 

WrigUy  v.  Whittaker,  86  L.  T.  Bep.  775 ;  (1902>. 
A.  C.  299. 

In  that  case  the  House  ot  Lords  approved  the-^ 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 

Frandt  T.  Turner  Brotheri,  81   ti.  T.  Bap.  770;  . 
(1900)  1  Q.  B.  478. 

Babson,  K.C,  in  reply. — The  two  cases  jnat  cited>  .i 
were  decided  on  sect.  7  of  the  Workmen's  Com-  - 
pensation  Aot  1897,  and  it  was  held  that  "  employ- 
ment in  a  factory"  meant  employment  by  the' 
nndertakers  in  their  own  factory.  Those  cases 
refer  to  the  "  use  "  of  a  factory  and  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  present  case,  which  depends  on 
sect.  104  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Aot 
190L 

Ctir.adv.  vuU. 
Feb.  16. — Collins,  M.B.  read  the  following- 
judgment  :  I  agree  with  tbe  judgment  about  to- 
be  read  with  (jozens- Hardy,  L.J.,  but^  as  there  is- 
a  difference  ot  opinion  among  ns,  I  will  state- 
my  opinion  in  my  own  words.  The  question  is 
whether  a  sailor  who  met  with  an  accident  while  - 
engaged  in  clearing  out  the  hold  preparatory  to-, 
receiving  cargo  in  a  ship  which  was  lying  at 
anchor  in  a  dock  can  take  prooeedings  against  ■ 
the  owners  of  the  ship  under  the  Workmem'a- 
Compensation  Act.  The  County  Court  judge  has- 
decided  that  he  cannot,  on  the  broad  gpiound. 
that  the  Aot  does  not  apply  to  sailors.  It  is  not- 
contended  that  there  is  any  provision  expressly 
excluding  sailors  from  the  Act.  The  question, 
therefore,  must  be,  Do  they  come  within  the  class 
of  persona  to  whom  the  Act  gives  a  remedy  P 
Sect.  1  of  the  Act  provides  as  follows :  "  If  in  any 
employment  to  which  this  Act  applies  personal 
injury  by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the  courae 
of  the  employment  is  caused  to  a  workman,  his 
emplover  shall,  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned,, 
be  liable  to  pay  compensation  in  accordance  with 
the  first  schedule  to  this  Act."  Therefore  the 
applicant  must  be  a  workman,  and  the  employ- 
ment must  be  one  to  which  the  Act  applies,  oy 
sect.  7,  sub-sect.  2,  "  workman "  is  defined  aa 
including  "  every  person  who  is  engaged  in  an 
employment  to  which  this  Act  applies,  whether 
by  way  of  manual  labour  or  otherwise,  and 
whether  his  agreement  is  one  of  service  or 
apprenticeship  or  otherwise,  and  is  expressed  or 
implied,  is  oral  or  in  writing."  By  sub-sect.  1  ot 
sect.  7  "  this  Aot  shall  apply  only  to  employment 
by  the  undertakers  as  hereinafter  defined  on  or 
in  or  about  a  .  .  .  factory."  And  by  sub- 
sect.  3  "  undertaker "  in  the  case  of  a  faotoij 
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means  the  oocnpier  thereof  within  the  meaning 
ot  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act ;  and  by  the 
Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901,  s.  104, "  the 
person  having  the  aotnal  ose  or  occupation  of  a 
dock  .  .  .  or  of  any  premises  withm  the  same 
or  forming  part  thereof  .  .  .  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  ooonpier  of  a  factory."  It  was  once 
thoa(^ht  that,  aa  the  Act  does  not  in  terms 
oonsbtate  a  ship  a  factory,  employment  in  a  ship 
in  a  dock  was  not  employment  in  a  factory,  and 
the  inference  was  also  drawn  that,  aa  ships  were 
Tiot  made  factories,  the  Act  was  not  intended  to 
inolade  sulors.  The  House  of  Lords,  however, 
held  iii£atn«  t.  Jcibton  {uhi  mp.)  that  a  workman 
.employed  in  a  ship  which  was  in  a  dock  was 
'employed  in  a  factory.  The  fact  that  he  was 
employed  in  a  ship  did  not  negative  his  being 
employed  in  a  faotoi^.  Therefore,  if  the  exclusion 
of  sailors  from  the  Act  is  rested  on  the  fact  that 
employment  in  a  ship  cannot  be  employment 
in  a  factory,  the  foundation  for  such  contention 
is  destroyed  by  that  case.  This  court  has  applied 
the  prinoiple  of  £atne  t.  Jobton  to  more  than 
one  case  where  workmen  sent  by  their  employers 
to  do  painter's  or  joiner's  work  in  a  ship 
in  a  dock  have  been  held  to  be  within  the  Act 
and  to  be  entitled  to  compensation  against  their 
-employers  as  the  undertakers — i.e.,  the  users  or 
oocnpiers  of  a  dock  within  the  above  definition. 
Cnless,  therefore,  there  be  some  special  exdnsion 
of  sailors  from  the  Act,  a  sailor  clearing  out  a 
hold  in  a  ship  in  dock  is  precisely  in  the  same 
position  to  clum  compensation  ag^ainst  his 
«nployer  as  he  would  be  if  instead  of  being  a 
■  sailor  he  had  been  a  coal  heaver  in  a  ooal  bunker 
and  his  master  had  been  a  ooal  merchant  instead 
of  the  owner  of  the  ship.  But  there  is  no  such 
■exclusion  to  be  fonnd  in  the  Act  The  foundation 
for  such  suggestion,  as  I  have  p(^nted  oat,  fails  -. 
4ind  a  sailor  whoi  employed  as  a  workman  in  a  ship 
in  a  dock  is  jast  as  much  drawn  within  the  Act 
«B  any  hand  craftsman  under  the  same  circum- 
stances. His  position,  of  course,  while  at  sea  is 
quite  different ;  be  must  get  himself  physically 
into  a  factory  before  he  oan  get  the  benefit 
of  the  Act.  The  difference  of  nis  position  at 
sea  is  pointed  out  by  Lord  Halsbory  and  Lord 
Shand  in  the  case  cited.  It  seems  to  me,  there- 
fore, that  the  authority  of  Raine  v.  Johson  con- 
clndes  this  case,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

Mathew,  L. J.  read  tbe  following  judgment : — 
I  regret  to  be  nnable  to  deal  with  this  appeal 
from  the  point  of  view  of  my  learned  collea^es. 
I  think  Judge  Bentonl  was  right  in  his  decision 
that  the  appellaat  was  not  entitled  to  compensa. 
tion  under  the  Workmen's  Oompensation  Act  for 
tbe  loss  of  her  husband,  Edward  Latimer  Oriffin. 
The  material  facts  are  these.  The  deceased  man 
had  joined  the  defendants'  ship,  the  Boygton 
Orange,  at  Liverpool  under  signed  orders  which 
bound  him  to  serve  the  defendants  as  an  able 
seaman  on  a  round  voyage  to  the  fliver  Plate  and 
baick  to  a  home  port  The  vessel  went  from 
Liverpool  to  the  Alexandra  Dock,  Newport,  to 
take  in  her  bunker  coal,  and,  when  the  coaling 
was  completed,  she  was  moved  out  to  buoys  in 
the  dock  |nreparatory  to  proceeding  to  sea. 
While  there  the  deceased  man  was  employed  in 
what  was  admitted  to  be  the  ordinary  duty  of  a 
seaman — viz.,  in  clearing  up  No.  5  hold  for  the 
reception  of  uargo.    The  accident  to  which  his 


death  was  due  occurred  while  he  was  so  engaged. 
The  learned  County  Court  jndg^  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  Griffin  was  not  protected  by  the 
Act,  and  that  the  claim  of  his  widow  for  compen- 
sation failed.  Upon  the  argument  of  the  appeal 
it  was  not  disputed  that,  if  tiie  accident  had 
occurred  while  the  ship  was  at  sea,  the  widow 
could  not  have  maintained  her  right  to  oompen- 
sation. But  it  was  argued  that  the  legislation 
embodied  in  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901 
had  altered  the  status  of  seamen  on  board  when 
the  vessel  was  not  at  sea  and  was  lying  in  dock. 
The  ship,  it  was  said,  while  in  dock  was  oooupying 
part  of  a  factory,  and  the  sailors  ther^ore  were 
employed  in  a  tiustoty,  and  were  protected  by 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  In  support 
of  this  contrition  rehanoe  waeplaced  on  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901 
and  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Baime 
V.  Johson.  But  I  am  unable  to  discover  mther  in 
the  statute  or  in  the  decision  of  the  House  ot 
Lords  any  indication  of  an  intention  to  extend 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  to  a  class  which 
had  not  previously  been  included  in  that  statute. 
Full  effect  may  be  given  to  (he  Factory  and  Work- 
shop Aot  and  the  de<nsion,  it  both  are  treated  as 
applicable  to  the  class  of  workmen  with  which 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Aot  was  dearly 
intended  to  deal — viz.,  workmen  as  distinguiBhea 
from  seamen.  The  argument  for  the  appellant 
would  lead  to  this  extraordinary  and,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  unreasonable  result — that  a  seaman  whUe 
at  sea  would  be  outside  the  operation  of  the  Act, 
but  would  become  entitled  to  protection  when  in 
a  position  of  comparative  safety.  I  can  see  no 
reason  for  thinkins  tliat  such  a  result  oonld  have 
been  intended  aa  the  consequence  of  tbe  applica- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  Aot  of  1901  to  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Aot.  Further,  I  con- 
sider it  unlikely  that  any  change  would  have 
been  made  in  the  law  which  would  affect  existing 
as  well  as  future  contracts  with  seamen  without 
a  clear  intimation  to  shipowners  of  their  altered 
position.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should 
be  dismissed. 

C0ZEH8-HA.BDY,  L.J.  read  the  following  judg- 
ment:— The  applicant  is  the  administratrix  of 
Edward  Latimer  Griffin,  an  able  seaman  on 
board  the  respondents'  steamship  Boytton 
Grange.  On  her  voysge  from  Liverpool  to  the 
River  Plate  the  vesiel  proceeded  to  Newport  to 
take  in  bunker  coal.  She  arrived  in  the  Alexandra 
Dock  on  the  24th  Nov.,  and  at  midnight  on  the 
28th  Nov.  she  had  finished  receiving  aer  bunker 
ccal,  and  was  moved  out  to  the  buoyii  in  the  dock 
preparatory  to  proceeding^  to  sea  on  the  followii^ 
morning.  Whue  there,  m  the  diaoharge  of  his 
duties  as  a  seaman.  Griffin  met  witii  an  accident 
which  resulted  in  his  death.  His  Honour  Judge 
Bentoul  has  held  that  aa  the  deceased  was  a  sailor, 
working  as  a  sailor,  he  is  not  within  the  Act. 
By  sect.  7  of  the  Act  the  term  "workman" 
includes  every  person  who  is  eng;ag^d  in  the 
employments  to  which  this  Act  applies,  whether 
by  way  of  manual  labour  or  otherwise.  The  Aot 
applies  only  to  employment  by  undertakers  as 
denned  in  tne  Act,  including  (infer  alia)  employ- 
ment in,  on,  or  about  a  factory,  and  "  factory " 
includes  a  dock,  and  the  undertaker  of  a  factory 
is  the  occupier  thereof.  Now,  it  is  dear  that  a 
ship,  as  such,  is  not  a  factory  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Aot,  bat  I  think  it  must  be  admitted,  since 
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the  dMuuon  of  the  House  of  Lords  of  Baine  t. 
Jobton  {rdn  sup.)  and  the  decision  in  this  court  of 
SarteU  t.  Qray  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.),  that  a  ship 
oocnpjing  a  berth  in  a  dock  occupies  part  of  a 
factory,  with  the  result  that  the  vessel  in  question 
ma  within  the  operation  of  the  Act,  and  the 
^powners  were  nudertakers  within  the  Act  at 
the  time  when  the  accident  happened.  Unless, 
therefore,  there  are  some  words  to  be  found 
«xpre88l7  excluding  seamen  as  such  from  the 
benefit  of  the  Act,  I  think  that  the  applicant 
must  saoceed.  I  can  find  nothing  to  put  seamen 
in  a  worse  position  than  would  be  any  carpenter, 
painter,  or  other  mechanic  on  board  a  ship  while 
in  dock.  The  oVserrations  of  Lord  Halsbuiy 
and  of  Lord  Shand  in  Baine  t.  Jobson,  to  the 
«fEect  that  it  was  not  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  statute  to  deal  with  the  relations  lietweeu 
Bbipowners  and  sailors  when  engaged  in  their 
cccapation  of  eailing  upon  the  Eeas,  do  not  seem 
to  apply  where  the  yessel  is  not  at  sea,  bat  where, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  is  lying 
in  and  occupying  part  of  a  factory.  In  my 
oj>inion,  this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Jppeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff.  Bum  and  Berridge. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  W.  A.  Crump  and 
Son. 


HIGH   COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

GHANCEET  DIVISION. 

Feb.  10  and  11. 

(Before  Ekkewich,  J.) 

Be  Edttcatioit  Act  1902 ;  Be  Hebbitkn  Ubban 
District  Counciii  and  Hedwobth,  Monk- 
ton,  AND  Jarbow  United  District  School 
Board's  Arbitration,  (a). 

Sdueation  —  Vnited  diitriet  school  board  — 
Transfer  to  educational  authorities — DWerent 
"  appointed  days  " — Adjustment  of  liabiUties — 
immediate  or  postponed  arbitration — Education 
Act  1902  (2  Edue.  7,  c.  42),  s.  27,  nA-s.  2, 
*ch»d.  2,  elatMM  (1)  (8)  (22,)— Local  Govern- 
ment Act  1894  (56  £  57  Viet.  e.  73),  s.  68— 
ArbUration  Act  1889  (52  &  53  Viet.  e.  49),«.  2. 

The  H.  Urban  District  Council  is  the  local  educa. 
lion  authority  for  then.  Urban  District.  The 
1st  June  1903  was  the  "  appointed  day  "for  the 
coming  into  operation  of  the  Education  Act 
1902  within  the  dietrict.  The  corporation  of  J. 
and  the  county  council  of  D.  are  respectively 
the  local  education  authorities  for  the  borotigh 
■of  J.  and  the  rural  district  of  M.  At  the 
passing  of  the  Education  Act  1902  the  H.,  M., 
and  J.  United  District  School  Board  was  the 
school  board  for  the  urban  district  of  H.,  the 
rural  district  of  M..,  and  the  borough  of  J.  The 
Ist  April  1904  was  the  appointed  day  for  the 
coming  into  operation  of  that  Act  uyithin  the 
■county  of  D.  and  the  borough  of  J.  Matters 
having  arisen  requiring  adjustment  between  the 
council  and  the  united  district  school  board, 
and  clause  1  of  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act 
providing  that  the  rights  and  liabilities  "  of  any 
school  board"  existing  at  the  appointed  day 
should  be  transferred  to  the  council  exercising 
the  powers  of  the  school  board  .- 

(a)  Reported  by  W.  P.  Pi.iK,  Eaq.,  Barri«ter.«t-Law. 
Vol.  XC,  2316.«» 


Held,  that  an  arbitrator  should  be  at  once 
appointed  to  adjust  such  matters,  and  that  the 
appointment  should  not  be  delayed  until  the 
appointed  day  for  the  remainder  of  the  united 
district  school  board. 

Adjottbnkd  summons  raising  the  question 
whether  the  rights  and  liabilities  inter  se  of  a 
local  education  authoritv  and  a  united  district 
school  board,  part  of  which  it  has  taken  over, 
should  be  adjusted  by  arbitration  forthwith,  or 
await  the  transfer  of  the  remaining  parts  of  such 
school  board  to  other  education  authorities. 

The  Hebbum  Urban  District  Oonncil  is  the 
local  education  authority  under  the  Education 
Act  1902  for  the  urban  district  of  Hebbum,  an 
urban  district  with  a  population  of  over  20,000. 
The  Board  of  Education  had  fixed  the  1st  June 

1903  as  the  appointed  day  for  the  coming  into 
operation  of  the  Act  within  that  district. 

The  corporation  of  Jarrow  and  the  county 
council  of  Durham  are  respectively  the  looiu 
education  authorities  for  the  borough  of  Jartow 
and  the  rural  district  of  Monkton.  At  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  Education  Act  1902  the 
Hedworth,  Monkton,  and  Jarrow  United  District 
School  Board  was  the  school  board  for  the 
borangh  of  Jarrow,  the  urban  district  of 
Hebbam,,and  the  rural  district  of  Monkton. 

The  Board  of  Education  fixed  the  1st  April 

1904  for  the  coming  into  operation  of  that  Act 
within  the  borough  of  Jarrow  and  the  connty  of 
Durham. 

Matters  having  arisen  requiring  adjustment 
between  the  Hebbum  Urban  District  Goundl  and 
the  Hedworth,  Monkton,  and  Jarrow  United 
District  School  Board,  on  the  24th  Oct.  1903  the 
Hedworth,  Monkton,  and  Jarrow  United  District 
School  Board  were,  at  the  instance  of  the 
Hebbum  Urban  District  Council,  served  with  a 
notice  to  concur  with  the  board  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  Mr.  W.  B.  Keen,  of  London,  accountant, 
as  a  single  arbitrator,  but  would  not  agree. 

By  the  Education  Act  1902,  s.  27,  sub.-s.  2 : 

This  Act  shall,  ezoept  as  expressly  provided,  oome 
into  opeistion  on  the  appointed  day,  and  the  appointed 
day  shall  be  the  26th  day  of  Maroh  1903,  or  snoh  other 
day,  not  being  more  than  eighteen  montiiB  later,  as  the 
Board  of  Ednoation  may  appoint,  and  different  days  may 
be  appointed  for  different  pnrpoaes  and  for  different 
provisions  of  this  Aot  and  for  different  oonnoUs. 

By  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act,  clause  1 
prorides  that 

The  property,  powers,  rights,  and  liabilities  (inclading 
any  property,  powers,  rights,  and  liabilities  vested,  con- 
ferred, or  arising  nnder  any  local  Aot  or  any  tmst  deed) 
of  any  school  board  or  school  attendance  committee 
existing  at  the  appointed  day,  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
oonncil  exercising  the  powers  of  the  school  beard. 

By  clause  8 : 

Sects.  85  to  88  of  the  Local  Government  Aot  1894 
[which  contain  transitory  provisions]  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  any  transfer  mentioned  in  this  schedule, 
anbject  as  follows :  (a)  Beferences  to  "  the  appointed  day" 
and  to  "  the  passing  of  this  Act "  shall  be  oonstmed, 
as  respects  a  case  of  relinquishment  of  powers  and 
duties,  as  references  to  the  date  on  which  the  relinquish- 
ment takes  effect ;  and  (b)  the  powers  and  duties  of  a 
school  board,  or  school  attendance  committee,  which  is 
abolished,  or  a  oonncil  which  oeases  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Aot  to  exeruise  powers  and  dntiei,  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  powers  and   duties  transferred  under 
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thu  Aot;  Mid  (e)  Bab-seots.  i  and  5  of  eeot.  85  sbaU  not 
•pply. 

And  by  olanae  22 : 

Seot.  68  of  the  Looal  Oovemment  Aot  1894  (whioh 
relates  to  the  adjaatment  of  property  and  liabilitieg)  shall 
apply  with  reapeot  to  any  adjaatment  repaired  for  the 
porpoaea  of  thia  Aot. 

The  Arbitration  Act  1889  provides  in  the  first 
schedule  that 

If  no  other  mode  of  referenoa  is  proTided,  the 
reference  ahall  be  to  a  single  arbitrator. 

P.  Ogden  Lawrence,  K.O.  and  W.  M.  Cann  tor 
the  applicants. — The  application  is  one  under  the 
recent  Education  Act  1902,  incorporating  the 
Local  GrOTemment  Act  1894,  s.  68,  oy  reference. 
The  Hedworth,  Monktou,  and  Jarrow  United 
District  School  Board  became  severed  under  the 
Act,  and  vests  in  three  different  education 
authorities : 

2  Edw.  7,  0. 42,  as.  1,  27  (2). 
The  local  education  authority  have  throughout 
their  area  all  the  powers  and  duties  of  a  school 
board:  (sect.  5).  We  ask  for  an  arbitrator  to 
adjust  the  difficulties  which  almost  daily  arise,  and 
we  are  told  that  we  must  wait  until  the  appointed 
day  for  the  other  two  districts.  We  are  entitled  to 
an  immediate  appointment  clear  of  the  county  and 
boroneh  councils.  If  they  step  into  the  place  of 
the  school  board,  they  would  have  to  adopt  any 
proceedings  which  have  taken  place.  We  are  the 
education  authority  for  every  purpose  except 
higher  education.  We  submit  that  the  property, 
powers,  and  riehts  mentioned  in  clause  1  of  the 
second  schedule  mean  such  part  of  the  powers, 
authorities,  and  duties  as  are  attributable  to 
the  school  board  under  the  Act.  This  adjust- 
ment is  required  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Sohed.  2.  clanaes  (8)  (22) ; 

56  ft  57  Viot.  o.  73,  aa.  68,  85-88  ; 

52*53  Vict.0.  49,  a.  5; 

Annnal  Fraotioe  1904,  vol.  2,  pp.  554, 555 ; 

33  &  34  Viot.  c.  75,  s.  40; 

Julius  V.  Bithop  of  Oxford,  42   L.  T.   Bep.   546  ; 
Ii.  Bep.  5  App.  Caa.  214, 

were  also  referred  to. 

Warrington,  K.G.  and  Oaiey  for  the  united 
district  scnool  board. — The  Act  did  not  contem- 
plate a  piecemeal  transfer,  but  a  transfer  as  a 
whole.  The  only  difference  between  a  school 
board  and  a  united  school  board  is  that 
the  voters  come  from  different  districts.  The 
school  board  is  not  the  educational  authority 
under  the  Act.  The  nnited  district  school 
board  continues  in  existence  as  the  bodv 
intrusted  with  education  under  the  old  Acts.  It 
is  impossible  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of 
clause  16  of  the  second  schedule,  providing  that 
officers  of  the  authority  transferred  shall  Mcome 
officers  of  the  transferee  council,  until  the  united 
b(xu:d  ceases  to  exist.  They  referred  to  sect.  27 
sub-sect.  2,  and  sched.  2,  clause  1. 

EsKEWiCH,  J.— Those  who  followed  the  weari- 
some history  of  the  Education  Act  1902  might  be 
snrprised  to  hear  that  there  was  some  point  which 
had  escaped  observation,  but  so  it  was.  I  can 
find  nothing  in  the  Act  which  points  to  the  con- 
dnsion  that  the  existence  of  a  united  school 
board  was  present  to  the  minds  of  those  who 
framed  this  Act.  If  it  had  occurred  to  the  framers 
<d  the  Act,  there  would  probably  have  been  some 


express   reference    providing    for  the  case.      It 
does  not  follow  that  the  Act  will  not  fit  it,  and 
I  am  bound  to  construe  this  Act  as  meaning  that- 
all  school  boards,   with  their   property,  rights, 
and  liabilities,  shall  be  transferred  to  these  new 
education  authorities.      But  it    was    said  that, 
admitting  that  the  Act  must  apply  in  some  way 
to  united  school  boards,  the  transfer  must  not 
take  place  piecemeal,  but  must  be  done  once  for  all 
— uno  ietu,  so  to  apeak.     Undoubtedly  there  wa» 
much  to  be  said  in  favour  of  that  view.    Clause  1 
of    the   second   schedule    did    contemplate   one 
transfer,  and  one  only.    The  result  was  that,  if 
that  clause  was  construed  litei-ally,  according  to- 
the   grammatical  meaning  of  the  words,  there- 
must    be    a    single    transfer,    not    a    piecemeal 
transfer.    But  a  difficulty  arose  when  one  had  to- 
deal  with  the  transfer  of  a  united  school  board 
and   a  transfer  possibly  to   several  edncationat 
authorities,  as  was  the  case  here.    Starting  with 
the  hypothesis  that  there  was  to  be  a  transfer, 
sooner   or   later,    it  becomes    necessary    so    to 
mould  the  meaning  of  the  clause  as  to  mak» 
it  apply  to  the  case  of  a  united  school  board, 
where  one  transfer  was  not  sufficient.     I  agree- 
with  the  suggestion  that  this  was  an  automatic 
transfer.    It  took  effect  by  force  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  so  that  there  was  in  one  sense  one- 
transfer;   but  when  the  transfer  was  to  several! 
authorities,   that   was    equivalent    to    so    many 
transfers  by  deed.     That  must  be  the  meaning- 
of  the  Act  if  it  was  to  have  the  effect  of  trans- 
ferring  the  whole   of  a  united  school  board  to 
more  than  one  authority.    The  language  of  this 
second  schedule  has  been  criticised,  and  it  waa 
said  that  it  was  difficult  to  make  it  fit  the  pos- 
sibility of   more   than  one    transfer.      But  the 
difficulty  was  not  all  on  one  side.    According  to 
the  Act,  there  might  be  more  than  one  appointed 
day  for  its  coming  into  operation.    There  might 
be  a  transfer  of  a  part  of  the  school  board  to 
one  educational   authority,  of   another   part  to 
another  educational  authority,  and  the  Board  of 
Education     might    appoint    one     day    for    one 
authority  and  another  day  for  the  other;  and, 
further,  the  Act  enabled  the  Board  of  Education 
to  appoint  different  days,  not  only  for  different 
councils,  but  for  different  purposes.    Therefore 
it  was  quite  competent  for  the  Board  of  Educa- 
tion to  say  that,  even  as  regarded  Hebbum,  the 
transfer  shoidd  not  be  all  at  one  time ;  and  so 
with  regard  to    Jarrow    and   Durham.     If  the 
clause  was  to  be  dealt  with  strictly  and  confined 
to  a  single  transfer,  one  was  met  with  tliis  great 
difficult; — that    the     value     of    the    Act    was 
destroyed.    The  Act  plainly  contemplated  more 
than  one  appointed  day.    It  could  onW  mean  that 
the  transfer  should  take  place  as  often  as  was 
necessary,  and  that  the  transfer  should  extend 
on  each  appointed  day  so  far  as  it    ought  to 
extend  on  tbat  particular  day.    If  that  was  so, 
there  was  no  difficulty  at  all  in  construing  the 
other  clauses  of  the  schedule.    They  all  fell  into 
line  when  once  the  difficulty  of  construing  the 
first  clause  was  got  over.    Then  arose  the  ques- 
tion what  was  likely  to  require  adjustment.    The 
Legislature  was  silent  as  to  that,  and  for  a  good 
reason.    It  contemplated  that  all  sorts  of  ques- 
tions might  arise  for  adjustment,  and  it  left  that 
point  entirely  open.     Fi-actically  any  question  of 
linance  or  anything  else  might  oe  adjusted — ^for 
example,  the  question  who  was  to  pay  a  particular 
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officer.  Bnt  then  it  was  objected  that  there 
oottld  not  be  a  complete  adjustment  because  there 
were  questions  which  won  Id  arise  between  the 
nnited  school  board  and  the  two  other  edu- 
cational authorities,  which  had  not  jet  come  into 
existence  because  the  other  appointed  day  had 
not  arrived.  But  the  answer  to  that  was  that  the 
Hebbom  anthority  was  not  concerned  with  those 
qnestions.  Supposing  the  arbitration  was  con- 
claded  before  the  1st  April,  the  Hebbom 
aathority  would  be  out  of  i£  All  the  questions 
between  the  Hebburn  authority  and  the  united 
school  board  were  to  be  settled  under  the  present 
arbitration.  That  arbitration  would  settle,  for 
example,  how  much  a  particular  officer  was  to  be 
paid  oy  the  Hebburn  authority.  It  was  true  that 
this  arbitration  might  not  be  concladed  on  the 
Isfc  April.  The  result  of  that  would  be  that  the 
Jarrow  and  Durham  authorities  would  step  into 
the  shoes  of  the  united  Echool  board,  and  no 
serious  difficulty  would  arise.  In  my  opinion, 
whether  the  question  is  looked  at  as  a  matter  of 
oonvenienoe  or  as  a  matter  of  strict  constrnotion 
of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  there  ought  to  be  an 
arbitration  at  once.  With  regard  to  the  question 
who  is  to  be  appointed  arbitrator,  I  agree  with 
the  respondents  that  it  is  more  convenient  to 
appoint  a  local  arbitrator.  With  regard  to  the 
costs,  the  snmmons  raised  a  question  of  oonstrnc- 
tion  which  conld  not  have  been  settled  without 
the  assistance  of  the  court,  and  ander  the  cir- 
cnmstances  I  think  that  there  should  be  no 
costs. 

Solicitors :  Baiter,  Lees,  and  Co.,  agents  for  A. 
Sobton,  Hebburn;  /.  E.  and  H.  Scutt,  agents  for 
W.  S.  DaglUh  and  Mvlcatter,  Newcastle-upon- 

TjlM. 


Friday,  Jan.  29. 
(Before  Fabwbll,  J.) 

RiDOUT     V.    TOWLKK    (o). 

Vendor  and  purchaser — Sale  of  land — Purchaser's 
interest  hyore  completion — Judgment  creditor  of 
purehaser^Reeeiver  by  way  of  equitable  execu- 
tion— Notice  to  vendor — Personal  estate — Date 
of  appointment — Effect  of  appointment. 

Tk«  appointment  of  a  receiver  upon  giving  security 
doe$  not,  a»  regards  personal  property,  become 
effectual  until  security  is  actually  given,  and  does 
not  nfvr  banik  to  the  date  of  the  original  order. 

Ex  parte  Evans  ;  Be  Watkins  (41 L.  T.  Bep.  565  ; 
13  Ck.  Div.  252)  distinguished. 

G.  contracted  to  purchase  land  from  the  de- 
fendant, paid  a  deposit  of  300L,  and  received 
immediate  possession.  The  plaintiff  euhse- 
quently  became  a  judgment  creditor  of  O.  and 
obtained  a  receiver  in  respect  of  O.'s  interest  in 
the  Umd.  Notice  of  the  receivership  was  given 
to  the  defendant. 

G.  failed  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  and  the 
defendant  gave  notice  of  rescission  to  O.,  who 
thereupon  commenced  an  action  for  the  return 
of  the  deposit.  That  action  was  settled  at  a 
deUe  subsequent  to  the  order  appointing  the 
receiver,  but  anterior  to  security  being  given. 
By  the  terms  of  the  consent  order  the  defendant 
paid  0.  1101.,  and  O.  agreed  to  give  up  pos- 
session. 

(a)  Baport«d  by  H.  O.OAB8IA,Egq.,  Barriiter-at-Law. 


Held,  that  O.  never  acquired  the  ovmership  in 
equity  of  the  land,  and  that  consequently  the 
receivership  did  not  create  a  charge  or  lien. 
With  regard  to  the  1101.  paid  by  the  defendant 
to  G.,  the  receiver,  not  having  given  security  at 
the  date  of  the  payment,  had  not  been  effectually 
appointed,  and  therefore  had  no  claim  to  be 
paid  that  money.  Further,  even  if  the  receiver- 
ship had  been  in  force,  the  order  appointing  a- 
receiver  having  failed  to  constitute  a  charge  or 
lien,  notice  of  the  appointment  did  not  cU)  so  ; 
and  the  defendant  tncurred  no  litAUity  by 
paying  the  money  to  O.  direct. 

In  June  1901  the  defendant,  who  had  been  for 
some  time  past  the  owner  of  Oakleigh  Lodge, 
Snnbnry,  Middlesex,  and  the  land  and  oottaj^a 
adjoining  (hereafter  called  the  premises),  agreed 
to  sell  the  premises  to  Albert  Edward  Green,  who 

Eaid  a  deposit  of  300Z.,  and  was  thereupon  allowed 
ythe  defendant  to  at  once  go  into  possession. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  creditor  of  Green,  and  in 
1901  had  commenced  an  action  against  Green 
to  recover  certain  moneys  due  to  him.  On  the 
1st  July  1902  judgment  was  given  in  that  action 
that  the  plaintiff  should  recover  the  sum  of 
552.  and  costs,'  which  bubsequently  on  taxation 
were  found  to  amount  to  lOOZ  Ts. ;  and  on  the 
18th  Aug.  1902  an  order  was  made  in  the  samo 
action  that  Edmund  Frank  Bidout  be  appointed 
receiver  (upon  first  giving  security)  to  receive  the 
rents,  profits,  and  moneys  receivable  in  respect 
of  the  said  Albert  Edward  Green's  interest  in  the 
premises  and  pay  the  balances  on  his  accounts  in 
or  towards  satisfaction  of  what  should  for  the 
time  being  be  due  in  respect  of  the  above- 
mentioned  judgment  debt  and  costs. 

Edmund  Frank  Bidout  did  not  g^ve  security 
until  the  29th  May  1903.  Notice  of  the  receiver, 
ship  order  was  given  on  the  9th  Aug.  1902  to  the 
present  defendant,  and  the  order  was  on  the  12th 
Aug.  1902  registered  under  the  Land  Charges 
Begistration  and  Searches  Act  1888  and  the  Land 
Charges  Act  1900. 

Meanwhile  the  defendant  had  given  formal 
notice  to  Green  on  the  8th  March  1902  rescinding 
the  agreement  for  sale  of  the  premises.  On  the 
29th  May  1902  Green  commenced  an  action 
in  the  Chancery  Division  against  the  defendant 
claiming  the  return  of  the  deposit  of  3002.  In 
this  action  the  defendant  counter-claimed  for 
specific  performance. 

Finally,  on  the  16th  Jane  1903  an  order  was 
made  by  consent  in  the  action.  This  order 
directed  Green  to  deliver  up  possession  of  the 

S remises  to  the  defendant,  and  ordered  the 
efendant  to  pa^  to  Green  llOZ.  The  contract  for 
sale  of  the  premises  was  rescinded,  and  all  further 
proceedings  in  the  action  and  counter-claim  were 
stayed. 

A  question  was  raised  whether  the  llOZ.  paid  to 
Green  by  the  defendant  was  paid  as  a  part  return 
of  the  deposit ;  the  defendant,  in  announcing  the 
terms  of  settlement  to  the  present  plaintiff  by 
letter,  had  taken  the  yiew  that  it  was  a  return  of 
deposit. 

On  the  30th  May  1903  the  plaintiff  in  the 
present  action  commenced  prooeedings  asking  for 
a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
charge  or  lien  upon  the  premises  for  securing  the 
sum  of  1551.  Is.  (due  from  Green  in  respect  of 
the  above-mentioned  judgment  debt  and  costs). 
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ixtgethat  with  interest  thereon ;  and  for  payment 
of  the  aame  by  the  defendtuit. 

BratnweU  Davit,  E.O.  and  T.  K.  Crossfield  for 
tiie  plaintiiE. — We  anbiuit  that  the  receivership 
eonsatnted  a  charge  on  Green's  interest  in 
Oakleigh  Lodge  on  the  ground  that  Green's 
interest  was  an  eqnitable  ownership  of  the  pro- 
perty subject  to  payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  therefore  real  property.  If  it  were  personalty, 
we  agpree  there  wonld  not  be  a  lien;  but  the 
-reoeiTership  was  really  in  respect  of  realty,  and 
'therefore  constituted  a  charge  under  1  &  2  Yiot. 
cUO: 

Ex  parte  Bvam ;   Bt  WatUni,  41  L.  T.  Bap.  565  ; 
13  Ch.  Div.  252. 

This  case  also  decides  that  the  appointment  of  a 
■reoeiver  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  order 
appointing  him,  whenever  the  order  is  perfected 
't>y  the  friving  of  security.  If  Green's  interest 
were  held  to  be  personalty,  we  oertslnly  could  not 
-allege  that  the  receivership  constituted  a  charge 
-on  it: 

R$  MargvU  of  AnfUttys    Counttu  dt  Oalvt  v. 
Oardtur,  89  L.  T.  'Bvp.  584 ;  (1903)  2  Ch.  727. 
€ee  also  on  the  same  point : 

Letxu$«ur  ▼.  Maton  and  Barry  LXmitad,  64  L.  T. 
Bep.  761 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  73. 
But  we  submit  that,  notice  of  the  receiver  having 
been  given  to  the  defendant,  he  was  prevented 
from  dealing  direct  with  Green  and  ignoring  our 
claim,  and  that  we  ought  to  have  received  the 
portion  of  the  deposit  returned.  There  are 
Analogous  oases  relating  to  solicitors'  liens : 

Price  V.  Crouch,  60  L.  J.  767,  Q.  B. 

Bou  V  Buston,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  630 ;  42  Ch.  Div.  190. 
{Farwbll,  J. — From  the  case  of  Bhaw  v.  Fatter 
<27L.T.Bep.28I:  L.  Bep.  5  H.  L.  321)  it  is  clear 
that  mere  notice  could  not  put  such  a  burden  on 
the  defendant  as  your  argument  suggests.]  That 
•case  turned  on  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  notice.   There  is  no  question  of  tiie  sort  here. 

Webtter  for  the  defendant. — Green's  interest 
was  never  an  interest  in  realty.  This  is  clearly 
shown  by  James,  L.J.'8  dictum  in  Bayner  v. 
Pretton,  (43  L.  T.  Eep.  18 ;  18  Ch.  Div.  1,  at  d.  13) : 
"  I  agree  that  it  is  not  accurate  to  call  the  relation 
between  the  vendor  and  purchaser  of  an  estate 
cinder  a  contract,  while  the  contract  is  in  fieri,  the 
-relation  of  trustee  and  eeiiui  qiu  tnut."  As  to 
the  position  of  the  receiver  with  regard  to 
personalty,  i2e  Potts ;  Hx  parte  Taylor  (69  L.  T. 
Bep.  74 ;  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  648)  U  clear. 

Fabwell,  J. — The  plaintiff  in  this  case  seeks 
to  enforce  a  claim  under  the  appointment  of  a 
ceceiver  by  way  of  equitable  execution  which  he 
has  obtained.  [His  Xiordship  here  stated  the 
facts,  and  continued :]  The  plaintiff  has 
commenced  these  proceedings  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  against  the  vendor.  Fowler, 
eome  claim  or  charge  against,  first  of  all,  the 
iand  contracted  to  be  sold  by  the  defendant 
to  Green,  and,  secondly,  the  1101.  which  was  paid 
t>v  the  defendant  to  Green  under  the  compromise 
of  the  16th  Jan.  1903.  In  my  opinion  both 
olaims  fail.  As  regards  the  land,  it  entirely 
'depends  on  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  the 
purchaser  Green  acquired  under  the  contract.  A 
person  who  gets  equitable  execution  can  only 
«ioquire  interost  in  property  that  his  debtor 
himself  possesses.    Now,  the  right  of  a  vendor 


and  purchaser  has  been  explained  so  often  it  is 
perhaps  hardly  worth  whQe  to  go   throug^i  it 
again.    It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  what    Ijord 
Hatherley  says  in  Shaw  v.  Foster  (27  L.  T.  Bep. 
281 ;  L.  Bep.  5  H.  L.  321,  at  p.  356),  where  he 
quotes  his  own  words  in  a  previous  case :    "  It  is 
quite  true    that    authorities    may  be   cited   as 
establishing  the  proposition  that  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  does,  in  a  certain 
sense,  exist  between  vendor  and  purchaser ;  that 
is  to  say,  when  a  man  agrees  to  sell  his  estate  he 
is  trustee  of  the  legal  estate  for  the  person  who 
has  purchased  it  as  soon  as  the  contract  is  com- 
pleted, but  not  before."    Then  he  cites  the  ex- 
pression used  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in  WaU  v. 
Bright  (1  Jac.  &  W.  503) :  "  The  vendor,  there- 
fore, is  not  a  mere  trustee ;   he  is  in  progress 
towards  it,  and  finally  becomes  such  when  the 
money  in  paid,  and  when  he  is  bound  to  convey." 
James,  L  J.  puts  it  perhaps  even  more  clearly  in 
Bayner  v.  Preston  (43  £.  T.  Bep.   18;  IS   Ch. 
Div.  1.  at  p.  13)  in  the  passage  that  has  already 
been  read :  "  I  agree  that  it  is  not  accurate  to 
call  the  relation  between  the  vendor  and  pur^ 
chaser  of  an  estate  under  a  contract,  while  the 
contract  is  tn  fieri,  the  relation  of  trustee  and 
cestui  que  trust.    Bat  that  is  because  it  is  un- 
certein  whether  the  contract  will  or  will  not  be 
performed,  and  the  character  in  which  the  parties 
stand  to  one  another  remains  in  suspense  as  long 
as  tiie  contract  is  in  fieri.   But  when  the  contract 
is  performed  by  'wtual  conveyance,  or  performed 
in  everything  but  the  mere  formal  act  of  sealing 
the  engrossed  deeds,  then  that  completion  relates 
back  to  the  contract,  and  it  is  thereby  ascer- 
tained that  the  relation  was  throughout  that  of 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust.    That  is  to  say,  it 
is  ascertained  that  while  the  legal  estate  was  in 
the  vendor,  the  beneficial  or  equitable  interest 
was  wholly  in  the  purchaser.     And  that,  in  my 
opinion,    is   the  correct    definition    of    a    trust 
estate."    Now,  here  it  is  quite  clear  that   the 
relationship  never   was  completed  by  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract,  and  therefore  there  was 
no  estate  in  land,  in  the  events  that  have  hap- 
pened, on  which  this  order  by  way  of  equitable 
execution  could  have  operated.  If  it  had  operated, 
it  would  have  created  a  charge  upon  the  land, 
and  different  considerations  would  have  arisen. 
That  disposes  of  any  question  of  a  charge  upon 
the  real  estate,  because,  by  reason  of  the  events 
that  have  happened  and  which  the  plaintiff  in  the 
present  action  could  not  interfere  with  or  prevent, 
no  actual  estate  in  the  land  has  ever  Mlonged 
to  the  debtor  at  all.    Now  comes  the  question  of 
X>erBonal  estate.    It  is  conceded,  and  rightly  con- 
ceded, that    no  charge  is  created  on  personal 
estate.    That  is  put  very  clearly  in  the  case  of  Be 
Potts  ;  Ex  parte  Taylor  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  74  ;  (1893) 
1  Q.  B.  648),  in  the  judgment  of  Lindley,  L.J., 
who  sums  up  the  state  of  the  law  on  p.  661  as 
follows :  "  The  order  not  constituting  a  charge  or 
lien,  notice  of  it  did  not  make  it  so."    In  this 
case,  however,  there  is  to  my   mind  a  fatal  pre- 
liminary objection.    When  the  compromise  took 
place  on  the  16th  Jan.  1903,  there  was  no  receiver 
appointed  who  was  in  a  position  to  come  and  say, 
"  Pay  me  the  mouOT."      For  security  was    not 
given  till  the  29th  May  1903.    It  is  true  that  in 
Ex  parte  Evans  (41  L.  T.  Bep.  365  ;  13  Ch.  Div. 
252)  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  a  decision  which 
binds  me,  decided  that  the  form  of  order  appoint- 
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ing  a  receiver  upon  giving  seonrity  did  not  delay 
the  date  of  delivery  in  execution  as  regards  real 
estate ;  but,  security  being  afterwards  given,  the 
appointment  related  back,  so  that  the  charge 
crystallised  as  at  the  date  of  the  original  order. 
Still,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  settled,  as  regards 
personalty,  that,  when  the  order  is  of  the  foi-m 
mentioned  above,  the  appointment  does  not 
become  effectoal  till  secority  is  in  fact  given; 
it  is  a  conditional  appointment,  and  the  condition 
is  a  condition  precedent.  The  practice  where  snob 
an  order  has  been  made  is  this :  when  the  order 
is  taken  to  be  drawn  np,  the  registrar  requires  the 
parties  to  go  before  the  master  to  settle  the 
security ;  he  does  not  pass  or  enter  the  order  till 
he  is  satiified  by  proper  evidence  that  the  secarity 
is  given,  and  then,  and  then  onlj,  does  he  pass  and 
enter  the  order.  Now  the  receiver,  nnless  he  had 
an  office  copy  of  the  order  with  him,  could  not  go 
and  claim  any  money  to  which  as  receiver  he 
might  be  entitled,  ^s  title  would  not  be  com- 
plete, and  he  could  not  give  a  receipt  or  obtain  the 
money.  How,  therefore,  does  any  question  arise 
as  to  the  payment  of  the  llOZ.  P  That  appears  to 
me  to  be  a  fatal  objection.  Further,  as  I  have 
already  said,  there  is  no  charge  on  the  persontJ 
est^e;  and,  that  being  so,  I  cannot  see  on  what 
possible  ground  it  can  be  alleged  that  a  person 
who  merely  gives  notice  of  the  receivership  and 
does  no  more  thereby  creates  any  charge  in  his 
own  favour.  If  there  were  any  question  as  to 
this,  the  judgment  of  Lindley,  L.J .,  to  which  I 
have  already  referred,  fully  disposes  of  it.  That 
really  settles  the  matter ;  but  in  fact  and  in  truth 
I  do  not  think  the  question  arises,  because  ther  e 
is  nothing  whatever,  except  a  statement  in  a 
letter,  which  in  my  view  is  in  no  way  conclusive, 
to  show  that  the  1102.  was  in  fact  part  of  the 
deposit.  To  decide  this,  however,  it  is  necessary 
to  consider  the  purchaser's  rights  in  respect  of  the 
deposit  which  he  has  paid.  He  has  a  right  to  a 
lien  and  to  have  the  deposit  repaid  to  him  ;  and 
according  to  Bote  v.  Wation  (lU  L.  T.  Bep.  106 ; 
10  H.  L.  G.  672),  which  I  recently  followed  in 
Whitbread  and  Co.  v.  Watt  (84  L.  T.  Bep.  419 ; 
86  L.  T.  Bep.  395  ;  (1901)  1  Oh.  911 ;  (1902)  1  Oh. 
835),  this  right  attaches  from  the  moment  of  pay. 
ment,  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  purchase 
does  not  go  off  through  the  purchaser's  own  fault. 
He  has  no  absolute  right  to  this  lien  or  to 
repayment  of  the  deposit  at  all — it  is  con- 
ditional on  his  not  being  in  default ;  if  he 
is  in  default,  his  right  ceases  to  exist.  I  can 
see  in  the  present  case  that  there  was  every 
appearance  of  the  purchaser  Green  being  in 
default,  and,  however  that  may  be,  on  the  face  of 
the  order — which  is,  after  all,  the  conclusive 
matter,  and  shows  what  the  agreement  was — 
no  deposit  was  in  fact  returned ;  but  the  vendor, 
being  in  the  unfortunate  position  of  having  a  man 
who  was  unable  or  unwilling  to  pay  a  debt  of  552. 
in  occupation  of  his  lands  without  having  paid 
the  balance  (amounting  to  28502.)  of  the  purchase 
money,  saw  no  chance  of  getting  it,  and  gave 
him  1102.  to  go  out  of  possession.  I  can  only  eay 
it  would  be  most  unfortunate  if  a  decision  of  this 
court  was  to  prevent  an  arrangement  of  this  sort 
being  given  effect  to  when  no  offer  has  ever  been 
made  by  the  present  plaintiff  to  step  into  the 
shoes  of  the  defaulting  purchaser  and  pay  the 
purchase  money.  The  plaintiff  has  tried  to  get 
as  near  as  he  can  to  the  position  of  a  mortgagee, 


but  the  mortgagee  in  a  similar  case  would  be 
bound  in  some  way  or  other  to  undertake  the 
liabilities  of  his  mortgagor.    The  truth  is  that » 
man  in  the  position  of  the  plaintiff  cannot,  by 
giving  a  mere  notice,  pnt  a  burden  upon  a  creditor 
of  his  debtor.     The  order  operates,  no  doubt,  as 
an  injunction  against  his  own  debtor  to  restrain 
that  debtor  from  receiving  the  money,  but  it  does 
not  in  any  way  affect  the  person  who  is  going  to- 
pay  the  money  under  circumstances  such  as  the-, 
present    The  result  is  that  the  action  fails  and« 
is  dismissed  with  costs. 

Soiicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Alexander  Pope. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant.  Smith,  Favodon^ 
and  Low,  for  Bone,  Bournemouth. 


Jan.  23,  25,  and  Feb.  I. 
(Before  Fabwell,  J.) 
Bishop  Auckland  Ihdubtbial  Go-opbbatitv. 
Floub   and    Fbotision  Sociktt  Limitbd- 
«.     Buttbbwobth      Oolliebt      Cokpany 
Limited,  (a) 

Mine*  and  minerals — Right  to  let  doton  twrfaee—  - 
Ineloswre  Act — Award — Manorial  rights. 

By  an  Indoaure  Act  and   award  certain  waste- 
land was  allotted  amongst  commoners.    The  Act 
provided  that  nothing  therein  contained  shotdd 
be  construed  to  diminish  the  rights  of  the  lord  ■ 
of  the  manor  in  respect  to  his  seignory  tmd 
royalties  except  in  respect  of  his  ownership  of  ' 
the  soil  to  be  enclosed.    And  the  Act  further 
provided  that  the  lord  and  his  successors  should- ■ 
hold  and  enjoy  all  mines  and  quarries  undet*  ■ 
the  waste  together  with  liberty  of  searching  for,  . 
urinning  and  toorhing  the  same,  a*  fully  and 
freely  as  if  that  Act  had  not  been  passed,  and- 
that  without  making  or  paying  any  saiisfaetion 
for  so  doing.    And  the  Act  further  provided  a< 
summary  means  by  which  any  person  injured 
through  the  lord's  working  of  the  mines  should 
be  compensated  by  the    occupiers  of  allotments- 
in  the  same  township. 

Held,  in  action  brought  by  surface  owners  against' 
an  assign  of  the  lord  to  restrain  by  injunction 
any  injury  to  the  surface  by  mining  operations, 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  Inciosure  Act  to 
deprive  a  surface  owner  of  his  common  law  right 
of  support  {the  clause  as  to  compensation  in  the 
Act  relating  to  surface  user  only),  and  thcU 
consequently  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  an 
injunction. 

Bt  a  private  Act  passed  in  the  reign  of  Gleorge  U 
(31  Geo.  2,  c.  X.)  a  large  common  or  moor  situate' 
within  the  townships  of  Hdmsterly,  South  Bed- 
bum,  Lynesack,  and  Sof tley,  in  the  manor  of  Wol- 
singham  andchapelry  of  Hamster  ly,  in  the  county  of 
Durham,  containing  about  7000  acres,  was  inclosed. 
The  Act  recited  that  the  Bishop  of  Durham  was 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Wolsingham  in  right  of  ]ua- 
church  and  see  and  entitled  to  the  soil  of  the 
common,  and  provided  in  the  usual  manner  for 
the  division,  apportionment,  and  allotment  of  th& 
moor  among  the  several  persons  having  an 
interest  as  freehold  or  copyhold  tenants  in  the 
same  as  in  the  Act  provided.  The  Act  farther 
(pp.  11  and  12  thereof)  provided  that  nothing 
therein  contained  should  be  construed  to  defeat^ 

(a;  Baporud  b;  J.  Aktbdb  Pbicx,  Eiq.,  ButUmthl^Iaw. 
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lessen,  or  prejndioe  the  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of,  in,  and  to  the 
eeignory  and  royalties  incident  to  and  belong- 
ing to.  the  manor;  bnt  that  every  snch 
lord  shoald  for  ever  thereafter  hold  and  enjoy 
all  rents,  services,  conrts,  perqaisitea,  and  profits 
of  coart  and  all  royalties  and  seignories  whatso- 
ever to  anch  manor  or  to  the  lord  thereof  for  the 
time  being  incident,  belonging,  or  appertaining 
other  than  and  except  such  common  right  as 
oonld  or  might  be  claimed  by  him  or  them 
respectively  aa  owner  or  owners  of  the  soil  and 
inheritance  of  the  moors  or  commons  or  other- 
■wise  in  or  npon  the  moors  or  commons  or 
•otherwise  in  or  upon  the  commons  so  to  be 
^closed  as  aforesaid  in  aa  full,  ample,  and  bene- 
iticial  a  manner  to  all  intents  and  purpoaea  as 
^hey  or  any  of  them  might  have  held  and  enjoyed 
the  same,  in  case  that  Act  had  not  been  maide ; 
..und  also  that  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham,  his 
snoceasors  and  assigns,  should  and  might  from 
time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereajwr  have, 
liold,  and  enjoy  all  mines  and  quarries  of  what 
kind  and  nature  soever  lying  and  being  in  and 
nnder  the  moors  and  commons  so  to  be  divided 
.  iani  inclosed  as  aforesaid  (other  than  and  except 
such  quarries  of  stone  aa  were  thereinafter  men- 
^OBed),  together  with  all  convenient  and  neoea- 
«ary  ways  aud  wayleaves,  and  liability  of  laying 
and  repairing  wazgon  ways  and  other  ways  in, 
over,  and  along  the  same  and  any  part  thereof, 
and  of  Eearching  for,  winning,  and  working  the 
mines  and  quarries  and  leading  and  carrying 
away  the  coals,  lead,  mines,  and  minerals,  stonea, 
and  other  thiogs  to  be  gotten  thereout,  and 
making  drifts,  levela,  watercouraea,  and  erecting 
jand  using  fire-enginea  and  other  engines,  pi£ 
irooms,  and  other  usual  liberties  a^  folly  and 
.'freely  as  he  or  they  could  have  had  or  migbt 
Jiave  enjoved  the  same  in  case  that  Act  had  not 
been  made,  and  that  without  making  or  paying 
Any  satisfaction  for  so  doing. 

The  Act  provided : 

And  whereas  great  ineonvenienoes  may  faappsn,  and 

-<damaKe  be  done  to  partionlar  penoni  by  the  reason  of 

(he  aearohlDg  for  winning  and  working  the  mines  and 

-qnarries  within  and  nnder  their  respeotive  allotments 

by  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Dorfaam,  his  successors  and 

~assigni,  without  making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  for 

so  doing.     For  remedy  thereof  be   it  hereby  enaoted, 

-j>y  the  aothority  aforesaid,  that  when  and  lo  often  as 

-any  person  or  persons  shall  suffer  or  sustain  any  loss  or 

dunage    in  bis,  her,  or  their  respeotive  allotments  by 

the  searching  for  wioniog  and  working  nf  the  mines  and 

quarries  therein,  or  the  lajing  and   repairing  waggon 

ways  and  other  ways,  or  by  the  loading  and  carrying 

away  the  coals,  lead,  miaerals,  atonea,  or  other  things 

to  be   gotten  thereout,  or  making  drifts,  levels,   and 

water  connes,  or  erecting  or  using  fire  engines  or  other 

engines,   pit  room,   or  other  the  liberties  and  powers 

hereby  given  and  reserved  to  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of 

Porham,    his    incoeasorB  or  assigns,   upon    complaint 

thereof,  and  by  enoh  person  or  persons  so  damnified  as 

aforesaid  to  one  or  more  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace 

^and  for  the  said  oonnty  of  Dnrham  (notice  of  such 

intended  complaint  havmg  been  firet  given  by  snch 

person  or  persons  in  the  chapel  or  Hamsterly  aforesaid 

on  some  Sunday  morning  preceding  snch  camplaiut), 

such  jostioe  or  justices  is  and  are  hereby  empairered 

and  required  to  examine  and  inquire  into  such  eomplaiot 

or  complaints  in  a  summary  way  either  by  the  exami- 

tion  of  witnesses  on  oath,  or  being  of  the  people  called 

Quakers  upon  their  solemn  affirmation  [Ac]  or  by  snch 


other  evidenoe  or  proof,  ways  or  means  as  to  them  or 
him  shall  seem  requisite  or  expedient  in  that  behalf ; 
and  finally  to  assess,  settle,  imd  determine  the  damages 
enatained  by  snch  persona  or  person  as  aforesaid,  which 
damages  shall  be  paid  and  borne  by  the  occupiers  of  the 
several  other  allotments  lying  and  being  in  such  and  the 
same  township  in  which  the  allotment  or  allotments  in 
which  such  damages  shall  be  committed  shall  lie 
according  to  the  reepective  yearly  values  or  renti  of 
such  allotments  in  anch  proportion  and  shares  as  the 
said  justice  or  justices  shall  direct  or  appoint.  And 
in  case  any  person  or  persons  chargeable  with  or  oon- 
tributable  to  such  damags  as  aforesaid  shall  negleot  to 
pay  his,  her,  or  their  said  proportions  thereof  within  a 
time  to  be  limited  by  the  said  justice  or  jnstiors  to  the 
said  perion  so  injured  as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such 
oaae  the  said  justice  or  justices  by  warrant  nnder  his 
or  their  hand  and  seal  hands  and  seals  shall  and  they 
are  hereby  reqnired  to  cause  the  same  to  be  levied  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such 
persons  or  person  so  neglecting  or  refusing  to  pay  the 
same  as  aforesaid,  rendering  the  overplus  (if  any  be), 
after  deducting  the  reasonable  charges  of  such  dietzesB 
and  sale,  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  snch  goods  and 
chattels  npon  demand. 

Gertain  of  the  commons  named  in  the  award 
were,  as  is  more  f  ally  explained  in  the  judgment, 
persons  of  great  territorial  inflaencein  the  county 
of  Dnrhaih. 

The  rights  of  the  Bishops  of  Dnrham,  as  lords 
of  the  manor,  subaeqaently  became  vested  in  the 
Ecoleeiastical  Gommissioners,  and  by  them  a 
mining  lease  of  mines  under  a  portion  of  the 
incloaed  common  had  been  granted  to  the  Butter- 
knowle  Gollierj  Gompany  Limited.  The  Bishop 
Auckland  Industrial  Go-operative  Plour  and 
Provision  Society  Limited  were  the  surface 
owners  of  four  acres  which  prior  to  the  indosure 
Act  were  part  of  the  waste,  and  which  were  allotted 
under  the  Act. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  Bishop  Auck- 
land Industrial  Go-operative  Flour  and  Provision 
Society  Limited  against  the  Butterknowle  Col- 
liery Company  Limited,  claiming  a  declaration 
that  tko  defendants  were  not  entitled  as  against 
the  plaintiffs  as  surface  owners  to  lower  and 
depress  the  surface  of  their  lands  and  for  an 
injunction. 

Upjohn,  K.G.  and  Leigh  Clare  for  the  plaintiffs. 
— The  defendants  claim  through  the  Bishop  of 
Durham  as  lord  of  the  manor.  Consequently, 
their  rights  are  simply  those  of  an  ordinary  lord 
of  a  manor.  The  lord  is  no  doubt  entitled  to  the 
soil  of  the  waste ;  but  he  must  exercise  his  rights 
in  such  a  way  aa  to  leave  sufficient  pasturage  for 
the  commoners.  Under  the  award  the  soil  is 
granted  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
the  support  of  the  surface.  To  disprove  this,  the 
defendants  must  show  that  on  the  construction 
of  the  iuclosure  Act  the  plaiatitEj  are  deprived  of 
this  prima  facie  right.  If  the  surface  ia  sold  and 
the  minerals  reserved,  the  owner  of  the  minerals 
has  not  a  right  to  let  down  the  surface : 

Bell  V,  Love,  43  L.  T.  Rep.  592 ;  10  Q.  B.  Div.  647 ; 
Hert  Y.  Oill,  27  L.  T.  Eep.  291 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Ch. 
699. 

[Fabwell,  J.— The  decision  in  Hext  v.  Gill  has 
been  stated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  Be  Todd, 
Birleston,  and  Co.  v.  Norlh-Eattem  Railway  Com- 
pany (88  L.  T.  Bep.  366;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  603,  at 
p.  607)  to  be  inconsistent  with  his  observations  in 
Lord  Provott  of  Qlatgow  v.  Fairie  (60  L.  T.  R^. 
274 ;  13  App.  Gas.  657),  and  that  he  intended  them 
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to  be  BO  taken.]  Every  inoloanre  Aot  mnst  be 
■oonstraed  by  itaialf.  Tue  fact  that  in  this  Aot 
the  minerala  are  reserred  to  the  lord,  and  that 
he  is  given  liberty  to  work  them  will  not  joBtify 
him  in  destroying  the  aurfaoe.  Nor  will  a  com- 
{>enaation  clanse  of  itself  be  snffioient  to  deprive 
the  surface  owner  of  his  right  to  support : 

Ntw  Bharitton  Colliarim  Company  v.  Earl  of  Watt- 
moriaitd,  82  L.  T.  B«p.  725. 

'?rhe  provision  for  oompensation  in  the  present 
Act  is  inadequate. 

DuTuikwerU,  K.C.  and  MaeSioinney  for  the  de- 
fendants. — The  Act  shows  that  the  lord  is  entitled 
to  destroy  the  sarface  for  the  purpose  of  working. 
It  mnst  be  noted  that  he  is  entitled  to  quarry  as 
well  as  to  work  mines : 

Duke  qf  £ueel«ueh  t.  Wak^ld,  23  L.  T.  Bep.  102  ; 

L.  Bep.  4  H.  L.  377  ; 
Bell  V.  larl  of  Dudley,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  14 ;  (1895) 
1  Ch.  102. 

The  Bishop  of  Dorham  was  a  prince  bishop  of  a 
«oimty  palatine,  and  he  had  greater  rights  than 
«a  ordinal^  manorial  lord.  The  fact  that  oom- 
pensation IS  to  be  paid  tends  to  show  that  tiie 
•oommoners  have  not  the  right  of  support : 

Coneelt   WatenBorlc*  Company  v.  Bitton,  60  L.  T. 
Bep.  860. 

£Thi8  case  was  not  reported  on  appeal.  Bat  the 
transcript  of  the  shorthand-writer's  notes  were 
produced  in  court.]  The  present  Act  was  con- 
sidered by  the  conrt  in  Gill  v.  Diehinson  (42  L.  T. 
B^.  510;  5  Q.  B.  Div.  159),  and  it  was  held  that 
the  lord  of  manor  had  the  right  to  let  down  the 
«ar&oe  by  mining  without  making  compensation. 

Ufjokn,  K.O.  in  reply. — It  is  possible  to  satisfy 
«vei7  part  of  the  Act  withont  interfering  with  the 
right  of  support  The  sorfaoe  may  be  supported 
by  artificial  means.  Cur.adv.vuU. 

FASWSLii,  J. — The  question  iv  this  case  turns 
'On  the  construction  of  an  inolosure  Act  (31 
deo.  2,  o.  z.).  The  plaintiffs  are  surface  owners 
«nd  the  defendants  are  lessees  of  minerals  claim- 
ing under  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  (who 
derive  their  title  from  the  Bishop  of  Durham), 
and  the  short  point  is  whether  the  defendantu, 
working  in  the  ordinarv  m<uiner,  and  not  negli- 
gently, are  entitled  to  let  down  and  destroy  the 
surface  of  the  lands  in  question.  The  lands 
«ontain  four  acres,  and  are  situate  within  the 
parish  of  Hamsterly,  iu  the  manor  of  Wolsing. 
ham,  and  were,  prior  to  the  inclosure  Act,  part 
of  the  waste  of  the  manor.  The  lord  of  the 
manor  was  seised  of  the  soil  of  the  manor,  and 
entitled  to  the  mines  and  minerals  thereunder  in 
2ee  simple,  subject  only  to  the  ordinary  rights  of 
pasturage  in  the  oommoners.  This  right  in- 
volved some  restriction  on  the  lord's  right  of 
working  and  getting  in  the  minerals — viz.,  that 
he  must  leave  a  si&oiency  of  pasturage  for  the 
commoners.  The  commons  and  wastes  of  the 
manor  were  duly  inclosed  and  divided  by  an 
award  under  the  eaid  Act  of  George  II.  Qaes- 
tiona  of  the  construction  of  inclosure  Acts  have 
frequently  been  before  the  courts,  and  although 
each  of  course  depends  on  the  working  of  the 
particnlar  Act,  there  is  sufficient  similarity 
between  them  to  warrant  the  deduction  of  some 
ganend  principles  applicable  to  all  snch  Acts, 
and,  indeed,  those  principles  have  been  settled  I 


by  numerous  decisions,  many  of  them  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  may  be  stated  as  follows : 
The  surface  owner  has  by  common  law  the 
right  to  have  proper  support  for  his  surface, 
so  as  to  prevent  its  subsidence.  If  the 
mineral  owner  contests  this  right,  the  burden 
is  on  him  to  displace  it;  the  right  can  only 
be  displaced  by  express  words,  or  by  neces- 
sary implication  from  the  words  used  in  the  Aot 
— words,  however  large,  applicable  to  the  right 
of  working  and  privileges  connected  with  it  and 
important  for  the  exercise  of  snch  rights  and 
privileges,  are  not  enough,  at  any  rate,  if  the 
words  used  are  fairly  applioable  to  the  ordinary 
entering  on  and  working  the  mine :  (see  Lord 
Selbome's  judgment  in  Iiove  v.  Beli,  51  L.  T. 
Bep.  1 ;  9  App.  Gas.  289,  290,  291).  The  abaenoe 
of  any  provision  for  compensation  is  strong 
evidence  in  favour  of  the  continuance  of  the 
right  to  support ;  so  also  is  the  presence  of  a  com- 
pensation clause  limited  to  injuries  arising  from 
ordinary  surface  use,  or  obviously  inadequate  to 
any  greater  injair;  but  a  compensation  clause 
providing  expresslv  for  injuries  to  buildings,  or 
other  injury  renuting  from  subsidence  is  in 
favour  ol  the  destmotion  of  the  right.  But  this 
is  a  question  of  construction,  as  stated  by  Lord 
Davey  in  New  Sharhton  CoUieriea  Company  v. 
Earl  of  Weitmorland  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  725,  at 
p.  726),  the  existence  of  an  express  provision  for 
compensation  and  for  letting  down  the  snrfaoe 
does  not  necessarily  authorise  the  mineowner  to 
let  it  down.  The  question  is  one  of  construotion 
in  each  case,  and  the  principles  are  the  same, 
whether  the  document  be  a  grant  or  lease  or 
inclosure  Act.  The  latter  is  nothing  but  a  statu, 
tory  agreement  between  the  parties,  or,  as  Lord 
Selbome  puts  it  (9  App.  Cas.  290),  it  is  a  case  of 
mutual  considerations  resulting  in  the  apportion- 
mentofhmd  to  which  the  partieshave  agreed  or  have 
had  determined  by  the  party  making  the  award. 
It  is  important  to  ascertain  whether  tiie  rights  of 
the  owners  of  the  minerals  are  merely  reserved 
or  whether  they  are  newly  created  by  grant.  In 
the  latter  case  there  is  more  ground  tlmn  in  the 
former  for  an  argument  that  the  ordinary  common 
law  right  of  support  has  been  displaced  :  {Du]ee 
of  Bueolewsh  y.  Wakefield,  23  L.  T.  Bep.  102; 
4  H.  L.  377;  Love  v.  BeU,  51  L.  T.  Sep.; 
9  App.  Cas.  291,  292).  The  reservation  of 
the  lord's  right  to  be  enjoyed  in  as  full 
and  ample  a  manner  as  if  the  Act  had 
not  been  passed,  is  not  equivalent  to  a  reser- 
vation, free  from  the  common  law  liability  to 
leave  support,  merely  because  the  only  liability 
before  the  Act  was  to  leave  sufficient  pasture,  bat 
is  to  be  read  as  subject  to  the  ordinary  maxim, 
8ie  utere  tiuj,  ut  aXienum  non  Isedai,  so  that, 
mutatis  mutandis,  it  becomes  subject  to  the  sub- 
stituted ownership  right  of  support  in  lieu  of  the 
extinguished  commoners  right  of  pasturage  (9 
App.  Oas.  292),  and,  accordingly,  if  there  were  no 
such  commonable  rights  no  substituted  right  of 
support  can  be  muntained :  (OiU  v.  Diekineon, 
42  L.  T.  Bep.  510;  5  Q.  B.  Div.  159).  In  the 
case  before  me  the  lands  inclosed  were  about 
7000  acres,  and  provision  is  made  in  the  usual  way 
for  their  allotment  amongst  the  several  persons 
having  a  right  of  common  therein  in  certain  pro- 
portions, as  freehold  or  copyhold,  as  the  case 
might  be  (in  the  case  before  me  the  allotment  to 
the  plaintiff's  predecessors  in  title  was  freehold) 
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and  then  at  pp.  12  and  13  oome  the  olaasea  on 
which  the  qnestion  chiefly  tnms.  I  will  not  panse 
to  read  them  throagh  ;  but,  bearing  in  mind  the 
principles  to  which  I  have  already  referred,  I 
remark  (1)  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  mines  and 
minerals  are  reaerTed  and  not  granted ;  and  (2) 
that  they  are  granted  subjeot  to  the  principle 
8ie  utere  tuo,  Sco.  As  to  (1)  the  fee  simple  was 
Tested  in  the  lord  at  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  take  it  away  from 
him  until  the  award  is  made,  and  which  is  neces- 
sarily in  future.  The  provision  at  p.  6  is  "  all 
such  lands  as  shall  ...  be  allotted  to  any 
person,  shall  be  vested  and  held  by  snoh  person. 
.  .  .  The  words  at  p.  13  are  words  operating 
de  prastenii  and  take  e^ct  by  way  of  reservation, 
of  the  existing  estate.  Nor,  are  there  any  such 
unusual  powers  or  provisions  therein  contained, 
as  would  not  follow  from  or  be  incident  to  a  mere 
reservation.  On  (2)  1  observe  that  the  words 
"  as  fully  and  freely  as  he  or  they  might 
or  oonld  have  had  and  enjoyed  the  same  in  case 
this  Act  had  not  been  made  or  in  immediate 
oollocntion  with  and  precede  the  words  "  and  that 
without  making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  for  so 
doing."  These  latter  words  excluding  compen- 
sation afford,  in  my  opinion,  very  strong  grounds 
for  limiting  the  reservation  to  the  ordinary  rights 
of  ownership;  if  it  is  not  so  the  inference  to 
antecedent  title  is  meaningless ;  but  the  emphasis 
on  the  nonpayment  of  compensation  ("  and  that 
too,"  &C.)  follow  immediately  on  the  words  refer- 
rine  to  the  antecedent  title,  and  are  to  be  read 
wita  them,  and  when  so  read  amount  to  the 
reasonable  and  intelligent  provision,  that  so  long 
as  the  mineral  owners  work  in  exercise  of  their 
nsnal  common  law  rights  they  are  to  pay  no 
compensation  to  anyone.  I  further  observe  on 
this  clause  that  the  reserved  liberties  may  all  be 
satisfied  by  the  exercise  of  surface  rights ;  but 
that  even  ii  and  so  far  as  they  may  extend  to  the 
injury  of  the  surface  by  working,  it  is  to  be 
remembered  that  the  reservation  in  this  case 
extends  to  quarries  as  well  as  to  mines,  and  that 
the  usual  mode  of  working  a  quarry  necessarily 
destroys  the  surface.  If,  then,  any  words  are 
ionnd  in  the  next  clause,  which  appear  to  point 
to  the  destruction  of  the  surface  by  working, 
they  may  well  be  satisfied  by  applying  them  to 
the  quarries  and  stone  reserved  reddendo  singula 
ringydit  so  as  not  unnecessarily  to  destroy  the 
subject-matter  of  the  property  allotted  to  the 
commoners.  Further,  I  can  find  in  the  next  clause 
providing  for  compensation,  no  such  wide  phrases 
or  rights  as  influenced  Lord  Lindley's  judgment 
in  the  Comett  Waterworks  Company  v.  Bitson 
case ;  all  appears  to  be  quite  consistent  with  the 
working  of  mines  and  quarries  in  the  ordinary 
way  and  subject  to  the  ordinary  rights  of  the 
sunace  owners.  Further,  the  fact  that  the  com- 
pensation is  to  be  paid  by  the  occupiers  of  the 
other  allotments  and  not  by  the  owner  confirms 
me  in  my  view;  the  amount  of  compensation 
payable  for  the  usual  surface  user  could  not  well 
be  large — that  for  letting  down  the  surface  with 
buildings  thereon  might  be  enormous;  but  the 
people  to  pay  are  not  the  owners  in  fee,  but  the 
occupiers,  and  only  such  occupiers  as  occupy 
allotments  in  the  same  township.  If  the  Legis- 
lature really  contemplated  the  payment  of  sub- 
stantial compensation  to  occupiers — probably  for 
the  most  part,  shepherds,  hin^,  and  gamekeepers 


— who  knew  nothing  of  the  existence  of  any  suob 
liability,  and  might  find  all  their  property  sold 
under  a  distraint  without  ite  sufficing  to  dis- 
charge a  hundredth  part  of  the  amount  of  damag* 
done.  If  consideration  of  justice  to  the  party 
liable  to  pay  and  of  snfBciency  of  satisfaction 
to  the  person  entitled  to  receive  are  of  anj 
weight,  they  appear  to  me  to  be  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  preservation  of  the  right  to 
support  If  the  defendante  are  right  the  ocoo- 
pation  as  a  yearly  tenant  of  a  small  house  in 
the  district  might  entail  rain  on  the  occupier. 
Further,  the  persons  liable  to  pay  in  respect  of 
damage  to  the  allotment  injured  are  the  occupiers- 
of  other  allotmente  within  that  township.  It 
appears  from  page  1  that  there  are  four  town- 
ships comprised  ia  the  Act.  Suppose  them  to  be- 
of  equal  extent,  so  that  each  contains  1725  acres. 
This  is  not  a  large  area,  and  may  quite  possibly 
be  in  the  occupation  of  two  farmers  in  farms  o£ 
practically  equal  amount  and  value.  If  farmer 
A.  is  injured  by  his  surface  being  let  down,  hn 
naghbour  B.  must  pay  him  compensation  for  ib 
If  B.  is  injured  A.  must  pay  him.  If  the  injury 
be  for  the  ordinary  surface  user,  it  is  practically 
certain  that  they  will  not  suffer  alike,  and  th« 
amounte  payable  would  be  small.  But  assume 
that  both  farmhouses  are  let  down,  as  might  well 
happen,  the  idea  that  each  compensstes  the  other 
appears  to  me  too  ludicrous  to  oe  adopted  unless 
it  IB  unavoidable.  Again,  suppose  the  size  of  the 
four  townships  to  be  unequal  so  that  there  is  one- 
conteining  as  little  as  500  or  600  acres.  This, 
may  well  be  the  farm  of  one  man.  Is  he  to  pay 
himself  if  his  farmhouse  is  let  down,  or  is  he  to 
distrain  upon  such  of  his  labourers  and  carters  a* 
happen  to  occupy  cottages  in  the  township  Y  The- 
ordinary  surface  user  by  roads  and  the  like  would 
avoid  buildings,  so  that  the  question  would  not 
arise,  but  uudergroand  workings  are  more  likely 
to  cause  subsidence  where  there  is  the  additional 
weight  of  buildings  superimposed  than  where  the 
surface  is  unbuilt  upon.  In  my  opinion  the  mode 
of  obtaining  compensation  provided  by  the  Act 
is  quite  inadequate  to  provide  a  sufficient  amount,, 
and  might  well  have  the  effect  of  depopulating 
the  area  subject  to  such  a  liability,  and  so  become 
more  and  mora  inadequate.  Is  there,  then,  any 
authority  which  prevente  me  from  deciding  in 
accordance  with  my  own  opinion  P  There  is  on» 
reported-  case  on  tnis  very  Act,  OiU  v.  Dickinso» 
(42  L.  T.  Rep.  510 ;  5  Q.  B.  Div.  159),  for  I  cannot 
pay  any  regard  to  a  case  merely  noted  in  the 
Weekly  Notes,  but  the  reasoning  on  which  that 
case  proceeded  is  quite  consistent  with  my  view. 
The  case  was  heard  on  demurrer;  aad  it  was 
admitted,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  turned 
on  the  admission,  that  before  the  Act  the  lord 
worked  as  he  pleased  without  paying  any  eatis- 
faction,  and  the  decision  was  tnat  the  Act  pre- 
served the  status  quo  ante.  Here  the  admissions 
are  that  the  commoners  had  the  usual  right  of 
common  of  pasturage  which  involves  the  limitations 
of  the  right  of  working  that  I  have  above  stated. 
Bell  v.  Lord  Dudley  (72  L.  T.  Rep.  14;  (1895> 
1  Gh.  182)  is  also  distinguishable,  for  there  was 
there  an  adequate  compensation  cl&nse.  But  tha- 
case  most  relied  on  by  Mr.  Danckwerte  was  the 
Consett  Waterioorhs  Company  v.  Rilson  (60  L.  T. 
Rep.  360,  reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal),  with 
the  shorthand  notes  of  the  judgmente  in  which 
I  have  been  supplied.    In  my  opinioA  that  case 
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ia  klao  distingaiahable.  Lord  Esher'e  first  point 
-was  that  the  Aot  was  to  be  oonstmed  having 
regard  to  the  position  of  the  parties  affected,  and 
that  the  Bishop  of  Darham  was  one  of  the  most 
powerful  landowners,  and  had  "  immense  powers," 
and  that  the  humbler  commoners  were  glad  to 
take  such  crumbs  as  he  deigned  to  give  t^em. 
But  in  the  oaae  before  me  the  two  first-named 
commoners  are  Lord  Darlington  and  his  son, 
William  Lord  Yane ;  and  I  ventore  to  think  tiiat 
the  owners  of  Baby  Castle  and  the  enormous 
estates  attached  to  it  stood  on  equal  terms  even 
with  the  Prince  Bishop  of  Durham,  and,  in  addi- 
tion to  this,  their  political  influence  is  a  matter 
of  history.  Lord  Darlington  married  a  sister  of 
Sir  James  Lowther,  afterwards  Lord  Lonsdale, 
whose  political  influence  as  the  owner  of  nine 
pocket  Iboronghs  is  notorious,  and  Lord  Yane 
owed  his  subsequent  advancement  to  a  marquisate 
and  dukedom  to  the  possession  of  six  pocket 
boroughs.  If  the  position  of  the  parties  be  a 
legitimate  consideration  I  cannot  think  that  the 
bishop  had  in  tiiis  case  any  such  commanding 
adnmtage  as  Lord  E^er  found  that  he  pos- 
sessed in  the  Cotueti  case.  The  next  point  was 
the  compeasation  clause.  But  in  that  case  it 
was  adequate.  An  estata  was  allotted  to  create  a 
fond,  and  the  owners  as  well  as  the  occupiers  of 
30,000,  and  not  as  here  of  a  few  hundred,  acres 
were  made  to  contribute ;  and  further,  there  were 
large  powers  referred  to  by  Lord  Lindley  which 
are  not  to  be  found  in  the  present  case.  Not 
only  can  I  find  nothing  in  any  of  the  cases  which 
compels  me  to  decide  contrary  to  my  own  opinion, 
but  I  have  great  doubt  whether  the  Coniett  case 
or£eUv.  Lmrd  DtuUey  can  stand  witti  the  subse- 
quent decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
lf«w  Sharltton  CoUieriet  Company  v.  Lord  West- 
morland (82  L.  T.  Bep.  725).  The  only  question 
raised  in  this  action  is  with  respect  to  mines,  and 
I  make  the  declaration  and  grant  the  injunction 
as  asked,  and  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 
The  defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  action ; 
the  costs  of  the  inquiry  will  be  reserved. 

Solicitors:  Meredith,  Roberts,  and  Mills,  for 
0.  W.  Jennings  and  Co.,  Bishop  Auckland ; 
MUler,  Jennings,  White,  and  Foster,  for  W.  J. 
and  H.  C.  Watson,  Barnard  Castle. 


Feb.  3,  4,  5,  and  H. 
(Before    Joyce,     J.) 

COLWSLL  AND  OTHERS  V.  Sx.  PANCBABBOBOUOH 

Council  (a). 

Nuisance — Eledrie    lighting      worJes — Vibration 
and  noise — Borottgh  ecuneil — Jnju,netion. 

Under  a  provisional  order  confirmed  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament, the  81.  P.  Borough  Council  supplied 
electricity  in  the  borough,  and  for  this  purpose 
had  an  electric  generating  station  about  oOft. 
from  the  nearest  point  of  a  row  of  hotMes. 
The  provisional  order  provided  that  nothing 
contained  in  it  should  exonerate  the  council 
from  any  indictment,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
for  nuisance  in  the  event  of  any  nuisance  being 
caiued  by  them. 

In  May  1903  the  eouneU  began  to  run  new  and 

(a)  Beportcd  by  B.  W,  luw,  Esq.,  BarrUter-ftt-Lkw. 


enlarged  works  and  machinery  at  the  generating 
station,  including  two  engines  each  of  about 
750  horse-power.  The  lessees  and  occupiers  of 
the  row  of  houses  complained  that  ihe  new 
machinery  ittereased  an  already  existing 
nuisance  by  vibration  and  noise  so  as  to  inter' 
fere  with  their  comfort  and  enjoyment,  cause 
injury  to  health,  and  diminish  the  value  of  their 
interests  in  their  houses ;  and  they  brought  an 
action  against  the  council  claiming  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  them  from  eatuing  nuisance  to 
the  plaintiffs  and  damitging  their  interests  in 
their  houses  by  vibration  and  noise  from  Uto 
electric  generating  station,  and  damages.  Tho 
defendants  contended  that  the  vibration  and 
noise  were  due  to  certain  defects  in  the  balance 
of  the  engines  which  they  were  endeavouring  to 
remedy,  and  which  they  oiight  to  be  allowed  time 
to  remedy  completely. 
Held,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  vibration  and  noise 
were  productive  of  an  amount  of  annoyance 
against  which  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  be 
protected  on  theprinciple  laid  down  in  Broder 
V.  Saillard  (2  Ch.  Div.  692)  and  Bamford  v. 
Tumley  (6  L.  T.  Bep.  721 ;  3  B.  *  S.  62) ;  that 
the  annoyance  was  not  merely  temporary  and 
occasional,  but  calculated  to  work  material 
injury  to  the  plaintiffs'  property;  that  the 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  carry  on  their 
works  urdess  they  could  do  so  withoui  occasion- 
ing a  nuisance ;  and  that  an  injunction  must  be 
granted,  with  an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 

Tbial  of  action. 

By  the  St.  Pancras  (Middlesex)  Electric 
Lighting  Order  1883,  confirmed  by  the  Electric 
Lighting  Orders  Confirmation  (No.  7)  Act  1883 
(4$  &  47  Yiot  o.  cozix.),  the  Yestry  of  St.  Pancras 
were  authorised  to  supply  electricity  within  the 
parish  of  St.  Pancras,  and  for  that  purpose  to 
acquire  lands  and  construct  works.  The  order 
provided  (by  sect.  71)  that  nothing  contained  in 
it  should  exonerate  the  vestry  from  any  indict- 
ment, action,  or  other  proceeding  for  nuisance  in 
the  event  of  any  nuisance  being  caused  by  them. 
Subsequently  to  1883  the  vesti^  constructed  an 
electric  generating  station  at  a  distance  of 
about  50ft.  from  the  nearest  point  of  certain 
bouses,  numbered  108  to  116  (even  numbers),  in 
Great  College-street,  St.  Pancras.  From  time  to 
time  complaints  had  been  made  by  the  occupiers 
of  these  houses  and  other  persons  in  the  vicinity 
regarding  the  vibration  and  noise  caused  by  the 
generating  station,  and  the  consequent  discomfort 
and  injury  to  their  property  ;  and  legal  proceed- 
ings were  at  one  tune  instituted,  but  were 
compromised.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
London  Government  Act  1899  (62  &  63  Yict. 
c.  14)  the  parish  of  St.  Fancnis  became  a  metro- 
politan borough,  and  the  powers  and  duties  and 
property  of  the  vestry  were,  by  sect.  4,  transferred 
to  the  borough  council.  In  1902  the  borough 
council  determined  to  enlarge  the  venerating 
station  and  to  erect  new  machinery  there.  The 
lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  houses  in  Great 
College-street  sent  to  the  council  a  notice  that 
they  protested  against  this  proposed  increase  in 
the  plant  and  machinery;  but  the  council 
nevertheless  adhered  to  their  intention,  and  the 
new  machinery  was  completed  and  began  to  work 
in  May  1903.  It  included  two  engines  each  of 
about  750  horse-power. 
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The  lessees  and  oocnpiers  complained  that  the 
nuisance  and  annoyance  arising  from  the  gene- 
ratine  station  were  {|p:«atly  increased  hy  the  new 
machinery;  their  comfort  and  enjoyment  of 
(heir  houses  were  interfered  with  by  the  vibration 
and  noise ;  injury  to  health  was  alleged  in  some 
cases,  and  the  Talue  of  their  interestti  in  their 
houses  was  diminished,  particularly  in  the  case 
of  one  occupier  who  let  lodgings.  They  accord- 
ingly on  the  30th  Nor.  1903  commenced  this 
action  against  the  borough  council,  claiming  an 
injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from 
causing  nuisance  to  the  plaintiffs  and  damaging 
the  Talae  of  their  interests  in  their  houses  by 
vibration  and  noise  from  the  electric  generating 
etation,  and  damages.  Belief  was  also  claimed  in 
respect  of  an  allied  nuisance  from  dnst. 
noisome  fumes,  and  smells  arising  from  the 
defendants'  dnst  destructor,  which  was  situated 
«loBe  to  the  generating  station  and  worked  in 
'Oonnection  with  it ;  but  on  this  part  of  the  case 
(he  parties  came  to  terms  during  the  hearing. 
The  defendants  did  not  admit  that  there  was 
nnisance,  and  contended  that,  if  there  was  any 
vibration  and  noise  of  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
oaase  to  complain,  it  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
«ngines  were  at  present  defective  in  balance  ; 
(hat  this  would  take  time  to  remedy,  but  that 
they  were  endeavouring  to  remedy  it,  and  had 
already  effected  an  improvement,  and  would  in 
time  be  able  to  remove  it  completely.  Evidence 
was  given  as  to  the  nuisance  complained  of  and 
the  nature  and  causes  of  the  defect  m  the  working 
of  the  engines. 

Hughes,  K.G.  and  E.  Beaumont  for  the 
plaintiffs. — If,  as  we  contend,  what  the  defendants 
are  doing  amounts  to  a  nuisance,  they  are  not 
«ntitled  to  demand  an  unlimited  time  to  remedy  it. 
Where,  as  here,  a  prescriptive  right  has  not  been 
acquired,  a  nnisance  like  this  cannot  be  com- 
mitted : 

iSt.  Helen'i  Smelting  Company  v.  Tipping,  12  L.  T. 
Bep.  776;  11  H.  L.  C.  642; 

Bturgu  V.  Bridgman,  41  L.  T.  Bep.  219;  11  Ch. 
Div.  852. 
Even  if  there  was  a  nnisance  of  which  we  might 
bave  complained  before  the  new  engines  were 
erected,  we  are  entitled  to  be  protected  against 
the  increase  of  it  which  has  been  caused  by  them : 

Sealher  v.  Pardon,  37  L.  T.  Bep.  893. 
Our  evidence  establishes  a  serions  and  continuing 
nuisance,  and  we  are  entitled  to  an  injunction : 

Bhelfer  v.  City  of  London  Electric  Lighting  Com- 
pany, 70  L.  T.  Bep.  762 ;    and  in  the  Coart   of 
Appeal.  72  L.  T.  Bep.  34 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  287. 
Sotufield,  K.O.,  Younger,  K.C.,  and -4.  B.  Marten 
for  the  defendants. — A  statutory  duty  to  construct 
and  use  these  works  has  been  thrown  upon  us, 
and  therefore,  if  we  use  our  best  skill  and  dili- 
gence, we  are  not  liable  for  consequential  injarv 
{Sutton  V.  Clarke,  6  Taunt.  29),  except  that  sect.  71 
of  our  provisional  order  precludes  us  from  com- 
mitting a  permanent  nuisance.    But  we  are  not 
liable  for  a  temporary  nuisance  arising  from  the 
oxecutiou  of  our  statutory  duty  : 

Harriton  v.  Southwarlc  and  Vauxhall  Watgr  Com- 
pany, 64  L.  T  Bap.  864  ;  (1891)  2  Ch.  409. 
We  are  endeavouring  to  remedy   the  cause  of 
complaint,  and  must  be  allowed  time  to  do  so. 
Hughes,  K.O.  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vxdt. 


Feb.  8. — JoYCB,  J. — ^It  has  virtnally  been 
admitted,  and,  indeed,  it  can  hardly  be  denied, 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  complain  by 
reason  of  the  vibration  caused  by  the  defendants' 
works  and  machinery  at  various  times  and  from 
time  to  time  between  May  and  Dec.  1903,  unless 
the  annoyance  was  a  merely  temporary  one.  If 
it  be  continued,  the  defendants  cannot  deny  the 
existence  of  a  nuisance  in  law.  In  other  words, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  vibration  caused  by  tlie 
defendants'  works  has  been  productive  of  so 
much  annoyance  to  the  plaintiffs  as  to  justify 
this  action,  unless  the  defendants  can  excuse 
themselves  by  showing  that  the  annoyance  it 
merely  a  temporary  one,  or  in  the  nature  of  that 
referred  to  by  WilUams,  L.J.  (then  Williams,  J.) 
in  Harrison  v.  Bouthwari  and  Vauxhall  'tVaier 
Company  (64  L.  T.  Bep.  864;  (1891)  2  Ch.  409). 
I  consider  that  the  amount  of  annoyance  cause4 
to  the  plaintiffs  has  materially  interfered  with 
their  comfort,  and,  as  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.B.  said  in 
Broder  v.  Saillard  (2  Oh.  Div.  692,  at  p.  701): 
"  The  law  is  this,  that  a  man  is  entitled  to  the 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  his  dwelling-house.  If 
his  neighbour  makes  such  a  noise  " — or  cauaea 
such  a  vibration — "  as  to  interfere  with  the  ordi- 
nary use  and  enjoyment  of  his  dwelling-house,  so 
as  to  cause  serious  annoyance  and  disturbance,  the 
occupier  is  entitled  to  be  protected  from  it."  In 
my  opinion  there  has  been  snch  an  amount  of 
annoyance  here;  but  it  is  suggested  that  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  be  excused  on  the 
principle  of  Harrison  v.  Southtoark  and  Vauxhall 
water  Company  (ubi  sup.)  Is  the  annoyance 
caused  by  the  defendants  within  the  principle  of 
law  laid  down  in  that  case  f  In  my  opinion  it  is 
not.  The  law  on  the  subject  is  correctly 
stated  by  Bramwell  B.  in  Bamford  v.  Turnley 
(6  L.  T.  Bep.  721 ;  3  B.  &  S.  62,  at  p.  82),  and 
in  that  case  he  deals  also  with  the  question 
whether  the  defendants  ought  to  be  excused  on 
the  ground  that  the  annoyance  is  merely  a 
temporary  one.  The  annoyance  caused  by  the 
defendants  in  the  present  case  is  in  my  opinion 
not  merely  temporary  and  occasional,  but  calcu- 
lated to  work  material  injury  to  the  propei-ty  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  seriously  to  depreciate  its 
value,  though  that,  perhaps,  is  not  a  ground 
of  action  by  itself.  In  the  provisional  order 
authorising  their  works  there  is  a  clause  pro- 
viding that  nothing  therein  contained  shall 
exonerate  them  from  any  indictment,  action,  or 
other  proceeding  for  nuisance  in  the  event  of  any 
nuisance  being  caused  by  them.  But,  in  spite  of 
this  provision,  it  has  been  suggested  that  the 
defendants,  for  a  ^riod  perhaps  of  years  after 
the  erection  of  their  works,  are  entitled  to  make 
the  neighbourhood  uninhabitable  and  cause  a 
serious  nuisance  until  the  time  comes  when  they 
can  carry  on  their  works  without  producing  these 
results.  It  has  not  been  explamed  what  is  to 
happen  if  that  turns  out  to  be  impossible.  But 
the  proposition  appears  to  me  an  entirely  strange 
one,  and  I  cannot  accede  to  it.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  owners  of  such  works  are  not  entitled 
to  carry  them  on  unless  they  can  do  so 
without  occasioning  a  nuisance.  In  the  present 
case  none  of  the  machinery  has  been  working 
long  enough  for  a  prescriptive  right  to  occasion 
a  nnisance  to  be  acquired,  and  I  must  grant  an 
injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  carry- 
ing on  their  works  so  as  to  cause  nuisance  or 
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injnry  to  the  plaintaffs  dnring  the  continoftnoe  of 
their  leases  by  vibration,  noise,  or  otherwise,  with 
an  inquiry  as  to  damages. 

Youn^tr,  K.O.  asked  that  the  operation  of  the 
injunction  might  be  aaspended,  and,  after  some 
discassion,  his  Lordship  suspended  it  for  a  period 
of  six  months,  on  certain  terms  as  to  the  hoars  of 
the  night  dnring  which  noise  or  vibration  was  not 
to  be  caused. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Beaumont  and  Son. 

Solicitors  tor  the  defendants,  Cunliffes  and 
Davenport. 


Jan.  21  and  Feh.  2. 
(Before  Hkdy,  J.) 

BeIOHT'S  TRVSTBK  v.  SBLLA.B.(a) 

€o»ta — Taxation — Co»t$  after  threat  of  proceedings. 

A  letter  threatening  an  action  was  loritten  by  the 
plainiife  tolieitort  on  the  Zrd  Xarch  1903.  The 
defendant  on  the  20lh  March  1903  obtained 
a  transcript  of  the  speeches,  evidenee,  and  judg- 
ment of  actions  against  other  defendants  in 
which  the  fraud,  to  which  it  was  aMeqed  the 
defendant  was  a  party,  was  disclosed.  The  writ 
mas  issued  on  the  ISth  April  1903.  27m  action 
was  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution.  The 
taxing  master  houl  allowed  the  costs  of  the 
transcript. 

Meld,  that  the  matter  must  he  referred  hack  to  the 
master,  with  a  direction  to  allow  only  the  costs 
of  so  much  of  the  transcript  of  the  evidence  and 
judgment  as  related  to  the  question  whether  the 
defendant  was  or  was  not  party  or  privy  to  the 
fraud  disclosed  inthe  former  actions. 

Summons  by  the  plaintiff  to  review  taxation. 
The  main  question  raised  was  whether  the  costs 
of  the  transcript  of  the  shorthand-writer's  notes 
of  the  proceedings  in  an  aotiou  brought  by  the 
same  i>laintiff  against  a  different  defendant, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  612.,  ought  to  be 
allowed  on  taxation  to  the  defendant  in  the 
present  action  under  the  circumstances  stated  in 
tlie  judgment.  The  tazincr  master  had  allowed 
the  costs,  and  the  plalntiC  now  sought  to  have 
them  disallowed. 

Peterson  for  the  plaintiff. — The  taxii^  master 
has  allowed  the  costs  of  shorthand  notes  of  the 
two  actions  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
South  American  £lectrio  Company  Limited  and 
Blight's  Light  and  Power  Limited.  These  costo 
were  incurred  before  the  writ  was  issued,  and 
onght  to  be  disallowed.  A  great  deal  of  the 
«Tidence  had  nothing,  to  do  with  the  present 
defendant. 

Eve,  K.C.  and  Van.  Neck  for  the  defendant. — 
The  coste  were  incurred  after  the  plaintiff  had 
threatened  to  take  proceedings,  it  was  abso- 
lutely necessary  for  the  defea£iiit  to  ascertain 
what  had  taken  place  in  the  former  actions. 
Until  he  obtained  a  transcript  of  the  whole  pro- 
«ee<Ungs  it  was  impossible  to  ascertain  what  part 
was  material. 

Eadt,  J. — This  is  a  summons  by  the  plaintiff 
to  review  taxation.  The  items  objected  to  are  an 
allowance  of  612.,  paid  for  a  transcript  of  the 
whole  of  the  proceedings,  including  speeches  of 
counsel,  in  another  action,  and  certain  conse- 

W  Uvponed  bjr  «i.  If.  Hahilton,  Eiq.,  BuT>8ier.«t.l.tkw. 


quential  allowances — ^namely,  a  fee  of  142. 15«.  for 
the  solicitor  perusing  the  transcript  and  making 
notes  of  it  for  counsel,  and  a  fee  of  five  guineas 
to  connsel  for  perusing  it.  The  transcript  is  1830 
folios  in  length.  The  writ  in  the  present  action 
was  issued  on  the  16bh  April  1903,  statement  of 
claim  delivered  on  the  15th  May  1903,  and  d^ence 
on  the  15th  June  1903.  No  further  proceedings 
were  taken  in  the  action,  and  on  the  9th  Nov. 
1903  an  order  was  made  dismissing  the  action 
for  want  of  prosecution.  The  defendant's  coste, 
as  texed,  were  allowed  at  1002. 13<.  Sd.,  including 
the  items  in  dispute.  Although  the  transcript  is 
entered  in  the  bill  of  costo  as  having  been  ob- 
tained in  May  1903,  it  is  not  disputed  that  it  was 
really  bespoken  on  the  20th  March  1903,  and 
obtained  on  the  26th  March,  just  three  weeks 
before  the  issue  of  the  writ  in  this  action.  It 
was,  however,  bespoken  after  a  letter  threatening 
this  action  had  been  received  by  the  defendant  on 
the  3rd  Miroh  1903.  In  the  previous  action 
— Bright's  Trustee  v.  South  American  Electric 
Company  Limited  and  Bright's  Light  and  Power 
Limited,  1902,  B.,  2558— the  plaintiff  established 
that  transfers  of  21.800  out  of  22,000  shares  in 
Bright's  Light  and  Power  Limited  were  fraudu- 
lent and  void  under  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  5, 
being  made  with  intent  to  delay,  hinder,  or 
defraud  the  creditors  of  Charles  Brieht,  the 
bankrupt.  The  defendant,  Norrie  Sellar,  was 
not  a  party  to  that  action,  but  4000  of  the  shares 
in  question  were  at  one  time  standing  in  his 
name.  The  plaintiff  in  the  present  action  sought 
to  recover  damages  against  Korrie  Sellar  for  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  bankrupt's  estate  by  reason 
of  the  fraudulent  dealings  with  the  shares,  and 
alleged  that  the  defendant  was  party  or  privy  to 
the  fraud  of  Charles  Bright.  The  defendant  in 
his  defence  did  not  admit  that  any  fraud  had  been 
committed,  and  denied  that  he  was  party  or  privy  to 
it,  and  said  that  with  regard  to  the  4000  shares 
formerly  standing  in  his  name  (part  of  tho 
21,800)  he  transferred  them  at  the  request  of 
Charles  Bright,  bat  certainly  without  any  inten- 
tion to  defeat  Bright's  creditors,  and  without 
knowledge  of  any  such  intention  on  the  part  of 
Charles  Bright.  It  will  thas  be  seen  that  the 
only  case  alleged  against  Norrie  Sellar  was  being 
party  or  privy  to  a  f  raad  by  Bright.  A  letter 
threatening  an  action  was  written  by  the  plaintiff's 
solicitors  to  the  defendant  on  the  3rd  March 
1903.  In  this  letter  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  state 
that  they  have  been  consulted  "with  refer- 
ence to  your  conduct  in  fraudulently  assist- 
ing the  bankrupt  to  transfer  and  conceal  the 
whole  of  his  assete  for  the  parpose  of 
defeating  his  creditors."  The  defendant's  con- 
tention is  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  this  letter 
that  the  transcript  was  bespoken,  and  prepara- 
tions made  for  defeudini;  the  action  so  threatened. 
The  transcript  is  in  four  volumes  and  has  been 
produced  to  me,  and  I  have  refreshed  my 
recollection  of  the  action,  which  was  tried 
before  me,  by  looking  through  it.  Of  toL  1 
ninety-two  pages,  of  vol.  2  fifty-six  pages,  and  of 
vol.  4  ninecy-six  pages  consist  of  the  speeches 
of  counsel.  The  rest  of  vols.  1  and  2  and 
the  whole  of  vol.  3  consist  of  evidence.  The 
rest  of  vol.  4  consists  of  the  judgment.  Under 
these  circumstances,  and  having  regard  to  the 
nature  and  course  of  that  action,  it  seemed  to  me 
that  it  was  impossible  to  consider  that  the  gretit 
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expense  incnrred  in  obtaining  thi*  transcript  and 
oonaeqnent  thereon  was  "  necessary  or  proper  for 
the  attainment  of  jastice  or  for  defending  the 
rights  of  any  party"  in  the  present  action.  I 
thought  that  the  master  mnst  have  been  nnder 
some  misapprehension  in  allowing  it,  and  accord- 
inely  I  determined  to  see  him  upon  the  matter 
bcaore  disposing  of  this  sammons.  An  interriew 
with  the  master  has  shown  that  this  view  was 
correct.  He  tells  me  that  the  transcript  was  not 
produced  to  him,  and  that  no  opportnnity  was 
afForded  him  of  seeing  the  document,  the  costs  of 
which  he  was  alloning,  and  that  if  the  matter  is 
sent  back  to  him  he  will  only  allow  so  much  of 
the  evidence  and  judgment  as  relates  to  the 
question  whether  the  defendant  was  or  was  not 
party  or  priyy  to  the  fraud — that  is,  whether  the 
defendant  Sellar  did  or  did  not  by  any  conduct  of 
his  assist  the  bankrupt  to  transfer  or  conceal  any 
part  of  the  assets  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
bankrupt's  creditors.  In  my  judgment  the  defen- 
dant Sellar  ought  not  to  be  allowed  any  greater 
amount  than  this,  and  accordingly  I  allow  the 
summons  and  refer  the  matter  back  to  the  master 
with  a  direction  to  aUow  only  the  costs  of  so  much 
of  the  transcript  of  the  evidence  and  judgment 
as  relates  to  the  question  whether  the  defendant 
Sellar  was  or  was  not  party  or  privy  to  the  fraad 
of  Charles  Bright — that  is,  whether  the  defendant 
Sellar  did  or  did  not  by  any  conduct  of  his  assist 
the  baakmpt  to  transfer  or  conceal  any  part  of  the 
assets  for  tne  pnrpose  of  defeating  the  bankrupt's 
creditors.  The  two  other  items  will  be  propor- 
tionately reduced.  The  defendant  is  to  pay  the 
costs  of  this  application,  and  the  costs  wjll  be 
taxed  and  set  off  against  any  sum  payable  by  the 
plaintifC  to  defendant. 

Solicitors :  Wingfield  and  Blew ;  W.  J.  Hunter. 


Thursday,  Feb.  11. 

(Before  Eadt,  J.) 

Be  Pkeeott  and  King's  Oontbact.  (o) 

Vendor  andpurchcuer — Power  oftale—WiU, — Eee- 

eutor — Construetive  trustee. 
A  testatrut  by  her  will  dated  the  3rd  March  1849 

appointed  B.  J.  and  U.  M.  executors,  and  gave 

them  powers  to  apply  income  in  maintenance 

and  to  sell  certain  hereditaments  after  the  death 

of  the  survivors  of  her  daughters. 
The  testatrix  died  on  the  25th  Dec.  1850.    B.  J. 

alone  proved  tlie  will  and  died,  leaving  J.  W.  and 

M.  W.  his  executors. 
In  1873  a  petition  was  presented  by  all  parties 

henejiciaUy  interested,  and  new  trustees  of  the 

will  were  appointed  under  the  Trustee  Act  1850. 
After  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  daughters 

the  trustees  contracted  to  sell  the  hereditaments. 
The  purchaser  required    the   concurrence  of  the 

beneficiaries. 
Held,   that    the   concurrence  of  the  beneficiaries 

could  not  be  required. 
Yendob  and  purchaser  summons. 

A  testatrix  by  her  will  dated  the  3rd  March 
1849  appointed  R.  Joyning  and  U.  Maoey  exe- 
cntors,  and  empowered  her  said  trustees  with 
the  consent  in  writing  of  her  daughters  during 

(a)  Bepottcd  b;  O.  B  Hakiltoh,  Eaq.,  Bktrl*tcr-«t-lAir. 


their  lives  and  afterwards  at  their  discretion  t» 
demise  hereditaments. 

At  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  her  daughters 
she  empowered  her  executors  to  sell  the  here* 
ditaments. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  25th  Dec.  1850.  R. 
Joyning  alone  proved  the  will  and  died,  having 
made  a  will,  the  executors  of  which  were  Jane 
Wood  and  Mary  Wood. 

In  1873  a  petition  was  presented  under  the 
Trustee  Act  1850  (13  &  14  Vict.  c.  60)  by  aU  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled  to  the  estate.  The 
petition  alleged  that  B.  Joyning  and  IT.  Maoey 
were  constructive  trustees,  that  J  ane  Wood  and 
Mary  Wood  had  never  acted,  and  desired  to  b» 
relieved  of  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

On  the  25th  July  1873  Malins,  Y.O.  made  aa 
order:  "This  court  being  of  opinion  that  B. 
Joyning  and  U.  Maoey  are  trustees  of  the  will  of 
the  testatrix  within  the  meaning  of  the  Trustee 
Act  1850,  and  that  it  is  expedient  to  appoint  new 
trustees  of  the  will  and  impracticable  so  to  do 
without  the  assistance  of  the  court,"  and  vested 
the  hereditaments  in  new  trustees  thereby  ap- 
pointed. 

After  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  daughters- 
the  trustees  contracted  to  sell  the  hereditaments. 

The  purchaser  objected  that  the  power  wa» 
given  to  the  executors,  and  said  that  the  trustees 
could  not  make  a  title  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  beneficiaries. 

Gatey  for  the  vendors. — Malins,  Y.O.  has- 
declared  that  the  executors  are  in  fact  trustees. 
Trustees  appointed  by  the  court  have  the  sam& 
powers  as  the  persons  originally  appointed  by 
the  will.  The  Conveyancing  Act  18e$l  (44  &  4& 
Yiot.  o.  41),  8.  70,  prevents  the  purchaser  from 
going  behind  the  order. 

Johnston  for  the  purchaser.  —  The  power  wa» 
given  to  the  executors,  and  can  only  be  exer- 
cised by  persons  holding  the  office  of  executor : 
Brown  v.  fiurd«tt,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  520 ;  40  Ch.  Div. 

244; 
Be  BmUh  (1904)  1  Ch.  139. 

It  is  for  the  vendor  to  show  that  the  power  i» 
given  to  the  trustees : 

Be  Willing,  W.  N.  1890, 1. 

Eadt,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts)  said:— 
Powers  are  given  to  persons  named  executors  in 
the  will  to  do  certain  things;  for  instance,  to- 
apply  income  in  maintenance,  to  sell  the  heredita- 
ments after  the  death  of  the  two  daughters,  to 
execute  a  conveyance,  &c.  An  attempt  has  been 
made  to  say  that  the  true  construction  is  that  tho 
executors  were  not  trustees.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is  not  open  to  me  to  depart  from  the  order 
made  thirty  years  ago  that  the  executors  were 
trustees.  The  appointment  of  new  trustees, 
following  on  a  declaration  that  the  persona 
originally  named  were  trustees  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Act  ought  now  to  be  acted  upon.  The 
persons  appointed  have  all  the  powers  of  tho 
persons  originally  nimed,  including  the  power 
of  sale.  It  is  not  necessary  to  get  the  oononr- 
renoe  of  the  beneficiaries  at  whose  instigatioik 
these  trustees  were  appointed. 

Solicitors  :  Langford  and  Fisher;  A.  Neale. 
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KING'S  BENCH  DITISION. 

Wednesday,  Jan.  13. 

(Before  Lord  Altbsstons,  O.J.  and 

KSKNBDT,  J.) 

HkITNIKKB  «.  HOWABD.  (a) 

SVetpom — Diteh   and  fence —Presumption    of 

ownership — Acts  of  ownership — Bebvttal  of  pre- 

sumpHon, 
2%«    plaintiff   and    defendant    were    adjoining 

owners  of  land,  the  tands  being  bounded  by  a 

bank  with  a  fence,  with  a  diteh  on  the  defendant's 

side. 
For  nearly  fifty  years  the  defendant  had  trimmed 

the  fenee,  pollarded  the  trees,  and   cleaned  the 

diUA,  but  there  Tca«  no  evidence  of  knowledge  on 

the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Held,  that  these  acts  of  ownership  did  not  rebut 

the  presumption  that  the  bank  and  fenee  were 

the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
Appeal    from    His    Honour    Jodge    Eardley 
Wilmoi;  sitting  at  the  Ipswiob  Oonnty  Oonrt. 

The  aotion  was  brought  to  recover  damages, 
and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  cutting  certain  trees  in  a  fence. 

These  trees  and  the  fence  stood  on  a  bank,  the 
ditch  of  which  was  on  the  defendant's  side.  The 
bank  and  fence  stood  next  to  the  plaintiff's  land, 
«nd  therefore  jTrtmd/ane  belonged  to  him. 

For  nearly  fifty  years  the  defendant  had 
trimmed  the  fence  and  poUarded  the  trees  and 
cleaned  the  ditch. 

It  was  alleged,  and  there  was  some  evidence, 
that  in  1862,  four  years  after  the  defendant 
entered  into  possession,  that  the  plaintiff's  tenant. 
pointinK  to  an  ash  tree  in  the  fence,  said :  "  I 
«hoald  like  to  put  an '  eye '  through  that  ash  tree." 

The  then  agent  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  alleged, 
was  called  in  consultation  on  the  dispiite,  and 
agreed  that  the  defendant  was  right  and  that  the 
fenoe  was  his,  but  the  defendant  admitted  that, 
flo  far  as  he  knew,  the  plaintiff  knew  nothing 
aboat  this. 

With  regard  to  the  cutting  of  trees  there  was 
no  anbetantial  evidence. 

The  County  Court  judge  gave  judgment  for 
the  defendant  on  the  broad  ground  that  he,  for 
over  half  a  century,  exercised  acts  of  ownership 
over  the  fence,  acquiesced  in  and  not  interfered 
with,  without  placing  much  reliance  on  the  def  en- 
-danf  8  evidence  as  to  the  conversation  with  the 
agent  in  1862,  which  might  not  be  evidence,  or 
upon  the  evidence  of  the  maps.  He  ba«ed  his 
ju^ment  on  the  broad  acts  of  ownership,  and 
stated  that,  as  here  there  had  been  acts  of  owner- 
ship, he  could  not  help  if  these  acts  had  not  been 
^mnght  t3  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the 
plaintiff's  tenants  thought  that  the  defendant 
was  wione  in  doing  what  he  did,  they  would  have 
brought  it  to  the  notice  of  the  plaintiffs.  The 
evidence  of  the  acta  of  ownership  was  to  his 
«nind  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the 
fence  and  ditch  went  together. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Stewart  for  the  plaintiff. 
North  for  the  defendant. 
liord  Altkbstoke,   C.J. — I   have  really  felt 
f(reat  difficulty  in  this  case,  and,  but  for  the  decision 
ia  Earl  of  Craven  y.  Pridmore  (18  Times  L.  Rep. 

<a)  Beported  by  W.  DC  B.  Hkbbibt,  Esq.,  Barrlater-ftt-Law. 


282),  I  should  have  thought  we  were  not  entitled 
to  interfere  with  the  finding  of  the  County  Court 
judge,  because  it  must  be   remembered  that  in 
this  court,  dealing  with  County  Court  appeals,  we 
have  not  got  the  power  of  the  Court  ot  Appeal 
dealine  with  the  case  of  a  jadge  sitting  alone  in 
the  High  Court,  as  we  often  have  to  point  out. 
We  have  no  right  to  review  findings  of  fact,  and, 
if  there  was  any  evidence  on  which  the  learned 
jndge  could  come  to  the  oonolasion  which  could 
in  any  way  support  his  finding  of  fact,  we  may 
not  overrule  him.      If  the  decision  in  Earl  of 
Craven  v.  Pridmore  {sup.)  had  been  a  decision  b^ 
the  Court  of  Appeal  that  on  the  weight  of  evi> 
dence — as  a  rehearing — they  thought  Bidley,  J. 
(17  Times  L.  Bep.  399)  had  come  to  a  wron^  con- 
clusion, it  would  not  have  been  an  authority  to 
the  extent  to  which  I  think  it  is.    But  I  certainly 
read  the  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls, 
concurred  in  by  Bomer  and  Mathew,  L.JJ.,  as 
holding  that  the  evidence  therein  referred  to  was 
of  such  a  shadowy  and  neutral  character  as  not 
sufficient  to  displace  the  presumption,  meaning 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  regarded  oy  a  lawyer  as 
being  evidence  of  a  character  which  would  displace 
the  presumption,  and,  farther,  that  the  alleged 
acts  of  ownership  were  easily  explicable  without 
the  necessity  for  drawing  the  inference  that  the 
property  in  the  fences  was  in  the  defendants  or 
their  lessor.    In  that  case  there  had  been  evidence 
of  the  clipping  of  the  hedge  and  of  the  lopping 
of  trees  for  a  much  longer  period,  and  of  some 
other  acts  which  were  not  in  tnis  case.    Therefore 
I  think  I  had  better  state   what  I  understand 
the  sum  and  substance  of  the  evidence  is  apart 
from  this  question  of  the  map,   which   I  think 
when  examined  has  very  little   to  do  with   the 
case.    I  gather  that  the  real  evidence  is  that  which 
Mr.  Nortn  very  frankly  and  fairly  stated.    The 
real  evidence  is  continuous  or  almost  continuou  s 
— I  will  say  constant — clipping  of  the  hedge  and 
pollarding  of  some  of  the  trees  for  many  years. 
With  regard  to   the  cutting  down  ot  the  trees, 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  substantial  evidence  - 
or  any  evidence  of  catting  down  trees  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the   word.     There   is   some 
evidence  of  one  tree  being  cut  forty  years  before, 
and  then  evidence  of  two  trees  being  cut  which 
gave  rise  to  this  dispute.    Therefore  there  is  only 
evidence  of  one   tree  being  cut  which  could  be 
fairly  treated   as   being  evidence   of   an   act  of 
ownership  aoqaiesced  in  by  anybody.     With  the 
observations  which  have  been  made  by  my  brother 
I  entirely  concur,  in  that  many  of  these  acts  may 
be  done,  or  allowed   to   be   done,  without   any 
admission,  and  that  applies  very  strongly  to  a 
clipping  of  hedges  or  pollarding  pollard  trees  in 
a   nedge.     It  must  be  remembered  that  there 
certainly  is  no  evidence  here  of  knowledge  by 
Lord  Henniker  or  his  agents  of  what  the  defen- 
dant was  doing,  and  if  it  be  true,  as  Mr.  North 
says,  that  this    is  an  outlying    part    of    Lord 
Henniker 's  estate,  and  that  it  is  not  one  w'r.ich 
has  been   brought  before  his  notice,  or    much 
before  that  of  his  agents,  that  observation  would, 
of  course,  be  strengthened.    I  therefore  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Earl 
of  Craven  v.  Pridmore  {sup.)  have  said  that  where 
you  have  got  the  original  strong  presumption  of 
a  ditch  mode,  the  earth  thrown  back,  and  a  hedge 
placed  upon  the  side  of  the  ditch  next  to  the  man's 
land  who  has  made  the  ditch,  with  these  acts  of 
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dipping  tho  hedges  and  dealing  with  the  ontting 
and  lopping  of  the  trees  not  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  owner,  those  acts  cf  ownership 
are  not  that  class  of  evidence  which  can  be  held  to 
be  properly  admissible  for  rebutting  the  pre- 
sumption. They  are,  as  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
calls  it,  evidence  of  a  shadowy  and  neutral  cha- 
racter, and  not  sufficient  to  displace  the  presump- 
tion. I  think  we  should  not  be  doing  our  duty  in 
following  the  Court  of  Appeal,  as  we  are  bound  to  do 
in  such  cases,  if  we  were  to  draw  the  distinction 
in  this  case  that  there  was  some  evidence  to  go  to 
the  learned  County  Court  judge  on  which  he 
could  come  to  the  oonclnston  which  he  did.  I 
would  only  say  one  word  with  regard  to  the  map. 
It  is  obvious  it  cannot  be  used  a  document  in 
favour  of  the  defendant  as  against  Lord 
Henniker,  because  it  is  not  the  defendant's  own 
deed,  but  it  might  possibly  have  been  of  some 
service  if  it  bad  been  connected  with  some  definite 
act  of  Lord  Henniker  or  his  agents,  and  thereby 
broaght  within  the  rule  about  the  declara- 
tion of  servants  or  agents  in  the  course  of  their 
duty.  I  do  not  think  it  is  so.  In  the  first  place, 
with  regard  to  part  of  the  loeits  in  quo,  it  dis- 
tinctly says  the  hedge  is  not  the  defendant's. 
I  think  the  County  Court  judge  was  right  in  dis- 
regarding— as  an  importfmt  factor  in  this  case 
— both  the  deed  and  Preston's  statement,  and  in 
holding  that  there  was  not  enough  in  the  evidence 
proved  with  regard  to  the  document  or  the  con- 
versation to  make  them  admissible.  With  regard 
to  the  other  point,  I  think  he  was  bound  and  we 
are  bound  by  the  decision  in  Earl  of  Craven  v. 
Fridmore,  and  he  ought  to  have  held  that  there 
was  no  evidence  on  which  he  could  properly 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  presumption 
was  rebutted.  I  think  the  appeal  should  be 
allowed. 

Eennbdt,  J.— I  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion, and  I  feel  the  difficulty  which  my  Lord 
has  indicated  as  to  the  exact  ground  to  be  taken  in 
a  case  of  this  kind  in  dealing  with  the  case  for 
the  purpose  of  seeing  whether — although  there 
are  some  facts — a  lawyer,  who  has  to  look  at  the 
matter  from  a  legal  point  of  view,  is  justified  in 
giving  that  evidence  any  weight  as  against  an 
estabushed  or  admitted  state  of  things  creating 
the  presumption  which  is  admitted  in  this  case. 
Ab  I  read  the  report  which  has  been  before 
me  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
Earl  of  Craven  v.  Pridmore,  which  is  binding 
upon  ua,  in  substance  it  is  a  decision,  not  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership,  but 
that,  as  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  says,  there  was 
evidence,  but  that  it  "  seemed  to  him  to  be  of  a 
vei7  shadowT  and  neutral  character,  and  not  suffi- 
cient to  displace  the  presumption,"  There  is  no 
doubt  there  were  certain  facte  there  proved  which 
were  the  evidence  referred  to  by  his  Xjordship  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  I  think,  when  he  said 
that  they  were  not  sufficient  to  displace  the  pre- 
sumption, he  was  not  merely  meaning  that  on 
the  balance  of  evidence  they  came  to  the  conolu- 
mon  that  there  was  such  an  overwhelming  weight 
of  evidence  on  one  side  that  the  learned  judge 
below,  whom  they  were  entitled  to  overrule  on  that 
groundfhad  gone  wrong  and  had  teken  a  view  which 
had  some  evidence  to  support  it,  but  so  little  that 
his  judgment  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
but  I  think  they  are  saying  :  "  Here  you  have  a 
recognised  legal  presumption;   before  that  pre- 


sumption can,  as  a  matter  of  law,  be  properly  over- 
ruled in  a  court  of  this  country,  there  must  be 
more  evidence  than  is  afforded  by  acte  of  the 
character  and  nature  that  are  proved  before  us 
in  this  case."  !N'ow,  what  were  the  acte  in  that 
case,  and  what  was  their  character  P  There  was 
very  strong  evidence,  indeed,  in  a  sense — when  I 
say  strong,  I  mean  evidenne  which,  according  to 
the  repoit,  seems  to  have  been  unshaken — both  of 
the  lopping  and  the  cutting  and  laying  of  fences 
and  the  repairs  of  fences  whenever  needed  since 
the  year  1856  in  regard  to  one  portion  of  the  land, 
and  1875  as  regards  another  portion.  Not  only 
so,  bat  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  bad,  in 
that  case,  cut  trees  in  the  fence  as  far  back  as 
thirty-one  years  ago  and  sold  them  ;  that  in  1887 
another  tree  was  cut  in  the  same  fence ;  and  in 
1895,  when  a  tree  was  blown  down  in  the  fence 
and  actually  lay  on  the  plaintiffs  land  for  two 
years,  Pridmore,  the  defendant,  sold  the  tree,  and 
the  timber  merchante  removed  it  from  the  plain- 
tiff's own  land.  I  confess  that  if  the  view  which 
I  hope  we  are  both  right  in  taking  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  right,  they  were 
takins  that  view  on  evidence  which  I  confess, 
speaking  for  myself,  as  far  as  regards  acte  of 
ownership,  is  much  stoonger  than  any  evidence  in 
this  case,  because  what  happened  here  was  merely 
a  repairing  of  the  fence,  which  in  certun  cases 
may  not  be  jealously  watohed.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  must  largely  depend  upon  the  character 
of  the  adjoining  tenant  and  his  relations  with  his 
neighbour  and  whether  the  neighbour  is  going  to 
found  a  right  on  his  being  allowed  to  lop.  It 
must  depend  on  circumstiuioes,  but  it  is  quite 
explicable.  But  if  as  is  said  on  behalf  of  the 
person  who  is  pleading  against  the  presumption, 
"Do  you  think  that  unless  I  believed  it  to  be 
mine  I  should  go  to  the  expense  of  lopping  it 
and  trimming  it  P  "  On  the  other  side  it  may 
be  said:  "Very  well,  if  that  is  a  substantial 
matter,  is  not  it  the  very  thing  which  in  many 
cases,  at  any  rate,  the  adjoining  tenant  would  be 
only  too  glad  to  see  done  at  the  expense  of  his 
neighbour  rather  than  his  own  P  "  Besides  t^t 
which  my  Lord  has  referred  to,  there  is  in  this  case, 
I  mighb  also  call  it  so  isolated  as  to  be  shadowy, 
evidence  of  catting  trees,  and  a  stetement  as  to  a 
dispute  which  is  only  valuable  in  so  far  as  it  is 
sought  to  bring  in  by  it  an  admission  of  an 
agent  of  Lord  ^nniker.  I  do  not,  speaking  for 
myself,  think  that  it  ought  to  be  treated  as  an 
admission,  technically,  but  I  certainly  should 
attach  no  value  to  it.  What  happened  is  that  a 
person  who  was  the  agent,  when  two  neighbours 
are  disputing,  no  doubt,  as  to  the  right  to  interfere 
with  the  tree  in  the  fence,  is  said  to  have  given 
his  opinion  one  way.  I  do  not  think  that  ought 
to  constitute  an  admission.  At  the  most  the 
value  of  that  admission  could  only  be  got  at  by 
ascertaining  to  what  extent  the  dispute  was  gone 
into  on  the  merite,  and  was  not  treated  as  a 
friendly  settlement.  I  am  afraid  of  admissions 
always,  and  certainly  when  they  are  made  by 
persons  who  are  not  those  immediately  concerned, 
but  their  servante  or  agente.  When  you  have 
said  that,  the  only  thing  left  is  the  map.  As 
regards  maps,  I  think  it  may  be  fairly  said  that 
at  most  they  cut  both  ways.  If  the  map  upon 
which  stress  is  laid  shows  in  one  portion  of  it 
something  that  favours  the  defendant,  on  the 
other  hand  it  shows  somothing  which  favours  the 
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plaintiff.  I  think  it  is  better  to  leave  the  map  out 
altc^other,  but  certainly  it  does  not  materially,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  improve  the  case  as  regards  the 
whole  of  this  line  of  fence  for  the  defendant; 
it  woald  only  improve  it  as  regards  part,  if  at  all. 
Then,  if  used  at  all  in  regard  to  the  whole  of  the 
contention,  it  seems  to  me  it  cannot  be  treated 
except  as  being  certainly  neutral  evidenoe,  to 
borrow  one  word  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls.  In  my  opinion,  following  loyally, 
as  one  is  bound  to  do,  that  decision,  we  have  no 
alternative  bat  to  allow  this  appeal. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  :  White,  Borrett,  and  Co.,  for  TTe*- 
thorpe,  Cobbold,  and  Ward,  Ipswich  ;  Tarry,  Sher. 
lode,  and  King,  for  Turner  and  Turner,  Ipswich. 


Friday,  Jan.  22. 
(Beforfl  Wills  and  Kbukedt,  JJ.) 
Chapman  v.  Winson.  (a)    , 

Prineipal  and  agent — Commiation — "  When  'and 

if  the  purchase  is  completed  fcy  private  treaty." 
The  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  commit. 

•ion  on  the  tale  of  an  hotel  **  when  and  if  the 

purchase  is  completed  by  private  treaty" 
The  plaintiff  introduced  a  purchaser,  who  signed  a 

contract  to  purchase  with  the  defendant,  and 

paid  a  deposit. 
The  purchaser  was  unable  to  carry  out  the  contract, 

and  the  defendant  agreed  to  release  her  and  he 

toot  to  retain  the  deposit. 
Hdd,  thai  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  hit  com- 

mission. 
Appbai,  from  His  Honour  Judge  Austin  sitting 
at  the  Bristol  County  Court. 

]ji  June  1902  the  defendant  had  on  his  hands 
the  Full  Moon  Hotel  for  sale. 

He  gave  particulars  to  the  plaintiff,  who  knew 
of  a  likely  purohaser  and  communicated  with 
tor. 

On  the  8th  Sept.  the  defendant  gave  the  follow- 
ing commission  note  to  the  plaintiff : 

If  your  friend  la  named  and  introduced  within  one 
week  and  becomes  the  purohaser  of  the  above  hotel,  yoa 
■hall  be  paid  as  and  by  way  of  commiBeion  a  aam  of 
SOI.  when  and  if  the  porohase  is  completed  by  private 
treaty. 

The  plaintiff  then  introduced  the  lady  to  the 
defendant,  and  on  the  11th  Sept.  she  signed  a 
oontract  with  the  defendant  agreeing  to  pur- 
chase the  hotel  for  20002.,  and  she  paid  to  the 
defendant  2001.  as  deposit. 

She  was  unable  to  carry  out  the  contract,  and 
it  was  agreed  between  her  and  the  defendant  that 
he  shomd  retain  the  2002.  deposit  and  should 
release  her  from  the  contract,  and  this  was  accord- 
in^y  done. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiff  brought  the  present 
action  to  recover  his  commission. 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  was  of  opinion 
that,  in  construing  the  commission  note  of  the 
8th  Sept.  1902,  he  was  bound  to  give  some  effect 
to  the  words,  "  when  and  if  the  purchase  is  com- 
pleted by  private  treaty,"  and  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  purchase  never  was  completed  in  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  word  and  inasmuch  as  the  pur- 

(«)  Bepoit«d  by  W.  Dl  B.  Hbbbict,  Eaq.,  BurUter-avLav, 


chase  went  off  through  no  default  of  the  vendor, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  his  commis  sion. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

/.  A.'Haioke  for  the  plaintiff. — The  learned 
County  Court  judge  was  wrong  in  his  construc- 
tion of  the  commiaaton  note.  What  it  means  is 
that  if  the  plaintiff  finds  a  purchaser  by  private 
treaty  and  the  negotiation  results  in  a  contract, 
then  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  paid  his  commission. 
The  word  "  completion  "  is  not  used  in  its  technical 
sense  of  handing  over  the  money  and  signing;  the 
deeds,  but  completion  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is 
concerned  means  finding  a  purchaser  who  is 
ready  and  willing  to  contract  and  does  in  fact 
contract  and  who  is  accepted  by  the  vendor.  All 
these  conditions  were  fulfilled  by  the  plaintiff, 
who  obtained  a  contract  for  the  vendor,  and  the 
vendor  in  fact  received  the  deposit.  It  can  make 
no  difference  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  commission  that  the  vendor  has  let  the 
purchaser  off  her  contract.    He  referred  to 

Orogan  v.  Smith,  6  Times  L.  Bep.  427;  7  Times 

L.  Bep.  132 : 
Pastingham  v.  King,  14  Times  L.  Bep.  39,  392. 

Broolie  Little  for  the  defendant. — Some  mean- 
ing must  be  attached  to  the  words  "  when  and 
if  the  purchase  is  completed  by  private  treaty," 
and  the  only  meaning  to  be  applied  is  that  the 
purchase  must  be  completed  in  the  ordinary  l^al 
meaning  of  those  words  by  paying  over  the  money 
and  signing  the  deeds  or  documents.  Here  the 
purohaser  found  by  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to 
complete,  and  the  learned  County  Court  judge 
was  right  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
earned  his  commission. 

Wills,  J. — The  point  here  is  a  short  one,  but  one 
of  some  difficulty,  because  the  words  are  not  as  clear 
as  they  might  be,  and  I  can  quite  conceive  two 
persons  coming  to  opposite  conclusions  as  to  their 
meaning.  But  I  think  when  thev  are  carefully 
considered  their  real  meaning  is  tolerably  obvious, 
and  it  is  not  the  meaning  attached  to  them  by  the 
learned  County  Court  judge.  It  is  a  g^d  general 
rule  that,  unless  you  are  driven  to  a  contraiy  con- 
clusion, you  should  construe  words  accordmg  to- 
their  grammatical  meaning.  Now,  the  words- 
"  private  treaty  "  attach  to  the  word"  completed," 
and  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  entitied  to  his  commis- 
sion when  the  purchase  is  completed  in  a  pai-ticular 
way,  and  that  particular  way  is  by  private  treaty. 
It "  completion  "  means  completion  m  the  ordinary 
legal  sense — that  is,  by  the  execution  of  the  con- 
veyance and  the  paying  over  of  the  balance  of  the 

purchase  money — then  there  is  no  meaning  in  the 
words  "  private  treaty"  as  attached  to  the  word 
"completed."  I  think  the  words  "by  private 
treaty"  are  meant  to  exclude  by  auction.  Mr. 
BrooKe  LitUe's  contention  requires  more  violence 
of  consti'uotion  than  the  one  which  I  have  adopted. 
I  think  the  word  "  completed  "  is  used  in  its  gram- 
matical meaning  and  not  in  its  technical  meaning, 
and  I  think  the  parties  in  using  the  word  "  com- 
pletion "  did  not  mean  it  in  this  latter  sense.  I 
think  the  purchase  was  completed  and  effected  by 
private  treaty,  for  if  the  vendor  by  the  oontraoi 
is  bound  to  sell,  and  the  purchaser  is  bound  to 
buy  and  the  purchaser  is  accepted  by  the  vendor, 
then  the  purchase  is  effected  and  completed  so 
far  as  the  agent  is  concerned.  That  construction 
does  less  violence  to  the  use  of  the  language  than 
that  suggested  by  the  defendant. 
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Kbnnbdt,  J. — I  agree.  I  do  not  see  any  answer 
to  the  reasonable  meaning  placed  on  these  words 
by  my  brother  Wills.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
take  the  words  out  of  their  order  and  to  read 
them  as  "  when  and  if  the  purchase  by  private 
treaty  is  completed."  It  would  have  been  so  easy 
to  have  said  that  if  the  parties  had  intended 
it.  The  purchase  was  effectually  completed  by 
private  treaty  when  a  valid  le^  contract  was 

o^**""*^'  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors :  William  J.  Card,  for  E.  Woodhoute 
Veale,  Bristol ;  Barley  and  Cunningham,  for  F.  J. 
Farr  and  Son,  Bristol. 


Jan.  13  and  Feb.  1. 

{Before  Lord  Altkbstonb.  G.J.,  Wills  and 
Eennbdt,  JJ.) 

Lbwin   and  othkbs  v.  Nbwnbs  Lihitbd; 
Sahb  v.  Wabnb  and  Go.  (a) 

Mating  —  Route  —  Oeeupation  —  CaretaJeer  —  51 
Geo.  3,  c.  150. 

By  51  Oeo.  3,  e.  150,  after  reciting  an  Jet  of 
12  Car.  2,  c.  37,  whereby  a  yearly  turn  of  2501. 
was  charged  upon  the  hoaeet  of  ike  inhabitants 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  for 
the  support  and  benefit  of  the  rector,  curate, 
clerh,  and  sextons  for  the  time  being  of  that 
parish,  that  charge  of  250Z.  tea*  repealed,  and  in 
lieu  thereof  a  yearly  sum  of  6201.  was  charged 
upon  all  nouses  wifihin  the  said  parish  to  be 
assessed  by  the  churchumrdent  and  paid  by  the 
occupiers  of  such  houses  respectively. 

Held,  that  houses  consisting  of  the  offices,  ware- 
houses, store-rooms,  and  counting-houses  of  pub- 
lishers, some  rooms  in  which  were  occupied  by 
earetateers  and  their  families,  such  caretakers 
having  internal  access  to  the  whole  of  the  pre- 
mises, were  chargeable  under  this  statate. 

Surman  v.  Darley  (14  M.  &  W.  181)  considered. 

Appeals  from  His  Honour  Judge  Woodfall 
sitting  at  the  Westminster  County  Court. 

Two  actions  were  brought  by  the  churchwardens 
-of  the  pariah  of  St.  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  to 
recover  rates  alleged  to  be  due  to  them  under  51 
Geo.  3,  0.  150. 

The  premises  upon  which  the  rates  were  sought 
to  be  levied  were,  in  the  case  of  Newnes  Limited, 
premises  Nor.  8  to  11,  Southampton-street, 
occupied  by  them,  and  the  bulk  of  those 
premises,  some  forty  rooms,  were  used  for  the 
purposes  of  their  business  as  publishers  for  their 
offices  and  their  warehouse. 

These  defendants  set  apart  three  rooms,  and 
in  those  three  rooms  lived  their  caretaker  and  his 
wife. 

In  the  case  of  Wame  and  Go.  they  occupied  pre- 
mises at  No.  15,  Bedford-street,  and  Nos.  2,3, 
and  4,  Bedford-court. 

Those  buildings  were  connected  by  iron  doors, 
and  the  learned  judge  found,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  action,  that  structui-ally  they  were  one  build- 
ing, and  the  rooms  consisted  of  store-rooms, 
offices,  and  counting-house. 

All  the  premises  were  connected  internally,  and 
the  caretakers  had  access  to  the  whole  of  the 
buildings  by  means  of  internal  communications. 

(a)  Beported  b;  W .  de  B.  Heebebt,  laq.,  BuTlate^kt-Lav. 


The  learned  County  Court  judge,  after  stalang 
the  facts,  delivered  the  following  judgment : 

The  defence  ii  that  the  honaa  moat  b«  a  dwelliDK- 
hooae,  and  th«  only  definition  of  the  houMB  whioh  ue 
aotoilly  anbjeot  to  this  rate  is  to  be  foand  in  the  oaaa 
of  Surman  v.  Darley  (14  M.  &.  W.  181).  It  is  to  be 
obBerved  that  in  that  oaae  the  question  ia  whether  a 
bnilding  in  the  nstora  of  a  theatre  ooold  be  made  Bnbjeot 
to  a  rate  under  thia  Aot.  It  waa  decided  that  it  ooold 
not,  and,  in  ao  deoidinf  the  oaae,  the  conrt  gave  a 
defiiiition  of  what  bnildlDgi  were  liable  to  ratea  under 
tbig  Aot,  and  it  ia  upon  that  definition  that  the 
defendants  rely.  PoUook,  C.B.  said :  "  It  seems 
to  me  that  thia  Aot  waa  intended  to  apply  only 
to  dwelUng-houee  ooonpied  by  individnals  as  anoh, 
and  that  snoh  bnildinga  as  warehontes  and  oonnt- 
ing-honaes  were  not  inolnded  in  it."  The  other 
jodgmenta  are  to  the  aame  effect,  and  that  judgment  ia 
prayed  in  aid  by  both  the  defendants.  In  my  opinion 
fboae  deoiaiona  will  not  help  the  dafendanta.  All  tiie 
jndges  there  aayia — Alderaon,  B.  in  partionlaz — that  the 
honaea  liable  to  the  rate  are  "  dwelling-honsea,  or,  at  all 
events,  those  whioh  are  dapable  of  being  ooonpied  as 
anoh."  These  honiea  are  ooonpied  aa  anoh.  It  ia  qTdte  tme 
that  it  ia  only  a  small  portion  of  them  whioh  ia  aet  aside 
as  the  dwelling-plaoe  of  these  people;  bnt  they  are 
ooonpied  aa  dwelling.honsea,  and  it  aeema  to  me  that  is 
the  anawer.  Is  the  house  capable  of  being  ooonpied  as  a 
dwelling-hoose  ?  The  anawer  ia  that  it  ia  ooonpied  aa  a 
dwelling-honae.  It  aeema  to  me  that  it  ii  impoaaible  to 
say  that  these  premiaea  of  both  of  these  defendants  are  not 
capable  of  being  ooonpied  aa  dwelling-honaea,  beoaose  ia 
fact  they  are  soooonpied.  The  aeoond defence npon whioh 
ihe  defendants  rely  is  a  jadgment  of  Lord  Hersohell, 
delivered  in  the  case  of  Rutttll  r.  Town  and  County 
BanI;  (59  L.  T.  Bep.  481;  13  App.  Cas.  418).  That 
was  a  judgment  dealing  entirely  with  what  bnilding 
was  entitled  to  exemption  under  the  Inoome  Tax  Aot. 
Mr.  Meara  referred  me  to  a  diotum  of  Lord  Hersohell'a, 
reported  at  p.  427,  in  which  the  noble  and  learned  Lord 
says :  "  I  do  not  think  the  word  '  dwelling-honae  *  ia 
here  need  in  any  anoh  aenae,  and  that  a  bank  or  a 
manufaotory  or  a  warehonae  beoomea  a  dwelling-honae 
becauie  aome  aervant  of  the  trader  reaidea  in  that 
building  for  the  pnrpoaea  of  the  trade."  Mr.  Meara 
aaka  me  to  read  tiiat  proposition  from  the  worda  "  and 
that  a  bank  or  nuuinfactory  or  warehouse  beoomea  a 
dwelling-house  because  aome  aervant  of  the  trader 
resides  in  the  building  for  the  purpoaea  of  the  trade." 
Of  conrse,  if  Lord  Heraohell  waa  there  going  to  lay  down 
a  definition  of  a  dwelling-house  which  was  to  be  applied 
nnder  any  oircnmatanoea,  to  lay  it  down  aa  an  anthori- 
tative  propoaition  with  all  the  authority  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  that  is  a  oonolnsion  of  this  case ;  bnt  I  do. 
not  think  his  Lordship  meant  that  at  all.  I  think  that 
his  whole  sentenoe  mnst  be  read.  He  saya  :  "  I  do  not 
think  the  word  '  dwelling-honae  '  is  here  used,"  and  I 
think  that  what  he  said  there  must  be  taken  to  apply 
only  to  the  point  whioh  he  was  then  deciding,  and  that 
it  would  be  putting  a  very  much  more  extended  meaning 
on  hia  worda  to  hold  that  that  is  a  definition  nnder 
all  oircnmatanoea  and  nnder  any  aot  of  what  ahall  or 
ahall  not  oonstitnte  a  dwelling-house.  The  defendants 
rely  again  on  the  faot  that  these  premises  are  exempted 
from  payment  of  the  inhabited  house  dnty ;  bnt 
there  again,  in  considering  a  case  nnder  this  Aot  of  51 
Geo.  3,  I  think  that  a  different  reasoning  applies  to 
the  oaae  of  Rusiell  v.  Town  and  County  Bank  ((up.) 
and  to  the  considerations  wbioh  exempt  a  bnilding 
from  the  inhabited  honae  duty.  Different  oonaidera- 
tiona  apply.  Fiscal  and  other  considerations  arise  in 
determining  what  is  the  liability  nnder  the  Bevenne 
Aot.  I  tUnk  that  when  one  looks  at  what  ia  the 
intention  of  this  Aotof  51  Oao.3  (whioh  extended  the  Aot 
of  Charles  II.),  one  seea  at  once  that  an  entirely 
different  train  of  thought  arises,  and  entirely  different 
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«aiiaid«i«tknia  ipply.  Th«  intention  of  thaw  Afltt  wm 
to  proTide  apiritaal  benefit  for  the  persons  who  dwell  in 
4he  palish.  As  Alderson,  B.  said  in  the  naaa  of  Surman 
▼.  Darlty  (rap.),  the  first  Aat  ia  •  key  to  the  aeoond, 
And  shows  that  the  parties  who  were  to  be  liable  to  the 
zste  were  thoae  who  wonld  detire  benefit  from  the 
•CKTioes  of  the  leotor,  oniate,  olerk,  and  sexton.  Who 
«(•  these  people  t  Th^  caretakers  and  their  families. 
That  is  to  say,  the  serrants  of  the  defendants.  The 
■dafendaataooenpy  theae  premises  as  dwalUng-honsss  for 
th«ir  serranta.  Mr.  Hears  took  a  farther  point.  He 
'•aid  that  if  that  is  so,  then  it  is  the  serraBts  who  are 
limbla  to  the  rate,  and  not  the  persons  who  do  not  in 
fast  dwell  in  the  pariah ;  bnt  there  again  I  do  not  think 
that  the  argoment  can  be  maintained,  beoanse,  if  one 
looks  at  eeot.  9  of  the  Aot  of  Oeorge  III.,  it  olearly  oon- 
tan^lated  thataomeone  who  doe*  not  himself  live  in  the 
griah,  hot  who  lives  .  ontside,  may  still  be  liable  to  the 
imtOk  heeanse  his  hooae  ia  oooopied  as  a  dweUisg-hoose, 
It  is  his  hooae,  and  he  himself  ooonples  it  as  a'dwelling- 
boose,  althoagh  he  does  not  himself  aotoally  Uts  there. 
Iteeemato  me  that  that  really  exhansts  the  snbjcot, 
•ad  I  oaa  only  find  that  the  defendants  by  their  serranta 
ooonpy  these  honses  as  dwelUng-hoasei,  and  oonse- 
qnently  they  are  liable  to  pay  this  rate. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

It  wae  proTided  by  51  Geo.  3,  c.  150 : 

Whereas  an  Aot  was  passed  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the 
nign  of  His  late  Majesty  King  Charles  II.,  intituled  "  An 
Aot  for  making  the  Pieoinot  of  CoTent  Oarden  parochial," 
whereby  it  waa,  amoogat  other  things,  enacted  that  the 
jrearly  snm  of  2501.  shonld  from  thenoeforth  be  and  the 
■■me  was  thereby  ohaiged  npon  the  honses  of  the  inhabit 
Ua/bmt  the  parish  of  St.  Paul,  CoTsnt  Garden,  in  the 
eoimty  of  Middlesex  (exoept  the  honse  then  commonly 
«alled  Bedford  Honse,  with  the  H>pnrtenances),  for  the 
support  and  benefit  of  the  reotor,  ornate,  olerk,  and 
•extcms  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish:  And 
whereas  from  the  Tery  great  adranoe  in  prioe  of  the 
artielea  of  necesaaiy  consumption,  it  ia  expedient  that 
the  aaid  amn  of  8501.  shonld  be  increased :  May  it  there- 
fan  pleaae  yonr  Majesty  that  it  may  be  enaotod  and  be 
it  enaeted  by  the  King's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by 
«Bd  with  the  adrioe  and  consent  of  the  Lords  Spiritnal 
sad  Temporal  and  Commons  in  this  present  Par- 
liament asaembled,  and  by  the  anthority  of  the 
•ame,  that  from  and  after  tiie  passing  of  this  Act  the 
■aid  ohaiite  of  2501.  shall  cease  and  determine,  and 
tiiat  all  and  every  the  clauses,  powers,  and  provisiatt* 
ia  the  said  Aot  oontsined  so  far  as  the  same  respeot  the 
assessing  and  compelling  payment  of  the  said  snm  of 
.SSOt.  (ezeept  as  to  any  arrears  of  the  same  sum  whioh 
■hall  at  or  before  the  paaiing  of  this  Aot  have  beoome 
4ne  and  payable)  shall  and  the  same  aie  hereby 
■QMaled  and  deolared  to  be  noil  and  void  to  all  inisots 
«ad  pnzposee  whatsoerar. 

n.  And  be  it  further  enacted  that  in  lieu  of  the 
•aid  snm  of  2501.  the  yearly  sum  of  5201.  shall  from 
the  25th  March  next  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  be 
MoA  the  Mune  ia  hereby  charged  upon  all  honsee  within 
tte  said  pariah  of  St.  Paol,  Covent  Garden,  and  shall 
within  fonrteen  days  next  after  the  passing  of  this  Aot 
•ad  tot  ever  after  yeuly,  on  the  25th  March  or 
arithin  thirty-one  days  after  in  every  year,  be  assessed 
•ad  rated  by  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish 
■<*  aay  two  of  them  after  a  pound  rate,  aooording 
io  the  tiit  yearly  rant  or  improved  value  of  such  a 
henae  reapeotively ;  and  every  such  rate  or  aasessment 
•halt  b«  confirmed  and  allowed  by  and  under  the 
hands  and  seals  of  two  of  His  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peaoe  for  the  conoty  of  Middlesex  or  city  of  West- 
minater ;  and  all  audi  rates  and  assessments  shall  be 
bona  and  paid  by  the  respective  occupiers  of  such 
houses  respeotively  and  8ha\l  be  paid  to  and  be  collected 
by  each  person  or  persons  as  thvy  the  said  churchwardens 
or  any  two  of  them  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint 


by  quarterly  payments  on  tlie  24th  June,  the  29th  day 
of  Sept.,  the  2Sth  of  Dec,  and  the  25th  March  in  each 
and  every  year ;  all  which  moneys  to  be  collected  by 
such  rates  and  assessments  so  to  be  made  as  afore- 
said shall  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  vested  in  the 
said  ohnrchwardens  in  trust  to  be  applied  by  them  for 
the  pntposee  of  this  Act,  and  the  said  rates  and  aasess- 
ments  shall  commenoe  and  take  plaoe  from  the  said  25th 
day  of  Msrch  last.  Provided  always  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  said  chnrohwardena  or  any  two  of  them 
and  they  are  hereby  required  from  time  to  time  in 
making  any  rate  or  assessment  by  virtue  of  this  Act  to 
assess  and  raise  in  addition  to  and  in  the  same  manner  in 
every  reepect  as  the  said  sum  of  5201.  as  much  money  as 
may  be  necessary  for  defraying  the  reaaonable  expensea 
of  making  and  collecting  every  snoh  rate  or  assessment 
and  for  making  good  any  loss  or  defloienoy  which  shall 
then  have  arisen  from  the  insolvency  of  any  collector  or 
eolleetors  of  the  said  ratea  or  otherwise :  Provided  alao  and 
be  it  further  enacted  that  it  aball  he  lawful  for  the  aaid 
ohurchwardena  and  they  are  hereby  required  in  making 
ont  any  rate  or  aaaeasment  by  virtne  of  this  Act  to 
exclude  out  of  the  same  anoh  honse  as  at  the  time  of 
nuddng  such  rate  or  aasessment  shall  be  actually 
oooopied  by  the  rector  of  the  aaid  pariah  for  the  time 
being. 

Qrimusooi  Mears  for  the  appellants.  —  These 
premises  are  not  liable  to  be  rated.  It  was  held 
in  Surman  t.  Barley  (14  M.  &.  W.  181)  that  the 
word  "booses"  in  this  statute  meant  houses 
intended  for  human  habitation,  and  Pollock,  C.B. 
says :  "  We  all  think  that  the  word  '  honse ' 
prima  faeie  means  a  dwelling-house."  Bolfe,  B. 
says  the  same.    He  referred  to 

12  Car.  2,  "An  Act  for  making  the  Precinct  of 

Covent  Garden  parochial,"  as.  2,  3 ; 
51  Geo.  3,  c.  ISO,  ss.  1,  2. 

This  last  Aot,  whioh  repealed  the  former  one,  does 
not  include  in  the  wonl  "  houses  "  strictly  busi- 
ness premises  which  have  a  caretaker  on  them. 
The  tact  of  dwelling  is  purely  personal,  and  only 
the  persons  who  dwell  within  the  parish  and  ao 
enjoy  the  benefits  of  the  rector,  curate,  olerk,  and 
sextons  are  made  liable  to  this  rate  by  the  statute. 
Surman  t.  Barley  (sup.)  shows  that  the  statute 
was  <»ily  intended  to  apply  to  individuals  occupy- 
ing a  dwelling-house  as  such.    He  referred  to 

Cuitoms  and  Inland  Bevenue  Act  1878  (41  &  42 

Vict.  c.  15,  a.  IS; 
London  and  Wutminiter  Bank  v.  Bmith,  85  L.  T. 

Bep.  747;  87  L.  T.  Bep.  244 ; 
Grant  T.  ijangtton,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  629 ;  (1900)  A  C. 

889. 
Clarice  Hall  {Emeit  H.  Pooley  with  him)  for 
the  respondents.  —  If  these  premises  wonld  be 
liable  to  inhabited  house  duty  apart  fn^m  the 
exemption  in  sect.  13  (2)  of  the  Customs  and 
Inland  Bevenue  Act  1879,  they  would  certainly 
be  liable  to  this  rate.  If  they  had  not  been  con- 
sidered liable  before  1879,  there  wonld  have  been  no 
necessity  for  inserting  the  exemption.  These 
premises  are  used  as  dwelling-houses  and  are 
capable  of  being  used  as  such,  whioh  is  very 
different  from  the  case  of  a  theatre  as  in  Surman 
V.  Barley  (sitp.).  London  and  Wettmintter  Bank 
Y.  SmitK  (mp.)  turned  on  the  point  that  the 
bank  manager  was  not  a  caretaker,  and  so  the 
case  was  not  within  the  exemption  of  sect.  13  of 
the  Act  of  1879.  The  interoommnnioation  makes 
the  whole  of  the  premises  one  occupation,  and  the 
whole  premises  are  liable. 

Jfear.  in  reply.  Cur.aiv.vuU, 
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Feb.   1. — Ebnnbdt,   J.    read    (he    following 
written    judgment   of  the  coart: — This    is    an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judge 
of  the  Westminster  County  Court   in  the   case 
of  Leurin  and  other$  t.  Neienes  Limited.    He  held 
that  the  appellants,  who  occupy  Noe.  8,  9, 10,  and 
11,  Southampton-street,  GoTent  Garden,  are  liable 
to  the  rector's  rate  in  respect  of  those  premises 
under  the  statute  12  Gar.  2  and  the  amending 
statute  51  Geo.  3,  c.  150.    The  premises  oomptise 
altogether  forty  rooms,  and  are  used  by  the  appel- 
lants chiefly  as  a  store  and  counting-house  in 
their  buaineas  aa  publishers.    They  are  connected 
internally.    Three  rooms  are  used  for  the  resi- 
dence by  day  and  night  of  a  servant  o(  the  defen- 
dants and  his  wife,  who  act  as  caretakers  and 
who  have  aeoess  to  the  whole  building  by  means 
of  internal  oommnnioation.   The  statute  12  Gar.  2, 
0. 10,  s.  S,  directs  the  rate  to  be  assessed  upon  the 
inhabitants    of   the    parish    according   to   the 
improved  value  of  the  yearly  rent  of  t£e  respec- 
tive houses  of  such  inhabitants.    Sect.  2  of  the 
amending  Act  says  that  the  sum  charged  (5202.) 
is  thereby  charged  upon  all  houses  within  the 
parish,  and  all  the  rates  and  assessments  "  shall  be 
borae  and  paid  by  the  occupiers  of  such  houses." 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  appellants  are  the 
ooenpiers    of    tibese    premises ;    the   principal 
ground  of  this  appeal  is  that  the  premises  do  not 
oonstitnte  a  "  house  "  within  the  meaningof  the 
statutes.    In  Swrman  r.  Darley  (U  M.  &  W.  181) 
the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  the  year 
1845,  hM.  to  deal  with  a  similar  question  under 
the  same  statutes.    They  had  to  decide  whether 
or   not   the    proprietors    in    possession    of    the 
Govent  Garden  Theatre  were  liable  to  the  rector's 
rate.    Obviously  the  theatre  was  not  designed  or 
built  for  inhabitancy  or  for  the  purposes  of  a 
dwelling-house.    No  person  slept  or  resided  in  it. 
The  oooirt  held  that  it  was  not  liable  to  assess- 
ment.    The   judges    (Pollook,    C.B.,    Alderson, 
Bolfe,  and  Flatt,  BB.)  were  all  of  opinion  that 
the  term  "  house  "prima  faeie  means  a  dwelling- 
house;  and  the  effect  of  the  judgment  is  thi^ 
aooording   to  the  true  meaning  of  these  enact- 
ments, uie  rector's  rate  is  imposed  only  upon 
houses  occupied   as  dwelling-houses,  or,  at  all 
events,  on  those  houses  which  are  capable  of  being 
occupied  as  dwelling-houses.    The  Govent  Garden 
^eure  plainlpr  did  not  satisfy  this  test  of  rate- 
ability ;  out,  m  our  opinion,  as  in  that  of  the 
learned  County  Court  judge,  the  premises    in 
question  do.    They  were  built  as  dwelling-houses. 
They  are  capable,  so  far  as  structure  is  concerned, 
of  bong  inlutbited  or  occupied  as  dwelling-houses, 
and  they  are  dwelt  in  night  and  day  by  the 
respondcoits'   servant  and  his  wife,    who   have 
access  to  every  part  of  the  building,  which  is 
internally  connected  throughout  and   must  be 
treated  as   one.     We  are  of  opinion  that  our 
decision  does  not  in  any  way  conflict  with  any 
of  the  judgments  cited  from  cases  which  have 
been  decided  under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes 
relating  to  the  duties  on  inhabited  houses.    In 
Grant  v.  Langeton  (82  L.  T.   Eep.  629;    (1900) 
A.  G.  389),  a  ease  under  the  Customs  and  Inland 
Revenue  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  15],  the  deci- 
sion hinged  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  House  of 
Lords  on  the  facts  of  the  particular  case,  that  the 
ground  floor  of  a  house  of  two  stories  was  so  com- 
pletely  divided  and  separated  from  the  upper 
floor,  which  was  ased  as  a  dwelling,  as  tu  consti- 


tute in  itself  a  house  or  tenement  which  was 
occupied  solely   for  the  purposes  of  a  trade  or 
business,  and  therefore  was  exempt  from  duty 
under  sect.  ]  3  (2)  of  that  statute.    In  the  present 
case  no  question  of  the  division  of  the  building 
into  separate  houses  or  tenements  by  structural 
severance  arises.     The   learned  counsel  for  the 
appellanta  referred  also  to  a    sentence    in    the 
judgment  of  Lord  Maonaghten  in  London  and- 
Weatmineter  Bank  v.  Smith  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  244,  at 
p.  245).    This,  too,  was  a  case  under  the  Customs 
and  Liland  Revenue  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Yiet 
c.  15).    There  the  Hooae  of  Lords,  affirming  the 
decision  of  the  Divisional  Court  and  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  held  that  the  bank  failed  to  bring  itself 
within  the  exemption  of  sect.  13  (1).    The  third 
and  fonrUi  floors  of  a  building  were  used  as  resi- 
dences by  the  bank  manager ;  and  in  the  course 
of  his  judgment  (p.  245)  Lord  Macnaghten  said : 
"  There  is  no  ground  that  I  can  see  on  which  the 
bank  can  claim  exemption.    The  Iwnk  manager  is 
not  a  caretaker.    The  case  is  the  ordinary  case  of 
a  person  using  part  of  his  house  as  a  residence 
ana  part  as  his  place  of  business."   The  reasoning 
of  thia  passage  does  not  touch  the  present  case. 
It  is  reamning  used  to  show  that,  masmuch  as 
the  resident  was  a  bank   manager  and  not  a- 
caretaker,  the  bank  was  not  in  a  pomtion  to  rely 
upon  the  comparatively  modem  legialatiom  in 
regard  to  inhabited  house  duties,  which,  in  giving 
exemption  to  warehouse  or  office  premises  from 
assessment,  has  enacted  expressly  that  the  reu- 
dence  there  of  a  mere  oaretaker  snail  not  destroy 
the  exemption.    It  is  not  reasoning  which  affects 
the  value  of  the  fact  of  the  dwelling  of  a  care- 
taker in  premises,  when  the  question  is  as  to  the 
propriety  of  treating  those  premises  as  a  house 
within  the  meaning  of  the  two  statutes  which 
govern  the  present  case,  as  those  statutes  are,  ia 
respect  of  the  word  "  house,"  interpreted  by  th» 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  Swrman  v.  Darley  (mw.). 
It  appears  to  us  that  a  similar  remark  is  awtio- 
able  to  the  use  which  was  sought  to  be  maide  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appeUaats,  both  in  the 
County  Court  and  before  its,  of  language  which 
Lord  Hersohell  is  reported  to  have  employed  in 
the  oourae  of  his  judgment  in  BueteU  v.  Town  and- 
Countv  Bank  (59  L.  T.  Rep.  481 ;  13  App.  Gas.  418, 
at  p.  427).  We  agree  with  the  learned  County  Gourt 
judge  when  he  points  out  that  Lord  Herschell 
was  plainly  expressing  his  cminion  only  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "  dwelling-honse "  as  used 
in  the  particular  Act  of  Parliament — ^the  Income 
Tax  Act  1842  (5  &  6  Yict.  c.  35,  s.  100,  sched.  D). 
Lord  Herschell  is  stating  his  dissent  from  the  con- 
clusion that,  because  the  bank's  business  building 
oontMned  living  rooms  for  the  bank  manager, 
the  deduction  which  the  income  tax  allows  for 
the  renter  value  of  such  parts  of  a  dwelling-house 
as  ma^  be  used  for  trade  purposes  could  not  be 
made  m  respect  of  any  part  of  the  building.    We 
can  see  no  authority  in  Lord  Herschell's  language 
for  this  court  holding  in  the  present  case  that, 
under  statutes  which  are  not  passed  for  fiscal 
purposes,  but  are  parsed  in  order  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  spiritual  wants  of  the  dwellers  in  a 
Earish  by  a  rate  levied  on  the  occupiers  of  all 
ouses  within  the  parish  which  are  capable  of 
being  used  as  dwelling-honses,  a  building  may 
not    properly  be    treated    as  a    dwelling-house, 
although  the  larger  part  of  the  building  is  used 
for  the  time  being  for  the  purposes  of  trade  or 
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btuineea,  if,  in  fact,  the  whole  of  the  baildin);;  is 
capable  of  being  naed  as  a  dwelliuft-hoaBe  and 
persons,  whether  caretakers  or  others,  do,  in  fact, 
dwell  in  part  of  it.  One  other  argument  was 
addressed  bv  the  appellants  to  the  County  Court 
judge  and  also,  though  not  with  much  insistence, 
tons.  That  was  that,  if  any  persons  are  to  be 
rated,  it  should  be  the  caretaker.  We  are  dearly 
of  opinion,  that  as  the  occupation  of  the  care- 
taker is  the  occupation  of  a  servant  for  and  in 
the  service  of  his  employers,  the  appellants,  it  is 
they  and  not  he  who  mnst,  for  rating  purposes, 
be  treated  as  occupiers.  This  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed. It  is  agreed  that  there  is  no  mstttial  dis- 
tinction between  the  case  of  Leioin  and  othert  V. 
Wame  and  Co.  and  the  preceding  case,  and  there- 
fore this  appeal  fails  also.  We  do  not  think 
that  it  makes  any  difference  that  the  rooms 
ooenpied  by  the  caretaker  and  his  wife  are 
situated  in  the  upper  floor  of  one  of  several 
houses  now  internal^  connected  and  nsed  as  ope. 

AppeeiU  dittnitted. 
Saiieitan  -.   BarUett  and  Large ;    Hoyle  vsd 

Nov.  30,  Bee.  1,  3,  4, 1903,  and  Feb.  6, 1904. 

(Before  Ebknept.  J.) 

KviBKK  ASD  Laj>enbuso  V.  Gbbat  Fimoall 

■COHSOUDATBD  LiMITBS  AND  OTHBBH.  (a) 

CpvtfKmy — Forged   share  eerUfieaU — Issue   by 
secretary — LuUnlity  ofeompany — Estoppel.-    ' 

A  eertificaU  of  shares  in  a  limited  oompany  was 
delivered  by  the  secretary  of  sutih  eompany  at 
their  ojfiees,  sitek  certificate  in  form  being  per- 
fectly regular.      In  fact  the  certificals  was  a 
forgery^  and  was  made  and  delivered  by  ■.  Ois 
.Mpretary    ousting  fraudulently  and  not   for  or 
o»  hehaif  of  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  eotnpany, 
hut  solely  for  himself  and  for  his  oum  private 
jfutposes  and  advantage. 
EmA,  that  the  company  were  estopped  from  denying 
the  title  of  the  trantfereee  of  the  eharea,  and  that 
\.they-wer«  liabU  in  damages  for  refusing  to  pUioe 
the  itames  of  the  transferees  on  their  list  of  share-- 
•MldMrs.  ■ 
Shaw  V.  Fort  Phillip  and  Colonial  Gold  Mining 
Company  Limited  (50  L.  T.  Rep.  6d5;  13  Q.B. 
Die.  103)  eaneidered  and  followed. 

Action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover. 
20,1492.  111.  9d.  damages  from  the  defendants 
uader  the  following  circumstances. 

The  statement  of  facts  is  taken  from  the  jndg- 
meht  of  the  learned  judge. 

One  A.  S.  Bowe,  then  a  partner  in  Bewick, 
Horeing,  and  Co.,  was  in  Dec.  1902  the  secretary 
of  the  &fendant  company.  He  held  the  appoint-' 
ment  nnder  a  written  agreement  of  the  31st  Deo. 
1900  between  the  defendant  company  and  Bewick, 
Iforeing,  and  Co.,  whereby  Bewick,  Moreing,  and 
Go.  nndertook  to  provide  the  defendant  company 
with  stdtable  offices  and  office  accommodation,  a 
suitable  secretary,  to  be  approved  of  by  the  com- 
pany, and  a  sufficient  deiicu  staff.  The  secretary 
was  to  be  paid  by  Bewick,  Moreing,  and  Co.,  but 
was  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  secretary  and  officer 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  subject  to  dis- 
missal by  the  defendant  company  at  any  time. 
Bewick,  Moreing,  and  Co.  were  to  receive  5002.  a 

(■)  Bavortad  by  W.  Di  B.  BuuisT,  Etq.,  Buriitar-at-Law. 


year  from  the  defendant  company,  and  also  all 
transfer  fees  received  by  the  defendant  company. 

The  defendant  company's  registered  office  in 
Dec.  1902  was  in  the  offices  of  Bewick,  Moreing„ 
and  Co.,  No.  20,  Copthall-avenne,  E.C.,  and  several 
other  limited  companies  were  housed  and  pro- 
vided for  by  Bewiok,  Moreing,  and  Co.  ther& 
nnder  similar  arrangements. 

The  plaintiffs  are  a  firm  of  stockbrokers  La  th» 
City,  with  whom  B«we  had  for  some  months, 
before  Dec.  1902  done  business  on  his  own 
private  aoconnt  in  stocks  and  share  transactions. 
They  knew  he  was  a  partner  in  Bewick,  Moreing, 
and  Go.  They  did  not  know  that  he  was  secre- 
tary of  the  ^fendant  company.  They  believed 
him  to  be  a  director  of  it.  He  had  been  intro- 
duced to  the  plaintiffs  as  a  person  in  good  credit, 
he  kept  his  engagements,  and  they  had  every  con- 
fidence in  him. 

With  Mr.  Lindo,  one  of  tlie  partners  in  the 
plaintiffs'  firm,  Bowe  was  on  terms  of  social 
acquaintance. 

In  December  Bowe  saw  Mr.  Lindo  and  asked 
whether  the  plaintiffs  could  arrange  a  loan  for 
him  on  5000  shares  in  the  defen&nt  company. 
He  said  he  had  a  joint  account  with  a  friend,  who- 
wished  to  eell,  and  he  desired  to  take  over  th» 
friend's  interest,  and  so  avoid  a  sale,  because,  on 
information  which  he  had  received,  he'  believed 
the  shares  (which  were  then  at  a  premium)  would 
rise  considerably  in  valne.  He  Wanted  the  loaa 
for  a  short  time  only,  and,  as  the  5000  shares 
afforded  at  the  price  of  the  day  ample  security 
for  the  20,000{.  which  he  Wanted  on  loan,  and  h» 
nndertook,  if  there  was  any  fall  in  price,  to  pro- 
vide a  22.  per  share  margin,  the  plaintiffs  agreed 
to  try  to  meet  his  wishes. 

On  the  16th  Deo.  the  plaintiffs  arranged  with 
Lazard  Brotiiers  and  Co.,  bankers  in  the  City» 
who  have  been  made  by  the  plaintiffs  defendant* 
in  this  action  in  order  that  all  the  parties  might 
be  before  the  court,  for  the  advance  of  20,0001.  to. 
themselves  for  a  ptincipal  in  the  proposed 
security,  and  Mr.  Lindo  on  the  same  day  went 
to  the  offices  of  Bewick,  Moreing,  aad  Co.,  whiob 
were  also  the  offices  of  the  defendant  company, 
and  told  Bowe  that  the  money  would  be  ready  on 
the  18th  Dec. 

Bowe  said  that  he  would  have  the  share  transfer 
executed  by  the  transferor  on  the  following  day. 
The  shares,  he  said,  were  standing  in  the  com- 
pany's books  in  his  friend's  name,  and  not  In  hia 
own. 

On  the  17th  Dec.  the  transfer,  with  the  name» 
of  the  transferees,  Bosenheim  (a  partner  in  the 
bank)  and  Alexandre,  who  appears  as  a  formali 
defendant  in  this  action,  npon  it,  was  taken  by 
Lindo  to  Bowe,  and  later  in  the  day  it  was 
returned  by  Bowe  to  Lindo,  and  purported  to- 
have  been  executed  by  "E.  Storey"  as  trans- 
feror. 

A  shareholder  of  that  name  was  called  as  a^ 
witness  and  deposed  that  he  was  interested  at  the 
time  in  5000  shares  in  the  company,  but  that  he 
was  the  registered  owner  only  of  2000. 

In  the  comer  of  the  document  was  the  usual 
"  certification." 

Bowe,  when  he  gave  Lindo  the  transfer,  said 
that  his  directors  (that  is,  the  directors  of  the 
defendant  company)  would  be  meeting  the  next 
day  at  11  a.m.,  that  he  would  explain  everything 
to  them,  and  have  the  share  certificate  made  oat 
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ia  Uie  names  of  Bosenheim  and  Alexandra,  and 
that  it  would  be  readj  for  Lindo  if  he  called  at 
11.30  a.m. 

The  same  afternoon  Lindo  bronght  baolc  to 
Rowe  the  transfer  executed  bv  the  transferees, 
paid  to  him  the  registration  fee  of  2«.  6<I.,  and 
reoeiTod  a  receipt  in  due  form. 

On  the  18th  Dec.,  at  11.30  a.m.,  at  the  ofi&ee, 
Bowe  deUvered  to  Lindo  the  sharo  certificate,  and 
Lindo  returned  the  receipt  to  Bowe. 

The  certificate  thus  issued  was  in  form  per- 
fectiy  regular.  It  purported,  in  accordance  with 
Mrt.  12  of  the  articles  of  association  of  the  defen- 
cUmt  company,  to  bear  the  seal  of  the  defendant 
company,  to  be  signed  by  two  of  its  directors,  and 
to  be  countersigned  by  Bowe,  as  the  defendant 
company's  secretary.  Lindo  learnt  from  it  for 
<the  first  time  that  Bowe  was  the  company's 
eeoretaiy. 

The  certificate  was  taken  by  Lindo  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' ofSce,  where  it  was  examined  by  thdr  clerk, 
and  it  was  then  taken  by  him  to  the  office  of 
luazard  Brothers  and  Go,  where  it  was  left  after 
its  examination  by  a  clerk  there,  and  their  cheque 
ior  20,000Z.  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  was  handed 
to  Lindo. 

This  cheque  was  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  into 
their  own  banking  account,  and  a  cheque 
-of  the  pluntifCs  for  the  same  amount,  less 
«tamp  fee  and  commission,  was  handed  over  to 
Bowe  the  same  day,  and  was  snbseqnenUy  cashed 
t>y  him. 

Within  ten  days  Bowe  absconded,  and  it  was 
discoTcred  that  the  certificate  was  a  forgery. 
The  only  genuine  part  of  it  was  Bowe's  counter- 
signature as  Iseoretaty.  The  signatures  of  the 
two  directors,  which  it  bore,  were  forged,  and 
the  seal  of  the  company,  which  it  also  M>re,  had 
been  fraudulentiy  affixed  to  it  by  Bowe,  who,  as 
eeoretary,  had  access  to  it  at  all  times,  and  prac- 
tieaUy  the  custody  of  it,  in  the  safe  of  the 
defendant  company. 

Messrs.  Laawd  Brothers  and  do.,  by  th^  soli- 
-oitors,  applied  to  the  defendant  company  for  the 
registiation  of  Bosenheim  and  Alexandre  in  the 
fjooks  of  the  defendant  company  as  the  ownen  of 
the  shares. 

The  defendant  company  refused  to  accede  to 
the  application. 

Then  Lazard  Brothen  and  Oo.  applied  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  ether  equivalent  seconty  or  repay- 
ment of  the  loan  of  20,0001. 

The  plaintiffs  have  paid  Lazard  Brothers  and 
Go.  the  amount  of  the  loan,  with  interest,  and 
hereupon,  as  the  defendant  company  refused 
to  register  the  ownership  of  Bosenheim  and 
Alexandre  or  reoognise  their  titie  to  the  shares, 
they  bronght  the  present  action,  after  obtaining 
from  Lazard  Brothen  and  Go.  an  assignment  of 
that  oompanys  rights,  if  any,  and  giving  written 
notice  of  such  assignment  to  the  defendant  com- 
pany. 

In  this  action  the  plaintiffs  claimed  agnunst  the 
defendant  company.  They  also  claimed  against 
Bewick,  Moreing,  and  Go.  as  the  partners  of 
Bowe.  Lazard  Brothen  and  Go.  and  Bosenheim 
and  Alexandre  were  defendants  only  in  form. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  before  the  learned 
judge  with  a  special  jury. 

Certain  statements  or  admissions  of  material 
facts  were  agreed  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  respec- 
tive parties,  which  left,  in  the  judgment  of  the 


learned  judge,  no  question  which  it  was  neceasaiy 
or  proper  to  leave  to  the  jury. 

These  statements  or  admissions  of  fact  were  as 
follows  : 

Agrmd — (1)  That  the  allsged  oertifiaate  is  not  a 
valid  or  gentiina  doonment,  and  that  the  dgnatiiras 
thereon,  other  than  the  liptatare  of  Bowe,  are 
forgeries ;  (2)  (a)  that  the  bank  (LaEud  Brothers  and 
Co.)  uad  the  parties  respeotively  made  the  advaooes 
npon  the  faith  of  the  gennioeness  and  validity  of  the 
alleged  oertifloate  and  of  its  behig  properly  isened,  and 
(b)  the  eeoretary  was  a  proper  pereon  to  deliver  it; 
(3)  that  Bowe,  in  oreatiog  and  deliveriag  to  Lindo  the 
alleged  oertifloate,  aoted  frandolentiy  and  not  for  or  on 
behalf  of  or  tor  the  heqeSt  of  the  defendant  oompany, 
and  solely  for  himself  and  for  his  own  private  purposes 
and  advimtage ;  (4)  that  the  defendant  oompany  did  not 
by  its  direotors  or  otherwise  anthoriae  Bowe  to  make, 
seal,  or  issne  the  alleged  doonment ;  (5)  that  dnriag  the 
month  of  Deo.  1902,  at  all  events,  Bowe  was  a  paitear 
in  tiie  firm  of  Bewidc,  Moreing,  and  Co. 

BufuM  Isaaet,  E.G.  and  /.  J).  Crawford  for  the 
plaintiffs. — This  case  is  covered  by  the  decision 
of  the  Divisional  Gourt  in  Bhav)  v.  Port  PhiUip  and 
CoiUmial  Oold  Mining  Company  Limited  (50  L.  T. 
Bep.  685 ;  13  Q.  B.  Div.  103),  where  it  was  held 
that  the  company  were  estoppied  by  tlie  certificate 
issued  by  their  secretary  in  the  usual  and  autho- 
rised form  from  disputing  the  plaintiff's  titie  to 
the  shares.  There  the  secretary  was  acting 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment.  That 
decision  is  in  no  way_  affected  by  BriH$h  MtUudl 
Banking  Company  Limited  v.  Chamwood  Foreet 
BaUway  Company  (57  L.  T.  Bep.  833 ;  18  Q.  B. 
Div.  714),  for  there  the  secretary  w8m  acting 
outside  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  the  company 
could  not  be  liable  for  untrue  and  fraudulent 
answen  made  by  such  seoretarr  for  his  own  ends 
as  to  the  validity  of  certain  deoenture  stock.  In 
this  case  the  secretary  was  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority,  and  the  fcMts  here  con- 
stitute an  estoppel.    They  referred  to 

BalkU    CmuoKdaied  Company  y.   Tomlnnton,  69 
L.  T.  Bep.  598  ;  (1893)  A.  C.  396. 

All  the  cases  show  that  a  company  is  bound  by 
a  certificate  purporting  to  be  issued  in  the  usual 
and  authorised  form.  It  would  be  an  impossi- 
bility to  find  out  whether  every  si^piatnre  and 
every  act  that  had  been  done  were  in  order.  It 
is  true  that  in  Buckley  on  the  Oompanies  Acts, 
8th  edit.,  at  p.  103,  some  doubt  is  thrown  upon 
Bhaw  V.  Port  Phillip  and  Colonial  Oold  Mining 
Company  Limited  (mp.),  but  Palmer  in  his  work 
on  Cfompany  Precedents,  7th  edit.,  at  p.  17,  thinks 
that  the  company  would  be  liable  where  the  seal 
was  irregularly  fixed,  if  the  instrument  appears 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the 
company.  Where  a  company  has  regristered  a 
forged  transfer  or  issued  a  false  certificate  the 
company  are  bound  and  are  liable  in  damages 
to  a  person  acting  in  good  faith  on  the  vali£ty 
of  the  registration  or  the  truth  of  the  certifi- 
cate and  nas  thereby  suffered  damage.  The 
present  case  is  very  different  to  George  White- 
ehurch  Limited  v.  Cavanagh  (85  L.  T.  Bep.  349 ; 
(1902)  A.  G.  117),  for  the  documents  there  were 
certifications  of  transfen  of  shares  and  dearly 
there  was  no  estoppel,  and  to  Hambro  v.  BuT' 
nand  (89  L.  T.  Bep.T80 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  399).  The 
facts  admitted  in  this  case  show  that  the  prin- 
ciples laid  down  in  Bhaio  v.  Port  Phillip  and  Colo- 
ntdl  Oold  Mining  Company  Limited  apply,  and  that 
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oaae  baa  not  been  OTermled  by  any  snbseqtient 
dedBJon.    They  alao  referred  to 

County  cf  OloucMttr  Bani  t.  Budry  Merthyr  8Uam 

attdHoiut  Coal  CMiery  Company,  72  L.  T.  Bap. 

375 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  629. 

Ltnoton  Walton,  KG.,  Eldon  Batikes,  K.C.,  and 
Bremner  for  the  defendants  the  Great  Fin^all 
Gonatdidated  Limited.— A  prinoipal  ia  not  liaole 
for  the  nnanthoriaed  or  frandnlent  act  of  a  aerrant 
or  agent  committed  not  for  the  general  or  apedal 
benefit  of  the  principal,  but  for  the  aerrant  or 
agenf  a  own  private  enda.    They  referred  to 

Barwiek  t.  Eitflith  Joint  Stock  Bank,  16  L.  T.  Bep. 

461 :  L.  Bep.  a  Ex.  359 ; 
BritUh   Mutual    Btuiking  Company   Limited  t. 

Ohamvjood  forMt  BaiUeay  Company  (fup.). 

The  certificate  being  a  forged  document  the  com- 
pany cannot  make  any  repraaentation  by  meana 
of  i^  and  ao  tbey  are  not  eatopped.  Bowe  acted 
for  hia  own  porpoaea,  and  ao  tne  company  cannot 
be  liable.    They  referred  to 

Xtaifm*  T.  London  Qtntral  OmnUnu  Company,  1 

H.  *  C.  30. 
The  only  repreaantationa  made  were  made  by 
Bowe,  and  not  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
bot  far  hia  own  priTate  gain.  Both  Backley 
and  Lindl^y  think  Shaw  r.  Port  Philip  and 
Colonial  Gold  Mining  Company  Limited  (tup.)  ia 
bad  law,  and  in  the  face  m  anbaeqnent  demaiona 
and  on  general  piindplee  it  cannot  be  anpported. 
The  preaent  plaintim  cannot  aaaert  a  right  by 
eetoppeL    Th^  referred  to 

Stmm  T.  Anglo-Ameriean  Telegraph  Company,  42 

L.  T.  Bep.  37 ;  5  Q.  B.  DIt.  188. 
The  facta  here  do  not  create  a  right  against  the 
defendauta  by  estoppel. 
Bufui  Iiaaet,  K.G.  in  reply. 

Feb.  6. — ^Kbnhbdt,  J.  read  the  following 
written  judgment : — The  prindpal,  although  not 
the  (xaiy,  qneation  in  thia  action  ia  whether  the 
plaintiltB  are  or  are  not  entitled  to  recover 
damagea  from  the  defendant  company  by  reaaon 
otthe  oompany'a  refnaal  to  place  thenamesof 
Max  Boaenheim  and  Ednumde  Alexandre  on 
the  register  of  shareholders.  The  material 
facts  are  these.  [Hia  Lordiahip  atated  the  facta 
aei  out  above,  and  continued:]  After  I  had 
heard  evidence  of  witneaaea  called  bjr  tlie  plaintifFa 
and  the  defendants,  from  which  I  have  taken  the 
history  of  the  case  set  out  above,  and  which,  as 
th«e  la  really  no  conflict  ae  to  the  facta,  I  see  no 
nae  in  stating  more  particularly,  certain  state- 
ments and  admisnons  of  facts  were  agreed.  [His 
Lordship  relarred  to  these  admitted  facts  set  out 
above,  and  continued :]  Mr.  Buf us  Isaacs,  for  the 
plaintiffa,  aubmitted  that  there  still  waa  a  queation 
whidi  ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury  aa  to  the 
liability  of  the  defendants  Bewick,  Moieiiu;  and 
Co.  onder  the  Partnership  Act  1890,  s.  10.  I 
mled,  however,  that  there  ms  no  case  made  out 
againat  Bewick,  Moreinjj,  and  Go.,  and  as  the 
only  questions  at  fact,  whidi  would  otherwise  have 
been  qneations  for  the  joiy,  had  been  settled  by 
the  foregcung  agreed  atatementa  and  admisaions, 
the  jnrv  was  duoharged,  and  the  claim  of  the 
pliuntimi  aa  againat  the  defendant  company  waa 
fnll^  argued  oefore  ma  The  plaintifb'  case 
againat  the  Great  Fingall  Gonaohdated  Limited 
ia  baaed  upon  the  aswrtion  of  a  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  damages  from  that  company 


for  ita  refnaal  to  recognise  the  certificate,  anci 
rMister  in  its  books  the  names  of  Bosenheim  and 
Atoxandre  aa  the  ownera  of  the  sharaa  numberedi 
in  the  certificate.  It  ia  unquestionably  true  that 
upon  the  faith  of  thia  oenificate  the  plaintifEs 
incurred  tiieir  liability  to  Lazard  Brothera  andf 
Go.,  and  advanced  the  20,0002.  (lesa  stamp  fee  and 
commiaaion)  to  Bowe.  If  the  defendant  company 
ia  estopped  by  the  oertifioate  from  denyinji;  the- 
title  ox  Bosenheim  and  Alexandre,  it  haa,  in  my 
Tiew,  been  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords  that 
the  plaintifEa  are  entitled  to  recover  from  the- 
company  the  damaoea  (not  exceeding  the  value  of 
such  thaiea  at  the  £ite  of  the  oompany'a  refnaal 
to  reg^aterj  which  they  have  in  fact  sustained 
owing  to  the  refnaal  en  the  company  to  register 
the  purdhaaer :  {Balhie  ConeoUdated  Company  v. 
TonJeinson,  69  L.  T.  Bep.  598 ;  (1893)  A.  G.  396). 
At  p.  407  Lord  HeraoheU  diapoaea  of  an  adverae 
argument  which  had  appeared  in  the  judtnnentof 
Bowen,  L.J.  in  the  caae  of  Britiik  Muhuil  lianking 
Company  Limited  v.  Charnwood  Foreet  BaUway 
Company  (.57  L.  T.  Bep.  833 ;  18  Q.  B.  Div.  7U)  and 
alao  in  the  judgment  of  Gomatock,  J.,  delivered 
in  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  American  case  of 
Meehaniee'  Bank  v.  New  York  and  Newkaven 
BaUway  Company  (11  N.  Y.  (Sup.  Ct)  Bep.,  at 
pp.  57^576),  as  to  the  transaction  which  it  was 
sought  to  enforce  agtunst  the  company  being 
uttro  virea  of  tiie  company,  and  therefore  one  as 
to  which  there  would  be  no  right  to  hold  the 
oompeay  liable  hj  estoppel.  In  the  course  of  his 
remarks  upon  this  point  Lord  Hersohell  said :  "  I 
do  not  think  this  argument  ia  a  sound  one.  A 
person  to  whom  the  company  is  liable  by  estoppel 
to  pay  damages  for  lefnsing  to  renster  his 
transror  does  not  by  reason  thereof  oeoome  a 
shareholder.  Indeed,  the  venr  title  by  estoppel 
impliea  that  he  ia  not  one.  It  haa  never  been 
laid  down,  and  ia  manifestiy  not  the  law,  that  a- 
company  is  not  authorised  to  employ  its  fonda  in 
paying  damagea  for  a  wrong  done,  and,  if  hia 
right  by  estoppel  is  establuhed,  the  company 
have  as  much  committed  a  wrong  by  refusing  to 
register  aa  shareholder  the  person  whose  tiUe 
thOT  deny  as  if  his  titie  to  be  registered  had  in 
fact  hem  a  good  one."  A  farther  and  what  I 
may  call  a  subordinate  point  was  raised  by  the 
defendants,  that  I  ought  to  hold  that  no  right  by 
estoppel  could  be  asserted  by  the  present  pbun> 
tifb,  because  (it  was  said)  the  plaintiffs  were 
in  iha  same  position  as  the  parties  who  were  held 
to  have  no  such  right  in  8imm  v.  Anglo-American 
Telegraph  Company  (42  L.  T.  Bep.  37 ;  5  Q.  B. 
Div.  1^),  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  cironm. 
stances  of  the  two  oases  are  essentially  different. 
The  real  question  ia.  Do  the  facts  of  the  present 
caae  oieato  a  right  by  estoppel  P  This  waa  the- 
question,  or,  at  all  events,  the  main  question, 
wUch  was  fully  and  ably  argued  before  me  by  tha 
learned  counsel  who  appeared  for  the  defendant 
company.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiffs,  as- 
I  understand  it,  is  substantially  this.  Instru- 
ments under  seal  have  always  been  regarded  byour 
law  as  instruments  of  especial  solemnity.  In  old 
days,  whUat  it  waa  a  dcaence  to  an  action  in  a 
contract  under  seal  that  the  party's  seal  had  been 
lost  and  had  been  a£Sxed  bv  a  stranger  without 
his  knowledge,  at  least  if  the  owner  had  given, 
public  notice  of  the  loss,  no  such  defence  waa- 
open  if  the  seal  had  been  misapplied  by  a  person 
in  whose  custody  it  waa ;  for  then,  it  waa  said,. 
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it  was  his  own  fault  for  not  having  it  in  better 
keeping:  (eee  Pollock's  Principles  of  Contract, 
7th  edit.,  p.  138,  and  note  (n),  where  the  antho- 
ritiea  are  cited).    And  in  modem  da^,  in  regard 
to  the  certificates  of  shares  in  limited  trading 
oompanies,  the  law  recognises,  for  practical  and 
badness  reasons,  a  high  degree  of  responsibility 
resting  on  the  companies  whose  seal  thej  bear. 
Stress  is  laid  npon  this  by  the  judgments  of 
Oookbum,  G.J.  and  Blackburn,  J.  in  Be  Bahia 
<md  San  Franeiieo  Bailway  Company  (18  L.  T. 
Bep.  467 :   L.  Bep.  3  Q.  B.   584) :   *■  It  was  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature,"  said  Blackburn,  J. 
{at  p.  590),  "that  these  certificates   should  be 
docnments  on  which  buyers  might  safely  act." 
It  is  nnneoessary  to  quote  at  length  the  well- 
known  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cairns, 
L.G.  in  Burkinshaw  r.  Nieolh  (39  L.  T.  Bep.  308 ; 
3  App.  Cas.  1004,  at  p.  1017).    The  31st  section 
of  the  Companies  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Yiot.  o.  89) 
'enacts  that  "  a  certafioate  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  company,  specifying  any  share  or  shares, 
or  stock  held  by  any  member  of  a  company,  shall 
be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  member 
to  the  share  or  shares  or  stock  therein  specified." 
In  the  present  case  the  certificate  was  on  its  face 
perfectly  regular;  it  purported  to  be  issued  accord- 
ing to  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  articles  of 
the  defendant  company — i.e.,  to  be  signed  by  two 
'direotors  and   oonntenrsigned  by  the    secretary, 
it  was  delivered  at  the  company's  ofBce  as  the 
genuine  certificate  of  the  company  by  the  secretary 
who  had  countersigned  it  and  affixed  to  it  the 
company's  seal,  to  which  the  company  permitted 
him  to  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  using  it ;  it 
is  admitted  that  he  was  a  proper  person  to  deliver 
enoh  certificates.     The  certificate  was  a  forged 
document,  no    doubt,  but   as  it   is  apparently 
genuine  and  regular,  and  as  it  was  received  by 
the  plaintiffs  from  a  proper  custodian  and  from 
the  company's  office,  it  is  agreed  by  the  partiea 
that  there  was  no  legal  duty  on  the  plaintifEs, 
who  received  it^  to  ascertain,  or  try  to  ascertain, 
the  genuineness  of  the  directors'  signatures,  or 
to  inquire  whether  the  seal  had  been  affixed  by 
the    authority  of    the    direotors.      In    Palmer's 
Company  Precedents,  7th  edit.,  p.  17,  the  learned 
author  says :    "  Where  the  regulations   contain 
epecial  provisions  as  to  the  affixmg  of  a  seal — e.g., 
that  the  instrument  must  also  be  signed  by  two 
directors — those  who  deal  with  the  company  are 
bound  to  see  that  the  deed  on  the  face  of  it 
accords  with  the  regulations.     But,  subject  as 
aforesaid,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  where  the 
common  seal  is  affixed  to  an  instrument,  it  has 
been  duly  fixed,  and  the  burden  of  proving  the 
contrary  rests  with  those  that  allege  it.    .    .    . 
It    by  no  means  follows  that,   where  the   seal 
has    been   irregularly  fixed,  the    instrument   is 
ineffective:  (see   County  of  Oloueester  Bank  v. 
Budry  Merthyr  Steam  and  House  Coal  Colliery 
Company,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  376 ;  (1895)  1  Oh.  629) ; 
Shaw  V.  Port  Phillip  and  Colonial  Oold  Mining 
Company,  50  L.  T.  Bep.  685;  13  Q.  B.  Div.  103). 
In  both  these  cases  the  seal  had  been  irregularly 
affixed,  but  the  company  was  held  bound  by  it, 
for  the  instrument  appeared  to  be  in  accord  with 
the  regulations,  and  the  irregularity  was  only  in 
regard  to  the  '  indoor '  management,  with  which 
an  outsider  acting  in  good  faith  is  not  concerned." 
^Finally  the  plaintifCs  contend  that  this  case  is 
covered  by  direct  authority  which  is  binding  upon 


this  court.  They  say  that  in  Shaw  v.  Port  Phillip 
and  Colonial  Gold  Mining  Company  (50  L.  T. 
Bep.  685 ;  13  Q.  B.  Div.  103)  the  facts,  which  were 
there  stated  ba.  a  special  case,  were  pi-acticallv 
identical  with  those  with  which  I  have  to  deaL 
The  secretary  of  the  defendant  company  in  that 
case  fraudulently  forged  the  director's  signature 
to  a  share  certificate,  affixed  the  company's  seal 
without  authority,  and  issued  it  to  one  Gledhill, 
who  took  it  in  good  faith.  Gledhill  deposited  the 
certificate  with  the  plaintiff  as  security  for 
advances,  and  executed  a  transfer  of  the  shares 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  company  refused  to  register 
the  plaintiff  as  owner  of  the  shares.  The  Divi- 
uomu  Court  (Stephen  and  Mathew,  JJ.)  held  the 
company  liable  for  the  agreed  value  of  the  shares, 
the  (j^nestion  for  the  oourt  being,  as  stated  in  the 
special  case,  whether  the  plaintifC  had  a  good  title 
to  the  shares  as  against  the  company.  Stephen,  J. 
bases  his  judgment  on  the  ground  of  estoppel,  as 
established  by  the  case  of  Re  Bahia  aiid  Ban 
Franeitco-  Bailway  Company  {sup.).  He  said : 
"It  is  said  in  answer  that  here  the  secretanr 
carried  out  his  fraud  by  means  of  forgery.  It 
appears  to  me  that  this  fact  does  not  make  any 
material  difference.  The  defendants'  counsel  said 
it  did  make  a  difference  on  the  ground,  so  far  as 
I  understand  his  argument,  that  nothing  can 
give  validity  to  a  forged  instrument  as  agtunst 
anybody.  That  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  the 
case,  and  I  think  the  authorities  cited  for  the 
plaintiff  are  applicable.  The  company  appear  in 
this  case  to  have  prescribed  certiun  formalitiea 
with  regard  to  the  use  of  the  seal  and  the  issue  of 
certificates.  The  certificate  is  to  be  signed  by  a 
director  and  the  secretary.  In  the  present  case 
it  apparently  does  comply  with  those  formalities. 
.  .  .  A  person  can  inform  himself  whether 
the  certificate  comes  from  the  secretary,  because 
he  gets  it  from  the  secretary's  office,  but  I  do  not 
see  how,  according  to  any  practicable  course  of 
business,  he  can  go  behind  the  certificate  and 
ascertain  for  himself  snoh  mattera  as  whether 
the  signature  of  the  director  is  genuine.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  company  have 
authorised  the  secretary  and  made  it  his  official 
duty  to  act  in  such  a  way  that  his  acts  amount 
to  a  warranty  by  them  of  the  genuineness  of  the 
certificate  issued  by  him."  Mathew,  J.  concurred 
upon  the  same  grounds,  and  in  the  course  of  his 
judgment  said  :  "  It  is  obviously  indispensable  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business  that  the  secretary 
should  perform  these  duties  " — i.e.,  the  execution 
of  the  certificate  with  the  prescribed  formalities 
and  its  issue — "  and  it  never  could  have  been 
contemplated  that  the  purchaser  of  shares  should 
himself  ascertain  that  each  of  the  prescribed 
formalities  had  in  fact  been  complied  with. 
.  .  .  It  was  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the 
defendants  that  the  fact  that  the  certificate  was 
a  forgery  prevented  their  being  liable  for  the 
act  of  their  agent,  but  he  failed,  as  it  appeared 
to  me,  to  estaolish  any  difference  for  this  pur- 
pose between  a  fraud  carried  out  by  means  of 
forgery  and  any  other  fraud."  To  these  arguments 
of  the  plaintiffs  the  defendants  oppose  the  doc- 
trine which  was  enunciated  by  Willes,  J.  in  his 
judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Barwiek 
V.  EnglUh  Joint  Stock  Bank  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  461 ; 
L.  Bep.  2  Ex.  259),  and  which,  after  b^g  ap- 
poved  in  the  House  of  Lords  and  in  the  Privy 
Council,  formed  the  basis  of  the  decision  of  the 
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Court  of  Appeal  in  1887  in  British  Mutual  Bank- 
ing   Company.  ▼.   Chamwood    Forest    Railway 
Cormpany  (aup.).    That  dootiine,  as  stated  in  the 
heamiote  of  the  last-mentioned  case,  is  that  a 
principal  is  not  liable  in  an  action  of  deceit  for  the 
anaatnorised  and  fraudulent  act  of  a  servant  or 
agent,  committed,  not  for  the  general  or  special 
benefit  of  the  principal,  but  for  the  servant's  or 
agent* 8  private  ends.    It  is  urged  that  this  prin- 
ciple is  applicable  here,  because,  unquestionably, 
Bowe'e  acts  in  forging  and  issuing  the  certificate 
irera  done  for  his  own  personal  advantage,  and  in 
no  mty  for,  or  in  the  interest  of,  the  company, 
and  the  company  has  received  no  benefit  from 
them.    It  is,  as  the  defendants  urge,  not  the  case 
of  a  document  which  has  been  issued  irregularly, 
or  without  the  proper  formalities  or  authorisation 
according    to    the    company's    articles,    as,    for 
example,  the  mortgage  in  County  of  Oloucester 
Bank  ▼.  Budry  Merihyr  Steam  and  House  Coal 
Comoany  (72  L.  T.  Hep.  375;  (1895)  1  Oh.  629), 
wluch  is  referred  to  bT  Mr.  Palmer  in  the  passage 
from  his  book  which  i  have  quoted  above,  but  it  is 
the  case  of  a  certificate  whicu  was  never  "  issued," 
in  any  proper  sense  of  the  term,  by  the  company. 
It  is  the  case  of  a  mere  forgery  committed  by  a 
servant  of  the  company  by  me  ans  of  a  dishonest 
and  unauthorised  use  of  the  company's  seal  wholly 
for  his  own  private  ends.    The  defendants  rely 
also  on  the  case  recently  decided  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  George  Whiteehvrch  Limited  v.  Cavanagh 
(85  L.  T.  Bep.  349 ;  (1902)  A  0.  117).    In  that 
case  the  House  of  Lords  (Lord  Bobertson  doubt- 
ing) held,  reversing  the  decision  of  Bigham,  J.  and 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  a  limited  company 
was  not  estopped  by  a  fraudulent  "  certification 
of  their  secre^ry  that  certificates  for  shares  were 
in  the  company's  office,  from  showqng  that  the 
propoaed  transferor  had  no  shares  to  transfer. 
Thn-e   are,  no  doubt,  in  the  judgments  of  the 
noble  and  learned  Lords  important  observations 
upon  the  question  of  estoppel  by  representation 
wnioh  make  for  the  defenduits'  contentions  in  the 
.  present  case,  but  the  decision  of  the  House  of 
Lords  is  as  to  the  existence  of  an  estoppel  in  the 
case  of  a  certification — a  very  difCereut  class  of 
document  from  a  share  certificate  under  seal — and 
both  Liord  Maonaghten  and  Lord  Brampton  refer 
to  that  difference.  "  There  is  a  marked  difference," 
eaid  Ixnrd   Maonaghten  (at  p.  126),  "  between 
a  certificate  and  a  certification.     A  oertifioate 
is  under  the  seal  of  the  company.    By  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862  a  certificate  is  made  prima  faeie 
evidianoe  of  tiUe.    If  faith  were  not  ^ven  to  the 
solemn  assertions  of  a  company  under  its  common 
seal,    it   would,   as    Lord   Cairns   observed   in 
Bwkinshaw  v.  NieoUs,  paralyse  the  whole  of  the 
dealings  with  shares  m   public    companies.    A 
certification     stands     on    a    different     footing 
altogether.    Transfers  are  never  certified  under 
the  oompanjr's  seal.    There  is  no  obligation  on  a 
company  to  certify  transfers  at  alL    The  certifi- 
cation is  not  passed  ly  the  directors  or  brought 
before  the  board."    Lord   Brampton  said :    "  I 
ti^e  it  to  be  common  knowledge  of  all  intelligent 
men  of  business  that  there  is  a  wide  and  well- 
reoogniaed   difference  between   a    certificate  of 
ahaiee  under  the  seal  of  the  company,  which  by 
sect.  31  of  the  Companies  Act  1862  is  made  prima 
faci«  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  person  named  in 
it  to  the  shares  therein  specified  (see  Be  Bahia 
and  San  Francisco    Bailvoay  Company),  and  a 


transfer  certification  such  as  that  which  appears 
in  the  margin  of  the  transfers  in  question."'  'It 
appears  to  me  that  these  pointed  discriminations 
between  share  certificates  and  certifications  are 
fairly  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  as 
tenmng  to  support  that  part  of  his  argament 
which  rests  on  tne  special  character  of  the  docu- 
ment in  the  present  case.    It  appears  to  me  that 
my  judgment  properly  depends  upon  the  answers 
which  ought    to    be   given  to  three  questions : 
(1)  Is  this  case  distinguishable,  on  the  facts,  from 
Shaw  v.  Fort  PhiUip  and  Colonial  Oold  Mining 
Company  ?  (2)  If  not,  has  that  decision  been  over- 
ruled, or  so  treated  in  subsequent  cases  that  it 
ought  to  be  treated  by  me  as  overruled  P    (3)  If  it 
has  been  overruled,  either  expressly  or  by  implica- 
tion, then  upon  principle  and  authority,  apart  from 
that  case,  are  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  succeed  in  the 
present  action  P    In  regard  to  the  first  question,  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  two  cases 
are  in  their  material  facts  really  indistinguishable. 
In  each  case  the  share  certificate,  on  the  faith  of 
which  the  plaintiff  has  acted  to  his  loss,  was '  a 
forgery ;  in  each  case  that  forgery  was  the  act  of 
the  secretary  of  the  defendant  company  acting  for 
his  own  purposes  and  profit,  and  not  for  or  on 
behalf  of  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.    The 
defendants'  counsel  in  the  present  case  suggested, 
but  not,  I  think,  strongly,  that  some  difference 
might  exist  in  the  fact  that  Lindo,  when  he  went 
to  the  defendant  company's  office  and  obtained 
the  certificate,  did  not  know  that  Bowe  was  the 
secretary,  and  believed  him  to  be   a   director; 
and  that  the  certificate  was  given  by  Bowe,  not 
in  the  room  marked  "Transfer  Office,"  or  in  a 
room  in  any  way  specially  appropriated  to  the 
defendant  company,  but  in  one  of  the  rooms  in 
the  office  which  might  be  the  board-room  of  one 
of  the  other  companies,  which,  like  the   defen- 
dant company,  had  their  office  in  Bewick,  More- 
ing,  and  Go.'s  premises.    I  do  not  think  that 
these  circumstances  can  be  held  to  make  any 
real  difference   between   the  two  cases.      Lindo 
expressly  deposed  that  he  took  the  transfer  to 
Bowe   as  an  official  of  the  defendant  company, 
and  I   see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  he  received 
the  certificate  also  from   him  as   an  official  of 
the  defendant  company.    Before  he  acted  on  the 
certificate  he   knew   that   Bowe  was  the  secre- 
tary.'   Bowe   as  secretary  was  supei-ior  to,  and, 
as  the  defendants'  head  clerk  stated,  as  secre- 
tary, responsible  for,  the  clerks  in  the  tramsfer 
department ;  and  I  fail  to  see  how  anything  can 
turn  upon  the  designation  of  the  room  in  whica 
the  certificate  'was  handed  over  to  Lindo.    This 
brings  me  to  the  second  cruestion,  Has  Shaw  v. 
Port  Phillip  and  Colonial  Oold  Mining  Company 
been  overruled  or  disapproved  in  any  way  'which 
entities  me   to   disregard  it  as  an  authority  of 
the    Divisional    Court   of    the    Queen's   Bench 
Division  which  binds  me  sitting  at  Nisi  Prins  ? 
No   judgment    expressly  overruling    or    disap- 
proving of  the  case  was  cited  to  me  by  counsel, 
and  after  careful  search  I  have  been  unable  to 
find  any.    In  Lord  Lindley's  Law  of  Companies  it 
is   twice   cited.     At  p.  82   (6th  edit.)   it  is   re- 
ferred to  'with  other  cases  and  without  com- 
ment in  a  note  to  the  statement  in  the  text  that 
"  the  company  cannot  dispute   the  truth  of  the 
certificate  as  against  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
issued  if  he  has  suffered  loss  by  acting  or  remain- 
ing inactive  on  the  faith  of  it,  or  as  against  a 
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penon  who  has  bonght  on  the  faith  of  it."  At 
p.  6SB  it  is  referred  to,  and  ita  effect  and  material 
&ota  are  Mt  oat  in  the  text  itself,  and  a  note  ia 
appended,  "  Quaere  whether  in  this  case  the  aeore- 
tarv  was  acting  for  the  company  bo  as  to  bind 
it  by  his  aots:  (see  Britith  Mutucd  Banking 
Company  Limited  y.  Chamwood  Forest  BaUway 
Company,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  833 ;  18  Q.  B.  Div.  714). 
In  BudEley,  J.'s  book  on  the  Oompamies  Acta 
(8th  edit.)  it  is  twice  cited,  not  as  being 
overroled  by  any  later  decision,  but  with  the 
author's  disapproval.  At  p.  103,  after  som- 
marising  the  case,  the  author  proceeds :  "  It  is 
oono^TM  that  this  case  misapplied  the  prin- 
ciple of  Barwiek  ▼.  Engli^  Joint  Stodc  Bank,  for 
the  seoietaiy  was  clearly  acting  not  for  the  benefit, 
i.e.,  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company,  but  for  bia 
own  interest,  and  in  such  case  the  company  is 
not,  in  an  action  for  deceit,  liable  for  the  fraud 
of  its  agent."  At  p.  117,  after  a  reference  to 
the  law  as  Itud  down  in  BrUieh  Mutual  Banking 
Company  ▼.  Chamwood  Foreet  SaHway  Company, 
the  leaixied  author  says  that  the  dedsion  in  Shaw 
T.  Port  PhUHp  and  Colonial  Gold  Mining  Com- 
pany cannot,  it  is  conceiTed,  be  reconciled  with 
the  principle  as  stated  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  the  former  case.  In  Mr.  Palmer's  work  on 
the  law  of  companies  the  case  is  f  re(^uently  cited, 
and  nowhere  with  disapproTal,  or  with  any  inti- 
mation that  in  the  writer's  opinion  it  oan  be 
treated  as  orermled.  Now,  although  I  myself 
might  not  have  so  decided,  I  should  not  be  joa- 
fled  aa  a  judge  sitting  at  Kisi  Prins  in  not  con. 
forming  to  a  judgment  of  the  Diviuonal  Oonrt 
which  has  not  been  expressly  overruled  or  judi- 
cially disapproved,  unless  it  was  absolutely 
and  unqueanonably  clear  that  it  was  inconsistent 
and  could  not  be  reconciled  with  later  decisions 
of  higher  authority.  I  oamiot  say  this  in  the 
present  case.  The  guarded  form  in  which  such 
eminent  authorities  as  Lord  Lindley  and  Buckley, 
J.  express  their  doubts  of  the  correctness,  in 
view  <A  later  cases,  of  the  judgment  of  Mathew, 
L.J.  and  Stephen,  J.  in  Shaw  v.  Fort  Phillip^  and 
Colonial  0<Ml  Mining  Company  affords  in  itself 
atnnig  reaaon  for  my  conduaion  on  thia  point. 
And,  farther,  the  thought  which  I  have  given  to 
the  matter  since  the  trifJ  has  suggested  to  me  (wo 
considerations  which  it  might  be  aigued  at  all 
events  aliould  beheld  to  enab^  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  Bhaw  v.  Port  PhiUip  and  Colonial  Oold  Mining 
Company  to  be  upheld  without  encroachment  upon 
the  prindple  of  law  enunciated  by  Willea,  J.  in 
Barvrieky.  Englith  Joint  Stock  BarUe  and  enforced 
by  tiie  Court  of  Appeal  in  Britith  Mutual  Bank, 
ing  Company  v.  Chamioood  Foreii  BaUway 
Company.  The  first  of  these  considerations  is 
that  the  doctrine  as  enunciated  by  Willea,  J., 
and  as  approved  and  applied  in  the  last-named 
case,  is  expreaslv  in  reference  to  an  action  of 
deceit.  The  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  before  Mauiew,  L.J.  and  Stephen,  J.,  like  the 
right  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  case, 
to  nae  the  language  of  Bramwell,  L.  J.  in  8imm 
y.  Anglo-American  Telegraph  Company  (42  L.  T. 
Bep.  377 ;  5  Q.  B.  Div.  1^,  at  p.  202),  is  a  right  by 
estoppel.  The  nature  of  the  claims  in  such  an 
action  and  in  an  action  of  deceit  are  not  identical, 
and  the  measure  of  the  damages  is  not,  I  think, 
necessarily  the  same,  though  it  may  be  so  in  some 
cases.  The  claim  in  Shaw  v.  Port  Phillip  and 
Colonial  Gold  Mining  Company  was  for  compen- 


sation limited  to  the  value  of  the   shares,  tit» 

ElaintifPs  title  to  which  by  estoppel  the  oour^ 
eld  to  have  been  wrongly  denied  by  the  drfen- 
dant  company.  In  an  action  of  deceit  th& 
defendant,  if  held  liable,  is  liable  to  a  judgment 
for  all  the  pecuniary  loss  of  the  plaintiff  which 
has  flowed  naturally  from  the  deceit.  The  second 
consideration  is  tliAt  which  arises  from  the  fact 
that  in  Shaw  v.  Port  PhiUip  and  Ctdonial  Qoli 
Mining  Company,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  case- 
depended  upon  the  liability  of  the  company  sued, 
not  in  respect  of  oral  representations  ol  a  secre- 
tary as  in  Britieh  Mutual  Banking  Compantf 
v.  Charntoood  Foreet  Bailtcay  Company,  nor  ii» 
respect  of  a  fraudulent  "certification,"  whiob 
formed  one  of  the  two  bases  of  claim  in  George 
Whiteehureh  Limited  v.  Cavcmagh,  but  in  respect 
of  a  share  certificate  tmder  a  company's  seal, 
apparently  genuine,  created  in  the  company** 
office  by  tbe  company's  servant,  and  issued  to  ui& 
recipient  by  a  proper  officer  of  the  company ;  a. 
doonment  of  a  class  to  which,  in  the  eye  <n  th» 
law  of  England,  solemnity  baa  always  attached, 
and  to  which,  in  the  case  of  trading  companiear 
the  Legialature  intended,  and,  as  Lord  Cairns, 
Lord  Blackburn,  Lord  Esher,  and  Lord  Mac- 
naghten  have  from  time  to  time  emphatically 
pointed  out,  the  intereste  of  mercantile  businesa 
require  that  a  lai^  extent  of  faith  should  b» 

S'ven.  After  givmg,  however,  full  weight  to- 
ese  oansiderations,  not  only  as  tending  to 
reconcile  Shaw  v.  Port  PhiUip  and  ColoniMUold 
Mining  Company  with  suon  oases  aa  Britiih 
Mutual  Banking  Company  v.  Chamwood  Forest 
Bailwaiy  Company,  but  alao  to  support  the  plain< 
tiffs'  contention  m  the  present  caae;  after  giving- 
also,  I  hope,  full  weight  to  the  argnmanta  so  ably 
put  before  me  by  tiia  plaintifb  counsel,  I  stiU 
feel  myself  bound  to  say  that  I  decide  this  case, 
aa  I  do,  in  the  plaintifb'  favour  simply  because  F 
cannot  on  the  facto  distii^fniBh  this  case  front 
Shaw  y.  Port  PhiUip  and  Colonial  Gold  Mining 
Company,  and  by  tbiat  case  I  feel  myself  bound. 
If  I  had  not  felt  myself  so  bound — I  sar  it,  of 
course,  with  profound  respect  for  the  learned 


jadgea  who  decided  it — I  ahould  have  pr^erred 
the  view  that  a  company  ia  not  in  such  a  caae  a» 
the  present  legally  liable  to  make  good  the  loe» 
to  a  third  pajrty  which  has  been  caused  by  the 
fraud  and  forgery  of  ito  servant  wholly  witnoat 
authority,  and  not  for  the  company's  purposes  or 
benefit,  but  solely  for  his  own  private  purposes- 
and  enda.  Of  coarse,  in  a  case  of  so  mucb 
gravity,  and  in  which  so  large  a  sum  of  taoaey 
depends  upon  the  issue,  the  litigation  will  n<^' 
stop  here,  and  I  hare  felt  it  my  duty  to  dad  at  a- 
length  which  I  should  otherwise  have  wished  to- 
avoid  with  the  facte  and  the  argumente  aad> 
considerations  relevant  to  those  facto  in  order  to- 
gin  all  the  help  I  may  to  the  parties  oonoemed' 
and  to  those  who  may  hereafter  have  to  coii> 
aider  this  important  case. 

Judgment  for  the  plaititiffs. 
Solicitors:  Gilbert  Samuel  and  Co.;  Athunt, 
Morrii,  Critp,  and  Go. 
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PBOBATB,  DIVORCE,  AND  ADMIBALTT 
DIVISION. 

PBOBATE    BUSINESS. 

Thurtday,  Dec.  3,  1903. 

(Before  Bucenill,  J.) 

In  the  Goods  of  WiLiJi.H  Smith,  (a) 

Probate— ColonuU  grant — Limited  grant—Reteal- 
tnjp— Colonial  Probate  Act,  1892  (55  &  56  Viet. 
e.  6). 

I/fke  proper  eoudilioru prescribed  by  the  Colonial 
Probate  Act  1892  have  been  complied  with,  a 
limited  colonial  grant  may  be  reeealed  in  the 
United  Kingdom. 

Application. 

William  Smith,  a  person  domiciled  and 
resident  in  the  island  of  St.  Vincent,  West 
Indies,  died  on  the  Ist  April  1900.  At  tiiaX  time 
the  said  William  Smith  was  the  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  one  Greorge  Smith,  who  had  died  in 
1894.  6eon;e  Smith  was  also  domiciled  and 
resident  in  St.  Vincent  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
Part  of  the  estate  of  George  Smith  consisted  of 
certain  deposit  receipts  and  other  documents  con- 
tained in  a  box,  and  this  box  was  in  the 
posaeesion  of  the  Colonial  Bank  at  Kingston,  St. 
Vinoent,  when  William  Smith  died  in  1900.  The 
deposit  recopts  and  the  documents  stood  in  the 
name  of  William  Smith.  After  the  death  of 
William  Smith  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature 
of  St.  Vinoent  granted  letters  of  administration 
de  bonis  non  in  respect  of  the  estate  of  George 
Smith  to  Elapet  Smith,  his  widow.  On  the  28th 
June  1901  the  widow  applied  for  and  obtained  from 
the  Snpreme  Goort  letters  of  administration  to  the 
estate  of  William  Smith,  but  limited  to  "  all  the 
moneys  and  interests  standing  in  the  Colonial 
Bank  in  St.  Vincent  on  deposit  or  otherwise  in 
the  name  and  to  the  credit  of  the  said  William 
Smith,  and  also  so  far  onlv  as  concerns  all  the 
mooeys  in  a  box  in  the  said  bank  left  there  for 
safecoatody  by  Alexander  Smith,  William  Alex- 
ander George  Nanton,  and  Conrad  Johnson 
Simmons,  and  the  following  securities,  namely, 
(1)  the  Colonial  Bank  of  New  Zealand  deposit 
receipt  for  the  sum  of  502.,  dated  the  20th  Dec. 
1884,  and  numbered  181,194,  and  the  moneys 
thereby  secured ;  (2)  the  Colonial  Bank  of  New 
Zealand  deposit  receipt  for  the  sum  of  1002., 
dated  tiie  1st  July  1890,  and  numbered  8453,  and 
the  mon^s  thereby  secured ;  (3)  the  East  London 
Savii^a  Bank  book,  showing  a  deposit  of  102.  in 
favonr  of  the  said  William  Smith,  and  the  moneys 
thereby  seooied,"  being  the  property  of  Geoive 
Smith  in  the  hands  of  William  Smith.  All  the 
next  of  kin  of  William  Smith  had  consented  to 
the  application  of  the  widow,  Elspet  Smith,  for 
the  limited  gnat  in  the  colonial  court,  and  had 
made  affidavits  in  favour  of  the  application.  It 
was  now  sought  to  have  the  letters  of  administra- 
tion resealed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colonial  Probate  Act  1892  (55  &  56  Vict.  o.  6). 
Before  making  formal  application  for  the  reseal- 
ing  of  the  limited  grant  the  solicitors  for  the 
applicant  wrote  the  following  letter  to  one  of  the 
principal  registrars  of  the  Probate  Division,  dated 
the  24th  Oct.  1903 : 

On  the  28th  June  1901,  letters  of  admimetration  of 
ibeeffeota  (limited  as  after  mentioned)  of  William  Smith, 

(a)  Beportad  b;  J.  A.  Sultib,  Eiq.,  Ban1ateT.at.Law. 


the  ;oanger,  who  died  on  the  let  April  1900  at  St. 
Vinoent,  where  ha  wa«  domioiled,  were  granted  b;  the 
SnperioT  Court  of  Jndioatnre  in  St.  Vincent  to  Elspet 
Smith,  widow  of  George  Smith,  of  wfaote  estate  his 
brother,  William  Smith,  was  adminiettator.  William 
Smith  rsoeiTed  variont  snms  of  money  belongrin;  to  the 
estate  of  Oeorge  Smith,  which,  acoordingf  to  the  onstom 
of  St.  Vincent,  were  deposited  in  his  own  name,  and  not 
as  administrator,  and  included  a  deposit  of  501.  at  the 
Colonial  Bank  of  New  Zealand,  another  for  1001.  at  the 
same  bank,  and  lOi.  in  the  Eut  London  Saving  Bank. 
The  letters  of  administration  granted  in  1901  as  above 
were  limited  to  some  money  in  St.  Vinoent  and  to  the 
fnnds  above  specified,  and  they  ware  granted  npon  the 
rennnoiation  and  with  the  oonsent  of  Alexander  Smith, 
Isabella  Nanton,  Margery  Smith,  and  Bosalie  M^ti>hi>ll, 
the  sole  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased.  The  letters  of 
administration  and  office  copies  of  the  several  rennnoia- 
tions  are  here,  and  Elspet  Smith  desires  to  have  them 
resealed  with  the  seal  of  the  English  Conrt  to  enable  her 
to  obtain  payment  of  the  snms  hi  this  country,  amounting 
to  abont  160i.  On  the  lOth  Sept.  1903,  letters  of  admini- 
stration to  the  effects  of  the  said  William  Smith,  the 
yomiger  (except  those  included  in  the  grant  of  1901, 
which  is  therein  mentioned),  were  granted  by  the  conrt 
in  St.  Vinoent  to  Alexander  Smith,  one  of  the  next  of 
kin.  The  next  of  kin  of  William  Smith,  the  yonnger, 
considered  the  said  Elspet  Smith,  nnder  the  oircnm- 
staocea  above  stated,  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  intestate  aa 
regarded  the  secnrities  specified  in  the  grant  to  her,  and 
therefore  renoasoed  and  consented  to  it.  The  above 
facts  can,  it  necessary,  be  verified  by  the  affidavit  erf 
Elspet  Smith,  and  no  donbt  by  an  independent  party. 
We  shall  be  glad  to  know  whether,  nnder  these  circom- 
stances,  the  letters  of  administntion  of  the  8th  Jane 
1901  will  be  resealed  on  presentation,  as  in  the  oase  of  a 
Scotch  or  Irish  grant,  or  what  further  evidence  will  be 
required.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  assets  are  very 
■mall,  and  it  is  therefore  desirable  to  save  expense  as 
mnoh  as  possible. 

The  re^strar  of  the  Probate  "Registry  refused 
to  deal  with  the  question  by  correspondence,  but 
suggested  an  interview,  which  was  accordingly 
arranged.  At  the  interview  the  registrar  saw  all 
the  documents  referred  to,  and  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the  letters  of  administration  could  be 
resealed.  The  notice  required  by  the  rules  was 
thereupon  advertised  in  the  Times,  and  the  ordi- 
nary steps  taken  for  obtaining  the  resealing. 
When  application  was  made,  however,  for  the 
letters  of  administration  to  be  handed  ont,  the 
solicitors  for  the  applicant  were  informed  that  the 
registrars  had  found  that  there  was  no  precedent 
in  the  matter  and  declined  to  make  one,  as  the 
Colonial  Probate  Act  only  said  that  letters  of 
administration  "  may  "  be  resealed,  and  not  that 
they  "  must "  be. 

In  order  that  there  should  be  no  mistake  as  to 
facts  if  the  case  had  eventually  to  be  brought 
into  court,  another  letter  was  addressed  to  the 
registrars  on  the  28th  Nov.  1903,  in  the  following 
terms : 

The  facts  of  this  oase  are  folly  stated  in  onz  letter  of 
the  24th  Oct.  1903.  In  consequence  of  jonr  reply 
objecting  to  entering  into  the  question  in  writing,  we 
attended  on  the  27th  Oct.,  and  the  registrar  in  attend- 
ance at  once  said  that  the  letters  of  administration 
granted  by  the  court  in  St.  Vincent  could  be  resealed 
here  as  desired.  We  accordingly  gave  notice  by  ad- 
vertisements, as  required  by  your  orders,  of  the 
intended  application,  and  obtidned  and  lodged  the 
neoessarj  affidavits  and  bond ;  bnt,  to  onr  surprise,  on 
applying  for  the  letters  resealed,  we  were  informed  that 
as  this  was  the  first  application  of  the  kind,  and  as  the 
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Aot  of  PwliMnent  lued  th«  word  "  may "  and  not 
"  mut,"  the  ngiatrats  refnaad  to  allov  the  letters  of 
administration  to  be  resesled.  This  statement  seems  so 
utterly  inoredible  that  we  oonsidered  it  wonld  be  an 
inJTiitioe  to  yon  to  take  farther  aotion  and  pnbliih  sooh 
a  statement  without  pring  yon  an  opportunity  of 
ooROoting  it,  if  not  oorreot. .  MoreoTer,  it  is  very 
desirable  that,  in  any  fntore  development  of  this  oase, 
there  should  be  no  dispute  as  to  fsiots,  as  many  people 
would  be  inclined  to  doubt  that  snoh  an  objeotion  oonld 
have  been  railed.  There  always  must  be  a  flrst  oase, 
and  therafore  if  this  is  one,  that  can  be  no  objaoHon ; 
and  it  the  point  raised  as  to  the  words  "may"  and 
"  must "  had  any  weight,  it  would  simply  enable  an 
•ppUeation  to  be  oaprioionsly  refused.  Our  olient  is 
mnoh  inoonrenienoed  by  the  delay,  and  has  already 
been  put  to  some  expense,  so  we  should  not  feel  justlBed 
in  letting  the  matter  drop.  As  there  oao  be  no  mistake 
about  a  written  statement,  though  there  may  be  about 
«  verbal  one,  we  think  it  better,  notwithstanding  your 
previous  letter,  to  write  to  yon ;  and,  unless  we  receive 
a  reply  within  a  week  stating  in  what  respects  (if  any) 
the  above  statement  is  inaccurate,  or  on  what  grounds 
yon  refuse  to  resaal  the  letters  of  ■dminiitration  granted 
in  St.  Vincent,  we  shall  assume  that  the  statement  is 
aeonrate,  and  that  there  is  no  other  grround  than  that 
above  stated  for  refosing  the  application  to  reseal. 

The  registrars  again  refused  to  commit  them- 
selves by  a  written  reply,  but  at  an  interview  the 
solicitors  were  informed  that  the  refusal  to  reseal 
was  not  grounded  npon  the  word  in  the  Act  of 
Parliament  being  "  may "  and  not  "  must,"  but 
because  they  had  a  discretion  under  the  Act,  and 
they  reused  to  make  a  precedent.  It  was  farther 
«ug({ested  that  the  grant  made  by  the  Oonrt  of 
St.  Yinoent  was  irrecnlar. 

In  consequence  of  the  refusal  and  the  objec- 
tions of  the  registrars,  an  application  was  made 
to  the  court,  on  motion,  for  the  resealing  of  the 
limited  colonial  g^rant. 

Barnard  for  the  applicant. — The  Bank  of  New 
Zealand,  having  their  principal  office  in  London, 
had  refused  to  part  with  the  securities  until  the 
limited  grant  of  the  letters  of  administration  had 
been  reseated  in  England.  There  was  no  limita- 
tion contained  in  the  Oolonial  Probate  Aot,  1892, 
«8  to  the  kind  of  grant  which  might  be  resealed. 
It  was  necessary  to  get  the  authority  of  the 
Oolonial  Bank  of  New  Zealand  in  England  to 
draw  out  the  money  on  deposit.  The  r^istrars 
had  raised  the  point  as  to  the  grant  being  ultra 
viret,  but  they  had  no  power  to  consider  that. 

BncKNiLL,  J.— There  is  no  necessity  to  con- 
eider  the  last  point.  The  difficulty  seems  to  me 
to  be  as  to  what  ought  to  be  done  in  this  country, 
and  why  it  could  not  be  done  in  St.  Vincent. 
However,  I  am  of  opinion  that  if  the  facte  set 
«at  in  the  letters  to  the  registrars  are  verified  by 
affidavit*  the  court  has  power,  under  the  Oolonial 
Probate  Act,  to  order  that  the  limited  grant 
made  in  the  oolonial  court  be  resealed  here.  I 
shall  therefore  order  that  the  grant  be  resealed. 

Solictors :  Pickering  and  NMton. 


W»dne$day,  Jan.  27. 

(Before  Sir  F.  Jxura,  President.) 

In  the  Oooda  ot  Uabt  Qoodbich  ;  Patns  «. 

Bbhitett.  (a) 
CertifieaU  of  Birth — Date  of  birth — Birlh$  and 
Deaths  Begietration  Act  1836  (6   <£  7  WiU.  4, 
e.  86)—Evulenee. 

When  an  entry  of  a  birth  i$  made  in  the  register 
ordered  to  be  kept  by  the  Birthe  and  Death* 
B^tration  .icf  1836  (6  <£  7  Wm.  4,  c  86),  (he 
certified  copy  of  luch  entry  ie  evidence  not  only 
of  the  fact  of  the  birth,  but  also  of  the  actual 
date  on  which  the  birth  took  plaee. 

Re  Wintle  (21  L.  T.  Bep.  781 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Eq. 
373)  not  followed. 

Action. 

Suit  for  the  revocation  of  a  grant  of  letters  of 
administration,  but  there  was  a  further  question 
raised  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  was  Abraham  Payne,  and  he 
claimed,  as  the  lawful  nephew  and  one  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  Mary  Goodrich,  late  of  Shelland, 
Suffolk,  who  died  a  widow,  intestate,  and  without 
child  or  parent,  on  the  6th  March  1902,  that  the 
grant  of  letters  of  administration  made  on  the 
16th  May  1902  to  the  defendant,  Ellen  Bennett, 
should  be  revoked.  The  ground  for  seeking 
revocation  was  that  the  said  Ellen  Bennett  was 
not  the  natural  and  lawful  daughter  of  the 
deceased  intestate.  There  was  a  further  claim 
by  the  plaintiff  that  letters  of  administration 
should  be  granted  to  him.  The  defendant  denied 
these  allegations,  and  declared  that  she  was 
entitled  to  the  grant. 

The  plaintiff,  Abraham  Payne,  was  the  son  of 
James  Payne,  the  brother  of  the  deceased  intes- 
tate, Mary  Goodrich.  The  defendant,  Ellen 
Bennett,  'was  the  daughter  of  the  deceased 
intestate  ;  but  there  was  a  question  as  to  whether 
she  was  or  was  not  bom  in  wedlock.  Mrs.  Good* 
rich  was  married  on  the  9th  April  1844,  but  it 
was  alleged  that  Ellen  Bennett  was  bom  on  the 
20th  Feb.  of  the  same  year,  and  was  there- 
fore illegitimate,  and  not  entitied,  therefore,  to  a 
grant  of  letters  of  administration. 

Priestley,  K.G.  and  Sherrington  for  the 
plaintiff. — They  put  in  a  birth  certificate,  dated 
the  lat  May  1£>44,  recording  the  fact  of  the  birth 
of  one  Ellen  Goodrich  on  the  20th  Feb.  1844,  the 
daughter  of  George  Goodrich  and  Mary  Gk>od- 
rich,  formerly  Payne.  The  evidence  of  Thomas 
Pearson  Johnson,  taken  on  commission,  was  also 

Eut  in.  The  witness  deposed  to  the  fact  that  he 
ad  been  taken  by  his  {grandfather  to  the  wedding 
of  George  Ghx>drich  and  Mary  Payne  when  he 
was  seven  years  of  age;  that  the  defendant, 
Ellen,  was  their  daughter ;  and  that  Mrs.  Goodrich 
had  told  him  that  Ellen  was  her  illegitimate  dhUd. 
As  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence  thej 
referred  to 

Ooodright  v.  Mom,  2  Cowp.  591 ; 
WnitOoeke  v.  Baleer,  13  Ves.  511. 

May  for  the  defendant. — The  document  as  to 
the  birth  was  not  admissible.  There  was  no  com- 
pulsion under  the  Act  of  William  IV.  on  any  person 
to  give  information  as  to  the  birth  of  a  child. 
Begietration  had  to  be  paid  for.  It  was  a  well- 
known  fact  that  immense  numbers  of  births  were 
never    registered.      The    document   was    only 

<■)  Bepoited  by  J.  A.  SUTSS,  Esq.,  B«nlster«t.J<aw. 
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evidence  of  the  fact  of  birth,  and  that  the  birth 
took  place  before  the  date  of  the  registration : 
Be  WintU,  21  L.  T.  Bep.  781  j  L.  Bep.  9  Eq.  373. 

[The  Pkbsident. —  I  cannot  really  follow  the 
reasonings  of  Lord  Bomilly  in  that  case.  Sect.  38 
of  the  Act  of  1836  says  that  a  certified  copy  is  to 
be  received  aa  evidence  "  of  the  birth,"  wnereas 
Liord  Bomilly  says  "of  the  fact  of  birth,  and 
nothing  more."]  In  ff^ihen  y.  Law  (3  Stark.  63) 
Bayle^,  J.  held  that  a  certificate  of  baptism  was 
not  evidence  as  to  the  date  of  birth  so  as  to  prove 
the  age  of  the  party.    He  also  cited 

Do9  d.  Wollatton  v.  Bamu,  1  Moo.  <b  Bob.  386 ; 
Huntley  v.  Donovan,  15  Q.  B.  96  ; 
Bvan  T.  Bin;,  25  L.  Bep.  (Ir.)  184. 

PrieaUey  in  reply. — The  point  now  raised  had 
been  decided  in  Beg.  v.  Weaver  (29  L.  T.  Bep.  644 ; 
Ii.  Bep.  2  G.  C.  B.  85).  There,  upon  an  indictment 
for  carnally  knowing  a  girl,  being  above  the  age 
of  tea  years  and  tinder  the  age  of  twelve  years, 
a  certified  copy  of  an  entry  similar  to  the 
present,  showing  that  the  child  was  of  the  age  of 
eleven  years  and  eight  months,  was  held  sufBcient 
proof  of  the  age,  there  being  independent  evidence 
of  the  identity  of  the  giri  with  the  child  whose 
name  was  entered  in  the  book.  The  decision  in 
He  Winile  {ubi  sup-)  had  been  adversely  criticised 
by  tiie  editor  in  Taylor  on  Evidence. 

The  Fbesidekt. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
certificate  which  has  been  produced  is  evidence 
not  only  of  the  fact  of  the  birth  of  the  defendant, 
bat  also  of  the  date  of  the  birth.  It  seems  to  me 
that  a  mnch  too  limited  force  has  been  placed 
npon  the  word  "  required  "  need  in  sect.  38  of  the 
Births  and  Deaths  Begistration  Act  1874  (37  &  38 
Tict.  c.  88),  and  I  see  no  reason  why  the  Act  of 
Parliament  should  have  limited  it.  There  is  not, 
to  my  mind,  any  ground  for  suggesting  that  infor- 
mation given  under  compulsion  is  more  likely  to 
be  true  than  information  which  is  given  volun- 
tarily. I  do  not  feel  any  difficulty  at  iQl  in  holding 
that  the  certificate  is  evidence,  and  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  document.  It  is  true  that  there  is 
the  decision  of  Lord  Bom  illy  in  the  case  of  Be 
WitUle  {ubi  sup.),  which  is  opposed  to  my  own 
view  of  the  matter,  for  it  is  clear  that  Lord 
BomiDy  did  draw  a  distinction  between  the 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  birth  of  a  child  and 
the  evidence  of  the  actual  date  of  birth.  But  it 
seems  that  that  case  has  never  been  followed,  and 
the  opinion  of  one  eminent  authority  has  been 
quoted  against  it.  Again,  the  case  of  Beg.  v. 
Weaver  (vbi  sup.)  has  l^eu  referred  to,  and  that 
seems  to  me  to  be  conclusive,  for,  being  a  criminal 
<ase,  it  is  certain  that  a  conviction  would  not  have 
been  upheld  if  there  had  been  any  doubt  as  to  the 
law  npon  the  subject  and  the  admissibility  of  the 
evidence.  Personally  I  had  always  thought  that 
the  production  of  a  certificate  of  this  kind  was  the 
ordinary  method  of  proving  the  date  of  birth  of  a 
person,  and  that  every  court  of  justice  held  the 
same  view.  I  have  no  hesitation  and  no  doubt  in 
the  matter. 

[The  court  eventually  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  revoked  the  letters  of  administration  granted 
to  the  defendant.] 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiS,  AUridge,  Thorn, 
and  Sherringion,  for  (hulgeotu,  PeeeocJc,  and 
Prentice,  Stowmarket. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  T.  E.  Crocker. 


Friday,  Jan.  29. 
(Before  Sir  F.  Jkunk,  President.) 

TOHALIN  «.   SMABT.(a) 

Probate — Action  for  revocation — Cotmier-elaim 
propounding  toiU — Notice  by  plaintiff  to  erose- 
evamtne — Order  XXI.,  r.  18— Costi — Practice. 

The  plaintiff  brought  an  actimi,  for  revocation  of 
probate  tohieh  had  been  granted  in  common  form, 
and  the  defendant,  by  way  of  counter-claim, 
propounded  the  wiU.  In  hit  reply  and  defence  to 
the  eounter-elaim  the  plaintiff  gave  notice,  under 
Order  XXI.,  r.  18,  of  the  Bums  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  thai  he  merely  insisted  on  the  wiU  being 
proved  in  solemn  form,  and  thai  it  was  simply 
his  intention  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses. 
Held,  that  in  the  construction  of  this  rule  the 
principle  which  guided  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
and  the  Probate  Courts  ought  to  be  considered ; 
thai  there  was  a  distinction  between  a  party 
who  sought  a  revocation  of  probate  and  one  who 
entered  a  caveat  and  took  the  ordinary  steps  to 
oppose  a  wiU  being  admitted  to  proof;  and  that 
the  present  plaintiff  could  not  secure  the  benefit 
of  the  ruie  as  to  costs,  since  the  notice  given  by 
him  was  bad. 
Action. 

Action  for  revocation  of  probate,  in  which  the 
question  of  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  give  a  notice 
under  Order  XXL,  r.  18,  together  with  his  defence 
and  counter-claim,  arose. 

The  plaintifE  was  George  Beynolds  Tomalint 
and  he  sought  to  obtain  revocation  of  the  probate 
of  the  wiU  of  his  wife,  Alioe  Tomalin,  who  died  in 
Guy's  Hospital  on  the  11th  Feb.  1903.  The  will 
was  executed  on  the  28th  Jan.  1903,  and  probate 
was  granted  in  common  form  on  tita  22nd  Feb. 
1903.  In  his  statement  of  claim  the  plaintifE 
alleged  that 

The  pretended  lut  will  was  not  signed  or  ezeouted  by 
Alioe  Tomalin  in  the  presence  of  B.  W.  Henstioe,  one  <^ 
the  alleged  atteiting  witnesiea;  that  the  said  Alioe 
Tomalin  did  nob  request  the  said  B.  W.  Henstioe  to  sign 
or  anbBoribe  his  name  to  the  said  pretended  will  as  an 
attesting  witness  ;  and  that  the  alleged  attesting  witness, 
John  Orovea,  did  not  snbacribe  his  name  to  the  said 
pretended  will  in  the  presence  of  the  said  B.  W. 
Henstioe.  The  above  are  the  only  reasons  why  the 
plaintiff  alleges  .  .  .  that  the  said  pretended  will 
is  not  the  wUL  of  the  said  Alioe  Tomalin. 

He  also  claimed  a  grant  of  letters  of  administra- 
tion to  himself. 

The  defendant,  George  Smart,  was  one  of  the 
executors  named  in  the  will.  In  his  defence  he 
denied  the  allegations  set  up  in  the  statement  of 
claim  as  to  undue  execution,  and  prof>ounded  the 
will  by  way  of  counter-claim.  With  his  reply  and 
defence  to  the  counter-claim  the  plaintiff  filed  the 
following  notice : 

Take  notioe  that  the  plaintiff  merely  insista  npon  the 
pretended  will,  dated  the  28th  day  of  January  1903,  of 
Alioe  Tomalin  being  proved  in  solemn  form  of  law,  and 
only  intends  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses  prodooed  in 
support  of  the  said  will  propounded  in  tite  ooanter> 
olaim,  and  gives  this  notioe  porsnant  to  Order  XXI., 
r.  18,  of  the  Bulea  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Order  XXI.,  r.  18,  is  as  follows  : 

In  probate  actions  the  party  opposing  a  will  may, 
with  hia  defence,  give  notice  to  the  party  setting  up 
the    will  that  he  merely  insists  upon  the  will   being 

le)  Bqportcd  by  J.  A.  Slatsb,  Eaq.,  Banlster«t-Law. 
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proved  in  aolemn  form  of  Uw,  and  only  intends  to  ] 
CTosB-examine  the  witnesses  prodnoed  in  support  of  |the 
will,  and  he  Shall  thereupon  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and 
shall  not,  in  any  event,  be  liable  to  pay  the  oosts  of 
tiM  other  side,  unless  the  jndf^  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  reasonable  ground  for  opposing  the  will. 

The  notice  was  retnmed  by  the  defendant's 
solicitors,  who  asserted  that  the  rule  did  not 
apply,  and  gave  notice  that  the  defendant  would 
take  objection  to  it  if  the  plaintiff  attempted  to 
make  use  of  it.  At  the  nearing  of  the  case 
objection  was  taken  to  the  notice  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  the  rule  in  probate  actions  that  the 
party  opposing  the  will  mieht  give  notice  of  his 
intention  to  cross-examine  uong  with  his  defence, 
but  that  the  plaintifF  was  not  such  a  party,  since 
he  was  seeking  a  revocation  of  probate. 

IF.  L.  Biehards,  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted 
that  the  notice  was  good.  It  was  delivered  along 
with  the  defence  to  the  counter-claim.  The 
defendant  was  seeking  to  establish  the  will,  and 
his  counter-claim  was  the  same  thing  as  an 
'original  action.  The  words  of  the  rule  refer  to 
a  "party"  who  gives  the  notice,  and  certainly 
the  plaintiff  was  a  party. 

Pritehard  for  the  defendant. — ^Tbe  plaintiff  was 
not  in  theposition  of  a  defendant  who  opposed 
probate.  He  had  brought  his  own  action  to 
revoke  a  probate  already  granted,  and  that  made 
all  the  difference.    He  cited 

Seal*  V.    Seals,  30  L.  T.  Bep.  770 ;  L.  Bep.  S 
P.  &  D.  179. 

Plaintiff  mizht  have  entered  a  caveat,  and  could 
then  have  tuen  advantage  of  the  rule.  Instead 
of  doing  BO,  he  had  rushed  into  litigation  on  his 
own  account. 

Sicharde  in  reply. — The  case  of  Beale  v. 
Beale  {vhi  tttp.)  was  distinguished  in  Leigh  v. 
Grem  (1892)  P.  17).  The  former  case  was 
decided  before  the  present  rales  came  into 
existence.  Now,  under  the  rules  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  1883,  a  statement  of  claim  included  a 
counter-claim,  and  a  defence  to  a  counter-claim 
was  the  same  thing  as  a  defence  to  a  statement 
of  claim.  Thei-e  was  no  difference  as  to  this 
between  the  Probate  and  other  divisions  of  the 
High  Court.  It  would  be  a  great  hardship  if  it 
was  held  that  there  was  any  difference.  In  the 
present  case  the  probate  was  obtained  very  few 
days  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  practically  precluded  from  being 
placed  in  the  position  of  a  defendant  by  the 
action  of  the  executor.    He  also  cited 

8pic«r  V.  Bpictr,  79  L.  T.  Bep.  707 ;  (1899)  F.  38. 

The  Pbbsident. — I  am  very  much  impressed 
with  the  practice  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  where 
it  was  clear  that  a  distinction  was  drawn  between 
a  person  who  opposed  a  will  in  the  first  instance 
and  one  who  attacked  a  will  after  probate  had 
been  granted.  And  now,  after  the  argumente  that 
have  been  addressed  to  me,  I  realise  the  effect  of 
the  decision  in  Beah  v.  Beale  {ubi  sup.),  which 
illustrates  the  distinction.  I  think  the  sense  of 
the  distinction  lies  in  the  fact  that  a  person  who 
wishes  to  oppose  the  probate  of  a  will  ought  to 
announce  his  intention  by  entering  a  caveat  as 
soon  as  poenble,  and  taking  the  subsequent  steps 
in  the  usual  way.  In  such  circumstajices  he  is 
able  to  put  the  partv  who  is  setting  up  the  will 
to  proof  in  solemn  form  without  much  fear  of 
having   to  pay  the  coste   of   the   proceedings, 


because,  although  there  has  been  a  modification 
in  the  former  rule  of  practice  so  as  to  give  the 
court  a  discretion  as  to  costs,  this  modmcation 
does  not  afEect  the  point  that  the  safety  from 
being  condemned  in  coste  is  afforded  to  the  party 
opposing  the  will.  It  does  not  say  that  the  same 
protection  will  be  afforded  to  a  person  who 
opposes  the  probate  of  a  will — that  is,  a  person 
seeking  to  recall  a  probate  already  granted,  as 
here.  It  is  certainly  true  that  a  counter-claim  is, 
under  the  rules  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  be  treated 
as  a  stetement  of  claim  ;  but  when  I  am  called 
upon  to  construe  a  rule  which  is  admitted  to  be  a 
modification  of  a  previous  rule,  I  think  that  it  is 
onlj  fair  and  proper  to  inquire  into  the  principles 
which  were  applied  under  the  earlier  rule,  and 
to  hold  that  the  same  principles  ought  to  be 
applied  under  the  ,new  rule.  If  'my  view  is  the 
correct  one.  Order  XXI.,  r.  18,  does  not  apply  to 
the  case  of  a  party  who  is  seeking  the  revocation 
of  a  probate  already  granted.  Ite  operation  is 
confined  to  the  case  of  a  party  who  opposes  a  wiU 
which  another  party  is  seeking  to  prove  in  solemn 
form.  There  is,  however,  a  discretion  conferred 
on  the  court  as  to  dealing  with  the  coste,  and  I 
shall  deal  with  them  ^tor  the  case  has  been  heard. 

[Eventually  the  court  found  that  the  will  had 
been  duly  executed,  and  ordered  probate  to  be 
delivered  out  to  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff 
was  ordered  to  pay  the  ooste.] 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  H.  Cubitt  Ireland. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  O.  and  W.  Webh. 


DIYOBCE    BUSINESS. 

Dee.  11, 1903,  and  Jan.  28, 1904. 

(Before  Bttcekili.,  J.) 

Wtkk  v.  Wtkb  (The   King's  Proctor  showing^ 
cause),  (a) 

Divorce — Wife's  peHtion — Decree  nisi — Adulter'^ 
of  petitioner — Discretion  of  court — Matrimonial 
Causes  Act  1857  (20  <fc  21  Vict.  c.  85),  s.  31. 

The  eorvrt  ha^  fuM  discretion,  as  to  graniinq  a 
decree  nisi  in  favour  of  a  petitioner,  who  has 
been  found  guilty  of  adultery,  under  sect.  31  of 
the  Matrimonial  Causes  Act  1857  (20  &  21  Viot. 
c.  85),  where  the  misconduct  of  the  petitioner  i» 
more  or  less  pardonable  or  can  be  exeiised,  bui 
in  order  that  it  may  exercise  this  discretion  th» 
misconduct  of  the  petitioner  m,ust  have  been 
caused  by  the  miscmiduet  or  the  offences  of  the 
respondent. 

Constantinidi  v.  Constantinidi  and  Lance  (89  L.  T. 
Bep.  340 ,'  (1903)  P.  246)  distinguished. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  the  King's  Proctor  for  a 
rescission  of  the  decree  nisi  pronounced  on  the 
2lBt  April  1903,  and  for  the  diHmiHwal  of  the 
petition. 

Victor  Russell  for  the  King's  Proctor. 
Le  Mesurier,  for  the  petitioner,  called  the  peti- 
tioner  and  citeid  the  following  cases : 

Symons  v.  Symons,  77  L.  T.  Bop.  142  j  (1897)  P. 

167; 
Burden  v.  Burden,  (1901)  P.  52 ; 
Constantinidi  v.  Constantinidi  and  Lanes,  89  L.  T. 

Bep.  340;  (1903)  P.  246; 
Coonibe  v.  Coombi,  89  L.  T.  Bsp.  343. 

(a)  Beported  b;  J.  A.  Slates,  Esq.,  Barriater-at-Law. 
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Wykb  v.  Wykk  (the  King's  Proctor  Bhowinf;  cause). 

[DiT. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  set  out  in  the 
judgment.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^ 

Jan.  28. — Buckrill,  J. — In  this  case  the  wife 
is  the  petitioner,  and  she  seeks  to  he  divorced 
from  her  hnshand  on  the  gronnd  of  his  adultery 
and  cmeltT.     The  parties  were    married  on  the 
28th  Oct.  1891.    There  were  three  children  bom 
of  the  merriage :    Lilian,  born  in  March  1893  ; 
Barold.  bom  in  1895 ;  and  Ada  Ethel,  bom  in 
Sept.  1897.    The  petitioner,  in  her  petition,  which 
was  filed  in  Not.  1902,  alleged  frequent  acts  of 
cmelty  by  the  respondent  in  1893  down  to  1S99 ; 
alao,  that  he  committed  incestuous  adultenr  in 
Jan.  1899,  up  to  October  in  that  year ;  and  that, 
ao  soon  as  the  petitioner  became  aware  of  it,  in 
Sept.  1899,  she    left    him,    and    had   not   since 
letnmed  to  cohabitation  with  him.    The  petition 
came  on  for  hearing  before  the  President  on  the 
2l8t  April  1903,  when  a  decree  nisi  was  procoonced. 
On  the  14th  Oct.  1903  the  King's  Proctor  inter- 
Tened,  and,  by  his  plea,  alleged  that  the  petitioner 
had  often  committed  adultery  with  one  William 
Earle,  and  bad,  on  the  28Ui  July  1903,  borne  a 
«hild  to  him,  and  had,   since  the  4th  May  1903, 
been  living  with  him  as  his  wife.    To  this  plea 
tiiere  was  no  answer,  and  on  the  11th  Dec.  1903 
die  matter  came  before  me  on  motion,  when  the 
petitioner  gave  evidence.      Her  story  was  that 
when  she  left  her  husband  in  Sept.   1899,   she 
obtained  a  situation  as  a  barmaid,  and  managed 
to  save  enough  money  to  institute  these  divorce 
proceedings ;   that  she   afterwards  fell  ill,  and 
was  in  hospital  for  a  long  time,  leaving  it  shortly 
before  her   petition  came  on  for  hearing,  and 
could  not  afterwards  get  another  situation,  and 
was  unable  to  do  any  hard  work  in  consequence 
of  a  bodily  ailment,    which   incapacitated    her. 
"  Then  "  (to  use  her  own  words)  "  when  this  young 
gentleman  asked  me  to  go  and  lire  with  him,  it 
was  the  only  thing  left  for  me  to  do,  as  I  had 
expended  all  my  earnings,  which  I  had  saved  up. 
on  the  decree,  to  get  what  1  wanted,  so  that  I 
oonld  marry  again."     She  also  stated  that  this 
same  man  was  the  father  of  her  child,  which  was 
bom  in  July  1903.    Therefore,  although  she  says 
she  only  went  to  live  with  him  after  the  decree 
nisi,  she  committed  adultery  with  him  when  she 
was  earning  her  liviug  as   a  barmaid,  and  whilst 
she  says  she  was  preparing  her  case  for  the  divorce 
vrooeedings.    On  these  facts  can  I  erercise  the 
discretion  given  to  me  by  the  Slst  section  of  the 
Matrimonial  Causes  Act  1857,  and  pronounce  a 
decree  absolute,  dissolving  the  marriage  notwith- 
standing the    adultery   of    the  petitioner  P    In 
MeCord  v.  MeCord,  Ogle,  and  Coxon  (33  L.  T. 
Hep.   264 ;   L.   Bep.  3  P.  &  D.  237)  Sir  James 
Hannen  thus  stated  the  position :  "  The  instances 
in  which  the  court  has   pronounced  a  decree  for 
dissolntion  of    marriage,     notwithstanding    the 
adultery  of  the  petitioner,  are  very  rare.    I  am 
only  aware  of  two  cases,  that  of  Joseph  v.  Joieph 
and  Wenizell  (13  W.  R.  872 ;  34  L.  J.  96,  P.  &  M.), 
wbere  the  petitioner  had  committed  what  may  be 
called  innocent  adultery  by  marrying  again  in  the 
mistaJcen  belief  that  his  wife  was  dea^,  and  the 
case  of  Coleman  v.  Coleman  (13  L.  T.  Bep.  684  ; 
II  Rep.  1  P.  &  D.  81),  where  it  appeared  to  the 
court  that  the  petitioner  had  been  compelled  by 
her  husband  to  prostitute  herself."     At  p.  241  of 
the  report  the  President  pointed  out  that  whilst 
he  would  not  say  that  under  no  circumstances 


would  the  court  grant  relief  to  a  guilty  petitioner 
when  he  or  she  had  been  fully  forgiven  for  an  act 
of  adultery,  yet  the  court  would  never  act  on  a 
loose  and  unfettered  discretion,  as  Lord  Penzance 
had  expressed  it  in  Morgan  v.  Morgan  and  Porter 
(20  L.  T.  Bep.  588 ;  L.  Bap.  1  P.  &  D.  644),  but 
always  on  some  definite  principle  which  would 
serve  as  a  future  guide.  That  principle  had  been 
laid  down  by  Lord  Penzance,  in  the  same  case,  to 
be,  that  there  must  be  some  special  circumstances 
attending  the  adultery  of  the  petitioner,  or  special 
feature  placing  it  in  some  category  capable  of 
distinct  statement  and  recognition.  Twelve  years 
afterwards,  in  Story  v.  Story  and  O'Connor  (57 
L.  T.  Rep.  536 ;  12  P.  Div.  196)  Sir  James  Hannen 
referred  to  his  judgment  in  MeCord  v.  MeCord, 
Ogle,  and  Coxon  (u&i  tup.)-  Ho  said :  "  I  had 
occasion,  as  long  ago  as  in  1875,  to  go  very  care- 
fully into  this  question,  examining  the  principles 
on  which  my  predecessors  had  acted,  and  I 
endeavoured  to  lay  down  a  guide  for  myself.  I 
have  acted  in  accordance  with  those  principles 
ever  since."  It  was  not  until  ten  years  after  that 
case  that  it  was  decided,  in  terms,  that  miscon- 
duct of  a  petitioner,  which  in  fact  conduced 
directly  to  the  subsequent  adultery  of  the  wife, 
might  oe  taken  into  consideration  as  a  ground  for 
exercising  the  discretion  given  by  the  Slst  section. 
I  refer  to  Symonsr.  Symons{77  L.  T.  Rep.  142 ;  (1897) 
P.  167),  decided  by  the  President  (Sir  F.  H.  Jenne). 
There  the  wife  was  petitioner,  and  she  obtained 
a  decree  nisi  on  the  grounds  of  her  husband's 
adultery  and  desertion.  The  Queen's  Proctor 
intervened,  alleging  her  adultery.  It  is  not 
necessaVy  to  refer  to  the  facts  of  that  case,  bnt  I 
quote  the  language  of  Jeune,  P.  He  said:  "I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  husband's  adultery  and 
cruelty  before  his  desertion  and  his  prolonged 
desertion  were  the  main  causes  of  the  wife's 
adultery,  and  he  was  guilty,  therefore,  of  mis- 
conduct conducing  to  her  adultery.  So  far  as  I 
know,  this  has  not  yet  been  decided  to  be  one  of 
the  circumstances  on  which  the  discretion  to 
allow  a  divorce  may  be  exercised."  And  he  said, 
referring  to  the  facts  of  that  case :  "  On  prin- 
ciple, there  appear  to  me  to  be  strong  reasons 
for  holding  thiat  wilful  neglect  or  misconduct  by 
a  husband  should  constitute  matters,  possibly 
not  always  conclusive,  but  fit  to  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  exercising  the  discretion  whether 
a  divorce  shall  be  granted  against  him."  In  that 
case  the  decree  niti  was  made  absolute.  That 
decision  was  followed  by  Constantinidi  v.  Con- 
stantinidi  and  Lance  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  340 ;  (1903) 
P.  246).  There  the  husband  was  petitioner,  and 
a  decree  nisi  was  granted.  The  President 
pointed  out  during  the  arguments  that  in  Sym^m 
V.  Bymom  {ubi  swp.)  he  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
husband  (the  respondent)  was  actually  respon- 
sible tor  and  drove  his  wife  to  commit  adultery ; 
by  which  I  understand  that  his  misconduct  con- 
duced directly  to  her  adultery.  In  his  judgment 
the  President  said  that  sect.  31  conferred  "a 
discretion  on  the  Divorce  Court,  without  imposing 
specifically  any  limitations  or  any  direction  with 
regard  to  its  exerciee."  Whilst  accepting  that 
dictum  as  binding  it  seems  to  me  that  it  goes 
farther  than  any  previous  authority  on  the  subject. 
That  case  must,  of  course,  be  determined  according 
to  its  own  facts.  No  feeling  of  sympathy,  as, 
for  instance,  on  behalf  of  an  ill-treated  woman, 
as  in  this  case,  can  be  entertained ;  nor  may  I 
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WlLLIAHB  V.  WII.UAH8. 


[DlV. 


lia^  to  the  appeal  that  she  made  to  me,  that 
if  she  can  obtain  her  divorce  to-day,  another  man 
ia  ready  to  marry  her,  and  take  her  ohild.  The 
only  question  is  uiis,  Waa  her  miaconduot  oanaed 
directly  by  her  hnaband'a  craelty  and  adultery  P 
It  is  not  enough  that  I  could  find,  uaing  the 
language  of  Lori  Penzance  in  Morgan  v.  Morgan 
and  Porter  {yibi  mp.),  that  her  conduct  was 
"  more  or  leas  pardonable  or  capable  of  excuse." 
Perhapa  it  waa  to  some  extent,  and,  in  a  sense, 
her  husband's  miaconduct  conduced  to  that  which 
she  did  three  years  after  she  left  him,  because, 
but  for  his  cruelty  to  her  and  his  adultoiy  with 
her  sister,  she  would  probably  be  living  with  him 
now.  Her  leaving  him  waa  directly  caused  by 
his  conduct,  but,  in  my  opinion,  her  subse- 
qnent  adultery  waa  not.  From  Oct.  1^9  to  Oct. 
or  Not.  1902  she  lead  a  respecteble  life,  earning 
her  living,  and  was,  she  aava,  saving  money 
slowly,  BO  that  she  might  take  proceedings  for 
divorce.  Then  she  met  the  man  with  whom  she 
is  now  living,  and  by  whom  she  had  a  child  in 
July  1903.  Ho«r  can  it  be  truly  said  that  her 
conduct  then  was  directly  oanaed  by  her  husband's 
conduct  before  she  left  him  P  In  my  opinion  it 
is  impossible  so  to  decide,  and  my  judgment 
must  therefore  be,  and  is,  that  the  decree  ntri  be 
rescinded  and  the  petition  diamiaaed  with  coste. 

Solicitors,  The  King'*  Proctor. 

Solicitora  for  the  petitioner,  Nordon,  De  Freee, 
and  Benjamin,  for  WHUam  H.  QuiUiam,  Liver- 
pool. 


Tuesday,  Feb.  2. 

DIYISIONAI.  COUBT. 

(Before  Sir  P.  JBimi,  Preaident,  and 
Babkes,  J.). 

Williams  v.  Wiixiaus.  (a) 

Separation  —  Deeeriion —  Condonation  —  Second 
eeparation  —  Summary  Juritdietion  {Married 
Women)  Act  1895  (58  i 59  Viet.  e.  39),  ss.4, 7. 

Where  an  offence  ha»  been  committed  which  prim& 
&cie  entitles  a  married  looman  to  an  order  under 
$»et.  4  of  the  Summary  Juritdietion  {Married 
Women)  Aei  1895,  and  the  offence  has  been 
condoned  by  the  wife,  the  effect  of  swsh  eondona- 
iion  depends  upon  the  common  law  and  not  upon 
any  section  of  thai  Act. 

A  married  woman  issued  a  summons  against  her 
husband  complaining  of  his  desertion.  The 
hearing  of  the  summons  was  adjourned  by  the 
jusOee*  before  whom  it  came,  and  before  the 
resumed  hearing  the  wife  resunud  cohabitation 
with  her  hiuband.  She  subsequenUy  left  him 
— this  aiso  before  the  resumM  hearing — and  the 
jiutices  at  the  hearirig  granted  her  an  order  for 
separation  and  an  allowance  for  mainienanee. 

Beld,  the  order  must  be  discharged  since  the  wife 
had  put  .an  end  to  the  original  cause  of  com- 
plaint by  the  resumption  of  cohabitation,  and 
that  the  justices  had  nothing  to  adjudicate  upon 
at  the  date  of  the  adjourned  hearing  when  the 
order  was  made, 

Appbal  froniinsticee. 
Appeal  by  William  Henry  Williams  from  an 

order,  dated  the  28th   Oct.  1903,  made  by  the 

justices  of  Salford,  under  which  he  was  adjadged 

(a)  Bepoltad  by  J.  A.  SuTii,  Eaq.,  Barrlitar-Kt-Law. 


to  have  been  guilty  of  desertion  of  hie  wife,  and  in 
virtue  of  which  she  waa  granted  a  separation  and 
maintenance  at  the  rate  of  lOi.  per  week. 

The  parties  were  married  on  the  16th  Maf  1903 
and  the  husband  left  hie  wife  on  the  3ra  Aug. 
The  wife  lodged  a  complaint  two  days  later,  and 
the  summons  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  14th 
Aug.  After  the  wife  had  given  her  evidence  the 
jnsUoes  suggested  that  there  should  be  an 
adjournment  with  a  view  to  the  reoonciliation  of 
the  parties.  The  hearing  was  accordingly  ad- 
journed until  the  28th  Oct. 

On  the  29th  Aug.  cohabitation  waa  resumed, 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Williams  lived  as  husband  and 
wife  for  a  month,  when  fresh  differences  arose. 
They  remained,  however,  under  the  same  roof, 
and  when  the  date  of  the  adjourned  hearing 
arrived  the  wife  obtained  an  order  from  the 
justices,  unknown  to  her  husband,  by  represent- 
ing to  them  that  she  was  living  apart  from  her 
husband.  A  week  later  the  husband  applied  to 
the  juaticea  for  a  reaciasion  of  the  order  on  the 
ground  that  the  original  offence,  if  any,  had  been 
condoned  by  the  reaumption  of  cohabitation.  The 
justices  refused,  however,  to  rescind  the  order. 

The  husban'l  appealed. 

Ltuhington  for  the  appellant. — There  was  no 
power  for  the  justices  to  make  the  order  after 
a  resumption  of  cohabitation.    The  cause  of  com- 

flaint,  the  original  alleged  desertion,  was  gone, 
t  was  expressly  provide,  by  sect.  7  of  the  Act 
that  any  order  made  under  the  Act  was  put  an 
end  to  by  the  resumption  of  cohabitation.  There 
must  be  actual  desertion  at  the  date  when  the 
order  is  made.  In  a  matrimonial  auit  in  the 
Divorce  Court  condonation  would  be  a  complete 
answer  to  a  charge  of  desertion,  and  the  same 
thing  must  have  bmn  intended  by  the  Legislature 
under  the  Act  of  1895.  At  common  law  condona. 
tion  ia  an  answer : 

Harris  v.  Morris,  4  Eip.  41. 
If  a  man  had  been  convicted  of  an  assault  upon 
his  wife,  had  served  his  sentence,  and  then  lived 
with  her  again,  could  the  fact  of  the  assault  be 
brought  up  against  him  again  P  Condonation  is 
expressly  recognised  under  sect.  6  of  the  Act  in 
the  case  of  the  adultery  of  the  wife. 

The  respondent  was  not  represented. 

The  Pbksidsnt. — ^It  is  imfortunate  that  the 
wife  is  not  represented  here  to-day,  as  it  would 
have  been  an  advantage  to  hear  what  might  have 
been  said  on  her  behuf .  As  far  as  I  can  judge, 
however,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  conceive  any 
argument  which  could  afford  an  answer  to  what 
has  been  urg^  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant. 
From  the  facta  <n  the  oase  it  seems  that  during 
the  adjournment  of  the  summons  a  resumption  of 
cohabitation  took  place  between  the  husband  and 
wife,  the  very  thing  the  justices  desired.  Now, 
what  is  the  ealeot  of  this  P  It  is  true  that  the 
oase  doea  not  come  exaotiy  within  the  terms  of 
sect.  7  of  the  Act  of  1895,  because  it  took  plaoe 
during  the  course  of  the  litigation  and  before  the 
date  of  the  order.  The  effect  of  the  condonation 
was  to  put  an  end  to  the  cause  of  oomplaint  by 
force  of  law,  and  not  b^  virtue  of  the  Act.  The 
principle  that  an  end  is  pnt  to  desertion  by  a 
resumption  of  cohabitation,  a  principle  acted 
upon  by  the  judges  of  this  court  and  b^  th«r  pre- 
decessors in  the  JBooIesiastical  Courts,  ia  founded 
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OB  ihe  oommon  law.  During  the  course  of  the 
argument  the  case  of  Haddon  v.  Uaddon  (56  L.  T. 
Bep.  716;  18  Q.  B.  Dir.  778)  was  referred  to  by 
Barnes,  J.  It  appears  from  that  oaae  that  there 
had  been  a  conviction  before  a  court  of  summary 
jarisdiotion  under  the  Matrimonial  Causes  Act 
1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  o.  19)— and  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  Act  of  1878  contained  a  proTision  as  to 
oondMiation  similar  to  that  found  in  the  Act  of 
1895 — and  afterwards  a  resumption  of  cohabita- 
tion took  place.  It  was  held  by  Hawkin<t  and 
Smith,  J  J.  that  the  wife  could  not,  after  leaving 
her  husband  a  second  time,  enforce  the  order 
"which  had  originally  been  made  by  the  jastioea. 
In  the  coarse  of  Ms  judgment  in  that  ease 
Hawkins,  J.  referred  to  the  case  of  Bateman  ▼. 
CoTintest  of  Rote  (I  Dow,  235),  decided  by  Lord 
!E!ldon,  who,  speaking  of  the  effect  of  a  reconcilia- 
tion of  married  persons  after  a  separation,  "  held 
the  general  doctrine  to  be  clear  that  a  reconcilia- 
tion after  a  separation  entirel]r  did  away  with  the 
effects  of  it,'  and  that  "this  rested  upon  the 
ground  of  public  policy,  as  it  must  not  be  per- 
naitted  to  parties  to  make  arrangements  for 
themselves,  to  hold  good  whenever  they  chose  to 
live  separate."  And  he  added  farther,  "  I  am  not 
aware  that  this  general  proposition  has  ever  been 
disaented  from."  And  I  believe  that  such  is  the 
oaae,  though  no  doubt  the  reason  given  by  Lord 
XSldon  is  obsolete.  Under  the  circumstuices  I 
have  no  hesitation  at  all  in  holding  that  the 
remmption  of  cohabitation  during  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  summons  in  this  case  put  an  end  to 
the  cause  of  complaint,  and  that  the  power  of  the 
jnatioes  to  make  any  order  under  the  Act  had 
oompletely  passed  away.  The  appeal  will,  there- 
fme,  be  allowed,  and  the  order  discharged. 

Babkxs,  J. — I  entirely  agree,  but  I  wish  to 
make  a  r^erence  to  the  last  daase  of  sect.  7  of 
the  Act  of  1895,  which  provides  that  "if  any 
married  woman  upon  whose  application  an  order 
ahall  have  been  made  under  this  Act,  or  the  Acts 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  hereto,  or  either  of 
them,  shall  volontarily  resume  cohabitation  with 
her  husband  .  .  .  snch  order  shall,  upon 
proof  thereof,  be  discharged."  That  provision  is 
Dttood  upon  the  principle  that  the  resumption  of 
oohalntation  by  tho  wife  condones  and  pnta  an 
end  to  the  cause  of  complaint.  If,  therefore,  it  is 
shown  that  the  parties  have  voluntarily  resumed' 
cohabitation  any  oaose  of  complaint  which  one 
of  them  had  against  the  other  must  hare  been 
pnt  an  end  to  by  the  mere  fact  of  the  resumption  of 
cohabitation. 

Solioitora :  FUHder,  Le  Biche,  and  Co.,  for  Jr. 
De»que»ne$,  Saltord. 


Tuesday,  March  1. 

(Before  Sir  F.  Jsttnie,  President,  and 

'Babites,  J.) 

Fbowd  v.  Fbowd.  (a) 

Separation  order — Detertion  of  htteband — Beaton- 
able  canse — Bejeetion  of  evidence— Appeal— 
Bemietion  to  juitieee — Summary  Jvintdietion 
{Married  Womeri)  Act  1895  (68  A  59  Viet.  c.  39), 
M.  4,  6. 

The  word  "  desertion  "  need  in  sect.  4  of  the  Sum- 
mary  Jurisdiction  {Married  Women)  Act  1895 

(•)  B«p«rt«d  «r  J.  A.  SI.ATU,  Kwi„  B»irl«tar-at-l*w. 


has  the  same  meaning  as  in  the  Matrimonial 
Causes  Act  1857  (20  &  21  Viet.  c.  85).  It  does 
not  signify  simply  cessation  of  cohabitation,  but 
cessation  of  cohabitation  without  reasonable 
cause. 

It  is  the  duty  of  justices  before  whom  a  summons 
under  the  Act  of  1895  is  heard  to  allow  the 
husband  to  cross-examine  his  wife  as  to  her 
conduct,  and  to  admit  evidence  on  his  behalf 
showing  that  the  husband  heu  a  reasonable 
excuse  or  cause  for  refusing  to  live  with  his  wtfe 
and  so  to  leave  her. 

If  the  justices  find  that  the  husband  had  reason, 
able  cause  for  separating  from  hig  wife,  there  is 
no  desertion  under  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1895,  and 
the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  any  order. 

Appeal  from  justices. 

Appeal  by  the  husband,  Herbert  Haddon  Frowd, 
from  an  order  of  the  justices  of  Eastbourne,  dated 
the  Ist  Feb.  1904,  by  which  a  separation  order 
was  granted  to  the  wife.  Rose  Fanny  Frowd,  on 
the  ground  of  the  desertion  of  her  husband.  By 
the  order  a  sum  of  15s.  per  week  was  awarded  to 
the  wife  for  her  maintenance,  and  she  was  allowed 
reasonable  access  to  her  child,  the  custody 
remaining  with  the  husband. 

The  parties  were  married  on  the  28th  April 
1896,  and  the  only  child  of  the  marriage  was  bom 
in  1899. 

Early  in  1902  the  wife  confessed  to  having  com- 
mitted adultery  with  one  Dyer  on  numerous  occa- 
sions, and  Dyer  subsequently  admitted  the 
offence. 

On  the  14th  Feb.  1902  the  husband  forgave  his 
wife,  and  the  parties  became  reconciled  on  her 
undertaking  to  hold  no  further  communication 
with  Dyer,  and  on  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  251. 
by  Dyer  to  the  appellant. 

Early  in  July  1902  the  wife  remained  out  all 
night,  and  the  husband  charged  her  with  baring 
committed  adultery  with  one  Wenham.  She 
denied  the  charge,  and  for  ten  days  remained 
under  the  same  roof  as  her  husband;  but  he 
treated  her  with  such  nnkindneas  and  kept  her  so 
short  of  food  that  she  was  comx)elled  to  leave  the 
house  on  the  18th  July. 

Immediately  after  her  departure  she  took  out 
a  summons  against  her  husband  for  desertion, 
but  the  hearing  was  adjourned  on  the  under- 
standing that  divorce  proceedings  were  pending 
between  the  parties. 

Meanwhile  the  husband  discovered  that  his  wife 
had  been  in  constant  communication  with  Dyer, 
and  had  written  a  larg^  number  of  letters  of  a 
questionable  character  to  him.  She  was  also 
alleged  to  have  made  an  indecent  sketch  and  to 
have  written  some  amorous  verses.    These  were 

S reduced  at  the  hearing  of  the  divorce  suit  in 
[ay  1903,  when  the  jury  found  that  the  wife  had 
not  committed  adultery  with  Wenham. 

After  the  divorce  suit  Mrs.  Frowd  wrote  to  her 
husband  asking  him  to  take  her  back,  but  he 
refused  absolutely,  offering,  however,  to  agree  to 
a  separation  and  to  pay  ner  a  sum  of  lOs jper 
week,  he  retaining  the  custody  of  the  child.  This 
offer  was  declined  by  Mrs.  Frowd,  and  a  summons 
under  the  Act  of  1£^  was  taken  out  by  her  and 
came  on  for  hearing  before  the  justices  at  East- 
bourne on  the  ist  Feb.  1904. 

After  hearing  the  facts  as  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  she  left  her  husbuid's  house  on  the 
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18th  Jnly  1902,  the  justioes  were  of  opinion  tluit 
nothing  except  adalterj  oonld  exonerate  the 
faasband  from  liability  to  provide  maintenance 
tor  his  wife,  and  declined  to  allow  her  to  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  her  conduct,  or  witnesses  to  be 
called  on  behalf  of  the  husband  to  show  that 
there  was  reasonable  cause  on  his  part  for  refusing 
to  live  with  her.  They  granted  a  separation 
-order  as  above  stated,  and  maintenance  at  the 
rate  of  15(.  per  week. 
The  husband  appealed. 

The  gpronnds  of  appeal  set  out  in  his  notice 
were: 

(1)  That  defendant  had  not  and  never  haa  deserted 
the  said  appUoant  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  4  of  the 
Sammary  Jariadiotion  (Married  Women)  A.at  1895. 

(2)  That  the  evidence  npon  which  inoh  order  or 
finding  was  made  wai  not  eaffioient  in  law  or  in  fact  to 
gastify  inch  jadgmant,  order  or  fiadiog. 

(3)  That  the  said  jaBtioei  were  wrong  in  refoaing  to 
•Uow  the  said  applicant  to  be  cron-ez&mined,  and  in 
refneing  t}  admit  the  evidence  tendered  en  behalf  of  the 
-defendant  with  a  view  to  shoiriDg  that  the  leparation 
(if  any)  which  had  taken  place  between  the  said  appli- 
oant  and  the  laid  defendant  had  been  brought  about  by 
"the  oondnot  of  the  said  applicant,  which  conduct,  though 
not  amonnting  to  a  matrimonial  offenoe,  diaabled  the 
-■aid  applicant  from  contending  that  the  said  defendant 
had  deserted  her. 

Le  Bat  for  the  appellant. — The  justices  were 
wrong  in  refusing  to  admit  the  evidence  tendered. 
Whatever  the  conduct  of  the  husband  had  been 
at  the  time  when  the  wife  left  her  home,  the 
justices  were  bound  to  take  into  consideration  the 
conduct  of  the  wife  before  and  after  the  separa- 
tion took  place.  The  whole  of  the  correspond- 
ence with  Dyer  had  not  been  discovered  on  the 
18th  July,  1903.  Desertion  had  been  considered 
over  and  over  again  in  that  court,  and  the 
meaning  of  the  word  had  been  well  defined. 
Even  if  there  was  not  sufficient  cause  in  the  first 
instance  for  the  husband  to  turn  his  wife  oat  of 
doors,  the  knowledge  afterwards  obtained  by  him 
might  be  sufficient  to  justify  him  in  refusing  to 
-resume  cohabitation  with  her.    He  referred  to 

Ttatman  v.  Teatman,  18  L.  T.  Bep.  415 ;  L.  Bep. 

1  P.  489 ; 
Rxtuell  V.  fiunell,  73  L.  T.  Bep.  295 ;  (1895)  P. 

315; 
Oldroyd  v.  Oldroyd,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  281 ;  (1896)  P. 

175; 
WatMellr.  Wattell,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  496. 
J.  A.  Slater  (E.  E.  Humphrys  with  him)  for  the 
respondent. — The  desertion  intended  by  sect.  4  of 
the  Act  of  1895  was  not  the  same  thing  as  that  of 
the  Act  of  1857.  In  the  latter  Act  the  words 
"without  reasonable  cause"  ooour.  These  are 
wanting  in  the  Act  of  1895.  It  was  sufficient  for 
the  justices  to  find  the  fact  that  the  husband  had 
left  his  wife  or  acted  in  such  a  manner  that  she 
had  been  compelled  to  leave  him,  and  then,  by 
virtue  of  sect.  6  of  the  Act,  there  was  nothing 
but  her  uncondoned  adultery  that  could  disentitle 
her  to  an  order.  [The  Pbesidknt.  —  If  the 
conduct  of  the  wife  is  so  bad  that  it  is 
intolerable  for  her  husband  to  live  with  her, 
can  he  be  said  to  have  deserted  her  if  they  live 
-separate  P]  The  Act  says  that  if  the  husband  has 
neglected  his  wife  by  wilfully  failing  to  provide 
her  with  reasonable  maintenance  and  has  so 
caused  her  to  "  leave  and  live  separately  and 
-apart  from  him  "  she  may  apply  for  an  order  for 


maintenance,  and  nothing  but  adultery  can  dis- 
entitle her  to  such  an  order  if  the  justices  find  the 
facts  in  her  favour.  If  desertion,  as  need  in 
sect.  4,  was  to  be  qualified  by  the  words  "  without 
reasonable  cause,  sect.  6  of  the  Act  was  enper- 
flnous,  for  the  wife's  adultery  would  be  a  sufficient 
answer  to  her  allegation  of  desertion.  In  any 
case  the  evidence  which  it  was  desired  to  tender 
was  totally  irrelevant,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  desertion. 

The  Pbesidkkt.  —  The  question  in  this  case 
turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  desertion  " 
used  in  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1895.  For  the 
appellant  it  has  been  urged  that  the  word  is 
used  in  the  same  sense  and  with  the  same  mean- 
ing that  it  has  acquired  in  all  the  proceedings  of 
this  court,  whilst  for  the  wife  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  the  word  has  a  separate  and  distinct 
meaning.  In  the  oases  that  Lave  been  r^erred 
to  by  Mr.  Le  Bas  the  matter  has  been  fully  con- 
sidered, and  it  has  been  made  quite  clear  that 
desertion  is  not  merely  a  cessation  of  cohabita- 
tion, but  a  cessation  of  cohabitation  without 
reasonable  cause.  This  court  has  always  acted 
on  that  principle.  If  a  wife  brings  a  suit  for 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights  no  order  will  be 
made  in  her  favour  if  she  has  been  guilty  of 
cruel^  which  does  not  amount  to  a  matrimonial 
offence.  The  conduct  of  a  wife  may  be  such  that 
it  is  intolerable  for  her  husband  to  live  with  her. 
If,  then,  he  leaves  her,  or  if  they  begin  to  live 
apart,  is  there  not  some  reasonable  ground  for 
his  action  P  In  such  a  case  there  is  no  desertion 
on  the  part  of  the  husband.  It  seems  to  me 
absurd  to  suggest  that  there  is  a  d'stinciion 
between  the  Act  of  1857  and  the  Act  of  1895.  If 
there  is  a  reasonable  excuse  and  a  husband  leaves 
his  wife  there  is  no  desertion.  Desertion  is  a 
continuing  offence.  It  may  commence  on  a  cer- 
tain date,  and  afterwards  the  husband  may  dis- 
cover other  facts  tind  refuse  to  take  his  wifeoaok. 
He  may  think  that  he  has  reasonable  ffrounds  for 
his  refusal,  and  that  whatever  were  the  original 
reasons  for  the  separation  his  subsequent  know- 
ledge of  facts  will  place  his  conduct  in  a  different 
light.  In  the  present  case  the  husband  made 
oertiun  discoveries  after  the  18th  July  1902,  and 
he  desired  on  the  hearing  of  the  summons  to  lay 
the  grounds  for  his  conduct  before  the  magis- 
trates, and  to  point  out  to  them  that  he  was,  in 
his  opinion,  fully  justified  in  refusing  to  live  with 
her.  The  magistrates  declined  to  hear  any 
evidence  on  the  subject.  They  thought  that  aftOT 
evidence  had  been  eiven  of  the  fact  of  desertion, 
adultery  alone  comd  be  set  up  in  answer  to  the 
wife's  complaint.  In  that  view  I  think  the 
magistrates  were  distinctly  wrong.  They  ought 
to  have  heard  the  evidence  for  what  it  was  worth. 
Even  after  hearing  it  they  may  come  to  the  same 
conclusion,  and  hold  that  the  husband  has  been 
guilty  of  desertion.  Upon  that  I  do  not  express 
any  opinion,  for  I  hare  not  read  the  letters  in 
question.  But  that  is  not  the  point.  What  has 
to  be  decided  is  whether  the  husband  had  a 
reasonable  cause  for  leaving  his  wife,  and  without 
hearing  the  whole  of  the  evidence  tendered  the 
justices  could  not  arrive  at  a  proper  decision  upon 
the  matter.  The  case  must  be  remitted  to  them 
to  hear  the  evidence. 

Babnes,  J. — I  agree.  It  bas  been  argued  for 
the  wife  that  the  husband  has  no  right  to  refosQ 
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to  live  with  hia  -wife,  and  that  he  is  guilty  of 
desertion  if  he  leaves  her  or  canses  her  to  leave 
him.  If  a  wife  were  to  beat  her  husband  with  a 
poker  wonld  he  not  have  a  reasonable  excuse  for 
leaving  her  P  It  has  been  urged  that  a  husband's 
only  excnse  is  adultery  on  the  part  of  his  wife. 
That  is  a  wrong  idea.  Adultery  is  an  excuse 
when  desertion  nas  been  found.  Bnt  what  is 
desertion  P  It  has  the  same  meaning  in  the  Act 
of  1895  as  in  the  Act  of  1857  and  signifies  deser- 
tion without  reasonable  cause.  The  case  mast  be 
sent  back. 

Solicitors  for  thti  appellant,  Hillman  and  Burt, 
Eastbourne. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  F.  W.A.  Cuthman, 
Brishton. 


> 

COURT    OF    APPEAL. 

Feb.  10  ana  11. 

(Before  Williams,  Btiblinq,  and  Gczbnb- 
Habdt,  L.JJ.) 
Be  Dallas,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THB  CHANCBRT  DITISION. 
Morigage  —  Prioriiy  —  Notice  —  Charget  upon, 
expectant  legacy  —  Fund  not  in  exiitenee  or 
under  control  of  any  perton  at  date  of  creation 
of  tncumbrane««  —  Notice*  given  by  ineum- 
braneer*  on  fund  coming  under  control. 

Where  target  were  created,  during  the  lifetime 
of  a  tettator,  by  a  beneficiary  upon  hie  expectant 
legacy  under  tke  wili  of  the  tettator — of  which 
enarget  no  effective  notice  could  be  given  by  any 
of  the  ineumbraneers  until  the  legacy  charged 
came  into  emitieruie  and  some  perton  had  control 
of  it— it  wat  held  that  the  order  of  the  datet  at 
which  notice*  were  given,  by  th'  incumbrancers 
of  their  respective  tecuritiet,  to  the  legalpertonal 
rrpretentative  of  the  testator,  was  sufficient  to 
determine  the  priorities  of  the  several  tncum- 
branctrt.  according  to  the  principle  of  John- 
stone «.  Cox  (45  L.  T.  Bep.  657  ;  19  Ch.  Div.  17) 
and  timilar  authorities  ;  and  that  *ueh  priori- 
tie*  ought  not  to  be  regulated  by  reference  to 
the  dates  of  the  securities  themselees. 

Ward  V.  Dnncombe  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  121;  (1893) 
A.  C.  369)  considered. 

Decision  of  Buckley,  J.  affirmed. 

RoBBRT  Dallas,  by  his  will  dated  the  7th  July 
1893,  after  directing  the  payment  of  his  just 
debts-and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  g^ve 
aad  bequeathed  to  his  son  Frederick  Dallas  the 
sum  of  10,000!.,  and  after  a  bequest  of  like 
amotiBt  to  his  daughter  Emily  Beedell,  and  other 
bequests,  appointeia  his  son  Frederick  Dallas,  his 
son-ia-law  William  Beedell,  and  Edgar  Francis 
Jenkins  execu'ors  of  his  will,  and  gave  all  the 
residue  of  his  property  to  them  upon  the  trusts 
and  for  the  oenefit  of  the  persons  therein 
mentioned. 

Subsequently  to  the  date  of  his  executing  his 
will  the  testator  became  of  unsound  mind ;  and 
by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Lunacy  dated  the 

(ay  Bcporwd  by  S.  A.  Schatcblit,  Esq.,  BarriMac^M-Law. 
Vol.  XC,  2317. 


28th  June  1898  a  receiver  was  appointed  of  his 
estate. 

Edgar  Francis  Jenkins  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  on  the  18th  Jan.  1898,  having 
by  his  will  appointed  Charles  Elliott  Edward 
Jenkins  and  Edward  William  Hansell  executors 
and  trustees  thereof,  but  the  latter  renounced 
probate,  and  disclaimed  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

William  Beedell  also  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  on  the  2l8t  Jan.  1899. 

The  testator  died  on  the  24th  Dec.  1902,  without 
having  altered  or  revoked  his  will. 

At  the  date  of  the  testator's  death  bis  estate 
consisted  of  moneys  and  investments  either 
standing  in  court  in  Lunacy  or  under  the  control 
of  the  court. 

On  the  9th  Jan.  1903  the  testator's  son 
Frederick  Dallas  renounced  probate  of  the  will, 
and  on  the  same  day  by  deed  disclaimed  the  trusts 
thereof. 

On  the  4th  March  1903  letters  of  adminis- 
tration with  the  will  annexed  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  were  granted  to  his  daughter 
Emily  Beedell. 

By  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Lunacy  dated  the' 
27th  March  1903  (but  made  on  the  17th  Marob 
1903)  it  was  ordered  that  the  whole  of  tb» 
estate  of  the  testetor  should  be  paid  out  and 
transferred  to  Emily  Beedell  as  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  the  testator. 

On  the  12th  May  19U3  Frederick  Dallas  was- 
adjudicated  bankrupt. 

On  the  28th  May  1903  Emily  Beedell  paid  into 
court,  under  the  Trustee  Act  1893,  the  sum  of 
99851.,  being  the  legacy  of  10,0002.  bequeathed  to 
Frederick  Dallas,  less  152.  the  costs  of  and 
relating  to  such  payment. 

It  appeared  that  daring  the  period  from  Jan. 
1894  to  April  1903  Frederick  Dallas  had  created 
a  great  number  of  incambrances  upon  the  estate- 
or  interest  of  or  to  which  he  was  or  should  or 
might  become  possessed  or  entitled  under  the 
will  or  intestacy  of  hi«  father. 

These  incumDrances  amounted  in  the  aggregate- 
to  a  sum  largely  exceeding  the  amount  of  the- 
legacy  of  10,0U02.  bequeathed  to  Frederick  Dallas- 
by  the  testator. 

The  will  of  the  testator  had  been  prepared  hy 
his  solicitors,  the  firm  of  Brooks,  Jenkins,  and 
Co.,  of  which  Edgar  Franois  Jenkins  was  then  a 
member,  and  which  now  consisted  of  Stanley 
Herbert  Scott  and  Arthur  Edward  Heatley. 

Among  the  incumbrances  the  must  important 
were  the  following : 

A  charge,  dated  the  30th  March  1896,  con- 
solidating mortgages  of  the  13th  Jan.  1894^ 
and  a  charge  of  the  18th  May  1894,  created 
in  favour  of  Edgar  Francis  Jenkins;  a  charge, 
dated  the  8th  Jan.  1897,  in  favour  of  the 
British  Empire  Mutual  Life  Assaranoe  Society; 
charges  dated  the  18ih  Ma;^  1897  and  the  3rd 
Nov.  1898  in  favour  of  Frederick  Sttiart ;  a  charge 
dated  the  28th  April  1898,  in  favour  of  John 
Edward  Evans  ;  charges,  dated  the  15th  June 
1898,  the  12th  May  1899,  the  13th  Nov.  1899,  and 
the  14th  Dec.  1900,  in  favour  of  Stanley  Herbert 
Scott  and  Arthur  Edward  Heatley;  a  charge 
dated  the  23rd  May  1900  in  favour  of  the 
Staffordshire  Financial  Company  Limited. 

On  the  9th  Jan.  1903 — i.e.,  before  the  grant  of 
the  letters  of  administration — Emily  Beedell  had 
received  from  Charles  Edward  Elliott  Jenkins 
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((he  Bole  execntor  of  ^dgar  Francis  Jenkins),  the 
British  Empire  Mutual  Life  Assurance  Society, 
Stanley  Herbert  Scott,  Arthur  Edtrard  Heatley, 
and  the  StafEordshire  Financial  Company  Limited 
notices  of  their  claims  with  the  dates  of  their 
respeotire  securities  (referred  to  in  the  judgment 
of  Williams,  L.J.  as  the  "  Brooks-Jenkins  incum- 
brances)." 

On  the  5th  March  1903— «.«.,  after  the  letters 
of  administration  had  been  granted  —  Emily 
Beedell  received  notices  from  the  same  parties. 

On  the  12th  March  1903  Frederick  Stuart,  on 
hia  first  hearing  of  the  g^ant  of  administration, 
gave  notice  to  Brooks,  Jenkins,  and  Co.,  who  were 
the  solicitors  acting  for  Emily  Beedell,  of  his 
.oharges. 

On  the  17(h  March  1903,  and  on  subsequent 
-dates,  Emily  Beedell  received  notices  of  the 
incumbrances  held  by  various  other  persons. 

A  petition  was  presented  by  Charles  Elliott 
Edwud  Jenkins,  the  British  Empire  Mutual 
Life  Assurance  Society,  Stanley  Herbert  Scott, 
-and  Arthur  Edward  Heatiey,  asking  that  it  might 
,  be  declared  that  the  incumbrances  in  favour  of 
the  petitioners  were  entitled  to  priority  over  all 
-other  incumbrances  created  by  Frederick  Dallas 
on.  the  fund  in  court;  and  that  as  between  the 
petitioners  their  respective  incumbrances  ranked 
m  the  order  of  the  date  of  the  indentures  creating 
them  respectively. 

The  petition  also  asked  that  an  account  might 
,  be  taken  of  the  amounts  due  to  the  petitioners  in 
respect  of  their  respective  incumbrances  ;  that,  if 
necessary,  an  inquiry  might  be  ordered  as  to  what 
incumbrances  created  by  Frederick  Dallas  other 
than  the  incumbrances  of  the  petitioners  affected 
the  legacy  of  10,0002.  and  the  fund  in  court; 
that,  Lf  necessary,  an  inquiry  might  be  ordered  as 
to  what  were  the  priorities  of  such  last-mentioned 
incumbrances ;  and  that,  if  necessary,  an  inquiry 
might  be  ordered  as  to  what  was  due  to  the 
persons  entitled  to  such  last-mentioned  incum- 
brances and  by  virtue  thereof. 

On  the  4th  July  1903  the  petition  came  on 
to  be  heard  before  Byrne,  J.,  when  his  Lord- 
flhip  ordered  the  following  inquiries  and  accounts 
to  be  made  and  taken :  An  inquiry  what  incum- 
brances created  by  Frederick  Dallas  affected 
the  legacy  of  10,0002.  and  the  fund  in  court; 
aa.  inquir;fr  what  were  the  respective  priorities 
of  such  incumbrances ;  an  account  of  what 
was  due  to  the  respective  parties  entitled  to 
such  incumbrances  under  and  by  virtue  of  their 
respective  securities  ;  and  the  master  was  to 
be  at  liberty  in  case  he  should  consider  it  con- 
venient either  for  saving  expense  or  otherwise  to 
bring  before  the  judge  any  question  which  might 
arise  between  any  competing  parties  before 
maldng  his  certificate.  And  it  was  ordered  that 
the  further  hearing  of  the  petition  should  be 
jtdjoomed,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

On  the  Slst  July  1903  a  summons  was  taken 
oat  on  behalf  of  the  petitioners  to  proceed  upon 
the  order  of  the  4th  July  1903. 

The  master  before  settling  the  certificate  desired 
to  have  certain  points  of  ktw  determined  by  the 


be  questions  left  for  the  judge  were  as  to  the 
four  points  of  view  taken  by  the  different  parties 
interested:  (1)  Whether  the  incumbranueH  all 
ranked  in  order  of  date ;  (2)  whether  they  ranked 
in  order  of  notice  ;  (3)  whether  one  creditor  hold- 


ing a  charge  could  obtain  priority  over  another 
of  previous  date  of  which  the  administratrix  had 
received  notice  before  she  was  appointed  by  giving 
notice  before  the  other  after  the  grant  of  the 
letters  of  administration ;  (4)  whether  the  estate 
of  Frederick  Dallas  was  distributable  among  all 
the  creditors  pari  pastu. 

The  points  cf  law  came  on  for  argument  before 
Buckley,  J.,  when  his  Lordship  reserved  judgment. 

On  the  18th  Dec.  1903  the  following  judgment 
was  delivered  by 

BucKMT,  J.— On  the  7th  July  1893  Robert 
Dallas  made  his  will.  He  appointed  three  execu- 
tors, of  whom  his  son  Frederick  Dallas  was  the 
survivor.  He  gave  Frederick  Dallas  a  legacy  of 
10,000!.  The  testator  died  on  the  24th  Dec.  1902. 
In  the  meanwhile — viz.,  the  28th  June  1898 — upon 
proceedings  taken  in  lunacy,  a,  receiver  had  been 
appointed  of  the  testator's  property  and  his  per- 
sonalty was  paid  into  court  in  Lunacy.  In  the 
interval  between  the  date  of  the  will  in  1893  and 
the  date  of  the  testator's  death  in  1902,  Frederick 
Dallas,  the  legatee,  executed  a  very  large  number 
of  charges  upon  his  expectant  legacy  under  his 
father's  will.  I  suppose  the  fact  was  that  the 
father  was  never  likely  to  be  again  of  sound  mind ; 
and  of  course  Frederick  Dallas  had  an  expectancy 
in  the  event  of  the  testator  dying  without  altering 
the  legacy  which  he  had  given  by  his  will  in  1893. 
I  have  a  list  of  these  charges.  They  are  thirty  in 
number,  and  they  run  from  the  30th  March  1896 
down  to  the  date  of  the  testator's  death,  and  after 
the  testator's  death,  the  last  being  in  April  1903.  I 
gather  that  Frederick  DaUas,  in  point  of  fact,  raised 
upon  his  expectations  of  this  legacy  a  very  much 
larger  sum  than  the  10,0001.  The  father  having, 
as  I  have  already  said,  died  in  Dec.  1902,  Frederick 
Dallas  was  his  sole  surviving  executor,  the  two 
other  executors  having  predeceased  the  testator. 
On  the  9th  Jan.  1903  Frederick  Dallas  renount^ 
and  disclaimed.  On  the  4th  March  1903  adminis- 
tration with  the  will  annexed  was  granted  to  Mrs. 
Beedell,  the  sister  of  Frederick  Dallas.  By  an 
order  make  on  the  17th  but  completed  on  the  27th 
March  1903,  payment  out  of  the  funds  standing 
in  court  in  the  lunacy  was  directed  to  her.  On 
the  3rd  or  4th  May  1903  the  funds  in  fact  reached 
her  hands,  and  she  paid  them  into  court  under  the 
Trustee  Act  1893.  On  the  12th  May  1903 
Frederick  Dallas  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  on  a 
petition  presented  on  the  24th  Feb.  1903.  The 
funds  having  come  into  court  a  petition  was  pre- 
sented on  the  5th  June  1903  for  payment  out  to 
the  parties  entitled.  On  the  4tti  July  1903  an 
order  was  made  on  that  x^tition  direoting 
inquiries  in  order  to  work  out  the  rights  of  these 
exceedingly  numerous  incumbrancers.  The  in- 
quiries proceeded  in  chambers.  The.  matter 
which  has  come  before  me  is  a  reference  by  the 
master  to  the  judge  on  points  of  law  to  be  deter- 
mined before  be  can  settle  his  certificate.  Now, 
the  points  of  law  which  arise  are  as  to 
the  priorities  of  the  inoumbranoers,  having 
regard  to  the  various  notices  which  thpy  gave, 
if  notice  is  necessaiy  at  all,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  priorities  under  the  oircnm- 
stanoes  which  I  have  stated.  The  notices  may 
be  said  to  be  of  several  olassea :  First,  notice  was 
given  after  the  death  of  the  testator  on  the 
24th  Dec.  1902  and  before  Frederick  Dallas 
renounced  probate  on  the  9th  Jan.  1903  to  a  firm 
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of  Messrs.  Brooks,  JeDkins,  and  Co.,  solicitors. 
At  that  date  they  were  not  solicitors  tor  any 
person  who  oonld  be  described  as  the  legal 
holder  of  the  fand,  and  at'  no  date,  so  far  as  I 
know,  did  any  qneation  arise  with  regard  to  that 
fond.  Secondly,  notice  was  giTen  to  Messrs. 
Brooks,  Jenkins,  and  Co.  on  behalf  of  certain 
'  clients  to  Mrs.  Beedell  before  she  obtained 
administration  on  the  4th  Mai-ch  1903.  Thirdly, 
notice  was  ^-en  by  Messrs.  Brooks,  Jenkins,  and 
Go.  to  Mrs.  Beedell  immediately  that  she  obtained 
administration  on  the  '4th'  March  1903.  Snch 
notice  was  given  the  next  day.  Lastly,  if  that 
'  has  to  be  considered,  last  of  all,  notice  was  given 
to  the  administration  immediately  after  the  date 
in  May  when  the  ftnd  in  fact  reached  her  hands. 
The  (Question  I  have  to  determine  on  the  argu- 
ments which  have  been  addressed  to  me  seem 
'now  to  be  as  follows :  First,  whether  notice  is ' 
iieteesary  at  all ;  and,  secondly,  if  it  be,  then  at 
what  time  and  to  whom  ought  the  notice  to  be 
'  given  P  Now,  at  the  date  between  the  will  in  1893 
'and  the  death  in  1902  Frederick  Dallas,  of  coarse, ' 
had  no  propertjr  as  regards  this  legacy.  He  bad 
merely  a  possibilitjr'or  6zpectanoT,  if  the  testator 
di^  mthont  revolun'g  his  will,  that  he  would  be 
'entitled ;  an  event  which  happened.  Bnt  he  had 
no  property  in  the  legacy  at  all.  That  an  equit- 
able incumbrance  may  be  given  upon  a  mere 
poesibflity  or  expectancy  or  npOn  future  property 
'of  conrse  is  well  settled.  I  will  read  from  the 
judgment  of  Cotton,  L.J.  in  Be  Clarke ;  Coovibe 
T.  Carter  (57  L.  T.  Bep.  823 ;  36  Ch.  Div.  348), ' 
which  shows  the  ground  upon  which  plaintiff 
rests.  His  Lordship  says  (at  p.  351  of  36  Ch. 
Div.) :  "  It  is  clear  that  an  assignment  cannot  at 
law  pass  future  property,  but  it  may  be  made 
effectual  against  future  property  on  the  groond 
that  a  court  of  equity  wilt  in  a  suitable  case  ' 
enforce  it  as  a  contract."  Again,- there  is  the  well- 
'known  passage  in  Lord  Macnaghten'sjudgmentin 
Tailby  v.  Oj^l  Beeeiver  (60  L.  T.  Rep.  162;  13 
App.  Gas.  523,  at  p.  543}.  "Lord  Macnaghten  thns  ' 
'says:  "It  has  long'  been  settled  that  future  pro- 
"perty,  possibilities,  and  expectancies  are  assign- 
able in  equity  for  value.  The  mode  or  form  of 
assignment  is  absolotely  immaterial  provided  the 
intention  of  the  parties  is  clear.  To  effectuate 
the  intention  an  assignment  for  value,  in  terms 
present  and  immediate,  has  always  been  regarded 
in  equity  as  a  contract  binding  on  the  conscience 
of  the  assignor,  and  so'  binding  the  subject- 
'matter  of  the  contract  when  it  oomes  into  exist- 
'ence,  if  it  is  of  snch  nature  and  so  described  as  to 
he  capable  of  being  ascertained  and  identified." 
That  proposition  I  need  Scarcely  say  has  not  been 
contested  at  all  at  the  bar  in  the  present  case. 
''When  yon  are  deaKng  with  a  property  such  as 
tliat,  it  is  of  coilrse  obvious  that  there  i«  no  legal 
holdisr  of  the  fund  to  whom  the  incumbrancer  can 
give  notice.  There  is  no'  fund ;  therefore,  of 
'course,  no  legal  holder  of  -  the  fond.  And  it  is 
impossible  to  give  notice  to  anybody.  There  is 
a  considerable  body  of  cases  of  this  description 
which  arose  in  the  old  days  before  purchase  by 
an  officer  of  his  commission  in  the  army  was 
abolished.  An  officer's  commission  was  not  his 
property  which  he  could  bind  in  any  way.  Bat 
it  was  something  which  by  virtue  of  the  system 
which  prevailed  as  to  the  purchase  of  commissions 
'might  in  an  event  be  represented  by  money. 
There  was  an  expectancy  or  a  possibility  of  a 


fund,  coming  to  the  officer  if  he  retired  from  the 
army,  or  was  gazetted  out  of  the  army.'  The 
result  would  be  that  a  fund  would  come  to  him. 
What  happened  in  such  a  case  was  this :  The 
money  in  question  was  paid  into  the  names  of 
army  agents  and  became  the  property  of  the 
officer  at. the  mument  when  his  retirement  was 
accepted.  At  that  moment  the  fund  becaiue 
his.  Down  to  that  moment  he  had  nothing 
at  all  beyond  the  expectancy  to  which  I  have 
referred.  Perhaps  I  had  better  mention  the 
names  of  the  cases'  that  hare  been  cited  in  the 
course  of  the  arguments  before  me  for  the 
purpose  of  reference:  there  are  eight  of  them. 
They  are:  Btdler  t.  Plunkett  (1  J.  &  H.  441); 
YateM  V.  Co»  (17  W.  R.  20);  Boes  v.,  flow- 
Jcinion  (18  W.  R.  725);  Somertet  v.  Cox  {3S- 
Beav.  634) ;  GalUherv.  Forbes  (25  L.  T.  Bep.  772 ;. 
L.  Rep.  7  Ch.  App.  109) ;  AddUon  v.  Cox  (28' L.  T. 
Rep,  45 ;  L.  Rep.  8  Ch.  App.  76) ;  Johnetone  v.  Cose-- 
(43  L.  T.  Bep.  690 ;  16  Ch.  Div.  571,  affirmed  on 
appeal,  45  L.  T.  Rep.  657;  19  Ch.  Div.  17) ;  ani 
Boxburglie  v.  Cox  (45  L.  T.  Rep.  225 ;  17  Gh<  Div.. 
520).  In  all  those  cases  what  was  distingmehed 
was  this :  Before  the  moment  at  which. the  fund 
in  the  army  agent's  hands  beci|.me,  by  t^e- 
gazetting  of  the  officer's  retirement,  his  property, 
there  was,  as  I  have  already  remarked,  no  fund. 
of  which  there  was  any  leg^  holder  at  all.  Tl^e 
fund  became  the  officer's  on  the.  gazetting)  wi^' 
the  result  that  the  notices  given  to  tiie  army 
agents  before  the  gazetting  were  perfectly,  nsele^ 
and  idle.  It  was  not  open  to  say  that  the  army 
agents  when  the  London  Gazette  appearedought- 
to  have  remembered  the  notice  which  they  >  hfMk 
received  the  previous  day  or  the  previous  t^ei^. 
The  previous  notice  was  void  altogether  because  it- 
was  not  given  to  a  person  who  was  the  .  legal 
holder  of  the  fund.  But  immediately  on  the 
appearance  of  .the  London  Gazette  the  equitable 
incumbrancers,  if  they  were  wise,  took  care  to- 
serve  the  army  agents  with  notice.  And  the  raj»- 
adopted  was  that  all  notices  received  on  the  same 
day  ranked  pari  passu  for  this  puroose,  and  'as- 
bet  ween  them  they  went'in  -date  oi  priority  Clf' 
charge.  Indeed,  the  practice  went  to  this'extesjjb 
that,  if  notice  was  served  after  office  hours  on.tho- 
day  next  preceding  the  publication,  of  the  Londoju- 
Gazette,  that  should  be  treated  as  good  notice  en. 
the  day  that  the  London  Gazette  appeare4>- 
because  it  would  be  assumed  that  the  parties  wilto- 
received  it  would  open  it  the  next  morning.  Bat,, 
if  it  arrived  previously,  it  was  a  bad  .notice  and 
void.  In  All  those  cases  it  was  held  that  the  right 
of  the  incumbrancers  was  accor^ng  to  priority  of 
date  on  which  each  notice  was  received  after  the 
London  Gazette  appeared,  and  the  fund  belonged 
to  the  officer.  Now,  from  those  cases,  it  is  per- 
fectly obvious  that  two  things  follow  :'  First,  tiiat 
where  the  subject  of  the  equitable  incambsanoe 
id  an  expectancy  of  possibility  notice  is  necessary, 
and  priority  goes  according  to  the  date  of  the 
receipt  of  the  notice;  and,  secondly,  that  as 
between  notices  of  even  date  the  incambrancers 
rank  according  to  the  priority  of  charge.  That 
being  so,  there  is  no  distinction  at  all  between 
snch  a  case  as  that  and. a  case  such  as  this. 
Daring  the  time  that  the  testator  was  alive 
Frederick  Dallas  enjoyed  in  respect  of  hia 
legacy  the  prospect  of  having  a  sum  of  money  if 
something  happened.  So  did  the  officer  in  th9 
case  I  have  referred  to.    Now,  for  the  respondents 
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I  have  heard  an  argnment  which  is  certainly  nofc 
deficient  in  ooarage.     I  am  told  that  all  tfaoae 
oases  are  wrong,  and  are  wrons  because  of  two 
'  recent  decisions  in  the  Hoase  of  Liords — in  which 
those  cases  were  not  referred  to  or  commented  on 
or  dealt  with — and  which  have  laid  down  prin- 
ciples that  are  inconsistent  with  the  principles 
upon  which  those   oases  were   decided.     Now, 
among   the   learned   judges    who    decided    the 
earlier     cases    are    found    Page- Wood,    Y.O, 
James,  L.J.,    Mellish,  LJ.,  Sir   George  Jesael, 
M.B.,   and  Lord  Selborne — a  formidable  array 
of  names   if    one    ia    to    say    that   the    deci- 
sions   of    those    learned    judges    were    wrong. 
That,  nevertheless,  is  the  argument  which  I  hare 
heard.    I  will  go  on  to  deal  with  the  two  CAses  upon 
the  authority  ot  which  it  is  now  contended  that  I 
must  say  that  the  oarlier  authorities  are  all  wrong. 
The  first  of  them  is  Tailby  y.  Official  Beeeiver  {vAi 
«ttp.),  to  which  I  referred  j  ast  now.    Let  me  recall 
what  the  facts  in  Tailby  v.  Official  Receiver  (ubt 
tup.)  were.    Tailby  was  the  assignee  of  certain 
book  debts  due  from  the  firm  of  Wilson  Brothers. 
He  gave  notice  to  the  debtors.    Subsequently  the 
assignor  became  bankrupt;    the    debtors    paid 
Tailby ;  the  ofScial  receiver  sued  Tailby  in  the 
Oonnty  Court,  and  after  many  Ticissitudes,  in 
which    every  court  in  succession    reversed   the 
court    immediately    preceding    it,    the    official 
receiver  failed   in   the  House  of   Lords.     The 
whole  point  argued  and  decided  in   Tailby    v. 
Official  Receiver  (vbi  tup.)  was  whether  the  pro- 
perty which  was  there  referred  to  was  so  suffi- 
ciently identified  as  to  be  within  the  principles  of 
Solroyd  V.  Marihall  (7  L.  T.  Rep.  172 ;  10  H.  of 
If.  Gas.  191).    But  the  question  now  before  me 
did  not  arise  in  that  case  in  any  way  whatever, 
and  the  House  of  Lords  has  said  nothing  about 
it.     I  think,  therefore,  that  I  have  mentioned 
enough  to  show  that  Tailby  v.  Official  Receiver 
(vbi  tup.)  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  present  case. 
The  other  case  is  Ward  v.  Duneombe  (69  L.  T. 
tiep.  121;    (1893)  A.   0.  369).    Now,  when  the 
jadgments  in  Ward  ▼.  Puncombe  (u6i  sup.)  are 
react  I  think  that  it  will  be  found  that  what  was 
established  there  was  this  :  That  the  doctrine  of 
notice  rests  upon  the  principle  that  the  equitable 
assignee  ought  to  take  such  steps  as  will  prevent 
the  assienor  from  retaining  the  apparent  owner- 
ship of  uie  fund ;  and,  secondly — if  it  be  different, 
although  1  think  it  is  only  an  application  of  the 
former    principle — that    the    equitable    assignee 
most  take  such  steps  as  will  give  him  6,  right 
'in  rem  against  the  fund  assigned,  as  distinguished 
from  the   light  against  the  conscience  of   the 
assignor  of  the  fund ;  and  that  that  ought  to  be 
done  by  him  to  some  ezt«nt  at  any  rate,  not 
necessarily,  but  so  far  as  possible  b^ore  taking 
possession  of  the  fund.      Kow,   Dearie  v.  HaU 
(3  Buss.  1)  is,  of  course,  a  case  which  has  been 
TeiT  often  criticised,  and  it  is  criticised  largely 
by  Lord  Macnaghten  in  Ward  v.  Duneombe  (ubi 
aup.),  the  case  to  which  I  have  been  referring. 
But  Dearie  v.  Hall  {ubi  tup.)  is  indisputable  law. 
Many  judges  have  said  that  they  will  not  extend 
it;  but  there  it  is.     Wardv  Duneombe  {ubi  tup.) 
has  left  the  doctrine  of  notice  to  perfect  or  com- 
plete or    establish    the    title   of    the    equitable 
assignee  wholly  untouched  as  it  seems  to  me. 
Whether  it  has  left  it  as  resting  so  much  as  it 
was  supposed  to  do  upon  a  doctrine  of  negligence 
t   am  not  clear,   but  the    principles    which    it 


enunciates  are  those  which  I  have  endeavoured  to 
express.      If  that  be  the  whole  effect  of  Ward  v. 
Duneombe  {ubi  tup.) — and  1  think  that  it  is  the 
whole  effect — how  does  that  touch  in  any  way  the 
doctrine  of  the  earlier  cases  as  regards  an  equit- 
able incumbrance  on  a  possibility  as  decided  in 
those  earlier  cases  ?      I  do  not  See  that  it  touches 
it  at  alL     The  arfpiment  presented  to  me  has 
been  largely  to  this  effect :  At  a  moment  when 
the  equitable  incumbrance  is  given  the  equitable 
incumbrancer  could  not  g^ve  notice  to  a  legal 
holder  of  the  fund,  because  there  iJ  no  fund  in 
existence  and  no  legal  owner ;  ergo,  he  need  never 
give  notice  to  the  legal  holder  of  the  fund  when 
there  is  a  fund  in  existence.    It  is  sufficient  to 
answer  that  that  is  in  direct  contravention  to  all 
that  ia   decided  in   the  earlier  oases ;   and  the 
earlier    cases    are,    I    think,    good    law.    That, 
perhaps,    is    an    expression    which   I    scarcely 
ought  to  use.    I  do  not  need   to   say  whether 
or  not  they  are  good  law.     It  suffices  for  me 
to  say  that    they  are   binding  decisions  abso- 
lutely untouched  by  anything  which  was  decided 
in  the    House  of   Lords   in    the  two   cases   to 
which  1  have  referred.     To  pat  the  argument 
which  has  been  addressed  to  me  on  behalf  of  the 
respondents  in  a  sliehtly  different  form,  it  runs 
thus :  As  has  been  saia  the  equitable  incumbrance 
upon  an  expectancy  is    only   that  thing  which 
binds  the  conscience  of   the  assignor,  and  it  is 
argued   that    through    the    conscience   of   the 
assignor  no  one  can  get  more  than  the  assignor 
generously  can  give  him ;  or,  secondly — respecting 
what  I  have  already   stated — that  at  the  date  of 
the  incumbrance  there  was  no  legal  holder  of  the 
fund,  and  no  notice  therefore  could  be  given  to  a 
legal  holder  at  that  time ;  ergo,  no  notice  need 
be  given  at  any  time.    For  that  last  proposition 
a  passage  inparticular  was  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment in  SaPPyaM;  White y.EUit  {65  L.T.Bep.84l; 
(1892)  1  Ch.  188),  the  case  which  was  affirmed  under 
the  name  of  Ward  v.  Duneombe  {ubi  tup.).    The 
passage  referred  to  is  at  p.  207  of  (189?)  I  Ch.,  and 
it  runs  thus  :   "  The  time  of  the  taking  of  the 
subsquent  charge,  or  more  exactly  the  time  when 
inquiry  was  or  ought  to  be  made  of  the  trustees, 
and  not  the  period  of  distribution,  thus  appears 
to  be  the  critical  moment."     Now,  the  argument 
that  rests  upon  that  sentence  is  not,  I  think,  a  bad 
illustration  of  the  fallacies  into  which  you  may 
fall  if  you  allow  yourself  to  read  that  sentence 
divorced  from  the  context  and  divorced  from  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  language  is  used. 
That  language  was  used  without  reference  in  any 
way  to  such  a  point  as  I  am  considering  here, 
but  with  reference  to  a  case  where,  of  two  trustees, 
one  had  a  notice.    And  the  question  was  whether, 
he  having  died,  and  having  been  succeeded  by  a 
new  trustee,  and  the  new  trustee  and  the  original 
trustee  not  knowing  the  equitable  incumbrancer, 
he  was  entitled  to  say  :  "  Well,  the  man  who  had 
notice  from  the  man  who  gave  notice  is  no  longer 
a  trustee,  and  therefore  the  doctrine  does  not 
apply."    Directly  you  see  that  that  was  the  cir- 
cumstance under  which  the  language  was  used, 
it  becomes  apparent  that  the  principle  is   not 
applicable  at  all  to  a  case  like  that  whicn  is  now  in 
question.     In  the  case  here  there  was,  down  to 
the  death  of  the  testator,  no  legal  holder  of  the 
fund.    At  the  death  of  the  testator  there  was  a 
legal  holder.     Ought  you  to  give  notice  to  the 
legal  bolder  when  there  is  a  legal  holder  P    Now, 
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Co  that  axgameat,  which  I  have  endeavonrod  to 
atate  again  in  a  different  form,  the  army  agents' 
cases,  of  course,  are  a  complete  reply.  The  equit- 
able aasigoee  of  the  officer  who  gave  his  notice — 
if  he  was  earlier  in  point  of  time  with  his  notice 
—did  through  the  conscience  of  his  assignor  ge^ 
mor«  than  his  assignor  coald  properly  have  given 
liim  becaase  he  stepped  in  with  the  notice  and 
then  accepted  priority.  I  therefore  bold  that 
notice  in  the  present  case  is  necessary.  I  pass  on 
to  consider  what  notice  mast  be  given,  and  to 
whom.  As  regards  the  person  to  whom  notice 
must  be  given  I  will  read  a  sentence  from  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Selbome  in  one  of  the  earlier 
uatea—Addium  v.  Cox  (28  L.  T.  Bep.45  ;  L.  Bep. 
6  Ch.  App.  76,  at  p.  79)— to  the  effect  that  the 
notice  must  be  a  notice  given  to  a  person  who  is 
"  boond  by  aome  contract  or  obligation  existing 
at  the  time  when  the  notice  reaches  him."  The 
whole  substratum  of  the  army  agents'  cases  was 
that  the  notice  given  to  the  army  agents  when  they 
vers  not  bound  by  any  contract  or  obligation  was 
Altogether  futile  and  useless.  It  was  only  a  notice 
given  when,  by  the  gazetting  of  the  officer  out  of 
the  armv,  the  army  agents  b^me  the  trustees  for 
liim.  The  notice,  therefore,  must  be  given  to  a 
person  bound  by  some  contract  or  obligation. 
Ifext,  the  notice  if  acquired  in  fact  by  the  legal 
holder  of  the  fund  is  operative  even  though  it  be 
obtained  not  by  direct  notice  from  the  encum- 
4>ranoer,  but  under  such  circumstances  as  that  as 
A  matter  of  business  he  would  be  taken  to  have 
Joiown  it.  I  read  this  from  Lord  Cairns  in  Lloyd 
w.  Bank*  (L.  Rep.  3  Ch.  App.  488,  at  p.  491) :  "  If 
it  can  be  shown  that  in  any  way  the  trustee  has 
.got  knowledge  of  that  kind — knowledge  which 
would  operate  upon  the  mind  of  any  rational 
man,  or  man  of  business,  and  make  him  act  with 
ceference  to  the  knowledge  he  has  so  acquired — 
then,  I  think,  the  end  is  attained,  and  that  there 
tiaa  been  fixed  upon  the  conscience  of  the  trustee, 
and  through  that  upon  the  trust  fund,  a  security 
against  its  being  parted  with  in  any  way  that 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  incumbrance  which 
haji  been  created."  Further,  suppose  that  there 
are  several  trustees,  notice  to  one  of  their  number 
will  be  sufficient  if  he  be  not  a  trustee  standing 
in  BQch  a  position  that  it  is  his  interest  to  conceu 
the  notice.  And  this  is  none  the  less  true  because 
the  question  arises  after  that  one  who  has  received 
the  notice  is  dead  and  when  the  survivor  and  the 
new  trustee  have  not  knowledge.  It  was  decided 
JU  Wyaii;  White  v.  Ellis  (65  L.  T.  Bep.  841; 
<1892)  1  Ch.  188)— in  the  House  of  Lords  tub  nom. 
Ward  ▼.  Duneombe  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  121 ;  (1893) 
A.  C.  369) — that  an  effective  notice  is  not  dis- 
placed by  any  change  of  the  trustees ;  so  that,  if 
notaoo  be  given,  say,  to  all  of  three  trustees,  and 
they  all  oeaae  to  bia  trustees,  and  three  other 
people  become  trustees  who  have  no  notioe,  the 
'Original  notice  would  be  good.  That  is  the 
■deciaion  in  Be  WasdaU ;  Brittin  v.  Partridge  (79 
L.  T.  Bep.  520;  (1899)  1  Ch.  163),  decided  by 
JStirlin;^,  J.  But  this  last  proposition  is,  it  may 
lie,  subject  to  exception  in  the  case  which  arose 
in  Tinuon  v.  Bamebottom  (2  Keen.  35),  upon 
which  Lord  Herschell  commented  in  Ward  v. 
Dtmeombe  {ubi  lup.).  If,  however,  the  assignee 
l>e  himself  one  of  the  trustees,  and  he  is  the  only 
person  who  receives  notice  then,  according  to 
^rowme  v.  Savage  (4  Drew.  635),  notice  to  him  will 
not  do.    In  Brotme  v.  Savage  (ubi  «ttp.)  Ein- 


dersley,  V.O.  8<^s:  "In  the  case  where  the  as- 
signor is  himself  one  of  the  trustees,  he  being  the 
only  one  of  the  trustees  who  has  any  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  assignment  which  he  has  made, 
if  he  should  afterwards  apply  to  another  person  to 
advance  him  a  sum  of  money  on  an  assignment 
of  his  interest,  concealing  the  fact  of  the  prior 
assignment,  such  proposed  assignee  could  not, 
by  any  caution  in  making  inquiry  of  all  the 
trnstcM,  discover  the  fact  of  the  prior  assign- 
ment ;  for  it  is  the  interest  of  the  trustee,  who  is 
the  proposed  assignor,  to  conceal  the  prior  assign* 
ment ;  and  the  o^er  trustees  know  nothing  about 
it."  I  pass  on  to  consider  who  were  the  persons 
who  had  notice,  and  who  were  the  persons  who 
ought  to  have  had  notioe,  on  the  facte  of  the  case 
before  me.  Now  the  first  proposition  which  it 
will  be  necessary  to  deal  with  is  th  s :  Frederick 
Ballas,  the  sole  surviving  executor,  was  himself 
the  assignor,  and,  of  coarse,  he  knew  all  of  his 
own  assignments.  When  the  testator  died  was 
he  or  was  he  not  a  leg^l  owner  of  the  fund  so 
that  hia  kndwledge  operated  in  favour  of  all  the 
equitable  assignees  as  being  within  Lloyd  v.  Banks 
(ubi  sup.) — knowledge  which  he  had  which  would 
be  effectual  P  Now  the  first  proposition  to  deal 
with  is  this :  Frederick  Dallas,  as  I  have  said, 
renounced  probate.  What  was  the  effect  of  his 
renunciation?  The  enactments  20  &  21  Vict, 
c.  77,  s.  79,  and  21  &  22  Vict.  o.  9S,  s.  16,  are 
sections  which  deal  as  regards  the  former  with 
the  case  of  renunciation,  and  the  latter  the 
case  of  death  of  the  executor  or  failure  of  the 
executor  to  apjpear  and  take  probate  when  cited. 
As  regards  all  those  cases  the  earlier  stetuto 
provides,  and  I  will  read  sect.  79  as  to  renuncia- 
tion (which  is  the  relevant  one  here)  that :  "  Where 
any  person  skfter  the  commencement  of  this  Act 
renounces  probate  of  the  will  of  which  he  is 
appointed  executor,  or  one  of  the  executors,  the 
ri^te  of  such  person  in  respect  to  the  executor- 
ship shall  wholly  cease,  and  the  representation  to 
the  testator  and  the  administrator  of  his  effects 
shall  and  may,  without  any  further  renunciation, 
devolve,  and  be  committed  in  like  manner  as  if 
such  person  had  not  been  appointed  executor," 
Now,  upon  that  first  ground,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
the  executor  who  subsequently  renounced  as  the 
result  of  the  renunciation  stood  from  the  first  in 
such  a  position  as  that  he  was  not  for  this  pur- 
pose a  legal  holder  of  the  fund.  Leaving  the 
statute  and  regarding  it  upon  general  grounds 
according  to  Ward  v.  Duneombe  {ubi  sup.),  what 
yon  have  to  do  is  to  give  a  notioe  to  the  person 
who  has  the  disposition  of  the  fund.  Tou  serve 
the  legal  holder  because  it  is  he  who  holds  the 
parse  strings  and  keeps  the  money.  Now  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  executor  who  renounced 
never  was  a  person  who  had  the  disposition  of  the 
fund.  He  could  not  have  had  the  disposition  of 
the  fund  except  by  intermeddling  with  the  estate. 
If  he  intermeddles  with  the  estate  he  cannot 
renounce.  He  therefore  is  a  person  who  never 
had  the  disposition  of  the  fund ;  and  therefore  he 
is  not  the  person  to  whom  a  notice  ought  to  be 
given.  He  never  had  the  purse  at  his  disposition 
and  he  would  not  be  properly  addressed.  But, 
fuither,  suppose  that  you  serve  the  sole  executor 
with  a  notice  would  it  be  his  duty  when  an 
administration  is  subsequently  granted  to  some- 
body else  to  hand  on  that '  notice  to  the  person 
who  would  then  be  the  legal  holder  of  the  fund 
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and  would  that  have  a  retrospective  operation 
as  if  it  had  been  served  on  the  date  of  the  rebuncia- 
tion  by  the  renouncing  executor  P  By  that  again 
I  eay  that  the  renouncing  executor  can  owe  no 
duties  at  all  to  the  estate.  His  position  is  this, 
that  the  testator  has  by  his  will  nominated  him 
to  an  office,  and  the  tenure  of  that  office  no  doubt 
comes  to  the  executor  not  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
late, but  by  virtue  of  the  will.  But  he  is  not 
bound  to  take  the  office.  The  testator  cannot 
impose  it  upon  him  agtunst  his  wish.  And 
if  he  refuses  to  take  it  uien  he  is  a  person  who 
refuses  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  estate, 
and  he  cannot  be  a  person  who  owes  to  the  estate 
the  duty  of  handing  on  to  a  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatrre,  when  subseqaently  con'stitnted,  notices 
which  in  his  hands  were  of  no  Valne  at  all. 
Again,  apart  from  this  ground  altoge*'.her,  what 
was  Frednick  Dallas's  position  ?  He  was  the 
sole  surviving  executor  and  the  assigpior.  Sup- 
pose that  a  notioeto  him  under  any  circumstances 
could  be  effectual — effectual,  I  mean,  as  being  a 
service  on  the  legal  holder  of  the  fund.  This 
q^iestion  then  arises.  Where  the  sole  legal 
solder  is  also  the  equitable  assignor  is  the 
knowledse  which  he  necessarily  possesses,  a  know- 
ledge which  enures  for  the  benefit  of  the  equitable 
Jncmnbranoers  P  It  is  but  an  application  of  the 
priodple  of  Browne  v.  Savage  {ubi  «tn>.}  to  saj^ 
that  Oiat  cannot  be  so.  Browne  ^.  Savage  (ubi 
«t(p.)  lays  down  that  if  yon  give  notice  to  one  of 
aeveral  trustees,  he  being  himself  the  assignor, 
that  will  not  do.  In  the  same  way  notice  to  a 
soIq  le^al  holder  who  is  himself  possessed  of  the 
fund  wiU  not  do.  On  all  these  grounds  it  seems 
to  me  that  Frederick  Dallas  had  knowledge,  and 
the  fact  that  he  had  knowledge  was  not  any 
notioe  at  all  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
equitable  incumbrancers.  Then,  if  he  was  not 
the  person,  who  was  the  person  to  whom  the 
notice  could  be  given  ?  The  answer  is  easy. 
There  came  into  existence  for  the  first  time  a 
l^al  holder  of  this  fond  when  da  the  4th  March 
1^3  administraUon  with  the  will  annexed  was 
granted  to  Mrs.  Bcedell.  I  am  not,  in  saying 
■tha^  saying  that  there  was  in  the  intbrval  no 
legal  owner  at  alL  The  legal  ownership  must  be 
somewhere,  bat  it  was  not  in  Frederick  Dallas. 
.Whether  it  was  in  the  Crown  or  the  President  of 
the  Probate  Division,  as  it  would  have  been  under 
the  old  law,  I  need  not  set  myself  to  inquire.  It 
was  somewhere  no  doubt,  but  it  was  not  in 
Frederick  DaJUas.  It  was  not  in  any  person  who 
was  served  on  the  4th  March  1903,  when  Mrs. 
BeedeUtook  out  letters  of  administration.  She 
was  the  legal  owntr.  and  she  was,  in  my  opinion,  ' 
the  person  upon  whom  notice  could  effectually ' 
be  served.  Substantially  that  determinJBs  all  the  ' 
.  questions  that  have  been  argued  before  me.  But ' 
I  have  to  say  a  word  or  two  with  respect  to  some 
subudiary  arguments  that  have  been  addressed  to 
me  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  I  have  not 
overlooked  them.  In  the  first  place  an  argument 
was  addressed  to  me  by  counsel  for  one  of  the 
incumbrancers,  which  was  to  this  effect,  that  the ' 
notice  to  the  administratrix  after  the  administra-  - 
tion  does  regulate  the 'priorities  except,  so  counsel 
said,  that  as  against  a  person  who  has  given ' 
notice  before  an  administration  a  subsequent 
incnmbninoer  in  date  cannot  by  notice  to  the  - 
administratrix  obtain  priority.  I  took  that  down 
from  the  counsel,  arguing  the  matter  so  that  I 


might  say  that  I  was  accurately  representing  hi» 
proposition.    Counsel  assented  to  it  when  I  read 
it  to  him.     I  fail  to  see  the  argument  in  support 
of  it.     There  was  the  case  of  Lloyd  v.  Bank* 
(vbi  «up.).    I  have  looked  into  that  case,  and  I 
fail  to  see  that  it  has  any  bearing  on  the  poini 
discussed  here.    In  that  case  no  notice  was  given 
to  a  person  who  was  not  a  trustee ;  nor  was  there 
any  question  argued  as  to  what  the  effect  of  that 
would  be.    And  I  am  myself  unable  to  appreciate 
how  a  notice  given  to  a  person  who  is  not  th» 
legal   holder   can,  upon    the    principle   I    have 
endeavoured  to  explain,  have  anything  to  do  with 
it.    Another  argument  advanced  was  for  another 
incnmbrancer,   oy  whom  a  notice  was  given  on 
the  25th  Jan.  1901 — that  is  to  say,  during  th» 
testator's  lifetime.   Of  course,  such  a  notice  would 
be  pm^ectly  idle.    That  is  no  good  at  alL    But  it 
was  argued  that  if  the  administratrix  after  ahe 
became  such  heard  of  that  previous  notice- in  1901 
that  would  be  a  good  notioe,  and  there  ought  to  b» 
an  inquiry  to  find  out  if  that'  was  so.    I  &iil  to  see 
any  ground  whatever  for  that  argument.    It  ha» 
been  decided  over  and  over  again  that  a  trustee 
being  a  person  who  is  not  the  legal  holder  can 
have  no  notice  at  bQ.    Another  argument  wae 
that  the  first  charge,  which  was  executed  after 
th<i  testator's  death,  and    of    which  notioe  waa 
given  to  the  legal  personal  representative,  takes 
priority  of  everybody.    I  fail  to  see  any  ground 
for  that  contention  at  all.    With  previous  incum> 
branoers  the  question  is  whether  they  have  so 
g^ven  notice  as  to  entitle  them  to  avail  them- 
selves of  it.    The  last  argument  was — that  th& 
fund  did  not  actually  reach  the  bands  of  the 
administratrix  until  early  in  May  1903,  after  the- 
order  for  payment  by  the  Court  of  Lunacy  wa» 
made ;  and  that  until  the  fund  reached  her  hands 
notice  to  her  was  ineffectual.    That  was  argued 
upon  tiie  authority  of  a  case  of  Mutual  Life 
Auuranee  Society  v.  Langley  (51  L.  T.  B>ep.'284; 
26  Ch.  Div.  686 ;  on  appeal  54  L.  T.  Bep.  326; 
82  Gh.  Div.  460,  at  p.  473).    The  argument  pra>. 
sented  is  that  so  long  as  the  fund  was  in  the 
Court  ot  Lunacy  notioe  to  the  trustee,  the  legal 
holder,  was  not  sufficient,  and  a  stop  order  ought. 
to  be  obtained.      Now,  Mutual  Life  Ai$urane» 
Society  v.  Langley  {ubi  sup.)  was  a  case  in  whlob 
a  fund  was  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  the 
Court  of  Chancery  had  t^e  executi<m  of  the  trust» 
or  the  administration  of  the  fund.    UndeVitheee 
cironmstences  the  court  may  not  be  altogether 
incorrectly  described  as  standing  in  the  position 
of  a  trustee.     What  was  held  was  that  where  a 
fund  is  so  in  court  notice  to  the  trustee  alone  i» 
not  sufficient ;  but  that  you  must  get  a  stop  order 
also.     Of  course  the   distinction  between  that, 
case  and  the  present  case  is  obvious.    The  Court' 
of  Lunacy  is  not  executing,  a  trust  or  adrainiw- 
tering  the  estate  in  any  way.      The  Court  of 
Lonaoy  is  only  a  custodian  of  the  property  of  the 
person  who  is,  by  reason  of  his  unsoundness  oi 
mind,  unable  to  control  it  himself.    Tbe  moment 
that  person  dies  the  bans  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
Lunacy  has  gone.    There  is  no  Innatie,  and  the 
person  who  is   left   becomes  entitled  by  devo- 
lution  of    the   fund,  and    is   for   all    pHrposes. 
the  owner  and  holder  of- the  fund.    The  Court  of 
Lunacy  is  in  no  sense  a  trustee  in  any  wa^. 
Some  of  the  parties  have  endeavoured  to  obtain 
jiriority  and  failed  because  the  Court  of  Lnnaev 
cannot  give  it   them.    Their  ai^mmit  also,  1 
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think,  fails.  I  believe  I  have  now  travelled  over 
the  whole  field,  and  it  is  a  very  larfje  one,  of  the 
namerons  anthoritiea.  The  result  is  that  I  come 
to  the  conclnsion  that  the  priorities  will  rank 
according  to  the  date  of  the  notice  g^iven  to 
the  admmiatratriz  after  the  administration  was 
granted,  and  I  so  declare.  I  will  onlv  add  this  : 
The  respondents  have  argned  —  I  will  not  say 
without  reason — that  in  such  circumstances  it  is 
very  difficult  for  the  equitable  incumbranoere  to 
protect  themselves  by  notice.  That  is  the  diffi- 
odI^  which  arose  in  the  old  cases  of  the  army 
agents.  It  used  to  be  the  practice,  I  believe,  to 
poet  a  notice  every  day  to  the  army  agents  in 
ease  by  misfortune  the  fund  should  come  into 
their  hands  without  the  incumbrancers  being 
provided  for.  Each  incumbrancer  had  to  endea- 
vour to  be  first  in  the  field,  or  as  early  as  anybody 
«lse.  It  is  said  truly  enough  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  fund  was  created  or  became  the  property  of 
the  officer  by  the  publication  in  the  Gazette  which 
was  open  to  everybody,  everybody  had  the  means 
of  knowing  it,  and  therefore  he  could  protect 
himself.  It  is  said — I  am  not  aare  how  far  that 
is  so — that  in  the  case  of  the  granting  of  letters 
of  administration  there  is  not  the  same  facility 
of  obtaining  information.  That  may  be  ao,  but 
it  appears  to  me  that  it  has  nothing  to  do  vrith 
the  question  of  law  which  I  have  to  decide.  If  it 
be  the  law,  as  I  hold  it  is,  that  an  equitable 
assignee  with  a  possibility  of  future  priority  can 
only  secure  himself  to  the  enjoyment  of  his 
•ecnritj  by  giving  notioe  to  the  1^^  holder 
when  there  is  one ;  he  must  meet  that  ^fficulty 
as  best  he  can.  He  may  have  to  return  to  the 
old  practice  of  posting  a  letter  daily.  I  declare 
thai  the  priority  of  these  incumbrancera  will  be 
according  to  the  dates  of  the  notices  given  by 
them  respectively  to  the  adminiatratrix  after 
administration  was  granted  ;  and  that,  of  course, 
in  the  case  of  notices  received  on  the  same  day, 
they  will  rank  in  priority  of  the  date  of  the  charge. 

From    that   decision    Frederick    Stuart    now 
appealed. 

■  Henry  Terrell,  K.O.  and  P.  F.  8.  Stokes  for  the 
appellant.  —  The  main  question  raised  by  this 
appeal  is  whether  the  priorities  of  the  several 
incumbrancers  are  to  be  regnlated  by  the  dates  of 
their  respective  securities  or  bjr  the  dates  «ven 

Sthem  respectively  to  the  administratrix.  From 
»  observations  of  Lord  Cairns  in  Shropthire 
^nton  Sailwayt  arid  Canal  Company  v.  The  Queen 
<32  L.  T.  Hep.  283 ;  L.  Bep.  7  E.  &  I.  Ap^.  486, 
at  p.  506)  will  be  seen  the  general  rule  applioable 
to  priorities.  The  question  is  whether  within 
those  words  the  court  can  find,  as  Buckley,  J.  did, 
"something  tangible  and  distinct,  something 
which  can  nave  the  grave  and  strong  effect  to 
aooomplish  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  said  to 
liave  been  produced,"  in  order  to  take  away  the 
pre-existing  equitable  title  of  the  appellant,  and 
«o  to  deprive  him  of  his  priority.  There  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  as  to 
^ving  notice  of  his  charges.  The  moment  he 
fceard  of  the  grant  of  the  letters  of  administration 
h»  gave  notice  to  the  adminiatratrix.  [Cozens* 
Sabdt,  L.J.  referred  to  the  "  army  agento'  oases," 
such  as  BMerT.  Plunketi  (IJ.  &  H.  441),  where 
notices  were  given  to  army  agents  by  moneys 
loiders  daily  who  did  not  know  when  the  money 
aealised  by  officers  upon  the  sale  of  their  com- 


missions  would  reach  the  agents'  hands.  Stir> 
LING,  L.J. — Did  not  Ward  v.  Buncombe  (69  L.  T. 
Bep.  121 ;  (1893)  A.C.  369)  deal  with  the  question 
of  negligence  in  giving  notice  of  an  incumbrance  P] 
Yes ;  and  in  that  case  the  whole  of  the  authorities 
upon  the  question  of  priorities  were  diacnsaed. 
The  decision  there  proceeded  on  Dearie  v.  HaU 
(3  Buss.  1),  the  foundation  of  which  was  negli- 
gence. Unless  the  present  case  comes  within  the 
doctrine  of  Dearie  v.  Hall  {uhi  awp.)  the  several 
incumbrancers  must  rank  according  to  the  dates 
of  thur  respective  securities.  Lord  Herschdl  in 
Ward  V.  Duneombe  (vbi  sup.),  at  p.  376  of  (1893) 
A.  C,  stated  the  judgment  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumw 
in  Dearie  v.  SaU  {uhi  sup.),  and  that  he  relied  on 
the  law  laid  down  in  Byall  v.  Bowles  (1  Yes.  348). 
The  question  of  notice  can,  we  submit,  have  no 
application  here.  [Williams,  L.J. — Is  there  any 
case  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  a  second 
incumbrancer  who  has  not  given  notice  takes 
priority  over  a  first  incumbrancer  who  has  also 
not  given  notice  in  a  case  similar  to  that  to  which 
you  are  referring?!  Is  not  Dearie  Y.Hall  {libi 
sup.)  a  case  of  that  kind  P  [Williams,  L.J. — 
No.  Certainly  not.  Cozens-Habdy,  L.J.  referred 
to  Tailby  v.  Offiaial  Beceiver  (60  L.  T,  Bep.  162; 
13  App.  Cas.  523).]  The  object  of  the  principle 
upon  which  notice  gives  priority  was  to  do  eqmtr. 
Is  this  couit  going  to  apply  that  doctrine  to  enable 
one  person  to  deprive  another  of  a,  right  of  which 
he  could  not  avail  himself  ?  [Williams,  L.J. 
referred  to  FoiUr  v.  Cockerell  (3  CI.  &  Fin.  456,  at 
p.  462).]  None  of  the  grounds  refierred  to  in  the 
authorities  can  poasibly  apply  where  at  the  date 
of  the  incumbrance  there  is  no  fund  in  existence 
and  no  trustee  of  it.  None  of  the  competing 
incumbrancers  can  know  that  the  fund  has  come 
under  the  control  of  some  person.  The  rule  in 
Dearie  v.  Hall  {uhi  sup.)  does  not  touch  a  case  like 
that.  No  question  of  negligence  can  arise  here. 
The  foundation  of  that  case  be  it  what  it  may  is 
quite  different  from  what  it  is  here.  As  regards 
the  numerous  "  army  agents'  cases,"  referred  to 
by  Cozens-Hardy,  L.J.,  the  principle  ones  are  the 
following : 

BvHUr  V.  Plunkett,  1  J.  <i;  H.  441 ; 

Webtter-r.  Wiibtter,Zl  Beav.  393  ; 

Boimeni^  v.  Cox,  33  Beav.  634  ; 

Earl  of  Bvfolk  and  Berkshire  v.  Cox,  IS  L.  T.  Bep. 

374;  - 

OaliihsTT.  Forbes,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  772;  L.Bep.  7 

Ch.  App.  109; 
Johnstone  v.  Cox,  48  L.  T.  Bep.  690 ;  16  Ch.  Div. 

571 ;  affinned  on  appeal,  45  L.  T.  Bep,  657  ;  19 

Ch.  Div.  17. 

[Williams,  L.J.— Beferred  to  CoUyer  v.  Isaaa 
(45  L.  T.  Bep.  567 ;  19  Ch.  Div.  342).]  In  John, 
stone  V.  Cox  {ubi  sup.),  there  was  a  trustee  the 
moment  the  fund  came  into  existence.  Therefore 
the  fact  that  the  moment  that  the  incumbrancer 
gave  notioe  to  the  army  agents  and  thereby  got 
there  a  priority  does  not  a&ot  the  present  case  as 
the  administratrix  was  not  appointed  until  some 
time  after  the  fund  came  into, existence;  and  the 
assig^nment  operates  as  soon  as  the  fund  oomes 
into  existence.  It  would  be  extending  the  role  to 
a  state  of  oiroumstances  to  which  it  was  never 
intended  to  apply  if  the  principle  of  the  army 
^ento'  cases  is  held  to  govern  the  present  case. 
They  referred  also,  on  the  question  <»  notice,  to 
Re  Wasdale ;  Briltin  v.  Partridge,  79  L,  T.  Ben. 
520;  (1899)  1  Ch.  163. 
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As  to  the  effect  of  renunciation  of  probate,  see 
Williams's  Executors  and  Administrators  (9th 
edit,  vol.  1.  p.  233)  citing  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  79. 
The  words  of  that  section  are  snch  that  they  do 
not  cause  the  executor  to  cease  to  I;  e  an  executor 
for  all  purposes,  but  he  is  the  person  to  whom 
notice  may  be  given  of  an  incumbrance  upon  a 
legacy.  The  case  of  renunciation  and  appoint- 
tnent  of  an  administrator  is  similar  to  the  case  of 
a  new  trustee  being  appointed.  The  person  who 
gare  the  executor  notice  is  entitled  to  priority. 
[  Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Williams's  Executors 
and  Administrators,  9th  edit..  toI.  1.  p.  250.]  The 
case  of  Brovme  v.  Bavage  (4  Drew.  w5),  cited  by 
Buckley,  J.  upon  the  question  of  the  effect  of 
notice  by  an  assignee  to  one  of  several  tnutees, 
was  foUowed  by  Oozens-Hardy,  L.J.  (when 
Cozens-Hardy,  J.)  in 

Lloyd' f  Bank  Limited  r.  Peanon,  81  L.  T.  Bep. 
314  i  (1901)  1  Ch.  865. 

They  referred  also  to 

WaU»  T.  Oreenhxll,  4  De  O.  F.  A  J.  147  oited  in 
Ward  T.  Duneomb*  {ubi  tup.). 

BuchmatUr,  K.G.  and  A.  E.  Maeklin  for  the 
respondents,  the  petitioners;  L,  B.  Byland  for 
the  respondents,  the  Staffordshire  Financial  Com- 

Sany  Limited ;   and  Vaughan  WUliam*  and  H. 
[anhcM  for  the  respondents,  other  incumbrancers, 
were  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

Williams,  L. J.— I  think  that  the  deoision  of 
BnoUey,  J.  is  quite  right  and  ought  to  be 
a£5nnea.  Beally  with  regard  to  very  nearly  all 
the  qnestions  which  have  been  argued  before 
us  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  we  are  bound 
by  authority.  I  wish  in  order  to  clear  the 
ground  first  without  giving  details  to  shorUy  state 
suflSoient  to  show  how  the  question  arises  which 
we  have  to  determine  in  the  present  case.  [His 
Lordship  summarised  the  facts  of  the  case,  and 
continued :]  The  incumbrances  created  by  Frede- 
rick Dallas  upon  the  fund  which  has  come  into 
existence  and  became  his  are  in  the  aggregate 
very  tituch  larger  than  the  fund  itself.  The  result 
is  that  the  question  has  arisen  as  to  the  priority 
of  the  several  incumbrancers.  On  the  5th  March 
1903,  the  date  of  the  grant  of  the  letters  of 
administration,  notices  were  given  to  the  adminis- 
tratrix of  certain  incumbrances  which  for  brevity 
I  will  call  "  the  Brooks-Jenkins  incumbrances," 
for  either  Messrs.  Brook?,  Jenkins,  and  Oo. 
or  their  clients  were  the  incumbrancers.  There 
was  a  much  earlier  incumbrance  in  point  of  date 
than  some  of  the  Brooks- Jenkins  incumbrances 
— namely,  one  in  favour  of  Stuart.  There  oould 
be  no  effeiative  notice  given  by  an  incambranoer 
BO  as  to  enable  him  to  obtain  priority  until  the 
innd  came  into  existence  and  there  was  some 
person  who  had  control  of  the  fund  and  to  whom 
notice  could  be  given.  So  we  begin  with  this, 
that  there  could  be  no  notice  given  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator.  The  nextperiod  with  which 
we  have  to  deal  is  the  period  between  the  death 
of  the  testator  and  the  rennciation  of  protwte 
by  Frederick  Dallas.  With  regard  to  that  period 
we  have  not  got  to  decide  to-day  whether  there 
could  be  good  notice  so  as  to  affect  the  priorities 
given  to  the  executor  appointed  by  the  will,  but 
who  subsequently  renounced  probate  before  such 
renunciation,  because  it  is  plain  on  the  authori- 
ties that  if  the  person  to  whom  the  notioe  is 


given  is   himself   the  assignor  both  in  the  case 
of  the  incumbrance  first  created  and  also  in  the 
case  of  the  later  assignment  that  notice  cannot 
be  an   effective  notice.      The   reason  of   that  is 
this:  Whatever  view  one  takes  of  the  principle 
upon  which  notice  is  allowed  to  affect  priorities 
is  common   to   ^1  the  therories  as  to  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  notice  is  effective  to  alter  priorities 
that  notice  is  given  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the 
trustee  or  other  person  who  dominates  legally 
the    fund  will  give   information  to  the  person 
giving  the  notice  if  there  is  any  prior  incumbrance 
in  exutence.    And  it  is  plain  that  if  it  is  a  case 
in  which  there  is  only  one  such  trustee  or  person 
controlling  the  fond,  and  he  has  made  the  first 
assignment,  it  is  futile  to  give  him  notioe  of  the 
second  assignment  at  all,  because  it  is  his  obvious 
interest  to  conceal  from  the  puisne  incumbrancer 
the  first  incumbrance  which  lie  has  made.    If  he 
were  aware  of  the  first  incumbrance  he  might 
refuse  to  advance  money  on  the  security  of  the 
second  assignment.     We  can  dispose  of  this  part 
of  the  case  at  once  by  referring  to  a  case  which 
Buckley,  J.  mentioned  in  his  judgment  of  Brovme 
V.  Savage  (4  Drew.  635).     That  was  a  case  in 
which  the  actual  question  which  had  to  be  decided 
was  whether  a  notice  to  one  of  several  trustees — 
that   one  being  the   assignor — was   a  sufficient 
notice,  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  a  sufficient 
notioe.    It  was  so  held  on  the  ground  that  it  waa 
his  interest  to  conceal  from  the  person  giving  the 
notice  the  very  fact  the  discovery  of  whioh,  if  it 
existed,  was  the  object  of  the  notioe.    I  thought 
at  first,  when  the  case  was  cited  to  as,  that  th« 
ground  of  the  decision  was  that  the  assignor 
would  be  likely  to  conceal  the  fact  of  his  incum- 
brance from  his  fellow  trustees.    But  when  one 
comes  to  look  more  fully  into  the  report  of  the 
case,  and  particularly  at  p.  640  of  4  Drew.,  one 
sees  that  tbe  object  of  the  oonoealment  referred 
to  by  Kindersley,  Y.G.  was  not  concealment  from 
the  other  trustees,  bat  concealment  of   the  fact 
of  the  earlier  incumbrance  from  the  person  who 
was  invited  to  make  an  advance  upon  a  second 
mortgage.    That  this  is  so  is  to  my  mind  made 
very   plain   by  the   observations  of  my  brother 
Cozens-Hardy  in  Lloyd't  Bank  Limited  v.  Peanon 
(84  L.  T.  Bep.  314 ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  865).    That  also,, 
like  Brovme  v.  Savage  (u6»  tup.),  was  a  case  where 
several  trustees  had  control  of  the  fund ;  but  it  is 
the  principle  which  was  dealt  with  by  Cozens- 
Hardy,  J.    That  I  propose  to  refer  to,  and  it  is 
dealt  with  on  p.  873  of  (1901)  1  Ch.    He  says  -. 
"  It  would  be  whittling  away  the  rule,  and  indeed 
would  be  making  it  a  mere  trap,  if  it  were  to  be 
held  that  the  knowledge  which  an  assignor  trustee 
has  of  his  own  incumbrance  is  suffioient  to  give 
the  assignee  priority  against  a  subsequent  incum- 
brancer who  gives  due  notice  to  all  the  trustees. 
This,  I  take  it,  was  the  view  of  Kindersley,  Y.C." 
The  result  of  these  authorities,  to  my  mind,  is 
this,  that  inasmuch  as  notice  to  or  knowledge  of  & 
sole  assignor-trustee  is  not  an  effective  notice  to 
operate  upon  priorities,  we  may  dismiss  at  once 
from  this  case  all  considerations  of  the  knowledge 
of  Frederick  Dallas,  the  named  executor  who  subw- 
qnently  renounoed  probate.  Even  if  there  had  been 
an  express  notioe  to  him,  it  would  not  have  been 
an  operative  notice  for  this  purpose.     When  one 
passes  from  this  and  looks  to  see  when  the  next 
notice  was  given,  one  finds  that  no  other  notioe 
was  given  by  any  other  incumbrancer  at  all  until 
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after  the  ^^ant  of  letters  of  administration  to 
Mrs.  Beedell.  That  was  on  the  4th  March  1903, 
and  notice  was  given  to  her  by  the  Brooks- Jenkins 
inonmbrancers  on  the  5th  March  1903  and  any 
notice  which  was  given  by  Stuart  was  given 
several  days  snbseqaently  to  that.  la  that  state 
of  things,  therefore,  the  question  which  we  have 
to  answer  here  is,  ought  those  of  the  Brooks- 
Jenkins  incumbrances  which  in  point  of  date  of 
creation  were  subsequent  to  Stuait's  inoom- 
bianoe  to  take  priority  of  his  incumbrance  ?  All 
that  are  of  these  incumbrances  have  aU  got  is  an 
equitable  title,  and  their  equities  would  in  the 
ordinary  course  be  enforcea  in  order  of  date. 
Bat  the  Brook 's-Jenkins  incumbrances  have  been 
the  first  to  give  notice  of  their  inonmbrances. 
The  ground  on  which  counsel  for  the  appellant 
sought  to  argue  that  that  notice  ouerht  not  to 
give  any  priority  was  this :  He  said  that  the 
whole  principle  upon  which  giving  notice  is 
allowed  to  affect  priorities  was  that  those  who 
have  not  given  notice  have  been  guUty  of  some 
Delect  of  duty ;  and  that  if  that  M  so,  it  cannot 
be  said  here  that  Stuart  had  been  guilty  of 
any  n^lect  of  duty  whatever,  because  lie  could 
mot  have  given  notice  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator.  That  so  far  as  Frederick  Dallas — the 
assignor  and  named  executor — is  concerned  he 
coold  not  have  given  any  effective  notice  to  him ; 
and  that  therefore  the  first  time  at  which  he  could 
have  glv^n  an  effective  notice  was  upon  the 
f^rant  of  the  letters  of  administration,  and  ne  could 
not  tell  when  that  was  to  take  place,  and  could 
not  prevent  the  Brooks-Jenkins  incumbrancers 
from  giving  the  first  notice,  as  it  was  through 
their  solicitors  that  application  was  made  for  the 
grant  of  tiie  letters  of  administration,  which  were 
granted  to  Mrs.  Beedell.  I  agree  so  far  with 
counsel  for  the  appellant  that  there  is  no  reason 
to  attribute  any  negligence  to  Stuart.  But  the 
answer  is  that  that  is  not  the  true  principle  to  be 
applied.  The  true  principle  has  been  determined 
once  and  for  all  by  the  case  of  Ward  v.  Duncombe 
(69  L.  T.  Bep.  121 ;  (1893)  A.  0.  369).  It  seems 
to  me  that  that  case  decides  that  the  principle 
which  has  been  suggested  by  counsel  for  the 
appellant  in  his  ai^ument  as  the  ground  on  which 
notice  when  given  has  been  allowed  to  have  the 
effect  which  it  is  allowed  to  have  upon  priorities 
is  not  the  true  principle.    That  case  has  been  a 

food  deal  disoussied  in  the  coarse  of  the  argument 
ere,  and  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  it  at  any 
length.  But  if  one  turns  to  the  observations  of 
Lord  Macnaghten  (at  p.  390  of  (1893)  A.  G.)  one 
finds  the  following :  "It  may  perhaps  be  doubted 
whether  the  views  of  Sir  Thomas  Flumer  in 
Dearie  v.  HoUl  (3  Ruse.  1)  were  quite  correctly 
appreciated  in  Foster  v.  Cockerell  (3  01.  &  F.  456) 
— that  was  a  cose  in  the  House  of  Lords — "  which 
(Hves  the  go-by  to  all  considerations  founded  upon 
the  conduct  of  the  parties.  But  however  tiiat 
may  be,  Foster  v.  Cockerell  {uhi  tup.)  unquestion- 
ably lays  down  that  the  rule  known  as  the  rule  in 
Dearie  v.  HaU  {uhi  tup.)  is  independent  of  any 
connderation  of  the  conduct  of  the  competing 
assignees,  where  the  assignee  second  in  date  has 
no  notice  of  the  earlier  assignment.  Priority  in 
snch  a  case  depends  simply  and  solely  on  priority 
of  notice."  I  cannot  imagine  any  words  which 
<!oald  more  clearly  lay  down  the  principle  upon 
which  these  notices  are  supposed  to  operate. 
They  operate  independently  of  any  consideration 


of  conduct  of  the  competing  assignees  and  priority 
of  incumbrance  depend  simply  and  solely  upon 
the  priority  of  notice.  It  is  true  that  subsequenUy 
Lord  Macnaghten  goes  on  to  say  (at  p.  394  of 
(1393)  A.  C.) :  "  My  Lords :  I  have  made  these 
observations,  not  for  the  purpose  of  impugning 
the  authority  of  the  rule  in  Dearie  v.  Sou  («&» 
sup.).  The  rule  is  settled  law.  But  it  seems  to 
me  that  when  your  Lordships  are  asked  to  extend 
the  rule  to  a  case  not  already  covered  by  autho- 
rity, it  is  proper  to  inquire  into  the  principles 
upon  which  the  rule  is  said  to  be  founded.  For 
the  reasons  which  I  have  already  given  I  do 
not  think  that  those  principles  are  so  clear 
or  so  convincing  that  -  the  rule  ought  to 
be  extended  to  a  new  case."  Having  said 
that,  I  think  that  I  ought  not  to  occupy  any 
time  by  referring  to  the  arguments  or  to 
the  opinions  of  the  Law  Lords  in  the  case 
of  Foster  v.  Cockerell  (ubi  tup.)  to  show  that  Lord 
Maonaughten's  view  of  what  was  decided  in  that 
case  is  ■pexteeiij  aconrato  farther  than  to  say 
this :  That  when  one  looks  at  those  arguments  it 
is  perfecUy  obrions  tiiat  the  contention  of  the 
counsel  for  the  appellants  in  that  case  was  almost 
identical  with  the  contention  of  counsel  for  the  ap- 
pellant in  this  case ;  and  their  contention  was  really 
answered  by  the  court  holding  that  the  rule  known 
as  the  rule  in  Dearie  v.  Hall  {ubi  sup.)  was  a  rule 
to  the  effect  and  based  on  the  principle  stated  by 
Lord  Macnaghten  in  his  judgment  in  Warde  v. 
Duncombe  (ubi  tup.).  Havine  said  that,  I  have 
now  disposed  of  tne  principal  argument  in  this 
case.  But  there  is  a  word  or  two  more  to  be  said, 
because  counsel  for  the  appellant  were  relying 
rather  on  what  Lord  Macnaghten  said  with  regard 
to  not  extending  the  rule  in  Dearie  v.  HaU  {ubi 
tup.).  They  suggested  that  in  the  present  case 
there  was  no  fund  and  no  trustee  at  all  until  after 
the  death  of  the  testator  and  that  after  the  fund 
came  into  existence  there  was  no  person  to  whom 
an  effective  notice  could  be  given.  And  they 
said,  therefore,  that  we  should  be  extending  the 
rule  in  Dearie  v.  HaU  {uhi  tup.)  if  we  allowed  it  to 
apply  to  snob  a  case  as  this.  That  contention  ia 
really  completely  answered  by  what  are  commonly 
known  as,  and  what  are  still  called  for  short, 
"  the  army  agents'  cases."  It  is  quite  plain  that 
in  those  cases  there  was  a  time  during  which 
there  was  no  trustee  to  whom  a  notice  could  be 
effectively  given,  and  yet  the  result  of  those  cases 
was  that  a  notice  given  when  there  came  into 
existence  such  a  person  was  held  to  be  a  good 
notice  effective  to  alter  priorities.  I  think  that 
there  is  no  other  point  which  sre  have  to  deal  with 
in  order  to  dispose  of  this  case,  and  I  have  only 
to  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  judgment  of 
Buckley,  J.  ought  to  be  affirmed  and  the  appeal 
dismissed. 

Stiblinq,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
I  have  very  little  to  add.  The  quesbion  to  be 
determined  here  is  whether  the  rale  laid  down  in 
Dearie  v.  HaU  {vAi  tup.)  is  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  The  rule  is  steted  by  Lord  Mac- 
naghten in  Ward  v.  Duncombe  (at  p.  384  of 
(1893)  A.  G.)  thus :  "  That  an  assignee  of  an  equit- 
able interest  in  personal  estate  without  notice  of 
an  existing  prior  assignment  may  gain  priority, 
simply  by  the  act  of  giving  notice  to  the 
person  who  has  legal  dominion  over  the  fund 
before  notice  is  given  by  the  earlier  assignee." 
It  has  been  contended  before  us  that  that  rule 
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onebt  not  to  be  applied  to  a  oase  .where  the 
eanier  assignee  has  not  been  guiltj  of  any  negli- 
gence in  giving  notice.  Bat  what  was  said  by 
Lord  Macnaghten  in  Ward  t.  Duneombe  (at 
pp.390,  391  of  (1893)  A.  C),  cited  by  my  Lord, 
appears  to  me  entirely  to  negative  that  argu- 
ment. It  is  quite  trne  that  Lord  Macnaghten 
there  points  ont  that  there  is  great  diffiouty  in 
stating  exactly  the  principle  upon  which  the 
rule  in  Dearie  ▼.  SaU  {nbi  sup.)  was  established, 
and  at  least  he  warns  those  who  have  to  apply 
that  rule  against  extending  it  to  caaee  not  covered 
by  that  authority.  The  question,  then,  which  we 
have  to  consider  in  the  present  case  is  whether 
this  case  is  covered  by  that  authority.  If  so, 
we  have  to  ap^ly  that  rale.  It  may  be  said 
possibly  that  it  is  not  so  covered.  There  is  no 
case  reported  which  is  in  its  facts  entirely  like 
the  present.  But,  in  my  opinion,  in  principle  it 
is  covered  by  the  army  agents'  cases,  and  par- 
ticularly by  the  principle  stated  by  Bacon,  V.O. 
in  Johrutone  v.  Cox  (obi  sup.),  the  de(n8ion  in 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  Oourt  of  Appeal. 
At  that  time,  in  accordance  with  the  law  that 
then  applied  to  the  sale  of  commissions  in  the 
army,  the  Begulation  of  the  Forces  Act  1871 
(34  &  35  Yict.  c.  86),  an  officer  when  he  retired 
from  the  servicA  was  entitled  to  certain  money 
usually  called  "  purchase  money  for  his  com- 
mission." It  was  paid  by  the  Government  to 
army  agents,  and  it  was  placed  on  deposit  and 
could  not  be  paid  to  the  officer  until  his  ratire- 
luent  was  gazetted.  In  that  case  the  Lnoum- 
branoer  who  was  first  in  date  gave  notice  at  his 
charge  to  the  army  agents  after  the  money  had 
bem  paid  to  them,  but  before  notice  of  the 
officer's  retirement  appeared  in  the  Ga»ette.  The 
second  and  third  mcumbnmoers  gave  notice 
the  day  after  the  retirement  was  gazetted,  and 
then  the  first  incumbrancer  in  |>oint  of  date  gave 
another  notice  five  days  after  the  notice  in  the 
Oaxette.  It  was  held  that  the  order  of  priority  of 
the  incumbrancers  was — first  the  second,  then 
the  third,  and  then  the  first ;  so  that  the  second 
and  third  incambranoers,  by  giving  notice  after 
the  fund  was  in  the  hands  of  the  agents  as  asents 
for  the  officer  before  the  first,  sained  pnoril^ 
over  the  first  incumbrancer.  What  happened 
here  was  that  Frederick  Dallas  executed  several 
assignments  of  his  expectancy.  At  the  death  of 
the  testator  he  was  himself  sole  executor  of  the 
win,  and  no  notice  was  in  fact  girea  while  that 
state  of  things  existed.  He  renounced  hia  execu- 
torship, and  letters  of  administration  with  the 
will  annexed  were  granted  to  his  sister.  Then 
notices  were  given  to  her  by  some  of  the  incum- 
brancers on  the  5th  March  1903,  and  on  the  12th 
Mar(^  notice  was  given  by  Stuart,  another  incum- 
brancer. Now,  tne  question  is  whether  the 
principle  of  Johnstone  v.  Cox  (ubt  sup.)  does  not 
appl^  to  the  facts  of  this  oase,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  does,  and  that  it  applies  in  this  way — that 
although  at  the  time  when  the  incumbrances  were 
created  there  was  no  person  who  had  legal 
control  of  the  fund,  yet  the  position  was  altered 
the  moment  when  a  person  came  into  existence 
who  had  legal  control  of  the  fund  and  to  whom 
effective  n^ice  could  be  given.  Here  there  was 
no  person  who  had  control  over  the  fund  until  the 
grant  of  the  letters  of  administration,  and  the  fact 
uiat  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator  there 
was  no  one  who  had  legal  dominion  over  the  fond 


does  not  make  any  difference.    It  was  said  that 
the  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  army 
agents'  cases  was  that  in  those  cases  directly  the 
fund  came  into  existence  there  was  a  person  who 
had  control  over  it  to  whom  notice  could  be  given, 
while  in  this  case  there  was  not;  but,  in  my 
opinion,  that  is  a  matter  of  detail  and  does  not 
make  any  difference.    Then,  as  regards  the  point 
that  Frederick  Dallas  was  hims^  the  executor 
and  that  the  position  was   the  same  as   where 
notice  of  an  incumbrance  has  been  given  to  a 
trustee  who  has  died  or  retired  and  ought  not  to 
be  prejudiced  by  the  fact  that  there  is  an  appoint- 
ment of  a  fresh  trustee  who  is  not  aware  of  the 
notice  already  given  and  receives  a  fresh  notice. 
I  agree  with  what  has  been  said  by  my  Lord  on 
this  point.     I  only  say  that  we  are  not  now 
deciding  whether  notice  to  an  executor  who  dees 
not  act  and  renounces  is  of  any  value  whatever.    I 
should,  presumably,  be  very  slow  to  hold  that  it  was. 
Oozbns-Hassy,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  agree  with  what  has  been  held  by  Backley,  J., 
and  I  am  so  entirely  satisfied  with  the  reasons 
assigned  by  him  for  his  decision,  and  also  with 
what  has  been  said  by  my  brethren,  that  I  shall 
not  occupy  more  than  a  few  minutes  in  giving  my 
judgment.    It  is  not  open  to  us  since  Ward  v. 
Dvmeomhe  {ubi  sup.)  to  do  otherwise  than   say 
that  the  rule  in  Dearie  v.  HM  (vbi  sup.)  is  indo- 
pendent  of  the  conduct  of  the  incumbrancers.     It 
IB    also  clearly    settied   that   the   rale    applies 
although  there  was  no  trust  fund  and  no  trustee 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  several  assign- 
ments.    The  army  agents'  cases  are  only  intel- 
ligible on  that  view.    Johnstone  v.  Cox  {ttbi  sup.) 
was  a  dear  decision  on  the  point.    The  matter 
was  not  elaborately  dealt  with  either  by  Bacon, 
y.C,  or  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  that  case,  but 
it  had  been  dealt  with  before  in  CcMsher  v.  Porhes 
(25  L.  T.  Rep.  772 ;  L.  Rep.  7  Ch.  App.  109),  and 
the  principle  was  recognised  by  Lord  Selbome  in 
Addison  v.  Cox  (28  L.  T.  Re^.  45 ;  L.  Rep.  8  Oh. 
App.  76)  in  1872,  so  that  it  is  not  open  to  us  to 
reconsider  it.    Therefore  there  is  only  one  point 
left.    It  was  said  that  Frederick  Dallas  as  assignor 
had  knowledge— aa  of  course  he  had^^f  his  own 
incumbrances,  and  that  the  knowledge  which  he 
possessed  of  his  own  incumbrances,  he  being  an 
executor  named  in  the  will,  must  be  regards  as 
equivalent  to  a  notice  entitling  the  assignees  to 
priority  in  order  of  date.  I  do  not  agreis.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  knowledge  of  the  assignor  is  an 
entirely  Afferent  thing  from  the  knowledge  ob- 
tained by  notice  given  by  the  assignee  to  the 
person  who  has  control  of  the  fund.    Under  these 
circumstances  it  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to 
decide  whether  notice  to  an  executor  who  re- 
nounces and  disclaims  has  or  has  not  any  force 
or  validity.    But,  speakii^  for  myself,  I  should 
require  a  great  deal  of  argument  to  induce  me  to 
accede  to  the  proposition  submitted  to  us  in  the 
present  case  on  that  point.      Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors :  for  the  appellant,  George  S.  Warm- 
ington  and  Co.;  for  the  respondents,  Brooks, 
Jenkins,  and  Co. ;  Smiles  and  Co.,  aeents  for 
Duignans  and  FUioi,  Walsall ;  Arthur  J.  SpeeelUy ; 
MarshaU  and  Marshall. 
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Monday,  Jan.  25. 
(Before  Lord  Alverstohb,  O.J..  Coxlinb,  M.B , 
and  Bombs,. L.J.)  -. 
BoBTHwicK  V.  Eldebslib  Stbamship 

COMPAMT.  (o) 
&PFBA.I>  FBOM  TUB   KINO'S   BBHCH  DITIglOIT. 

Ship^BtU  of  lading — Comtr'netion — Eeceptiont 
—  Damage  to  goods— Unseaworthiness  —  Lia- 
Mlity  of  shipowner, 

Frozen  meat  too*  shipped  on  a  steamer  under  a 
biU  of  lading,  whtch  contained  two  clauses 
relat%ng  io  exceptions.  The  first  clause,  printed 
■in  Roman  type,  provided  :  "  Neither  me  ship 
nor  her  owners  shall  be  a^xountable  for  tM 
condition  of  goods  shipped  under  this  bUl  of 
lading,  nor  for  any  loss  or  damage  thereto 
whether  arising  from  failure  or  breakdown  of 
nuxehinery,  insviation  or  other  t^aplioMoet, 
refrigerating  or  oihenoiee,  or  from  any  cause 
whatsoever,  whether  existing  at  the  commence- 
■ment  of  the  voyage  or  at  the  time  of  shipment  of 
the  goods  or  not."  The  second  clause,printed  in 
■amcul  italiet,  provided .-  "  The  act  of  Ood  .  .  . 
■and  loss  or  damage  resulting  therefrom  or  from 
any    of   the  foUotoing  «iuses    or  perils    are 

excepted — viz or  from  any  acddpnts 

to  or  defects,  latent  or  otherwise,  in  huli  .  .  .. 
or  otherwise  (whether  or  not  existing  at  the  time 
of  the  goods  being  loaded  or  the  commencement 
cf  the  voyage)  ....  if  reasonable  m>eani 
have  been  taken  to  provide  against. such  deffctfi 
and  un.seaworthines»." 

The  vemel,  being  tainted  loith  carbolic  add,  was 
not  in  a  fit  condition  to  carry  the  Toeat  toften  it 
was  shipjaed,  and  the  meat  tooa  thereby  damaged  . 
during  the  voyage.  If  reasonable  care  had  been 
taken  to  cUarue  the  ship  before  the  meal  wcks 
shipped  the  damage  would  not  have  occurred. 

Meld  {reverting  tkt  judgment  of  Walton,  J.),  that, 
reading  the  two  'clauses  together,  the  shipowner 
was  not  exempted  from  liability  for  damage 
caused  by  the  unteaworthy  condition  of  the 
vessel. 

Appbal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  judgment  of 
Walton,  J.,  Bit  tiie  trial  of  the  action  without 
a  jnry. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  from 
the  draendants  damages  for  breach  of  oontraot 
and  of  duty  in  and  aboot  the  carriage  of  frozen 
meat  by  sea. 

The  meat  was  shipped  on  the  defendants'  steam- 
ship Nairnshire  at  Melboonie,  Anstralia,  to  be 
dehvered  at  London,  nnder  several  bills  of  lacUng, 
all  in  the  same  form,  by  which  it  was  acknow- 
ledged that  the  meat  had  been  shipped  in  good 
order  and  condition. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  indorsee  of  the  bills  of 
lading. 

The  Nairnshire  was  fitted  with  refrigerating 
chambers  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  frozen  meat. 
Before  the  voyage  in  qaeation  she  uid  made  two 
voy&ges  with  cargoes  of  horses,  which  were  carried 
in  different  parts  of  the  vessel  and  'tween  decks. 
For  the  purpose  of  cleansing  the  vessel  whilst  she 
was  carrying  the  horses',  and  inr  order  to  disinfect 
her  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  frozen  meat,  a 
qnantity  of  carbolltf  acid  was  usra. 

G%e  Mils  of  lading  were  headed  "  Refrigerating 

(a)  Baportad  bj  1.  B.  W1LU1.K8,  Eaq.,  BaiTl8ter-«t.L*w. 


Bill   of   Lading,"    and    contained   two   clauses 
relating  to  exceptions.  , ' 

,    The  first  olaose  was  printed  in  Boman  type  and 
was  as  follows : 

Neithar  the  itMiiner  nor  her  ownara  nor  har  okarteiar* 
■hall  be  aocoimtable  for  tha  oondition  of  goods  sbipgai 
nBdar  tfaia  bill  of  lading  nor  for  any  loaa  or.damafa 
thereto,  whether  ariaing  from  failnre  or  braakdown  of 
machinery,  inanlation  or  other  appIianoea,.tafrigsnitmg 
or  otherwise,  or  from  any  other  oaoae  whataoever, 
whetiiar  arising  from  a  defect  existing  at  the  00m- 
mencement  of  the  voyage  or  at  the  time  of  shipment  of 
the  gooda  or  not,  nor  for  detention ;  nor  for  the 
oonseqnenoea  of  any  act,  nattleot,  defanlt,  or  error  of 
judgment  of  the  masters,  offioera,  engineera, '  refrige- 
rating engineers,  orew,  or  oilier  persona  in  the  aervice 
of  the  owners  or  chartereia,  nor  from  any  other  oaoas 
whatsoever,  and  ateamer  shall  be  at  liberty  to  jettison 
the  whole  of  the  gooda,  or  any  put  thereof,  oonaideied 
necessary  on  acoonnt  of  deoonpoeitiontKothaFwisei 

The  second  clause  was  printed  in  small  italics 
and  was  as  follows : 

The  aot  of  Ood,  the  King'a  eneniies,  pirates,  H^beai 
or  thieves  on  land  or  sea  (bnt  not  pilferage),  arrests  or 
restraints  of  prinoea,  tnlers,  or  people,  riots,  strikes, 
loek-onta,  or  other  labonr  distoibanoes,  or  delay  or 
hindranoe  oansad  directly  or  indirectly  thereby  apd  loss 
or  damage  resolting  thereffom  or  from  any  of  the 
following  oansea  or  per^s  are  excepted — viz.,  .inenffi- 
oiancy  in  packing  or  in  strength  of  packages,  Itiss  oi 
damage  from  coaling  on  the  voyage,  rust,  vermin, 
breakage,  leakage,  daainage,  sweating,  evaporation,  dt 
decay,  resulting  from  bad  stowage  or  otiierwise,  oirfioM 
the  breakage  or  flow  of  or  from  oontaot  with  the  nrine, 
niannre  water,  or  drainage  from  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  or 
other  animala  carried  on  the  said  ship  or  from  their 
italla,  however  caosed,  or  ottterwiae  howsoever;  in- 
jntiona  effeots  of  other  goods,  whether  arising  frofi  bad 
■towage  or  oUierwiae  ;  effeots  of  alim|ite,  insaffioieniqr  of 
ventilation,  or  temperature  of  holds  ;  riak  of  praft,  of 
transhipment,  and  of  storage  afloat  or  on  shore  ;  fire  on 
boacd,  in  hnlk,  in  craft,  or  on  shore ;  rain,  hail,  snow, 
frost,  or  ice  ;  explosion,  barratry,  jettison  ;  collisioo, 
whether  with  another  ship  or  any  other  obstacle; 
stranding,  lying  npon,  or  teaching  the  gronnd ;  perils  of 
the  seas,  rivers,  or  navigation  of  wliatever  nature  or 
kind.  Or  howsoever  oaufod  ;  whether  or  not  any  of  the 
perils,  canses,  or  things  above  mentioned,  or  the  Ices  or 
injury  arising  therefrom,  be  oooasioned  by  or  arise  ttom 
any  act  or  omission,  negligence,  defanlt  or  error  in 
judgment  of  tha  matter,  pilot,  offlosrs,  marinerr, 
•ngueers,  crew,  stevedores,  ship's  husband  or  managers, 
or  other  persons  whomsoever  in  the  ssrvioe  of  tiie 
owners  or  cliarterers  1  whether  on  board  the  said  sltip 
or  on  shore,  or  on  board  any  other  ship  belonging  to  or 
oliarterad  by  them,  or  for  whose  acts  they  would  other- 
wise be  liable  whether  such  act,  omission,  nsgligenoe, 
default,  or  error  in  judgment  shall  have  occurred  before 
or  after  the  commencement  of  or  daring  the  voyage,  or 
any  other  canses  beyond  the  control  of  the  owners  or 
oharterers  or  by  or  from  any  accidents  to  or  defects 
latent  or  otherwise  in  hull,  tackle,  bailers,  or  machinery, 
refrigeration,  or  otherwise,  or  their  appurtemmoes 
(whether  or  not  existing  at  the  time  of  the  goods  being 
loaded,  or  the  commencement  of  the  voyage),  or 
insnfficiency  of  coala  at  the  commenoement  or  any  atage 
of  the  voyage,  if  reasonable  means  have  been  taken  to 
provide  agahut  such  defects  and  unseaworthiness. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  clause  in 
Boman  type  must  be  read  with  and  be  limited  bj 
the  clause  in  small  type,  and  that  the  defendants 
were  not  protected  from  liability  because  reason- 
able means  had  not  been  taken  to  provide  against 
unseaworthiness. 
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.    The    defendanU   contended   that   the  clause 

glinted  in  Koman  type  protected  them  from  buj 
ability  for  the  dama^  tothe  meat  caused  br  the 
Teasel  being  tunted  with  carbolic  acid,  and  that  it 
was  not  limited  by  ttie  olaaae  in  small  trpe. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Walton,  J.  withont 
a  jury. 

J.   A.  HamUlon,  E.C.  and  Loehnia  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Carver  K.O.  and  D.  C.  Leek  for  the  defendants. 

C!ur.  adv.  vult. 
March  9, 1903.— Walton,  J.— This  is  an  action 
in  which  the  plaintiff  asks  for  a  declaration  that 
he  is  entitled  to  leoover  damages  in  respect  of 
damage  to  a  certain  cargo  of  frozen  meat  which 
was  shipped  under  bills  of  ladin;;  which  are 
dated  in  Dec.  1901,  and  of  which  the  plaintiff 
is  indorsee,  and  he  alleges  the  property  in  the 
goods  passed  to  him  by  the  indoisement.  The 
case  raises  a  qnestion  of  construction  of  the  bill 
of  lading  and  a  question  of  fact,  and  although 
my  decision  in  this  case  will  not  depend  upon  my 
findings  of  fact,  it  will,  no  doubt,  be  conrenient, 
as  I  have  heard  the  evideuoe,  to  state  what  con- 
olnsion  I  hare  arrived  at  upon  the  qaestioa  of 
fact.  The  cargo  was  shipped  on  the  defendants' 
steamer  called  the  Nainuhire  at  Melbourne,  and 
was,  as  I  hare  said,  a  shipment — ^not  a  full  cargo 
—of  frozen  mutton-  On  the  two  voyaKes  pre- 
ceding the  voyage  in  question  upon  which  the 
mntt^  was  carried,  the  Naim$hire  had  carried 
horses  for  the  GoTemment  to  South  Africa,  one 
voyage,  I  think,  from  rinme  to  South  Africa,  and 
the  second  voyage  from  Anstral'a  to  ^nth 
Africa.  On  those  voyages  the  horses  were 
carried  in  different  parts  of  the  ship,  but, 
amongst  other  parts,  lu  the  'tween  decks.  For 
the  purpose  of  those  voyages  a  quantity  of  car- 
bolic acid  had  been  shipped  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  first  of  the  voyages.  The 
quaati<7  was  admitted — there  were  eighty  five- 
gallon  drums  shipped,  and  of  those  drums  a 
considerable  quantity  was  made  use  of.  After 
completing  the  second  voyage  with  the  horses  the 
vessel  went  to  Australia,  and  got  orders  on 
arrival  in  Australia  to  load  frozen  meit  at  various 
Australian  ports.  At  Sydney  the  holds  and  the 
'tween  decks  were  cleaned  out,  and  for  this  pur- 
.  pose  a  quantity  of  carbolic  acid  and  chloride  of 
lime  was  used  to  sweeten  or  disinfect  the  bilses. 
At  any  rate  it  is  admitted  by  the  defendants  that 
it  was  used  to  an  extent  for  that  purpose.  On  the 
two  voyages  with  horses  it  is  also  admitted  by  the 
defendants  that  carbolic  acid  to  some  extent — to 
what  extent  we  do  not  know — had  been  used  for 
the  purpose  of  sweetening  or  disinfecting  the 
stalls  or  spaces  which  were  occupied  by  the 
horses,  and,  as  I  have  eaid,  horses  were  carried 
in  the  'tween  decks.  The  vessel  was  cleaned  out 
at  Sydney  and  then  proceeded  to  other  ports  in 
Australia  before  going  to  Melbourne,  where  the 
frozen  meat,  the  aamag<*  to  which  is  in  question 
'  is  this  case,  was  shipped.  At  Townsville,  which 
'  was  one  of  the  ports  at  which  the  vessel  called,  all 
the  carbolic  acid  that  was  left  on  board  the  vessel 
was  landed  with  an  exception — two  or  three 
drums  (I  think  three)  were  kept  on  board  by  the 
chief  engineer  for  the  purpose  of  sweetening  the 
engine-room.  These  three  drums  were  kept  dur- 
ing the  voyage  in  question — that  is  the  voyage 
home  with  frozen  meat— in  the  engine-room,  and 


I  think  it  is  reasonably  clear,  and  I  do  not  think 
it  is  disputed,  that  those  drams  had  nothing  to 
do  with  the  damage  which  it  was  afterwarda 
found  the  frozen  meat  had  sustained.  More  than 
twenty  drums  of  carbolic  acid  had  been  used  for 
one  purpose  or  another  in  the  course  of  the  two 
voyages  with  horses,  or  in  cleansing  and  disinfect- 
ing the  ship  at  Sydney  before  this  frozen  meat 
was  shipped.  With  the  exception  of  the  three 
drums  in  the  engine-roam  and  what  was  actually 
in  the  ship,  that  is  what  remained  in  the  bilges  or 
wherever  else  the  carbolic  acid  may  have  been 
used,  no  cirbolic  acid  was  left  on  board  the 
vessel.  The  vessel  proceeded  to  Melbourne,  and 
at  Melbourne  the  frozen  meat  in  question  was 
shipped.  With  that  frozen  meat  and  other  cargo 
the  vessel  made  her  voyage  from  Australia  to  this 
country,  calling  at  the  Gape,  and  at  Durban,  and 
at  Gape  Town  discharged  a  quantity  of  cargo. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  me  upon  i£is 
question  of  fact  to  go  very  much  further  into  the 
oetails.  I  hive  considered  the  evidence  which  I 
have  heard  and  I  have  considered  all  that  was 
said  on  both  sides  upon  this  question,  and  ik 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  world  to 
show  that  any  kind  of  accident  occurred  during 
the  voyage  to  cause  the  frozen  meat  to  become 
tainted  b^  the  smell  of  carbolic  acid.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  if  the  frozen  meat  was  tainted  by  the 
smell  of  carbolic  acid  it  must  have  arisen  from  & 
taint  in  the  ship  or  from  carbolic  acid  in  the  ship 
at  the  time  the  ship  sailed  from  Melbourne.  I 
know  there  are  some  difficult  things  to  explain ; 
I  do  not  need  to  dwell  upon  them;  I  have 
not  forgotten  them,  bat  it  is  sofScient 
for  me  to  say  that  I  have  arrived  at 
the  conclusion  that  nothing  happened  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage,  independently  of  the 
condition  of  the  ship  at  the  commencement  of  the 
voyage,  to  cause  a  taint  to  the  frozen  meat,  or  to 
cause  Uie  damage  which  is  complained  of  in  this 
action.  The  vessel  arrived,  and  I  find  as  a  fact 
that  the  meat  in  question  on  arrival  was  found  to 
be  tainted  with  the  smell  of  carbolic  acid  and  was 
damaged.  I  have  not  to  say  anything  as  to  the 
amount  of  damage,  but  I  find  as  a  fact  that  the 
meat  was  damaged  by  having  become  tainted 
during  the  voyage  with  the  smell  of  carbolic  acid. 
I  find,  as  I  have  said  already,  that  that  arose 
from  the  condition  of  the  ship  at  the  oom- 
mencement ,  of  the  voyage,  and  I  further  find 
that  if  proper  care,  skill,  and  attention  had 
been  paid  to  the  cleansing  and  preparation 
of  the  ship  before  she  started  on  her  voyage  from 
Melboome,  the  damage  would  not  have  occurred. 
I  think  that  snffioienUy  disposes  of  the  questions 
of  fact,  and  expresses  the  conclusions  at  which  I 
have  arrived  upon  the  material  questions  so  far  as 
they  are  questions  of  fact.  As  I  have  said,  there 
is  another  question,  and  that  is  a  question  of  con- 
struction of  the  bill  of  lading  under  which  the 
frozen  meat  in  question  was  shipped.  It  is  a  bill 
of  lading  which  is  headed  "  Refrigerator  Bill  of 
Lading,  and  it  contains  two  clauses  which  may 
be  called  exception  clauses — one  of  them  is  ia 
larger  print,  and  the  other  in  smaller  print.  I  do 
not  attach  much  importance  to  the  difference  of 
type.  I  will  only  say  this,  that  the  clause  which 
is  in  larger  print,  and  is  more  legible,  is  not  of  the 
less  importaiice  at  any  rate  on  that  account  But  I 
deal  with  the  clauses  themselves.  The  clause  in 
the  larger  type  is  a  very  far-reaching  clause.    It 
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cont^ns  exceptions  of  the  widest  possible  kind, 
and  it  seems  to  mj  to  be  perfecUy  plain  and  easy 
to  nnderstand.  It  says  this :  "  Neither  the  steamer 
nor  her  owners  nor  her  charterers  shall  be 
acoonntable  for  the  condition  of  goods  shipped 
under  this  bill  of  lading,  nor  for  any  loss  or 
damage  thereto,  whether  arising  from  failare  or 
breakdown  of  machinery,  insolation  or  other 
appliances,  refrigerating  or  otherwise,  or  from  any 
otner  cause  whatsoever,  whether  arising  from  a 
defect  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the 
Toyage  or  at  the  time  of  shipment  of  the  goods  or 
nM,  nor  for  detention ;  nor  for  the  conseqnences 
of  any  act,  neglect,  default,  or  error  of  jnagment 
of  the  master,  officers,  engineers,  refrigerdtine 
engineers,  crew,  or  other  persons  in  the  service  of 
the  owners  or  charterers,  nor  from  any  other 
canse  whatsoever,  and  steamer  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  jettison  the  whole  of  the  goods,  or  any  part 
thereof,  if  considered  necessary  on  acconnt  of 
decomposition  or  otherwise."  Applying  that  to 
the  present  case,  the  damage  here  arose  from  a 
defect;  that  is  to  say,  a  defect  existing  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  the  defect  being 
the  taint  in  the  ship — the  fact  that  the  ship  was 
impregnated  with  the  smell  of  carbolic  acid,  or 
was  carrying  carbolic  add  in  such  a  way  as  to 
taint  the  cargo  and,  therefore,  I  think  the  damage 
comes  clearly  within  the  words  of  this  clause  in 
the  larger  type.  It  was  damage  to  the  cargo 
arising,  not  from  failure  or  breakdown  of 
machmery,  insulation  or  other  appliances,  bat 
certainly  within  the  words,  "  or  from  any  other 
canse  whatsoever,"  and  it  arose  from  a  defect 
which  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage, 
or  at  the  time  of  shipment  of  the  goods.  It  was 
the  consequence  of  a  neglect  or  default  on  the 
part  of  the  crew,  notwithstanding  that  it  was  a 
defect  ariune  at  the  commenoemsnt  of  the 
Toyage.  And,  the  defect  arising  from  the  neglect 
or  fault  of  the  crew,  it  seems  that  if  this  clause  in 
the  larger  type  stood  alone  it  would  be  perfecUy 
plain  that  the  shipowners  had  in  unambiguous 
language  protected  themselves  from  liability 
aiiainK  from  such  defect.  But  now  it  is  t-aid  that 
the  (uause  in  the  larger  type  must  be  read 
together  with  the  clause  in  the  smaller  type,  and 
that  the  effect  of  reading  the  two  clauses  together 
is  to  qualify  and  out  down  the  extent  and  effect  of 
the  first  clause,  which  is  the  clause  in  the  larger 
type.  Coming  to  the  clause  in  the  smaller  type, 
in  the  first  place,  reading  it  through,  one  is  struck 
with  this — that  it  refers  to  a  great  many  things, 
possible  causes  of  damage  and  matters  which  do 
not  seem  at  any  rate  very  appropriate  to  a  bill  of 
lading  for  the  carriage  of  carcases  of  mutton.  It 
is  a  very  long  clause;  it  is  very  much  more 
verbose  than  the  clause  in  large  type.  It  contains 
a  longer  enumeration  of  excepted  perils  in  detail, 
and  then  that  enumeration  of  excepted  perils— 
which  I  need  not  read,  and  which  is  very  long — is 
followed  by  these  words :  "  Whether  or  not  any 
of  the  perils,  causes  or  things  above  men. 
tioned,  or  the  loss  or  injury  arising  there- 
firom  be  occasioned  by  or  arise  from  any  act  or 
omission,  negligence,  default,  or  error  in  judgment 
of  the  master,  pUot^  officers,  mariners,  engmeers, 
crew,  stevedores,  ship's  husband  or  managers, 
or  other  persons  whomsoever  in  the  service  of  the 
owners  or  charterers,  whether  on  board  the  said 
ship,  or  on  shore,  or  on  board  any  other  ship,"  and 
BO  on.    I  just  stop  to  observe  that  in  this  long 


clause  in  the  smaller  type  the  negligence  clause, 
to  begin  with,  is  much  more  limited  than  the 
negligence  clause  in  the  larger  type,  because  the 
negligence  clause  in  the  smaller  type  is  a  negli- 
gence clause  which  is  limited  to  the  negligence 
of  the  persons  in  the  employnient  of  tne  ship 
bringing  about  any  of  the  enumerated  perils 
which  are  enumerated  separately  and  particularly ; 
whereas  the  negligence  clause  m  the  larger  type 
is  a  perfectly  general  one,  applying  to  loss  arismg 
in  consequence  ot  any  negligence  of  persons  in  the 
employment  of  the  shipowner.  Returning  to  the 
clause  in  the  small  type,  after  the  negligence 
clause,  which  is  limited  in  the  way  I  have  men- 
tioned, there  come  certain  general  words  which 
add  something  to  the  perils  which  have  been 
enumerated  in  detail,  and  they  are  these :  "  Or 
any  other  causes  beyond  the  control  of  the  owners 
or  charterers."  I  may  say  in  passing  I  cannot 
find  that  the  negligence  clause  in  the  small  type 
refers  to  these  other  causes ;  it  seems  to  refer  only 
to  perils  which  are  enumerated  in  detail.  I  only 
point  that  out  as  going  to  show  that  the  negli- 
gence clause  in  small  type  is  more  limited  than  the 
negUgence  clause  in  the  larger  type.  With  regard 
to  these  general  words,  I  may  point  oat  that  in 
the  small  type  the  general  words  which  sweep  in 
other  causes  are  these  :  °'  Any  other  causes 
beyond  the  control  of  the  owners  or  charterers." 
In  the  clause  in  the  larger  type  the  general  words 
are  not  so  limited  at  all,  bat  they  aria  :  "  Loss 
arising  from  any  other  canse  whatsoever."  Then 
comes  the  clause  with  regard  to  the  seaworthiness, 
in  the  small  tvpe:  "  Or  by  or  from  any  accidents 
to  or  defects,  latent  or  otherwise,  ia  hull,  tackle, 
boilers,  or  machinery,  refrigeration  or  otherwise,., 
or  their  appurtenances  (whether  or  not  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  goods  being  loaded,  or  the  com- . 
menoement  of  the  voyage)  or  inanffioienoy  of  coals 
at  the  commencement,  or  any  stage  of  the  voyage^ 
if  reasonable  means  have  been  taken  t}  provide 
against  such  defects  and  anseaworthmess."  So 
that  the  exception  with  regard  to  seaworthiness 
in  the  small  type  is  no  doubt  qaalified  in  that  way. 
— that  is  to  say,  the  shipowner  is  not  to  be  liable  - 
for  defects  or  other  losses  arising  from  defects 
existing  at  the  commencement  ot  the  voyage  if 
reasonable  means  have  bsen  taken  to  provide 
against  such  defects  and  unseaworthiness.  So  it . 
is  obvious  that  the  clause  in  small  type,  althongk, 
as  I  have  said,  much  longer,  is  in  reality  very- 
much  narrower  and  much  more  limited  than  the 
clause  in  the  larger  type.  The  qaestion  is  whether 
I  am  to  restrain  the  plain  sen^e  of  the  first  clause,, 
the  more  general  one,  by  reading  with  it  the  longer 
clause  in  small  type— whether  1  am  to  say  that  the 
wider  clause  is  to  be  cat  down  by  the  narrower 
clause,  or  whether  I  am  to  lay  that  the  narrower 
clause  is  to  be  extended  by  the  more  extended 
clause.  It  seems  to  me  the  plain  common  sense 
is  that  the  clause  in  the  larger  type  has  been  put 
in  for  the  express  parpose  of  giving  a  wider  scope 
'  to-  the  narrowes  clause  in  the  small  type.  It , 
seems  to  me  a  most  unnatural  raading  of  this  bUl 
of  la^ng  to  say  that  the  clause  in  large  i^pe  is  .out 
down  by  the  clause  in  the  smaller  type — lam  not 
saying  on  account  of  the  size  of  the  type,  but  for 
the  reasons  which  seem  to  me  fairly  obvioas.  The 
shipowner  has  had  his  doubts  about  this  very  long 
and  somewhat  complicated  clause  in  small  tjy^ 
and  to  make  the  matter  clear  he  has  inserted  a 
perfectly  p'ain,  intelligible,  but  very  far-reaching 
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olanae,  whicli  is  tlie  clause  in  tbe  lareer  type, 
and  I  think  that  must  prevail.  -  That  being  bo, 
aa  the  loss  does  fall  within  the  excm>tion  ezDressed 
in  the  clause  in  the  laiyer  type,  wntch  I  tiiinlc  .is 
the  governing  claase,  I  think  the  shipowners  are 
exempt  from  liability  in  this  case,  and  therefore 
there  must  be  judgment 'for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendantt. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Tt  A.  HfOMlUm.,  £.0.  and  LoeSmit  for  the  appeU 
laat. — The  deoimon  of  the  learned  jnd(A  that  tbe 
defendants  were  protected  front  'li«bili^  by  the- 
provisions  of  the  larg^  print  clwue  was  wrong. 
lEven  if  that  clanse  stood  alone<'  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  it  would  not  proteot  tbe  shipowner  from- 
liability  for  this  damage.  The  le^raedjudge  h^ 
-found  as  a  fact  that  the  damage,  was  caosed  )aj 
the  nnseaworthy  condition  of  the  vessel  at  the 
time  the  meat  was  shipped, .  and  not  b^  any 
-failnte  or  breakdown  of  the  machinery  or  msula^ 
tioxl.  The  prima  faeie  constructioa  of  that  clause 
is  that  it  applies  only  to  someUting  happening 
daring  the  voyage  and  that  it  .does  not  pntect 
tbe  ^powner  from  liability  cansed  .by  the  ship. 
being  nnaeawortiiy  at  the  comineneement  of  the 
voyage.  The  shipowner  .is  bound  to  provide  a. 
ship  which  is  seaworthy  at  tbe  conmenoement  of 
the  voyage,  and  this  oianse  does<  not  exempt  him 
from  that  obligation : 

Bteel  V.  8tat»  Line  Steamship  Oowpany,  87  L.  T. 
Bep.  838 ;  3  App.  Cm.  72  i    • 

Tattenall  y.  National  Bteamitiip.Oompatiy,  50  Jj.  T. 
B»p.  299 ;  12  Q.  B.  Viv.  297. 

'The  words  "  or  from  any  other  canse  whatsoever  " 
in  this  clanse  must  bo  construed  as  referring  to- 
m'atters  ejutdem    generis   with    tbe    specifically 

-enumerated  perils—that  is,  failure  oi*  breakdowit' 

•of  machinery,  &c. — and  not  as  wide  general'words'- 
intended  to  inclnde  every  kind  of  pml : ' 

Richardfons  v.  Samuel  ani  Co.,. It  L.  T.  B«p.  479  ; 
(1898)  1  Q.  B.  261. 

"The  large  print  claase  and  the  small  print  claase 
must  be  read  together  as  far  as  possible,  and, 
when  they  are  so  read  together,  the  true  oonstmo- 
tion  <^  uie  document  plainly  is  that  the  ship- 
owner is  not  exempt  from  liability  for  damapce 
cansed  by  unseaworthiness  unless  reasonable 
means  have  been  taken  to  provide  against  unsea- 
worthiness. The  learned  judge  has  found  as  a 
fact  that  reasonable  means  were  not  taken  to 
provide  against  unseaworthiness,  and  therefore 
the  defendants  are  not  protected.  The  vessel 
was  not  in  a  fit  condition  to  receive  and  cany 
a  cargo  of  this  kind,  and  therefore  was  not  sea- 
worthy: 

Oton«rt  of  Cargo  on  Ship  Maori  King  v.  Bughet, 
73  L.  T.  Bep.  141 ;  (1895)  2  ft.  B.  550. 

If  a  shipowner  wishes  to  exoept  the  implied 
warranty  of  seaworthiness,  he  must  do  so  in 
clear  and  unambiguous  language : 

Price  and  Co.  v.  Vnion  Lighterage  Company,  88 
L.  T.  Eep.  428 ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  750 : 

Bathbone  Brothers  and  Co.  v.  Maclter,  Sons,  and 
Co.,  89  L.  T.  Eep.  378 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  378. 
It  cannot  be  said  that,  in  anv  view  of  this  bill  Of 
lading,  the  shipowner  has  clearly  protected  hitfi- 
self  against  this  liability. 

Carver,  K.C.  and  D.  C.  Leek  JFor  the  respon- 
dents.-^The  learned  judge  rightly  held  that  the 


larg^  print  clanse  was  the  governing  clause,  and 
was  not  out  down  or  qualified  by  the  small  print 
clause.  The  small  print  clause  only  limited  the 
liability  of  the  shipowner  for  unseaworthiness  in 
a  qnalified  manner,  and  it  was  a  very  long  clause 
not  too  clearly  expressed.  The  shipowner,  there- 
fore, inserted  the  -large  print  clause  in  order  to 
clearly  protect  himselit  by  using  the  widest  pos- 
sible language.  The  clause  containing  the  lesser 
protection  cannot  control  or  qualify  the  clause 
which  gives  the  larger  protectioti.  By  the  large 
print  clause  the  shipowner  ia  protected  from 
jiiability  for  "  loss  or  dainagto  arising  from  .  .  . 
or  any  other  canse  whatsoever."  Thoie.  words 
clearly  .cannot  be  intended  to  refer  only  to 
matters  ejusdem  generii  with  breakdown  or 
failqre  of  machinery.  They  are.  clear  and  un- 
ambiguous words,  exempting  the  shipowner  from 
liability  for .  a&y  damage  arising  from  anything 
existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage. 
!Even  uTthe  words  of  the  large  print  clause  are  to 
be  construed  as  referring  only  to  breakdown  or 
failure  of  machinery,  &c.,  this  damage  was 
cansed  by  failare  of  the  insulation,  for  if  the 
meat  had  been  properly  insnlated  it  ^ul^  not 
have  been  tainted. 

J.  A.  HamiUon,  E.G. — The  learned  judge  has 
fonnd  that  there  was  no  failare  or -breakdown  of 
the  insulation.  If  there  had  been,  i^he  meat 
would  have  become  putrid  instead  of  beiiig 
tiunted  with  carbc^  acid^ 

Lord  Altbrstone,  C.J. — With  all  deference  tn 
the  weighty  opinion  of  Walton,  J.  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in 
this  case  he  has  overlooked  and  not  given  effect  to 
certain  broad  considerations  which  must,  I  think, 
be  borne  in  mind  in  construing  commercial  docu- 
tients,  and,  indeed,  all  documents  which  have  to 
be  considered  from  a  legal  and  business  point  of 
view.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  true  in  the  case  of  a 
:bill  of  lading,  as  in  the  case  of  other  doctiments, ' 
that  where  there  are  a  number  of  clauses  they  are 
as  far  as  possible  to  be  read  together^  as  being 
consistent  with  one  another,  and  that  a  clanse  is 
not  to  be  treated  as  being  mere  surplusage,  or  as 
inoperative,  unless  the  language  of  t|ie  .document 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  it  cannot  be  read  con- 
isistently  with  rest  of  the  document.  There  is  one 
other  general  rule  of  construction  to  which  I 
think  the  learned  judge  did  not  give  suflScient 
attention,  which  I  wiU  state  in  the  language  of 
.Williams,  L.J.  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of 
Rathhone  Brothers  and  Co.  v.  Maclver,  Sons,  and 
Co.  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  378 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  378).  In 
that  case  Williams,  L.J.  said:  "With  reference 
to  the  carriage  of  goods  by  sea.'tbe  law  implies 
certain  warranties  on  the  part  of  the  shipowner. 
It  puts  upon  him  certain  obligations  which  will 
always  bind  him,  unless  there  are  in  the  contract 
,  clear  and  express  words  which  without  ambiguity 
relievo  him  from  that  which  I  may  call  his 
,  common  law  obligations."  I  think  that  Bomer, 
L.J.,  in  that  case,  was  referring  to  that  principle 
when  he  said  :  "  Shipowners  have  been  fOr  a  long 
time  endeavouring  to  limit  the  general  liabUi^ 
cast  upon  them  by  law  as  cairiers  by  sea  ■by' 
inserting  special  exceptions,  without  going  the 
length  of  excepting  their  liability -in  respect  of 
the  warranty  of  seaworthiness,  and  they  have 
been,  as  I  understand,  from  time  to  time  extend- 
ing the  special  exceptions.  I  think,  however,  I  am 
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right  in  saying  that  as  a  principle  of  oonstniction 
the  iramraty  of  seaworthiness  will  be  held  not  to 
have  been  excepted  unless  it  plainly  appears  that 
it  was  intended  to  except  it.    In  other  words,  the 
ooart  will  not  readily  infer  an  exception  of  that 
-warranty."    It  seems  to  me  that  those  statements 
in  the  judgments  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  lay  down 
in  the  clearest  possible  language  me  principles 
which  were  apphed  in  many  earuer  oases.    In  the 
present  case  I  think  that  the  learned  judge  has 
not  ^ven  sufficient  effect  to  the  fact  that  the 
small  print  clause  undoubtedly  deals  with  unsea- 
worthiness. Mr.  Carver  has  argued  that  the  small 
print  clause  leaves  the  matter  of  unseaworthiness 
where  it  was,  except  to  the  extent  to  which  it 
limits  it.    In  other  words,  there  beinc;  a  warranty 
of  seaworthiness,  the  small  print  clause  provides 
that  the  shipowner  excepts  mimage  caused  by  or 
from  any  accidents  to,  or  defects,  latent  or  other- 
wise, in  hull,  tackle,  boilers,  or  machinery,  refri- 
geration, or  otherwise,   or  their  appurtenances 
(whether  or  not  existing   at    the  time   of    the 
goods    being    loaded,    or    the    commencement 
of  the   voyage),  or  insufficiency  of  coals  at  the 
commencement    or    any    stage  of    the    voyage, 
if  reasonable  means  have  been  taken  to  provide 
against    such    defects     and     unseawortniness." 
Therefore    I    accede   to   the   first  part  of  Mr. 
Carver's  argument,   that  the  small  print  clause 
leaves  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  where  it  was 
except  to  the  extent  that  it  affords  further  protec- 
tion to    the    shipowner    by    providing    that,  if 
reasonable  means   have  been   taken  to   prevent 
unseaworthiness,    the    shipowner    shall    be  pro- 
tected.   I  am,  however,  unable  to  follow  the  other 
part  of  Mr.  Carver's  argument,  that  the  lar^^e 
print  clause,  in  the  construction  of  which  there  is 
undoubtedly  considerable  difficulty,  is  intended 
to  be  an  overriding  clause  exempting  the  ship- 
owner from  liability  for  unseawortniness,  whether 
existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage  or 
not,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  words,  "  from  any 
other  cause  whatsoever,  whether  arising  from  a 
defect  existing  at  the  commencement  of  the  voy- 
age, or  at  the  time  of  the  shipment  of  the  goods  or 
not,"    the  shipowner  is  protected  in    this    case 
notwithstending  the  limited  protection  given  to 
him  by  the  small  print  clause.    I  am  unable  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  ib&t,  construed  fairly  and 
irith  every  wish  to  give  the  fullest  possible  effect 
to  the  exception,  the  largn  print  clause  further 
limits  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  beyond  the 
limitations  contained  in  the  small  print  clause.    I 
will  not  repeat  the  reasons  which  have  been  eiven 
why  the  two  clauses  should  as  far  as  possible  be 
read  together  as  being  consistent  with  each  other 
and  operative.    The  large   print   clause   savs: 
"Neither  the  steamer,  nor  her  owners,  nor  her 
charterers  shall  be  accountable  for  the  condition 
of  goods  shipped  under  the  bill  of  lading^,  nor  for 
aoT  loss  or  damage  thereto,  whether  arising  from 
&iluTe  or  breakdown  of  machinery,  insulation,  or 
other  appliances,  refrigerating  or  otherwise,  or 
from  any  other  cause  whatsoefver,  whether  arising 
from  a  defect  existing  at  the  commencement  of 
the  voyage  or  at  the  time  of  slupment  of  the 
goods  or  no^'  nor  for  detention."    Then,  it  is  very 
material  to  observe    that    the  clause  proceeds: 
"  Nor  for  the  consequence  of  any  act,  neglect, 
default,    or  error    of  judgment  of   the  master, 
officers,  engineers,  refrigerating  engineers,  crew, 
or  other  persons  in  the  service  of  the  owners  or 


charterers,  nor  from  any  other  cause  whatsoever, 
and  steamer  shall  be  at  liberty  to  jettison  the 
whole  of  the  goods  or  any  part  thereof."    It  is, 
therefore,  quite  plain  that  this  clause  cannot  be 
considered  as  having  been  framed  to  put  in  the- 
words,  "  or  from  any  other  cause  whatsoever,"  so 
as  to  completely  get  rid  of  any  liability  for  unsea- 
worthiness.   We  find  those  words,  "  or  from  any 
other  cause  whatsoever,"  whether  existing  at  the 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  &c.,  following  the 
words  which  relate  specially  to  failure  or  break- 
down of  machinery,  insulation,  or  other  appliances, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  we  ought  to  read  those 
words,  "  or  from  any  other  cause  whatsoever,"  as  - 
relating  to  the  subject-matter  there  dealt  with 
and  not  to  read  them  as  a  general  clause  exempt- 
ing  the  shipowner   from  the    consequenoea   or 
unseaworthiness.    I  read  this  clause,  therefore,  iiK 
this  way — that  the  shipowner  is  protected  from 
liability  from  loss  or  damage  arising  from  f ailuro- 
or  breakdown  of  the  machinery,  &c.,  or  from  any 
other  cause  whatsoever,  whether  arising  from  a . 
defect  in  the  machinery,  &o.,  which  existed  at  the 
commencement  of    the   voyage  or  at   the  time- 
of  shipment  of  the  goods  or  not.    I  adopt  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Hamilton  that  those  words  were 
intended  to  widen  the  exception,  which  was  put' 
in  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  shipowner, 
and  relates  to  breakdown  of  machinery.  Sec.  That  - 
bong  so,  I  have  now  only  to  deal  with  the  aivu- 
ment  for  the  respondents  that,  even  if  that  view 
of  the  clause  ougut  to  be  adopted,  and  they  are  - 
wrong  in  their  contention  that  the  clause  was  in- 
intended    to   cover    unseaworthiness    however 
occasioned,  and   whether  existing  at  the   com- 
mencement of  the  voyage  or  not,  yet  this  was  a . 
defect  of   insulation.    I  think  that  that   point 
was   not   really   raised   in   the   court   below.    I 
cannot  think  that  Walton,  J.  would  have  dealt- 
with  the  case  in  the  way  in  which  he  did  deay 
with  it  if  that  point  had  been  really  raised.    I 
think  that  this  was  not  a  defect  or  breakdown  of 
machinery,  insulation,  &c.,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  clause.    The  learned  judge  has  found,  as  I 
understand,  that  the  ship  was  tainted  with  car- 
bolic acid,  and  was,  therefore,  unfit  to  carry  a 
cargo  such  as  frozen  meat,  independentiy  alto- 
gether of  the  particular  chamber  in  which  the 
meat  was  being  carried,  and  ind^>endentiy  of 
any  function  which  the  insulation,  as  insulation, 
had  to  fulfiL    That  being  so,   I  think  that  the 
facts  do  not  bring  this  case  within  the  narrower 
and  proper    construction    of    the    large    print 
clause ;  and,  inasmuch  as  that  danse  cannot  be 
construed  as  a  general  exception  protecting  the 
shipowner  from  liability  for  the  consequenoea  ot 
unseaworthiness,  I  think  that,  in  the  words  of 
Williams  and  Bomer,  L. JJ.,  which  I  have  quoted, 
he  has  ifailM  to  indicate  in  plain  language  that 
the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  is  cut  down  to  any 
greater  extent  than   by  the  small  print  clause. 
Therefore,  I  have    come  to  the  conclusion  tihat 
this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Collins,  M.B.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  I  think  that  I  cannot  usefully  add  anything 
to  the  reasons  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 


BoMEB,  L.J. — I  agree. 


Appeal  allowed. 


Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  WaUons,  Johuton, 
Bubb,  and  Whatton. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Lowlett  and  Co, 
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Friday,  Jan.  15. 
(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bohbb  and  Mathew, 

L.JJ.) 

Handler  v.  MnxuAL   Besbbtb    Fvhd   Life 

Association,  (a) 

APPLICATION  FOB  A  NBW  TBIAL. 

Jiintranee  (life) — Lapse  of  policy  on  failure  of 
payment  of  premium — Subtequent  payment — 
Conditional  receipt  by  ineuranee  company — 
Neglect  of  assured  to  read  conditions  of  receipt 
—Duty  of  insurance  company — Estoppel. 

A  policy  of  life  insurance  effected  with  an  insu- 
ranee  company  toas  expressed  to  be  conditional 
upon  the  payment  of  the  premiums  each  year 
leithin  thirty  days  of  their  becoming  due.  The 
holder  of  the  policy  failed  to  pay  a  certain  pre- 
mium loithin  thirty  days  of  its  becoming  due. 
On  his  afterwards  sending  the  money  to  the 
company  they  sent  back  to  him  a  receipt  upon  a 
printed  form,  which  stated  that  the  policy  had 
lapsed  and  thtU  the  payment  was  accepted  sttb- 
ject  to  certain  conditions  printed  on  the  back  of 
the  receipt.  He  received  this  receipt,  but  did  not 
read  it. 

One  of  these  conditions  was  that  the  person  whose 
life  wcu  insured  had  been  during  the  past  twelve 
months  in  continuous  good  health  ana  free  from 
aU  disease ;  and  he  was  in  fact,  and  to  his 
knowledge,  suffering  ai  that  time  from  a  disease 
of  which  he  afterwards  died.  Until  he  died  the 
subsequettt  premiums  were  punctually  paid.  On 
his  dleath  the  eonuiany  refitted  to  pay  the  sum 
for  which  his  life  had  been  insured  on  the  ground 
that  the  policy  had  lapsed,  and  the  conditions  of 
the  receipt  above  mentioned  had  not  been  com- 
plied with.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  insurance  money  : 

Held,  that,  as  the  policy  had  lapsed  on  account  of 
the  breach  of  its  conditions,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
given  no  evidence  of  any  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  company  which  would  justify  him  in 
thinking  that  the  policy  had  not  lapsed,  and 
would  estop  them  from  relying  on  the  lapsing  of 
the  policy,  he  was  jiot  entitled  to  succeed  in  tlie 
action. 

Application  by  the  defendant  company  for 
jadgment  or  a  new  trial  in  an  action  tried  before 
Mr.  GommiBsioner  Bray,  K.C.  with  a  jury  at 
Liverpool. 

The  action  was  bronght  to  recover  a  sam  of 
10002.  nnder  a  policy  of  insurance  issxied  by  the 
defendant  company  on  the  life  of  James  Clarke 
Williams  in  favonr  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  carried  on  a  tailoring  business  in 
Liverpool  in  partnership  with  J.  C.  Williams  and 
another  person,  and  the  policy  in  question  was 
taken  out  in  order  to  secure  the  plaintiff  against 
certain  partnership  liabilities  that  had  arisen,  or 
might  arise,  between  him  and  J.  C.  Williams. 

The  policy  was  dated  the  2l8t  March  1890,  and 
was  in  the  u>llowing  terms  : 

Hatusl  B«*erTe  Fond  Life  Aisooiation. — In  oonaidera- 
tion  of  the  Application  for  this  certiSckte  of  tqemberahip, 
or  poUc7  of  inenranoe,  and  the  declaration!  made  to  the 
medical  examiner,  which  are  hereby  referred  to  and 
made  a  part  of  thii  contract,  every  penon  accepting  or 
aoqniiicg  any  interest  in  this  contract  hereby  adopts  as 
hie  own  and  admits  the  statementa  contained  therein  to 
be  the  only  atatements  npon   which  this   contract   is 

(1)  Deported  by  E.  Maslet  Suite,  Eaq.,  Barriater-at-Law. 


made,  aad  of  the  flrit  year'i  daei  paid,  the  Hntnal 
Beeerve  Fund  Life  Association  does  hereby  reeeire 
Jamei  Clarke  William*,  of  Liverpool,  in  the  <connty  of 
Lancaster,  as  a  member  of  said  aaeooiation ;  and  npon 
the  further  condition  of  the  payment  of  the  dnes  for 
expense!  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  Slat  Uaroh  in 
•vsrj  year  dnring  the  oontinaanoe  of  this  oertifioate,  or 
polioy  of  inanrance,  and  also  npon  the  fortber  condition 
of  the  payment  of  all  mortnary  preminma  payable  at 
.  .  ,  within  thirty  days  of  the  first  weekdays  of  the 
months  of  Febmary,  April,  Jane,  Angnat,  Ootober,  and 
December  of  each  and  every  year  during  the  oontinn- 
anoe  of  this  certificate  or  polioy  of  inanranos  .  .  . 
there  shall  be  payable  to  the  legal  repraeentatiTei  of 
laid  member  the  sum  of  lOOOI.  eterling.  .  .  . 
Benefits  under  this  oertiicate  ur  policy  of  insurance  shall 
not  be  impaired  or  reitrloted  by  travel  or  change  of 
residenoe,  and  if  this  certificate,  or  policy  of  insurance, 
shall  have  been  in  continuous  force  for  tiro  years  from 
its  date,  it  shall  thereafter  be  inoonteatable  and  indis- 
putable, except  for  frand  or  nonpayment  of  dnes  or 
mortuary  premium  at  the  times  and  in  manner  herein 
stipaUted.    .    .    . 

On  the  1st  Feb.  1896, 21. 5<.,  for  a  mortuary  call, 
became  diie  on  the  policy,  and  the  company',  in 
accordance  with  their  practice,  sent  the  plaintiff 
a  notice  that  it  was  due,  and  that  it  must  be  paid 
on  or  before  the  2nd  March  following,  and  that,  if 
it  was  not  paid  within  the  time  stated,  the  policy 
and  all  payments  thereon  would  become  foiteited 
and  void. 

The  plaintiff  fuled  to  pay  the  mortnary  till 
the  6th  March,  and  then  when  he  paid  it  he 
received  from  the  company  a  receipt  in  the  fol- 
lowing  form : 

Mutusl  Reserve  Life  Insurance  Company. — Received 
of  C.  J.  Williams,  Eaq ,  this  6th  day  of  March  1896, 
21.  S«.  Qd.,  being  for  payment  of  past  due  mortuary 
call.  No.  84,  21.  5«.  Od.,  which  became  due  1st  Feb. 
1896  on  policy  No.  94,421,  which  said  policy  lapsed  by 
reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  above  on  or  before 
the  date  the  lame  became  due.  The  above  payment  is 
ottered  and  the  fame  reoeived  by  the  company  subject 
to  the  conditions  on  the  back  hereof,  which  are  hereby 
made  a  part  of  this  receipt  .  .  Oeorge  W.  Harper, 
Treasurer.    See  other  side. 

On  the  back  of  the  receipt  was  printed  the 
following : 

The  conditions  upon  which  the  within  payment  (for 
which  this  receipt  is  given)  is  accepted,  are  as  follofrs  : 
First :  That  said  member  is  now  living,  and  of  tempe- 
rate habits,  and  is  noir  and  has  been  during  the  past 
twelve  months  in  continuous  good  health  and  free  from 
all  disease,  infirmity  or  weakness,  otheririie  said  pay- 
ment and  this  receipt  and  said  policy  shall  be  and  is 
null  and  void,  and  the  sum  paid  hereon  ahall  be  subject 
to  the  order  of  the  within  named  person.  Second  :  The 
receipt  and  acceptance  of  the  within  sum  by  the  com- 
pany shall  not  be  held  to  waive  forfeiture  or  expiration 
of  membership,  or  to  reinstate  membership,  or  create' 
any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  company  under  said 
p<^oy,  except  upon  fulfilment  of  the  first  condition  of 
this  receipt.  Tiiird :  The  acceptance  of  the  within 
sum  after  the  same  became  due  shall  not  establish  a 
preoedent  for  acoeptance  of  future  payments  to  the 
company,  nor  shall  any  inbsequent  payment  npon  said 
policy  impair,  waive,  alter  or  ohaage  any  of  the  con- 
ditions of  this  receipt  or  of  said  polioy.  Special  Notice. 
On  the  first  weekday  of  the  months  of  Febrnary,  April, 
June,  August,  October,  and  December  of  each  year 
mortuary  calls  will  be  made  which  must  be  paid  within 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  snob  call,  or  the  policy 
will  lapse.  Membera  who  desire  can  make  payments 
annnally  or  semi-annually  in  advance.    .    .    . 
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At  the  time  when  this  mortnary  call  was  sent 
in  and  the  aboye  receipt  given,  J.  C.  Williams 
was  suffering,  to  his  own  knowledge,  from  an  in- 
curable form  of  heart  disease,  in  oonsequenoe  of 
which  he  had  retired  from  bnsiness  the  year 
before,  and  from  which  he  died  on  the  2nd  March 
1903. 

The  plaintiff  continned,  up  to  the  death  of 
J.  C.  Williams,  to  paj  tho  premiums  on  the  dates 
ar  they  became  due. 

Upon  the  death  of  J.  C.  Williams  the  company 
refused  to  pay  the  sum  assured  by  the  policy 
upon  the  ground  that  it  had  lapsed. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  the  present 
action. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  at  Liverpool,  before 
Mr.  Commissioner  Bray,  K.G-  and  a  jury,  the 
plaintiff  gave  eTidenoe  that  he  had  not  read  the 
policy  or  the  calls  or  the  receipt.  The  questions 
trft  to  the  jury,  and  their  answers,  were  as 
follows:  (1)  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that  there 
was  writang  or  printing  on  the  receipt? — Yes. 
(2)  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that  the  writing 
or  printing  upon  this  receipt  contained  terms 
imposing  conditions  upon  the  receipt  that  did  not 
exist  in  the  original  policy? — No.  (3)  Did  the 
defendants  do  what  was  reasonably  sufficient  to 
ffive  the  plaintiff  notice  of  those  conditions  ? — 

On  these  findings  the  learned  commissioner 
gave  judgment  for  the  pluntifl.  The  defendants 
applied  for  judgment  or  a  new  trial. 

MeColl,  K.G.  (Hugh  Frater  with  him)  for  the 
defendants. — The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  at  the 
trial  that  he  did  not  read  the  policy  or  the 
mortuary  calls  or  the  receipt.  It  is  not  denied  by 
him  that  the  policy  had  lapsed  when  the  payment 
in  question  was  made  on  tiie  6th  March  1896  and 
the  conditional  receipt  given,  but  it  is  contended 
Vy  him  that  by  his  neglect  to  read  the  policy, 
the  calls,  and  the  receipt  he  is  put  in  as  good 
a  position  as  if  the  receipt  had  been  an  uncon- 
ditional one.  The  policy  is  expressly  declared  to 
be  conditional  upon  the  payment  of  all  mortuary 
preddums  "  within  tluTTy  days  from  the  first 
ireekday  of  the  month  of  February,  &c.,  of  each 
year."  There  was  an  admitted  breach  of  that  con- 
dition. If  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  something 
which  occurred  subsequently  to  validate  the  lapsed 
poliOT,  the  onus  is  on  him  to  prove  an  estoppel 
on  the  other  side  from  relying  on  that  which 
is  the  fact.  That  differentiates  uiis  case  from  all 
the  cases  which  were  relied  upon  at  the  trial  of 
the  action  referring  to  printed  tickets  given  to 
railway  passengers  and  persons  depositing  goods. 
In  all  those  cases  the  queetioa  was  as  to  what 
was  the  original  contract  made  between  the 
parties.  Here,  under  the  terms  of  the  original 
contract,  a  forfeiture  undoubtedly  occurred,  and 
the  plaintiff  has  to  show  something  to  enable  him 
to  get  out  of  that.  He  has  shown  nothing,  and 
the  defendants  are  therefore  entitled  to  judg- 
ment. 

Piekford,  K.G.  and  Liat  for  the  plaintiff.— The 
'defendants  went  on  receiving  premiums  up  to  the 
date  of  the  deceased's  death.  They  are  estopped 
from  denying  the  continued  validity  of  the  policy. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  do  what  was 
reasonable  to  bring  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiff the  fact  that  they  only  accepted  the  payment 
in  1896  upon  certain  conditions,  and  the  jury  have 


found  that  they  failed  to  do  that.  The  questions 
left  to  the  jury  were  substantially  the  same  as 
those  which  were  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  to 
be  the  right  ones  to  be  left  to  the  jury  in  the 
case  of 

RichardMn  Spenet  and  Co.  r.  BowntreB,  70   L.  T. 
Bap.  817;  (1891)  A.  C.  217. 

There  the  House  of  Lords  expressed  approval  of 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 

Parker   T.   8otiih-Eatt«m   Railway  Company,   36 
L.  T.  Bq>.  540 ;  2  C.  P.  Div.  4 16. 

That  was  a  case  of  a  cloak-room  ticket,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bouad  by  the 
conditions  on  the  ticket,  if  he  was  ignorant 
of  them,  unless  the  defendants  had  taken 
reasonable  means  to  bving  them  to  his  notice. 
There  can  be  no  difference  in  this  respect 
between  making  a  new  contract  and  reviving  one 
that  is  dead.  This  conditional  receipt  does  in 
fact  bring  a  new  condition  into  the  policy,  that 
the  policy  is  to  be  void  uzdess  the  assured  had 
been  in  good  health  for  a  certain  time  previous  to 
the  receipt.  The  third  condition  is  also  an 
entirely  new  one.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  call  the  attention  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  effect  of  the  receipt.  He  accepted  the  receipt 
as  an  ordinary  receipt,  and  as  an  intimation  that 
the  policy  was  just  as  it  always  had  been. 

CoLLtNS,  M.B.  (after  stating  the  facts,  con. 
tinned). — Now,  under  these  circumstances,  what 
are  the  rights  of  the  parties  ?  The  plaintiff  had 
failed  to  fulfill  one  of  the  conditions  of  the 
policy,  that  the  premiums  should  be  paid  within 
certain  limited  times.  He  did  afterirards  pay  a 
premium  that  he  had  failed  to  pay  within  the 
proper  time,  and  received  a  receipt  from  the  com- 
pany, but,  as  the  policy  had,  ex  hypotheai,  come 
to  an  end,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  can  only  succeed 
in  this  action  on  the  foundation  of  an  estoppel, 
that  is  to  say,  he  mast  show  that  though  the 
policy  bad  come  to  an  end  the  defendants  have 
so  acted  that  by  their  conduct  they  led  him  to 
suppose  that  the  policy  was  stUl  alive.  It  is  for  - 
the  plaintiff  to  make  that  out,  and  he  can  only 
do  it  by  producing  the  receipt.  That  is  the 
document  upon  which  he  must  found — ^if  he  can 
do  so  at  aU — the  implication  that  the  defenduits 
treated  the  policy  as  still  subsisting,  and  induced 
him  to  act  upon  their  conduct.  It  is  said  that 
the  question  must  he  decided  by  the  finding  of  the 
jury  that  reasonable  steps  were  not  taken  by  the 
defendants  to  bring  to  the  plaintiff's  notice  the 
conditions  attached  to  the  receipt.  I  am  not  at 
all  myself  disposed  to  accept  that  view  as  the 
true  measure  of  the  obligation  of  the  parties  in  ' 
this  caae.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  burden  in 
this  case  is  most  distinctly  upon  the  plaintiff.  He 
begins  the  discussion  with  a  policy  of  insurance 
that  has  lapsed,  and  if  he  is  going  to  assert  that 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  nas  lapsed  the 
company  are  estopped  from  averring  the  truth 
that  it  has  lapsed,  it  seems  to  me  the  burden  in 
upon  him  to  show  that  he  has  been  misled,  and 
it  is  not  enough  for  him  to  say  that  he  received 
from  th«m  a  document  which  he  did  not  read.  If 
he  showed,  for  instance,  that  the  receipt  which 
they  sent  him  had  tiome  ambiguous  phraseology 
in  it  which  might  reasonably  be  construed  to 
mean  that  the  policj  was  still  alive,  then  I  could 
understand  his  raising  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
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jxaj,  whether  or  not  the  form  of  the  receipt  was 
each  as  to  mislfiad  him  into  supposing  that  the 
poliOT  was  still  alive.  His  only  answer  is  that 
it  had  conditions  on  the  hack  ot  it  which  he  did 
not  read.  It  seems  to  me  that  he  was  not  misled 
bj  them.  He  does  not  prove  that  he  was  misled 
by  them  if  he  does  not  chose  to  read  the  receipt, 
which  on  the  face  of  it  says  that  the  policy  has 
lapsed  by  reason  of  non-payment  of  premiums, 
and  refers  to  conditions  which  are  set  out  upon 
the  back  of  the  receipt.  Whether  or  not  there 
was  any  question  at  aU  here  for  the  jury  I  do  not 
feel  at  all  clear.  I  am  not  at  all  dear  that  the 
qneation  whetiier  the  defendants  did  what  was 
reasonably  sufficient  to  give  the  plaiutifP  notice 
of  these  conditions  was  the  true  question  in  this 
case.  Bat,  assuming  that  it  was  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  discussion,  it  seems  to  me  that 
there  was  no  evidence  fit  for  the  connderation 
of  the  jury,  or  upon  which  any  jury  could  find 
that  there  was  a  misleading  by  the  defendants 
of  the  pl^tiS  BO  as  to  create  an  estoppel.  Even 
it  it  were  a  question  for  the  jury  I  do  not  tRink 
there  was  any  evidence  in  this  case  for  them. 
Furthermore,  I  think  that  the  particular  form 
in  which  tiie  second  question  was  put  to  the  jury 
was  misleading,  as  it  suggested  that  this  receipt 
introduced  some  new  condition  which  had  not 
been  originally  imposed  by  the  policy.  Tery 
possibly  uiat  may  have  accounted  for  the  extra- 
ordinary view  which  the  jury  seem  to  have  come 
to  upon  the  facts.  No  doubt  the  learned  com- 
missioner who  tried  this  case  with  very  great 
care,  put  these  questions  because  it  was  suggested 
to  him  that  they  were  the  questions  whwh  had 
been  sanctioned  by  a  high  authority  in  another 
case ;  but  it  seems  to  me,  although  those  ques- 
tions may  have  been  the  proper  qaestions  in  that 
other  case,  the  second  of  the  two  here  certainly 
had  no  special  reference  to  the  particular  facts  in 
the  present  case,  and  under  the  drcumstanoes  I 
think  it  was  misleading.  However,  it  is  not 
necessarr  to  go  into  that  because  in  my  judgment 
the  whole  point  here  is:  Were  the  defendants 
estopped  from  affirming  that  the  policy  had 
come  to  an  endF  It  was  for  the  plaintifE  to 
prove  that  they  were,  and  in  my  opinion  he  has 
given  no  evidence  upon  which  thiat  estoppel  could 
rest.  Under  these  drcamstancee  I  think  the 
appeal  must  be  iJlowed. 

BoHZB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
may  add  that,  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  the  case  would  have  been  precisely 
the  same  even  if  the  plaintiff  were  in  a  position  to 
set  up  a  new  oontoact  on  the  footing  of  the  old 
policy.  The  onlyother  observation  that  I  wish  to 
make  is  this :  When  the  payment  was  made, 
or  purported  to  be  made,  of  the  mortuary  call 
after  tne  thirty  days  had  elapsed,  there  was 
nothing  whatever  which  could  possibly  have 
indaoed  the  plaintiff  to  sappose,  or  justified  him 
in  supposing,  that  that  premium  would  be  unoon- 
ditionaily  received.  That  being  so,  when  he  made 
that  payment  he  had  no  reasonable  ground  for 
sappoeing  that  it  would  be  simply  received,  and 
notbhig  more.  When  he  sent  this  money  after 
the  time  within  which  it  ought  to  have  been  paid 
he  received  a  communication  with  reference  to 
that  payment.  'He  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
it  was  a  mere  formal  acknowledgment  of  tho 
money  without  more.  Under  the  circamstanoes  it 
was  clear  that  he  was  bound  to  look  to  see  on 


what  terms  the  money  payment  had  been  received, 
and,  if  he  had  looked,  he  would  have  found  it.  I 
conceive,  therefore,  that  this  case  was  not  one 
where  there  were  any  circumstances  upon  which 
the  jury  could  possibly  find  that  there  was  such 
conduct  on  the  part  ef  the  company  as  would 

C'ify  the  plaintifC  in  thinking  that  the  policy 
not  lapsed. 
Mathew,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  at  the 
time  of  the  death  there  was  a  sabsisting  policy  of 
insurance.  Now,  the  original  policy  was  gone^ 
that  is  not  disputed.  According  to  these  terms, 
it  only  subsisted  so  long  as  the  payments  were 
regularly  made.  The  original  policy  is  gone.  It 
was  open  to  the  plaintifE  to  show  a  new  oontiract 
of  insurance.  ETe  might  do  that  in  one  or  other 
of  two  ways.  First,  by  shomng  an  actual  agree- 
ment on  the  lapse  of  the  policy ;  secondly,  by 
showing  that  he  had  be«i  misled  by  the  conduct 
of  the  defendants  in  inducing  him  to  think  the 
policy  was  still  a  subsisting  policy.  The  first 
ground,  of  course,  cannot  oe  sustained  for  a 
moment.  The  second  ground,  that  there  was  an 
estoppel,  seems  to  me  wholly  to  fail.  There  was 
no  evidence  upon  which  the  ]ury  could  reasonably 
find  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  misled  by  the 
defendants.  The  plaintiff  unfortunately  misled 
himself  by  reason  of  his  failure  to  do  what  any 
business  man  might  be  expected  to  do — namely, 
to  look  at  the  form  of  the  receipt  sent  to  him. 
There  being  no  ground  upon  which  the  jurr  could 
have  found  an  estoppel,  it  is  plain  the  plaintiff 
fails  in  the  action.  Tne  judgment  must  therefore 
be  reversed. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Shaive,  Parlier, 
Priteharde,  Barham,  and  Lawford,  for  Cleaver, 
Bolden,  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  d^endants,  Bobinion  and 
Stannard. 


Friday,  Feb.  5. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,   Boheb  and  Mathew, 

L.JJ.) 

Stone  and  Co.  v.  Midland  Bailwat 

Company,  (a) 

appeal  fbom  the  eino'8  bench  division. 

Railway  —  Itatet  —  Carriage  of  non-peri»hable 
goods  by  passenger  train — Absence  of  statiUory 
duty  to  carry— Bight  of  oompany  to  impose  iU 
own  terms — Indwsive  charge  for  eoUeetion, 
earruMS,  and  delivery — Equality  clause — Mid- 
land Railtoay  Company  Act  1844  (7  <£  8  Viet, 
e.  xviii.),  «.  203— Railway  Clauses  ConsolidaHot^ 
Act  1845  (8  £  9  Vict.  e.  20),  «.  90}— Midland 
Railway  Company  {Rates  and  Charges)  Order 
Confirmation  Act  1891  (54  &  55  Vict.  e.  cexix.). 
Part  5,  clause  3. 

A  railway  company  which  is  under  no  statutory 
obligation  to  carry  non-perishable  goods  by 
passenger  train  is  entitled  to  demand  from  aiu 
persons  who  loish  to  send  non-perishable  goods  by 
passenger  train  a  single  rate  tneluding  eoUeeHon, 
carriage,  and  delivery. 

Judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  Division  (88  L,  T. 
Rep.  92  ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  741)  affi,rmed. 

(0)  Beported  b;  £.  iiUsLiT  Skrh,  Bmi,,  Bui1aMt-st-L»w. 
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ApfeaJj  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
the  Diviaional  Gonrt  (Lord  AlveratoQe,  G.J., 
'Wllla  ud  Ghannell,  J  J.),  reversing  the  jadgmeat 
of  the  jadge  of  the  Bristol  County  Gonrt. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recorar  the  cum  of 
1*.,  money  received  by  the  defendants  to  the  use 
of  &e  plaintiffs,  under  the  foUovring  circum- 
atancea: 

The  defendants  published  aKst  of  rates  for  the 
oonveyance  of  parcels  by  passenger  train  from 
BrietoL  Among  the  artioles  which  in  this  list 
they  expressed  theaMelves  as  willing  to  carry 
were  "tailors'  nnfinished  and  finished  clothing." 
For  the  conre/ance  of  this  by  passenger  train 
tbey  aonoTwoed  only  one  rate  which  was  inclusive 
of  oolleotion  and  delivery. 

On  fhe  7th  Aug.  1901  the  plaintiffs,  who  were 
common  carriers  at  Bristol,  collected  three  boxes 
of  tailors'  goods  and  handed  them  over  to  the 
defendants  alt  the  passenger  station  at  Bristol 
for  oonveyanoto  by  passenger  train  to  South- 
ampton. 

In  accordance '  with  the  published  rate  the 
defendants  dbttianded  payment  of'  12.  ^or  the 
conveyance  of  th>e  floods; 

The  plaintiffs  paid 'this  sum  nnder  protest  and 
bronght  this'aotion  in  the  Bristol  County  Ooort  to 
recover  the  sum  6f  1*.  in  respect  of  the  collection 
of  the  goods  by  the'm,  that  amount'  being  one 
which  might  reasonably  be  held  to  represent  the 
cost  of  coUection. 

The  Connty  Gonrt  judge  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  amount  claimed. 

Upon  the  defendants'  appeal  the  King's  Bench 
Division  (Lord  Alrerstone,  C.J.,  Wills  and 
Ghannell,  JJ.),  reversed  the  decision  of  the 
Gotmty  Gonrt  jadge,  but  gave  leave  to  appeaL 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  ilep.  92 ;  (1903), 
1  K.  B.  74L 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

The  Midland  Railway  CompanT's  A^  1844 
^7  &  8  Yiot.  c.  orviii.)  provides  as  follows : 

Saot.  198.  And  with  rsspeot  to  the  tolli  to  be  levied 
for  the  nae  of  the  rulway,  be  it  ensoted,  that  the  oom- 
pany  may  lawfully  demuid  any  tolls  not  txoaeiiag  the 
following  (that  ia  to  s*y) :     .     .     . 

Seot.  200.  And  with  respeot  to  small  psokages  sad 
■in^  aniclei  of  gnat  w«ight,  be  it  enaoted,  that  the 
oompany  mi^  lawfally  demand  the  tolls  following ;  (that 
is  to  say)  for  the  oaniage  of  small  paroala  (that  is  to 
■ay,  paroela  not  ezoeediag  5001b.  weight  each),  the 
company  may  demand  any  aan  whioh  they  may  think 
at.    .    .    . 

Seot.  203.  And  bf  it  enaoted,  that  all  tolls  for  the  nie 
of  the  railway  Bhall  be  at  all  timet  charged  equally  to 
all  persons,  and  after  the  same  rate,  whether  per  mils  or 
per  ton  per  mile,  or  othenrise,  in  respect  of  all  goods, 
animab,  or  carriages  of  a  like  description,  and  oonvsyed 
or  propelled  by  a  like  carriage  or  engine  ;  and  that  all 
tolls  or  charges  for  oonveyance  by  the  company,  or  for 
tte  use  of  oairiagss  or  locomotive  power,  shall  be  at  all 
times  diaiged  sqaally  to  all  persons,  and  after  the  same 
rate,  whether  psr.mile  or  per  ton  per  mile,  or  otheririse, 
in  isspeet  ot  all  passengers,  and  of  all  goods,  animals,  or 
sarriagas  of  a  like  description,  and  conveyed  or  pro- 
pallsd  by  a  Uke  cartiags  or  engine,  passing  on  the  same 
portioi^  of  ths  line  of  railway  only,  and  under  the  like 
ciienrastanoea ;  and  no  redaction  or  advance  in  any 
each  tolls  for  the  nie  of  the  railway,  or  luch  tolls  or 
charges  for  eonveyanoe  by  the  company,  or  for  the  nss 
of  any  oatrisges  or  locomotive  power  to  be  snpplied  by 
ihsra,  sliall  be  made,  either  direotly  or  indirectly,  in 
favou  of  or  against  any  particular  oompany  or  person 


ttaTeUinv  npon  or  using  the  same  portion  of  the  railway 
only,  and  under  like  oircumstaueea. 

The  Railway  Clauses.  Consolidation  Act  1845 
(8  &  9  Vict.,  c.  20)  provides  as  follows : 

Sect  90.     And  whefeaa  it  is  expedient  that  the  com. 
paoy  ihould  be  enabled  to  vai7  the  tolls  upon  the  rail- 
way so  as  to  accommodate  them  to  the  oiroanutanoes  of  . 
the  traffic,  but  that  snob  power  of  varying  should  not  be 
naed  for  the  purpose  of  prejudicing  or  favouring  parti-' 
cnlar  parties,  or   for  the  purpose  of  coUotively   and 
nnfairly  creating  a  monopoly,  either  in  the  hands  of  the 
company  or  of  particular  parties;  it  shall  be  lawfnl,  ' 
therefore,  for  thS  company,  subject  to  the  provisions  and 
limitations  herein  and  in  the  special  Act  oontahied,  from 
time  to  time  to  alter  of  vary  tiie  tolls  by  the  special  Act 
authorised  to  be  taken,  either  npon  the  whole  or  upon  ; 
any  particular  portions  of  the  railiray,  as  they  shall 
think  fit,  provided  that  all  such  tolls  be  at  all  times 
charged  ecioally  to  all  persons,  and  after  the  same  rate, 
whether  per  ton  per  mile  or  otherwise,  in  respect  of  all ' 
paaasngars,  and  of  all  goods  or  carriages  of  the  same 
description,  and  conveyed  te  propelled  by  a  like  carriage  ' 
or  engins,  passing  only  over  the  same  portion  of  ths  line 
of  railway  under  the  same  oircnmstaaoes ;  and  norednc 
tion  or  advance  in  any  snob  tolls  shall  be  made,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  in  favonr  of  or  againat  any  par- 
'ticniar  eompiny  or  person  travelling  npon  or  using  the 
railway. 

The  midland  Rulway  Company  (Rates  and  ' 
Charges)  Order  Confirmation  Act  1891  (54  &  55  ■ 
Vict.  c.  ccxix.)  provides  as  follows  : 

Part  5,  The  following  provisions  and  regnlations 
shall  be  applicable  to  the  oonveyance  of  periahabla 
merefaandiss  by  passenger  train  ...  (3)  The  com- 
pany shall  not  be  under  obligation  to  convey  by 
passenger  train,  or  any  similar  satvioe,  any  merohuidise  . 
other  than  perisliables. 

J.  A.  Foott,  K.C.  {Balfour  Broume,  K.G.  and 
Weatherley  withlhim)  for  the  plaintiffs. — ThesS'. 
tolls  are  really  coarged  under  sects.  198  and  200, 
of  the  defendant,  company's  Act  of  1844,  and 
under  the  equality  clause  in  sect.  90  of  the  Rail- 
way Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845  the  company 
is  bound  to  charge  equally  all  persons  who  send 
goods  of  this  sort  for  oonveyance  by  passenger 
train.  It  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  equality 
clause  to  have  only  one  rate  including  coUection 
and  delivery.  Where  a  railway  company  was 
empowered  dt  statute  to  charge  for  the  convey-  . 
ance  of  small  parcels  "  any  sum  which  they  think 
fit,"  it  was  held  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
affirming  the  Common  Fleas,  that  the  company 
was  still  bound  to  charge  equally,  and  could  not 
lawfully  demand  a  sum  including  the  cost  of 
collection  and  delivery,  so  as  to  impose  an 
unequal  burthen  on  those  who  did  not  require 
the  performance  of  the  latter  service : 

Baxetidale  v.  Chiat  Western  Railvoay  Oompany,  8 
L.  T.Bep.  833  ;  14 C.  B.  N.  S.  1 ;  affirmed  9  L.  T. 
Bep.814;  16  C.  B.  N.  3. 137. 

Here  the  company,  under  sect.  200,  may  demand' 
for  the  carriage  of  small  parcels  "  any  sum  which 
they  may  thiiuc  fit."  Even  if  the  tolls  which  the 
company  demand  for  the  carriage  of  non-perish- 
able goods  by  passenger  train  are  not  demanded 
under  any  special  stetutory  provision,  yet  when 
once  they  hare  fixed  and  published  definite  rates 
for  such  conveyance  they  are  Iwund  to  charge 
iJl  persons  equally.  Sect.  203  of  their  private 
Act  of  1844  applies  to  "  all  tolls  for  the  use  of 
the  railway,"  and  has  the  same  provision  for 
equaliiy  as  is  to  be  fonnd  in  sect.  90  of  the  Rail- 
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way  Glansea  Oansolidation  Act  1845.  The 
decision  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Baxendale 
■V.  Great  We$tern  Bailway  Company  (libi  $up.) 
has  been  approved  by  the  House  of  Lords : 

Oreat  Wetttm  Bailway  Company   r.  Sutton,  22 
L.T.  Bep.  43 ;  L.  Bsp.  4  H.  L.  226. 

There  Lord  Chelmsford  said  that  the  notion  that 
the  clauses  for  makinf;  equal  charge  were  incon- 
sistent with  the  power  giren  to  the  railway  com- 
pany to  demand  any  sum  they  think  fit  for  smaLl 
parcels  appeared  to  him  to  be  unfounded.  There- 
fore the  equality  clauses  apply  just  as  mnch  to  a 
toll  fixed  by  a  railway  company  nnder  a  dis- 
cretionary power,  as  to  a  toll  for  which  a  maxi- 
mum has  been  provided  by  Act  of  Parliament. 
Section  200  of  the  Midland  Railway  Company's 
Act  of  18i4<  does  not  say  anything  as  to  the 
carriage  of  the  goods  whether  by  goods  or  by 
passenger  train,  but  that  may  be  explained  by 
the  early  date  of  the  Act,  when  railway  com- 
panies did  not  divide  their  trafSc  so  rigidly  as 
now  into  goods  and  passengers.  The  charge 
made  by  tbe  defendant  company  for  oanring 
non-perishable  goods  by  passenger  train  is  a 
"toll"  within  the  definition  of  the  word  in 
sect.  3  of  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  1845.  [Collins,  M.R. — ^I  do  not  think  any- 
thing turns  upon  the  technical  meaning  of 
"toll" ;  the  point  is  whether  the  charge  made  by 
the  company  is  payable  under  the  Act,  if  they 
are  nnder  no  obligation  to  oariy  these  goods  by 
passenger  train.]  Sect.  203  is  not  limited  to 
tolls  payable  under  the  Act  of  1844.  It  applies 
to  "  all  tolls."  I  agree  that  there  is  no  statutory 
obligation  on  the  defendants  to  carry  non- 
perishable  goods  by  passenger  train,  but  that  is 
not  enough  to  show  that  the  equality  clanse  does 
not  apply  to  rates  in  fact  charged  by  them  for 
so  doing. 

Crmps,  K.C.  and  W.  0.  Clay  {W.  J.  Noble  with 
them)  for  the  railway  company. — The  charging 
sections  of  the  company's  special  Act  of  1844 
do  not  apply  now.  That  legislation  has  been 
superseded  oy  tbe  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act 
1888  and  the  provisional  orders  confirmed  by  Act 
of  Parliament  nnder  that  Act  The  company's 
powers  of  making  charges  are  now  governed  oy 
the  Midland  Railway  Company  (Rates  and 
Charges;  Order  Confirmation  Act  1891,  except  so 
far  as  some  old  special  charges  are  still  kept 
alive.  Under  that  Act  the  company  is  nnder  no 
obligation  to  carry  non-perishable  goods  by 
passenger  tnun.  It  has  therefore  power  to 
demand  any  rate  it  pleases  for  such  a  service- 
For  this  service  the  company  is  in  the  position  of 
a  common  carrier,  free  from  statntoir  obliga- 
tions. As  was  pointed  out  by  Blackburn,  J , 
when  he  gave  his  opinion  to  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Oreat  Western  Bailway  Company  v.  Sutton  (vbi 
fup.),  at  common  law  a  person  nolding  himself  out 
as  a  common  carrier  of  goods  was  not  nnder  any 
obligation  to  treat  all  customers  equdly.  The 
obligation  imposed  on  him  at  common  law  was  to 
darry  all  goods  delivered  to  him  for  carriage 
according  to  his  profession  (unless  he  bad  some 
reasonable  excuse  for  not  doing  so)  on  being  paid 
a  reasonable  compensation  for  so  doing.  Subject 
to  that,  a  common  carrier  mav  at  common  law 
give  any  particular  individoal  any  privilege  he 
likes.  The  case  of  BaxeniaU  v.  Great  Wettem 
Railway  Company  (t<6t  (wp.),  which  is  relied  upon 


by  the  pluntiff,  has  no  application  here.  It 
applies  onl^  to  a  case  where  the  toll  charged  is 
one  authorised  by  the  special  Act.  The  court 
said  that  the  toll  in  that  case  was  none  the  less 
charged  under  the  special  Act  because  the  com- 
pany were  empowered  to  fix  the  maximum.  Sect. 
90  of_  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
1845,  in  which  the  equality  clause  is  to  be  found, 
has  reference  only  to  "  the  tolls  by  the  special 
Act  authorined  to  be  taken."  The  charging  sec- 
tions of  the  Aot  of  1844,  even  if  still  in  force,  do 
not  apply  to  the  carriage  ot  non-perishable  goods 
by  passenger  trains.  Moreover,  sect.  203,  in 
Rpeaking  of  "  all  tolls,"  is  referring  to  the  toUe 
authorised  to  be  taken  in  the  preceding  seotions, 
and  therefore  has  no  reference  to  a  loll  such  as 
the  one  charged  to  the  plaintiff,  which  is  not 
authorised  by  any  special  Act.  In  Baxeniale  v. 
Great  Western  Bailway  Company  {vibi  «up.),  and 
in  Great  Western  Bailway  Company  v.  Button 
{vbi  sup.),  the  company  was  carrying  on  bosiness 
as  a  common  carrier  of  goods  from  station  to 
station.  In  the  present  cate  the  company  does 
not  hold  itself  ont  as  a  carrier  of  non-perishable 
goods  by  passenger  train  from  station  to  station, 
but  only  from  house  to  house.  There  being  no 
obligation  on  the  company  to  carry  non-peris^ble 
goods  by  passenger  train,  they  may  lawfully 
refuse  to  do  so  at  all,  but.  it  Uiey  choose  to  carry 
such  goods,  they  are  at  liberty  to  ask  any  rate 
they  please : 

Dickson  v.  Great  Northern  BaUtcay  Company,  55 
L.  T.  Bep.  868  ;  18  Q.  B.  Div.  176. 

Foote,  K.O.  in  reply. — Baxendale  v.  Great 
Western  BaUway  Company  (ubi  sup.)  was  a  case 
of  carriage  of  goods  by  goods  train.  In  other 
respects  it  was  similar  to  the  present  case. 
Carrying  goods  from  house  to  house  is  not  a 
matter  within  the  equality  claaae  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  company  charges  the  same  rate  to 
all  persons  for  carriage  from  House  to  house.  It 
is  the  convevanoe  of  the  goods  over  the  rails  that 
most  be  charged  for  at  an  equal  rate  to  all 
persons. 

Collins,  M.R. — This  is  an  action  brought  by 
a  carrier  against  the  Midland  Railway  Company, 
claiming  to  recover  back  money  which  he  says 
has  been  improperly  obtained  from  him  by  some 
species  of  duress — that  is  to  say,  that  they 
demanded  and  received  from  him  a  sum  beyond 
that  which  they  were  entitied  to  charge  him.  He 
now  claims  that  he  isentitled  to  recover  that  money 
back,  and  he  relies  for  that  purpose  on  the 
equalitv  clause  in  sec.  90  of  the  Railways  Clauses 
Oonsobdation  Act  1845,  and  in  sect.  203  of  the 
Midland  Railway  Company  Act  1844.  Now  the 
point  arises  in  this  way :  The  railway  company 
say  they  are  not  bound  to  carry  by  passenger 
train  goods  such  as  he  tendered,  which  are  non- 
perishable  merchandise,  and  that  therefore,  being 
entirely  free  whether  they  will  carry  them  or  no^ 
bmng  under  no  obligation  to  carry  them,  and 
.  there  being  no  toll  by  statute  with  respect  to- ' 
'  them,  they  do  not  come  under  the  railway  legisla-  ' 
tion  as  to  equality  at  all.  That  is  their  point. 
Mr.  Foote,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  thatithey 
do.  Now,  sect.  90  of  the  Railways  Glauses  Con- 
solidation Aot  1845  is  in  these  terms  :  [His  Lord- 
ship read  the  section.]  Now  let  me  first  point 
ont  upon  this  section  that  that  which  is  baing- 
there  dealt  with  is  the  power  conferred  by  law 


Digitized  by 


Google 


AprQ  9,  1904.] 

THE  LAW  TIMES. 

[Vol.  XC— 197 

Ct.  of  App.] 

Stone  and  Co.  v.  Midland  Railway  Compant. 

[Ct.  op  App. 

upon  the  oompa,ny  to  demand  certain  tolls  and  to 
Tar7  those  tolls.  The  section  says  that  it  is 
expedient  that  the  oompanT  shonld  bj  enabled  to 
vary  the  tolla,  bat  that  sach  poirei'  ot  yarying — it 
is  sdl  statutory — shonld  not  De  nsed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prejndicine  or  favoniing  particular 
parties.  The  class  of  toll  that  is  being  dealt  with 
H  that  which  is  demanded  under  statutory 
powers,  and  the  legislature  emphasises  that  a 
little  further  down  in  the  section  by  saying  this : 
"  Subject  to  the  provisions  and  limitations  nerein 
and  in  the  special  Act  contained,  from  time  to 
time  to  alter  or  vary  the  tolls  by  the  special  Act 
anthorised  to  be  ta^en."  That  is  the  power  of 
alteration,  and  that  is  the  power  which  is  checked 
by  the  introduction  of  the  equality  clause  in  the 
special  proviso  at  the  ead  of  the  section.  Now,  it 
has  becoi  hardly  contended  by  Mr.  Foote  that 
that  clause  is  not  directed  to  the  tolls  which  by 
special  legislation  the  company  is  empowered  to 
demand,  and,  recognising  uiat  difficulty  in  that 
section,  though  he  does  not  say  it  is  insuper- 
able, he  prefers  to  rest  his  case  upon  the  equality 
claose  in  the  private  Act  of  the  company,  and  his 
ground  for  that  preference  is  that  the  words  of 
the  section  do  not  in  terms  appear  to  limit  the 
wcrd  "  toll "  to  the  tolls  specially  authorised  by 
the  special  Act.  The  section  which  he  relies  upon 
is  sect.  203  of  the  Midland  Railway  Company's 
Act  of  1844.  It  begins  in  these  terms :  "  And 
be  it  enacted,  that  all  tolls  for  the  use  of  the 
riulway  shall  be  at  all  times  charged  equally  to 
all  persons."  I  will  not  read  any  more  of  it,  for 
the  rest  of  the  section  is  practically  in  the  same 
words  as  sect.  90  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act  1845.  Mr.  Foote  sug^ts  that  the 
words  "  all  tolls  "  mean  all  tolls  which  are  in  fact 
charged  by  the  company — not  merely  all  tolh 
whicli  by  law  the  company  are  entitled  to  demand, 
and  that,  therefore,  seot.  203  is  larger  in  its  terms 
than  sect.  90,  and  brings  under  its  operation  any 
charges  which  the  company  in  fact  make,  whether 
they  are  the  subject  of  Ugislation  by  special  Act 
of  Parliament  or  not.  -But  when  one  looks  to 
the  plac3  in  which  the  203rd  section  cones  in  the 
Act,  one  finds  that  it  is  simply  a  section  in  what 
I  may  call  a  particular  code  as  to  tolls.  The 
Act  deals  with  a  number  of  different  things,  and 
then,  in  sect.  198,  it  comes  to  tolls :  "  And  with 
respect  to  the  tolls  to  be  levied  for  the  use  of  the 
railway,  be  it  enacted  that  the  company  may  law- 
fully demand  any  tolls  not  exceeding  the 
following."  Therefore  this  legislation  is  both 
empowering  and  limiting :  it  empowers  the 
company  to  demand  certain  tolls,  and  it  limits 
the  amount  of  those  tolls;  and  it  is  to  those 
tolls,  which  are  provided  for  or  referred  to, 
directly  and  indirectly,  in  sects.  198  to  203,  and 
several  others  afterwards,  that  in  my  judg- 
ment the  words  in  seot.  203  apply.  The 
expression  "all  tolls"  in  that  section  means 
all  tolls  which  are  the  subject-matter  of  the 
.legislation  in  this  code,  beginning  with  sect.  198, 
a  code  which  prescribes  in  detail  for  every  pos- 
'  sible  merohandise  which  they,  the  company,  are 
empowered  to  carry  and  authorised  by  law  to 
demand  a  rate  or  charge  for  carrying.  There- 
fore, in  my  judgment,  when  you  look  at  the 
l^slation  in  the  private  Act  of  1844  it  in  no 
way  differs  from  the  legislation  in  the  public  Act 
of  1845.  They  are  both  statutory  enactments 
,with   respect   to   statatory   rights   to    demand 


special    tolls.     Then  'What   are    the    statutory 
rights  now    governing    the   Midland    Railways 
undertaking  P    They  are  these.    By  the  Railway 
and  Canal  Traffic  Act  1838  (61  &  52  Vict  c.  25), 
when  the   whole  scheme  of    railway  rates  was 
under  discussion,  an   enactment  was    made  by 
sect.  24  to   this  effect:  "Notwithstanding  any 
provision  in  any  general  or  special   Act,  every 
railway  company  shall  submit  to  the  Board  of 
Trade  a  revised    classification    of   merchandise 
traffic,  and  a  revised  schedule  of  maximum  rates 
and  charges  applicable  thereto,  proposeid  to  be 
charged  by  sucb  railway  company."    I  need  not 
read  in  detail  the  further  detuls  of  the  section, 
which  are  numerous,  but  they  provide  in  terms 
that  the  company  shall  submit  a  schedule,  that 
that  schedule  shall  be  discussed  before  the  Board 
of  Trade,  and  that  when  sanctioned  by  the  Board 
of  Trade  it  shall  be  issued  under  the  terms  of  a 
provisional  order.     Sub-sect.  4    provides .-    "  If, 
after  hearing  all    parties  whom    the    Board  of 
Trade  consider  to  be  entitled  to  t>e  heard  betora 
them  respecting  the  classification  and  schedule, 
the  Board  of  Trade  come  to  an  agreement  with 
the  railway  company  as  to  the  classification  and 
schedule,  they  shall  embody  the  agreed  classifica- 
tion and  schedule  in  a  provisional  order."    That 
is  the  genesis  of  the  provisional  order.    Then 
comes    the    statutory   sanction.    That  is    sub- 
sect.  10 :  "  The  Act  of  Parliament  confirming  any 
provisional  order  made  under  this  section  shall  be 
a  public  general  Act,  and  the  rates  and  charges 
mentioned   in  a  provisional  order  as  confirmed 
by  such  Act  shall  from  and  after  the  Act  coming 
into  oper^ition  be  the  rates  and  charges  which 
the  railway  company  shall  be  entiUed  to  charge 
and  make."    Those,  and  no  others,  are  the  rates 
which  now  govern  the  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany, because  an  Act  such  as  is  coutemplated  by 
this  section — ^namely,  the  Midland  R  lilway  Com- 
pany (Rates  and  Charges)  Order  Confirmation 
Act  1891 — has  been  passed,  which  has  given  legis- 
lative sanction  to  the  provisional  order  previously 
agreed  to,  under  the  terms  of  the  Riilway  and 
Canal  Traffic-  Act  1888,  by  the  Board  of  Trade. 
So  we  have  to  look  to  that  Act  of  1891  in  order 
to  see  what  are  the  charges  they  are  empoweied 
to  make.    Now,  the  Act  contains  a  schedule  of 
maximum  rates  aud  charges,  and  clause  2  of  that 
schedule  provides  thus ;  "  The  maximum  rate  for 
conveyance  is   the    m^iximum    rat»  which    th? 
company  may  charge  for  the  conveyance  of  mar- 
chandise  by  merchandise  train ;  and,  subject  to 
the  exceptions  and   provisions  specified  in  this 
schedule,  includes  the  prorision   of  locomotive 
power  and  tracks  by  the  company,  and    every 
other  expense  incidental  to  such  conveyance  not 
hereinafter  provided  for."    Then  follow  a  number 
of  provisions  as  to  the   different  services  which 
are  to  be  rendered,  and  which  may  be  the  subject- 
matter  of    rates.     Then  we  come  to  the  actual 
teriff  for  the  different  classes  of  merohandise. 
Part   5  is   headed  "  Perishable  merohMidise  by 
passenger  train,"  and  it    provides :    "  The    foU 
lowing     provisions     and    regulations    shall    be 
applicable     to      the     conveyance     of     perish- 
able    merchandise     by    passenger    train :     (1) 
The  company  shall    afford  reasonable   fa(»lities 
for    the  expeditious    conveyance  of  the   articles 
enumerated  in  the  three  divisions  set  out  here- 
under    (which    articles    are    hereinafter   called 
'  perishables ')  either  by  passenger  train  or   by 


Digitized  by 


Google 


198-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


fApril  9,  190*. 


Ct.  or  App.] 


Sxoirx  AND  Go.  V,  Midland  Bailwat  Gompant. 


£0t.  of  App.' 


other  similar  service.  .  (2)  Such  facilities  shall  bc) 
subject  to  the  reasonable  ref(alations  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  convenieat  and  pnnctnal  working  of 
their  paaemser  train  service,  and  shall .  nob 
include  any  obligation  to  conyey  perishables  ,bj 
any  particular  train."  Then  conies  clanse  3; 
"  The  company  shall  aot  be  under  obligation  to 
convey  by  passenger  train,  or  other  similiu-  service, 
any  merchandise  other  than  perishables."  Tbef 
merohaodise  in  this  case  is  merchandise  other 
than  periahablee.  I  think  that  is  perhaps  enough 
of  thiat  to  read.  Now  we  come  to  t£is  point: 
Hiera  ia  a  company  whose  rates  and  charges  are 
aaoertained  in  the  way  I  have  described  by  this 

frovisioaal  order,  which  is  sanctioned  by  an  Ao^  of 
'arliamant  in  1891.  That  regulates  its  ohar^^s. 
By  that  Act  the  company  is  under  no  obligation 
whatever  to  carry  non-perishable  merchanmse  by 
»  passens^r  train;  there  is  no  tariff  fixed  for  it, 
and  no  statutory  obligation  to  make  a  tariff! 
They  are  absolutely  at  large.  The  merchandise! 
sent  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  cane  was  non- 
perishable,  and  was  carried  by  passenger  train, 
and  what  the  company  do  with  respect  to  that'  ii 
this.  Being  under  no  obligation  at  all  to  carry 
non-perishable  merchandise  by  passenger  train, 
they  nevertheless  have  given  certain  facilities  to 
the.  public  in  respect  of  it,  and  they  hate 
annonnoed  that  they  are  prepared  to  take  this 
traffic  from  the  house  of  the  sender  and  delivisr  it 
at  its  destination  at  a  certain  rate.  I  daresay  it 
would  be  fair  to  say  that  that  rate,  if  analysed, 
would  be  found  to  contain  an  element  repre- 
senting the  cost  of  collection  and  delivery  as  yrell 
as  the  oost  of  transit.  But  the  company  say: 
"  With  respect  to  t^is  class  of  merchandise^  as  to 
which  we  are  entirely  at  large  so  far  as  the 
Legislature  is  oonoemed,  we  are  willing,  of  our  own 
motion,  on  our  own  rights  at  common  law,  apart 
from  statute,  being  the  owners  of  nuu>hinery 
whereby  the  conveyance  of  merchandise  can 
be  carried  on,  to  give  the  public  this,  facility 
if  they  like  to  take  it.  If  they  do  not 
like  to  take  it,  they  can  leave  it  alone;  ap,d 
the  only  facility  we  will  gfive  for  carrying 
merchandise  by  passenger  train  is  this : ,  We 
will  charge  an  inclusive  rate  for  the  whole  service, 
which  you  may  avail  yourself  of  or  not,  j  ust  as  you 
like;  but  you  must  pay  this  inclusive  charge, 
which  ia  the  only  charge  we  make  for  this,  whethef 
you  get  the  benefit  of  all  the  incidental  services  or 
not.  If  you  like  to  collect  your  own  goods  and 
deliver  them  at  our  station,  and  ask  us  to  send 
them  from  there,  we  tell  you  we  will  make,  the 
same  charge  as  if  we  ourselves  had  collected  ftn4 
delivered ;  that  is  the  only  rate  we  quote  for  it. 
We  are  under  no  obligation  to  quote  any  rates ; 
and  if  yon  like  to  take  that  facility  you  may  take 
it  or  else  leave  it  alone."  Then  say  the  plfuntifCs  : 
"That  will  not  do;  we  collect  our  own  goods, 
we  tender  them  at  your  station,  and  therefore  we 
ought  not  to  be  ohaired  the  same  as  other  per- 
sons who  cannot  collect  their  own  goods,  and  for 
whom  you  collect  and  take  the  goods  to  the 
station.  We  insist  on  your  charging  us  only  a 
rate  which  does  not  embrace  collection  and 
delivery  in  other  words,  we  insist  on  your 
charging  ns  a  station  to  station  rate."  If  the 
plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  demand  a  station  to 
station  rate,  that  would  undoubtedly  be  a  very 
strong  argument.  But  when  they  have  no  right 
to  demand  a  station  to  station  rate — when  they 


are  not  entitled  by  law  to  insist  upon  reasonable 
,  facilities  being  given  for  the  transit  6f  their  goods 
in  that  particular  way  from  one  station  to  another 
-i-is  not  it  obvious  that  they  cannot  cdm'plain  when 
the  railway  company  refuse  to  give  them  a  station 
to  station  rate,  and  say :  "  The  only  'terms  upon 
which  we  will  carry  non-perishable  goods  by  pas- 
senger train  is  upon  a  rate  which  includes  collec- 
tion and  delivery"?  I  think  it  is  perfectly  true 
to  say,  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  said  in  the 
court  below,  in  effect  you  are  demanding  a 
station  to  station  rate ;  you  are  demanding  a 
ftMiility  which  by  law  you  are  not  isntitled  to  ask  ; 
yon  are  at  the  mercy  of-  the  railway  company  in 
this  matter,  and  you  c«n  only  get  the  facility  of 
'  sehdin^  this  merchandise  by  passenger  train  upon 
thfr  terms  of  what  they  are  exacting  for  it,  no 
mktteir  where  it  coines  from — that  is  to  say,  on  the 
terms  of  a  rate  embracing  collection  and  delivery!. 
Mr.  Foote  says  that,  even  thotigh  there  is  no 
obligation  to  take  it  f  ro.m  the  station,  nevertheless, 
if  the  compaivy,  in  point  of  fact,  do  barry  these 
goods  and  make  a,  charge  which  embraces  coUec- 
tloti  Hud  delivery  against  a  person  for  whom  they 
have  not  collected,  they  have  in  fact  charged  a 
siim  which  is  unequal  with  regard  to  him ;  they 
have  given  him  fewer  facilities  and  advantages, 
and  they  have  exacted  a  charge  for  the  whole  as 
though  facilities  had  been  given.  He  says  that 
that  raises  an  inequality,  and  he  cites  the  case  of 
Baxendale  v.  Chreat  Weitern  Bailway  Company 
(uhi  Bup.)  to  show  that,  even  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  equality  clause  applies.  But  in  the 
case  cited  the  companr  were  bound  to  take  the 
particular  class  of  goods  in  question  and  to  carry 
them  in  the  way  they  did  carry  them,  and  tbey  were 
aiso  entitted  by  law  to  demand  a  tariff  in  respect 
of  doing  it.  It  is  true  that  the  precise  amount 
of  that  charge  was  left  to  their  discretion ;  but 
they  had  no  discretion  whatever  to  refuse  to  carry 
the  goods,  and  they  had  by  law  the  right  to 
demand  a  toll  for  tnem,  and  therefore  the  court 
said :  "  It  is  true  you  are  at  large  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  toll,  but  you  are  not  at  large  as  to  any- 
thing else ;  whatever  yon  demand  for  them  yon 
demand  as  a  statutory  right  under  the  exigency 
of  the  statute,  and  therefore  you  come  under 
the  equality  clause,  and  you  must  deal  equally  with 
all  people."  But  the  difference  here — and  it  is  the 
oardintu  difference — is  this,  that  this  particular 
traffic  is  governed  by  no  statute  at  all.  There  is 
no  obligation  to  carry ;  there  Is  no  statute  imposed 
for  carrying  it.  That  being  so,  the  company  are 
outside  the  railway  legislation.  That  railway 
legislation,  in  my  opinion,  is  limited  to  that 
which  the  company  is  by  law  placed  in  a  positioil 
to  demand.  The  company  is  a  creature  of  the 
statute,  and,  in  so  far  as  the  Legislature  gives  it 
specitd  powers,  it  imposes  special  obligations.  But 
^ere  theLegislature  leaves  the  company  at  large 
and  gives  no  powers  at  all,  then,  there  is  no  neces- 
sity for  imposing  limitations,  and  it  has  not 
imposed  them.  In  fact,  I  think  the  whole 
of  this  case  may  be  summed  up  in  the  short 
and  exceedingly  conclusive  judgment  of  Wills  J.  in 
the  court  below.  The  company  have  the  right  to 
carry  the  goods ;  they  are  not  debarred  from 
carrying  the  goods.  They  are  not  empowered  to 
carry  the  goods,  but  they  are  not  debarred  from 
carrying  the  goods.  Is  there  any  statutory  pro- 
vision for  them  to  carry  these  goods  by  passenger 
train  ?  There  is  none.    Then  they  are  outside  the 
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Act  of  Parliament.    la  my  opinion  this  appeal 
ftdla. 

BOMBB,  L. J. — So  far  as  oonceriu  the  oarriaee 
of  n(»i-periahable  goods  bjr  passenger  train,  tne 
comnanjr,  since  the  Act  of  1891,  is  clearly  nnder 
no  oUigation  to  carry  at  all,  and,  if  it  does  carry 
at  all,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  company  may 
presoribe  as  between  what  termini  it  will  cany, 
and  the  amount  of  the  rate.  I  think,  therefore, 
the  company  is  entitled  to  say  that  it  will  only 
oan7  non-perishable  goods  by  passenger  train, 
not  from  station  to  station,  but  only  from  house 
to  house ;  and  it  is  then  further  entitled  to  charge 
a  through  rate  for  that  carriage,  including  col- 
lection and  delivery.  Even  if  it  be  admitted 
that  there  must  be  eqimlity  of  charge,  the 
only  equality  need  be  that  the  through  rate  is 
sot  charged  differently  as  between  different 
persons  aTsiling  themselTes  of  the  company's 
offer  of  carriage  from  house  to  house  at  a 
through  rate.  I  need  not,  perhaps,  mention  that 
it  oaanot  be  reasonably  oontendeid  that  there  is 
inequality  merely  because  one  house  may  be  more 
distant  than  another.  Then,  if  a  man  volun- 
tarily chooses  to  spare  the  company  the  necessity 
at  collection,  can  he  do  more  than  offer  to  the 
company  to  treat  his  case  as  one  where  the  goods 
are  baiag  seant  from  house  to  house  at  the 
thiongh  rateP  I  think  not.  The  company 
is  entitied  to  say  that  it  will  only  send  the  goods 
on  that  footing.  The  case,  in  fact,  is  like  one 
where  the  house  from  which  the  goods  are  sent 
happens  to  be  very  close  to  the  railway  station. 
The  man  sending  the  goods  under  these  circum- 
stances cannot  afterwards  say  that  there  has 
been  a  carriage  of  his  goods  merely  from  station 
testation,  and  not  from  house  to  house,  and  claim 
a  return  of  part  of  the  through  rate  on  that 
footii^,  and  therefore  I  think  the  appeal  fails. 

Mathkw,  ImT. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  dearly  made  out  that  this 
arrangement  of  the  company  with  respect  to  the 
carriage  of  non-perishable  goods  bv  passenger 
train  was  an  option  given  to  the  public,  imposing 
the  terms  upon  which  the  goods  would  be  carried. 
They  were  entitled  to  do  that;  they  were 
eotitled  to  do  that  as  common  carriers.  That 
being  the  foundation  of  any  contract  with  respect 
to  non-perishable  goods  to  be  carried  by  pas- 
senger train  by  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs  say  : 
"  That  does  not  suit  us,  because  we  do  not  want 
the  goods  collected.  Therefore  we  insist  upon 
your  making  a  new  contract  with  us  to  carry  non- 
perishable  goods  by  passenger  train  from  station 
to  station.  Is  it  not  an  answer  for  the  company 
to  say : "  We  made  no  such  contract,  nor  under- 
took to  make  any  such  contract;  you  must 
accept  the  terms  that  we  impose  or  else  send 
your  goods  by  goods  train ;  yon  have  that  alter- 
native. If  they  are  to  go  by  passenger  train,  it 
can  only  be  upon  the  terms  that  we  are  entitled 
to  offer."  I  therefore  agree  with  my  learned 
brothers  in  thinking  that  this  appeal  must  be 
dismissed. 

GoLUKS,  M.B. — ^I  should  like  to  add  an 
observation.  No  question  of  undue  preference 
arises  in  this  case,  and  therefore  there  is  no 
necessity  whatever  of  any  expression  of  opinion 
as  to  whether  any  claim  upon  that  ground  could 
be  supported. 

Appeal  dUmitHd. 


Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Burgess,  Cosens, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  Cnarles  E.  Isbell,  Bristol. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Beale  and  Co. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHANCEBT  DIYISIOIT. 
Jan.  14, 15, 16,  18,at><123. 
(Before  BrcKLET,  J.) 
Bbihceuan  and  othbbs  v.  Matlht.  (a) 
Foreshore — Right  of  access — Limits  of  public  user 
— Bathing  in  thi  sea  from  foreshore  owner  by 
private  persons. 
Where  the  foreshore    lying    between   high-water 
mark  arid  low-water  mark  of  ordinary  Odes  i* 
owned    by  private  persons,  m    the  absence    of 
proof  of  a  customary  right  to  go  upon  suchfore' 
shore,  there  is  no  common  law  right  to  go  there, 
except  for  certain  purposes,  such  at  in  order  to 
avoid  peril  arising  in  the  course  of  navigation  on 
the  sea,  and  probably   launching  a  boat  for  the 
purposes  of  fishing.     There  is  no  common  law 
right  to  bathe. 
It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  owner  of  the  fore- 
shore has  dedicated  it  to  the  public  from  the 
m^re  fact  that  he  does  not  object  to  people  who 
do  no  damage  wandering  at  will  over  ike  sand 
from  time  to  time  uncovered  by  the  sea. 
Action. 

The  plMntiffs  were  the  owners  of  the  manor  of 
Minster,  in  the  Isle  of  Thanet,  and  claimed  to  be 
the  owners  of  the  foreshore  at  a  bay  called  Joss 
Bay. 

The  defendant  was  the  headmaster  of  St. 
Saviour's  Elementary  School,  Poplar. 

In  July  1903  the  defendant  brought  some  200 
boys  from  his  school  to  a  camp  pitched  on  the 
cliffs  immediately  adjoining  Joss  Bay. 

The  camp  was  situated  on  land  held  by  Mr. 
Harmsworth  as  customary  freehold  of  the  manor 
of  Minster,  who  allowed  the  defendant  and  the 
boys  to  come  down  for  a  summer  holiday  and 
occupy  his  land  for  the  time  being. 

The  plaintiffs  asked  for  (1)  a  &claration  as  to 
their  rights  to  the  foreshore ;  (2)  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendant,  his  servants,  agents,  and 
workmen,  from  bathing  from  the  foreshore  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  from  wrongfully  entering 
upon  the  foreshore  or  any  part  ttiereof  for  that 
purposes. 

The  question    was    whether  the  public   were 
entitled  to  bathe  in  the  sea  from  the  above-named 
foreshore. 
The  facts  are  fully  set  out  in  t^e  judgment. 
Astbury,  K.C.   and  Leonard  Mossop   for  the 

Elaintiffs.  —  This  is  an  action  substantially 
etween  the  plaintiffs  and  Mr.  Harmsworth  to  try 
whether  Joss  Bay  is  in  fact  situate  in  part  of  the 
manor,  and  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  ordLoary 
manorial  rights  over  it.  Mr.  Harmsworth  has  no 
lease  of  any  umd  lying  on  the  other  side  of  the  cliffs. 
From  there  to  the  point  where  the  foreshore  com- 
mences the  defendants  and  Mr.  Harmsworth  have 
no  rights.  As  to  common  law  rights  in  the  fore- 
shore, there  is  for  certain  purposes  a  common  law 
right  of  way  along  it  parallel  with  the  sea,  but 

(a)  Bapoitad  bj  W.  BcanH  Bomd,  Biq. ,  BuTlataMkt.lAw. 
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there  is  no  right  to  go  down  to  the  sea  from  inland. 
The  original  grant  shows  that  this  manor  includes 
foreshore.  Mr.  Harmsworth,  throagh  whom  the 
defendant  olums,  is  the  owner  of  customary  free- 
holds  of  this  manor,  and  plaintiffs  need  only  prove 
reputation  and  acts  of  ownership  assented  to  by 
all  persons  interested  in  disputing  them  over  the 
portion  in  qaestion.  For  instance,  prior  to  the 
period  when  coastguards  were  introduced,  the 
ford  of  the  manor  was  allowed  to  collect  and  sell 
wreckage  that  drifted  ashore.  Subsequent  to 
that  period  the  Ooremment  hare  insisted  that 
the  Admiralty  servants  shall  collect  it,  but  they 
have  directed  that  the  collection  shall  be  handed 
over  by  the  owner  of  the  coastguard  to  the  owner 
of  the  foreshore,  and  shall  account  to  him  for  the 
same.  This  was  done  to  prevent  squabbling  as  to 
who  should  collect  it.  There  are  also  many  records 
of  conrte  of  law  recognising  our  title,  and  there 
are  copies  of  accounts  rendered  by  the  Board 
of  Traae  to  Lord  Gonyngham  since  the  Admlraltv 
collected  wreckage.  The  Broad  stairs  Council 
admitted  our  title  in  1897.  Defendant's  plea  that 
he  is  seised  in  fee  simple  of  Joss  Farm,  and  that 
he  and  his  predecessors  in  title  and  their  tenants 
and  all  authorised  persons  by  him  had  for  forty 
years  previous  to  this  action  enjoyed  as  of  right 
and  without  interruption  a  right  of  way  on  foot 
from  the  farm  to  the  foreshore  to  bathe  in  the  sea 
is  difBoult  to  understand.  The  right  must  arise 
bv prescription,  as  it  certainly  cannot  by  custom. 
For  the  purpose  of  a  right  of  way  you  must 
have  definite  termini.  A  man  who  prescribes  to 
bathe  himself  cannot  afterwards  say  that  because 
he  bathed  for  a  certain  number  of  years,  therefore 
he  can  no  with  200  boys  and  do  the  same 
thing.  Prescription  must  be  certain.  There 
is  no  customary  right  in  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Peter  to  bathe  in  the  eea.  A  custom 
must  be  defined,  and  the  parish  is  a  very  large 
one.  And  even  if  there  were  a  custom  of  this 
kind,  it  would  not  authorise  200  boys  from 
Poplar  to  bathe.  They  are  not  inhabitants  of 
the  parish  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  a  custom, 
inasmuch  as  they  are  not  permanenuy  resident 
tiiere. 

BtuikmatUr,  K.O.  and  B.  W.  Sheldon  for  the 
defendant. — It  may  be  well  to  differentiate  the 
right  of  tiie  200  boys  to  bathe  from  the  right  of 
the  defendant  to  bathe.  The  injunction  asked 
for  would  restrain  the  defendant  from  bathing. 
[BucKLKT,  J. — The  point  to  bo  determined  is 
whether  defendant  and  200  boys  are  entitled  to 
bathe.]  The  defendant  claims  for  himself  and  the 
boys,  but  not  iointly.  He  claims  the  right  for 
himself  and  the  right  for  the  boys.  All  the 
subjects  of  the  Crown  have  a  common  law  right 
to  uee  the  foreshore  for  the  purpose  of  bathing. 
Now,  Bltmdell  v.  Catterall  (5  Barn.  iS:  Alderson, 
268}  is  the  only  case  in  which  the  point  has  been 
expressly  decided.  The  facts  in  it  are  not 
identical  with  the  facts  in  this  case,  unless  in  this 
case  the  lord  of  the  manor  is  found  to  have 
exclusive  rights  of  fishing,  and  there  is  also  the 
minor  point  of  distinction  that  there  is  strong 
evidence  of  a  right  of  access  to  the  foreskore  at 
Joss  Qap.  The  decision  in  Blundell  v.  Catterall 
{uhi  «up.)  was  confined  to  the  question  whether 
there  was  a  right  of  going  across  the  seashore 
for  the  purpose  of  bathing.  It  did  not  deal  with 
the  general  question  of  a  public  highway  alonK 
the  shore.    It  did  not  decide  anything  that  would 


affect  any  right  that  miirht  be  claimed  by  usage 
'  or  custom.  If  the  right  to  have  access  to  the 
shore  is  established  in  this  way,  then  there  would 
follow  from  it  the  right  to  use  this  shore  for  the 
purpose  of  bathing.  The  defendant  has  either  at 
common  law  or  by  statute  a  prescriptive  right 
from  the  farm  to  enter  upon  the  foreshore,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  use  it  for  the  purpose  of 
bathing  If  there  is  such  a  right  of  entering  the 
foreshore  in  the  owners  of  the  Joss  Farm  and  in 
persons  by  them  authorised,  the  oases  show  aright 
to  bathe,  for,  having  entered,  they  may  do  all 
lawful  acts  there,  and  bathing  is  a  lawful  act. 
There  is  no  private  property  in  the  sea.  Prescrip- 
tion is  based  on  acts  of  trespass.  As  soon  as  a 
man  has  prescribed  it  ceases  to  be  an  ant  of  tres- 
pass. [Buckley,  J, — You  cannot  prescribe  for  a 
right  to  wander  at  will  over  a  man  s  land  except 
for  a  purpose.]  A  man  can  prescribe  for  a  right 
of  access  to  the  foreshore.  Onoe  on  the  foreshore 
he  is  not  trespassing,  as  it  is  auimitted  that  the 
foreshore  is  a  highway.  One  wants  no  common 
law  right  to  bathe;  one  wants  a  right  to  have 
access  to  the  sea  for  the  purpose  of  bathing. 
There  is  also  sufficient  evidence  of  dedication  in 
this  case.  Lastly,  there  is  a  custom  for  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish  to  come  down  and 
pntor  on  the  foreshore  at  this  point  and  bathe 
therefrom.  For  the  purposes  of  such  a  custom 
an  inhabitant  may  be  a  temporary  inhabitant.  [At 
the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  counsel  abandoned 
the  defence  by  prescription.] 

Aitbury,  K.C.  in  reply. — ^In  BlundeU  y.  Oatterall 
{ubi  tup.)  it  is  laid  down  that  even  on  a  part  of 
the  sea  coast  whether  there  is  admittedly  a  high- 
way parallnl  with  the  sea.  and  where  people  can 
admittedly  be  on  the  foreshore  in  the  line  of  that 
highway,  there  is  no  common  right  of  bathing, 
and  that  bathing  can  be  stopped  from  that 
highway.  As  to  the  lord  not  being  proved  to 
have  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  he  has  not  the  right  of  fishing 
as  a  right  appendant  to  the  foreshore.  With 
regard  to  the  right  of  access  at  Joss  Oap,  the 
excuse  by  the  farmer  of  Joss  Farm  of  a  practice  ■ 
of  getting  seaweed  or  going  down  to  the  shore 
with  his  carts  proves  nothing  at  all  against  the 
lord.  As  it  is  impossible  to  prescribe  against  the 
lord,  the  right,  if  there  be  one,  must  have  been 
acquired  by  dedication.  There  is  no  indication 
at  Joss  Gap  that  a  footway  was  intended.  The 
cutting  was  made  for  carts  on  the  footing  that 
the  owner  of  the  foreshore  had  no  control  over 
the  road  at  Joss  Gap,  a  double  dedication  would 
have  to  be  shown :  (1)  dedication  by  the  owner  of 
the  farm  to  some  point  on  the  foreshore ;  (2)  a 
dedication  by  the  owner  of  the  foreshore  from 
that  point  in  a  straight  line  to  the  sea  for  the 
purpose  of  bathing.  The  following  cases  were 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument : 

Behwinti  v.  Doicell,  2  F.  &  F.  84S; 

Chamber  Colliery  v.  Hopwood,  73  L.  T.  Bap.  258 ; 
32  Cb.  Div.  549 : 

Blount  V.  Layard,  (1891)  2  Ch.  631  n.; 

Chapman  v.  Crippa,  2  P.  &  F.  864 ; 

Haddock  v.  Wallasey  Local  Board,  55  L.  J,  N.  S. 
267,  Q.  B. ; 

Doratton  t.  Pain,  Sm'th's  Lesdin;  Cues,  vt>l.  2, 
P.162,2H.B1.527.  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Jan.  23. — Buckley,  J. — The  question  in  this 
action  is  whether  the  public  are  entitled  to  bathe 
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in  the  sea  off  the  foreshore,  near  Broadstairs,  in 
Kent.    The  plaintiff,  the  MarquiB  of  Oonyngham, 
and  the  plaintiffs.  Sir  Theodore  Brinckman,  and 
the  Hon.  Arthur  William  de  Moleyns,  as  trustees 
for  him,  are  the  owners  of  the  manor  of  Minster, 
in  the  Isle  of  Thonet,  and  of  the  foreshore  lying; 
between  the  ordinary  high-water  mark  and  the 
ordina^  low-water  mark   of  the  sea  at  a  bay 
called  Joss  Bay,  being  the  place  at  which  rights 
are  claimed  by  the  defendant  in  this  action.    They 
were,  until  recently,  the  owners  of  a  mnoh  larger 
extent  of  foreshore,  but  they  have  sold  that  which 
lies  between  Hackemdown  Point  near  the  North 
Foreland  and  Margate  on  the  one  side,  and  that 
which  lies  between  Margate  and  Broadstairs  on 
the  other,  remaining  owners  of  all  that  which  lies 
between  Haokemdown  Point  and  Broadstairs.   In 
this  last- mentioned  length  of  foreshore  lies  the 
fimall  bay  or  cnrvature  of  the  coast  caJled  Joss 
Bay,  the  scene  of  the  dispute  in  this  action.  The 
title  of  the  plaintiffs,  whom  I  have  named,  to  the 
foreshore  is,  in  my  opinion,  quite  plain,  and  is 
derived  under  a  grant  by  the  King  in  the  ninth 
year  of  James  I,  whereby  he  granted  the  manor 
of  Minster,  and  all  lands  theretofore  overflown 
with  the  water  of  the  sea  which  had  been  gaining 
from  the  sea  and  reduced  to  dry  ground,  and  lands 
then  overflown  with  the  water  of  the  sea  which 
shonld   hereinafter  be  gained  and   be  reduced 
to  dry  ground,  abutting  on  the  manor,  and  lands 
subject  to  the  inundatioij  of  the  sea  between  the 
flowing  and  ebbing  of  the  sea.    In  the  court  rolls 
of  the  manor  are  to  be  found,  for  at  least  150 
years  last  past,  entries  of  payments  made  upon  the 
footing  that  the  ownership  of  the  foreshore  was 
in    the    plaintiffs'  predecessors    in    title.    Thus 
there  are  entries  from  175S  onwards  in  respect 
of  fines  for  the  groundage  of  vessels  on  the  fore- 
shore, and  of  sums  paid  for  permission  to  gather 
seaweed  and  sand  in  the  manor  between  high  and 
low  water  mark, and  of  payments  madefor  trespass 
to  gather  flints,  and  of  payments  made  for  trespass 
in  working  part  of  the  cargo  o(  a  vessel,  and 
going  with  carts  for  that  purpose,  and  for  trespass 
to  get  seaweed.    There  are  also  accounts  of  pay- 
ments made  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  wreckage 
taken  up  on  the  foreshore.    In  later  times,  after 
the  Board  of  Trade   became  entitled  to  collect 
wreckage,  there  ard   accounts  rendered    by  the 
Board  of  Trade  and  payments  made  by  them  to 
the  lord  for  proceeds  of  sale  of  wreck  taken  upon 
the  foreahore.    In  1889  there  are  two  cases  in 
which    Stirling,  J.  granted    injunctions    at  the 
Buit  of   the  plaintifl;  to    restrain  persons  from 
digging    and    getting   sand,    shingie,    stone,  or 
beach   from  the  foreshore.      In  brief,  this  fore- 
shore  is   plainly   proved  to    be   the   property 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  as  private  owners.     The 
other  plaintiff,  Frederick    William  Turner,  is  a 
man  who,  under  a  deed  dated  the  9th  Feb.  1903, 
executed  by  the  stewai-d  of  the  manor,  obtained 
liberty  to  enter  on  a  portion  of  the  foreshore,  in- 
cluding Joss   Bay,   lor  the  purpose  of  placing 
bathing-machines,  tents,  and  pay-boxes   on    the 
shore.    In  July  1903  he  was  exureising  his  rights 
under  that  deed.    The   defendant  is  tbe  head- 
maater    of    St.    Saviour's    Elementary    School, 
Poplar,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.    In  July  last 
he   brought    some    200    boys   belonging  to    his 
school    down  to  a  camp   situate  on    the    cliffs 
immediately  adjoining  Joss  Bay.    The  land  upon 
which  he  placed  his  camp   belongs   to  a   Mr. 


Harmsworth.     It  is  customary  freehold  held  by 
Harmsworth    of    the     manor    at    a    quit-rent. 
Harmsworth   has  been  admitted  tenant  on  the 
court    rolls    with    services,   and  pays  the  quit- 
rent.        TAe  defendant  pitched  bia  camp  with 
the  permission  of    Mr.    Harmsworth,   who,   for 
the  best  motives,  no  doubt,  allowed  the  master 
and    the    boys    to    come   down   for  a    summer 
holiday,  and  occupy  his  land  for  tbe  time  being. 
In  July  1903  the  attention  of  the  steward  of  the 
manor  was  called  to  the  fact  that  these  boys  were 
bathing  in  Joss  Bay.      On  the  2l5th  July  the 
steward  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Attendant  to  the 
effect  that,  as  a  matter  of  right,  they  were  not 
entitled  to  do  so,  adding  that,  in  the  event  of  the 
defendant's  considering  the  bathing  beneficial  to 
the  boys  under  his  charge,  he  would  be  prepared 
to  make  arrangements  with  him.    The  d^endant, 
by  his  reply,  did  not  accept  the  offer ;  said  that 
the  boys  did  no   harm,  and  added  that  if  the 
steward  wished  to  raise  the  question  of  the  right 
of  the  boys   to   bathe   in   Joss    Bay,  he    must 
refer    him     to    Mr.    Harmsworth's     solidtors, 
Messra.  Lewis  and  Lewis.    The  defendant  thus 
setting    up    a     claim    of    right    the    writ   in 
this  action  was  issued  on  the  28th  July   1903. 
The  question  I  have  to  try  is  simply  whether  the 
defendant  and  his  boys  are  as  of  right  entitled  to 
go  on  the  foreshore   at  Joss    Bay,  which  is  the 
privato  property  of  the'plaintiffs,  and  bathe  in  the 
sea.    Tne  defendant  contends  that  that  which  he 
is  doing  is  justified  by  a  common  law  right,  which 
he  says  exists,  to  do  the  acts  complained  of.    The 
proposition  is  put  in  two  ways  :  First,  that  there 
IB  a  common-law  right  to  go  upon  the  foreshore, 
to  pass  and    repass  there  at  will,  and,  farther, 
being  there,  to  bathe  in  the  sea  ;  and,  secondly, 
supposing  there  is  not  this  common  law  right  to 
go  upon    the    foreshore    and    pass   and  repass 
thereon  at  will,  that  if  the  defendant  shows,  as  he 
says  he  does,  that  he  has  in  some  way  a  right  of 
access,  then,  being  there  in  exereise  of  such  right  of 
access,  he  and  his  boys  are  entitled  to  bathe.    I 
deal  with  these  two  in  order.    As  to  the  first,  no 
facts  are  wanted  beyond  that  which  I  have  stated 
— that  this  foreshore  is  the  private  property  of 
the  plaintiffs.     The  defendant  contends  that  he 
has  a  common  law  right  to  go  upon  this  laud, 
being  private  property  of  the   plaintiffs,  and  to 
bathe  therefrom,  because  it  is  the  foreshore.    I 
propose  to  state  what  I  understand  to  be  the  law 
as  to  the  right  of  a  member  of  the  public  to  go 
on  the  foreshore  of  a  private  owner.     By  the 
common  law  all    the  King's  subjects    have  in 
general  a  right  of  passage  over    the  sea  with 
vessels  for  the  purposes  of  navigation  and  have, 
prima  facie,  a  uammon  of  fishery  there,  and  they 
have  the  same  rights  over  that  portion  of  the  sea 
which  lies  over  the  foreshore  at  the  times  when 
the  foreshore  is  covered  with  water.     Bat  when 
the  sea  recedes  and  the   foreshore  becomes   dry 
there  is  not,  as  I  understand  the  law,  any. general 
common  law  right  in  tbe  public  to  pass  over  tbe 
foreshore.    There  are  certain  limited  righte,  and 
the  fact  that  such  limited  righto  exist  goes  to 
show  that  there  cannot  be  a  general  right.    For 
purposes  of  navigation  there  existe  a  common  law 
right  to  cross  the  foreshore  in  case  of  peril  or 
necessity.     For  the  purpose   of  exercising  the 
right  of  fishing  it  may  be  that  there  is — I  do  not 
say  that  there  is — a  right  to  cross  the  foreshore  in 
order  to  launch  a  boat.     In  Brake's  Abridgment, 
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Tit.  Cnatoms,  pi.  46,  all  tlie  judges  agpreed  "  that 
fiahermen  may  jnstify  going  on  the  land  adjoin- 
ing the  aea  to  fish  in  the  sea,  for  this  is  for  the 
good  of  the  Cionunonwealth,  affording  sustenance 
to  many  persons,  and  is  the  common  law."    The 
right  of  navigation,  it  has    bees  said,  is  for  the 
general  benelt  of  all  the  kingdom,  and  the  right 
of  fishing  tends  to  the  sustenance  and  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  indiridnals,  and  for  these  purposes 
it  would  seem  that  there  are    special  rights  to 
cross  the  for^shQie.    But  it  does  not  follow,  and  I 
think  is  not  tte  law,  that  iixe  public  have    the 
'  right  to  go  upon  or  to  cross  the  foreshore  for  all 
purposes.    If  there  be  such  a  general  right  by 
common  law  it  must  exist  on  every  part  of  the 
foreshore ;  and  the  resolt  would  be  that  the  erec- 
tion of  btdldings,  wharves,  and  quays,  so  as  to 
reach  the  water,  the  reclamation  of  additional 
land  from  the  sea  and  its  conversion  to  pasturage 
and  tillage,  the  erection  of  stakes  for  nets  upon 
the  foreshore,  and  the  digging  of  sand  or  stones 
which  might  leave  dangerous    openings  in    the 
foreshore,  would  all  be  indictable  as  being  inter- 
ferences with  a  right  of   highway  over  the  fore- 
shore.   I  have   endeavoured  thus  to  summarise 
the  reasoning  upon  whioh,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in 
Blundell  v.  Catterall  (5  Bam.  &  Aid.  2t>8),  it  was. 
after  citation  of  numerous  passages  from  Lord 
Hale,  de  jure  mari*,    decided  that  there  is  no 
oommon  law  right  of  going  upon  the  foreshore 
with  a  view  to  bathing  therefrom  and  exercising 
any    supposed    oommon    law  right    of   bathing. 
Holroyd,   J.    at  p.  301  of  the  report,  puts  the 
greater  part  of  the  matter  in  a  small  compass, 
thus !  "  The  public  common  law  rights,  too,  with 
respect  to  the  sea,  independently  of  nsage,  are 
rights  upon  the  water,    not  upon  the  land,  of 
passage  and  fishing  on  the  sea  and  on  the  sea- 
shore when  covered  with  water,  and  though,  as 
incident  thereto,  the  public  must  have  the  means 
of  getting  to  and  upon  the  water  for  those  pur- 
poses, yet  it  will  appear  that  it  is  by  and  from 
euoh  placea  only  as  necessity  or  usage  have  appro- 
priated to  those  purposes,  and  not  a  general  right 
of  lading,  unladmg,  landing,  or  embarking  where 
they  please  upon  the  seashore,  or  the  land  adjoin- 
ing thereto,  except  in  case  of  peril  or  necessity." 
In  Slvndell  v.  Catterall  (ubi  gup.)  there  was  found 
to  bei  a  pnblic  right  of  way  along  the  ehore,  but, 
looking  at  Holroyd,  J.'s  judgment  at  p.  289  of  the 
report,  the  existence  of  such  highway  in  no  way 
a&cted  the  decision.    The  p<Mnt  was  that  the 
the  acte  committed  were  committed  for  other 
porpoeee  than  as  a  general  public  highway,  and 
oat  of  the  highway,  by  the  latter  of  which  I 
understand  that  the  pnblic  left  so  much  of  the 
foreshore  as  was  a  highway,  and  crossed  over  the 
part  which  was  not  a  highway  down  to  the  sea, 
and  there  bathed;   Blwndell  v.  Catterall  (ubi  $up.) 
has  been  followed  in  Mace  v.  Philcaa  (9  L.  T.  Bep. 
766;  15  G.  B.  N.  S.  600)  and  Llandudno  Urbtm 
DUtrioi  CouncU  v.  Wood*  (1899)  2  GL  705).    It  is 
binding  upon   me.    The  defendant   before  me 
sought  to  distinguish  Blundell  v.  Catterall  {ubi 
tup.)  from  the  present  case  by  pointing  one  that 
the  owner  of  the  foreshore  there  had  an  exclusive 
right  of  fishing ;  but  I  cannot  see  that  that  fact 
formed  any  essential  basis  of  the  judgment.    The 
indgment  seems  to  me  to  have  rested  upon  the 
general  principles  which  I  have  endeavoured  to 
state.     I  pass  to  the  second  point,  and  here  I 
must    stete    some    facts.      First,    Joss    Bay   is 


approached  from  the  land  down  a  cutting  (made 
through  the  cliffs,  whioh  are  here  about  20ft. 
high)  which  is  called  Joss  Gap.    In  Joss  Grap, 
between  the  aides  of  the  cutting  and  at  a  short 
distance  above  the  upper  limit  of  the  foreshore, 
which  is  here  practically  at  the  foot  of  the  cliff, 
there  had  stood  for  many  years — as  long  as  the 
recollection  of  any  of  the  witnesses — either  a  bar 
between  two  posts  or  a  single  post  in  the  middle 
of  the  roadway,  which  could  be  let  down  at  will 
so  as  to  allow  a  cart  to  pass.     This  post,  and  the 
bar  which  succeeded  it,  was  locked,  and  the  holder 
of  the  key  and  no  one  else  could  go  down  Joss 
Gap  with  carts.   The  key  of  iliat  bar  was  held,  and 
the  bar  was  repaired,  by  the  successive  owners  of 
Joss  Farm,  Mr.  Harmsworth  and  his  predecessors 
in  title.     Only  he  and  the  persons  to  whom  he 
might  allow  the  use  of  the  Key  could  get  down 
Joss  Gap  with  carts.      There  was,  however,  no 
physical  obstacle    to  prevent  any  one  on  foot 
passing  down,  either  by  stooping  under  the  bar 
or  by  passing  between  the  post  and  the  cliffs,  if, 
as  was  Bomutimea  the  case,  there  was  sufficient 
room  there.    The  result  was,  that  it  was  physically 
possible  for  persons  on  foot,  without  substantial 
obstruction,  to  pass  down  Joss   Gap,  and  thus 
reach  the  foreshore.    This  had  been  the  case  for 
a  great  many  years.    The  defendant  says  that  I 
ought  to  infer  from  it  that  the  lord  of  the  manor 
has  dedicated  to  the  public,  who  could  thus  reach 
the  foot  of  Joss  Grap,  the  right  to  go  upon  and 
pass   over  the  foreshore.      Secondly,  for   many 
years,  down  to  about  fifteen  years  ago,  there  were 
some  fishing  boate  at  Joss  Bay — some  four  or  five 
of  them.    A  few  fishermen,  who  lived  in,  Beading- 
street,  an  adjoining  hamlet,  owned  these  boate, 
and  used  to  go  down  and  launch  and  draw  up 
their  boate  there.    Thirdly,  the  defendant  says — 
I  will  presently  state  the  facts  as  I  find  them— 
that  the  tenant  of  Joss  Farm,  by  unlocking  the 
bar,  and  other  farmers  in  the  district,  by  going 
round  from  Broadstaira  and  otherwise  approach- 
ing the    foreshore,  have    gone  with  carte    and 
collected  seaweed.    From  these  circumstanoea  he 
seeks  to  evolve  a  right  in  the  public  to  have 
access  to  the  foreshore,  and  then  argues  that, 
having  access  to  it,  they  have  a  common  law  right 
to  bathe.    As  to  the  collection  of  seaweed,  I  uid 
the  facts  to  be  as  follows  :  The  lord  of  the  manor 
from  time  to  time  granted  lease,  of  the  right  to 
get  seaweed,  and  many,  at  any  rate,  of  th^  carte 
to  which  the   defendant's  evidence  spoke,   were 
carte  of  the  lessees'  or  of  persons  who  went  for 
them  or  by  their  authority.    If  there  were  anjr 
carte  not  included  in  that  category  (which  wap 
not  plain  upon  the  evidence),  they  did  not  in  any 
caae  go  adversely  to  the  lord  and  under  claim  of 
right  so  to  do.  The  accumulation  of  the  seaweed  on 
th»  foreshore  was  at  times  a  nuisance,  and  it  was 
an  advantage  to  get  rid  of  it.     At  most,  I  think, 
the  evidence  comes  to  thia — that  somtipoes  un- 
authorised persons  went,  perhaps  to  collect  sea- 
weed, and  nobody  interfered  with  them.    Fron^ 
no  one  of  the  three  sets  of  circumstances  aboytt 
mentioned  can  I  find  any  right  of  the  pnblic  to  a 
way  over  the  foreshore.    As  regards  Josa  Gap, 
there  is  no  auggestion  of  a  terminu*  a  quo  and'a 
tertninus  ad  quem.  '  What  is  suggested  ia  a  dedi- 
cation of  a  right  to  wander  at  will  anywhere  over 
the  foreshore,  and  a  right  to  wander  at  will  in 
any  direction  down  to  the  brink  of  the  aea^    Such 
a    dedication    cannot    I    think,  be  maintained : 
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(Chapman  t.  Cripps,  2  F.  &  F.  864).    As  a  sepa- 
rate and  independent  consideration  altgether,  it 
ia,  I  thint,  impossible  to  infer  a  dedica^on  from 
the  mere  fact  that  the  owner  of  the  foreshoi'e  has 
not  objiBcted  to  the  public  wandering  at  will'  over 
ihe  sand  from  time  to  time  nncorered  by  the  sea, 
they  doing  no  harm  in  so  doing.    I  refer,  withc^nt 
reading  them  at  length,  to  two  passages  npon 
thifi — the  one  in  the  judgment  of  Abbot^  C.J.  in 
Blundell  v..  Catterall  {ubi  tup.),  at  p.  315  c^  the 
report,  as  to  wandering  at  will  in  all  directions 
over  wastes  and  commons,  as  to  which  he  says : 
"No  one  ever  thonght  that  any  right  existed,  in 
favonr  of  this  enjoyment";  and  the  other   in 
fiowen,  L.J.  judgment  in  BUmnt  v.  Layard  (1891, 
2  Ch.  691)  (the  Mapledurham  fishing  case),  where 
he  xiseB  these  words :  "  Nothing  worse  can  faaj^en 
in  a' free  country  than  to  lorce  people   to  be 
ohnrlish  abont  their  rights  for  fear  that  tbeir 
indnlge&ce  ma^  be  abused,  and  drive  iham  tb 
j^erent  the  enjoyment  of  things  which,  althoagk 
<bhey  are  matters  of  private  prc^rty,  naturally 
giTe' pleasure  to  many  others  besides  the  owners, 
under,  the  faar  that  tbeir  good  nature  may  be 
mispniderstood.     1   can  conceive .  nothing  more 
]i|ifoirtiuui,te  than  that  the  owners  of  the  right  of 
fiahing  on  large  streams  should  b^  driven  to  pre- 
Tsnt  l^e  successors  and  followers  of  Is^k  WjiUtion 
from  ^qpping  their  lines  for  trout  for  fear. that 
their.. doing  so  should  crystallise  into  a  rig|it...  it 
wonld  be  a  most  unfortunate  thing  tor  the  public 
if  tha^' should  ever  happen,  and  I  Ifhink  ^tbat, 
however  continuous,  however  lengthy  the  indo^- 
genoe  may  have  been,  a  jury  ought  to  be  Waiiied 
against  extracting  out  of  it  an  inference  unfftvour^ 
.able  to  tbe  persoa  who  has  granted  tke  indul- 
gence.'', I  rder  also  to  Chamber  Colliery  Com- 
fomy  ViJgopwoqd  (73  L.  T.  B«p.  258;  32  Ch.  Dlv. 
549).    X  think,  therefore,  t^t  there  was  no  siiol^ 
right)  of  access  at  Joss  Gap  as  the  defendant  wts 
up,  and  i  only  add  that,  if  there  were,  this  wonld 
not  bring  the  case  to  Blundell  v.  Catterall  {vbi 
Ml}}.)  again,  where  thsie  was  a  public  right  of 
way  akmg  some  part  of  the  foreshore.    The  facts 
as  to  tke,  boats  are  still  weaker,  and  what  I  have 
said  as  to  a  possible  right  of  access  fur  the  pw^^ 
poee  of  fishing  is  to  be  borne  in  mind.    If  such  a 
right  exists.  (1  do  not  say  it  does)  it  will  not  iio^ 
me  d^enidant.     The  alleged  right  or  .eh^m.  of 
access  to  get  seaweed  seems  to  me  evw  fnrtb^ 
'from ,  having  any  bearing  upon  the  quesaon  for 
deeieion.    The  defendant  sought  at  the  oatset  to 
defend  the  case  upon  other  two  grounds  upon 
■which  I  will  say  a  word.    The  first  was  that  he 
'epdeavpuiedto  set  np  against  the  lord  a  presorip. 
tive  right  in  Harms  worth  of  passing  from  Joss 
Gap  over  the  foreshore,  and  a  user  by  the  defen- 
dant an4  bi'  boys  of  that  prescripti.vQright  by 
the  leave  and  licence  of  Harmsworth.    This  w^ 
nltim^jbely  abandoned  at  the  Bar,  for,  as  soon,  ais 
,it  wa^  shown  that  Harmsworth  was  a  tenant  of 
the  .manor  and  had  been  admitted  tenant  un4er 
service^  it  was,  of  course,  impossible  to  contend 
tbatJia^aqld  piescrifce  against  the  lord.    More- 
over, even  if  that  had  not  been  so,  the  oonsidera- 
tions  which  I  have  suggested  above  as -sufficient 
to  defeat  anr  claim  of  dedication  to  the  public 
mmld,  I  think,  defeat  tUso  any  claim  to  prescrip- 
tion for  an  indefinite  right  to  wander  at  will. 
The  second  was  that  it  was  attempted  to  set  up 
a  customary  right  in  the   inhabitants   of   the 
parish  of  et.    Peter's  to  bathe   at  Joss   Gap. 


Upon  this  I  find  the  facts  to  be  as  follows :  That 
in  this  immediate  neighbourhood  there  are  several 
bays  which  are  convenient  f6r,  and  have  for  majajf 
years  been  used  for  bathing,    Coming  from  the 
south    they    are    Dumpton    Bay,    Louisa   Bay( 
Broadstairs,  Stone  B<ty,  Joss  Bay,  Botany  Bay^ 
sLnd  there  may  be  others.  .  Besort  has  been  madd 
to  these  several  bays  for  oiany  years  past,  not  by 
the  inhabitants  of  St.  Peter's  or  any  other  par.> 
ticular  parish,  but  anyone  who  was  minded  to 
bathe.    As  a  matter  of  date  this  has  gone  oia 
from  at  least  1842.    There  are  many  boys'  schools 
IQ   St   Peter's,  some  of  them  existing  at  that 
date,  and  some  of  subsequent  date.    Boys  from 
these  schools,  to  the  number  of  thirty  or  forty  oi^ 
more  at  a  time,  have  gone  down  to  bf^the  some' 
times  at   one  ^metimes   at  another   of   tbese 
t»thing  places.    Nobody  has  ever  interfered  witll 
them    tall    quite    recently.      The    bathers    hav6 
included  people  from  Margate,  whi6h  is  not  in 
St.  Peter's  parish;  from  Baihsgate,  which  is 'noi 
in  that  parish ;  trippers  from  London  and  otliep 
cUstant  places,    and  others.    Nobody    has    evef 
heard  of^any  claim  set  up  by  the  inhabitants  of 
St.  Peter's,  as  distingnishdd  from  the  general 
public,  to  bathe  at  all,  or  to  bathe  at  any  plur* 
ticular  place.    The  custom  alleged  is  unknown  to 
anyone  who  has  given  evidence  before  me.    Tliertf 
are  plenty  of  witnesses  who  say  that  the  battling 
has  taken  place,  but  nobody  has  alleged  any; 
claims  of  ngbt  to  do  it.    All  they  say  is  t'haO 
they  thonght  every  member  of  the  public  iioA 
a  right  to  bathe  wherever  he  liked.    Joss  Bay 
was  the  better  bay  in  the  sense  that  the  shomi 
was  more  free  from  fiints  and  rooks,  and  it  was 
perhaps  used  more  than  the  others.    I  will  givj 
one  or  two  references  to  the  evidence  adduced '  by 
the  defendant.   Mr.  Snowden,  who  established  ui 
school  at  St.  Peter's  some  years  ago — abdat  189<> 
—chose  St.  Peter's  for  the  erection  of  his  sdhotol 
because   on  inquiry  ha  found   that  the   iHket 
offered  a  safe  bathing  place.    He  made  inquiries 
on  the  subject,  and  came  to  the  neighbou^dod 
because  there  was  a  good  "shore.    He  boBfiii 
St.  Peter's  parish,  but  not  because  a&yon6.tg>ld 
him  that  the  inhabitants  of  that  parish  1^  uiy 
rights   which    others  did    not  enjoy.     As   ya» 
result  of  his  inquiries,  he  thought  all  tne  shore 
was  equally  open  to  him,  and,  if  he  had  found 
Stone  Bay  pr^erable  to  Joss  Bay,  he  Would  have 
gone  there.    He  thonght  the  whole  set  was  open 
to  him,  and  that  he  could  use  any   particular 
place  at  his  own  discretion.     Not>ooy  told  him 
he  had  a  right  to  bathe  at  Joss  Gap  6r  elsei^liere, 
or  that  he  could  bathe  at  Joss  Gap  if  he  was  an 
inhabitant  of  St.  Peter's  parish,  and  not  otherwise. 
Mr.  Byron,  who  has  been  chairman  of  the  district 
council,  and  who  has  lived  at  St.  Peter's  iprty- 
fonr  years,  and  whose  half- brother  kept  a  schpol 
there,  has  never  heard  of  any  custom ;  he  'l^as 
never  heard  of  any  question  raised  as  to  wlustber 
.people  had  a  right  to  bathe  or  not,  and  thoi^ght 
that  people  generally  were  free  to  batbe  at  Joss 
Grap  or  BroMstairs  or  elsewhere  as  theif  liked. 
Mr.  Skinner,  who  is  clerk  to  the,  urban  district 
council,  and  who  went  with  a  deputation  to  the 
steward  of   the  manor  when  the  corporation' of 
Broadstairs   was  minded  to  buy  this  particular 
foreshore,  says  that  the  steward  told  that  deputa- 
tion that  there  were  no  rights  agunst  the  lo.rd  as 
far  as  the  steward  knew,  and  that  he  (Skiver) 
did  not  say,  because  he  did  not  think,  that  Jiheie 
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was  any  right  of  bathing ;  he  never  heard  of  any 
right  or  ctiBtom  in  the  inhabitants  of  St.  Peter's ; 
he  never  supposed  there  was  any  right,  but 
thought  that  the  public  had  a  right  to  bathe  when 
they  pleased,  and  that  was  all.  In  other  words, 
he  thought  there  was  a  rommon-Iaw  right  to  bathe. 
The  result  is  that  I  find  that  there  is  no  such 
custom  as  alleged.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
a  customary  right  in  the  inhabitants  of  St. 
Pettr'a  or  of  any  other  defined  place,  no  identifi- 
cation of  any  spot  to  which  the  custom  relates, 
and  no  evidence  that  an;bcdy  ever  heard  of 
any  custom  of  any  kind.  The  result  of  all  this 
is  that  the  defendant  fails  in  establishing  the 
right  whioh  he  sets  up.  I  have  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  this  judgment  will  produce  an^ 
praotical  difficulty,  or  that  these  East-end  boys,  if 
chef  are  taken  again  to  thiscoast,  will  be  prevented 
during  their  summer  holidays  from  enjoying  the 
healthful  recreation  of  bathing  in  the  sea.  Mr. 
Saltwell,  by  his  letter  of  the  25th  July,  offered  to 
make  an  arrangement  for  that  purpose.  The  tone 
of  his  letter  is  not  that  the  lurd  has  any  desire 
ohnrlishly  to  exclude  anyone  from  a  reasonable 
use  of  the  foreshore ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that 
his  desire  is  to  ensure,  by  proper  regulations  as 
to  bathing,  that  other  members  of  the  public 
ahall  not,  bv  reason  of  bathing  on  this  large 
scale,  be  unao^e  to  resort  to  it.  His  object  seems 
to  be  to  control  an  extravagant  user  by  some 
which  tends  to  prevent  a  reasonable  enjoyment 
by  all.  He  desires  to  have  control  over  his  own 
property.  All  this,  however,  rests  in  the  good 
sense  and  go^d  feeling  of  the  o  truer.  What  I 
have  to  decide  is  the  question  of  right.  Tbe 
claim  of  right  having  been  made  and  having 
failed,  I  must  give  judgment  against  the  defen- 
dant. I  declare  that  the  plaintiffs,  other  than 
Turner,  are  entitled  to  the  foreshore  lying  between 
ordinary  high-water  mark  and  ordinary  low.  water 
mark  in  Joss  Bay,  and  I  grant  an  injunction  in 
the  terms  of  par.  2  of  the  claim.  The  defendant 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  action. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,   Baliwell,   Tryon, 
and  Balttoell. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Lewis  and  LewU. 


Jan.  20  and  26. 

<Before  Bcceley,  J.) 

Attobnet  -  Gbnesal    v.    Ashton    Gas 

COMPAKT.  (a) 

Oat  company— Standard  rate  of  dividend  fixed 
by  statute — Payment  of  dividend  *ree  of  income 
tax— Income  Tax  Act  1842  (h  i  Q  Fief.  e.  35), 
•s.  40.  54,  60,  No.  III.  (3).  and  102— Jncotn* 
Taz  Act  1853  (16  *  17  Vict.  c.  34),  ».  40— 
Athton  Gat  JeM847  (10  <£  11  Viet.  c.  201)— 
Athton  Gat  Act  1877  (40  i  41  Viet.  e.  176). 
««.  16, 17. 

Beet.  16  of  the  Athton  Gat  Act  1877  providet  that 
the  profit  of  the  Athton  Gat  Company  to  be 
divided  among  the  thareholdert  in  any  one  year 
ihail  not  exceed  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  per 
annum  (defined  in  the  A:t  at  the  standard  rate 
of  dividend)  on  the  ordinary  share  capital  or 
tiock  of  the  company  authorited  by  Parliament 
and  paid  up. 

(a)  BaporMd  b;  W.  HuHTxa  Bono,  Ewi.,  Bk(Tiitar-at-L»w. 


Beet.  17  of  the  tame  Act  provided  that  a  ttandard 
price  it  to  be  charged  by  the  company  for  gas, 
and  that  the  company  may  inereate  or  diminith 
the  ttandard  dividend  in  a  certain  ratio,  to  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  price  charged  by 
them  for  gat. 

The  company  for  many  yeart  paid  dividendt 
exceeding  the  ttandard  raie  of  dividend  to  their 
sharehotdert,  diminithing  the  standard  price  of 
gas  and  increating  progortionally  the  standard 
rate  of  dividend.  The  company  distributed  all 
such  dividendt  to  their  shareholders  free  of 
income  tax. 

Held,  that  by  paying  the  maximum  rate  of  divi- 
dend free  of  income  tax  the  company  were  in 
effect  paying  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  was 
authorised  by  tectt.  16  and  17  of  the  Athton  Go* 
Act. 

ACTIOK. 

The  Ashton-under-Lyne  6«s  Company  is  regu- 
lated by  the  provisions  of  the  Ashton  Gas  Act 
1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  201),  as  amended  by  the 
Ashton  Gas  Act  1877  (40  &  41  Yiot  o.  176). 
By  sect.  16  of  the  latter  Act  it  is  provided  that 
The  profits  of  the  oompaoy  to  be  divided  amons  the 
■hanholden  In  any  year  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of 
101.  per  oent.  per  annnm  (whioh  rate  is  in  thii  A.ct 
referred  to  ai  "  the  standard  rate  of  dividend")  on  the 
ordinary  share  oipital  or  itook  of  the  oompany  antho- 
tieed  by  Parliament  and  paid  np. 

This  section  is  subject  to  sect.  17  of  the  same 
Act,  which  euacts  that 

The  standard  prioe  to  be  charged  by  the  oompany  tor 
gu  lopplied  by  them  ihall  be  three  shillings  and  eight- 
pence  per  thoniand  onbio  feet :  Provided  that  the  oom- 
pany may  inotease  or  diminish  moh  standard  price 
■abjeot  to  the  deoreaie  or  increase  in  the  standard  rate 
of  dividend  as  defined  by  this  Act  to  be  calcnlated  as 
foUovrs  :  For  every  penny  charged  in  excess  or  dimian- 
tion  of  inoli  standard  prioe  in  any  year,  the  standard 
rate  of  dividend  shall  for  snob  year  be  reduced  or 
increased  by  five  shillings  in  the  hundred  ponnda  per 

The  Income -Tax  Act  1842  (5  &  6  Yict  a  35) 
enacts: 

Sect.  40.  That  all  bodiei  politic,  corporate,  or  col- 
legiate, companies,  ftatemitier,  fellpwthipe,  or  eooieties 
of  persons,  nhether  corporate  or  not  corporate,  shall  be 
chargeable  with  inch  and  the  like  datiee  as  any  pnaon 
will  under  and  by  virtoe  of  this  Act  be  obaigaable  with ; 
and  that  the  oliamberlain  or  other  officer  acting  as 
treaanrer,  anditor,  or  receiver  for  the  time  bwng  of 
every  anch  corporation,  company,  fraternity,  fellowship, 
or  society  shall  be  answerable  for  doing  all  inch  acts, 
matters,  and  things  as  shall  be  required  to  be  done  by 
virtne  of  this  Act,  in  order  to  the  assessing  snch 
bodies  corporate,  companies,  fratemitiee,  fellowships,  or 
societies  to  the  dnties  granted  by  this  Act,  and  paying 
the  same. 

Sect.  54.  That  every  such  officer  before  described 
of  any  corporation,  fraternity,  fellowship,  oompany,  or 
society  shall  also  within  the  like  period  prepare  and 
deliver  in  like  form  and  manner  a  trae  and  correct 
statement  of  the  profits  and  gains  to  be  ofaargad  on  such 
corporation,  fraternity,  fellowship,  company,  or  society, 
oompnted*  according  to  the  direotiona  of  this  Act, 
together  with  each  declaratian  of  the  manner  of  esti- 
mating the  same  as  aforesaid ;  and  snch  estimate  shall 
be  made  on  the  amount  of  the  annoal  profits  and  gains 
of  snch  corporation,  fraternity,  fellowship,  company,  or 
society  before  any  dividend  shall  have  been  made 
thereof  to  any  other  persons,  corporations,  or  companies 
having  any  share,  right,  or  title  in  or  to  snch  profits  or 
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gmina ;  and  all  sooh  other  persons  and  oorporation*  or 
<K>mpaniea  shall  allow  oat  of  snoh  dividends  a  propor- 
tionate ndootion  in  respect  of  the  dntjr  so  charged: 
Prorided  alwajs,  that  notkiDg  hereinbefore  contained 
ohall  be  constmed  to  require  in  such  a  statement  the 
indnaioa  of  salaries,  wagas,  or  profits  of  any  officer  of 
such  corporation,  fratemity,  felloirship,  oompan;,  or 
•ocietj,  otherwise  chargeable  onder  this  Act. 

In  respect  of  gasworks,  which  are  assessed 
under  aohed.  A  sect.  60  of  the  Act  provides : 

No.  in.  (3).  The  dnty  in  each  of  the  last  three  roles 
to  be  charged  on  the  person,  corporation,  company,  or 
•oeiety  of  persona,  whether  corporate  or  not  corporate, 
earrjing  oo  the  cosoem,  or  on  their  respectire  agents, 
tteasnrsm,  or  other  officers  having  the  direction  or 
mansgcmant  thereof,  or  being  in  receipt  of  the  profits 
thereof,  on  the  amoont  of  the  produce  or  Taloe  thereof, 
•nd  before  paying,  rendering,  or  distribnting  the  prodaoe 
or  the  Talue,  either  between  the  different  persons  or 
nembara  of  the  corporation,  company,  or  society 
engaged  in  the  concern,  or  to  the  oirner  of  the  soil  or 
property  or  to  any  creditor  or  other  person  whatsTsr 
having  a  claim  on  or  out  of  the  said  profits ;  and  all 
onch  pereons,  corporations,  companies,  and  societies 
tespectiTely  ehall  allow  out  of  soch  prodnce  or  valoe 
a  proportionate  deduction  of  the  doty  so  charged, 
and  the  said  charge  sball  be  made  on  tiie  said  profits 
«zolasiTely  of  any  lauds  used  or  oocapied  in  <w  about 
the.  concern. 

The  company  have  for  many  years  paid  divi- 
dends  exceeding  the  standard  rate  of  dividend  to 
their  shaxeholders,  diminishing  the  standard  price 
of  gas  and  increasing  proportionally  the  standard 
rate  of  dividend  as  authorised  by  sect  17  of  the 
Act. 

This  was  done  in  accordance  with  resolations 
passed  at  the  annnal  meetings  of  the  companv, 
and  they  distributed  all  such  dividends  to  their 
ehareholders  free  of  income  tax. 

This  action  was  bronght  by  the  Attomey- 
Genwal  and  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bargesses 
of  the  borough  of  A^ton-nnder-Lyne.  The  cor- 
poration (who  were  the  relators)  were  large  oon- 
somers  of  gas,  and  as  such  were  interested  in 
{getting  the  price  of  gas  reduced. 

The  qnestion  was  whether  the  gas  company 
had,  by  paying  the  income  tax  payable  in  respect 
of  its  dividends,  in  effect  paid  a  higher  dividend 
than  was  lawful  having  regard  to  the  price  from 
time  to  time  charged  for  the  gas. 

The  plaintiffs  asked  for  the  folbwing  decla- 
ration :  "  That  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  Ashton  Qas  Acts  1&47  and  1877,  and  in 
particular  of  sects.  16  and  17  of  the  Act  of  1877, 
the  profits  divisibto  in  any  year  among  the  share- 
holdoTB  of  tiie  company  ought  to  be  calculated  as 
inclusive  and  not  exclusive  of  the  amount  payable 
for  that  year  in  respect  of  income  tax  on  the 
profits  proposed  to  be  divided." 

DanckwertM,  K.G.  and  B.  J.  Parker,  tor  the 
informaat  and  plaintiffs,  contended  that  the 
proper  oonrse  would  be  for  the  company  to  deduct 
the  tax  from  the  profits  which  they  distribute  to 
the  ehareholders.  This  company  ^ays  more  than 
it  is  allowed ;  in  effect  it  ia  paying  more  than 
the  statutory  dividend.  The  following  cases  were 
refened  to: 

JToson  V.  Aihton  Gas  Company,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  708  ; 
Last  r.  London  Aituranct  Corporation,  52  L.  T. 

Uep.  604, ;  10  App.  Cas.  438 ; 
OilbtrUon  v.  Ferguson,  46  L.  T.  Bep.  10 ;  7  Q.  B. 

Div.  562. 


Henry  TerreU,  K.O.  and  W.  M.  Cann  for  the 
defenduita. — A  company  is  bound  to  pay  income 
tax  on  its  profits;  it  does  not  matter  how  the 
profits  are  applied,  and  they  have  power  to  deduct 
from  oi'editors  (Jlfersey  Dodei  v.  Imccu,  49  L.  T. 
Bep.  781 ;  8  App.  Cas.  891)  or  shareholders,  bat 
are  not  compelled  to  do  so.  The  first  thing  that 
is  payable  out  of  profits  is  income  tax,  and  the  com. 
pany  has  nothing  to  distribute  till  tliat  has  been 
paid.  Sect.  16  of  the  Ashton  Gas  Act  pro> 
vides  that  certain  profits  are  to  be  divided  among 
the  shareholders.  Sect.  18  defines  profits  as  part 
of  the  gains  of  the  company  or  otherwise  clear 
profits.  There  is  a  difference  between  profits  and 
olear  profits ;  clear  profits  cannot  exist  until  tiie 
income  tax  is  paid.    They  referred  to 

London  County  Council  v.  Atlomey-Oenerai,  (1901) 
App.  Cas.  26. 

Danekwerts,  K.C.  replied.  ^^^  ^^  ^^ 

Jan.  26.— BuCKLKT,  J. — By  sects.  16  and  17  of 
their  special  Act  of  1877  the  defendant  company 
are  precluded  from  paying  dividend  in  excess  of  a 
certain  rate  fixed  by  a  slidmg  scale  dependent  npon 
the  price  charged  for  gas.  Their  practice  haa  been 
and  is  to  pay  dividend  at  the  maximum  rate  thus 
fixed,  but  free  of  income  tax.  The  whole  question 
in  the  case  is  whether  this  was  a  payment  in 
excess  of  that  allowed  by  the  Act.  The  point  is 
the  simplest  possible,  and,  but  for  the  fact  that 
some  provisions  of  the  Income  Tax  Acts  have  to 
be  considered,  and  that  these  Acts  are  not  always 
easy  of  construction,  I  should  have  tiiouffht  it 
incapable  of  the  amount  of  argument  which  it 
has  received.  The  obvious  solution  teems  to  be 
that  when  the  company  pays,  say,  10  per  cent, 
free  of  income  tax,  it  gives  the  shareholder  10  per 
cent,  and  relieves  him  from  liability  to  make  any 
payment  to  the  Revenue  or  allowance  to  the  com- 
pany out  of  it.  In  other  words,  he  receives  10  per 
cent,  and  an  indemnity  against  a  liability  to  pay 
part  of  it  to  the  Revenue,  or  allow  a  deduction  by 
the  company  of  such  part  as  the  company  has 
paid  to  the  Revenue  for  income  tax.  He  thus  gets 
more  than  a  10  per  cent,  dividend.  Further,  if  he 
be  a  person  of  limited  income  entitled  to  remis- 
sion or  abatement  of  income  tax,  he  will  in  tact 
receive  10  per  cent,  and  the  income  tax,  or  so 
much  of  the  income  tax  as  he  reclaims  from  the 
Revenue  authorities.  The  argument  addressed  to 
me  has  been  that,  inasmuch  as  under  the  machi- 
nery of  the  Income  Tax  Acts  the  corporation  is 
assessed  under  sched.  A  &nd  pays  income  tax 
npon  all  its  profits,  the  corporation  has  nothing 
out  of  which  it  can  pay  the  corporator  dividend 
beyond  the  balance  which  remains  after  the  cor- 
poration has  paid  the  income  tax  payable  by  tiie 
corporation ;  and  that  out  of  this  fund  it  is 
entitied  to  give  the  shareholder  not  exceeding, 
say,  10  per  cent.  This  argument,  I  think,  rests 
upon  a  fallacy.  The  profits  are  not  arrived  at 
after  deducting  income  tax.  The  income  tax  is  a 
part  of  the  profits — viz.,  such  part  as  the  Revenue 
is  entitled  to  take  out  of  the  profits.  A  sum 
which  is  an  expense  that  must  be  borne,  whether 
profits  are  earned  or  not,  must,  no  doubt,  be  de- 
ducted before  arriving  at  profit.  But  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  the  profits  payable  to  the 
Revenue  is  not  a  deduction  before  arriving  at, 
but  a  part  of,  the  profits  themselves.  I  refer  to 
Lord  Blackburn's  judgment  in  Latt  t.  London 
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Astjifanee  Corporalion  (5?  L.   T.   Rep.  604;  10 
App.Caa.  445).    Under  tHe  Income  Tax  Acts  all 
income  has  to  pay  tbe  tax,  but  not  to  pay  it  twice 
OYer. ,  If  it  has  already  been  paid  under  sched.  A, 
it  is  vpt  payable  again  under  sched.  D.    But  that 
does  not  prove  that  the  person  who  receives  a 
diBtribative  share  of  the  fund  does  not  bear  in- 
cpme  tax  in  respect  of  his  ownership  of  shares  in 
the  company.    Tbe  Act  provides  that  he  shall. 
.The  relevant  macbinery  is  that  under  sect.  40  of 
ihe  Income  Tax  Act  1842 ;  the  company  is  charge- 
able, and  its  officer  has  to  do  the  necessary  acts 
.aifd  make  the  necessary  retnnra  on  its  bebalf. 
"By  sect.  54  he  is  to  prepare  a  statement  of  4^e 
pwfijbs,  atad  the  estimate  is  to  be  made  on  the' 
amount  of  the  profits  before  any  dividend  shall 
have  been  made  thereof  to  the  member,  and  the 
'  member  is  to  aUow  ont  of  snch  dividend  a  pro- 
portionate deduction  in  respect  of  the  duty  so ' 
charged.    Tbe  words  whi(^  here  command  atten- 
tion are  that  the  member  is  to  allow  the  duty  ont 
of   the    dividend,  ^his   particular    company  is ; 
governed  by  sectV  60,  No.  tU.  (3),  of  tbe  Act  of  I 
1842'.  .  That  section  goes  on  to  repeat  or  repro- 
diipe,  bnh  not  very  '^couriltely,  some  part  of  the 
matter  which'  had  already  b^en  dealt  Trith  by 
'sect.,. 54,  and  the  words  as  to  the  allowance  of 
tbe   proportionate    deduction  of   the    duty    are 
,not    identical'  -with    the    words    of    sect.    54. 
For  t^he'  'fiords  in    sect.    54,    "all   snob   other 
persoiiB    'and'      corporations      or     companies," 
,sec^  'SO  substitutes  the  words  "  all  such  persons, 
corporations,  companies,  and  societies,"  and  for 
^he,  words  "'  oiit'  of  such  dividend^  "  substitutes 
'the  words  "out  of  such  produce  or  valae."    An 
'  ^ii^ament  has  been  based  upon  this,  the  object 
of  which 'is  to  show  that  the  persons  who  are  to 
'make  th»  allowkiice  under  sect.  60  are  not  tbe 
meml)er8  of  the  curporatiob,  but  the  corporation 
itself,  and  that  the  words  are  intended  to  provide 
ihfit  ,the  corporation  shall  make  the  allowance  to 
its  treasurer.    7bia  mav  be  so,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  is.    It  is  true  that  the  draftsman  has  nsed  a  ' 
'collection  of  nouns  substantive  which  reproduce 
those  used'  in'the  earlier  part  of  the  clause  with 
refarenoe  to  'the  corporation  whose  profits  are 
b^ing  considered,  and  not  the  collection  of  nouns 
Bubstantiye  previously  used  as'  describing  the 
members'  'to  whom  distributive  shares  are  to  be 
paid.    But,  'as  ipiatter  of  construction,  I  think  the 
,person  to  'allotv  under  sect.  60  is  the  same  person 
as  he  who  is'  to'  aUow  under  sect.  54 — viz.,  the 
member.'   But  the  question  is  not,  I  think,  vital, 
'.for,  .even  if  the  suggested  construction  of  sect.  60 
'be  right,  the  liabiUty  of  the  members  to  make  the 
allowance  would  still,  as  it  seems    to    me.  be 
enforced  by  sect.  54.    I  refer  also  to  sect.  102  of 
;the  >ct  of  1842  and  sect.  40  of  the  Act  of  1853. 
When  this  coinp'any  declared  »nd  paid  a  dividend 
'of  10  per  cent.,  the  member  would    bei  bound 
to  allow  the  corporation  to  deduct  the  income 
tax  upon  his  dividend,  aud  he  would  receive  a  net 
sum  of  less  than  10  per  cent    When  the  corpora- 
tion declared  and  paid  a  dividend  of  10  per  cent, 
free  of  income  tu,  the  member  received  a  sum 
larger  by  the  aluiount  of  the  income  tax,  which 
is  not  then  to  be  deducted.    The  whole  question 
is.  Are  the  profits  thus  divided  among  the  share- 
holders in  excess  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  capital  P- 
I  think  they  ar*e.    It  is  ezacUy  as  if  tbe  company 
^declared  a  dividend  of  10  per .  cent,    and   the 
amount  of    the  income  tax,  so  that  when  the 


statutory  deduction  of  the  income  tax  is  made 
the  shareholder  shall  have  a  clear  10  per  oent. 
In  my  judgment  the  plaintifEs  are  right.  I  will 
therefore  make  the  declaration  asked  for  in  tbe 
statement  of  claim,  and  the  defendants  must  pay 
the  costs  of  the  action.  - 

Solicitors  for  thf)  plaintiffs,  l^harpe,  Tdrker, 
Priiehardt,  Barhatn,  and  LatBford,  agents  for 
F.  W.  Bromley,  Ashton-under-Lyne. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants.  Burgess,  Cosens, 
and  C<f.,  agents  for  Arthur  Buckley,  Man- 
cl^eeter. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Tuesday,  Dee.  IB^  was. , 

(Before  Lord  AiiYERSTONS,  C.J.,  Lawsanck  and 

KSMIJEOT,  JJ.) 

EcLis  (app.)  V.  London  Oountt  Counoii. 

(resps.)  (a). 

Metropolis  —  Drainage  ^—  Low -lying  land  — 
Dtoelling -houses  on — Houses  capable  of  being 

.  drained  by  gravitation  for  greater  part  of  year — 
Houses  so  situate  "  as  not  to  admit  of  being 
drained  by  gravitation  "—Perrniesion  of  council 
for  erection — TirAe  for  taking  proceedings — 
London    Building    Act  1894  (57    &    58    Viet. 

.  c.cpriu.),  »».  122,  200  (9). 

The  easpeUant  erected  ten  houses,  intended  to  he 
used  as  dwelling-houses,  on, low-lying. land,  ih» 
surface  of  which  was  belgw  the  lend  of  Tri»ity 
high'Water  marh.  During  the  .greatw  pari  of 
the  year  these  houses  admitted  of  being,  avid 
were  in  fact,  drained  by  gravitation  through  an 
intermediate  sewer  into  a  main  sewer,  which 

.  teas  an  etnating  sewvr.  .of  the  London  Coumty 
Council;  but  for  same  days, in  iM  year,  in. 
times  of  considerable  rainfill,  the  main  sewer 
became  fuM  of  flood  water,  and  so  the  water  in. 
thevnain,  sewer,  b^  eloting  a  hinged  fiM  at  the 
.function  of  the   tiUerme^iate  sewer, .  kept    the 

,  ■  sevsage  hack  in  ike  i^ttexmediate  sewer  find  pre. 
verUed  it  from  going,  into  the  main.,sewer,  and 
on  those  aays  ihe,himee  could  not  be  draimeA 
into  the  main  eewer.     There, Mfu  no  other  exist- 

■  ing,  sewer  of  the  council  injto  which  they  eouJd 
be  drained  by^  gyavit^Uion., 

Upon  information*  vfider  sects.  122  and  200  (9) 
of  I  the  London  Building  Act.  1894  against  the 
appeU(tntfor.erecting.,withoat  the  permission  of 
the  council,  upon  such  low-tying  land  dweUing- 

t  heuses  which  tears  so  fituate  ''^as  not  to  admit  of 
being  drained  by  Mravitalion  into  an  existing 
sewer  of  the  couneu  ",  : 

Held,  that  as  the  houses  were  capable  of  being 
drained  by  gravitation  into  an  existing  sewer  of 
the  council  for  the  greater  part  of  the  year,  the 
fact  that  for  some  days  in,  the  year  they  could 
not  be  so  drained,  owing  to  the  flood  water  in  the 
main  sewer  keeping  bach  the  sewage  in  the 
intermediate  sewer,  did  not  ma%e  them  houses 
which  were  "  so  situate  as  not  to  admit  of  being 
drained  by  gravitation  into  an  existing  sewer^ 
the  eounoU "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  122, 
and  that  therefore  no  offence  under  these  see- 
tions  had  been  committed  by  the  appelUmt  in 
erecting  the  houses  without  the  permueion  of  the 
cofuncU. 

Held,  further,  that  proceedings  under  these  see- 
la)  Beported  by  W.  W.  Obk,  Eaq.,  BurUter-at-Law. 
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tion»  are  in  time  if  taken  within  six  months 
from  the  erection  of  the  buildings,  though  more 
than  Mte  months  from  the  commencement  of  such 
ereeUon. 

Oase  stated  by  tbe  metropolitan  police  magie- 
trate  aitting  at  the  Woolwich  FoUce-oourt 

On  the  28th  Jan.  1903  ten  several  informations 
were  laid  before  the  magistrate  on  behalf  of  the 
Iiondon  Goonty  Conncil  (the  respondents)  for 
tiuA  the  appellant  in  each  of  the  ten  oases 
between  the  29th  Jnly  and  the  30th  Not.  1902, 
At  the  south  side  of  Cedar-grove,  Charlton,  in 
the  borough  of  Greenwich  in  tbe  ooonty  of 
Zx>ndon,  did  onlawf  nUy  erect  otherwise  thsLa  in 
aocorduoe  with  the  provisions  of  Part  11  of  the 
Ziondon  Building  Act  1894  a  building  to  which 
Part  11  of  that  Act  related — namely,  did,  without 
the  permission  of  tbe  London  County  Council, 
opon  land  of  which  the  surface  was  below  the 
level  of  Trinity  high-water  mark  and  which  was 
ao  situate  as  not  to  admit  of  being  drained  by 
gravitation  into  an  existing  sewer  of  the  council, 
«recta  building  to  be  used  wholly  or  in  part  as  a 
dwelling-honse,  whereby  he  became  liable  to  the 
penalty  prescribed  by  sect.  200  (9)  of  the  London 
Bnildisg  Act  1894.  Upon  each  of  these  infor- 
mations and  in  respect  of  each  of  the  ten  buildings 
a  snmmons  was  served  upon  the  appellant. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  these  ten  summonses 
belbra  the  magistrate  in  Feb.  and  March  1903, 
tba  following  facts  were  proved  or  admitted  : — 

The  appellant  was  the  owner  of  and  the  person 
who  erected  ten  dwelling-houses  situate  on  a 
piece  of  land  at  the  south  side  of  and  running  at 
right  angles  to  Cedar-grove,  Charlton.  The 
poflitionof  these  houses  was  shown  on  two  plans, 
A  and  B,  annexed  to  this  case.  Such  houses 
oonstitnted  a  terrace  or  row,  and  fronted  on  a 
length  of  roadway  which  bad  some  time  pre- 
▼ionsly  been  constructed  by  the  appellant  in 
oontinnation  of  the  line  of  Ransom-road,  the 
ground  upon  which  such  houses  were  built  being 
about  5ft.  Gin.  lower  than  the  surface  of  such 
roadway. 

The  appellant  commenced  to  erect  such  build- 
ings as  a  whole  on  or  about  the  14th  July  1902, 
and  more  than  six  calendar  months  before  the 
informations  were  laid,  and  the  buildings  were 
covered  in  in  the  month  of  Nov.  1902.  Prior  to 
oommendng  the  erection  of  such  buildings  the 
appellant  gave  notice  in  that  behalf  to  the  district 
aurveiyor  of  his  intention  so  to  do,  but  no  per- 
-miesion-of  the  respondents  was  obtained  by  ttie 
appellant.  Before  tbe  buildings  were  commenced 
the  appellant  was  told  by  the  district  surveyor 
that  the  land  upon  which  such  buildings  were 
about  to  be  erected  was  below  Trinity  high-water 
mark. 

Tbe  low  of  ten  houses  had  a  continuous  front- 
age of  about  160ft.  to  tbe  roadway,  and  the  land 
on  iHiieh  they  were  built  rose  sUghtly  from  the 
north-west  end  of  tbe  row  towards  the  south-east 
end. 

Tte  level  of  the  lowest  floor  of  the  ten  houses 
was  7ft.  above  Ordnance  datum,  and  the  land  on 
which  the  houses  were  built  was  about  18in.  or  2ft. 
fadow  snob  lowest  floor — that  is,  about  5ft.  ori 
ML  6in.  above  Ordnance  datum.  Trinity  high- 
water  mark  is  12ift.  above  the  Ordnance  datum, 
ao  that  such  land  was  about  7ft.  to  7ft.  6in.  below 
Trinity  high-water  mark. 


Provision  was  made  by  the  appellant  for 
draining  the  ten  houses  into  a  sewer  of  the 
borough  of  Greenwich  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Ransom-road  sewer),  laid  under  Ransom- 
road,  having  a  diameter  of  ISin.,  and  falling 
towards  and  opening  into  the  respondents' 
southern  main  outfall  sewer,  which  ran  under- 
neath the  Woolwich-road..  The  outfall  sewer  was 
of  circular  section,  having  an  internal  diameter  of 
lift.  6in.,  the  invert  bemg  22ft.  6in.  below  the 
surface  of  the  Woolwich-road.  The  inner  or  lower 
side  of  the  arch  at  the  top  of  this  sewer  was 
5 '53ft.  above  Ordnance  datum,  so  that  the  appel- 
lant's land  on  which  the  bouses  were  built  was  as 
nearly  as  might  be  on  the  same  level  as  the  inner 
or  lower  side  of  tbe  arch  of  this  sewer.  The 
Ransom-road  sewer  was  connected  with  the 
outfall  sewer  at  a  point  about  half-way  up  its 
side  (that  is,  on  its  horizontal  diameter),  and  the 
openins  or  junction  was  protected  by  a  hinged 
flap  miich,  when  the  outfall  sewer  became 
flooded,  dosed  (or  should  close)  automatically,  and 
BO  prevented  the  metropolitan  sewage  flowing 
along  the  outfall  sewer  from  passing  up  into  the 
Ransom -road  sewer. 

At  the  point  of  inlet  into  the  Ransom-road 
sewer  of  the  drain  provided  as  aforesaid  by  the 
appellant  was  a  manhole  marked  B  on  the  plan 
B,  which  manhole  was  situate  90ft.  from  the 
nearest  and  250ft.  from  the  farthest  of  the  ten 
houses,  and  the  length  of  the  Ransom-road  sewer 
from  the  manhole  to  its  inlet  into  the  ontfall 
sewer  in  the  Woolwich-road  was  about  350ft. 

The  Ransom-road  sewer  was  constructed  and 
connected  with  the  outfall  sewer  in  1894  by  the 
permission  and  sanction  of  and  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  i-espondents,  pursuant  to 
the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts.  The 
outfall  sewer  was  discharged  and  emptied  by 
means  of  a  pumping  station  at  Crossness,  on  the 
south  side  of  the  Thames,  erected  for  that  pur- 
pose and  under  the  control  and  management  of 
the  respondents. 

The  total  length  of  the  drain  so  provided  by 
the  appellant  as  aforesaid  from  the  furthest  off  of 
the  appellant's  houses  to  the  manhole  was  about 
250ft.,  and  the  total  fall  of  the  drain  in  that  dis- 
tance from  the  level  of  the  lowest  floor  of  the 
houses  to  the  botton  of  the  manhole  was  about 
5if  t. — that  is,  lin.  in  4ft. 

The  drains  of  each  of  the  appellant's  booses 
were  laid  in  tbe  back  gardens  or  yards  in  concrete 
at  a  depth,  commencing  from  the  furthermost 
house,  of  6in.  below  the  surface,  which  depth 
increased  with  tbe  fall  of  the  drain  towards  the 
manhole. 

The  total  fall  of  the  Ransom-road  sewer  from 
the  manhole  to  the  ontfall  sewer,  which  was  a 
distance  of  about  35Qft,  was  2ft.  7in. — that  is,  lin. 
in  lift. 

The  outfall  sewer  necessarily  received  much  of 
the  flood  water  of  the  metropolis,  so  that  in  times 
of  flood,  and  even  after  moderate  rainfall,  it 
became  full  and  surcharged.  The  effect  of  tins 
condition  of  the  outfall  sewer  upon  tbe  Ransom- 
road  sewer  was  that  at  times  of  flood  and 
moderate  rainfall  no  sewage  or  drainage  could 
pass  away  from  the  latter  sewer  at  all,  and  it 
necessarily  became  more  or  less  full.  An  instance 
of  this  was  proved  by  a  witness  who  laid  the 
appellants  drain  for  him.  This  witness  stated 
that  in  Oct.  1902  a   flood   took  place,  and  the 
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Ranaom-road  sewer  became  so  full  that  water 
was  standing  in  the  drain  at  a  point  about 
45ft.  sooth  of  the  manhole,  with  the  consequence 
that  the  cementing  of  the  drain  had  to  be  sus- 
pended. 

The  respondents'  engineers  Icept  records  of  the 
height,  determined  by  means  of  gauges  placed  in 
the  outfall  sewer,  of  the  leyel  of  the  water  in 
times  of  flood,  and  they  proved  that  on  certain 
dates  in  the  years  1900  and  1901  the  flood 
levels  determined  by  such  gauges  placed  near 
Church-lane,  Charlton,  rose  to  heights  above  the 
Ordnance  datum  varying  from  7ft.  to  ll^tt. 
All  these  flood  levels  were  snbstaiitially  above  the 
appellant's  land  on  which  the  houses  were  built, 
and  if  such  flood  were  free  to  reach  a  correspond- 
ing level  at  the  appellant's  land,  the  latter  would 
be  flooded.  The  nap  aforesaid  in  the  oatfall 
sewer  at  the  inlet  into  it  of  the  Bansom-road 
sewer  wonld,  however,  normally  prevent  the  con- 
tents of  the  outfall  sewer  from  escaping  into  the 
Bansom-road  sewer. 

There  was  no  evidence  before  the  magistrate, 
save  in  the  one  instance  above  stated,  as  to  how 
tax  in  times  of  flood  the  water  in  the  Bansom- 
rood  sewer  rose,  or  to  what  distance  towards  or 
past  the  manhole  the  flooding  or  surcharging  of 
or  in  the  Bansom-road  sewer  or  the  appellant's 
drain  extended. 

There  is  no  land  in  the  county  of  London 
lying  so  low  as  to  be  below  the  bottom  of  the 
ontnill  sewer.  It  was  not  suggested  that  the 
appellant's  land  could  be  drained  into  any  existing 
sewer  of  the  respondents  other  than  the  ontfafl 
sewer. 

Upon  the  above  facte  the  respondents  contended 
that  the  appellant's  land  did  not  admit  of  being 
drained  by  gravitation  into  the  outfall  sewer  as 
then  existing,  and  that  the  offence  charged  had 
been  proved. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  offence 
charged  had  not  been  proved,  and  that  it  was  not 
proved  that  bis  land  was  so  situate  as  not  to 
admit  of  being  drained  by  gravitation  into  an 
existing  sewer  of  the  respondente;  that  the 
Bansom-road  sewer  was  snch  a  sewer;  that  in 
fact  his  land  was  drained  by  gravitation  into  the 
Bansom-road  sewer,  and  also  into  the  outfall 
sewer ;  that  the  respondente  ought  not  to  be  heard 
to  say  that  the  drainage  by  gravitetion  was  not 
proper  and  ef&oient  by  reason  of  the  Bansom-road 
sewer  being  constructed  and  connected  with  the 
ontfall  sewer  with  the  permission  and  sanction  of 
the  respondente  as  above  stated  in  this  case,  or 
by  reason  of  the  use  or  management  of  the  outfall 
sewer,  and  that  the  temporary  non-escape  in  time 
of  flood  as  aforesaid  of  the  contents  of  the 
Bansom-road  sewer  into  the  outfall  sewer  did  not 
prevent  the  land  from  being  so  situate  as  to 
admit  of  ite  being  drained  by  gravitetion  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section. 

The  appellant  further  contended  that  the  infor- 
mations and  proceedings  were  out  of  time,  having 
been  l^id  and  commenced  more  than  six  calendar 
months  after  the  commencement  of  the  erection 
of  the  buildings. 

Taking  the  facte  as  above  set  out,  and  consi- 
dering all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
magistrate  was  of  opinion  and  determined:  (1) 
That  the  ten  houses  above  mentioned  were  ereotel 
by  the  appellant  upon  Und  of  which  the  surface 
was  below  the  level  of  Trinity  high-wftter  mark. 


and  that  the  same  were  intended  to  be  used  as 
dwelling-houses.  (2)  That  during  the  greater 
pai-t  of  the  ^ear  the  houses  admitted  of  being 
and  were  dramed  by  gravitation  into  the  Bansom- 
road  sewer  and  through  that  into  the  southern 
outfall  sewer ;  but  that  for  a  substantial  number 
of  days  in  the  year  the  drainage  of  the  land  upon 
which  such  houses  were  erected  could  nut  pass 
into  the  outfall  sewer.  (3)  That  the  Bansom- 
road  sewer,  being  a  sewer  of  the  Greenwich 
Borough  Council,  was  not,  but  that  the  southern 
outfall  sewer  was,  an  existing  sewer  of  the 
respondente  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  122  of 
the  London  Building  Act  1894,  and  that  there  was 
no  other  existing  sewer  of  the  respondente  into 
which  it  was  possible  to  drain  the  land.  (4)  That 
it  was  immaterial  whether  the  impossibility  of 
draining  tiie  land  into  the  ontfall  sewer  at  certain 
periods,  as  above  mentioned,  was  or  was  not  due 
to  insuflScient  pumping  arrangemente  provided  at . 
Crossness  by  Uie  respondente,  or  whether  it  was 
or  was  not  due  to  the  insufficiency  or  incapacity 
of  the  sewer,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  the 
section  the  sewer  and  the  appliances  connected 
therewith  must  be  teken  as  they  existed  at  the 
time  the  buildings  were  erected.-  (5)  That,  in 
view  of  the  facte  and  circumstances  set  out  in  the 
second  finding  of  the  magistrate,  the  land,  not 
being  and  not  admitting  of  being  constautiy  and 
effeotnally  drained  by  gravitation  into  the  ontfall 
sewer,  did  not  admit  of  being  drained  by  gravita- 
tion into  an  existing  sewer  of  the  reepondento 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  122  of  the  Act.  (6) 
That  the  informations  were  laid  and  the  proceed- 
ings oommenoed  within  six  calendar  months  from 
the  erection  of  the  buildings,  and  therefore 
within  the  time  prescribed. 

He  thereupon  convicted  the  appellant  in  each  ol 
the  ten  and  adjudged  him  to  pay  a  penalty  of 
52.  on  each  of  the  ten  summonses,  with  tiie  further 
sum  of  202.  for  costa  is  respect  of  the  first 
summons. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  upon  the  above  stetement  of  facte  the 
magistrate  came  to  a  correct  decision  in  point  of 
law,  and,  if  not,  what  should  be  done  in  the 
premises. 

The  London  Building  Act  1894  (57  &  58  Yict. 
c.  ocxiii.)  provides  (Part  11,  Dwelling-houses 
on  low-lying  land) : 

Sect.  122.  It  shall  not  be  lawfnl  for  any  parson 
upoa  laad  of  which  tha  inrraos  it  balow  tha  lavel  of 
IMnify  Ugh-wattr  mark  and  whioh  is  so  sitiuita  aa  not 
to  admit  of  baingr  drainad  by  gravitation  iato  an  azitt- 
ing  aawar  of  tha  ootmoil  to  araot  any  building  to  ba 
a«ad  wholly  or  in  part  at  a  dwaUing-honsa,  or  to  adapt 
any  bnilding  to  be  utad  wholly  or  io  part  aa  a  dwelling- 
hoana,  azoept  with  tha  parmifsion  i^  the  ooanoil  and 
aobjaot  to  and  in  aooorduiaa  with  inoh  ra^alationa  aa 
the  oonnoil  may  from  tima  to  tima  preaoriba  with 
rataranoe  to  tha  eraction  of  bnildinga  on  tnoh  land.  And 
tha  ooanoil  may  by  inoh  rrgnlationt  (mbjeot  to  appeal 
as  harainafter  providad) :  (i.)  Prohibit  tha  areotion  of 
dwalling-hoasai  or  the  adaptation  of  asy  buildings  for 
nu  ai  dwelliDg-faoaiaa  on  snob  land  or  any  defined  anm. 
or  araaa  of  aaoh  land,  (ii )  Begnlate  tha  areotion  of 
dwelling-honaas  or  the  adaptation  of  bnildings  for  niia  as 
dwaUing-bonaea  on  inoh  land  or  any  defined  area  or 
areas  of  inoh  land,  (iii.)  Praioribe  tiie  level  at  whiob 
the  nnder  lide  of  the  lowest  floor  of  any  permitted 
building  ahall  ba  placed  on  Buoh  land  or  any  defined 
area  or  arcaa  of  inch  land,  and  as  to  the  provision  to  ba 
made  and  maintained  by  the  owner  for  secoriag  effioient 
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and  propar  dxainage  of  fba  bnildings  either  directly  or 
by  mewia  of  a  lootl  sever  into  a  main  lewer  of  the 
ooimaiL  Any  peraon  semiring  to  erect  maj  dwelling- 
house  or  any  bnilding  any  part  of  whioh  is  to  be  used 
as  a  dwelling-honae,  or  to  adapt  any  building  or  any 
part  of  a  building  for  use  as  a  dwelUng-honse,  on  any 
of  BQch  land  shall  make  application  to  the  ooonoil  for 
a  Hcenoe  to  erect  the  same,  and  the  matter  shall 
thereupon  be  referred  to  the  chief  engineer  of  the 
coancil,  who  shall  decide  whether  and  if  so  npon  what 
conditions  snoh  erection  or  adaptation  may  be  per- 
mitted.    .     .     . 

Sect.  200  (9).  Eyeiy  person  who  erects  or  adapts  or 
oommenoee  to  erect  or  adapt  otherwise  than  in  aooord- 
aooe  with  the  proriaions  of  Part  11  of  this  Ast  any 
ttmlding  to  which  Fart  11  of  this  Act  relates  shall  be 
liable  to  a  jMnalty  not  esoeeding  one  hmidred  pounds, 
and  to  a  daily  penalty  not  exceeding  fifty  poimda  for 
every  day  after  the  conviction  for  the  offence  on  whioh 
the  bnilding  oontinaes  so  erected  or  adapted  without  a 
Ucence,  or  on  whioh  default  is  made  in  observing  or 
complying  with  say  conditions  of  a  licence  under  that 
part  of  this  Act. 

The  appellant  in  person. 

Avory,  E.G.  {Daldy  wifch  him)  for  the  re- 
spondents. 

The  argaments  are  snffioiently  indicated  by  the 
contentions  in  ^he  case. 

liord  Alybbstonx,  G.J. — Upon  the  point  that 
has  been  taken  that  these  proceedings  were  too 
late,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
groond  for  interfering  with  the  entertaining  of  the 
case  by  the  learned  police  ma(;^trate  npon  the 
oiDuaa  that  the  proceeding^  were  ont  of  time. 
Snb-sect.  9  of  sect  200  says  that  the  person  "  who 
erects,"  under  this  very  section  (namely,  sect.  122), 
"  or  adapts  or  commences  to  erect  or  adapt  other- 
wise than  in  accordance  with  the  provisicns  of 
Fart  11  of  this  Act  any  bnilding  to  whioh 
Part  11  of  this  Act  relates  shaU  be  liable 
to  a  penalty."  It  is  contended  that  beoanse 
the  appellant  commenced  the  ten  houses  more 
than  six  months  before  the  laying  of  the 
informations,  although  they  were  not  com- 
pleted until  well  wiuiin  the  six  months,  the 
proceedings  were  too  late  as  the  six  months  ran 
from  the  commencement  of  the  erection.  In  my 
opinion  that  would  give  no  effect  to  the  words 
"  ereot  or  adapt,"  as  distinguished  from  "  com- 
mence to  erect  or  adapt."  The  object  of  what  I 
may  call  the  double  provision  is  obvious  :  it  may 
be  necessary  to  wait  until  the  houses  are  com- 
pleted in  Older  to  see  whether  they  fall  within  the 
section  or  not  On  the  other  hand,  there  may 
be  a  case  in  which  it  is  quite  clear  that  what  is 
going  to  be  done  may  oe  an  infraction  at  the 
section,  and  in  that  case  power  is  given  to  take 
proceedings  as  soon  as  work  of  that  character  is 
oonunenced.  On  the  other  part  of  the  case  I 
think  the  learned  magistrate  nas  gone  too  far ; 
that  is  to  say,  that  he  has  applied  a  test  which  is 
not  laid  down  by  sect.  122  of  the  statute.  Sect.  122 
says  that   "  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person 

rn  land  of  which  the  surface  is  below  the  level 
Trinity  high-water  mark  and  which  is  so 
situate  as  not  to  admit  of  being  drained  by 
gravitation  into  an  existing  sewer  of  the  council  to 
erect  any  bnildincr  to  be  used  wholly  or  in  part  as 
a  dwelling-house.  The  learned  magistrate  has 
found  that  the  ten  houses,  which  had  been  erected 
by  the  appellant,  were  on  land  of  which  the  sur- 
face was  Delow  the  level  of  Trinity  high-water 
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mark,  and  that  they  were  also  intended  to  be  used 
as  dwelling-houses,  and  that  therefore  prima 
faeie  the  section  applies.  He  then  finds  facts 
which  I  need  not  go  through  in  detail,  showing 
that  the  houses  were  at  a  level  whioh  admitted  of 
their  being  drained  by  gravitetion;  and  it  is 
not  disputed  that  if  there  were  no  other  sewer  or 
no  other  special  construction  or  special  use  of  the 
main  outfall  sewer  in  the  Woolwich-road,  the 
houses  could  be  drained  by  gpravitation  into  that 
sewer.  Then  the  magistrate  says  this:  "During 
the  greater  part  of  the  year  the  said  houses  admit 
of  l^ing  and  are  drained  by  gravitation  into  the 
Bansom-road  sewer,  and  through  that  into  the 
southern  outfall  sewer."  Therefore,  that  the 
condition  of  the  houses  is  such  that  they  admit 
of  being  drained  by  gravitation  is  obvious  and 
is  so  found,  because  they  could  not  admit  of  being 
drained  by  gravitetion  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
the  word  for  part  of  the  year  and  not  for  the 
whole  of  the  Tear,  though  the  magistrate  goes  on 
to  say  that  "  for  a  substantial  number  of  days  in 
the  year  the  drainage  of  the  land  could  not  pass 
into  the  outfall  sewer."  Then  he  goes  on  to  say 
that  he  thinks  that  it  is  immateritu  as  to  why  it 
would  not  pass  into  the  sewer.  It  is  in  that 
respect  that  I  think  he  has  applied  a  wrong 
constmetion  of  the  law,  because  it  turns  out  and 
the  fact  is  that  this  outfall  sewer  being  very 
heavily  charged  in  times  of  flood,  or  in  times  of 
excessive  or  even  moderate  rainfall,  so  much 
water  comes  down  the  sewer  that  the  flaps  which 
are  made  to  shut  with  the  pressure  of  the  water 
close  the  month  of  the  Ransom-road  sewer,  so 
that  the  wateo'  cannot  go  out  of  the  Ransom-road 
sewer  owing  to  the  gp^eater  pressure  of  the  water 
in  the  main  outfall  sewer.  That  does  not  make 
the  house  one  which  is  so  situate  as  not  to  admit 
of  being  drained  by  gravitation.  What  it  does 
come  to  and  mean  is  that  on  those  particular  days 
the  main  sewer  is  so  used  by  the  London  County 
Council  that  the  water  will  not  go  out  into  that 
sewer  from  the  Ransom-road  sewer.  In  my 
opinion  it  never  was  intended  that  the  partioulM: 
honseowner  or  landowner,  whose  houses  are 
within  the  terms  of  the  section,  should  be  pre- 
vented from  draining,  because  on  certain  days  of 
the  year  the  sewer  is  so  used  that  water  will  not 
go  out  into  the  sewer ;  and,  as  I  clearly  pointed 
out  in  the  course  of.  the  argument,  really  the 
question  of  the  level  of  the  houses  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  case.  We  have  to  see  whether  the 
houses  fall  within  the  section  or  not  as  being 
below  the  level  of  high-water  mark,  because, 
assuming  the  level  of  the  houses  was  10ft. 
higher,  still  the  same  objection  applies — ^namely, 
that  on  those  particular  days  ol  the  year  the 
water  would  not  go  ont  of  the  sewer  because  it 
would  be  headed  back  owins  to  the  pressure  of 
water  in  the  main  sewer.  I  desire  to  say  that  no 
point  is  raised  as  to  any  improper  construction  of 
the  drains  of  the  houses  with  the  Ransom-road 
sewer.  I  deal  with  this  case  solely  upon  the 
point  raised — namely,  that  it  is  objected  by  the 
London  County  Council  that,  because  the  water 
in  the  Ransom-road  sewer  was  on  a  certain 
number  of  days  in  the  year  headed  back  by  the 
water  in  the  outfall  sewer,  therefore  the  house 
was  not  one  that  is  capable  of  being  drained  by 
gravitation,  or  so  situate  as  not  to  admit  of  being 
drained  by  gravitetion,  into  the  existing  sewer. 
I  think  as  to  that  the  learned  magistrate  was 
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wroDtr,  and  that  therefore  this  appeal  oaght  to 
be  allowed. 

LA.WBANCE,  J. — I  quite  agree. 

Kbnnbdt,  J. — I  also  entirely  agree. 

Appeal  aUowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  W.  A.  Blaxland. 


^onse  of  i^OttiS* 

Feb.  15  and  16. 
(Before    the    Lobd    Chancbllob    (Halsbnry), 

Lords  Macnaohtbn  and  Likdlby.) 

Matob  and  Gobpobation  of  Shobbditch  v. 

Bull.  (a). 

ON  APPEAL    FBOM    THE  COUBT    OF    APPEAL    IN 
ENCtLAND. 

Highway — LoaU  authority — Road    not  eafe   for 

trafie — Jlfw/eMane« — Liability. 

The  appellant$,  who  were  both  the  eanitary  and 

the  highway  authority,   dug  a  trenek  along  a 

road    under  their    control  for  the  purpose   of 

laying  a  sewer.     When  the  work  u»u  completed 

they  fiUed  in  the  trench  and  opened  the  road 

for    traffic.      About    a    week    afterwards    the 

respondent  was  driving  along  the  road  in  a  eab 

at  night.     The  driver  found  that  the  part  of  the 

road  where  the   trerieh  had   been  opened  was 

soft,  and  crossed  on  to  the  other  side,  and  ran 

into  a  heap  of  rubbish,  with  tho  result  that  the 

cab  was   ov^iumed  and   the  respondent    was 

injured.      The  rubbish    had   been    wrongfully 

deposited  in  the  road  without  the  permission  of 

the  afpettants,  but  they  knew  thai  it  was  there, 

and   had  not  lighted  or  feroced  it.     The  jury 

found  thai  the  part  of  the  road  where  the  trenek 

had  been  opened  had  been  properly  filled  in,  but 

had  been   rendered    soft    by  subsequent    rain, 

and  was  dangerous  to  traffic  at  the  time  of  the 

aeeident. 

Held,  that  the  appellants  were  liable  for  the  injury. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Goart  of  Appeal, 

reported  67  J.  P.  37,  who  had  reversed  a  judgment 

of  PhiUimoie  J.  upon  further  consideration.    The 

action  was  brought  in  respect  of  personal  injuries 

caused  by  the  upsetting  of  a  cab.    The  facts  were 

as  follows : — 

The  appellants  were  the  sewer  authority  and 
also  the  highway  authority  for  the  borough  of 
Shoreditch.  Before  and  at  the  time  oi  the 
accident  to  the  respondent  the  appellants,  as  such 
sewer  authority,  were  engaged  in  laying  down  a 
new  sewer  in  Bnttesland-street,  which  was  within 
the  borough,  and  under  their  j  nrisdiction.  For  the 
purpose  of  laying  the  sewer  it  was  necessary  to  dig 
a  trench  3ft.  wi&  down  the  centre  of  Bnttesland- 
street.  The  width  of  Bnttesland-street  was  24ft. 
from  kerb  to  kerb,  bo  that  a  space  of  10ft.  6in. 
either  side  of  the  trench  remained  entirely  undis- 
turbed. Great  Ghart- street  was  a  street  which 
ran  into  Butteslaad-street  at  right  angles.  At  the 
date  of  the  accident  (April  1900)  the  condition  of 
things  in  Buttesland- street  was  as  follows — 
namely,  to  the  west  of  Great  G  hart-street  (or  to  the 
left  hand  of  a  person  coming  down  Great  Ghart- 
street  into  Buttesland- street)  the  street  was  closed 

(a)  Baported  br  C.  E.  Maldem,  Eiq.,  BaniMW-at-Lsw. 


as  the  work  of  laying  the  sewer  was  in  progress. 
To  the  east  of  Great  Ghart-street  (or  to  the  right 
hand  of  a  person  coming  down  Great  Ghart-street 
into  Buttesland-street)  the  street  was  open  as  the 
work  of  laying  the  sewer  was  finished,  the  trench 
having  been  filled  in  about  fourteen  days  prior  to 
the  accident,  and  the  road  having  been  open  to 
the  public  about  six  days  before  the  accident. 
On  the  night  of  the  accident  there  was  in 
Buttesland-street  on  the  south  side  (or  ott  side  of 
a  person  driving  down  Buttesland-street  from 
Great  Ghart-street),  and  close  to  the  kerb  and 
about  fifty  yards  from  Great  Gbart-street,  a  heap 
of  rubbish,  which  had  been  improperly  shot  there 
by  a  carman  not  in  the  employ  of  the  appellants, 
over  whom  they  had  no  control,  who  had  shot  the 
rubbish  in  the  street  without  any  permission  from 
the  appellants.  On  the  night  of  the  accident  the 
respondent  was  being  driven  home  in  a  hansom 
cab.  The  driver  came  down  Great  Ghart-street 
and  finding  that  portion  of  Bnttesland-street 
which  was  to  his  left  hand  closed  turned  to  his 
right,  intending  to  proceed  down  that  portion  of 
Bnttesland-strMt  which  was  open.  In  order  to 
do  so  he  crossed  the  site  of  the  trench  which  had 
been  filled  Lu,  and  so  got  on  to  his  near  side  of 
Bnttesland-street.  Thinking  that  the  oS  side  of 
Bnttesland-street  might  be  bettor  than  the  portion 
he  was  on,  he  recrossed  the  site  of  the  trench  and 
so  got  on  to  his  off  side  of  Bnttesland-street,  and 
shortly  afterwards  he  drove  over  the  heap  of 
rnbbish,  which  upset  the  cab  and  caused  the  in- 
juries to  the  respondent  in  respect  of  which  tins 
action  was  brought.  The  action  was  heard  before 
Darling,  J.  and  a  common  jury  on  the  1st  Aug. 
1901.  At  the  end  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  the 
learned  judge  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
misfeasance  to  go  to  the  jnry,  and  entered  judg- 
ment for  the  appellante.  The  respondent  appealed, 
and  on  the  14th  Dec.  1901  the  Gourt  of  Appeal 
ordered  a  new  trial.  The  new  trial  took  place  on 
the  16th,  17th,  and  18th  April  1902  before  Philli- 
more,  J.  and  a  common  jury.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  plaintiff's  case  the  judge  was  asked  to  non- 
suit, and  stated  that  he  should  have  done  so  had  it 
not  been  for  the  decision  of  the  Gourt  of  Appeal 
reversing  the  judgment  of  Darling,  J.,  bat  that  in 
view  of  that  decision  he  should  leave  certain 
questions  to  the  jury  and  take  their  answers. 
The  following  questions  were  put  to  the  jnry,  who 
returned  the  following  answers : 

I.  Was  the  left  half  of  the  road  down  Battealand- 
stteet  from  Great  Chart-street  to  Pitfield-street 
dangeroae  to  traffio  ? — Tei,  Buffioiently  to  warrant  the 
driver  in  orosaing  from  the  near  to  the  off  side.  2.  Was 
it  the  part  which  had  been  excavated,  or  the  part  to  the 
left  hand  of  that  whioh  had  been  exoavated  f — Bath,  bnt 
chiefly  the  trenoh.  3.  Was  the  work  properly  finished 
by  defendants  after  the  trenoh  was  oompleted  ? — Yee, 
it  was  properly  finished  at  the  time,  bnt  rain  had 
spcrfled  it.  4.  Did  the  cabman  go  over  to  the  off-side 
owing  to  the  work  not  being  properly  finished  ? — Tea. 
The  foreman  of  the  jury. — We  do  not  intend  to  say  that 
he  went  over  to  the  off  side  beoanse  the  road  was  not 
properly  finished,  bnt  that  he  went  to  the  off  side  on 
aooonnt  of  the  state  of  the  road.  5.  Was  the  heap  of 
rnbbish  pnt  there  by  direction  of  the  vestry  or  its  ser- 
vants P— No.  6.  Was  it  pnt  there  by  permission  of  the 
vestry  or  its  servants  ? — No. 

The  jury  added  as  a  rider  that  the  road  was 
properly  finished,  but  had  become  dangerous  in 
the  six  or  seven  days  since  it  was  open  to  trafBo. 
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7%e  learned  judge,  after  argument  npon  these 
findings,  entered  jndgment  lor  the  defendants 
with  coats.  From  this  jndgment  the  respondent 
appealed,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  (OoUins,  M.il. 
and  Mathew,  L.J.)  upon  the  1st  Nov.  1902 
(Bomer,  L.J.  dubitante)  allowed  the  appeal,  and 
ordered  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  respon- 
denc 

J.  JEldon  Banlces,  K.C.  and  B.  V.  Bankes,  for 
the  appellants,  contended  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  support  the  view  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  took  of  the  effect  of  the  findings  of  the 
jury.  There  was  no  duty  on  the  appellants  to 
light  or  remove  the  heap  of  rubbish,  and  the  holes 
on  the  near  side  of  the  road,  if  any,  were  only  a 
nonfeasance,  not  a  misfeasance.  There  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence  in  filling  in  the  trench,  and 
it  was  not  in  fact  in  a  dangerous  state,  or,  if  it 
was,  it  did  not  contribute  to  the  accident.  They 
referred  to 

TregeUas  r.  London  County  Council,   14  Times  L. 

Bep.  55 ; 
Thompton  y.  Mayor  of  Brighton,  70  L.  T.  Bep.  206 ; 

(1894)1  Q.  B.  332; 
Cowley  T.  Newmarket  Local  Board,  67  L.  T.   Bep. 

486 ;  (1892)  A.  C.  345  ; 
Sanitary  Commiaeioners  of  Oibraltar  v.  Orfila,  63 

L.  T.   Bep.  58 ;    15  App.  Cm.  400  ; 
Pendlebury  t.    Oreenhalgh,  33  L.  T.  Bep.   372; 

1  Q.  B.  Dir.  36  ; 
Taylor  r.  Oreenhalgh,  31  L.  T.  Bep.  184  ;   L.  Bep. 

9  Q.  B.  487  ; 
Sharp  V.  Powell,  26  L.  T.  Bep.  436;  L.  Bep.  7  C.  P. 

253. 

Montague  Luih,  E.G.  'and  E.  Lewis  Thomcu, 
who  appeared  for  the  respondent,  were  not  (»lled 
npon  to  address  the  House. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  for  the 
appellants  their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  LOBD  Chanckllob  (Halsbury). —  My 
Lords :  I  should  be  much  grieved  if  any  of  the 
facte  in  this  case  were  left  so  uncertain  as  to 
render  it  necessary  for  your  Lordships  to  send  it 
down  for  a  third  trial,  the  damages  having  been 
only  to  the  extent  of  502.,  and  the  expenses,  I 
should  think,  already  incurred  in  the  two  trials 
before  coming  to  this  House,  amounting  to  a  very 
considerable  sum  indeed,  thrown  upon  the  rate- 
payers. But  I  do  not  think  that  neces8aiT> 
beeanse  I  think  that  there  is  enough  in  the  find- 
ings of  the  jury  here  to  render  it  proper  to  affirm 
the  judgment  which  lias  been  given  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeal.  I  am  desirous 
of  not  going  beyond  the  facts  and  findings  in  this 
case  for  more  reasons  than  one,  and  among  them, 
oonspicuonsly,  is  the  reason  that  I  think  that 
some  propositions  in  respect  to  the  non-liability 
of  the  surveyor,  or  the  local  board  now  represent- 
ing the  surveyor  of  highways,  may  be  pressed 
too  far.  At  the  same  time  I  wish  to  express  no 
difference  of  view  from  that  which  has  been  ex- 
pressed before  in  this  House.  When  the  question 
IS  raised  in  a  direct  form  it  may  be  worth  while 
to  consider  whether  or  not  that  which  has  been 
described  as  an  act  of  nonfeasance  in  several  of 
the  cases  in  which  that  proposition  has  been 
applied,  I  think  a  little  too  widely,  may  not  be 
eonridered  misfeasance ;  but  it  is  enough  for  the 
present  case  to  say  that  according  to  the  autho- 
rities there  is  enough  here  to  show  that  the  act 


wluoh  was  being  done  was  an  altoration  of  the 
normal  condition  of  the  road,  and  if  there  was 
anything  wrong  either  in  the  mode  of  carrying 
out  the  work  or  in  the  period  of  time  which  was 
allowed  to  elapse  between  the  opening  of  the  road 
and  its  becoming  firm,  or  if  in  any  other  way  the 
thing  that  was  being  done  was  negligently  done, 
or  if  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  that  it  was 
negligently  done  within  any  of  the  decisions  which 
have  been  cited  to  us,  it  was  an  act  of  misfeasance 
for  which  the  local  or  road  authority  under  whose 
authority  the  thing  was  done  was  responsible.  I 
deprecate  very  much  the  notion  that  you  can 
begin  an  operation  which  interferes  with  the 
ordinary  and  normal  condition  of  the  roads  and 
then  by  reason  of  having  different  duties  cast 
upon  you  vou  can  treat  that  as  a  separate  opera- 
tion, so  that  at  one  point  of  time  you  may  be 
responsible  in  one  capacity  or  not  responsible 
in  one  capacity  and  at  another  point  of  time 
you  are,  and  you  may  hand  over  the  comple- 
tion of  the  operation  to  an  authority  which 
is  not  responsible  at  all.  That  would  be  a  sort 
of  metaphysical  inquiry  into  which  I  am  loth  to 
enter.  The  person  who  alone  could  interfere  with 
the  Btmctnre  of  the  road  as  it  stood  happens  to 
be  the  person  who  is  also  responsible  for  the  con- 
iinnanee  of  the  road  in  a  condition  in  which  it 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  be  dangerous  to  the 
public;  and  in  this  case  I  absolutely  decline  to 
inquire  at  what  particular  point  of  time  the 
liability  as  sewer  authority  ends  and  the  liability 
as  highway  authority  is  supposed  to  begin.  It 
is  enough  for  me  to  say  that  the  person  sued 
was  the  person  who  interfered  in  the  first 
instance  with  the  ordinary  structure  and  normal 
condition  of  the  road  and  that  was  an  act 
— not  an  ooiiasion  to  do  an  act  but  an  act 
— and  until  the  road  was  restored  in  ite 
entirety  to  the  proper  and  normal  condition 
so  that  it  could  be  properly  and  without  undue 
risk  traversed  by  the  public  at  large,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  would  be  idle  to  say  that  you  could  put 
your  finger  upon  any  particular  point  of  time  and 
say  that  the  liability  of  the  sewer  authority  begaii 
then  and  ended  then,  and  then  it  was  handed 
over  to  an  authority  which  is  not  responsible  for 
nonfeasance,  and  if  that  authority  did  nothing 
nobody  is  responsible  at  all.  That  is  a  process 
of  reasoning  to  which  I  for  one  will  not  assent. 
The  moment  the  structure  of  the  road  is  inter- 
fered with,  and  it  comes  within  the  ambit  of  the 
operation  commenced  by  the  person  who  is 
entitled  to  interfere  with  the  structure  of  the 
road,  then,  until  that  road  is  restored  into  the 
condition  in  which  it  was  before  that  alteration 
of  ite  structure  began,  it  seems  to  me  the  person 
who  interfered  with  it  is  responsible  for  a  mis- 
feasance. I  do  not  deny  that  there  is  considerable 
difficalty  in  following  the  findings  of  the  jury. 
For  aught  I  know  to  the  contrary  the  learned 
counsel  who  has  last  addressed  us  may  be  right  in 
the  conjecture  which  he  has  formed  as  to  the  in- 
fluences which  guided  the  jury  in  coming  to  their 
finding^.  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  that  pro- 
vided that  the  findings  stand  (and  there  is 
no  application  here  and  no  desire,  I  should 
think,  on  either  side  for  a  new  trial)  and 
provided  that  the  two  learned  judges  in  the  Court 
of  Appeal  are  right  in  construing  the  findings  as 
they  have  done,  and,  although  I  think  that  a 
difrerent  view  might  be  eatertalned,  I  cer^ainl^ 
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do  not  feel  ntTself  able  to  differ  from  thmr 
interpretation  of  those  findings.  Under  those 
drcnmstances  it  becomes  an  ordinary  case  of 
interference  with  the  road,  the  non-retnm  of  it 
into  its  normal  condition,  and  an  accident  happen- 
ing  in  the  coarse  of  events,  which  bnt  for  that 
alteration  in  the  normal  condition  of  the  load 
wonld  not  have  happened.  That  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  to  be  a  snfBcient  chain  of  events  to 
show  that  the  person  who  interfered  with  the 
normal  condition  of  the  road  is  responsible  for  it 
nntil  its  rotnm  to  a  safe  condition.  It  was  not 
restored  to  the  normal  condition  when  the  acci- 
dent occurred,  and  therefore  I  think  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  his  verdict.  Under 
thoae  dronmstanceB  I  move  your  Lordships  that 
this  appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  Mackaqhtsk. — My  Lords :  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion.  Notwithstamding  the  able  argu- 
ment which  we  have  heard  this  morning,  I  think 
that  what  was  done  must  be  regarded  as  one 
operation  and  by  one  body.  So  regarding  it,  I 
think  that  there  was  more  than  nonfeasance  ; 
there  was  misfeasance.  I  agree  that  the  judg- 
ment ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Lord  LiNDLBT. — Mv  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  I  have  no  doubt  myself  if  you  look  at 
it  broadly  and  without  those  subtle  oistinolaons 
which  have  been  suggested  to  us,  that  this  is 
a  case  of  misfeasance  and  not  of  nonfeasance. 
There  were  three  breaches  of  duty,  so  far  as  I 
can  make  out,  or  at  all  events  there  were  three 
acts  done— not  merely  omissions.  There  was 
breaking  up  the  road  and  putting  it  into  such 
a  state  that  it  was  not  fit  for  traffic ;  there  was 
restoring  the  road  and  not  restoring  it  so  as  to  be 
fit  for  traffic ;  and  there  was  leaving  the  cartload 
of  rubbish  there  which  it  was  the  cuity  of  some- 
one on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  (dear  away 
(I  do  not  say  an  actionable  duty),  and  that  was 
not  done.  Three  wrongs  do  not  make  one  right. 
It  is  more  than  omission.  It  is  not  as  if  they 
left  the  road  alone ;  they  did  nothing  of  the  sort. 
They  first  began  by  putting  it  out  of  a  proper 
state  of  repair,  and  they  never  put  it  back  into  a 
proper  state  of  repair. 

Judgment  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal 
dMmuied  viith  eoeti. 
Solicitors    for  the    appellants,  H.  MemMfield 
Bobineon,  Town  Clerk. 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Graham  Gordon. 


Feb.  23  and  March  10. 
(Before   the    Lokd    Ghancbllob    (Halsbnry), 

Lords  Macnaqhten  and  Lindlxt.) 

La  Gompania    db    ix)s    Fsbbocabbilbb  db 

Zabaooza  v.  Colunoham  and  othbbs.  (a) 

ON    APPEAL    FBOK    THX    COUBT    OF  APPXAL  IN 
BNOLAND. 

Practice  —  Compromise  —  DietribuUon  of  fnnd 
among  bendholderg — Limitaiiont  of  ttmee  for 
claims  by  absent  parties. 
Appbai.  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
(Rigby  and  Stirling,  L.JJ.,  Williams,  L.J.  dis- 
senting), reported  under  the  name  of  Collingham 
v.Sloper  (84  L.  T.  Rep.  289;  (1901)  1  Gh.  769), 

<a)  Reported  by  C.  £.  Hat.dir,  Eaq.,  Barritter-at-Law. 


refusing  to  alter  the  form  of  an  order  for  a  com- 
promise made  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (Lindley, 
Lopes,  and  Kay,  L.JJ.),  under  Ordisr  XYL,  r.  da), 
as  reported  in  71  L.  T.  Bep.  456;  (1894)  3  Ch. 
716,  reversing  a  decision  of  North  J.  (69  L.  T. 
Bep.  39  ;  (1893)  2  Ch.  96). 

The  Saragossa  and  Mediterranean  Railway 
Company  by  a  trust  deed  dated  the  6th  Oct  1887 
created  a  series  of  75,000  mortgage  debentures  or 
obligations,  payable  to  bearer,  of  the  nominal 
value  of  500  pesetas  (202.)  each,  and  secured  by  a 
mortgage  or  hypothecation  of  the  line  of  the 
railway  company  from  Puebla  de  Hija  to  San 
Carlos  de  la  Rapita  in  the  kingdom  of  Spain. 
Of  these  obligations  13,450  were  issued  by  the 
railway  company  shortly  after  the  creation  of  the 
series ;  and  by  agreement  dated  the  15th  June  188$ 
they  sgreed  to  issue  to  the  contractors  for  the 
oonstmotion  of  the  railway  the  balance  of  the- 
obligations  (61,550).  The  sum  of  431,0162. 9«.  lOd. 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  London  commissioners, 
representing  moneys  subscribed  in  respect  of  the- 
obligations  and  interest ;  and  after  allowing  for 
sums  appropriated  for  redemption  of  bonda 
already  dn,wn,  and  nvin^  oredit  for  moneys 
owing  to  them,  they  nad  in  hand  at  the  date  of 
the  scheme  hereinafter  mentioned  the  sum  of 
218,7342.  0<.  lid.  In  1892  the  respondento  to  thia 
appieal  commenced  an  action  in  the  Chancery- 
Division  (CoUingham  v.  Sloper)  on  behalf  tit 
themselves  and  all  other  the  holders  of  such 
obli{|ation8  to  have  the  trusts  on  which  the  com- 
missioners held  the  proceeds  of  such  issue  per- 
formed and  carried  into  execution.  A  similar 
action  was  commenced  in  the  same  year  by 
the  Foreign  American  and  General  Invest- 
ment Trust  Company  Limited  (Foreign  American 
and  General  In»e$tmeni  Trust  Company 
JAmited  v.  Sloper),  and  the  same  company  also 
commenced  another  action  {Foreign  American  and 
General  Investment  Trust  Company  Limited  v. 
Sloper)  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  declara- 
tion that  the  oojecte  for  which  the  money  was- 
subscribed  by  the  public  were  no  longer  capable 
of  being  performed.  The  railway  company  waa 
a  defendaint  in  each  of  such  aonons.  Ou  the 
27th  Jan.  1893  North,  J.  delivered  judgment 
in  the  three  actions  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  39 ;  (1893> 
2  Ch.  96),  declaring  that  the  tmste  in  the  deiad  of 
the  6th  Oct.  1887  and  other  truste  constituted 
ought  to  be  performed  and  directing  certain 
inquiries.  A  seheme  of  arrangement  or  oompro- 
mise  was  then  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  settlingr 
the  rights  of  the  various  olaimante  to  the  funds 
in  the  hands  of  the  commissioners,  which  thea 
amounted  to  218,7342.  0<.  lid.  By  this  scheme  it 
was  provided  (inter  alia)  that  153,4572. 10«.  (part  of' 
the  said  sum  in  the  hands  of  the  commissioners)! 
should  be  set  aside  for  distribution  in  respect  of 
the  61,383  (subsequently  ascertained  to  be- 
61^75)  outstanding  obligations  of  the  railway 
oompsAT  when  ana  so  soon  as  the  holders  thereof 
shomd  De  thereby  ascertained  (being  at  the  rate 
of  22. 10«.  per  obbgation)  within  fourteen  days  of 
the  presentation  of  the  same  for  payment  upon 
such  obligations  being  delivered  up  to  oe  cancelled. 
A  petition  to  sanction  the  scheme  was  refused 
by  North,  J. ;  but  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  it  was  ordered  that,  the  court  beins  of 
opinion  that  the  scheme  was  for  the  benefit  of  all 
the  holders  of  the  obligations  who  were  not 
parties  to  the  proceedings,  the  scheme  should  be. 
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■carried  into  effect  so  as  to  be  binding  on  all  the 
faoldera  of  the  outstanding  obligations  of  the 
vailway  company  (other  than  three  persons  who 
dissented  therefrom  but  subsequently  consented 
thereto),  and  that  all  further  proceeding^  in  the 
actions  should  be  stayed,  and  tiiat  the  commis- 
moners,  in  case  within  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  this  order  all  the  obligations  of  the  rail- 
way company  should  not  have  been  surrendered, 
ahoold  lodge  in  court  the  residue  of  all  moneys  in 
thor  hands :  (71  L.  T.  Ben.  456 ;  (1894)  3  Gh.  716). 
There  were  now  outstanding  1097  of  such  obliga- 
tkmB,  and  the  balance  of  the  funds  in  court 
available  for  the  payment  of  22.  10s.  on  each  of 
such  obligations  now  amounted  to  33992.  ISs.  5d. 
New  Consola.  On  the  20th  Feb.  1901  the  railway 
oomrany  served  an  originating  notice  of  motion  in 
the  CoTut  of  Appeal  for  an  order  that  a  period  of 
three  months,  or  such  other  time  as  the  court 
might  think  fit,  might  be  limited  within  which 
the  holders  of  outstanding  obligations  must 
oome  in  under  the  scheme  and  accept  the  sum  of 
22. 10s.  per  obligation,  or  that  the  holders  of  the 
obligations  who  did  not  come  in  and  accept  such 
ram  within  such  time  should  be  deemed  to  have 
elected  not  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  scheme,  but 
to  rely  on  the  charve  on  the  railway  property 
eomprised  in  avek  olmgations  and  the  tnist  deed 
of  tbe  6th  Oct.  1887,anathat  such  holders  might  be 
excluded  from  the  booefit  of  the  scheme.  The 
Coort  of  Appeal  refused  the  application,  and  the 

? resent  apjoeal  was  brought  from  this  refusal, 
'he  obligations  were  all  payable  to  bearer,  and 
were  lar^ly  held  in  France,  Belgium,  and  Spain, 
and,  generally  speaking,  in  very  small  amounts. 
It  was  not  known  who  were  the  holders  of  the 
obligations  which  were  now  outstanding. 

Upiohn,  E.G.  and  Martelli  appeared  for  the 
appeuants. 

Buteher,  K.O.  and  Peferfon  for  the  respondents. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  could  not  be  supported, 
and  adjourned  the  case  in  order  that  the  parties 
might  come  to  some  arrangement. 

Marth  10. — Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  Lord  Chancbllok  (Halsbniy).  —  Mj 
Lords :  In  this  case  your  Lordships  thought  it 
desirable  that  the  parties  should  oome  to  an 
agreement.  They  have  now  done  so,  and  I  will 
propose  to  your  Lordships  an  order  which  will 

.  give  effect  substantially  to  that  agreement :  That 
the  order  appealed  from  be  discharged,  and  that 
the  oanae  be  remitted  back  to  the  Chancery 
Division  with  directions  (the  railway  company 
undertaking  not  to  dispute  the  right  of  the 
holders  of  the  outstanding  debentures  to  a  valid 
charge  on  the  property  of  the  railway)  to  make 
the  order  prayed  for  in  the  notice  of  motion  sub- 
stituting six  months  for  three  months,  the  order 
to  be  Mvertised  forthwith  in  such  form  and  in 

■■  snch  papers  as  the  master  may  approve,  and  that 
the  ooeta  of  both  parties  as  between  solicitor  and 
client  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  court. 

Order  ajipealed  from  di$ehtirged,  and  cause 
remitted  to  Uu  Chaneery  Vivuion. 

SoIieitorB  for  the  appellants,  fVan«M  and 
■  Johnton. 

Solicitora  for  the  respondents,  Fetch  and  Co. 


StUiicial  Committee  of  l^t  $rtbs  Council. 

Feb.  4,  5,  and  March  2. 

(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Lords  MACRAOHTBir, 
BoBBBTSON,  and  Lindlby,  and  Sir  Abtbttb 
Wilson.) 

Attobnet-Gbnbba.l  fob  Kbw  South  Walks 
V.  Dickson  and  othbbb.  (a) 

ON     APPEAL     FBOM     THB     SUPBBUB     COXTBT    OF 
NEW  SOUTH  WAUCB. 

Qrant  of  land — Beservation  to  granter—Oniision 
from  subiequeni  grant — Effect. 

In  1829  the  Crown  granted  land  a^oining  the 
$ea  to  a  corporation,  reserving  (inter  alia)  "  all 
autihpart  of  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land 
hereinbefore  deeeribed  as  may  be  toithin  lOQfft. 
of  high-water  mark  on  the  lea  coast,  or  in  any 
creek,  harbour,  or  inlet,"  In  1830  the  cor- 
poration, in  execution  of  a  previmt*  eoniract, 
sold  the  land  to  D.,  through  whom  the  respon- 
dents claimed,  and  D.  executed  a  mortgage  to  th« 
corporation  to  seeiure  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  which  was  then  wapaid.  The  land  was 
conveyed  to  B.  "  to  hold  the  sam*  subject  to  the 
reservation  and  conditions  in  the  now  recited 
grant"  [meaning  the  grant  of  182S  from  the 
Crown)  "  contained." 

In  1833  the  corporation  was  dissolved  by  Order  in 
Council,  ana  its  property  thereupon  reverted  to 
the  Crown,  "subject  to  all  mortgages  and 
contracts  for  sale  previously  lawfully  made." 

In  1840  D.  paid  on  the  mortgage,  and  the  Crown 
granted  the  land  to  him.  This  grant  made  no 
mention  of  the  reservation  above  mentioned,  and 
describe^  the  land  as  being  bounded  on  one  side 
"  by  the  water  of"  the  "  harbour." 

Held  {affirming  th»  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
that  the  effvk  of  the  grant  of  1840  was  to  do 
away  with  this  reservation  contained  in  the 
earlier  grant. 

Appeal  tram  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  Soath  Wales  (Stephen,  Owen,  and  Pring, 
JJ.),  who  had  affirmed  a  judgment  of  the  Cbira 
Judge  in  Equity  (A.  H.  Simpson,  C.J.). 

The  facto  appear  from  the  headnote  above  and 
from  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

Asquith,  K.C.  and  Vaughan  Hawkins,  for  the 
appellant,  argued  that  the  effect  of  the  grant  of 
1840  was  not  to  extinguish  the  title  of  the  Grown 
to  the  land  in  dispute,  which  had  been  expressly 
reserved  by  the  g^rant  of  1829.  The  recitals  in  the 
deed  of  1840  are  inconsistent  with  the  view  taken 
in  the  courts  below.  As  to  the  effect  of  a  reser- 
vation in  a  Crown  grant,  see 

Cooper  V.  Stuart,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  875  ;   14  App.  Cas. 

286; 
Attomey-Oaneral  for  New  South  Wales  v.  Xilson, 

16  N.  S.  W.  Law  Bep.  (Cases  at  Law)  145; 

affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Jadioial  Committee, 

23rd  Feb.  1895,  not  reported. 

The  Beal  Property  Acte  of  the  colony,  under 
which  tities  are  registered,  are  not  binding  on  the 
Grown. 

Warminglon,  K.C.  and  B.  J.  Parker,  for  the 
respondents  Dickson  and  Dodds,  argued  that 
under  the  srant  of  1840  the  whole  piece  of  land 
passed  to  Damaresq  without  any  reservation.    It 


(a)  B«port«d  by  0.  E.  Haldms,  Eiq.,  BarrisMr-ftt-Law, 
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has  been  decided  in  Yiotoria  that  the  Laud 
Begiatry  Acta  bind  the  Grown.    See 

Attomey-Oeneral  t.  CMdsbrough,  IS    Yiot.  Law 
Bep.  638. 

See  also 

Attom«i/'Qeneral  for  New  South    Walet  t.  Love, 
78  L.  T.  Bop.  601  ;  (1898)  A.  C.  679. 

If  it  were  not  so,  as  the  title  to  all  the  land  in 
the  colony  comes  ultimately  from  the  Grown,  the 
-value  of  the  Act  would  be  destroyed. 

F.  Whinney,  for  Mr.  G.  H.  Williams,  the 
Registrar- Greneral  of  the  colony,  who  had  been 
made  a  resppndent,  asked  for  his  costs. 

Vaughan  Hawkins  was  heard  in  reply. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

March  2. — Their  Lordships'  jadgment  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  LiNDLBT. — The  question  raised  by  this 
appeal  is  whether  a  small  strip  of  land,  100ft. 
wide,  adjoining  the  sea  in  Port  Jackson,  near 
Sydney,  is  the  property  of  the  Grown  or  of  the 
defendants.  This  depends  on  the  true  construc- 
tion of  a  grant  by  the  Crown  to  one  Dumaresq, 
dated  the  12th  Aug.  1840.  In  order,  however,  to 
understand  this  grant  it  is  nece  ssary  to  explain 
the  position  of  the  parties  to  it  at  that  date.  In 
1826  a  charter  was  granted  by  the  G  rown  incor- 
porating a  number  of  persons  by  the  name  of 
the  Trustees  of  the  Clergy  and  School  Lands  in 
the  Colony  of  New  South  Wales,  with  power  to 
cultivate,  sell,  lease,  and  mort^tge  any  lands 
which  might  thereafter  be  granted  to  them  by  the 
Grown  (arts.  15, 17,  and  20),  and  by  art.  33  it  was 
granted  and  declared  that  all  lands  theretofore 
set  apart  within  the  colony  for  the  support  of  the 
clergy  of  the  Established  Church  and  known  by 
the  name  of  the  Glebe  Lands  or  by  whatever  other 
name  the  same  might  be  known  uiould,  from  and 
immediately  after  Mie  death  or  resignation  of  the 
clergyman  then  in  the  occupation  or  enjoyment 
thereof,  pass  to  and  become  vested  in  the  corpora- 
tion upon  the  same  trusts  and  for  the  same  purposes 
as  their  other  estates.  By  art.  36  the  Crown 
reserved  to  itself  power  to  dissolve  the  corpora- 
tion and  to  resume  all  the  lands  previously 
granted  to  it,  but  subject  to  all  mortgages  and 
contracts  for  sale  previously  lawfully  mcide.  It 
is  common  ground  that  the  strip  of  land  in 
question  formed  part  of  some  glebe  lands  called 
St.  Philip's  Glebe,  and  that  before  Feb.  1828 
arrangements  had  been  made  with  the  clergyman 
who  held  them  for  his  resignation.  It  does  not, 
however,  appear  when  his  resignation  was  formally 
completed.  It  was  contended  that  by  virtue  of 
art.  33  of  the  charter  the  glebe  lands  resigned 
became  vested  in  the  corporation  by  virtue  of  the 
charter  and  without  any  further  grant  from  the 
Grown.  Perhaps  this  is  so ;  bat  there  is  nothing  to 
show  when  on  this  assumption  the  lands  did  become 
80  vested.  It  is  obvious  that  a  grant  reciting 
and  recognising  the  resignation  and  accurately 
defining  the  lands  to  which  the  corporation  had 
acquired  a  titie  would  be  useful  and  prevent  dis- 
putes ;  and  it  appears  that  such  a  grant  was  in 
fact  usually  obtained,  and  was  applied  for  in  this 
case  as  early  as  Oct.  1827.  The  (rovemment 
officials  promised  tliat  proper  deeds  should  be 
completed  upon  the  receipt  from  the  trustees  of 
some  formal  document  which  was  required.    Bat 


no  grant  was  in  fact  obtained  before  the  sale 
which  it  is  necessary  now  to  notice.  On  the 
14th  Feb.  1828  part  of  St.  Philip's  Glebe  was 
sold  by  auction  by  the  corporation.  The  adver- 
tisements and  conditions  of  sale  stated  that  a 
transferable  lease  for  twenty-one  years  with  an 
option  to  purchase  the  fee  would  be  granted  to 
the  highest  bidder.  The  advertisements  and 
conditions  also  contained  the  following  words — 
viz.  :  "All  clauses  introduced  in  the  grants  to- 
the  trustees  to  be  inserted  in  the  leases  and 
conveyances."  It  was  also  stated  that  lots  I  to 
9  of  the  St.  Philip's  Glebe  lands  adjoined  the 
sea.  The  strip  of  land  in  question  formed  part 
of  lots  5,  6,  and  7.  Lots  5  and  6,  containing  about 
thirtr-six  acres,  were  bought  by  Mr.  Dumaresq^ 
No  formal  contract  for  this  purchase  is  pro- 
duced i  but  the  relation  of  vendor  and  purchaser 
between  the  corporation  and  Mr.  Dumaresq, 
ux>on  the  above  terms  was  then  established,  and 
a  conveyance  by  the  corporation  to  him  was- 
af terwards  executed  as  will  be  stated  preaentiy. 
In  the  meantime  the  corporation  obtained  a 
grant  of  the  glebe  lands  from  the  Crown.  It  is 
dated  the  24th  Nov.  1829.  It  recites  that  by 
certain  instructions  under  the  Boyal  Sign  Manuu 
the  Government  is  empowered  by  the  Grown  to 
grant  to  the  corporation  certain  lands  in  the 
colony  and  refers  to  the  charter  of  incorporation, 
and  a  grant  is  made  to  the  corporation  of  certain 
lands  which  are  so  described  as  to  include  the 
strip  in  question.  But  then  came  words  which 
except  it.  The  words  are,  "Excepting  and 
reserving  to  His  Majesty  "  lands  for  sites  of  towns 
or  villages  or  other  public  purposes,  and  also- 
reserving  to  His  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,, 
all  such  part  of  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land 
hereinbefore  described  as  may  be  within  100ft. 
of  high-water  mark  on  the  s€a  coast,  or  in  any 
creek,  harbour,  or  inlet."  Other  reservationa 
followed,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them. 
The  effect  of  this  last  reservation  is  not  open  to- 
anv  serious  controversy.  If  the  strip  in  question 
belonged  to  the  Crown  at  the  date  of  the  grant,, 
the  s^ip  was  excepted  from  the  grant.  The  word 
"  reserving  "  would  operate  as  an  exception.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  strip  belonged  to  the  cor- 
poration under  the  charter,  the  reservation  would 
operate  by  estoppel,  and  have  the  effect  of  a 
grant  by  the  corporation  to  the  Crown.  After- 
accepting  this  grf^it  the  corporation  could  not 
successfully  claim  the  strip  of  land  from  the 
Crown.  But  Dumaresq  was  not  a  party  to  this- 
grant,  and  any  equitable  titie  which  he  may  have 
acquired  was  not  affected  by  it.  On  the  Ist  July 
1830  the  corporation  conveyed  to  Dumaresq  tho 
lands  which  ne  had  purchased  in  1828,  and  by  the- 
same  deed  he  mortgaged  them  to  the  corporation 
for  part  of  the  purchase  money.  The  conveyance^ 
recited  the  letters  patent  of  1826,  and  the  grant 
by  the  Crown  to  the  corporation  of  the  24th  Nov. 
1829,  and  the  resolution  to  sell  the  lands  com- 
prised in  that  grant  by  public  auction,  and  that,, 
as  the  grant  to  the  corporation  had  not  then- 
been  made  out,  it  had  been  proposed  that  the 
conveyances  to  the  purchasers  should  be  delayed' 
until  the  grant  to  the  corporation  had  b«en 
obtained,  and  that  Dumaresq  had  become  the- 
purchaser  of  the  piece  or  parcel  of  land  hereinafter 
mentioned,  "  the  same  being  parcel  of  the  land 
comprised  in  the  hereinbefore  in  part  incited 
grant   of    the   24th   Nov.  1829."    The   convey- 
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aace  then  went  on  to  oonrej  to  Damaresq  thirty- 
dx  acres  of  land,  "  being  parcel  of  the  land  oom- 
priaed  in  the  hereinbefore  in  part  recited  g^rant 
of  the  24th  Nor.  1829,  and  which  said  piece 
or  paroel  of  land  intended  to  be  hereby  granted 
and  enfeoffed  is  bonnded  on  the  noith-east 
by  the  water  of  Port  Jackson  Harbonr."  The 
rest  of  the  conveyanoe  and  the  remortgage 
contain  nothing  material.  There  is  no  reser- 
ration  or  exception  in  this  deed,  bat  the  grant  of 
1829  is  referred  to  not  only  in  the  description  of 
the  parcels,  but  in  the  recital,  where  the  property 
granted  by  it  is  described  as  "  bounded  as  in  the 
said  grant  .  .  .  mentioned  to  hold  the  same 
snbJMt  to  the  reservation  and  conditions  in  the 
now  recited  grant  contained."  This  deed  of  1830 
is  bv  no  means  so  clear  as  it  shonld  have  been. 
Its  legal  effect  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  have 
been  that  the  purchaser  only  acquired  so  much 
of  the  land  described  as  the  corporation  itself 
acquired  by  the  grant  of  1829.  Bat  the  par- 
chaser  might  very  naturally  think  that  the  land 
which  he  agreed  to  buy  extended  to  the  water's 
edge,  and  that  the  land  conveyed  to  him  did  the 
same.  Both  the  particulars  of  sale  and  the  con- 
T^ance  of  1830  so  describe  it,  and  it  is  only  by 
Teferenoe  to  the  grant  of  1829  that  any  doubt  on 
this  point  arises.  In  1833  the  corporation  was 
itadf  dissolved,  and  its  property  thereupon 
rererted  to  the  Grown,  as  prorided  by  art  36  of 
the  charter  of  1826.  On  the  12th  Aug.  1840 
Damaresq  paid  off  his  mortgage  to  the  Crown,  and 
the  Grown  made  the  grant  which  has  given  rise 
to  this  litigation.  The  grant  is  not  a  simple 
reconveyance  of  the  property  mortgaged  which 
would  be  the  ordinary  form  if  all  that  was  intended 
was  to  revest  in  the  mortgagor  what  he  had 
mortgaged  to  the  corporation.  The  Crown  not 
having  been  the  mortgagee,  recitals  showing  the 
title  of  the  Crown  to  the  mortgaged  property  and 
of  the  Crown  Receiver  to  receive  ana  give  a  good 
discharge  for  the  mortgage  money  would  be  quite 
in  ordinal?  course,  and  the  grant  in  question  con- 
tains recitals  showing  this.  But  there  are 
passages  in  the  grant  which  do  more  than  this 
and  require  attrition.  In  reciting  the  convey- 
ance of  1830  the  purchase  by  Damaresq  in  1828 
is  pointedly  noticed,  and  the  parcels  conveyed  by 
that  deed  are  described  as  bounded  by  the  water 
of  Fort  Jackson,  and  the  operative  part  of  the 
giant  rnns  thus : 

Now  know  ;e  thkt  in  fnlflhnent  and  ezeontion  of  the 
oontnct  so  mada  and  entered  into  by  the  tmeteet  of 
the  olargy  and  aohool  lands  aforesaid  for  the  sale  and 
oonvejanoe  of  the  laid  lands  to  the  (aid  William 
Domaieeq,  bii  heirs  and  aaaigna,  as  afowaid  and  in 
oonnderation  of  the  payment  by  the  said  William 
Damaresq  of  the  said  leveral  rami  of  4041.  and  32C.  12*. 
to  the  laid  Oswald  Bloxaome  aa  aforesaid  on  oar  behalf 
we  do  hereby  grant  and  oonflrm  anto  the  said  William 
Dnmansq  and  his  heiis  all  that  raid  patoel  of  land 
estimated  and  aooepted  aa  aforeiaid  to  oontain  thirt^-iiz 
acres  oomprised  in  the  hereinbefore  in  part  reoited 
indantnie  of  the  lit  July  1830  and  hereinbefore  partion- 
larly  menticoed  and  deaoribed  with  the  appartonanoea 
thareto  belonging  to  hold  the  aaid  landa  and  other 
beieditaments  wiUi  the  appnrtenanoea  thereto  belonging 
Onto  the  said  William  Domareaq,  bia  heirs  and  aaaigns, 
to  and  for  the  end,  intent,  and  parpose  that  the  said  term 
of  1000  years  tiierein  mentioned  for  the  now  residue 
thereof  shall  and  may  henceforth  beoome  merged  and 
extingniahed  in  the  fMehold  reversion  and  inheritanoe  of 
the  aaid  lands  and  hereditamenta  ao  by  theae  preaanta 


and  the  hereinbefore  part  reoited  indenture  conveyed 
to  or  otherwise  veated  in  the  aaid  William  Domareaq 
and  hia  heira  aa  aforeaaid  and  wholly  oeaae,  determine, 
and  for  ever  beoome  v<dd  to  all  intenta  and  pnrpoaea 
whatsoever. 

There  is  not  a  word  here  to  show  that  the  strip  of 
land  next  the  sea  vras  excepted  from  the  lands 
agreed  to  be  purchased  by  Dnmaresq  in  1828  and 
conveyed  to  and  mortgaged  by  him  in  1830.  So 
far  is  this  from  being  the  case,  that  those  lands 
are  described  in  this  grant  of  1840  as  bounded  by 
the  waters  of  Port  Jackson.  Moreover,  if  a  strip 
of  100ft.  is  deducted,  thirty-six  acres  are  a  con- 
siderable over-estimate.  The  Chief  Jadge  in 
Equity,  before  whom  the  case  first  came,  decided 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  this  grant  of 
1840  the  strip  of  land  reserved  to  the  Crown  in 
the  grant  of  1829  was  included  in  the  land  conveyed 
to  Dumaresq  by  the  Crown  in  1840.  The  full  court 
took  the  same  view  and  affirmed  his  decision. 
From  this  decision  the  present  appeal  is  brought. 
The  respondents  claim  through  Dumaresq.  He 
sold  to  Gibson  in  1841,  who  died  shortly  after- 
wards, and  the  respondents  are  the  trustees  of  his 
will  and  purchasers  from  them.  After  Gibson's 
death — viz.,  in  1873 — his  widow  applied  to  the 
Grown  for  permission  to  purchase  and  retain  the 
mud  flat  in  front  of  her  land.  This  was  refused. 
Later — viz.,  in  1880 — being  told  that  the  land  was 
not  hers,  she  applied  for  a  rescission  of  the  reser- 
vation by  the  Crown,  and  ultimately  a  portion  of 
it  was  acquired  by  her  trustees  from  the  Crown. 
In  Oct.  1885  a  certificate  of  title  was  obtained  by 
Gibson's  trastees,  but  with  a  note  of  the  reserva- 
tion of  the  100ft.  This  led  to  much  con<espon- 
dence,  and  ultimately,  in  Nov.  1887,  the  note  was 
removed,  and  Dickson  and  Dodds,  the  trustees, 
were  registered  as  the  owners  of  the  land  which 
Gibson  oought,  including  the  strip  now  claimed 
by  the  Grown.  In  June  1900  the  Crown  agun 
claimed  the  strip  of  land  notwithstanding  the 
registration,  and  the  present  proceedings  to 
enforce  the  claim  were  instituted  on  the  12th  Dec. 
1901.  If  their  Lordships  had  come  to  the  condu- 
sion  that  the  grant  of  1840  had  not  included  the 
sea  frontage  it  would  have  become  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  very  important  question  whether  the 
registered  title  thus  acquired  was  conclusive 
against  the  Crown.  But  their  Lordships  having 
arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  as  the  colonial 
judges  as  to  the  effect  of  that  grant,  the  question 
whether  the  Grown  is  bound  by  the  registered  title 
does  not  call  for  decision  on  the  present  occasion. 
Their  Lordships  have  already  stated  that  in  their 
opinion  the  grant  of  1829  did  not  convey  to  the 
corporation  the  strip  of  land  in  dispute  or  leave 
the  ownership  of  it  in  the  corporation  if  vested  in 
them  before.  It  remains  to  consider  the  other 
documents.  Great  reliance  is  placed  by  the  Crown 
on  the  statement  in  the  conditions  of  sale  in  1828 
that  the  leases  and  conveyances  to  the  purchasers 
would  contain  "all  clauses  introduced  in  the 
grants  to  the  trustees,"  and  it  is  contended  that 
the  purchasers  mast  have  known  from  this  that 
they  would  not  obtain  a  sea  frontage.  Their 
counsel,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  the 
statement  that  lots  1  to  9  adjoined  the  sea  was 
misleading  if  the  sea  frontage  of  those  lots  was 
to  be  excepted ;  and  that  the  words  relied  upon 
by  the  Crown,  which  were  general  words  apmic- 
able  to  all  the  property,  could  not  be  applied  to 
those  lots  6r,  if  they  could,  should  be  conhned  to 
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reserrationa  for  roads  and  mines  and  minerals 
and  reatrictdons  on  nser  which  the  Crown  might 
think  proper  to  impose.  Their  Lordships  Mel 
oonsideranle  diffiool^  in  deciding  this  oontioTeny. 
It  it  was  generally  known  in  tiie  colony  in  1828 
that  Grown  grants  of  land  adjoining  the  sea 
always  excepted  a  strip  just  above  high-water 
mark,  the  purchaser  could  not  reasonably  com- 
plain that  he  was  misled.  Bnt  if  there  was  not 
any  snch  common  knowledge,  the  pnrchaser 
would  nndonbtedly  have  great  reason  to  complain 
if  he  did  not  obtain  a  sea  frontage.  The  oon- 
vejrance  of  1830  is  so  worded  as  to  be  open  to 
two  oonstmctions.  The  parcels  conveyed  by  it 
are  first  of  all  described  as  comprised  in  the  grant 
of  1829,  bat  then  they  are  said  to  be  boondMl  by 
the  water  of  Port  Jackson.  This  is  perfectly 
true  in  one  sense — i.e.,  if  the  description  of  the 
parcels  in  the  grant  of  1829  is  looKed  at — bat 
the  exception  from  them  is  disregarded.  The 
legal  effect  of  the  conveyance  of  1^0,  so  far  as 
the  Grown  was  ooncemM,  was  only  to  pass  the 
propertv  which  the  corporation  had  power  to 
grant ;  out  as  between  the  corporation  and  the 
pnrchaser  it  was  so  framed  as  to  warrant  him  in 
sop^osing  that  he  had  got  a  grant  of  land 
coming  down  to  the  water's  edge.  Snch  was  the 
donbtnil  state  of  the  title  to  the  sea  frontage 
when  the  Crown  made  the  grant  of  1840.  TIus 
grant  is  so  worded  as,  in  their  Lordships' 
opinion,  to  remove  the  doubt  to  which  ther  have 
referred,  and  the  frame  of  the  grant  leads  them  to 
think  it  was  intended  to  remove  this  doubt.  The 
grant,  in  their  opinion,  conveys  the  land  bought 
m  1828  down  to  the  water's  edge.  It  might,  no 
doubt,  have  been  made  plainer,  but  their  Lord- 
ships concur  in  the  view  taken  of  it  by  all  the 
judges  in  the  colony,  and  they  will  therefore 
humbly  advise  His  Itajesty  to  dismiss  the 
appeal.  The  appellant  most  pay  the  costs  of  the 
respondents. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  George  M.  Light. 

Solidtors  for  the  respondents  Dickson  and 
Dodds,  Qreenip,  Bnell,  and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent  Williams,  Snow, 
Fox,  and  Higgiiuon. 


Wednetday,  March  2. 
(Present:  The  Losd  Ghakcslloe  (Halsbury), 
Lords  Datet,  BoBEBTSOir,  and  Lindlbt, 
with  the  Abghbishop  OT  Camtbebuet  (Dr. 
Davidson),  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  (Dr. 
King),  and  the  Bishop  or  Bipon  (Dr.  Boyd 
Carpenter)  as  Ecclesiastical  Assessors.) 

FiTZMAUEICE  V.  Hbbkbth.  (a). 

ON  APPEAL    FBOM    THB    CON8ISTOET  CCDBT  OF 
MANCHESTBE. 

Eedeiiastieal  law — Juriedietion— Clergy  Disci- 
pline Act  1892  (55  <£  56  Vict.  e.  32)— Offence 
againet  morality — Fraud. 

Fraud  M  an  "  immoral  act "  wiGiin  teet.  2  of  the 

Clergy  Dieeipline  Act  1892. 
Judgment  of  ttU  court  below  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Consistory 
Court  of  the  diocese  of  Manchester.  The  appel- 
lant, Fitzmaurioe,  a  beneficed  clergyman,  was 
convicted  at  petty  sessions  of  being  a  rogne  and 

(a)  Bcported  b;  O.  E  Maldsm,  Esq.,  BuTiater«t-Law. 


a  vagabond  under  5  (Seo.  4,  o.  83,  as  a  gatherer 
or  colleotor  of  alms  under  false  and  fraudulent 
pretences,  and  was  sentenced  to  three  months' 
nard  labour.  The  quarter  sessions  on  appeal 
confirmed  the  conviction.  Complaint  was  lodjged 
in  the  Consistory  Court  of  the  diocese  of  Man- 
chester, charging  the  appellant  with  having  been 
gailty  of  immorality  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  2  of  the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  1892.  He  was 
then  inhibited  from  his  living  by  the  Bishop  of 
Manchester,  and  at  the  sooaequent  hearing 
before  the  Consistory  Court  was  found  guilty 
and  deprived  of  his  preferment 

By  the  Act  of  1892  (sect  2)  it  is  provided  that : 
"  If  a  clergyman  either  is  convicted  by  a  temporal 
court  of  havine  committed  an  act  constituting 
an  ecdesiastiou  offence  and  the  foregoing  sec- 
tion " — which  refers  to  indictable  offences  and 
matrimonial  offences — "  does  not  apply  to  him, 
or  is  alleged  to  have  b^en  guilty  of  any  immoral 
act  immoral  conduct  or  immoral  habit,  or  of  any 
offence  againat  the  lawa  ecclesiastical,  being  an 
offence  against  morality  and  not  being  a  question 
of  doctrine  or  ritual,"  he  may  be  proaecuted  in 
the  Consistory  Court  by  any  parishioner,  or  by 
the  bishop,  or  by  any  person  approved  by  him. 
By  the  definition  clause  12  the  expressions 
"immoral  act"  "immoral  conduct,"  and  "im- 
moral habit "  are  declared  to  include  "  such  acts, 
conduct,  and  habits  as  are  proscribed  by  the  75th 
and  109th  Canons  Issued  by  the  Convocation  of 
the  Province  of  Ganterbniy  in  the  year  1603." 
The  75th  Canon  is  as  follows : 

No  eoolaaiastiaal  person  (hall  at  any  tiina  other  than 
far  their  honest  neoaisitiea  resort  to  any  taverns  or  ale- 
bonaea,  neither  shall  they  board  or  lodge  at  any  snoh 
places.  Forthermote,  they  shall  not  give  themselves  to 
aay  base  or  aeivile  labonr,  or  to  drinldng  or  riot,  apeod- 
iag  their  time  idly  by  day  or  by  night  playing  at  dioe, 
cards,  or  tables,  or  any  nnlawfol  game ;  bnt  at  all  timea 
convenient  they  shall  hear  or  read  aomewhat  of  the 
Holy  Soriptnrea,  or  shall  occupy  themselves  with  some 
other  honest  stndy  or  ezereiae,  always  doing  the  things 
whieh  shall  appertain  to  honesty  and  endeavonring  to 
profit  the  Chnroh  of  Ood, .  having  always  in  mind  that 
they  onght  to  ezoel  all  othera  in  pnrity  pf  life,  and 
shonid  be  examplea  to  the  people  to  Uve  well  and 
Chriatianly  nnder  pain  of  eodeaiaatioal  oensnrea  to  be 
inflicted  with  severity  aooording  to  the  qnalitiea  of 
their  offenoea. 

Canon  109  says : 

If  any  oBvbA  their  brethren,  either  by  adnltary, 
whoredom,  inoeat,  or  dmnkenneaa,  or  by  aweaiing, 
ribaldiy,  naary,  and  any  other  nncleiumeaa  and  wicked- 
aaea  of  Ufa,  the  ohnrohwardeni  or  qneatman  and  aidaa- 
men,  in  thair  nazt  preaantmenta  to  the  ordinariea,  diall 
faithfoUy  preeent  all  and  every  of  the  said  offendata  to 
the  intent  that  they  and  every  of  them  may  be  pnnished 
by  tiie  severity  of  the  lawa  aooording  to  thair  daseria ; 
and  Booh  notorioaa  offandera  diall  not  be  admitted  to  the 
Holy  Commnnion  till  they  be  reformed. 

BarUeiy,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that, 
though  the  conduct  of  the  appellant  was 
"  immoral "  in  the  general  sense  of  the  word,  it 
was  not  an  "  immoral  act"  within  the  meanine  of 
the  Canons  which  are  incorporated  in  the  Act 
See  A  Beneficed  Clerk  t.  Lee  (75  L.  T.  Rep.  461  ; 
(1897)  A.  C.  226),  where  the  offence  of  simony 
and  the  making  a  false  declaration  under  the 
Glwical  Subscription  Act  1865  were  held  not  to 
be  offences  against  morality  within  the  Act  of 
1892.  The  Act  draws  a  distinction  between 
criminal  offences,  which  are  dealt  with  by  sect  1, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


April  16,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 217 


Ct.  of  App.1 


Chandusb  v.  Wxbstkb  and  Giblino. 


[Ot.  of  App. 


and  immoral  conduct,  which  is  dealt  with  by 
not  2.  The  appellant  was  not  convicted  on 
indictment,  and  therefore  is  not  within  sect.  1, 
and  his  conduct  was  not  of  the  description  aimed 
at  by  sect.  2  as  explained  by  the  Oanons. 

Oripp»,  E.G.  and  Haruell,  who  appeared  for 
the  respondent,  were  not  called  npon  to  address 
their  Lordships. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the 
appellant  their  Lordships' judgment  was  delivered 
by 

The  LOBD  Ohancellob  (Halsbnry). — Their 
Lordships  have  no  doubt,  and  they  have  the 
assent  of  the  right  reverend  prelates  to  that  view, 
that  this  was  an  immoral  act  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  and  was  properly  held  to  be  so. 
They  will,  therefore,  advise  His  Majesty  that  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  C.  Everett. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Roweliffes,  Bawle, 
and  Co. 


S^rxjfmz  (tmi  of  |ttJwatttrf. 


COURT    OF    APPEAL. 

Fel.  3  and  4. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bombb  and  Mathbw, 

L.JJ.) 

Ghasdlbb  v.  Wbbstbb  and  GiBLiNa.  (a). 

AFPBAL  FBOM  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 


Cvntritet — IinposnbtJiiy  o/f  performanee — Money 
paid    by  one  party — Right  to  recover    hack — 


tnwiMy  of  perjo 

^ .,   party — Right  to  

Money  due  ana  payable  before  contract  became 
itnpoBtible— Right  to  recover. 

The  defendants  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  use 
of  a  room  to  view  the  intended  Coronation  pro- 
eeeeion  on  the  2Bth  June  1902  for  the  sum  of 
1412.,  which  wai  payable  upon  the  making  of 
the  contract,  and  on  the  20th  June  the  plaintiff 
paid  1001.  on  account. 

The  intended  procession  being  subsequently  aban- 
doned, the  plaintiff  claimed  repayment  of  the 
1001.  as  having  been  paid  upon  a  consideration 
which  had  wholly  failed,  and  the  defendants 
elaivMd  payment  of  the  balance  of  41 Z. 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.),  that 
the  defendants  w«re  entitled  to  recover  the 
unpaid  balance  which  was  payable  before  the 
procession  was  abandoned. 

Meld  also  (affirming  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.), 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  back  the  lOOZ. 
which  he  had  paid. 

Appeal  of  the  defendants  from  the  judgment  of 
Wright,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
jury ;  and  cross- appeal  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  sum  of  lOOZ.  which  he 
had  paid  to  Uiem  as  part  of  the  price  for  the  use 
ot  a  room  to  view  the  Coronation  procession, 
which  was  intended  to  take  place  on  the  26th 
June  1901. 

The  defendants  counter-claimed  the  sum  of 
411.,  being  the   balance  of  the  price  which  the 

'•1  Baportod  by  J.  B.  WiLUAJiB.Baq.,  Burl<ter«t-L«w. 
Vol.  XC,  2318*. 


plaintiff  had  agreed  to  pay  them  lor  the  use  of 
the  room. 

Early  in  June  1902  the  plaintiff  agreed  with 
the  defendants  to  take  from  them  a  room  in  Fall- 
mall  for  the  purpose  of  viewing  the  Coronation 
procession,  which  was  fixed  for  the  26th  June. 
This  agreement  was  partly  verbal  and  partly 
contained  in  correspondence.  There  was  no 
express  agreement  as  to  the  time  when  the  money 
was  to  be  paid. 

On  the  20th  June  the  plaintiff  paid  tn  the 
defendants  the  sum  of  lOOf.,  part  of  the  price  of 
the  room. 

Subsequently  it  was  announced  that  the  Coro- 
nation procession  was  indefinitely  postponed, 
owing  to  the  illness  of  His  Majesty  the  King. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action  to 
recover  back  the  sum  of  lOOZ.  as  having  been  paid 
npon  a  consideration  which  had  wholly  failed, 
and  the  defendants  counter-claimed  to  recover  the 
sum  of  411.,  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  agreed 
price  of  the  room. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Wright,  J.  without 
a  juiy.  The  learned  judge  held  tluit  the  plaiutiff 
could  not  recover  biusk  the  lOOZ.  which  he  had 
paid,  and  he  also  held  that  under  the  contract  the 
price  was  not  payable  until  the  day  fixed  for  the 
procession,  and  that  therefore  the  defendants 
could  not  recover  the  unpaid  balance  of  the 
price. 

The  defendants  appealed,  and  the  plaintiff 
gave  notice  of  a  cross-appeal. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  proper 
inference  was  that,  under  the  contract,  the  money 
became  payable  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  contract. 

J.  B.  Matthews  for  the  defendants.  —  The 
learned  judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the 
defendants  were  not  entitted  to  recover  the 
balance  of  the  agreed  price.  There  was  no 
express  agreement  as  to  tue  time  when  the  price 
was  to  DC  paid,  and  therefore  the  proper 
inference  is  that  it  was  to  be  paid  at  tbe  time  of 
the  making  of  the  contract.  The  correspondence 
shows  that  both  parties  considered  that  the 
money  was  payable  at  once.  Inasmuch  as  the 
money  was  due  and  pavable  before  the  contract 
became  impossible  of  performance — that  is, 
before  the  procession  was  postponed — the  defen- 
dants are  entitied  to  recover  the  unpaid  balance. 
The  doctrine  of  Taylor  v.  CalduieU  (8  L.  T.  Hep. 
356;  3  6.  &  S.  826),  that,  when  the  performance 
of  a  contract  has  become  impossible  through  no 
default  of  the  parties,  no  farther  performance  can 
be  required,  but  rights  already  acquired  are  left 
untouched,  applies  and  shows  that  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  recover  the  m  oney  which  had  become 
due  and  payable  to  them  before  performance 
became  impossible.  In  Blakeley  v.  Midler  and  Co. 
(88  L.  T.  Re^.  90;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  760n.) 
Channell,  J.  said:  "If  the  money  was  payable 
on  some  da^  subsequent  to  the  abandonment  of 
the  procession,  I  do  not  think  it  could  have  been 
sued  for.  If,  however,  it  was  payable  prior  to  the 
abandonment  of  the  procession,  the  position 
would  be  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  actually  paid, 
and  could  not  be  recovered  back,  and  it  could  be 
sued  for."  That  passM^  was  quoted  and  adopted 
by  Lord  Halsbuiy,  L.G.  in  GivU  Service  Co- 
operative  Society  v.  General  Steam  Navigation 
Company  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  429 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  756). 
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In  KreU  r.  Hmry  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  328;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  740)  it  was  held  that  it  was  a  neoessaiy 
isferenoe  from  the  oiroumstanoes  of  the  case  that 
the  parties  r^pu-ded  the  taking  plaoe  of  the 
piooeaaon  aa  the  foTmdation  of  the  contract, 
and  the  balance  of  the  price  for  which  the 
plaintiff  sued  was  not  in  fact  payable  nntil  after 
the  postponement  was  announced;  and  the 
decision  was  that  the  piaintifE  conld  not  recover 
the  unpaid  balance.  In  that  case  the  defendant 
abandoned,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  his  counter- 
claim  to  recover  the  deposit  which  he  bad  paid. 
In  Clark  v.  LifuUav  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  198)  the  pro- 
cession had  in  fact  oeoome  impossible  at  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  made  and  the  money  paid, 
though  tiie  parties  did  not  know  it.  The  defen- 
dants, thernore,  are  entitled  to  recover  the  unpaid 
balance  of  the  agreed  price,  their  right  to  pay- 
ment having  accrued  before  the  procession 
became  impossible ;  and  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  the  money  which  he  had  paid  before  the 
procession  was  postponed. 

Bpeneer  Bower,  K.O.  and  F.  H.  Colam  for  the 
plalntiil — The  learned  judge  was  quite  right  in 
holdinf,  upon  the  terms  ta  the  correspondence, 
that  the  agreed  price  was  not  to  be  pavable  until 
the  procession  took  plaoe.  Payment  of  the  price 
and  the  use  of  the  room  to  view  the  procession 
were  things  to  be  performed  at  the  same  time. 
Therefore  the  unpaid  balance  clearly  cannot  be 
teooverad,  since  tne  defendants'  right  to  be  paid 
had  not  accrued  when  the  performance  of  the 
contract  became  impossible  through  the  post- 
ponement of  the  procession.  The  plaintiff  is 
entitied  to  recover  back  the  money  which  he 
paid.  He  was  not  under  any  obligation  to  pay 
before  the  date  of  the  procession,  and  he  cannot 
be  in  any  worse  position  because  he  has  paid 
before  he  was  bound  to  pay  than  if  he  had  not 
pedd.  This  is  the  simple  and  ordinary  case  of 
money  paid  upon  a  consideration  which  has 
wholly  failed,  and  there  is  an  implied  contract  to 
repay  the  money  so  paid.  There  is  nothing  in 
any  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  to  show 
that  the  money  which  has  been  paid  cannot  be 
recovered  back  in  this  case  as  having  been  p<iid 
upon  a  consideration  which  has  wholly  failed.  In 
(fivU  Service  Co-operative  Society  v.  General 
Steam  Navigation  Company  (iioi  Bitp.)  and 
Blakeley  v.  Muller  and  Co.  {ubi  sup.)  the  party 
sued  bad  incurred  considerable  eipense  in  pre- 
paring to  fulfil  the  contract,  and  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  consideration  had  wholly  failed. 
In  the  present  case  there  was  no  eridence  that 
the  defendants  incurred  any  expense  at  all  or  did 
anything  at  all  towards  peitormance  of  the  con- 
tract^The  rule  is  that  where,  before  any  benefit 
has  been  derived  by  the  payer,  or  any  part  of  the 
contract  has  been  performed  by  the  other  party, 
the  performance  of  the  contract  becomes  im- 
posuble  without  any  default  of  either  party,  the 
consideration  wholly  fails,  and  an  action  lies  for 
money  had  and  received  upon  an  implied  contract 
to  repay: 

Knaalei  v.  BovHi,  32  L.  T.  Bep.  70 ; 

Chitfy  on  Contraots,  p.  76. 

In  this  case  the  parties  were  clearly  pontracting 
with  reference  to  the  use  of  the  room  for  the 
gpecnfic  purpose  of  viewing  the  intended  procession 
and  the  use  of  the  room  for  that  purpose  was  the 
foundation  of  the  oontraot.    This  case  is,  there* 


fore,  within  the  decision  of  Krell  ▼.  Henry  {ubi 
rap.).  There  is  no  case  to  be  found  in  which  a 
party  to  a  contract  which  has  become  impossible 
of  performance  has  succeeded  in  recovering  any 
money  which  was  agreed  to  be  paid,  but  had  not 
been  paid  when  performance  became  impossible. 

J.  B.  ilaUhevot  in  reply. — The  question  whether 
the  party  sued  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid 
to  him  has  done  anything  under  the  contract  is 
immaterial ;  that  appears  clearly  from  the  judg- 
ment in  BldkeUy  v.  MuUer  and  Co.  (ubt  »wa.) 
There  was  no  total  failure  of  consideration,  lor 
the  room  might  have  let  to  another  person  if  the 
contract  with  the  plaintiff  bad  not  been  made. 

OoLLlNS,  M.B. — This  case  is  somewhat  compli- 
cated by  tiie  fact  that  there  are  cross-appeals. 
The  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  take 
from  them  a  room  to  view  the  intended  Corona- 
tion procession  in  June  1902  for  the  price  of  1412. 
The  plaintiff  paid  lOOZ.  before  the  postponement 
of  the  procession  was  announced,  leaving  a 
balance  due  of  412.  The  procession  did  not  take 
place,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  said  that  he 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  1002.  which  he  had 
paid,  and  broaeht  this  action,  and  the  defendants 
have  counter-claimed  for  the  balance  of  412.  The 
learned  judge  at  the  trial  held  that  both  parties 
were  wrong,  and  that  neither  of  them  was  entitied 
to  recover.     The  defendants  appealed,  and  the 

Slaintiff  gave  notice  of  a  cross-appeal.  I  will 
rst  deal  with  the  defendants'  appeal,  in  which 
they  contend  that  they  are  entitied  to  recover  the 
balance  of  412.  This  question  has  been  dealt 
with  in  several  recent  cases.  It  seems  to  me  to 
be  clear  that  the  principle  of  Taylor  v.  Ca2<itoe22 
(8  L.  T.  Bep.  356 ;  3  B.  &  S.  826)  appUes  to  this 
case.  The  rule  is  that  where  there  is  no  stipula- 
tion that  the  money  is  to  be  repaid  if  the  event 
does  not  take  place,  or  such  a  condition  c&nnot 
be  implied  as  having  been  agreed  to  by  the 
parties,  then,  if  fuither  perrormance  of  the 
contract  becomes  impossible,  the  person  who  has 
paid  his  money  upon  the  footing  of  the  contract 
being  performed  in  full  must  abide  by  the  loss  of 
what  he  has  paid,  and  the  other  party  must  bear 
the  loss  of  not  being  paid  if  any  money  has  not 
become  due  and  has  not  been  paid ;  that  is,  that 
no  further  performance  of  the  contract  can  be 
enforced  because  it  has  become  impossible  to  fully 
perform  it  without  any  default  by  either  party. 
How  is  that  rule  of  law  to  be  applied  in  the 
present  case  P  Was  it  part  of  the  bargain  that 
the  money  should  be  paid  before  the  date  of  the 
procession  P  If  it  was,  then  on  the  authorities 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  price  can  now  be  re- 
coverod.  The  plaintiff  can  be  in  no  better 
position,  because  he  did  not  pay  the  money  when 
he  ought  to  have  paid  it,  that  is,  before  the  date 
of  the  procession.  Then,  did  the  bargain  bind 
the  plaintiff  to  pav  all  the  money  before  the  date 
of  tne  procession  P  In  my  opinion  the  contract 
did  oblige  the  plaintiff  to  pay  all  the  money 
before  tM  date  of  the  procession,  and  it  was  not 
a  condition  preoedent  to  the  obligation  to  pay 
any  part  of  the  money  that  the  procession  should 
take  plaoe.  Upon  the  correspondence  I  think  it 
clear  that  it  was  understood  oetween  the  parties 
that  the  money  should  be  paid  immediatelv,  or  at 
any  rate  within  a  reasonable  time  before  Uie  date 
of  the  procession ;  it  was  no  part  of  the  bargain 
between   the    parties   that   the   money   should 
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not  be  paid  until  the  procession  took  place. 
That  is  my  view  of  the  correspondence.  If 
that  is  BO,  the  law  a»  established  by  the 
aathorities  which  have  been  cited  is  that  if  the 
oblation  to  pay  is  by  the  contract  made  not 
to  arise  until  alter  the  erent,  then  the  obligation 
to  pay  is  disohareed  if  the  event  does  not  take 
place ;  but  if  by  the  bargain  the  money  was  to  be 
paid  at  first,  then  the  parties  are  left  as  they  were 
and  the  person  who  was  bonnd  to  pay  before  the 
event  must  pay  though  the  event  does  not  take 
place.  In  my  opinion  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
pay  before  the  event,  and,  therefore,  the  defen- 
daiits  are  right  in  their  appeal.  Wright,  J. 
was  of  opinion  upon  the  correspondence 
that  it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
obligation  to  pay  tixat  the  procession  should  take 
place,  and  that  therefore  the  balance  of  the  price 
was  not  recoverable.  For  the  reasons  which  I 
have  given  I  think  that  is  not  the  true  view  of  the 
bai^ain  between  the  parties.  The  rights  of  the 
parties  are  to  be  ascertained  upon  tiie  footing 
that  all  the  money  was  to  be  paid  before  the  pro- 
oession  was  abandoned,  and  therefore  the  d^en- 
dante  must  succeed  upon  their  counter-claim.  As 
to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiif  to  recover  back  the 
1002.  which  he  paid,  I  have  already  to  some  extent 
dealt  with  that  question.  The  plaintifE  contends 
that  the  money  nas  been  paid  upon  a  considera- 
tion which  has  wholly  failed;  that  is,  that  the 
condition  upon  which  it  was  paid  was  that  there 
should  be  a  procession,  and  that  therefore  there 
has  been  a  total  failure  of  consideration.  That 
raises  a  question  of  some  difficulty,  and  one  which 
has  been  dealt  with  in  several  cases.  The  prin- 
<9ple  of  those  cases  is  the  principle  for  i^ich 
Taylor  v.  CcMvMiU  (ubi  tup.)  is  the  leading 
onuiorify.  That  case  decides  that,  if  that  which 
is  the  basis  or  central  consideration  of  a  contract 
beoomes  impossible  ot  pcnformanoe,  from  that 
time  the  contract  need  not  be  further  performed 
by  either  party,  but  that  the  contract  is  left  good 
up  to  that  time;  that  it  leaves  as  done  all  that 
has  been  done,  but  discharges  the  parties  from 
any  further  performance.  That  is  important  in 
the  present  case,  because  if  the  contract  was 
wiped  out  the  money  would  have  to  be  paid  back, 
as  upon  a  total  failure  of  the  consideration.  That 
is  not  80  in  cases  to  which  the  doctrine  of  Taylor 
V.  CoddtetU  (itbi  tup.)  applies ;  the  contract  is  not 
annulled  altogether,  but  the  parties  are  only 
relieved  from  any  further  performance.  The  rule 
which  does  apply  is  that  the  parties  must  stand 
where  they  were  at  the  time  when  the  event 
became  impossible.  That  is,  no  doubt,  an  arbi- 
trary rale.  It  was  adopted  because  it  would  be 
impossible  to  work  out  what  the  exact  rights  of 
the  parties  ought  to  be  if  the  court  tried  to 
re-adjust  them  upon  the  footing  of  the  contract 
having  become  impossible  of  performance.  It  being 
impoemble  to  re-adjust  the  rights,  the  law  says 
that  all  that  has  been  done  must  be  treated  as 
done,  but  that  nothing  further  need  be  done.  I 
think  that  Wills,  J.  made  some  valuable  obser- 
vations on  the  point  in  BlaJceley  v.  Muller  and  Co. 
(88  L.  T.  Eep.  ^0 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  760n),  where  he 
sfud :  "  The  decision  in  Appleby  v.  Myert  (16  L.  T. 
Bep.  669;  L.  Bep.  2  O.F.  651)  is  correctly  sum- 
marised in  Leake  on  Contracts,  4th  edit.,  p.  494, 
thus :  '  Where  a  contract  was  made  for  the  erec- 
tion of  machinery  upon  the  premises  of  one  of  the 
parties,  to  be  paid  for  upon  completion,  and  in  the 


course  of  the  work  the  premises  were  destroyed 
by  fire,  it  was  held  that  both  parties  were  excused 
from  further  performance,  and  no  liability 
accrued  on  either  side.'  That  decision  is,  in 
my  opinion,  distinctly  in  point.  The  argument 
for  the  plaintiffs  mueft  be  that  the  contrast  was 
rescinded  ab  initio.  There  is  no  authority  to 
warrant  that  contention,  and  I  cannot  think  it 
well  founded.  The  process  of  constructing  a 
hypothetical  contract  by  supposing  what  terms 
the  parties  would  have  arrived  at  if  they  had  con- 
templated the  possibility  of  what  was  going  to 
happen  is,  to  my  mind,  very  unsatisfactory.  It 
is  very  difficult  to  construct  such  a  contract  for 
them.  Probably  in  the  present  case  the  defend- 
ants would  have  stipulated  for  compensation  tor 
their  outlay,  and  the  plaintiffs  for  a  return  of 
their  money  ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  say  with  any 
certainty  what  the  result  of  their  bargaining^ 
would  have  been.  In  Taylor  v.  GdUhoeU  (um 
awp.)  there  is  some  sort  of  suggestion  that  a 
contract  might  be  constructed  for  tke  parties,  and 

1  do  not  say  that,  if  the  facts  were  clear  enough, 
it  could  not  be  done ;  I  only  say  that  it  is  a  very 
cUfflcnlt  thing  to  do."  The  learned  judge  there 
points  out  the  reasons  why  the  contract  is  obliged 
to  stop  at  the  actual  position  of  the  parties  when 
further  performance  of  the  contract  is  prevented. 
That  is  clearly  the  principle  adopted  in  that  case, 
and  also  in  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  CmZ 
Service  Co-operative  Society  v.  GeneraZ  Steam 
Navigation  Company  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  429  ;   (1903) 

2  E.  B.  756),  where  th^  Lord  Chancellor  adopted 
a  passage  from  the  judgment  of  Channell,  J.  in 
Bldkeley  v.  MvUer  and  Co.  (ubi  eup.),  which  clearly 
soimorts  what  I  have  said,  that  where  the  principle 
of  Taylor  v.  CdtdtoeU  (ubi  stw.)  ^plies  the  line  is 
to  be  drawn  at  the  point  of  time  when  further 
performance  becomes  impossible,  and  that  what 
has  been  done  is  not  to  be  disturbed,  but  nothing 
further  is  to  be  done.  For  these  reasons  I  think 
that  the  judgpnent  of  Wright,  J.  as  to  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff  was  correct,  and  that  the  cross- 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BoMKS,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Al- 
though it  is  a  difficult  task  to  attempt,  I  will 
venture  to  state  in  a  comparatively  brief  form 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  the  result  of  the  authori- 
ties in  this  class  of  case.  Where  there  is  an 
agreement  based  u^wn  the  assumption  of  both 
parties  that  a  particular  event  wUl  take  place, 
and  that  event;  is  the  foundation  of  the  contract, 
then  if  there  has  been  no  default  by  either  party, 
and  owing  to  circumstances  not  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  when  the  ag^reement  was 
made,  it  happens  before  the  event  that  the  event 
cannot  take  place  as  contemplated,  the  parties 
are  both  freod  from  all  subsequent  obligations 
under  the  agreement.  Except  in  a  case  where 
the  contract  can  be  treated  as  rescinded  ab  initio, 
any  previous  payments  made,  or  rights  acquired, 
are  not  to  be  disturbed.  Upon  the  facts  the 
present  case  falls  within  that  principle.  The 
agreement  was  one  of  such  a  kind  that,  when  it 
turned  out  that  the  procession  could  not  take 
place,  all  parties  were  freed  from  any  further 
obligations  under  it.  In  my  opinion  it  was  not  a 
contract  which  could  be  treated  as  rescinded  ab 
initio.  Therefore  an^  rights  which  had  pre- 
Tiously  accrued  to  either  party  remained  un- 
touched. For  the  reasons  given  by  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  it   was  a  right  of  the  defendanta 
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before  the  prooeBsion  woa  pos^oned,  to  reoeiTe 
payment  of  1412.  from  the  plaintiff.  Therefore 
the  defen^mts  are  entitled  to  recover  the  nnpaid 
balance  of  that  sum,  and  their  appeal  must 
Bucceed ;  and  the  cross-appeal  most  accordingly 
fail. 

Mathxw,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
is  dear  that  it  was  intended  that  the  1411.  should 
be  paid  shortly  after  the  making  of  the  agree- 
ment. That  is  made  quite  dear  by  the  cor- 
respondence which  has  been  read.  Therefore  the 
decision  of  Wright,  J.  as  to  what  was  the  contract 
was  wrong.  That  being  so,  it  follows  that  the 
defendants  are  right  in  tneir  appeal.  Then  there 
is  the  cross-appeal  of  the  plaintiff.  He  is 
endeavoorinK  to  get  back  from  the  defendants 
the  money  wnich  he  has  paid  to  them.  I  see  no 
ground  whateyer  for  saying  that  the  money  was 
paid  upon  any  understanding  that  it  was  to  be 
repaid  if  the  prooesnon  did  not  take  place.  It  is 
not  to  be  adjudged  that  that  money  is  to  be  paid 
back,  unless  there  is  satisfactory  evidence  of  the 
intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should  be  payable 
back  if  there  was  no  procession.  I  agree,  there- 
fore, that  the  defendants'  appeal  must  succeed, 
and  that  the  pladntifPs  appeu  must  tail. 

Appeal  allowed ;  cross-appe<d  ditmissed. 

Solidtors  for  the  plaintiff,  PhiUipt  and  Boyle. 
Solicitors   for   tina   defendants,    BiuseU    and 
Arnholz. 
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(Before  Btbnb,  J.) 

Be  Bbown  ;  Inqall  v.  Bbown.  (a) 

WH^Condition — Marriage  against  mother's  wish 
— Consent  given — Power  of  retractation. 

By  a  codicil  made  in  1891  the  testator  directed  that, 
in  the  event  of  his  youngest  daughter  marrying 
aaainet  her  mother's  uiish,  a  legacy  of  5002.  and 
ail  her  share  of  moneys  from  the  estate  were  to 
he  settled  on  her  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her 
children,  and,  failing  children,  were  to  he  divided 
heiween  her  brother  and  sister.  In  May  1893  the 
daughter  hecame  engaged  toith  the  consent  of  her 
parents,  their  consent  being  given  on  condition 
that  the  marriage  was  put  off  for  two  years,  as 
the  intended  kushand  was  not  at  the  time  of  the 
consent  in  a  position,  as  the  parents  considered, 
to  marry.  The  testator  died  in  Feb.  1895. 
The  engagement  was  still  recognised  by  the 
tvidow,  but  she  st'^ulated  that  the  marriage 
should  not  take  place  unlU  the  following  Augtut, 
ate  months  after  the  testator's  death.  To  this  the 
daughter  agreed.  Subsequently  there  were  cUs- 
putes  between  th«  daughter  and  the  mother, 
mainly  as  to  the  form  of  the  settlement.  The 
daughter  left  her  mother's  house  and  was 
married  in  June.  The  day  before  the  marriage 
the  mother  wrote  uyithdrawing  her  consent. 

Held,  that  the  consent  to  the  marriage  was  given 
withfuU  knowledge  of  aU  the  eireumstances,  and 
nothing  had  occurred  siibsequently  whieh  justified 
its  retractation ;  that  the  refusal  of  consent  by 
the  mother  had  reference  to  the  date  fixed  for  the 

(a)  B«portad  bj  E,  L.  HOPKina,  Eaq.,  BurliUr-at^Ukw. 


marriage  and  not  to  the  marriage  itself;  that 
the  daughter  had  not  married  against  her 
mother's  wish,  and  that  she  was  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  legacy  and  to  her  share  in  the  testator's 
residuary  estate. 
Merry  v.  Byves  (1  Eden,  1)  and  Dashwood  v. 
Lord  Bolkeley  (10  Yes.  230)  discussed. 

ADJOTTBHKD  SUHKORa. 

By  his  will  made  in  Aug.  1888  testator  gave  all 
his  property,  real  and  personal,  to  trustees,  subject 
to  tne  payment  of  his  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  upon  trusl  for  his  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  decease  he  devised  and  bequeathed 
the  same  unto  and  to  be  equally  divided  between 
"  all  andeveiT  my  children,  sons  and  daughters, 
who  shall  be  uving  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
my  dear  wife  and  the  issue  of  them  as  shall  bo 
dead,  such  issue  nevertheless  taking  only  the 
share  which  their  deceased  parent  would  have 
been  entitied  to  in  the  event  of  such  parent  sur- 
viving my  dear  wife  to  and  for  their  own  use  and 
benefit  absolutely."  By  a  codicil,  also  made  in 
1888,  testator  g^ve  several  legacies,  including  one 
of  5002.  to  his  daughter  Lillias.  In  1890  or  1891 
the  testator  made  a  second  codicil,  in  the  follow- 
ing terms  :  "  Since  writing  the  above,  my  last  will, 
I  nave  to  add  that  it  is  my  wish  that,  in  the  event 
of  my  youngest  daughter,  Lillias,  marrving  against 
her  mother's  wish,  she  shall  not  oe  paid  the 
above  legacy  of  5002.,  but  shall  receive  only  the 
interest  of  the  same  half-yearly  G^ovemment 
annuities,  this  also  to  apply  to  aU  her  share  of 
moneys  from  my  estate,  and  at  her  death  the  same 
to  be  invested  for  her  children  ;  should  she  have 
no  issue,  then  at  her  death  her  share  of  the 
estate  to  be  divided  equally  between  her  brother 
Kenneth  and  her  sister  Mabel." 

Some  time  prior  to  the  date  of  this  second 
codicil  there  was  a  possibility  of  the  plaintiff 
becoming  engaged  to  a  gentleman  other  than 
her  present  husband,  who  was  not  considered 
desirable  by  the  testator  and  his  wife. 

In  May  1893  the  plaintiff  became  engaged  to 
her  present  husband,  and  the  enga^gement  was 
made  Imown  to  the  testator  and  his  wife,  and  their 
consent  was  given  to  the  same,  provided  that  the 
wedding  was  put  off  for  two  years,  as  they  did  not 
consider  that  the  intended  husband's  financial 
position  was  such  as  to  enable  him  to  marry. 
With  the  consent  of  the  parents  the  engagement 
was  made  public,  so  that  the  young  people  were 
put  in  the  position  of  an  engaged  couple,  not  only 
as  between  tiiemsdves,  but  alao  in  the  ffice  of  the 
world. 

Some  time  prior  to  the  testator's  death  his  atten- 
tion was  directed  to  the  fact  that  the  intended 
husband,  Mr.  Ingall,  who  was  on  the  Stock 
Exchange,  had  luid  some  losses  in  business,  and 
also  that  there  was  a  possibility  that  circumstances 
of  this  kind  might  prevent  the  marriage  from 
fa.lri'ng  place  as  soon  as  had  been  originally 
antidpated ;  but  up  to  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  nothing  was  said  or  done  to  caned  the 
engagement  or  to  cause  any  withdrawal  of  the 
consent  that  had  been  given. 

After  the  testator's  death,  which  took  place  in 
Feb.  1895,  the  engagement  was  still  recognised 
by  his  widow,  but  she  stipulated  that  the  mar- 
riage should  not  take  pla«e  until  the  following 
August,  and  this  was  agreed  to.  Soon  after- 
wards the  mother  became   aware  for  the  first 
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time  of  the  amount  of  Mr.  Ingall's  liabilitiea, 
and  disputes  arose  between  the  daughter  and  her 
mother  mainlv  aboat  the  form  of  the  settlement 
to  be  executed  by  the  daughter  on  her  marriage. 
Correspondence  passed  between  the  solicitors 
advising  the  daughter  and  her  intended  husband 
and  the  mother's  solicitors  as  to  the  settlement, 
the  main  subject  of  dispute  being  whether  the 
daughter  should  have  a  power  by  will,  inde- 
pendently of  her  motiier,  to  g^ve  aer  intended 
husband  a  protected  life  interest  in  the  income 
of  her  property.  The  mother  insisted  on  a  settle- 
ment, and  on  the  exclusion  of  the  intended 
husband  from  any  interest  in  her  daughter's 
fortune.  The  intended  husband  was  willing  that 
everything  should  be  settled  upon  the  daughter 
and  her  children,  but  the  daughter  considered 
that  her  mother's  contention  was  unreasonable, 
and  eventually  she  left  her  mother's  home  to 
stay  with  a  relation,  and  the  marriage  was 
arranged  for  the  22nd  June  1895. 

On  the  21st  June  the  plaintiff's  solicitors 
wrote  to  the  mother's  solicitors  as  follows : 

We  repeat  again  the  offer  made  in  our  letter  of  yes- 
terday, tibat  her  propert;  shonld  be  aettled,  and  that  she 
•honld  have  a  power  by  will  to  g;ive  her  busband  a  pm- 
teoted  life  interest.  There  is  no  time  to  prepare  a 
manias  lettlement,  bst  marria^  artiolea  oonid  easily 
be  drawn  by  yon  and  signed  either  to-day  or  even 
to-morrow  morning. 

The  reply  to  this  was : 

We  have  seen  onr  olienta,  and  oan  only  repeat  what 
we  said  yesterday,  that,  having  regard  to  all  the  cironm- 
stanoea  and  partioalarly  to  the  faot  that  the  wedding 
bas  been  fixed  for  to-morrow,  Mrs.  Banday  Brown 
refneea  her  consent  to  the  marriage,  and  that  Uiss 
Barclay  Brown  is  therefore  marrying  against  her 
mother's  wish. 

The  daughter  was  told  the  contents  of  this 
letter,  but  nevertheless  the  marriage  took  place 
on  the  22nd  June  1895. 

The  trustees  of  the  testator's  will  had  invested 
the  legacy  of  5001.  in  Gonsols,  and  had  paid  the 
income  of  it  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  date  of  the 
marriage  to  the  present  time. 

This  originating  summons  was  taken  out  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  determination  by  the  court 
of  the  questions  whether,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will  and  codicils  and  in  the 
events  that  had  happened,  she  was  now  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  the  legacy  of  5002.  and  to  the 
share  in  the  testator's  residuary  estate  in  the 
event  of  her  surviving  her  mother. 

The  respondents  to  this  summons  were  the 
present  trustees  of  the  will,  the  plaintiff's  brother 
and  sister,  and  the  two  infant  children  of  the 
plaintifTs  marriage,  who  had  been  added  by 
amendment  before  the  case  came  into  court. 
_  Bufut  Itaaet,  K.G.  and  F.  Cattel  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— A  consent  to  a  marriage  can  only  be  with- 
drawn for  just  and  exceptional  reasons  : 

Lord  Strange  v.  Smith,  Amb.  263. 
The  testator  gave  his  consent  to  the  marriage,  as 
did  also  his  widow  after  his  death.  The  court  has 
always  put  a  favourable  constmotion  on  conditions 
in  restraint  of  marriage  in  order  to  prevent  a 
forfeiture : 

Dalgy  V.  Detbouverie,  2  Atk.  261 ; 
Campbell  v.  Lord  NattervUle  (referred  toinBeriley 
V.  Ryder,  2  Ves.  San.  534). 

The  case  of  Merry  v.  Byves  (1  Eden,  1)  is  exactly 


in  point.  It  was  there  held  that  where  consent 
to  marriage  wan  obtained  without  any  fraud  or 
misrepresentation  such  consent  could  not  be 
withdrawn  out  of  mere  caprice.  Consent  was  sub- 
stantially given.  The  plaintiffs  mother  consented 
to  the  marriage,^rovided  it  did  not  take  place 
within  six  months  of  the  testator's  death ;  her 
objection  was  not  to  the  marriage,  but  to  the 
time  that  was  fixed  for  it.  In  Dathwood  v.  Lord 
BtUkeley  (10  Yes.  230)  a  conditional  assent  was 
given  and  the  condition  was  not  pei-formed.  In 
this  case  the  only  condition  of  the  consent  to  the 
marriage  was  that  it  should  be  deferred  for  two 
years,  and  that  condition  was  carried  out.  The 
consent  so  given  could  not  be  retracted,  and  the 
marriage  did  not  take  place  "  against  the  wish " 
of  the  mother.  The  second  codicil  does  not  take 
effect,  for  since  the  codicil  was  executed  the 
testator  had  himself  consented  to  the  marriage, 
so  that  the  widow's  consent  became  immaterial. 
Pamell  v.  Lyon,  1  V.  &  B.  479 ;  12  E.  E.  274. 

The  plaintiff  is  absolutelv  entitled  to  the  legacy  of 
500Z.  and  to  her  share  of  the  residue  if  she  sur- 
vives her  mother.    They  also  referred  to 

Re  Smith ;  Keeling  v.  Smith,  62  L.  T.  Rep.  181 ; 
44  Cb.  Div.  654 ; 

Clarke  v.  Parfcer,  X9  Ves.  1  ;  12  E.  E.  124. 

Levett,  K.C.  and  A.  F.  Peterson  for  the  defen- 
dant Kenneth  Barclay  Brown. — The  marriage 
took  place  against  the  mother's  wish,  and  the 
second  codicil  is  therefore  operative.  The  decisions 
in  Lord  Strange  v.  Smith  {itbisup.)  and  Daley  y. 
Desbouverie  {ubi  sup.)  seem  to  have  been  based  on 
the  ground  that  the  consent  was  fraudulently 
withdrawn  by  the  trustees.  See 
Clarice  v.  Parfcar  (ubi  sup.). 

The  testator  left  the  codicil  unrevoked  in  order 
that  his  widow  might  be  able  to  protect  his 
daughter  should  she  make  an  improvident 
marriage.  The  mother  was  not  satisfied  with  the 
terms  of  the  proposed  settlement  and  refused  her 
consent,  as  she  nad  a  right  to  do.  When  the 
circumstances  as  to  the  husband's  finandal 
liabilities  came  to  her  knowledge,  the  mother  had 
a  perfect  right  to  retract  her  consent  even  if  she 
had  originally  consented : 

Dathaood  v.  Lord  Bulkeley  (rt6i  sup.). 

Sampson  for  the  plaintiff's  infant  children. 

Mark  Bomer  for  the  trustees. 

Cassel,  in  reply,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  and 
her  husband  were  willing  that  the  plaintiff's  share 
in  the  testator's  residuary  estate  should  be  settied 
on  the  terms  proposed  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

Btbne,  J. — ^The  marriage  took  place  on  the 
22nd  June,  and  then  the  question  arose  whether 
under  this  codicil  the  setUement  which  was  made 
by  the  testator  in  the  event  of  marriage  against 
the  mother's  wish  applied,  or  whether,  having 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances,  the  marriage 
ought  not  to  be  deemed  a  marriage  with  consent. 
Now,  in  reference  to  this  matter,  several  of  the 
older  authorities  have  been  referred  to  in  refer- 
ence to  dauses  of  forfeiture  upon  marriage  with- 
out consent,  and  this  much  one  gathers  from  the 
authorities  without  much  difficulty.  It  is  ob- 
served by  Stirling,  J.  in  ^  Smith  (u&t  sitp.)  that 
from  an  early  period  the  court,  in  dealing  with 
cases  of  this  kuid,  has  treated  tlie  consent  to  be 
given  to  a  marriage  as  a  matter,  not  of  form,  but 
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of  snbatance ;  and  where  it  has  been  fonnd  that 
gnbatantially  the  consent  has  been  (i^ven,  it  has 
not  looked  very  minately  into  the  form  in  which 
the  consent  was  given.  Here  there  is  no  qaestion 
abont  the  original  consent  having  been  given,  and 
having  been  given  in  the  lifetime  of  the  father. 
Before  I  mention,  the  other  oases,  there  are  two 
points  that  have  been  referred  to  deserving  of 
consideration.  One  is  that  the  codicil  operates 
as  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  He  bad  known 
for  nearly  two  years  before  his  death  that  there 
was  a  Bubsisting  engagement  between  his 
daughter  and  Sir.  Ingall,  and,  as  Mr.  Levett  said, 
it  is  true  that  the  testator,  if  he  no  longer  desired 
that  to  have  any  operation,  would  have  made  a 
fresh  codicil  or  revoked  the  existing  one.  Tou 
may  also  say  that  the  testator  may  have  had  in 
mind  that  circumstances  might  arise  under 
which  the  subsisting  engagement  would  be  broken 
off,  and  that  the  young  lady  might  intend  to 
contract  a  new  marriage,  which  would  be  a  pro- 

Eosed  marriage  similar  to  that  which  apparently 
0  bad  objected  to  before  any  question  of  the 
engagement  to  Mr.  Ingall  oame  on ;  but  after  all, 
though  it  is  right  to  see  what  the  circumstances 
were  at  the  time  when  the  codicil  was  exesutod, 
what  I  have  to  do  is  to  construe  it  as  it  stands, 
and,  as  the  document  is  before  me,  to  see  what 
the  operation  of  it  was.  The  other  observation 
was  tnis,  that  this  is  not  a  forfeiture  clause  in 
the  sense  that  all  the  interest  conferred  upon  the 
young  lady  was  to  go  over  to  somebody  else  upon 
the  event  happening,  but  in  fact  it  is  a  provident 
disposal  of  nia  own  property  by  way  of  settle- 
ment in  case  of  an  imprudent  marriage  being 
made.  I  may  sa^  that  some  of.  the  cases  that 
have  been  cited,  in  one  at  least  (more  I  think), 
the  clause  of  forfeiture  was  not  one  giving  away 
the  whole  of  the  interest  that  had  been  originally 
given.  One  case  particularly,  I  think,  was  giving 
the  interest  to  the  lady  for  her  separate  use  inde- 
pendently of  her  husband ;  but  it  is  a  fair  obser- 
vation to  make  that  this  is  not  one  of  those  strict 
clauses  of  forfeiture  depriving  the  daughter  of  all 
interest  under  her  father's  will.  With  those 
remarks  I  will  now  consider  how  the  authorities 
stand  with  reference  to  the  withdrawal  of  the 
consent  once  given.  The  first  case  I  r^er  to  is 
Merry  v.  Iiyve$  (ubi  (up.).  In  that  case  there  were 
trusts  "  to  raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  10002.  each 
for  the  sisters  of  Oeorge  Byves  (of  whom  the 
plaintifTs  mother  was  one),  to  be  paid  them 
respectively,  at  and  upon  their  respective  days  of 
marriage,  so  long  as  they  respeiotively  married 
with  the  consent  of  the  said  George  Byves,  Ann 
Byves,  their  mother,  and  Thomas  Heysham,  and 
the  sorvivora  or  survivor  of  them  ;  but  in  case  any 
or  either  of  them  should  marry  without  such  con- 
sent, it  was  declared  that  she  or  them  so  marrying 
should  not  receive  such  lOOOI,,  neither  should  any 
money  be  raised  for  or  paid  to  her  or  them  so 
marrying  without  consent."  From  the  evidence 
it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  father  was  a  man 
of  fortune  and  had  paid  his  addresses  to  a  Miss 
Byves.  He  wrote  to  Mr.  Oeorge  Byves,  her 
brother,  asking  for  his  consent,  and  G«orge 
Byves  said :  "  The  proposal  he  made,  though  late, 
he  should  not  oppose ;  that  his  character  and  cir- 
cumstances were  extraordinarily  good ;  that  he 
should  leave  the  management  of  the  settlement  to 
Mr.  Brucer,  and  that  he  would  abide  by  Mr. 
Brucer's   agreement    on   the  settlement,"     The 


articles  were  prepared ;  the  mother  and  trustee 
consented,  the  mother  being  a  witness.    Then: 
"Before  the  marriage  some  differences   arising 
between  Mr.  Merry  and  the  brother,  the  latter 
absolutely  forbade  the  marriage ;  and  it  appeared 
that  Mr.  Merry,  in  a  letter  to  the  brother,  gave  up 
his    addresses    and  wished  the    lady    a    bettor 
huaband.    Some  time  after,  however,  without  any 
further  application  to  the  brother,  the  marriage 
was   held,   and  now,   the  plaintiffs    &>ther    and 
mother  being  dead,  and  the  plaintiff  the  only 
child  of  the  marriage,  the  question  was  whether 
he  is  entitled  to  have  the  lOOOi.  raised  and  paid  to 
him."    The  Lord  Keeper  (Lord  Henley),  in  giving 
judgment,  says  :  "  The  court  has  always,  in  cases 
of  this  nature,  considered  the  question  of  consent 
with  great  latitude,  adhering  to  the  spirit  and  not 
the  letter.    The  maxim   Qui  tacet  satis  loquitur 
has  therefore  been  respected,   and    constructive 
consento  have  been  looked  upon  as  entitled  to  aa 
much  regard  as  if  conveyed  in  express  terms." 
And  then  later  he  says :  "  I  must  consider  what 
appears  to  have  been  done  by  Mr.  George  Byves 
as    a   consent    given   by    him    to    Mr.    Merry's 
marriage.     The  question  then  will  be  whether 
such  consent  could  be  afterwards  retracted ;  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  could  not,  though  I  think 
that  it  might  have  done  if    it    been  obtained 
through  any  deceit  or  fraud  ;  but  nothing  of  that 
kind  appears,  or  is  even  imputed,  in  the  present 
case.    Here  is  no  suppressio  veri  or   suggestio 
falsi,     or    any    misrepresentation     whatsoever. 
A   t)lain    constructive    consent    is    given  on   a 
settlement  being  made,  and  this  is  referred  to 
Mr.  Brucer;  and,  though  there  was  afterwards 
some  altercation  aboutthe  settlement,  yet  a  re.i8on- 
able  one  is  made.    Here  is  30002.  settled  for  her 
10002.,   and  the  whole  is  done  with  the  approba- 
tion of  Mr,  Bruoer,  which  makes  the  consent  pure 
od  initio."    That  is  to  say,  the  condition  that  was 
imposed  was  fulfilled.    Then  in  the  next  para- 
graph he  says :  "  It  must  be  token,  therefore,  that 
there  was  a  consent ;  and  this  oonsent  being  pure 
ab  initio,  not  obtained  by  any  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation, I  am  of  opinion  that  it  could  not  be 
retracted.    It  would  otherwise  be  a  most  cruel 
thing  to  suffer  young  persons  to  contract  and 
entertain  affection,  and  then  ad  libiiwn  wiUidraw 
the   consent."       Then,   in    Dashwood   v.    Lord 
BuUeeley  {ubi  sup.).    Lord  Eldon,  L.C.,  says,  in 
the  course  of  his  judgment,  after  referring  to  a 
certain  passage  in  the  case  of  Farmer  v.  Compton 
(1  Bep.  Oh.  1) :  "  These  are  very  material  words, 
for  it  would  be  very  dangerous,   as  a    general 
principle,  notwithstanding  all  the  colour  uiere  is 
for  saying  it  has  been  acted  upon,  to  hold  that  if 
at  a  particular  time  a  person  in  loco  parentis  as 
a  guardian,  upon  a  conscientious  sense  of  duty, 
thinks  himself  required  to  give  consent  and  pre- 
viously to  the  marriage  is  duly  informed  of  cir- 
cumstances that  ought  to  have  operated  at  first  to 
make  him  withhold  his  consent!  if  he  has  once 
given  it,  he  shall  not  afterwards  alter  his  mind. 
The  oases  have  gone  this  length,  that,  if  consent 
is  once  given,  it  shall  not  be  withdrawn  by  adding 
terms  that  do  not  go  to  the  propriety  of  giving 
the  consent "  ;  and  then  he  proceeds  to  desJ  wit£ 
the  case  of  Lord  Strange  v.  Smith  {ubi  tup.). 
Now,  what  I  understand  to  be  the  true  meaning 
which  underlies  the  observation  which  I  have  just 
read  from  these  passages  is  this,  that  it  must  be 
justifiable  for  persons  in  loco  parentis  to  change 
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{hdr  mindB  if  oironmstanoea  come  to  theai 
knowledge  in  respect  of  the  proposed  husband 
which,  M  they  had  been  within  their  knowledge  at 
the  time  the  consent  was  given,  would  have 
fairly  and  properly  operated  to  induce  them  not 
to  giTe  their  consent ;  and  that  then  the  role 
about  non-retractation  would  not  be  held  to  apply. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  think  this  also  is  to  be 
gathered — that  a  retractation  of  consent  must  not 
be,  as  was  expressed  in  one  case,  ad  libitum,  or, 
as  it  was,  I  think,  expressed  in  another  case,  a 
mere  caprice ;  but  in  arguing  this  case  the  parties 
representing  the  mother  were  compelled  to  put 
their  case  as  high  as  this — namely,  that  there  was 
what  I  may  term  an  absolute  power  on  the  part  of 
the  mother  to  express  her  wish  against  the  mar- 
riage, notwithstanding  the  previous  consent 
Now,  there  was  a  consent  giren  by  the  father  and 
the  motiier.  There  is  no  snggestaon  of  any  want 
of  moral  character  or  the  existence  of  any  cir- 
cnmstance  of  that  nature  which  would  have 
prevented  the  parents  ^ving  their  original 
consent.  The  one  thing  there  could  be 
sud  was  that  to  the  mother  at  least,  and 
perhaps  to  the  father,  the  amount  of  the 
mdebtedness  of  the  young  man  became  known 
for  the  first  time  after  the  testator's  death ;  and 
there  is  this  one  other  thing  to  be  said,  that  the 
young  people  had  assented  to  what  the  mother 
told  uiem  she  should  make  a  condition — namely, 
that  the  marriage  was  not  to  take  place  until 
August.  I  must  read  this  clause  fairly,  and  I 
could  not  avoid  seeing,  looking  at  it  as  a  matter 
of  substance,  that  there  was  a  consent  given; 
that  it  was  not  against  the  mother's  wish  that 
the  marriage  should  take  place,  but  that  it  was 
against  the  mother's  wisn  that  the  marriage 
should  take  place  modo  et  forma,  as  it  in  fact  did 
take  place.  There  was  also  this,  that  she  was 
determined,  unless  a  settlement  was  made  and  in 
the  form  she  required,  that  the  marriage  should 
not  take  place.  In  substance,  therefore,  so  far 
as  the  marriage  itaelf  was  concerned,  it  was  in 
accordance  with  the  consent  and  the  wish  of  the 
mother  tiiat  it  should  take  place,  and  I  think 
that  in  construing  a  clause  of  this  description  it 
woidd  be  too  harsh  to  say  that  the  marriage 
having  taken  place,  in  accordance  with  a  wish 
that  a  marriage  should  take  place,  that  the  fact 
of  its  taking  place  at  a  time  not  long  anterior  to 
that  which  biad  been  stipulated  for  should  impose 
the  forfeiture  on  the  parties.  Now,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  question  of  the  settlement,  I  am  far 
from  saying  that  it  is  not  part  of  the  duty  of  a 
parent  to  see  that  a  proper  settiement  is  made ; 
DOW  far  I  am  at  liberty  to  go  into  this  question 
about  the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  I 
am  not  sure,  but,  as  the  point  has  been  gone 
into  by  both  parties,  I  think,  for  the  sake  of  show- 
ing that  this  was  not  a  capricious  thing,  I  should 
■ay  that  the  conclusion  I  have  come  to  is  this — 
that,  so  far  as  the  settlement  part  of  the  matter  is 
concerned,  the  reasonableness  when  the  ultimate 
offer  came  on  the  day  before  the  marriage  lay  on 
the  side  of  the  daughter  rather  than  of  the 
mother.  The  true  objection  was  at  last  that  the 
marriage  took  place  before  the  expiration  of  six 
months  from  the  death  of  the  yonnjp  lady's  father. 
I  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of  whether 
it  would  not  have  been  in  better  taste  for  them  to 
have  waited  the  necessary  time;  I  have  simply 
to  deal  witli  tiw  question  of  the  legal  result  of 


what  has  been  done.  I  am  bound  to  say  this, 
having  made  this  observation,  that  it  does  not 
appear  upon  the  evidence  that  the  unfortunate 
strained  relationship  between  the  parties  had 
preyed  upon  the  health  of  the  daughter,  and  there 
was  some  reason  for  hastening  the  marriage  and 
putting  an  end  to  that  stram.  On  the  whole, 
therefore,  having  regard  to  the  principle  that  I 
think  I  can  gatner  from  the  cases  wnich  have 
been  cited  before  me,  I  think  that  no  forfeiture 
has  operated  under  this  will  As  I  have  said,  I, 
of  coune,  decide  it  in  accordance  with  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties  ;  but  I  am  glad  to  be  able  to 
thmk  that,  from  the  statement  of  counsel  made  to 
me,  the  husband  is  prepared  to  do  that  which  I 
should  have  expected  any  honourable  man  would 
have  been  prepared  to  do- — ^namely,  now  to  make  a 
settiement  which  would  be  substantially  in  accord- 
ance with  that  which  was  offered  in  the  letter 
written  by  his  solicitora  on  the  day  before  the 
marriage. 

Solicitors :  Morley,8hirreff,  and  Co. ;  Oodden, 
Son,  and  Rolme  ;  Wafkin-  WiUiams  and  Qray ; 
Lyne  and  Holman. 


Wednesday,  Dee.  16, 1903. 
(Before  Btsnb,  J.) 
Be  JoBDAN ;  Hatwajcs  v.  Hamilton. 
Praeliee  —  Administration    aetion  —  Parties— 
Trustee — Bepresentation  of  trust  estate. 

An  action  for  breach  of  trust  teas  brought  by  a 
benefieiary  under  a  marriage  settlement  against 
the  exeeutors  of  one  of  the  trustees,  but  not  the 
surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement.    The  sur- 
viving   trustee  was    also    dead,  and    no    new 
trustees  of  the  settlement    had  been  appointed 
by  the  person  in  whom  the  power  was  vested. 
Held,   that    the  representatives  of  the  surviving 
trtutee  mtut  be  added  as  defendants,  or  that 
new  trustees  of  the  settlement  must  be  appointed 
and  added  as  defendants. 
Action  brought  by  a  beneficiary  under  a  mar- 
riage settiement  dated  the  11th  Dec.  1869,  and 
ma4e  between  Louis  Napoleon  Hayward  of  the 
first  part,  Jane  Jordan  of  the  second  part,  and 
Charles  Jordan  and  Daniel  Ludlow  of  the  third 
part,  for  replacement  by  the  defendants  out  of 
the  estate  of  Charles  Jordan,  deceased,  of  a  sum 
equal  to  the  value  of  the  trust  properties  lost  by 
the  breaches  of  trust  of  Charles  Jordan,  deceased, 
and,  if  necessary,  the  administration  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  Charles  Jordan. 
The  statement  of  claim  alleged : 
Thst  Charles  Jordan,  in  breaoh  of  his  dnty  as  tmatee, 
allowed  Lonis  Napoleon  Hayward  to  beoome  posaaaaed 
of  the  tnut  properties  and  leooritiee  or  the  prooeedi  of 
■ale  thereof,  amounting  in  value  to  16001.  or  there- 
abonta,  and  to  realiae  and  diapoaa  of  the  same  for  hia 
ownpnrpoaea. 
Charles  Jordan  died  on  the  29th  April  1882. 
The  defendants  were  the  executors  of  his  will, 
dated  the  13th  Sept.  1880,  and  proved,  with  the 
codicil  thereto  dated  the  7th  Oct.  1881,  by  the 
defendants  at  LlandaS  on  the  29th  Dec.  1882. 

Daniel  Ludlow  died  on  the  8th  June  1886,  and 
DO  new  trustees  of  the  settiement  had  been 
appointed. 

(a)  Beported  by  E.  L.  Horzm,  Baq.,  Bonister-at-Law. 
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L.  N.  Hayward  died  on  the  2l8t  Jnne  1885, 
leaYing  Jane  Hayward  anrriTing. 

By  deed  of  appointment  dated  the  28th  Aa^. 
1901,  Jane  Hayward,  by  virtue  of  the  power  ia 
that  behalf  contained  in  the  marriage  settlement, 
Mtpointed  the  trust  properties  and  secorities  and 
the  proceeds  there^  in  faronr  of  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  her  own  life  interest. 

The  power  to  appoint  new  tmstees  of  the 
settlement  was  vested  in  Mrs.  Hayward,  and  she 
was  prepared  to  exercise  it-  The  pudntiS  claimed : 
(1)  a  declaration  that  the  defendants,  as  such 
executors  as  aforesaid,  are  liable  to  make  good 
the  settlement  moneys  lost  by  the  said  breaw  of 
trust  of  the  said  Charles  Jordan  ;  (2)  that  a  sum 
equivalent  to  the  said  sum  lost  be  ordered  to  be 
set  aside  and  invested  as  this  honourable  court 
may  direct  to  answer  the  said  loss ;  (3)  if  neces- 
sary, an  account  of  the  sums  so  lost  by  the  said 
breach  of  trust ;  (4)  if  necessary,  the  administra- 
tion of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said 
Charles  Jordan.  Further  and  other  relief  and 
costs. 

The  only  defendants  to  the  action  were  the 
executors  of  Charles  Jordan. 

By  their  defenoe  they  submitted  that  Jane 
Hayward  and  the  legal  personal  representatives  of 
Daniel  Ludlow  were  necessary  parties  to  the 
action. 

On  the  action  coming  on  for  trial,  a  preliminary 
objection  was  taken  that  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement  ought  to  be  represented,  and  that  for 
that  purpose  either  the  representatives  of  the 
surviving  trustee  should  be  added  as  defen- 
dants, or  that  new  trustees  should  be  appointed 
and  added  as  defendants. 

Norton,  £.0.  and  Bailhache  for  the  plaintiff. 

Boxeden,  E.G.  and  T.  L.  Wilkinson  for  the 
defendants. — ^The  relief  asked  by  the  statement  of 
claim  cannot  be  gpranted  in  the  absence  of  the 
trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  or  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  last  surviving  trustee.  Ludlow's 
representatives  are  the  trustees  for  the  parpoaes  of 
administration,  although  they  may  not  have 
actually  accepted  the  trusts.  The  plaintiff  can 
only  obtain  this  money  by  administration.  The 
case  nearest  in  point  is  Be  Harrison ;  Smith  v. 
Allen  (64  L.  T.  Rep.  442;  (1891)  2  Ch.  349) ;  but 
the  question  there  was  whether  the  represents- 
tives  of  a  trustee  who  was  not  the  survivor  ought 
to  be  parties.  fBTBNB,  J.  referred  to  MeCheane 
v.  Gylee  (86  L.  T.  Rep.  217 ;  (1902)  1  Ch.  911)  and 
Order  XVI.,  r.  11.] 

Norton,  K.C.  and  Bailhache  for  the  plaintiff. — 
We  are  only  asking  for  a  declaration  that  the 
defendants  are  liable  to  replace  this  money,  so  as 
to  prevent  them  from  distributing  Jordan's 
estate  without  providing  for  onr  cmim.  The 
representatives  of  Ludlow  have  not  consented  to 
act  as  trustees,  and  there  are  no  trustees  of  the 
settiement  who  can  be  joined.  We  are  asking  for 
payment  of  the  money  into  court,  and,  when  that 
has  been  done,  new  trustees  can  be  appointed.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  make  Ludlow's  representa- 
tives parties,  for  it  is  admitted  that,  if  new 
trustees  were  appointed  and  joined,  the  action 
would  be  properly  constituted. 

Btsnb,  J. — ^This  action  is  brought  by  a 
beneficiary  under  a  settlement  dated  in  1869,  and 
asks  for  a  declaration  that  the  defendants,  who 
are  the  executors  of  a  deceased  trustee,  are  liable  , 


as  such  executors  to  make  good  a  loss  which  has 
occurred  to  the  settlement  funds.    [His  Lordship 
read    the    claim.]    The    only    parties    who   are 
defendants  to  this  action  are  the  representatives 
of  a  trustee  who  was  not    the  last    surviving 
trustee ;  and   therefore  there  is   no  one  before 
the  court    who  represents  the  trust  estate,  if  I 
may  so  express  it.     The  person  in  whom  the 
right  to  recover  moneys  belonging  to  the  settle- 
ment is,  if  there  be  such  a  person  in  existence, 
the  representative  of  the  last  surviving  trustee. 
Cestuu  que  trustent    can    come    into   court    to 
recover  money  which  was  lost,  joining  the  person 
in  whom  the  right  to  recover  it  is  legally  vested, 
by  reason  of  the  power  of  the  court  to  execute 
trusts  and  to  allow  beneficiaries  to  sue  in  their 
own  names,  if  a  su£Scient  case  be  shown.     Cases 
have  been  cited,  of  which  Be  Harrison ;  Smith  v. 
Alien  {ubi  sup.)  is  the  chief  example,  where  it 
was    held  that,  an  action  having  been  brought 
against  a  surviving  executor  and  trustee,  it  was 
not   necessary  to  make  the  representative  of  a 
deceased  trustee  a  party.    In  that  case,  in  an 
action  for  a  general  account  against  a  surviving 
executor  and  trustee,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not, 
in  the  absence  of  special  circumstances,  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  representative  of  a 
deceased  trustee   or  executor  a   party.    If  the 
defendant   required  such   representative   to  be 
added,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  rendered 
it  advisable  that  he  should  be  so  added,  the  rules 
of  the  Supreme  Court    1883  provided  bv  Order 
XYI.,  rules  11  and  48,  the  machinery  lor  that 
purpose.    Ohitty,  J.  gives  his  reasons  for  saying 
the  action  might  be  brought  in  that  form,  and  be 
says :  "  Many  judgments  have  been  made  with- 
out any  opposition  a^Eunst  a  surviving  executor 
and  trustee,  without  loining  the  representatives 
of  others  who  had  died  ^fore  the  action  was 
commenced,  where  there  were  no  special  circum- 
stances in  the  case  rendering  it  necessary  that 
they  should  be  parties.    The  order  goes  in  the 
well-known  form."    No  authority  has  been  pro- 
duced to  me  to  show  that   judgment  could  be 
^ven  in  an  action  of  this  kind,   which  in  fact 
involves  something  in  the  nature  of  a   partial 
execution    of  the    trusts,    without    having    the 
persons  representing  the  trust  estate  before  the 
court.  It  may  be  that  there  is  no  present  trustee, 
as  there    may  be  no  representative  of  the  last 
surviving  trustee,  or,  if  there  be  one,  that  he  has 
rafused  to  accept  the  trusts  of  this  settlement ; 
but  in  the  present  case  there  is  a  person  entitled 
to  appoint  new  trustees  of  the  settlement,  and  if 
there  be  no  trustees  such  an  appointment  ought 
to  be  made,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  exist- 
ing trustees,  if  any,  as  such  new  trustees,  should 
not  be  brought  before  the  court.    It  is  argued 
that  this  action  is  not  asking  for  execution  of  the 
trusts,  but  is  only  brought  for  a  declaration  that 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  trustee  is  liable  for 
breaches  of  trust.    The  plaintiff   is   not  really 
entitied  to  be  paid  any  money  found  due,  and  it 
would  be  difficult  to  make  such  an  order  except 
in  the  presence  of  the  parties  entitled  to  be  paid, 
though,  of  course,  in  a  proper  case  possibly  some- 
body might  be  appointed  to  represent  the  capital 
of  the  trust  estate.    But  it  does  not  rest  there. 
The    plaintiff    wants  an  order  founded  on  it — 
namely,  the  investment  of  a  sum  to  answer  the 
loss.    The  case  is  of  some  importance,  for  there 
is  no  authority  which  covers  it,  and  I  do  not  say 
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that  there  ma^  sot  be  oases  in  which  the  conrt 
might  entertain  snoh  an  action  as  the  present, 
where  it  was  impossible  to  get  representatiTes 
before  the  ooort ;  but,  where  it  is  possible  to  do 
so,  some  person  shonld  be  appointed  to  represent 
the  estate.  The  case  mnst  stand  over  to  enable 
the  present  tmatees  to  be  joined,  or,  it  there  are 
none,  to  enable  new  trustees  to  be  appointed  and 
added  as  defendants. 

Solicitors :  Frederiek  Kineh,  tor  Lyndon  Moore 
and  Co.,  Newport,  Monmoath ;  W.  B.  Smith  and 
Smyth,  for  QardM«r$,  Abergavenny. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION, 
Monday,  Bee.  21, 1903. 

{Before  Lord  Alvsbstonb,  C.J.,  Lawbancb  and 
Kbnnbdt,  JJ.) 

Ex  parte  Wiuis,  (a) 

Sating  —  Poor  rate  —  Application  for  dieirest 
VKorrant — Tender  of  part  of  rate—JuriedieHon 
of  juetieee  to  ierue  diatreei  warrant  for  whole 
rate — Juritdietion  to  iieue  vmrrant  of  commit- 
ment for  whole  rate—Distreti  for  Batee  Act 
1849  (12  &  13  Viet.  e.  14).  «s.  1,  2. 

Where  upon  a  tummone  for  a  dietreee  warrant  for 
a  poor  rate  the  person  liable  to  pay  the  tarns 
tenders  a  part  of  the  rate  tn  court  before  the 
jueiieet,  the  jtutices  have,  notwUhttanding  such 
tender  in  eowrt,  jwrudietion  to  issue  a  distress 
warrant  for  the  whole  arnount  of  the  rate,  and, 
in  defaiut  of  sufficient  distress  to  satisf^  the 
whcie  amount,  to  issue  a  warrant  of  com- 
mitment in  respect  of  the  whole  amount,  not- 
withstanding  a  subsequent  tender  of  part. 

Bex  V.  Gillespie  and  others  (ante,  p.  15 ;  (1904) 
1  K.  B.  174)  exfAained. 

Motion  tor  a  mle  nm  tor  a  writ  of  certiorari 
to  bring  up  and  quash  an  order  of  committal 
whereby  the  applicant,  one  Samud  Wiles,  was 
committed  to  prison  tor  the  space  of  twenty-one 
days  in  default  of  payment  of  a  certain  poor  rate, 
and  in  default  of  a  sufficient  distress  to  satisfy 
the  same ;  and  also  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
bring  up  the  applicant  from  Wandsworth  Frison, 
where  he  was  imprisoned. 

The  affidavit  of  the  applicant  for  the  rules — 
fiamnel  Wiles,  a  tailor  and  outfitter  residing  at 
New  Maiden,  Surrey — set  out  the  following  &cts 
upon  which  the  application  was  made : — 

A  poor  rate  of  35*.  was  duly  made  upon  the 
appeUant,  and  demanded  of  him.  On  the  ground 
<a  relis^ouB  conviction  he  refused  to  pay  that  part 
of  the  jtoor  rate— namely,  58. — which  would  be 
i^tpxopTiated  to  sectarian  religious  instruction 
under  the  -fidooation  Act  1903.  On  three  distinot 
eooaaions  he  had  tendered  the  whole  of  the  rate, 
except  the  5*,,  which,  as  he  believed,  represented 
the  eduootioB  rate,  and  when  the  demand  note  was 
delivered  he  tendered  30(.  (being  the  whole  amount, 
lass  the  5«.)  to  the  rate  collector  in  cash,  and 
this  tender  was  refused,  and  he  said  that  there 
were  more  than  sufficient  goods  of  his  at  his  house 
to  answer  the  rate  and  costs. 

On  the  22nd  Sept.  1903  he  appealed  before  the 
jnstioes  at  Kingston-on-Thames  to  answer  a 
■ommons  for  nonpayment  of  the  rate,  together 
«ith  3«.  Qd.  for  costs.  He  then  told  the  justices  that 

(•)  BipotMd  by  W.  W,  Obb,  bq.,Banl«t(r-»t-Law. 


he  was  willing  to  pay  the  rate,  except  the  St.,  which 
he  declined  to  pay,  as  it  represented  that  part  of 
the  rate  which  would  be  appplied  to  sectarian 
religious  teaching.  He  had  the  30*,  in  his  hand 
and  tendered  the  same  in  court,  but  this  tender 
was  refused,  and  the  justices  issued  a  distress 
warrant  for  the  whole  amount  and  costs. 

The  warrant  officer  called  several  times  subse- 
quent to  this  and  asked  him  to  pay  the  rate.  He  told 
tne  officer  that  he  was  willing  to  pay  what  he  liad 
already  offered,  and  that  if  the  officer  was  not  satis- 
fied with  that  he  mnst  levy  for  the  amount.  The 
officer  looked  round  the  premises,  and  the  appli- 
cant informed  him  that  he  could  take  certain 
artiolee  which  he  pointed  out,  and  which  he 
valued  at  about  102. 

When  the  bailiffs  went  to  distrain,  the  applicant 
again  tendered  the  30«.,  which  they  rmused; 
and  in  their  return  to  the  distress  warrant  they 
reported  to  the  justices  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
distress  to  satufy  the  whole  amount  of  the  rate 
and  costs. 

An  application  was  then  made  to  the  justices 
under  the  Distress  for  Bates  Act  1849  (12  &  13 
Yiot.  c.  14j,  s.  2,  alleg^ing  that  the  applicant  had 
not  paid  the  rate  or  any  part  thereof,  and  had 
refnaed  so  to  do,  and  the  justices  thereapon  made 
an  order  of  commitment  whereby  tiie  applicant 
was  to  be  committed  to  prison  for  the  space  of 
twenty-one  days,  unless  the  above  sum  and  aJl 
coste  and  charges  should  be  sooner  paid. 

Under  this  warrant  of  commitment  the  appli- 
cant was  arrested  on  the  17th  Deo.  and  was  con- 
veyed to  Wandsworth  Prison,  and  he  was  still  in 
prison  at  the  date  of  this  application. 

There  was  no  question  that  there  was  ample 
distress  for  the  5s.,  though  there  was  a  question 
as  to  whether  there  was  sufficient  distress  for  the 
whole  35«, 

J.  A.  Compston  for  the  applicant, — ^The  present 
motion  is  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  test  the 
legalit<y  of  the  action  of  the  justices  in  issuing  a 
committal  warrant  by  which  the  applicant  was 
sent  to  prison  for  twenty-one  days  for  non- 
payment of  the  poor  rate  of  35«.,  he  having  ten- 
dered 30*.,  part  thereof,  on  several  occasions  prior 
to  the  issue  of  the  committal  warrant,  including 
a  t«ider  to  the  justices  in  court  when  the  distress 
warrant  was  issued.  The  justices  had  no  juris- 
diotion  to  issue  the  distress  warrant  for  the  whole 
amount  of  the  rate.  The  jnatioes  are  only 
empowered  to  issue  a  warrant  of  distress  for  the 
full  amount  if  the  whole  rate  is  in  arrear  and  is 
unpaid,  and  there  has  been  a  refusal  to  pay  any 
part  thereof.  Here  the  applicant  tendered  the 
greater  part  of  the  rate  in  cash  before  the  justices 
in  court,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  the  applicant 
had  sufficient  goods  on  his  premises  to  meet  the 
distress,  and  unquestionably  to  meet  the  distress 
after  taking  into  account  the  30«.  tendered, 
AccortUns  to  the  recent  decision  of  this  oourt  in 
Bex  v.  aSiespie  and  ^others  (ante,  p.  15;  (1904)  1 
K.  B.  174),  the  justices  ought  not  to  have  issued 
a  distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount  of  the 
rate,  but  ought  to  have  issued  it  for  the  balance 
only.  But  even  if  the  justices  were  right  in 
issuing  the  distress  warrant  for  the  full  amount, 
they  were  not  justified  in  issuing  the  warrant  of 
commitment  for  the  full  amount.  The  warrant 
of  commitment  is  therefore  bad.  The  applicant 
is  a^  entitled  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.    It 
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the  roles  are   granted,  they  onght  to  be  made 
retamable  before  the  Vacation  judge. 

Lord  Alvbestonk,  C.J.  —  We  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  there  onght  to  be  no  mle  in  this 
case.  The  present  application  has  no  doubt 
arisen  from  a  misnnderstanding  of  the  decision 
of  this  court  in  the  recent  case  of  Bex  t.  Oillegpie 
and  other$  {wbi  »up.).  In  that  case  a  part  of  the 
rate  had  been  tendered  in  court  before  the  magis- 
trate, and  this  oonrt  held  that  the  magistrate  had 
a  discretion  to  issue  the  distress  warrant  for  the 
balance  only,  and  that  where  a  part  of  the  rate 
had  been  tendered  before  him  in  court  this  court 
could  not  by  mandamtu  compel  him  to  issue  a 
distress  warrant  for  the  whole  amount.  In  this 
case  the  magistrates  had  issued,  first,  a  distress 
warrant  for  the  full  amount  and  then  a  commit- 
ment order  for  the  full  amount,  and  in  so  doing 
they  had  acted  within  their  jurisdiction  and 
within  their  rights.  We  are  now  asked  to  say 
that,  because  the  applicant  had  tendered  part  A 
the  rate  in  court  before  the  magistrates,  the 
magistrates  had  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  warrant 
for  the  full  amount.  We  think  that  is  not  so, 
and  that  the  magistrates  had  jurisdiction  to  issue 
the  distress  warrant  for  tha  whole  amount.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  tbe  magistrates  had  jurisdic- 
tion to  do  what  they  did,  and  that  there  should 
be  no  rule. 

Lawbance  and  Kbnkbdt,  JJ.  oonourred. 

Bule  refund. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicant,  C.  and  E.  Wood- 
roffe. 


Friday,  Jan.  15. 
(Before  Lord  Altkbstonk,  C.J.,  Wills  and 
Kenmkdt,  JJ.) 
Enuckxt  v.  Bxdbutb  Bubal  Distbict 
Council,  (o) 
Mme — Owner — Duty    to  fence — Publie   weU    in 
shaft  of  abandoned  mine — Vetting  of  wtll  tn 
local  authority — lAahility  of  local  authority  to 
fence— Fublic  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Viet, 
c.  55),  «.  64 — MetaUiferoui  Mines   Begulation 
Act  1872  (35  *  36  Viet.  c.  77),  is.  13,  41. 
Where  the  shaft  of  an  abandoned  mine  contains 
water  and  is  used  by   the  inhabitants  of  the 
district  as  a  well  and  as  being  a  public  well 
becomes  vested   in  the    local  authority  under 
sect,  eiqflhe  Public  Health  Act  1875,  the  local 
authority  are  not  the  "  owners  "  of  the  mine,  or 
the  persons  "  interested  in  minerals  of  the  mine," 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  13  of  the  Metal- 
liferous Mines  Begulation  Act  1872,  and  are  not 
bound  under  that  section  to  fence  the  shaft,  and 
consequently,  in  the  absence    of  negligence  on 
their  part,  they  are  not  liable  for  injuries  caused 
by  the  shaft  not  having  been  fenced. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintifE  from  the  County  Court 
of  Cornwall,  held  at  Bedruth. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  farmer  near  Bedruth,  to  recover  331.  for  the 
loss  of  his  horse,  which  had  strayed  and  fallen 
into  a  well  which,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged, 
the  defendants,  as  the  local  authority,  were  under 
a  statutorr  obligation  to  fence. 

The  well  was  the  shaft  of  an  old  disused  mine, 

'         (a)  Seportad  br  W.  W.  Orb,  Eaq.,  BurUtar«t-Liiwi 


and  was  in  depth  some  36ft.  to  the  top  of  the 
water  and  about  5ft.  of  water.  It  was  situate  in 
a  field  on  another  farm  and  was  a  public  well,  iho 
evidence  showing  that  the  people  of  the  district 
all  got  water  from  it,  though  they  had  to  open 
and  pass  through  a  gate  belonging  to  the  puun- 
tiff  to  get  to  the  well.  Each  person  provided  his 
own  rope  for  raising  the  water. 

The  well  was  unf enced,  and  the  plaintiff's  horse 
strayed  and  fell  into  it,  and  it  appeared  that  in 
the  year  1887  a  dog  fell  into  it,  and  that  the  sani- 
tary inspector  of  the  local  authority  attended  to 
the  mattiar  by  having  the  dog  removed  from  the 
well,  and  by  having  noiioea  printed  and  distributed 
that  a  decomposed  dog  had  been  found  there,  and 
that  the  water  was  not  fit  to  be  drunk,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  horse  was  taken  out  of  the  well 
by  the  sanitary  inspector. 

For  tbe  defendants  it  was  contended  before  the 
County  Court  judge  that  there  was  no  duty  on 
the  d^endants  to  fence  the  shaft ;  that  the  horse 
was  trespassing  and  so  fell  into  the  well,  and  that 
all  the  things  the  council  had  done  they  were 
entitled  to  do  under  sects.  3  and  7  of  the  Public 
Health  (Water)  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  25). 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended  (1)  that  the 
well  became  vested  in  the  defendants'  pre- 
decessors by  virtue  of  sect.  64  of  the  Public  Health 
Act  1875 ;  (2)  that  it  was  an  old  pit  shaft ; 
and  (3)  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to  fence 
it  under  sect.  13  of  the  Metalliferous  Mines 
Begulation  Act  1872  (35  &  36  Vict  c.  77),  as  being 
the  owners  of  the  mine  or  persons  interested 
in  the  minerals  of  the  mine,  witliin  the  meaning  of 
that  section:  (Evans  v.  Mostyn,  36  L.  T.  Bep. 
856;  2  C.  P.  Div.  547). 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  held  that  the 
■well  became  vested  in  the  defendant  council  or 
their  predecessors  by  virtue  of  sect.  64  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875 ;  that  it  was  an  old  pit 
shaft ;  and  that  the  defendant  council  were  not, 
by  the  vesting  of  the  well,  owners  or  persons 
interested  in  the  minerals,  so  as  to  compel  them 
to  fence  it  under  sect.  13  of  the  Metalliferous 
Mines  Begulation  Act  1872,  and  he  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  FabUo  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  o.  55) 
provides : 

Seat.  64.  Ail  existinfr  pnblio  oiatams,  pnmpi,  walls, 
reservoirs,  oonditits,  aqcednata,  and  works  used  for  tha 
gratoitons  supply  of  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
diatriot  of  any  local  anthotity,  shall  vest  la  and  be 
nnder  the  oontrol  of  anoh  authority,  and  anohanthoritj 
may  oanie .  the  same  to  be  maintained  and  plentifnlly 
anpplied  with  pure  and  wholesome  water  or  may 
anbititnte,  maintain,  and  plentifnlly  anpply  with  pnre 
and  wholesome  water  other  anoh  works  equally  con- 
venient ;  they  may  alao  (anbjeot  to  the  pioviaiona  of  this 
Act)  conatmct  any  other  anoh  woika  for  anpplying  water 
for  the  gratuitoua  naa  of  any  inhabitanta  who  chooae  to 
oarry  the  aame  away,  not  for  aale,  but  for  their  own 
private  nie. 

The  Metalliferous  Mines  Begulation  Act  1872 
(35  &  36  Vict.  c.  77)  provides  : 

Sect.  13.  Where  any  mine  to  whioh  this  Act  applieaia 
abandoned  or  the  workings  thereof  diaoontinned,  at  what- 
ever time  auch  abandonment  or  diaoontinuanoe  occurred, 
the  owner  thereof,  and  every  other  person  Inteieated  in 
the  minerala  of  the  mine,  ahall  oanae  the  top  of  the  ahaft 
and  any  aide  entrance  from  the  snrfaoe  to  be  kept 
aeourely  fenced  for  the  prevention  of  accidents.  Provided 
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that — (1)  Snbjeot  to  asy  oontraot  to  the  oontnry,  the 
owneor  of  the  mine  ehall,  as  between  him  and  any  other 
person  interested  in  the  minerola  of  the  mine,  be  liable 
to  oarry  into  effeot  this  seotion,  and  to  pay  any  oosta 
inonrred  by  any  other  penon  intereeted  in  the  mineral* 
of  the  mine  in  oanying  thia  Motion  into  effeot.  .  .  . 
(3)  Nothing  in  this  seotion  shall  exempt  any  person 
from  any  liability  nnder  any  other  Aot  or  otherwise.  If 
any  person  fail  to  aot  in  o<niformity  with  this  section  he 
shall  be  grnilty  of  an  offenoe  against  this  Aot.  Any  shaft 
or  side  entranoe  which  is  not  fenced  as  required  by  this 
seotion,  and  is  within  fifty  yards  of  any  highway,  road, 
foo^th,  or  place  of  poblic  resort,  or  is  in  open  or 
nninoIoBed  land,  or  ia  required  by  an  inspector  as  afore- 
said to  be  fenced,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  nnisanoe 
witUn  the  mwaning  of  section  eight  of  the  Noisanoes 
Bemoral  Act  for  England  1855  as  amended  and  extended 
by  the  Sanitary  Act  1866. 

Seot.  41.  In  this  Act,  nnleas  the  context  otherwise 
reqnires  :  The  term  "  mine  "  inclnde*  every  shaft  in  the 
oonraa  of  being  snnk,  and  every  level  and  inclined  plane 
in  the  oottrw  of  being  driven  for  commencing  or  opening 
any  mine,  or  for  searching  for  or  proving  minerals,  and 
all  the  shafts,  levels,  planes,  works,  machinery,  tram- 
ways, and  sidings,  both  below  gronnd  and  above  gronnd 
in  and  adiscent  to  a  mine,  and  any  such  shaft,  level,  and 
inolined  plane,  and  belonging  to  the  mine.  The  term 
"  shaft  "  inolades  pit.  The  term  "  owner  "  when  need 
in  relation  to  any  mine  means  any  person  or  body  corpo- 
rate who  is  the  immediate  proprietor,  or  leasee,  or 
occnpier  of  any  mine,  or  of  any  part  tiiereof,  and  does 
not  inolade  a  person  or  body  corporate  who  merely 
reoeiTsa  a  royalty,  rent,  or  fine  from  a  mine,  or  is  merely 
the  pnqinrietar  of  a  mine  snbjeot  to  any  lease,  grant,  or 
licence  for  the  working  thereof,  or  is  merely  the  owner 
of  the  soil  and  not  interested  in  the  minerals  of  the 
mines. 

Beihune  {B.  C.  Olen  with  him)  for  the  plaintiff. 
— The  question  tnma  upon  sect.  64  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  1875  and  sect.  13  of  the  Metalliferous 
Mines  Begulation  Act  1872.  Under  sect.  64  of 
the  Act  of  1875  the  well  became  vested  in  the 
local  authority,  and  the  judge  has  found  that  it 
was  so  vested  in  the  defendant  council.  The 
definition  of  "  owner "  is  eiven  in  sect.  41  of  the 
Act  of  1872,  and  the  judge  has  hdd  that  the 
defendant  council  did  not  become  the  "  owners  " 
within  the  meaning  of  that  section.  The  definition 
of  "  mine  "  is  given  in  sect.  41,  and  it  shows  that 
you  can  have  an  abandoned  mine  in  which  there 
are  no  minerals.  The  well  vested  in  the  defendants 
under  sect.  64,  and  they  were  owners  of  it ;  it  was 
a  mine  within  the  meaning  of  the  Metalliferous 
Mines  Begulation  Act  1872,  and  it  was  an  aban- 
doned or  ^scontinned  mine,  and  therefore  it  came 
within  the  terms  of  sect.  13  of  that  Act.  The 
defendants  are  therefore  liable  under  sect.  13  to 
fence  it,  and,  as  they  did  not  do  so,  they  are  liable 
in  damages  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  of  his 
horse.  Anyone  who  oomes  within  the  definition 
of  "  owner  "  in  sect.  41  is  liable,  although  there 
may  be  many  owners.  If  this  well  liad  been 
dosed,  the  defendants,  as  the  local  authority, 
would  have  had  a  right  to  get  it  opened.  If 
the  well  was  vested  in  the  defenduits  under 
sect.  64  they  were  liable,  under  sect.  13  of  the 
Act  of  1872,  to  fence  it,  as  being  the  owners  of  it : 
Xvatit  r.  iftxtyn,  36  L.  T.  Bep.  856 ;  2  C.  P.  Div. 
547. 
In  Dublin  United  Tramwayt  Company  v.  Fitz- 
aerald  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  532;  (1903)  A.  C.  99)  it  was 
held  that  a  tramway  company,  in  whom  the  road- 
way between  the  rails  of  their  line  had  vested 
nnder  the  Tramways  Act  1870,  were  liable  in 


damages  to  a  person  who  had  sustained  injuries 
by  reason  of  such  roadway  being  oat  of  repair  i. 
and  upon  the  same  principle,  where  a  well  is 
vested  in  a  public  anthoritv  ot  virtue  of  a  statute^ 
they  ought  to  be  equtJIy  liable  for  injury  caosed 
by  their  not  fencing  the  well.  [He  also  refened 
to  Coverdale  v.  Charlton  (40  L.  T.  Bep.  88;  4 
Q.  B.  Div.  104)  as  to  the  vesting  of  the  well  in 
<£e  defendants;  and  Esnnkdt,  J.  referred  to 
FotUr  ▼.  Owen  (67  L.  T.  Bep.  712).] 

SekiUer  for  the  defendants  (the  local  anthorii^). 
— The  learned  judge  was  right  in  holding  that 
there  was  no  obligation  upon  tne  defendants  under 
sect.  13  to  fence  the  well.  I  assume  that  this 
was  a  public  well,  and  that  nnder  sect.  64  it  vested 
in  the  defendants  as  the  local  authority,  yet  even 
then  sect.  13  does  not  impose  any  obligation 
upon  the  local  authority  to  fence  it  Sect.  13- 
points  to  a  different  state  of  circumstances  alto- 
gether. It  the  contention  for  the  plaintiff  is 
right,  then,  if  a  person  sank  a  shaft  and  water 
sprang  up  in  it,  uie  local  authority  would  be  the 
persons  who  would  be  entitled  to  get  the  minerals ;. 
but  it  would  be  a  strong  proposition  to  say  that 
the  owner  who  hod  sunk  the  shaft  should  not  get 
the  minerals  through  that  shaft.  When  the 
words  of  sect.  13  are  looked  at,  it  is  clear  that 
the  word  "  owner  "  means  the  person  who  has  the 
right  to  get  the  minerals  out  of  the  mine. 
S^ts.  13  and  41  contemplate  two  different  sets  of 
circumstances  with  regard  to  the  word  "  owner."' 
[Lord  Altebstonb,  C.J. — If  the  well  is  vested 
in  the  defendants  as  owners,  why  may  they  not 
be  bound  to  fence  it,  apart  altogether  from  this 
section  ?]  They  would  not  be  so  bound  to  fence 
it,  because  they  would  have  no  right  to  go  on  the 
land  except  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  section. 
Even  under  sect.  64  the  local  authority  are  not 
bound  to  maintain  the  well ;  their  duties  in  that 
respect  are  wholly  discretionary,  indicated  by  th« 
word  "  may."  Although  for  the  general  purposes 
of  the  Act  the  word  "  owner  "  is  defined  widely  in 
sect.  41,  yet,  when  we  come  to  sect.  13,  only  those 
who  are  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the  minerals 
in  the  mine  are  deemed  to  be  owners ;  and  under 
that  section  it  is  only  those  who  have  got  the 
bene^cial  interest  in  the  minerals  of  the  mine 
who,  as  owners,  are  to  fence  off  the  mine. 
There  was  really  no  evidence  on  which  the  judge 
could  find  that  this  was  a  publio  well.  [He  was 
stopped  upon  the  question  as  to  sect  13.] 

Bethune,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Macnaghten  in  Mayor,  &o.,  of  Tunbridge 
WeUs  V.  Baird  (74  L.  T.  Bep.,  at  p.  388 ;  (1896) 
A.  C,  at  p.  442). 

Lord  Altebstone,  C.J. — In  this  case  the 
learned  County  Court  judge  has  found  that  the 
well  was  a  public  well  and  became  vested  in  the 
defendants  by  virtue  of  sect.  64  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  1875.  I  have  no  doubt  there  was 
evidence  on  which  he  might  come  to  that  finding. 
That  bein^  so,  of  course  we  do  not  sit  in  review 
upon  his  judgment  with  regard  to  that  matter. 
But  it  seems  to  me  that  that  is  by  no  means  con- 
clusive of  the  case,  and  in  fact  goes  a  very  little 
way  to  decide  it.  I  agree  that  the  vesting  of  the 
well  under  sect.  64  of  the  Public  Health  Aot  will, 
according  to  ordinary  principles  applicable  to 
such  vesbings  under  such  Acts  in  public  bodies, 
vest  in  the  public  authority  certain  rights  of  pro- 
perty in  the  well  and  in  so  much  of  the  land  as  is 
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noeooottTy  tor  them  to  perform  their  daties.  I 
have  very  little  doubt  that  tibe  public  authority, 
in  taking  steps  to  prevent  nuisanoeR,  will  have 
the  right,  and  very  likely  the  duty,  to  protect  the 
well  from  danger,  if  in  order  to  discharge  their 
duty  and  make  the  well  properly  efficient  for  its 
purpose  they  might  think  it  right  so  to  do.  That, 
however,  is  not  tne  question  we  have  to  decide  in 
this  case.  It  is  not  alleged  against  the  defendants 
that  because  they  were  the  owners  of  the  well 
they  kept  the  well  in  a  dangerous  condition 
whereby  the  horse  fell  into  the  well.  It  is  not 
alleged  that  they  had  a  nuisance  near  a  highway 
or  anj^thing  of  that  kind,  and  counsel  tor  tfaie 
plaintiff  very  frankly  said  at  the  opening  of  his 
argument  that  he  had  no  case  except  that  based 
on  sect.  13  of  the  Metalliferous  Mines  Regulation 
Act  1872.  Therefore  we  have  not  got  to  con- 
sider what  might  be  the  liability  of  the  defendants 
if  this  were  the  ordinary  case  of  nuisance  and, 
the  well  being  vested  in  the  district  council,  we 
had  to  consider  whether  the  local  authority  had 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  a  statutory  obligation 
imposed  upon  somebody  by  sect.  13.  Sect.  13 
says :  "  Where  any  mine  to  which  this  Act  applies 
is  abandoned  the  owner  thereof  and  every  other 
person  interested  in  the  minerals  of  the  mine 
shall  cause  the  top  of  the  shaft  to  be  securely 
fenced."  If  those  words  stood  thwe  by  them- 
selves without  the  interpretation  clause,  I  think 
it  could  scarcely  be  disputed  that  "  thereof  "  thwe 
means  "  of  the  mine,"  and  that  meaning  is  accen- 
tuated hj  the  provision  extending  not  only  to  tiie 
owner  of  the  mine,  but  to  "every  other  person 
interested  in  the  minerals  of  the  mina"  Thwe- 
foie  the  duty  of  seeing  to  the  fencing  is  put  upon 
persons  who  are  either  owners  of  the  mine  or  are 
connected  with  the  mine — ^that  is  to  say,  with  the 
minerals  underground.  Then  came  sect.  41,  which 
extends  "mine  so  as  to  include  all  the  shafts 
botii  below  ground  and  above  ground  in  or 
adjacent  to  tne  mine.  Therefore  I  agree  tbat 
the  same  person  who  owns  the  mine  also  owns  the 
-shafts,  and  it  is  the  owner  of  the  shafts  in 
oonnection  with  that  mine  who  is  under  the 
obligation  imposed  by  sect.  13.  Lastly,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  section  was  pointing  to  the 
owner  of  the  mine  and  the  minerals  or  the 
persons  interested  in  the  minerals  of  the  mine, 
as  distinguished  from  the  mere  owners  of  the 
soil  for  other  purposes,  and  that  the  ex(du. 
sion  from  the  word  "  owner "  of  certain  persons 
is  made  abundantly  plain.  The  term  "  owner " 
is  defined,  and  "  owner  "  when  used  in  relation  to 
any  mine  shall  include  bodies  corporate,  imme- 
diate proprietor,  or  lessee  or  occupier  of  any 
mine,  but  does  not  include  a  person  who  is  merely 
the  owner  of  the  soil  and  who  is  not  interested 
in  the  minerals  of  the  mines.  That  being  so,  it 
seems  to  me  that  whether  we  look  at  sect  13  by 
itselt,  or  whether  we  read  it  with  sect.  41,  the 
word  "owner"  does  not  mean  or  refer  to  the 
mere  legal  ownership  of  the  soU  which  surrounds 
the  shaft,  but  it  does  refer  to  the  person  who  is 
either  owner  of  the  mines,  or  is  so  interested  in 
the  minerals  of  the  mines  as  to  come  within  the 
langna^  of  sect.  13.  That  being  the  case,  what  is 
the  position  of  these  defendants  P  They  have  the 
welL  It  is  on  private  property  to  a  certain  extent, 
and  it  is  approached,  we  are  told,  by  a  lane  which 
is  not  a  public  highway.  I  think,  considering  the 
language  of  that  section  and  sect.  64  of  the  Public 


Health  Act  1875,  it  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the 
County  Court  judge  might  come  to  the  conclusion, 
to  which  he  has  come  in  this  case,  that  the 
well  was,  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  64  of  the  Act 
of  1875,  vested  in  the  defendants.  Therefore 
that  is  why  I  commenced  my  judgment  by  saying 
that  I  aooept  that  {Kwition  for  the  purposes  (n 
this  case.  In  my  opinion  the  defendant  council 
were  not  owners  of  the  mine  or  the  shaft  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  13  of  the  Act  of  1872.  They 
were  certainly  not  persons  interested  in  the 
minerals,  and  therefore  the  County  Court  judge 
was  right  in  saying  that  the  action  against  them 
is  founded  solely  upon  sect.  13,  and  there  being, 
apart  from  the  statute,  no  case  against  them  of 
negligence  in  keeping  their  well,  I  think  the 
learned  judge  was  right,  and  that  this  appeal 
must  be  dismissed. 

W1LI.S,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  think  that  the  keynote  of  sect.  13  is  that  the 
liability  is  cast  upon  either  the  owner,  or  the 
person  having  an  interest  akin  to  ownei'ship  in 
the  minerals  of  the  mine,  and  nobody  else.  I  think 
that  that  is  accentuated  by  the  consideration  of 
the  definition  of  "  owner  "  in  sect.  41,  which  for 
certain  purposes  excludes  persons  who  are  not 
interested  in  the  minerals  of  the  mines.  There- 
fore I  think  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
the  defendants  in  this  case,  the  local  authority, 
are  at  all  interested  in  the  minerals  of  the  mine, 
whatever  that  may  mean,  which  either  was  an 
abandoned  mine,  or  which  then  was  said  to  have 
been  an  abandoned  mine,  but  which  had  onoe 
been  a  mine  containing  minerals.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  defendants  are  not  liable,  and 
the  only  case  which  was  made  against  them,  as  I 
understand,  at  the  trial  was  that  they  were  Uable 
bv  virtue  of  sect.  64  of  the  Public  Health  Act 
1875  and  sect  13  of  the  Metalliferous  Mines 
Regulation  Act  1872. 

Eeknsdt,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  that  when  we  consider  this  question 
it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  public  body,  in 
whom,  under  sect.  64,  the  well  became  vested  and 
to  whom  control  of  the  well  passed,  are  the 
owners  merely  by  virtue  of  that  statutory  pro- 
vision in  sect  13  of  the  Metalliferous  Mines 
Regulation  Act  1872. 

AfpeoH  diMmiued.    Leave  to  appeal  refiuei. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Robbint,  Billing, 
and  Co.,  for  Paige  and  Qrylli,  Redruth. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Coode,  Kingdon, 
and  Cotton,  for  Walteri,  Camborne. 


Jan.  25  and  26. 
(Before  Lord  Axvrbstohk,  C.J.,  Wills  and 

KVHNBDT,  J  J.) 

TowBR  Division  Liugnsino  Justices  (apps.)  v. 
Chambbsb  and  0THBB8  (resps.).  (a) 

Licensing — Beerhouse  licensed  before  1869'^Con- 
vietion  of  licence-holder  for  selling  spirits- 
Disqualification  of  licence-holder— ApplicaHon 
by  owner  to  special  sessions  for  licence — Disere- 
tton  ofjxutices — Limitation  to  the  four  specified 
grounds—  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869  (32  i  33 
Vict.  c.  27),  M.  8,  19— Licensing  Act  1874  (37  & 
38  Viet.  e.  49),  s.  15. 

The  holder  of  the  licence  of  a  beerhouse  which  had 

(•)  Bqwrtcd  by  W.  W.  Obk,  bq.,  BUTiaMr«t-LkW. 
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ieen  lieenaedfor  the  »ale  of  beer  and  toine  to  be 
eontumed  on  or  off  the  premises,  prior  to  and 
eoHtintunuly  sines  the  Ist  May  1869,  was  for  the 
first  time  convicted  of  the  offence  of  selling 
soiriis  roithout  a  licence,  and  the  beerhoiue  was 
tnereupon  closed.  At  the  next  special  sessions 
the  owner  of  the  beerhouse  applied  under  sect.  15 
of  the  Licensing  Act  1874  for  the  grant  of  a 
licence  for  the  sale  of  beer  and  toine  by  retail  in 
respect  of  the  premises  to  a  person  who  was  then 
the  resident  occupier  of  the  premises.  The 
licence  vms  refused  by  the  special  sessions  upon 
grounds  other  than  one  of  the  four  grounds 
specified  in  sect.  8  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhoiue 
Act  1869. 
Held,  upon  the  authority  of  Ex  parte  FUnu  and 
Sons  (No.  2)  (81  L.  T.  Bep.  221 ;  (1899)  2  Q.  B. 
607) — the  distinetion  between  the  application, 
as  in  thai  ease,  to  a  court  of  summary  jurisdic- 
tion for  em  authority  to  carry  on  the  business 
in  the  meantime,  and  the  applieoHon  to  the 
special  sessions  for  the  grant  of  a  licence,  being 
for  this  purpose  immaterial — that  sect.  19  o/ 
the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869  applied,  and 
that  consequently  the  special  sessions  had  not  a 
.  gsTteral  discretion  to  refuse  the  licence,  but  could 
only  refuse  the  same  upon  one  or  other  of  the 
four  grounds  specified  in  sect.  8  of  that  Act. 

Case  stated  bj  the  Oonrt  of  Quarter  SeBsions  for 
the  oonnty  of  London,  npon  an  appeal  heard  and 
determined  at  the  general  quarter  Besaions  of  the 
peace  held  at  GlerKenwell  for  the  county,  on  the 
16th  Oct.  1903,  against  the  refusal  of  the  appel- 
lants (the  licensing  justices  for  the  Tower  division) 
to  grant  to  the  respondent  Cobom  a  certificate 
anutorising  the  grant  to  him  of  a  licence  to  sell 
by  retail  beer  and  wine  to  be  consumed  on  or  off 
the  premises,  at  a  house  known  as  the  Coach  and 
Horses,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Greorge-in-the- 
East,  in  the  Tower  division. 

The  appeal  was  allowed  by  the  quarter  sessions 
snbjeot  to  this  case. 

The  Coach  and  Horses  beerhouse  was  licensed 
for  the  sale  of  beer  and  wine  to  be  consumed  on 
or  off  the  premises  prior  to  the  Ist  May  1869,  and 
the  licence  had  been  renewed  from  time  to  time, 
the  last  renewal  thereof  having  been  made  to  one 
Joseph  Arch,  the  then  tenant,  at  the  general 
annual  licensing  meeting  of  the  division  on  the 
13th  Feb.  1903. 

In  the  month  of  July  1903  proceedings  were 
instituted  by  the  Excise  authorities  against  Joseph 
Arch,  under  the  Beerhoase  Act  1834  (4  &  5 
WilL  4,  c.  85),  s.  20,  to  recover  penalties  under 
the  Excise  Licences  Act  1825  (6^  Geo.  4,  o.  81), 
and  Joseph  Arch  was  on  the  SOth  July  1903  for 
the  first  time  convicted  of  the  offence  of  selling 
spirits  without  a  licence,  a  copy  of  the  conviction 
being  annexed  to  tiiis  case. 

The  beerhouse  was  thereupon  closed  for  the 
Bale  of  beer  and  wine,  and  was  not  again  opened 
for  such  sale  until  after  the  hearing  of  the  above- 
mentioned  appeal  on  the  16th  Oct. 

On  the  18th  Sept.  1903  an  application  was  made 
to  a  metropolitan  police  magistrate,  sitting  at  the 
Thames  Police-court,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents 
Chambers,  Sichell,  and  Coombes  (trading  as 
Chambers  Brothers  and  Co.)i  who  were  the  owners 
of  the  beerhouse,  pursuant  to  sect.  15  of  the 
Licensing  Act  1874,  for  authority  to  the  respon- 
dent Cobnm  to  carry  on  the  same  business  upon  the 


same  premises  until  the  then  next  special  sessions, 
for  licensing  purposes.  This  appUcation  was,  at 
the  suggestion  of  the  magistrate,  treated  as  with- 
drawn. 

On  the  28th  Sept.  1903  (bein^  the  then  next 
special  sessions  of  the  Tower  division  for  licensing 
purposes)  a  farther  apppUcation  was  made  on 
behalf  of  the  owners  to  such  special  sessions  for 
the  grant  of  a  licence  for  the  sale  of  beer  and 
wine  by  retail  in  respect  of  such  premises  to  the 
respondent  Cobum,  pursuant  to  sect.  15  of  the 
Licensing  Act  1874.  The  respondent  Gobum 
was  then  the  real  resident  holder  and  occupier  <^~ 
the  beerhouse.  The  grant  of  such  licence  was 
refused  at  the  special  sessions  upon  grounds  other 
than  one  or  more  of  the  four  grounds  specified 
in  sect.  8  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1S69 
(32  &  33  Yict  c.  27).  There  was  no  evidence 
before  the  licensing  justices  which  would  bring 
the  case  within  any  one  of  those  four  grounds. 

Against  this  refusal  the  respondents  duly 
appealed  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  when 
it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  tiie  appellaxi^ 
that  the  licensing  justices  had  jurisdiction  to 
refuse  the  grant  of  the  licence  to  the  respon- 
dent Cobum  upon  grounds  other  than  one  or 
more  of  the  four  grounds  specified  in  sect.  8  of 
the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869,  and  on  behalf 
of  the  respondents  it  was  contended  that  the 
jarisdiotion  of  the  licensing  justices  to  refuse  the 
grant  was  limited  to  one  or  more  of  tilie  four 
grounds. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  found  for  the 
respondents,  and  allowed  the  appeal. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  conrt  was 
whether  upon  the  facts  above  stated  the  licensing 
justices  for  the  Tower  division  aforesaid  had 
jurisdiction  to  refuse  the  g;rant  to  the  respon- 
dent Cobum  upon  any  ground  other  than  one  or 
more  of  the  four  grounds  specified  in  sect.  8  of 
the  Wine  and  Beemouse  Act  1869. 

If  the  court  should  answer  the  question  in  the 
negative,  the  order  of  the  sessions  was  to  stand ; 
but  otherwise  the  order  of  sessions  was  to  be 
quashed  and  the  appeal  sent  back  to  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  to  be  heard  on  the  merits,  or 
such  other  order  was  to  be  made  as  to  the  court 
seemed  just. 

The  Licensing  Act  1874  (37  &  38  Yict  c.  49) 
provides : 

Seot.  15.  Where  any  lioaimd  penon  is  oonvioted  tar 
the  first  time  of  any  one  of  the  following  offenoei  .  .  . 
(3)  Selling  spirits  without  a  spirit  lioenoe  .  .  .  and 
in  oonaequanoe  either  beoomea  personally  disqualified  or 
has  his  Uoenoe  forfeited,  there  may  be  made  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  owner  of  the  premises  an  application  to  a 
oonrt  of  summary  jarisdiotion  for  authority  to  oany  on 
the  same  bnsiness  on  the  same  premises  until  the  next 
speoial  sessions  for  lioenaing  pnrpoaes,  and  a  further 
appUoation  to  suoh  next  speoial  aeasioni  for  the  grant 
of  a  Uoanoe  in  respeot  of  snoh  premises,  and  for  this 
purpose  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Intoxioating 
Liquor  Lioenaiiig  Act'  1828  with  respect  to  the  grant 
of  a  temporary  authority  and  to  the  grant  of  lioenoes 
at  special  sessionB  shall  apply  as  if  the  person 
convicted  had  been  rendered  incapable  of  keeping  an 
inn,  and  the  penon  applying  for  snoh  giant  was  his 
assignee. 

The  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869  (32  &  33 
Vict.  c.  27)  provides  : 

Seot.  19.  Where,  on  the  first  of  May,  one  thoosand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-nine,  a  lioenoe  under  any  of  the 
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'•aid  reoitod  Aoti  is  in  foroa  with  teipeot  to  any  house  or 
■hop  for  the  lale  by  retail  therein  of  beer,  oider,  or  wine 
-to  be  oonanmed  on  the  premiaes,  it  ahtll  not  be  lawfal 
-for  the  joitioes  to  refnie  an  appUoation  for  a  oertifioate 
for  the  lale  of  beer,  oider, 'or  wine  to  be  oonramed  on 
•the  premiiea  in  respeot  of  anoh  house  or  shop,  exoept 
upon  one  or  more  of  the  (fronnds  upon  whioh  an  appUoa- 
tion for  a  oertifioate  under  this  Act  in  respeot  of  a 
lioenoe  for  the  sale  of  beer,  oider,  or  wine,  not  to  be  oon- 
Bumed  on  the  prsmisei,  may  be  refused  in  aooordanoe 
,  "With  this  Aot. 

Sect.  19  wa,8  amended  by  sect.  7  of  the  Wine  and 
Beerhouse  Aot  Amendment  Aot  1870  (33  &  34 
Viot.  c.  29)  as  follows : 

Seot  7.  The  nineteenth  aeotion  of  the  principal  Aot 
[that  is,  of  the  Act  of  1869]  shall  extend  to  lioenoes 
panted  by  way  of  renewal  from  time  to  time  of  lioenoea 
la  foroe  on  the  1st  day  of  May  1869,  whether  snoh 
lieenoea  oontinne  to  be  held  by  the  same  person  or  have 
'been  or  may  be  transferred  to  any  other  person  or 
persons. 

The  four  grounds  upon  which  the  jnstices  can 
act  in  refusing  the  renewal  are  specified  in  sect.  8 
of  the  Act  of  1869,  and  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  grant  of  the  lioenoe  was  refused  in  the  present 
-case  were  not  one  or  other  of  those  four  grounds. 

Maemorran,    K.O.   {B.  B.  Muir  and    TT.    E. 

Leyeerier  with  Mm)  for  the  appellant  justices. 

— The  real  question  is  whether  the  conviction 

of  Arch  did  away  with  the  licence.    If  it  did, 

■then  the  licensing   justices  in  special   sessions 

had  general   jurisdiction   to    refuse    the    grant 

of  i£o   licence   upon   the   usual    grounds  and 

were  not  limited  to  the  four  grounds  specified 

in  sect.  8  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869. 

Upon  the  conviction  of  Arch  the  licence  became 

void.    In  Beg  v.   West  Biding  Justieei  (21  Q.  B. 

(Div.  258),  where  a  licence  existing  on  the  Ist  May 

1869  for  the  sale  of  beer  to  be  consumed  on  the 

premises  was  forfeited    by  a  conviction    under 

sect.  15  of  the  Lacensing  Act  1872,  for  permitting 

the  premises  to  be  used  as  a  brothel,  it  was  held 

that  the  licence  was  no  longer  "  in  foroe  "  within 

sect  19  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse  Act  1869,  and 

that  the  licensing  justices  in  special  sessions  had 

a  general  discretion  to  refuse  the  application  of 

the  owner  for  a  grant  of  the  licence,  and  that 

■they  were  not  limited  to  the  four  grounds.    So  in 

Traynor  v.   Jonei  (69  L.  T.   Bep.  862 ;  (1894)  1 

Q.  B.  83),  where  the  beerhouse  was   about  to  be 

pulled  down  for  a  public  purpose,  and  the  holder 

of  the  licence  applied  to  the  specif  sessions  for  the 

grant  of  a  corresponding  hcence  to  sell  beer  at 

another  house,  it  was  held  that  the  justices  were 

not  limited  to  the  four  grounds,  but  had  a  general 

discretion  to  refuse  the  application.    In  Freer  v. 

Murray  (71  L.  T.  Bep.  444;  (1894)  A.  0.  576),  it 

was  held  by  the    House  of  Lords,  affirming  Uie 

decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  where  a 

beer  licence  which   had  been  held  continuously 

since  1869  had  expired,  the  tenant's  application 

-for  a  renewal  having  been  refused,  and  where  a 

new  tenant   subseq  uently  applied  under  sect.  14 

of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  to  the  special  sessions  for  a 

■transfer  of  the   licence,  under  sect  19  of  the 

Aot  of  1869  the  jnstices  were  not  limited  to 

the  four  g^rounds  of  refusal,  but  had  a  general 

discretion.'    In  the  two  cases  of  Ex  parte  Flinn 

and  Sons  (81  L.  T.  Bep.  27,  221 ;  (1^9)  2  Q.  B. 

154,  607),  the  justices  did  not  appear,  bo  that 

the  question  vras   not  argued   from  the  point 

of  view  of  the  justices,   and  the  case  of  Beg. 


V.  West  Biding  Jtuticei  {libi  sup.)  was  not  cited  to 
the  court.  There  is  also  the  distinction  between 
the  second  of  those  two  cases  and  the  present  case 
that  in  that  case  the  application  was  to  a  magis- 
trate for  a  temporary  authority,  whereas,  in 
this  case  the  application  was  one  to  the  special 
sessions  for  a  grant  of  the  lioenoe.  Further, 
the  decision  in  fix  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2) 
(ubi  aup.)  was  inconsistent  with  the  decision  in 
Beg.  T.  Weat  Biding  Justices  (ubi  sup.),  and 
the  latter  case  ought  now  to  be  followed. 
Sect.  15  no  doubt  gives  the  owner  the  right  to 
apply,  but  it  leaves  the  discretion  of  the  justices 
unfettered. 

Foote,  E.O.  {Bruee  WHliaynson  with  him)  for 
the  respondents. — The  decision  of  quarter  ses- 
sions was  right.  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  [No.  2) 
(81  L.  T.  Rep.  221 ;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  607),  is  a  clear 
authoritv  in  favour  of  the  respondents  and  ought 
to  be  followed.  The  cases  of  Beg.  v.  West  BidiTig 
Justices  {ubi  sup.)  and  Freer  v.  Murray  {ubi  sup.) 
are  distinguishable.  In  Beg.  v.  West  Bidtng 
Justices  (uoi  sup.)  the  licence-holder  was  con- 
victed under  sect.  15  of  the  Licnnsing  Act  1872 
for  permitting  his  premises  to  be  used  as  a 
brothel,  and  by  that  section  itself  if  the  licensed 
person  is  convicted  of  that  ofEence,  he  "shall 
forfeit  his  lioenoe";  so  that  the  licence  in  that 
case  was  absolutely  forfeited  and  had  expired, 
and  the  forfeiture  of  the  lioenoe  upon  that  con- 
viction destroyed  the  privilege  and  reduced  the 
premises  to  the  condition  of  unlicensed  premises. 
That  case  is  distinguishable  in  this,  that  the 
conviction  was  not  for  one  of  the  four  offences 
specified  in  sect.  15  of  the  Aot  of  1874,  but  was 
under  a  different  section  altogether,  which  did 
not  give  the  owner  a  speciiJ  right  to  apply, 
as  the  section  applicable  in  the  present  case  does. 
So  in  Freer  v.  Murray  {vM  sup.)  the  lioenoe  had 
expired,  and,  as  stated  by  Lord  Herschell,  L.O., 
it  was  not  in  a  state  of  suspended  animation,  but 
was  dead, 'and  all  that  could  be  granted  was  a 
new  lioenoe,  not  one  technically  so  called,  but  a 
transfer  -within  the  language  of  the  Licensing 
Acts,  nevertheless  not  a  licence  which  revived 
the  old  licence.  In  that  case,  therefore,  the 
licence  had  expired  when  application  was  mtide  to 
the  special  sessions,  and  as  the  licence  had  not 
continued  in  existence  down  to  the  date  of  the 
application,  it  was  held  that  the  statutory  limita- 
tion imposed  upon  the  dixcretion  of  the  justices 
by  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1W9  had  no  application 
as  the  licence  was  not  "  in  lorce,"  and  that  there- 
fore the  special  sessions  were  not  limited  to  the 
four  grounds,  but  had  a  general  jurisdiction.  In 
the  present  case  the  respondents  applied  to  the 
special  sessions  under  sect.  15  of  the  Act  of  1874 
for  the  Igrant  of  a  licence.  The  section  itself 
gave  the  owner  the  ^ht  to  apply,  so  that  the 
principle  of  Beg.  v.  West  Biding  Justices  {ubi 
sup.)  and  Freer  y.  Murray  {ubi  sup.)  does  not  apply 
to  this  case.  The  case  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  aotis 
{No.  2)  {ubi  sup.)  covers  this  case.  The  cases  are 
identical,  with  this  slight  distinction,  which  does 
not  affect  the  principle — namely,  that  in  Ex  parte 
Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {ubi  sup.)  the  application 
was  to  a  ma^strate  for  authority  to  carry  on  the 
business  until  the  next  special  sessions,  whereas 
in  the  present  case  the  application  was  to  the 
special  sessions  for  the  grant  of  the  licence,  the 
application  which  was  made  to  the  magistrate 
having  been  withdrawn  as  the  special   sessioTiH 
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were  so  near  at  hand.  [Lord  Axvbbstonb,  O.J. 
— We  are  inclined  to  think  that  your  conten- 
tion is  right,  that  Reg.  ▼.  Wett  Riding  Juttieet 
(ufrt  tup.)  and  Freer  v.  Murray  (ubi  tup.)  are  not 
anthonties  against  yon,  and  that  Ex  parte  Flinn 
and  8otu  {No.  2)  (ubi  sup.)  is  an  authority  in  your 
taTonr,  and  we  are  also  inclined  to  think  that  the 
speoial  seasiona  had  power  to  deal  with  the  appli- 
cation, although  no  authority  had  been  obtained 
from  a  magistrate  in  the  meantime  to  carry  on  the 
businesa.]     [He  did  not  further  argue.] 

Maemorran,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Lord  Alvbbstone,  O.J. — As  this  case  has  not 
been  folly  argued  on  the  part  of  the  respondents, 
and  as  I  think  that  we  are  bound  by  the  case  of 
Ex  parte  Flinn  and  8on»  ( No.  2)  {ubi  sup.),  and 
that  the  principle  of  that  case  is  an  authority  in 
favonr  of  the  respondents,  I  do  not  propose  to 
discuss  the  matter  at  any  length.    I  only  wish  to 
make  some  observations  to  indicate  why  I  think 
we  are  bound  by  that  case  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and 
Bom  {No.  2)  {ubi  sup.).    The  present  case  illus- 
trates the  diiOSculty  the  courts  hare  in  constming 
andapplyingthelicensing  laws.  On  the  other  hand, 
one  most  not  forget  that  this  is  a  very  thorny 
subject,  and  an  extremely  difficult  one  for  the 
Legislature  to  deal  with,  and  therefore  while  we 
have  to  discharge  our  duty  in  construing  them 
we  cannot,  and  ouebt  not,  to  blame  anybody  for 
the  way  in  which  these  Acts  are  drawn.    In  my 
opinion  it  is  quite   plain  that  from  one  point  of 
view  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  appellant 
justices  may  be  said  to  go  a  little  too  far,  oeoanse 
I  think  he  does  not  ^ve  sufSoient  effect  to  the 
consequences  of  allowing  a  person  to  apply  after 
a  conviction.    It  is  quite  plain  that  if  tne  convic- 
tion has  forfeited  the  licence  there  most  in  that 
ease  be  a  break,  and  therefore  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  the  section  —  sect.  15 — contemplates, 
under  some  circumstances,  a  state  of  things  in 
which  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Reg.  v.   West 
Biding    Jutticea    {ubi    sup.)    could    not    apply, 
because    there    must    be    a    suspension    of    the 
licence   in  cases  in  which  the  licence  has   been 
absolutely  forfeited.    But  in  this  case  counsel 
for  the  appeUants  says  with  regard  to  that  that 
the    section    gives    the    right    to    apply,    but 
leaves  trnfettered  the  discretion  of  the  court — 
whether  the  magistrate  or  the  speoial  sessions — 
to  whom    the  application  is  made,  as    to   the 
grounds  upon  which  they  will  refuse  or  continue 
the  grant  of  the  licence.    On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  said  that  the  effect  of  allowing  the  owner  to 
apply  in  such  a  case  in  respect  of  an  old  beerhouse 
is  to  give  him  the  privileges  which  the  person 
applying  for  a  transfer  under  sect.  19  of  the  Wine 
and  Beerhouse  Act  of  1869  would  have  through 
the  tribunal  being  limited  to  the  four  grounds 
specified  in  sect  8  of  that  Act.    That  being  the 
'Question  to  be  dealt  with,  I  think  we  could  not 
accede  to  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants without  overmline,  at  any  rate,  the  principle, 
and  as  I  think  myself  we  authority,  of  the  case  of 
ExvarU  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {ubi  tup.).   It  may 
be  for  the  reasons  that  have  been  mentioned  by 
my  brother  Kennedy  amongst  others  that  the 
case  of  Reg.  v.  Wett  Ridina  Juitieet  {ubi  sup.) 
can  be  distinguished  as  dealing  with  a  different 
section ;  but  I  must  say  that  in  any  case,  in  my 
opinion,  .Sb  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {ubi 
4<tp.)  is  so  much  an  authority  that  we  really 


could  not  deal  with  the  present  case  contrary  to 
the  principle  of  that  case  without  practically 
overruling  it,  and  of  course  we  do  not  do  that  in 
a  case  where  there  is  an  appeal.  I  prefer  to  say 
that  I  think  we  are  bound  by  the  principle  of 
the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2) 
{ubi  tup.),  and  therefore  we  must  affirm  the 
decision  of  the  quarter  sessions.  It  is  a  case, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  of  sufficient  importance  to  be, 
and  obviously  ought  to  be,  further  discussed, 
and  if  there  is  to  M  an  appeal  in  this  case  this  is 
the  ground  upon  which  we  put  our  decision,  that 
W3  are  bound  by  the  decision  in  that  case  and 
that  we  do  not  overrule  the  decision  of  a  court  of 
co-ordinate  jurisdiction.  I  should  like  to  say 
that  if  this  case  goes  further,  I  think  the  first 
case  of  Em  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  (81  L.  T.  Bep. 
27 ;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  154),  which  has  some  Uttto 
bearing  on  this  question,  may  require  to  be 
farther  considered  as  to  whether  these  words 
"  for  the  first  time  "  do  cover  the  whole  section 
or  the  first  part  of  the  section  only. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  think  in  respect  to  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Flinn ' 
and  Sons  {No.  2)  {vbi  tup.)  Iwe  are  bound  by  it, 
and  that  it  is  so  exactly  in  point  in  all  its  circum- 
stances that  it  really  must  be  followed  in  the 
present  case.  The  only  distinction  between  that 
case  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {itbi 
tup.)  and  this  case,  that  I  can  see,  is  that  in  that 
case  the  application  was  an  application  in  the 
first  instance  to  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction, 
whereas  this  is  an  application  to  the  special 
sessions.  I  cannot  for  myself  think  that  the  Act 
of  Parliament  meant  to  make  any  distinction 
whatever  between  the  rights  of  the  parties  on 
those  two  occasions,  and  tnerefore  it  seems  to  me 
that  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {ubi  tup.)  is 
really  exactiy  in  point,  and  must  be  followed. 
I  must  say,  apeakmg  for  myself,  that  the  case 
of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sont  {No.  2)  {ubi  sup.)  is 
very  difficult  to  recondle  with  the  case  of  Reg.  v. 
Wett  Riding  Juttieet  {ubi  tup.).  I  have  appre- 
ciated what  counsel  for  the  respondents  has  said 
about  it,  but,  after  all  is  said,  it  seems  to  me  that 
in  the  one  case  the  court  held  that,  under  circum- 
stances which  are  very  closely  analogous  to  the 
circumstances  in  the  present  case,  the  expression 
"  in  force  "  in  sect.  19  of  the  Wine  and  Beerhouse 
Act  1869  was  not  satisfied,  and  that  in  Ex  parte 
Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  {ubi  sup.)  they  held  that 
it  was  satisfied.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
extremely  difficult  to  reconcile  those  two  decisions. 
I  merely  say  that,  aftor  having  spent  a  couple  of 
hours  in  going  through  these  sections  besides 
listening  to  the  arguments  in  this  case,  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  a  matter  of  extreme  difficulty  and 
perplexity,  and  I  am  glad  to  take  refuge  m  the 
fact  that  I  am  bound  by  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Flinn  and  Sons  {No.  2)  (ubi  sup.). 

Ebnnbdt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
in  no  way  differ  from  anything  that  my  Lord  has 
said.  But  aftor  what  has  been  said  by  the  other 
members  of  the  court,  I  think  it  right  to  point 
out  that,  while  saying  that  we  are  bound  by  the 
case  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Sont  {No.  2)  {ubi  tup.), 
I  see  no  reason  to  intimate  that  I  feel  any 
reason  to  dissent  from  it.  Although  there  may 
be  no  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present  case  —  and  I  do  not  think  that  in 
substance  there  is  any  difference — it  seems  to  me 
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that  thia  ia  meraly  carrying  oat  -what  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  to  my  mind,  authorised  when  theae 
Acta  are  read  together — ^namely,  tint  in  a  oaae  of 
thia  kind  up  to  the  time  of  the  next  apeoial  aeaaiona 
the  licence  mav  be  treated  aa  alive,  and  there  ia 
a  power  given  by  the  aeotion  to  allow  the  owner 
to  carry  on  the  buaineaa  in  the  meantime,  and  it 
waa  upon  an  application  of  that  kind  by  the  owner 
in  the  caae  of  Hx  parte  Flinn  and  Bom  (No.  2) 
(«M  Mp.)>  that  the  matter  aroae.  I  think  there  ia 
no  eaaential  difbrenoe  between  the  application  in 
that  caae  and  the  application  in  thia  oaae.  The 
qneation  which  there  aroae  waa  a  qneation  which  to 
my  mind  waa  rather  more  diffioolt,  if  I  may  aay  ao, 
turn  the  qneation  which  ariaea  in  thia  caae.  The 
time  for  applying  in  a  caae  of  thia  kind  appeara 
to  me  to  be  at  the  apeoial  aeaaiona,  at  which  the 
application  in  tiua  caae  waa  made  and  refnaed, 
that  deoiaion  being  reversed  bv  the  Oonrt  of 
Quarter  Sesaiona.  In  the  oaae  of  Ex  parte  Flinn 
and  Son*  (No,  2)  (ubi  sup.),  it  aeema  to  me  that  a 
more  difBcnlt  qneation  aroae,  beoanae  the  appli- 
cation there  waa  an  application  to  the  magistrate 
jn  the  meantime  by  the  owner  to  cany  on  the 
bnsineea.  Whether  that  ia  granted  or  lefoaed 
there  ia  a  licence  to  be  dealt  with,  and  on  the 
principle  of  Ex  parte  Flinn  and  Bona  {No.  2)  (ubi 
•up.),  to  be  dealt  with  aa  the  Conrt  of  Quarter 
Seaaiona  have  held  in  the  deoiaion  which  we  have 
now  affirmed. 

Appeal  di*mi»»ed.    Order  of  quarter  leseione 
to  itand.    Leave  to  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  appeUanta,  E.  W.  Beal. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Maittande,  Pech- 
ham,  and  Co. 


Wednetday,  Jan.  27. 

(Before  WiUiS  and  KiNinEDT,  JJ.) 

Wabd  v.  HADDBiLL.(a) 

Cotmfy  Court  —  Crote.judgment*  —  Separate 
aeUon*— Payment  of  judgment  debt  into  court- 
Bight  to  *et  off  tmdUer  judgment  debt — Soliei- 
tort  lien  for  eoit* — Sight  to  enforeelien  againtt 
whole  mm  in  court — County  Courts  Act  1888 
(51  A  52  Viet.  e.  43),  •.  150. 

By  see*.  150  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888  it  is 
provided:  "If  there  shaU  be  oross-judgmenti 
between  the  parties,  exeouiion  shall  be  taken 
out  by  that  ptvrty  only  who  shaU  have  obtained 
judgment/or  the  larger  sum,  and  for  so  mitoA 
OTdy  as  sAolZ  remain  after  deducting  the  sm^dler 
sum,  and  laMwfaeHon  for  the  remainder  shaU  be 
enitired,  as  weU  as  satisfaction  on  the  judgment 
jor  the  smaller  swn  ;  and  if  both  sum*  smU  he 
equal,  satisfaiMon  iiuM  be  entered  upon  both 
judgments. 

Held,  that  this  section  applies  where  cross-judg- 
ments  are  obtained  by  the  parties  in  separate 
actions,  and  not  merely  where  the  cross-judg- 
msnt  are  obtained  in  a  daim  and  eouuter-daim 
in  the  same  action ;  and  also  where  {he  party 
against  whom  judgment  has  been  obtained  for 
the  larger  sum  has  paid  that  swn  into  court 
toilhout  waitirig  for  execution  to  be  taken  out, 
but  the  party  against  whom  judgment  has  been 
obtained  for  the  smaller  sum  has  not  paid  that 
sum  into  court ;  and  that  before  the  party  tn 
whose  favour  the  larger  sum  has  been  paid  into 
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court  can  have  that  sum  paid  out  to  him,  the 
other  party  is  entitled  to  \ave  deducted  from  it 
the  smaller  sum  for  which  he  has  obtained  iudg. 
ment,  although  that  sum  has  not  been  paid  into 
court,  notwithstanding  that  the  solicitor  of  the 
party  in  whose  favour  the  judgment  for  the 
larger  sum  has  been  obtained  has  a  lien  for  his 
costs  upon  the  whole  sum  in  court,  as  in  such 
ease  Ou  solicitor's  lien  for  his  costs  extends  not 
to  the  whole  sum  .in  court,  but  to  the  balance 
only. 

Appbal  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  decision  of  the 
judge  of  the  Wandsworth  Oonniy  Oourt. 

l%e  plaintiff  had  brought  two  aotiona  in  the 
Oonnty  Court  against  the  defendant.  In  the  first 
of  theae  actiona  judgment  waa  given  for  the 
plaintiff  a^inat  the  dMendant  for  21L,  and  in  the 
aecond  action  judgment  waa  given  for  the  defen- 
dant with  coats,  which  were  taxed  at  52.  The 
defendant  had  paid  into  court  in  the  first  action 
iba  212.  which  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  against 
him  in  that  action,  and  before  the  defendant  had 
80  paid  the  212.  into  court  he  applied  to  the  ju^j^ 
that  the  money  ahould  not  be  paid  out  to  the 
plaintiff  pending  a  motion  he  waa  about  to  make 
aa  to  the  payment  out  <^  that  sum  of  his  costs  in 
the  second  action — ^namely,  the  5L  The  plaintiff 
did  not  pay  into  court  the  amount  of  the  defen- 
dant's taxed  costs  (the  52.)  in  the  aecond  action. 

The  defendant  tlwn  applied  to  the  County  Oourt 
judge  for  an  order  that  the  sum  of  212.  paid  into 
oourt  in  the  first  action  by  the  defendant  should 
not  be  paid  out  of  oourt  to  the  plaintiff  or  her 
solicitor,  unlesa  and  until  the  plaintiff  had  paid 
into  court  the  sum  of  52.,  being  the  defendant's 
taxed  ooeta  in  the  aecond  action ;  or,  in  the  alter- 
native, for  an  order  that  there  should  be  paid  out 
of  the  sum  of  212.  in  court,  to  the  defendant  or  hia 
aolicitora,  the  sum  of  52.  in  respect  of  those  taxed 
costs,  and  he  relied  on  sect.  150  of  the  County 
Courts  Act  1888. 

Objection  was  taken  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff' 
that  her  solicitor  had  a  lien  for  his  coata  upon  the 
212.  in  oourt ;  that  thoae  costs  amounted  to  more- 
than  the  aum  in  court,  and  that  therefore  the 
judge  had  no  power  to  order  that  any  less  aum- 
than  the  whole  amount  in  court  ahould  be  paid 
out  of  oonrt  to  the  plaintiff  or  her  solicitor. 

The  County  Court  judge  made  the  order  as 
applied  for  by  the  defendant,  whereby  he  ordered 
that  the  amount  (212.)  paid  into  oourt  aa  due  from, 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  judgment- 
in  the  first  action  should  be  subject  to  a  set-off' 
for  tiie  52.  due  to  the  defendant  under  the  judg- 
ment in  the  second  action ;  that  the  balanoe  only- 
ahould  be  paid  out  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  5(. 
ahould  be  paid  out  of  the  212.  in  oonrt  to  the- 
plaintiff. 

From  thia  order  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Douglas  Hogg  (H.  Dobb  with  him)  for  the- 
appellant. — The  Countr  Conrt  judge  waa  wrong 
in  making  the  order ;  ne  had  no  juriadiotion  to 
make  auch  an  order.  The  212.  paid  into  oonrt  by 
the  defendant  in  the  firat  action  waa  aubjeot  to 
the  lien  of  the  plaintiff'a  solicitor  for  costs  which 
exceeded  that  amount.  It  is  said  that  under 
aecU.  113  and  150  of  the  County  Courta  Aot  1888 
the  judge  had  power  to  make  the  order,  but  those 
sections  have  not  that  effect.  Sect.  113  only 
giveathe  judge  a  diacretion  to  deal  with  costs 
"  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for  " — that  is,  not 
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otherwise  provided  for  in  the  Act.  That  proTision 
cannot  refer  to,  and  does  not  affect,  a  solicitor's 
lien  for  his  costs  on  money  which  is  in  court.  So, 
sect.  loO  does  not  justify  the  order  which  has  been 
made.  The  section  provides  that  where  there  are 
cross-jndgments  between  the  parties,  execntion 
shall  only  issne  for  the  balance  of  the  larger  over 
the  smaller  sum.  That  mast  be  read  as  being 
subject  to  the  solicitor's  lien  for  costs ;  and  to 
take  that  lien  away  there  must  be  express  words 
in  the  section  to  that  effect,  but  there  are  no 
express  words  taking  away  the  right  of  the 
solicitor  to  a  lien  for  his  costs  on  the  sum  in 
coDit.  Again,  sect.  150  does  not  apply  here,  as 
it  is  limited  to  the  issue  of  execution,  and  does  not 
apply  where  the  money  has  been  paid  into  court, 
and  where  consequently  no  execution  can  be 
taken  out.  So,  the  section  does  not  apply  to 
cross- judgments  in  two  different  actions  ;  it  only 
applies  in  the  case  of  cross- judgments  in  a  claim 
and  counter-claim  in  the  same  action. 

Thorn  Drury  for  the  respondent. — The  learned 
judge  had  jariadiction  to  make  the  order,  and  was 
right  in  making  it.  Sect.  150  clearly  gives  him 
power  to  make  the  order.  It  says  that  where 
there  are  cross-judgments  between  the  parties  for 
different  amounts,  execution  shall  only  be  issued 
for  the  balance.  The  smaller  sum  for  which  judg- 
ment has  been  given  has  to  be  deducted  from  the 
larger  sam,  and  the  balance  only  is  payable  to 
the  party  who  has  obtained  the  judgment  for  the 
lai^er  sum.  It  is  to  this  balance  only  that  the 
solicitor's  lien  extends  ;  it  does  not  extend  to  the 
whole  sum,  The  intuition  of  this  enactment 
clearly  was  that  the  person  who  had  got  a  judg- 
ment for  the  smaller  sum  should  not  be  com- 
pelled to  wait  until  the  other  party  who  had 
judgment  for  the  larger  sum  issued  execution 
for  the  larger  sum  before  he  got  the  benefit  given 
by  the  section.  It  was  clearly  intended  that  he 
should  have  the  right  of  set-off  after  the  judg- 
ments were  given.  The  defendant  has  not  lost 
his  right  by  paying  the  211.  into  court.  He 
cannot  be  in  a  worse  position  by  having  paid  the 
money  into  court  than  if  he  had  waited  for  exe- 
cution to  be  issued  by  the  plaintiff,  thereby 
incurring  more  costs.  Therefore  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  had  paid  the  212.  into  court-,  instead 
of  waiting  for  execution,  does  not  deprive  him  of 
the  right  which  he  would  have  had  if  he  had 
waited  for  execution,  of  setting  off  the  51.  Lastly, 
it  is  said  that  the  section  only  applies  to  cross- 
judgments  in  a  claim  and  counter-claim  in  the 
same  action.  That  cannot  be  so,  as  there  is  the 
same  provision  in  sect.  93  of  the  first  County 
Courts  Act.  the  County  Courts  Act  1846  (9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  95),  when  counter-claims  were  not 
known. 

Douglas  Sogg  in  reply. 

W1LI.S,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  appeal 
should  be  dismissed.  The  point  raised  is  a  short 
one,  and  it  has  been  well  argued  on  each  side.  I 
do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  the  effect  of  what  the 
Legislature  has  done  in  this  statute  is  to  establish 
for  County  Courts  a  different  system  with  regard 
to  a  solicitor's  lien  for  costs  from  that  which  pre- 
Tuls  in  the  High  Court.  If  that  is  the  case,  tnen 
it  can  only  be  because  this  Act  provides  that  it 
should  be  the  case.  If  the  Act  says  so,  then  the 
Act  must  be  followed.  Sect.  150  says  in  very  clear 
terms    that    where    there    are    cross-judgments 
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between  the  parties  in  the  County  Court,  if  the 
party  who  has  got  judgment  for  the  smaller  sum 
chooses  to  wait  for  execution,  thereby,  no  doubt, 
incurring  further  costs,  he  can  set  off  the  smaller 
sum  for  which  he  has  got  judgment  against  the 
larger  sum  for  which  the  other  party  has  obtained 
judgment  against  him.  If  that  right  to  set  off 
the  smaller  sum  against  the  larger  sum  exists, 
then  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  only  sum  for  which 
execution  can  issne  is  the  balance,  because  the 
section  says  that  not  only  shall  the  execution  be 
"  for  so  much  only  as  shall  remain  after  deducting 
the  smaller  sum,  but  also  that  "  satisfaction  for 
the  remainder  shall  be  entered,  as  well  as  satisfac- 
tion on  the  judgment  for  the  smaller  sum,"  and  if 
both  sums  are  equal,  then  "  satisfaction  shall  be 
entered  upon  both  judgments."  Having  regard  to 
those  provisions,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the 
solicitor's  lien  for  costs  is  preserved  P  Then  the 
question  arises :  Are  we  to  look  at  the  substance 
of  what  the  Legislature  intended  in  this  section- 
namely,  that  there  should  be  no  enforceable  judg- 
ment except  for  the  balance  against  the  person 
who  has  recovered  the  smaller  sum — or  are  we  to 
look  only  at  the  words  which  deal  with  execution, 
and  to  say  that,  if  the  person  who  has  obtained 
judgment  for  the  smaller  sum,  but  a^gainst  whom 
judgment  has  been  obtained  for  the  larger  sum, 
pays  into  court  the  larger  sum  for  which  judg- 
ment has  been  obtained  against  him,  he  has  lost 
his  right  to  set  off  the  smaller  sum  against  the 
larger  ?  I  cannot  think  that  the  Legislature  could 
have  intended  that  before  the  person  who  has  paid 
the  larger  sum  into  court  can  get  the  benefit  of 
this  enactment  he  must  incur  considerably  more 
costs  in  respect  of  having  execution  issued 
against  him  than  he  has  already  incurred.  If  he 
cannot  have  an  enforceable  judgment  for  the 
smaller  sum  which  has  been  given  in  his  favour, 
I  do  not  think  that  the  statute  ever  intended 
that  he  should  have  an  enforceable  judgment 
against  him  except  for  the  balance  between  that 
smaller  sum  and  the  larger  sum  he  has  paid  into 
court.  I  therefore  think  that  the  judgment  of  the 
County  Court  judge  was  right.  Although 
sect.  150  of  the  Act  may  not  in  precise  terms 
cover  this  case,  still  I  think  its  meaning 
clearly  is  that  there  shall  be  no  available  process 
except  for  the  balance  between  the  larger 
and  smaller  sum.  It  was  said  during  the  argu- 
ment that  if  that  were  the  true  construction  to 
be  put  upon  the  section,  it  must  be  so  per 
incuriam.  I  can  hardly  think  that  that  is  so, 
as  we  find  the  same  provision  contained  in  the 
first  County  Courts  Act  of  1846,  under  which 
County  Courts  were  created.  That  was  an  Act 
very  carefully  drawn  and  considered,  and  at  the 
time  it  was  passed  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County 
Courts  was  much  more  limited  than  it  is  now.  It 
was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  cheap 
and  speedy  administration  of  the  law  for  the 
benefit  of  the  poorer  classes,  and  was  frequently 
called  "  the  poor  man's  court."  It  may  be  that 
the  Legislature  intended  to  prevent  the  multipli- 
cation of  costs,  even  though  they  might  be 
properly  incurred.  However  that  may  be,  when 
we  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  the  provisions  in 
sect.  150  of  the  Act  of  1888  were  contained  in  the 
Act  of  1846,  when  there  was  no  right  of  counter- 
claim, it  seems  to  me  abundantly  clear  that 
"  cross- judgments "  in  sect.  150  must  mean 
cross-judgments  in  different    actions,    and    not 
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merely  crosa-jadgments  where  there  is  a  claim 
and  counter-claim  in  the  same  action. 

Eennbdt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Sect''.  l.HO  wontd  clearly  have  applie  d  if  tne  de- 
fendant, instead  of  paying  the  212.  into  court, 
had  waited  until  execation  were  issued,  in  which 
oase  the  hi.,  for  which  the  defendant  got  judg- 
ment, would  have  had  to  be  deducted,  and  the 
balance  only  would  have  been  paid  over  to  the 
plaintiff.  I  entirely  concur  in  what  has  been 
said  by  my  brother  Wills  as  to  the  effect  of  sect. 
150,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  object  of  that 
section  would  be  entirely  defeated  if  we  were  to 
give  to  that  section  the  effect  which  has  been 
contended  for  by  the  appellant.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  this  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  di»m,i»»ei.    Leave  to  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  A.  E  Cubiton. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  CorteUU,  Mosiop, 
and  Bemey. 


S^xmz  Conrt  of  |ttlricatttre. 


COURT    OF    APPEAL. 

Jan.  15  and  18. 

(Before  Williams,  Stiblino,  and  Cozens- 

Habdy,  L.JJ.) 

Hooper  v.  Bbomet;  Raphael  (Third 

Party;,  (a) 

appeal  fboh  the  chancebt  diyision. 

Beitrietive  eovenanU — Loss  of  deeds — Defective 
copy — Indemnity — Deed  found — Breach  of  cove- 
nant contained  in  lost  deed — Action — Costs — 
Liahility  under  indemnity — Natural  and  proxi- 
mate result  of  difference  in  deeds. 

Certain  lands  were  subject  to  a  building  scheme, 
the  provisions  of  which  were  contained  in  a  deed 
of  1854.  The  purchaser  of  a  plot  was  informed 
by  the  vendor  tn  yood  faith  that  the  original 
deed  was  lost  or  destroyed,  and  what  purported 
to  be  a  true  copy  was  produced.  This  copy  sub- 
sequently proved  to  be  defective.  An  action  was 
brought  by  an  adjoining  owner  to  restrain  the 
purchaser  from,  erecting  or  allowing  to  remain 
upon  his  land  certain  buildings  which  contra- 
vened the  provision  as  to  a  building  line  in  the 
deed  of  1854.  The  property  in  respect  of  which 
he  was  entitled  to  sue  had  certain  erections  upon 
it  contravening  another  building  stipulation, 
which  provided  that  no  erection  should  be  built 
within  Aft.  of  A  boundary  fence. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  was  affected  with  notice  of  the  building 
stipulations,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  only 
committed  a  trivial  breach  of  a  trivial  covenant, 
and  that  such  a  breach  did  not  disentitle  the 
plaintiff  from  having  the  building  stipulations 
strictly  enforced,  and  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff  with  costs,  the  defendant  being 
directed  to  remove  certain  buildings  erected  by 
him  on  the  land. 

The  third  party  to  the  action  had  sold  the  property 
to  the  def end-ant,  and  upon  such  sale  had  written 
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a  letter  agreeing  to  indemnify  the  defendant,  as 
purchaser,  against  aU  "  costs,  damages,  and 
expenses "  which  the  defendant  might  suffer  or 
incur  "  by  reason  of  the  buildina  stipulations 
and  conditions  being  other  than  those  set  out  in 
the  copy." 
Held,  thai  the  third  party  was  liable  to  pay  the 
defendant  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  plot 
in  consequence  of  the  am.ount  of  land  available 
for  building  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of 
1854  being  less  than  under  the  supposed  copy  ; 
and  also  of  the  defence  that  the  plaintiff  wi* 
disentitled  to  sue  in  consequence  of  his  having 
broken  one  of  the  covenants. 
Held,  also,  that  the  defendant,  having  had  actual 
notice  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed  o/1854 
before  he  commenced  to  build,  the  third  party 
was  not  liable  for  the  cost  of  building  or  remov- 
ing the  buildings. 
Held,  also,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  third  party  the  costs  of  the 
plaintiff  incurred  in  the  action  and  paid  by  the 
defendant,  or  the  defendant's  own  costs  so  far 
as  they  related  to  the  following  defences  set  up 
by.  the  defendant — viz.,  a  denial  that  the  provi- 
sions of  the  deed  of  1854  applied  to  the  plot  pur- 
chased by  him  or  that  he  had  notice  of  such  pro- 
visions ;  that  the  liquidator  of  the  company 
formerly  owning  the  tend  to  which  thedeed  of 
1854  applied,  had,  under  a  power  given  by  that 
deed  to  the  "  vendors,  their  heirs  or  assigns,"  by  an 
agreement  in  writing,  approved  of  by  the  court, 
released  or  waived  the  covenant  which  it  was 
alleged  had  been  broken;  that  no  building 
scheme  was  contained  in  the  deed  of  1854,  and  %f 
there  was  it  had  come  to  an  end  by  mutual  con- 
sent of  the  various  purchasers  of  the  land  com- 
prised in  it. 
Decision  of  Farwell,  J.  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  37)  varied 
as  to  the  cost*  payable  by  the  third  party  under 
the  indemnity. 
The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  owners  of 
adjoining  houses  upon  a  building  estate  at  St. 
Margarete-on-Thamea,  Middlesex. 

The  estate  belonged  originally  to  the  Conser- 
vative Building  Society,  and  in  1854  was  vested  in 
two  trustees  of  the  society. 

The  provisions  as  to  the  class  of  house  to  be 
erected,  the  building  lines  to  be  followed,  and 
other  matters  were  embodied  in  a  deed  of  corenant 
of  the  3lst  Aug.  1854. 

The  deed  was  entered  into  between  the  trustees 
of  the  society  and  various  purchasers  ot  plots, 
and  in  the  schedule  the  terms  and  conditions 
with  respect  to  building  and  otherwise  were  set 
forth  by  reference  to  an  accompanying  plan. 
So  far  as  material,  they  were  as  follows  : 

4.  Boilding  Lines  — The  pnrohasers  of  the  lot 
ooloared  blue  are  to  ereot  the  external  faoe  ot  the 
front  walls  of  all  bnildingrs  on  all  plots  and  flank  walla 
of  bnildiags  on  the  oomer  plots  agreeably  to  the  front 
or  flank  building  line  shown. 

5.  Spaoei  for  Baildiog^.^The  ipaoe  between  the  front 
and  back  building  line  is  appropriated  for  all  building 
purposes,  and  no  erection  or  bnildiug,  or  portion  of  any 
ereotion  or  bnilding  other  than  boundary  feucea  and 
arohit«ctaral  dreoiiugs,  shall  be  built  upon,  proj«ot,  or 
hang  over,  any  ether  ground  thui  tuat  withiu  the  S4id 
lines  except  leave  be  first  obtained  in  writing  of  the 
vendors,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  nor  shall  any  boilding 
other  than  a  bouudary  fence  ba  erected  on  any  lot 
within  4ft.  of  any  lot  belonging  to  any  other  peraon,  but 
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nsraiihelaig  an  owner  or  owners  of  adjoining  lots  may 
build  or  nnite  in  boilding  thereon  semi-detaohed  honaea 
of  nniform  exterior,  but  bo  that  no  detached  house  or 
pa<r  of  semi-detached  houses  shall  approach  within  8ft. 
of  any  other  house. 

11.  In  case  the  lot  of  ground  coloured  jellotr  on  the 
said  map,  and  planned  for  the  site  of  a  church,  shall  not 
be  granted  for  that  purpose,  but  shall  at  any  time  be 
sold  for  building  purposes,  then  the  same  shall  be  held 
on  the  same  terms  as  are  herein  meationed  as  to  lot  60, 
exoept  thai  there  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  marked 
thereon  on  the  eaid  map  a  dotted  building  line  40ft. 
distant  from  the  front  and  flank  roadways. 

In  July  1899  the  defendant  Bromet  purchased 
the  lot  originally  intended  for  the  site  of  a  church, 
and  referred  to  in  clause  11,  from  Ralph  Raphael, 
the  third  party  to  the  action.  During  the  inves- 
tigation of  title,  prior  to  such  purchase,  it  appeared 
to  the  defendant's  solicitor  that  the  property  was 
a  plot  of  land  subject  to  a  building  scheme,  and 
he  called  for  the  production  of  the  deed  containing 
any  restrictive  covenants  affecting  the  land.  It 
was  at  the  time  believed  by  the  vendor  that  the 
orig^inal  deed  no  longer  existed,  and  he  produced 
what  purported  to  be  a  copy  of  the  restrictive  cove- 
nants. The  defendant  subsequently  purchased 
the  land,  but  obtained  an  indemnity,  dated  the 
l$lh  Aug.  1899,  from  the  vendor. 

This  indemnity  was  given  by  a  letter  written 
by  the  vendor  to  the  defendant,  and  was  in  the 
following  terms : 

In  consideration  of  your  completing  the  parohaae  of 
the  above  property  from  me,  I  hereby  ctate  that  the 
doonment  purpor<ing  to  be  a  copy  of  the  building 
stipnlationa  and  conditions  of  sale  of  the  Oonservative 
Land  Sooiety  annexed  hereto  and  identified  by  my  signa- 
ture in  the  margiu  thereof  is  to  the  beat  of  my  know- 
ledge, information,  aad  belief,  a  true  and  complete  copy 
of  the  origiual  building  stipulations  and  couditions 
afteotin^  the  property,  and  I  hereby  agree  to  indemnify 
yoo,  yoar  heirs,  executors,  admiaietratars,  and  assigns, 
against  all  coats,  damages,  and  ezpenises  which  you  may 
snifer  or  incur  by  reason  of  the  building  stipulations  and 
oonditions  affectii  g  the  property  being  other  than  those 
ret  ont  in  the  said  copy. — Tours  faithfully,  Balph 
Saphasl. 

The  defendant  proceeded  to  build  upon  the  lot 
four  houses,  which  infringed  the  provision  as  to 
the  building  line  imposed  by  clause  11.  This 
provision  did  not  appear  in  the  copy  which  had 
been  furnished  by  Raphael  to  the  defendant, 
although  the  defendant  was  in  fact  aware  of  it,  as 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  building  operations 
the  defendant  bad  ascertained  that  the  original 
deed  of  1854  was  still  in  existence,  and  had 
obtained  from  it  knowledge  of  the  true  provisions 
affecting  his  land.  He  had  thereupon  entered 
into  negotiations  with  the  liquidator  of  the  Con- 
servative Land  Society  to  obtain  his  consent  to 
the  proposed  new  buildings,  believing  that  power 
to  consent  to  any  variation  in  the  scheme  had 
been  retained  by  the  vendors  under  clause  5,  and 
that  the  liquidator  fell  within  the  description  of 
"  the  vendors,  their  heirs  or  assigns." 

On  the  29th  Jan.  1902  the  liquidator  entered 
into  an  agreement  giving  such  consent,  and  this 
agreement  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  court. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
owner  of  adjoining  property  on  the  estate,  claim- 
ing an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant "  from 
biulding  or  erecting  or  allowing  to  remain  "  upon 
his  land   any  erection  or  building  other  than 


boundary  fenoes  within  ^Oft.  of  the  Avenue  and 
Ailsa-roads  respectively. 

At  the  trial  it  was  held  by  the  judge,  after  a 
lengthy  argument,  that  upon  the  construction  of 
clauses  4  and  5  the  vendors  had  reserved  no  right 
to  themselves  to  vary  the  building  line. 

There  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
or  his  predecessor  in  title  had  committed  a  breach 
of  the  building  stipulations  by  erecting  on  the 
plaintiff's  land  a  low  building  between  the  house 
and  one  of  the  boundary  fences,  which  building 
went  up  to  the  boundary  fence,  and  therefore  con- 
travened the  end  of  clause  5. 

Farwell,  J.  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
holding  that  the  breach  of  the  covenant  by  the 
plaintiff  was  trivial,  and  did  not  disentitle  him 
from  having  the  building  stipulations  strictly 
enforced,  and  ordered  so  much  of  the  houses  as 
had  been  built  and  came  within  40ft.  of  the  two 
roads  to  be  pulled  down,  and  directed  Bromet  to 
pay  Hooper  the  costs  of  the  action. 

On  the  question  of  the  indemnity  given  by 
Raphael  to  Bromet,  the  following  order  was  made : 

"  Upon  the  said  question  of  indemnity  this  court 
doth  declare  that  by  virtue  of  the  agreement 
dated  the  16th  Aug.  1899  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned the  said  tmrd  party,  Ralph  Raphael,  is 
liable  to  indemnify  the  defendant  against  the 
costs  directed  to  be  paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  said  judgment  dated  18th  June  1903  made 
in  this  action,  and  the  costs  as  between  solicitor 
and  client  incurred  by  him  in  defending  such 
action,  and  that  he  is  also  liable  to  indemnify  the 
said  defendant  against  all  costs,  damages,  and 
expenses  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  by  reason  of 
the  defendant  having  built  on  land  in  the  plead- 
ings in  the  said  action  mentioned  so  far  as  he  has 
built  thereon  in  contravention  of  the  covenants 
contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  Slst  Aug. 
1854  in  the  said  pleadings  mentioned,  and  by 
having  to  remove  such  buildinKS  pursuant  to  the 
said  judgment ;  and  for  being  unable  in  the  future 
to  build  on  the  land  sold  by  the  said  third  party 
to  the  said  defendant  in  accordance  with  the 
document  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  building 
stipulations  and  conditions  of  sale  of  the  Con- 
servative Land  Society  annexed  to  the  agreement 
dated  the  16th  Aug.  1899  in  the  said  third  party 
notice  mentioned.  And  this  court  doth  order 
that  the  said  third  party,  Ralph  Raphael,  do  pay 
to  the  said  defendant,  Mark  Bromet,  the  amount 
paid  by  him  for  the  plaintiff's  costs  and  his  own 
costs  of  this  action,  and  of  the  third  party  pro- 
ceedings, to  be  taxed  by  the  taxing  master,  those 
of  the  said  action  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 
And  it  is  ordered  that  the  following  inquiiy  be 
made  (that  is  to  say) :  An  inquiry  what  damages 
the  defendant  has  sustained  by  reason  of  his  having 
built  on  the  said  land  so  far  as  he  has  built,  and 
by  having  to  remove  such  buildings  pursuant  to 
the  said  order,  and  for  being  unable  in  the  future 
to  build  on  the  said  land  in  accordance  with  the 
said  document  annexed  to  the  said  agreement 
dated  the  16th  day  of  August  1899.  And  it  is 
ordered  that  the  third  party,  Ralph  Raphael,  do 
pay  to  the  defendant,  Mark  Bromet,  the  amount 
which  shall  be  certified  to  be  due  for  such  damages 
as  aforesaid." 

From  this  order  Raphael,  the  third  party, 
appealed  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  liable  for 
the  costs  caused  by  several  of  the  points  raised  in 
his  defence  by  Bromet,  which  are  particularly 
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referred   to  in   the  judgments  of  the  Gonrt  of 
Appeal. 

The  following  clauees  of  the  copy  of  the  deed 
referred  to  in  the  indemnity  were  considered  in 
the  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Appeal : 

4.  Baildiog  Linei. — The  porohasers  of  lots  oolonred 
bine  bind  themaelrea  to  ereot  the  external  luae  ot  the 
front  walls  of  all  bnildinga  on  all  plota  and  the  flank  walla 
of  all  bnildingB  on  the  comer  plota  agreeably  to  the  front 
•nd  flank  bnilding  linea  ahown. 

19.  Deed  of  Covenant. — Each  pnrohaser  on  oompleting 
hia  pmobase  is  to  execute  •  prjper  deed  of  covenant 
for  regulating  the  building  and  fencing  upon  hia  land 
and  the  r<?pair  of  roads  and  drains,  and  keeping  all  the 
oonditiona  herein  contained,  and  powera  for  enforoing 
the  performance  of  these  corenanta. 

20.  Site  for  a  Chnrch  — The  Tsndora  recerre  for  five 
jeare  the  portion  of  land  oolonred  yellow  planned  for 
the  aite  of  a  church  with  the  power  of  granting  it  for 
that  pnrpoBs,  bat  should  no  grant  be  made  within  that 
time  they  reserve  to  themaelves  the  power  of  selling  it 
for  building  purpoeea  subject  to  the  same  rcstriotions  as 
lot  No.  60. 

23.  The  vendors  reeerve  to  tbemaelves  the  power  of 
allowing  a  variation  of  these  plans  and  canditiona  except 
as  to  the  bnilding  of  a  hotel,  tavern,  public-honee,  or  beer- 
house on  the  portion  of  the  estate  now  offered  for  allot- 
ment, 

24.  Any  portion  of  the  estate  not  dispoatd  of  may  be 
dealt  with  by  the  vendors  without  reference  to  and 
totilly  independent  of  these  conditions. 

Upjohn,  K.O.  and  Kenyan  Parker  for  the 
appellant. — The  differences  in  the  copy  and  the 
deed  of  1854:  are  so  small  that  Bromet  is  only 
entitled  at  the  most  to  nominal  damages.  But  if 
that  is  not  so  the  order  gives  him  too  much. 
The  appellent  is  not  liable  for  the  costs  of 
putting  up  and  pulling  down  the  house  built  on 
that  land,  as  Bromet  put  it  up  notwithstanding 
he  knew  that  Hooper  objected  to  it,  and  after  the 
deed  of  1854  had  been  found  and  he  was  aware  of  its 
provisions.  Bromet  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  action  of  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  as  he 
did  not  conduct  it  in  a  reasonable  way.  He  raised 
several  defences  which  were  untenable  and  ought 
not  to  have  heen  raist'd.  He  ought  to  have 
admitted  that  the  deed  of  1854  was  binding  on 
him.  Then  there  would  have  been  no  action,  and 
Raphael  could  not  have  resisted  his  claim  for 
compensation  for  the  building  ground  he  had  lost 
in  consequence  of  the  building  line  fixed  in  it.  But 
he  relied  on  the  permission  given  him  by  the 
liquidator  of  the  Conservative  Bnilding  Land 
Society,  and  fought  the  action  on  that  ground. 
He  is  therefore  only  entitled  to  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  land  he  purchased 
without  the  restrictive  covenant  as  to  the  building 
line  contained  in  the  deed  of  1854,  and  the  value 
of  that  land  with  that  restriction : 

Turner  v.  Jlfoon,  85  L.  T.  Bep.  90 ;  (1901)  2  Ch. 
825; 

Joyner  v.  Weeks,  65  L.  T.  Bep.  16  ;  (1891)  2  Q  B. 
31. 

[Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Baxendale  t.  London, 
Chatham,  and  Dover  BaUway  Company  (32  L.  T. 
Eep.  330 ;  L.  Bep.  10  Ex.  35).] 

Jenkins,  K  C.  and  Edward  Clayton  for  Bromet. 
—The  provisions  of  the  deed  of  1854  do  not  con- 
stitute a  building  scheme,  so  there  was  good 
reason  for  considering  that  the  liquidator  came 
within  the  words  "  the  vendors,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  "  in  clause  5  of  the  deed  of  1854,  and  that 


his  permission  not  to  observe  the  covenant,  which 
was  confirmed  by  the  court,  was  sufficient.  The 
copy  deed  did  not  show  any  bnilding  scheme. 
Confidering  clauses  23  and  24,  if  the  court  holds 
there  is  any  building  scheme  here,  it  will  be  going 
farther  than 

CoUini  ▼.  Castle,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  764 ;  36  Cb.  Div 
243. 

Where  the  vendor  reserves  the  right  to  alter  the 
conditions  of  sale  there  cannot  be  a  building 
scheme : 

Oshorne  v.  Bradley,  89  L.  T.  Bep.  11 ;  (1903)  2  Ch- 

446; 
SehalsY.  Cowlishaw,  41   L.  T.  Bep.  116;  11  Cfa. 

Div.  866; 
Spicer  v.  Martin,  60    L.  T.  Bep.  546;    14   App. 

Cas.  12; 

Keates  v.  Lyon,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  255  ;  4  Cb.  App.  218 ; 

Nottingham  Patent    Brick  and    Tile  Company  v. 

Butler,  64  L.  T.  Bep.  444;  16  Q.  B.  Div.  778, 

791. 

Bromet  is  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  costs  of  the 

action  and  of  building  and  pulling  down  the  house. 

If  as  between  Hooper  and  Bromet  the  defence 

was  reasonable,  Raphael  is  liable.    Notice  of  the 

restrictive  covenant  ought  not  to  be  injpnted  to 

Bromet,  as   he   honestly  thought  the  copy  was 

correct,   though   Farwell,  J.   held  the  case  was 

within  Jared  v.  Clements  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  97  (1903) 

1  Ch.  428).    But  as  between  Hooper  and  Bromet 

the  defence  was  not  improper,  and  the  costs  of  it 

come  within  the  indemnity  : 

Bawendale   v.   London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bail- 
way  Company  [tibi  sup.). 

If  Bromet  considered  that  the  original  building 
scheme  had  become  void  and  did  not  affect  the 
land,  he  was  bound  to  maintain  that  point  in 
order  to  know  his  position  under  it,  otherwise  he 
could  not  know  his  position  under  the  copy.  If 
he  had  been  successful  on  that  point  the  plain- 
tiff's whole  case  must  have  failed.  Raphael  never 
raised  any  objection  to  the  way  Bromet  was  con- 
ducting his  defence  to  the  action,  and  he  therefore 
cannot  now  say  he  was  acting  unreasonably. 
Bromet  had  a  right  to  have  his  legal  liabilities 
ascertained,  and  Raphael  was  also  interested. 
There  being  two  sets  of  conditions,  those  in  the 
original  deed  and  those  in  the  copy,  it  was  to  the 
interest  of  Raphael  as  well  as  of  Bromet  to  find 
out  by  which  they  were  bound. 

Upjohn,  K.O.  in  reply. 

Williams,  L  J. — This  is  an  appeal  against  a 
decision  of  Farwell,  J.  So  far  as  the  action  of 
Hooper  v.  .Bromet  is  concerned  there  is  no  appeal 
but  that  action  was  an  action  for  an  injunction 
brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  purchasers 
bound  by  and  having  the  benefit  of  a  building 
scheme,  against  Bromet  as  successor  in  title  to  a 
person  who  was  bound  by  and  had  the  benefit  of 
this  scheme,  and  Bromet  contends  that  if  he  is 
responsible  to  Hooper  in  that  action,  he  has,  at 
all  events  to  a  certain  extent,  a  remedy  against 
Raphael,  because  Raphael  gave  him  a  letter 
of  indemnity;  and  consequently  he  issued  a 
third  party  notice,  and  the  result  Tras  that 
Raphael  bad  to  come  in  as  third  party.  He  put 
in  hia  defence  as  third  party,  and  this  appeal  is 
really  concerne''  only  with  the  question  whether 
Farwell,  J.  was  right  in  holding,  to  the  extent  to 
which  he  did  so  hold,  that  Raphael  was  liable  to 
indemnify  Bromet.     Certain  land  was  vested  in 
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Lord  Ranelagh  and  another  person  as  trnstees  for 
the  Conservative  Land  Society,  and  the  object  of 
that  society  was  to  distribute  this  land  among  its 
members.  The  oonveyances  were  conveyances  by 
Lord  Sanelagh  and  his  co-trustee  as  vendors  to 
vaiioos  members  of  the  society.  When  the 
scheme  of  the  society  is  looked  at,  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  doubt  but  that  there  was  a  building 
scheme,  and  clause  19  of  that  scheme  provided 
for  a  deed  being  entered  into  by  each  pnrohaser 
fcr  the  purpose  of  working  out  the  scheme,  and 
for  conveyancing  purposes  that  deed  of  covenant 
has  always  been  treated  as  governing  the  relations 
of  the  parties  one  to  another.  One  of  the  plots  of 
land  W8S  originally  intended  to  be  the  church 
plot>  but  there  were  provisions  for  dealing  with 
this  land  if  it  should  not  be  used  as  a  church  plot. 
This  plot  became  vested  in  Raphael.  [His  Lord- 
ship then  referred  to  the  negotiations  for  the 
sale  of  the  plot  by  Raphael  to  Bromet,  and  to  the 
indemnity,  and  continued  :]  The  deed  of  1854 
has  now  been  produced,  and  it  is  plain  that  that 
-deed,  which  really  it  must  be  taken  for  the  par- 
poses  of  the  letter  of  indemnity  does  contain  the 
original  building  stipulations  and  conditions 
affecting  the  property,  differs  in  some  material 
respect  from  this  document  to  which  that  indem- 
nity is  attached.  Now,  it  really  is  not  in  dispute 
here  that  if  there  is  a  material  difference  between 
the  stipulations  of  the  deed  of  1854  and  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  this  document,  and  that  diffor- 
■«nce  has  resulted  in  damage  or  injury  to  Bromet, 
then  Raphael  is  liable  under  his  letter  of  indem- 
nity to  make  good  that  damage  to  Bromet. 
I  now  propose  to  consider  what  really  are  the 
differences  in  these  two  documents.  1  will  begin 
by  dealing  with  the  difference  which  is  made 
by  the  existence  in  the  document  to  which  the 
letter  of  indemnity  is  attached  of  clauses  23 
and  24,  which  are  clauses  which  do  not  exist 
in  the  deed  of  1854.  Speaking  generally  and 
shortly,  those  are  clauses  which  give  powers  of 
varying  the  conditions  at  the  will  of  the  vendors, 
and  it  is  contended  that  the  power  given  to  the 
vendors  under  those  circumstances  is  such  as  to 
negative  there  being  any  building  scheme  binding 
upon  the  purchasers  inter  se.  It  is  said  that  in 
order  to  bind  the  purchasers  inter  se  yon  must 
have  the  conditions  that  are  absolutely  invariable 
at  the  will  of  the  vendor  or  anybody  else ;  and 
that  if  they  are  variable  there  is  no  building 
scheme.  I  think  that  is  stating  the  case  as  a 
•whole  a  good  deal  too  widely.  I  quite  agree  that 
the  presence  of  a  clause  permitting  the  variation 
of  the  conditions,  or  the  want  of  stability  in 
the  conditions,  may  be  a  circumstance  to  which 
great  weight  ought  to  be  given  in  determining 
whether  or  not  the  intention  was  that  the  pur- 
chasers should  be  bound  inter  se,  and  1  can  quite 
imagine  a  case  in  which  it  would  be  held  that  the 
uncertainty  and  the  want  of  definit<>ness  were 
such  aa  to  negative  the  intention,  and  that,  as  I 
understand  it,  was  the  ground  really  of  the  decision 
of  Farwell,  J.  in  Osborne  v.  Bradley  (ubi  sup.).  I 
am  not  saying  a  word  against  the  correctness  of 
that  decision,  but  dealing  with  this  document, 
notwitstanding  the  presence  of  those  clauses,  1 
should  have  held  if  the  rights  of  the  parties  had 
depended  upon  this  document — which  of  course 
they  do  not  by  reason  of  the  deed  of  1854  being 
the  governing  document — in  other  words,  if  I  had 
had  nothing  but  the  scheme  as  originally  entered 


into  between  the  members  of  the  Conservative 
Land  Society  and  the  purchasers  of  the  various 
plots,  that  this  particular  document  did  properly 
lead  to  the  inference  that  there  was  a  scheme  in 
which  the  purchasers  were  to  be  bound  inter  se, 
notwithstanding  the  presence  of  these  clauses. 
In  fact  I  do  not  think  that  anybody  reading  this' 
document  and  giving  due  weight  to  its  heading 
and  to  the  matters  set  forth  in  it  could  hesitate 
to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  document  did 
involve  such  a  scheme  as  necessarily  led  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  intention  was  that  the  parties 
should  be  bound  inter  »e.  Having  said  that,  I  do 
not  propose  to  say  any  more  about  the  difference 
between  the  deed  and  the  terms  and  conditions 
in  so  far  as  that  difference  is  constituted  by  these 
clauses  23  and  24,  because  the  only  use  which 
was  attempted  to  be  made  by  counsel  for 
Bromet  of  that  difference  was  to  say  that 
properly  construed,  the  terms  and  conditions  in 
this  document  did  not  include  a  scheme  at  all. 
Now,  that  being  so,  what  is  the  other  difference 
which  there  is  here  P  The  other  difference  is  really 
this:  In  the  terms  and  conditions  the  site  of  a 
church  is  dealt  with  in  clause  20.  [His  Lordship 
read  it.]  Then,  when  one  turns  back  to  see  what 
are  the  restrictions  which  affect  lot  60,  it  appears 
they  are  the  restrictions  contained  in  clause  4. 
[His  Lordship  read  it.]  I  now  call  attention  to 
the  deed  of  1854.  The  clause  in  that  deed  which 
applies  to  this  plot  is  clause  11.  Now,  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  go  into  the  matter  very 
closely,  because  the  question  of  damage  is  one 
which  we  do  not  propose  to  decide  here.  It  will 
be  decided  on  the  inquiry  by  the  master  to  whom 
the  inquiry  has  been  referred.  It  is  enough  to 
say  that  it  is  perfectly  plain  the  building 
capacity  of  the  land  under  those  two  documente 
is  very  different.  To  mention  one  matter  only, 
under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  later  deed 
there  is  nothing  whatever  which  limite  the  power 
of  the  building  owner  excepting  that  he  must  do 
what  building  he  has  to  do  between  really  the 
back  and  the  front  building  line ;  and  to  take  as 
a  concrete  illustration  of  a  building  the  church 
which  appears  upon  the  plan,  his  obligation  would 
be  under  the  terms  and  conditions  carefully  to 
keep  the  two  ends  of  the  building  between  those 
building  lines ;  but  there  would  have  been  no 
obligation  on  the  building  owner  as  to  he 
extontion  of  what,  in  the  concrete  example  I  have 
taken,  would  be  the  aisles  of  the  church,  whereas 
under  this  deed  of  1854,  if  you  take  either  road, 
taking  the  covenant  in  this  deed,  the  building 
line  is  such  that  the  building  owner  may  not 
place  any  building  within  40ft.  of  either  of  those 
two  roads.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a  very 
material  difference.  Now,  having  got  so  far,  it 
is  right  that  1  should  deal  in  terms  with  the  order 
of  Farwell,  J.,  because,  with  all  deference  to 
Farwell,  J.,  I  think  that  in  some  respecte  his 
order  for  inquiries  goes  too  far.  Having  dealt 
with  the  action,  it  then  proceeds :  [His  Lord- 
ship then  referred  to  the  order  and  the 
inquiry  thereby  directed,  and  continued :]  It 
seems  to  me  that  those  damages  in  respect  of 
the  building  and  the  removal  of  the  building 
ought  not  to  be  paid  by  Raphael,  because  Bromet 
ought  not  to  have  built,  as  at  the  time  when  he 
built  he  had  full  knowledge  that  in  fact  the  terms 
'  and  conditions  of  sale  contained  in  the  document 
to  which  the  letter  of  indemnity  was  attached 


Digitized  by 


Google 


238-Vol.  xc] 


THE   LAW   TIMES. 


[April  23,  1904h 


Ot.  of  App.] 


HoopBB  r.  Bboubt;  Bafbabl  (Third  Party). 


[Ot.  of  App. 


clid  not  coincide  with  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of 
1854;  and  he  knew  perfectly  well  that  the  cove- 
nant in  the  deed  of  1854  must  he  observed  by  the 
purchasers;  and  under  those  circnmstances  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  damage  which  has  arisen  to 
him  by  reason  of  his  having  been  at  the  cost  of 
building,  and  his  having  under  the  order  of  the 
court  being  at  the  cost  of  pulling  down,  is  not 
damage  against  which  Raphael  ought  to  in- 
demnify Bromet;  but  that  Bromet  must  bear 
that  damage  himself.  So  far  as  the  residue  of 
the  damage  is  concerned — that  is  to  say,  so  far  as 
the  land  available  for  building  under  the  covenant 
in  the  deed  of  1854  is  less  than  the  land  which 
would  have  been  available  for  building  under  the 
later  document.  1  will  now  proceed  to  deal  with  the 
other  matters — that  is  to  say,  the  costs  which  have 
been  incurred  by  Bromet  in  respect  of  the  action 
which  was  brought  by  Hooper,  and  in  respect  of 
his  defence  of  it ;  and,  secondly,  in  respect  of  the 
costs  of  the  third  party  proceedings.  Now,  with 
reference  to  the  costs  which  Bromet  has  been 
ordered  to  pay  to  Hooper,  although  Farwell,  J. 
might  have  dealt  with  the  costs  as  such,  in  my 
judgment  in  this  order,  and  in  the  observations 
in  his  judgment  which  precede  the  formal  order, 
he  has  dealt  with  those  costs  as  damages.  Now, 
the  question  is  whether  it  is  right  that  Raphael 
onght  to  indemnify  Bromet  against  all  such  costs. 
It  seems  to  me  clear  under  the  rule  laid  down  in 
BaxendaU  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bail- 
way  Company  [ubi  sup.)  that  Bromet  can  only 
recover  against  Raphael  such  damages  as  have 
been  incurred  by  Bromet  as  the  natural  and 
proximate  result  of  the  defendant's  position. 
Now,  under  those  circumstances,  one  has  to 
consider  whether  that  can  possibly  be  said  of  the 
whole  of  the  costs  which  Bromet  has  incurred. 
It  seems  to  me  clear  that  it  cannot.  It  is  not 
disputed,  I  think,  in  this  action  by  Raphael 
that  there  are  some  costs  incurred  in  the  action 
of  Hooper  v.  Bromet  against  which  Raphael  is 
bound  to  indemnify  Bromet ;  but  it  seems  to  me 
plain  that  he  is  not  bound  to  indemnify  him 
against  all  the  costs  incurred  by  Bromet  in  the 
matter  of  that  action.  Really,  one  has  to  ascer- 
tain how  far  the  costs  incurred  by  Bromet  in 
that  action  are  the  natural  and  proximate 
result  uf  the  document  which  Raphael  had 
warranted  as  accurate  proving  to  be  inaccurate. 
There  must,  it  seems  to  me,  necessarily  have 
been  an  assessment  of  damages  and  so  far 
as  the  writ  and  pleadings  are  concerned  I 
do  not  think  anyone  will  dispute  but  that  those 
must  be  paid  by  Raphael.  One  hag  to  see  what 
was  a  reasonable  course  for  Bromet  to  hare  pur- 
sued, having  regard  only  to  the  state  of  things 
arisinif  out  of  the  breach  of  warranty,  I  will  call  it 
for  convenience,  that  arises  in  the  present  case.  I 
do  not  think  that  any  of  the  costs  which  have 
resulted  from  Bromet  having  wrongfully  built 
ought  to  be  borne  by  Raphael,  but  I  think  thLit 
if  one  treats  this  case  in  the  same  way  as  one 
would  have  done  if,  instead  of  there  being  an 
actual  building  by  Bromet  there  had  been  either 
a  formal  commencement  or  a  threat  to  commence 
such  as  would  have  justified  an  action  by  Hooper, 
then  I  think  one  onght  with  regard  to  these 
costs  to  consider  what  would  have  been  the 
reasonable  and  proper  course  for  Bromet  to  have 
pursuua.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  what  Bromet 
ought  to  have  done  under  those  circumstances 


would  be  to  take  care  that  he  did  not  omit  in  hi8> 
defence  any  defence  which,  if  Raphael  had  hade 
the  conduct  of  the  defence  himself,  he,  Raphael, 
would  have  set  np.  Now,  it  is  said  that  several- 
of  these  defences — I  am  not  sure  that  Mr.  Jenkins- 
did  not  contend  aU  of  them — were  reasonable 
defences  for  Bromet  to  set  ap  in  respect  of  his  rela- 
tion to  Raphael,  but  I  cannot  agree  to  that.  I  do- 
not  know  really  how  far  costs  and  expenses  were- 
inourred  (the  taxing  master  will  be  able  to  ascer- 
tain that)  in  respect  of  a  denial  that  the  deed  of 
1854  was,  at  all  events  in  the  first  instance,  the- 
governing  deed,  but  if  expense  was  incurred 
it  was  a  very  unreasonable  expense  to  incur. 
Then  it  is  said  that  with  regard  to  the  defence 
based  upon  the  licence  that  was  obtained  froub 
the  liquidator,  who  was  treated  as  if  he  had  been 
one  of  the  vendors,  that  those  costs  ought  to  be 

?aid  by  Raphael.  I  do  not  think  they  ought, 
t  seems  to  me  that  such  a  defence  was  a  hope- 
less defence.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  building, 
scheme  which  was  set  up  had  gone  as  a  whole - 
because  the  various  purchasers  upon  the  estates 
had  all  given  up  observance  of  the  scheme  by 
mutual  consent.  As  to  that  the  learned  judge- 
had  not  the  slightest  doubt,  and  said  it  was  a 
perfectly  hopeless  matter  and  unarguable.  That 
again,  I  think,  is  part  of  the  expense  against 
which  Raphael  is  not  bound  to  indemnify 
Bromet.  Then  it  was  said  that  Hooper,  this 
particular  plaintiff,  by  his  own  conduct  had  dis- 
entitled himself  to  sue.  As  to  that  matter  the- 
learned  judge  seems  to  have  had  some  doubt. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  that  is  a  reasonable  defenoe- 
against  which  Raphael  ought  to  indemnify  Bromet. 
The  outcome,  therefore,  of  my  decision  is  :  first,, 
that  there  was  a  binding  scheme ;  secondly,  that 
under  that  scheme  Hooper  had  a  right  to  sue 
BroDoet;  thirdly,  that  there  wae  a  material 
difference  between  the  deed  of  1854  and  the  later 
document  attached  to  the  le'ter  of  indemnity ; 
fourthly,  that  the  one  respect  in  which  really 
Bromet  has  suffered  damage  by  reason  of  that 
difference  is  in  respect  of  the  matters  that  I 
have  already  alluded  to  as  to  building  lines,  and 
the  difference  between  the  obligations  of  the- 
building  owners  under  the  one  document  and 
under  the  other.  With  regard  to  the  damages  I 
entirely  agree  with  Farwell,  J.  that  in  so  far  as- 
the  quantum  of  available  building  land  has  been 
diminished  Raphael  must  bear  the  damage ;  but 
not  in  respect  of  the  building  or  pulling  down  of' 
the  buildings.  But  in  respect  of  the  costs- 
that  Bromet  has  incurred  towards  Hooper  or  on 
his  o»n  account  in  the  action  of  Hooper  v.  Bromet. 
I  do  not  think  that  the  whole  of  those  costs  can 
be  treated  as  damages  resulting  from  this  breach 
of  warranty.  I  have  been  through  the  various 
heads  J  hope  sufficiently  to  enable  the  taxing 
master  to  ascertain  the  quantum  of  the  liability 
of  Raphael  to  Bromet.  I  speak  of  the  taxing 
master,  but  the  fact  that  the  hand  which  ascer- 
tains the  amount  is  the  hand  of  the  taxing  master 
does  not  make  these  cobts  for  the  purposes  of  the 
claim  in  the  third  party  proceedings  any  less 
damages — they  are  damages.  Raphael  must  have 
the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Stiblimo,  LJ. — This  appeal  relates  to  that 
portion  of  the  judgment  of  Farwell,  J.  which 
relates  to  the  question  of  indemnity  as  between 
the  defendant,  Bromet,  and  the  third  party 
Raphael.     The   indemnity  was   given  upon  the< 
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■occasion  of  the  purchase  by  the  defendant  from 
Raphael  of  certain  real  estate  which  was  described 
and  known  to  be  subject  to  certain  building 
lestriotioDs  which  were  stated  to  be  contained  in 
deed  of  1854.  That  deed  was  not  forthcoming, 
■bat  what  was  alleged  to  be  a  copy  of  these  baild- 
ing  conditions  was  produced  by  Raphael,  and  he 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  indemnify  Bromet, 
the  purchaser,  against  all  costs,  damages,  and 
expenses  which  he  might  suffer  or  incur  by 
reason  of  the  bailding  stipulations  and  conditions 
affecting  the  property  being  other  than  those  set 
-out  in  the  copy.  Kow,  Bromet,  the  defendant, 
was  minded  to  build  upon  his  property,  and  he 
was  brought,  in  the  course  of  his  proceeding  to  do 
ihat,  upon  referring  to  the  document,  to  which 
the  indemnity  re^rred,  in  contact  with  the 
liquidator  of  the  company  called  the  Oonserva- 
tive  Land  Society,  who  appeared  from  the  copy  of 
tite  document,  which  was  furnished  by  Rapuael, 
to  have  been  concerned  (it  is  not  necessary  to  say 
in  what  capacity)  in  the  original  disposition  of 
the  land  upon  the  occasion  on  which  these  oon- 
-ditions  arose  ;  and,  upon  communicating  with  the 
liquidator,  Bromet,  the  defeadant,  discovered,  at 
any  rate  before  the  21st  Dec.  1901,  what  were 
-the  true  building  conditions  to  which  the 
estate  was  subject,  and  not  oaly  did  he  do  so, 
bat  he  obtained  from  the  liquidator  of  the 
company,  which  I  have  treated  as  being  the 
vendor  for  the  purpose  of  the  building  stipuldr 
■tions,  a  document  which  purported  to  release  him 
from  adherence  to  the  stipulacionn  contained  in 
the  deed  of  1854.  Having  obtained  that  he  pro- 
■<«eded,  in  Sept.  1902,  to  build  in  non-compliance 
with  the  actual  building  stipulations,  and  also  in 
non-compliance  with  the  stipulations  contained  in 
the  document  furnished  by  Raphael.  Thereupon, 
a  purchaser  who  was  entitled  under  the  building 
scheme,  which  is  contained  in  the  deed  of  1854, 
brought  an  action,  and  that  action  has  succeeded. 
In  his  judgment  Farwell,  J.  has  held  and  declared 
-that  the  defendant  Bromut  is  entitled  to  aa 
indemnity  against  Raphael  in  respect  of  cer- 
tain specific  matters  which  I  shall  mention 
presently,  and  also  with  respect  to  an  indemnity 
Dy  reason  of  the  defeadant  being  unable  to  build 
on  the  land  he  bought  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  of  the  16th  April  1899,  which  is  the 
indemnity  agreement.  Now,  it  is  really  admitted 
that  if  there  was  a  substantial  difference  between 
the  building  stipulations  as  they  appear  in  the 
document  which  was  furnished  by  Raphael  and 
tbose  to  which  the  property  is  actually  subject, 
that  portion  of  the  declaration  of  Farwell,  J.  and 
of  the  inquiry  which  is  directed  in  pursuance  of 
it  is  well  founded,  and,  in  my  judgment,  there  is 
a  substantial  difference  in  at  least  one  respect 
between  the  conditions  as  they  exist  and  the  con- 
ditions which  appear  in  the  document  referred 
"to  by  Raphael.  That  difference  is  this,  tbat 
according  to  tUe  true  building  conditionb  as  they 
are  now  established,  and  according  to  the  judg- 
ment of  Farwell,  J.,  the  defendant  Bromet  is 
precluded  from  building  within  40ft.  of  the 
Aveaue-road,  whereas  according  to  the  copy  of  the 
document  famished  by  Raphael  the  defendant 
would  not  have  been  so  precluded.  That  is  quite 
-enough,  in  my  judgment,  to  entitle  the  defen- 
dant to  an  inquiry  as  between  him  and  Raphael 
■a*  to  the  damages  which  have  been  caused  to  him 
<by  reason  of  that  inability  to  build,  and  I  say  no 


more  on  that  subject  as  I  agree  with  the  other 
members  of  the  court  in  thinking  that  we  ought 
not  to  go  into  a  discussion  of  all  the  possible 
questions  that  miy  be  raised  hereafter  upon  that 
inquiry.  Now,  1  will  say  just  a  few  words  upon 
the  specific  matters  as  in  which  Farwell,  J.  nas 
held  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  indemnity. 
First  of  all  he  has  held  that  he  is  entitled  to 
indemnity  with  respect  to  the  loss  or  damage 
which  he  has  sustained  by  reason  of  his  having 
built  on  the  land  so  far  as  he  has  built,  and  by 
having  to  remove  the  buildings  pursuant  to  the 
order  which  he  has  granted.  Now,  I,  with  the 
utmost  respect,  differ  from  the  learned  judge  in 
regard  to  that  inquiry.  I  do  not  think  that 
those  damages  were  incurred  as  the  natural  and 
proximate  result  of  the  difference  which  does 
exist  between  the  actual  building  conditions  and 
those  which  are  shown  in  the  document  fur* 
nished  bj  Raphael.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
facts  show  that  the  defendant,  while  knowing 
what  the  conditions  were,  went  on  to  build 
because  he  thought  that  the  document  which  he 
had  procured  from  the  liquidator  of  the  Con- 
servative Land  Society  was  an  answer  to  any 
action  which  might  be  brought  against  him. 
Therefore  for  that  short  reason  I  think  that 
these  damages  ought  not  to  have  been  given  to 
Bromet  by  Farwell,  J.,  and  ought  not  to  be 
the  subject  of  the  inquiry.  Then,  .  secondly, 
Farwell,  J.  has  declared  that  by  virtue  of  the 
indemnity  Raphael  is  bound  to  indemnify  the 
defendant  against  the  costs  directed  to  be  paid 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  judgment 
which  he  has  given  in  the  action.  I  agree 
with  my  Lord  in  thinking  that  these  costs 
also  are  not  the  natural  and  proximate 
result  of  the  difference  between  the  two  docu- 
ments which  we  have  to  consider,  but  they 
are  the  result  of  the  defendant  Bromet  proceed- 
ing to  build  in  reliance  on  the  document  which 
he  obtained  from  the  liquidator  of  the  land 
society,  and  in  proceeding  to  build  with  fall 
knovrledge  of  the  true  conditions  which  affected 
it.  Under  the  circumstances  I  think  the  order 
which  is  proposed  by  my  Lord  is  right,  and, 
therefore,  the  appeal  ought  to  be  allowed  to  this 
extent. 

Cozens- Habdt,  L  J. — A  great  point  was  made 
by  countel  for  the  respondent  that  the  so-called 
terms  and  conditions,  or  what  was  called  here  the 
warranted  copy,  did  not  show  any  building  scheme 
in  the  sense  of  a  scheme  containing  any  rights 
among  purchasers  inter  se.  I  cannot  doubt  that 
purchasers  buying  under  that  scheme,  apart  from 
anything  else,  undertook  a  liability  not  merely  to 
the  vendor,  but  to  the  purchasers  of  other  k>ts. 
The  contrary  view  would,  I  think,  be  attended 
with  great  danger  to  the  persons  who  buy  build- 
ing estates  on  the  faith  of  a  plan  with  stipulations 
of  this  kind.  It  is  said  that  that  doctrine  has  no 
applicatioh  here  for  two  reasons,  one  is  the  pro- 
visions of  clause  23.  I  do  not  think  that  such 
a  clause  determines  a  building  scheme.  With 
reference  to  clause  24,  1  adopt  the  view  which 
was  thrown  out  by  Stirling,  L.J.  that  that  only 
applies  to  the  unsold  portion  of  the  estate 
and  is  spent  and  done  with,  and  has  ceased 
to  have  any  application  the  moment  there  has 
been  a  rale  of  an^  plot  to  a  purchaser.  Tbat 
being  so,  I  think  it  is  clear  that  there  is  some 
liability  on  the  part  of  Raphael  to  indemnify  the 
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tespondent  Bromet — a  liability  in  damaf^es. 
Wtiether  this  was  a  case  for  the  application  of 
the  third  party  order  I  have  very  great  doubt.  I 
do  not  think  it  was,  but  that  recQly  is  not  open 
now ;  that  objection  was  not  taken  below,  and  we 
are  bonnd  to  consider  that .  the  case  is  properly 
brought  before  us  under  that  third  party  order. 
Then  it  sought  to  make  Raphael  liable  under  this 
peculiar  and  limited  indemnity  for  the  costs  of 
building  contrary  to  the  covenant  and  pulling 
down  the  buildings  erected  by  Bromet.  I  confess 
I  can  see  no  ground  for  so  doing.  Nor  can  I  think 
it  would  be  reasonable  to  hold  that  he  is  liable 
for  the  costs  of  this  extremely  protracted  and 
expensive  litigation,  in  which,  as  appears  by  the 
order  itself,  no  less  than  thirteen  witnesses  were 
called  in  a  trial  extending  over  three  or  four 
days.  It  cannot  be  right  that  the  costs  of  all 
those  issues  should  be  thrown  upon  Raphael  as 
the  indemnifying  party;  and  in  giving  Bromet 
the  costs  proposed  by  my  Lord,  we  are  givinghim  as 
much  as  he  is  entitled  to,  and  certainfy  more  than 
he  would  have  obtained  in  an  indemnity  action. 

Solicitors :    Balph    Raphael   and   Co. ;    James 
Morley. 


Tuesday,  Feh.  3. 
(Before  Gollinb,  M.R.,  Bombs  and 

Mathew,  L.JJ.) 
Smith  v.  Leigh  Union  Asbessuent 

Committee,  (a) 

APPEAL  FKOM  the  KINO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Rating  —  Poor  rate  —  Appeal  against  assessment 
—  Appearance  of  assessment  committee  as 
respondents — Consent  of  guardians — Notice  to 
guardians  —  Union  Assessment  Committee 
Amendment  Act  1864  (27  &  28  Vict.  c.  39),  s.  2 
— Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law  Am,endment 
Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  58),  «.  12. 

Beet.  2  of  the  Union  Assessment  Committee  Amend- 
ment Act  1864  provides  that  the  assessment 
committee  of  a  union  may,  with  the  consent  of 
the  guardians  of  such  union,  after  notice  shall 
have  been  sent  to  every  guardian,  appear  as 
respondents  to  an  appeal  to  quarter  sessions 
against  a  poor  rate. 

Sect.  12  of  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  1882  provides  that  where  under 
the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834,  or  any  of 
the  Acts  amending  the  same,  the  consent  in 
writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guardians  of  a 
union  is  required,  a  fourteen  days'  notice  shall 
be  given  to  each  guardian  of  the  meeting  at 
which  the  resolution  giving  the  consent  is  passed. 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  King's  Bench 
Division  (89  L.  T.  Rep  607),  that  sect.  12  of  the 
Act  of  1882  does  not  have  reference  to  sect.  2  of 
the  Act  of  1864,  and  therefore  it  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  power  of  the  guardians  to 
give  their  consent  under  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of 
1864  that  a  fourteen  days'  notice  shnUd  be  given 
of  the  meeting  at  which  such  consent  is  given. 

Appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court 

SLord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  Lawrance  and  Kennedy, 
rj.)  upon  a  special  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
the  c^urt,  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for 
the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  upon  an 
appeal  against  a  certain  poor  rate. 

(a)  Beported  by  E.  Mmlit  Sxitr,  Esq.,  Bkrrlitar-a»-Law. 


The  special  case  is  set  out  in  the  report  of  the- 
judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (89  L.  T.  Bep. 
607). 

The  facts  were,  shortly,  as  follows  :— 

When  the  appeal  was  called  on  for  hearing,, 
counsel  claimed  to  appear  and  be  heard  on  behalf 
of  the  assessment  committee  of  the  Leigh  Union 
appearing  as  respondents  to  the  appeal  in  the 
name  of  the  guardians  of  the  union. 

Counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 
called  upon  the  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of 
the  assessment  committee  to  prove  that  the  com- 
mittee had  duly  obtained  the  consent  of  the 
guardians  to  their  appearance  as  respondents  to 
the  appeal. 

It  was  then  proved  or  admitted  that  on  the  20tb 
March  1903  the  clerk  of  the  committee  had  sent 
to  each  of  the  guardians  a  notice  that  the  consent 
of  the  guardians  to  the  appearance  of  the  com- 
mittee as  respondents  to  the  appeal  would  be 
proposed  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  board  of 
guardians;  and  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of' 
guardians  on  the  25th  March  following  a  resolu- 
tion was  passed  consenting  to  the  committee 
appearing  as  respondents  to  the  appeal. 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  then  contended  that 
under  sect.  12  of  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor 
Law  Amendment  Act  1882  the  notice  given  by 
the  clerk  of  the  committee  to  the  guardians  ought 
to  have  been  given  fourteen  days  before  the  meet- 
ing of  the  board,  and  that,  as  a  fourteen  dajs'' 
norice  had  not  been  given,  the  committee  had  not 
fulfilled  a  condition  precedent  to  their  obtaining 
the  consent  of  the  guardians. 

Counsel  for  the  assessment  committee  contended 
that  sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  had  no  application 
to  a  consent  of  the  guardians  given  under  sect.  2  of' 
the  Act  of  1864. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  held  that  the 
objection  raised  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  must 
be  sustained,  and  refused  to  bear  counsel  for  the 
assessment  committee  on  the  merite  of  the  appeal, 
but  agreed  to  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the- 
High  Court  on  the  question  whether  the  assess- 
ment committee  were  entitled  to  be  heard. 

The  Divisional  Court  (Lord  Alverstone,  C.J., 
Lawrance  and  Kennedy,  JJ.)  held  that  the 
preliminary  objection  was  a  bad  one,  and  sent  the 
case  back  to  the  quarter  sessions  that  the  appeal 
might  be  heard :  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  607). 

The  appellant  appealed. 

The  Union  Assessment  Committee  Amendment 
Act  1864  (27  &  28  Vict.  c.  39),  with  reference  to 
an  appeal  heard  by  quarter  sessions  against  a 
poor  rate  made  for  any  parish  contained  in  any 
union  to  which  the  Union  Assessment  Committee- 
Act  1862  applies,  provides  as  follows  : 

Sect.  2,  The  assesament  oommittee  of  snoh  onion 
may,  with  the  ooosent  of  the  g-aardions  of  anoh  nnionv. 
after  notice  shall  have  been  sent  to  ever;  gaardian, 
appear  as  teepondentg  to  anoh  appeal,  bnt  in  the  name  of 
the  gaardiang  of  anoh  anion,  in  like  manner  and  with  the 
same  incidents,  and  anbjeot  to  the  same  liabilities,  and 
entitled  to  the  aame  remediea  and  rigbta,  as  in  the  oaae 
of  perjona  other  than  the  overaeera  to  whom  notice  of 
appeal  may  be  ^ven. 

The  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act  1882  (45  &  4S  Vict.  c.  58)  provides  a»- 
followB : 

Sent.  12.  'Where,  under  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Aot- 
1834,  or  any  of  the  Acta  amending  the  aame,  the  consent- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


April  2S,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 241 


Ot.  of  App.] 


Smith  v.  Lbiqh  TTmioit  Assessment  Committee. 


[Ot.  op  App. 


'in  irritioK  of  a  majority  of  tlia  gnardians  of  a  anion,  or 
tha  managara  of  a  Bohool  diitrict,  ia  reqnired,  it  shall  be 
deamsd  a  anffioient  complianoe  with  aaoh  Teqairementa 
if  a  reaolntion  giving  oonsent  is  passed  at  a  meatiDg  of 
the  guardians  or  managera,  of  whioh  meeting  and  of  the 
boainesa  to  be  transacted  thereat,  not  leaa  than  fonrteen 
dajs'  notioe  shall  be  given  to  each  goardian  or  manager. 
A.   T.   Lawrence,  K.C.    (Bvyle,  K.O.  and    W. 
.Mackenzie  with  him)  for  the  appellant. — Under 
sect.  2  of  the  Union  Assessment  Committee  Act 
1864  the  assessment  committee  could  not  appear 
as  respondents  to  the  appeal  without  first  obtain- 
ing the  consent  of  the  Knardians  of  the  union. 
Under  sect  12  of  the  Divided  Parishes  Act  1882 
■that  consent  could  not  be  obtained  unless  a  four- 
teen days'  notioe  were  given  to  each  guardian 
before   the    meeting  at  which  the  consent  was 
asked  for.    In  fact,  the  only  notioe  given  was  a 
fonr  days'  notice,  and  the  assessment  committee 
have  therefore  failed  to  comply  with  the  condition 
precedent  to  their  power  of  appearing  as  respon- 
dents. It  is  true  that  sect.  2  only  refers  to  "  the  con- 
sent of  the  guardians,"  whereas  sect.  12  refers  to 
'"  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guar- 
dians."   Two  points  arise  there.    First,  every  con- 
sent of  the  guardians  must  be  in  writing.    Sect.  15 
of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834  (4  &  5 
Will.   4,  c.  76)  empowers  the  poor  law  commis- 
sioners to  make  rules,  orders,  and  regulations  for 
the  guardians,  and  under  the  rules  and  orders 
that  have  been  made  the  guardians  are  bound  to 
keep  a  clerk,  whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  minutes  of 
all  resolntions  passed  at  a  meeting  of  the  guar- 
dians and  to  enter  them  in  a  book,  and  these 
minutes  are  to  be  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the 
next  meeting.    Secondly,  by  the  proviso  of  sect.  38 
of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834  no  guardian 
•can    act  as  such  except  as  a   member  and  at  a 
meeting  of  the  board.    So  that  the  consent  of  the 
guardians  cannot  be  given  except  by  a  resolution 
o(  the  majority  at  a  meeting  of  the  board,  and  such 
resolation  must  be  reduced  into  writing.  Therefore 
every  "  consent  of  the  guardians  "  must  be  a  "  con- 
sent in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guardians." 
That  is  the  ordinary  way  in  which  the  guardians 
must  do  their  business,  although  there  are  certain 
special    things  as  to  which  the  Legislature  has 
made  special  requirements,  as,  for  instance,  with 
regard  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  sect.  32  of  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834.    If  sect.  2  of 
the  Act  of  1864  ia  not  to  be  construed  as  referring 
to  a   consent   given    by  the    guardians   in    the 
ordinary  way  in  which  they  do  their  business,  it 
must  be  construed  as  refen-ing  to  a  consent  given 
by  all  the  guardians.     The  difficulties  of  getting 
such  a  consent  would  be  such  that  that  construc- 
tion cannot  be  the  right  one.    On  behalf  of  the 
assessment  committee  it  is  suggested  that  sect.  12 
of  the  Act  of  1882  has  reference  only  to  cases  where 
there  is  a  special  legislative  enactment  that  a 
"consent  in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guar- 
dians "'must  be  obtained.     As  to  that,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  sect.  12  begins :  "  Where  under  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834  or  any  of  the 
Acts  amending  the  same."     It  deals  with  the 
effect  of  several  Acts  taken  as  a  whole,  not  with 
anv  definite  section  of  any  particular  Act,  and 
only  one  section — viz.,  sect.  23  of  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act    1834 — can  be  pointed  oat  in 
which    the    Legislature    specifically    requires    a 
"  consent  in  writing  of  a  majority  of  the  guar- 
dians."   Sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  was  surely 


intended  to  refer  to  something  more  than  sect.  23. 
If  the  Legislature  only  intended  to  refer  to  that 
section,  it  would  have  been  simple  to  have  said 
so.  The  form  of  sect.  12  shows  that  it  must  be 
held  to  apply  to  something  more  than  sect.  23. 

Syde  for  the  assessment  committee. — Sect.  12  of 
the  Act  of  1882  has  no  application  to  sect.  2  of 
the  Act  of  1864,  and  therefore  a  fourteen  days' 
notice  of  the  meeting  was  not  necessary  here. 
Sect.  2  does  not  in  terms  require  the  guardians' 
oonsent  to  be  in  writing.  It  is  true  that  the 
guardians  are  directed  to  have  a  clerk  whose  duty 
it  is  to  keep  minntes  of  what  is  done  at  a  meeting 
of  the  guardians,  and  to  enter  them  in  a  minute- 
book.  Such  an  entry  is  evidence  of  what  was  in 
a  resolution  passed  at  a  meeting,  but  the  consent 
of  the  guardians  would  be  given  by  their  passing 
a  resolution.  A  resolation  of  the  guardians  does 
not  become  void  if  the  clerk  fails  to  record  it. 
He  has  no  power  to  annul  a  resolution  of  the 
guardians.  Art.  202,  whioh  deals  with  his 
duties,  does  not  contain  negative  words,  and  is 
therefore  not  mandatory,  but  merely  directory  in 
character : 

B.  V.  Letcetter  Juttieet,  7  B.  ft  C.  6. 
Formerly  there  were  several  statutory  provisions 
requiring  the  consent  of  the  guardians  in  certain 
cases  to  De  in  writing.  These  were  repealed  one 
by  one,  and  then  in  1882  the  Divided  Parishes  Act 
was  passed,  the  object  of  sect.  12  being  to  pro- 
vide one  comprehensive  enactment  applicable  to 
all  sections  of  Acts  which  require  the  guardians' 
oonsent  in  writing,  instead  of  dealing  with  such 
sections  one  by  one.  The  object  of  that  section  is 
to  remove  restrictions.  The  appellant  is  seeking 
to  use  it  to  impose  restrictions.  Further,  by 
making  sect.  12  applicable  to  a  consent  sought 
under  sect.  2,  the  assessment  committee  would 
have  to  get  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  guar- 
dians. This  would  in  effect  alter  the  provisions 
of  sect.  2,  which  only  requires  "  the  consent  of  the 
guardians." 

A.  T.  Lavorenee,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Collins,  M.R. — I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  appeal  fails.  The  question  arises  in 
this  way.  The  assessment  committee  of  the  union 
appeared  as  respondents  in  an  appeal  to  quarter 
sessions  by  a  ratepayer  against  an  assessment  to 
poor  rate.  The  question  is  whether  they  were 
empowered  to  do  so.  Their  right  to  do  so  depends 
upon  sect.  2  of  the  Union  Assessment  Committee 
Amendment  Act  1864.  [His  Lordship  read  the 
section.]  The  ratepayer  contends  that  the  condi- 
tions required  by  sect.  2  have  not  been  complied 
with,  because,  he  says,  they  did  not  obtain  "  the 
consent  of  the  guardians "  of  the  union  such  as 
the  section  requires.  To  show  what  is  the  mean- 
ing of  the  "  consent  of  the  guardians,"  the  rate- 
payer referred  to  sect.  12  of  the  Divided  Parishes 
Act  1882,  which  is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship 
read  it.]  Under  that  section  he  says  that  a  four- 
teen days'  notice  should  have  been  given  to  each 
guardian  before  they  could  give  their  consent  to 
the  application  of  the  assessment  committee. 
Now,  that  section  has  reference  to  cases  where 
the  consent  "  in  writing "  of  a  majority  of  the 
guardians  was  necessai^,  and  it  substitntes  new 
provisions  for  the  provisions  that  were  formerly 
applicable  in  such  cases.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
make  sect.  12  applicable  to  the  present  case,  it 
1  is  necessary  to  snow  that  "  the  consent  of  the 
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enardians  "  required  by  sect  2  of  the  Act  of  1864 
IS  a  "  consent  in  writing."  As  the  appellant  is 
the  person  who  is  setting;  np  an  alleged  failure  by 
the  assesament  committee  to  see  that  the  condi- 
tions precedent  to  their  right  to  appear  have 
been  performed,  it  lies  on  him  to  show  that 
the  consent  of  the  gnardians  can  only  be 
Kiven  "  in  writing."  Now,  sect.  2  itself  does 
not  say  anything  as  to  the  consent  being 
in  writing.  It  only  requires  the  consent  to 
to  be  given,  and  it  is  not  denied  that  the  guardians 
did  in  fact  give  their  consent  at  one  of  their 
meetings.  The  only  question,  therefore,  is  whether 
it  is  right  to  read  into  sect.  2  a  requirement  that 
the  consent  must  be  in  writing.  Ab  I  have  said, 
sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  deals  only  with  cases 
where  it  was  necessary  that  the  consent  of  the 
gnardians  should  be  in  writing,  and  in  those  cases 
it  provides  new  machinery  in  the  place  of  what 
has  been  in  existence.  It  was  contended  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  that  it  is  clear,  upon  a 
consideration  of  the  older  Acts,  that  under  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834  the  gnardians 
could  not  (except  in  two  or  three  specified  cases) 
apt  as  guardians  otherwise  than  at  a  meeting 
which  was  always  subject  to  the  rule  that  any 
resolution  passed  by  them  must  be  put  into 
writing  and  entered  by  their  clerk  in  a  minnte- 
book,  so  that  whatever  might  be  done  by  them,  as 
guardians,  was  always  done  with  written  evidence 
of  what  they  had  agreed  to.  It  is  said,  therefore, 
that,  because  in  every  case  there  is  written 
evidence  of  what  the  guardians  may  have  agreed 
to,  it  follows  that  a  resolution  of  the  guardians 
must  be  in  writing,  and  that  when  sect.  2  mentions 
the  consent  of  the  guardians  it  must  mean  their 
consent  in  writing.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  would 
be  a  very  extraordinary  thing  to  introduce  a  limi- 
tation of  that  sort  into  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
not  by  any  express  enactment,  but  by  machinery. 
It  would  seem  to  me  to  be  a  strained  construc- 
tion, and  one  not  in  accordance  with  the  history 
of  the  legislation  on  this  matter.  Sect.  23  of  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834  provided  that  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners, 
"  by  any  writing  under  their  hands  and  seal,  by 
and  witn  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  majority  of 
the  guardians  of  any  union,"  to  direct  the  guar- 
dians to  build  a  workhouse  or  to  do  certain  other 
things.  That  is  a  specific  enactment  that  "  the 
consent  in  vrriting  "  of  a  majority  of  the  guardians 
is  a  necessary  condition  for  ttie  doing  of  the 
things  named  in  the  section.  It  is  imposed  as  a 
special  condition  and  not  indirectly,  by  virtue  of 
any  rules  or  regulations  or  other  machinery. 
That  shows  that  there  is  a  specific  class  of  legis- 
lation which  for  certain  things  specially  requires 
the  consent  of  the  guardians  to  be  given  in  writing, 
which  is  a  very  different  thing  from  trying  to 
introduce  the  machinery  by  which  the  guardians' 
consent  is  ordered  to  be  recorded.  But  the  matter 
does  not  stop  there.  There  were  formerly  other 
sections  in  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834 
which  required  the  guardians'  consent  in  writing 
to  be  given  for  certain  purposes.  Those  sections 
were  repealed  one  by  one,  until  at  last  it  was 
thought  that,  instead  of  repealing  those  provisions 
in  that  way,  it  would  be  better  to  sweep  away  at 
once  any  provisions  of  that  kind  that  might  still 
be  left,  and  to  replace  them  by  one  uniform  pro- 
cedure. That  was  the  object  of  sect.  12  of  the 
Divided  Parishes  Act  1882.     That  section  pro- 


vides that  in  cases  where  the  consent  in  writing- 
of  a  majority  of  the  guardians  had  been  necessary, 
it  shall  in  future  he  sufficient  if  the  procedure 
there  provided  is  observed.  The  section  refers  to 
cases  where  the  consent  in  writing  w>is  specificallv 
required,  not  to  cases  where  there  was  no  sucb 
requirement.  It  is  also  to  be  noticed  that,  instead 
of  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  guardians,  the 
consent  is  to  be  given  by  the  majority  at  a  meet- 
ing. It  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 
that  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1864  provides  for- 
"the  consent  of  the  guardians"  being  first 
obtained,  and  it  is  said  that  the  consent  of  the 
majority  of  guardians  at  one  of  their  meetings- 
is  not  the  same  thing  as  "the  consent  of  the 
guardians."  I  do  not  agree  with  that  view,  but  I 
prefer  to  base  my  judgment  on  broader  grounds. 
Sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  is  directed  to  special 
enactmants  which  imposed  as  a  condition  pre- 
cedent in  certain  cases  the  obtaining  of  the  con- 
sent of  the  guardians  in  writing,  and  therefore 
does  not  have  reference  to  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of 
1864.  The  appellant  has  therefore  failed  to  show 
that  under  sect.  2  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  right  of  the  assessment  committee  to  appear 
as  respondents  to  the  appeal  that  they  should- 
have  obtained  the  guardians'  consent  in  writing. 
The  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BoMBB,  L.J. — I  agree.  The  appellant's  sug- 
gestion is  that  the  "consent  in  writing  of  a 
majority  of  the  guardians"  mentioned  in  sect.  12 
of  the  l}ivided  Parishes  Act  1882  includes  the- 
"  consent  of  the  guardians  "  mentioned  in  sect.  2 . 
of  the  Union  Assessment  Committee  Act  1864. 
I  cannot  agree  with  that  snggestion.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  limit  the- 
effect  of  sect.  12  to  the  cases  expressly  mentioned 
there — i.e.,  to  oases  where  there  were  statutory 
provisions  to  the  effect  that  the  consent  of  the 
guardians  wliich  had  to  be  obtained  must  be  in 
writing,  and  must  be  the  consent  of  the  majority  of 
the  guajrdians.  One  can  see  the  reasons  why  the- 
Legislature  should  have  considered  that  special 
provisions  ought  to  be  made  for  the  oases  expressly 
referred  to  by  sect.  12,  because  in  many  cases 
there  would  probably  be  greit  difficulty  in 
obtaining  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  majority  of 
the  guardians,  and  in  proving  that  the  consent  had 
been  obtained.  It  was  to  meet  those  difficulties-^ 
that  sect.  12  was  passed.  The  section  does  not 
deal  with  the  ordmary  cases  in  which  nothing 
more  than  the  consent  of  the  guardians  is  neces- 
sary. Under  the  Act  of  1864  the  consent  would- 
be  one  given  by  the  majority  ot  the  guardians- 
present  and  voting  at  a  meeting,  and  perhaps  it 
would  not  be  absolutely  necessary  to  obtain  a 
majority  of  the  guardians  present,  because  in  case 
of  an  equal  division  the  chairman  might  have  a 
casting  vote  and  so  make  a  majority  of  votes, 
though  there  was  no  majority  of  persons.  If  a 
consent  were  obtained  by  such  a  resolution  as 
that,  I  doubt  if  it  could  fairly  be  described  as  a 
consent  in  writing  by  a  majority  of  the  guardians,, 
though  it  were  properly  entered  in  the  minutes 
of  the  meeting.  Compare  the  words  in  the  first 
part  of  sect.  12  of  the  Act  of  1882  with  the  words- 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  section.  The  first  part 
speaks  of  "  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  majority 
of  the  guardians,"  and  the  latter  part  says,  "  if  a 
resolution  giving  consent  is  passed  at  a  meeting 
of  the  guardians."  Those  expressions  seem  to  fa« 
contrasted  with  each  other,  not  used  as  equiva- 
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lents.  That  view  is  corroborated  by  the  words 
'"it  shall  be  deemed  a  safBcient  compliance." 
MoreoTer,  if  sect.  12  were  intended  to  inolnde  and 
apply  to  aU  consents  of  guardians,  why  should  not 
the  Legislature  have  said  so  dearly  P  I  agree 
that  the  appeal  fails. 

Mathkw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  sect.  12  of  the 
Act  of  1882  applies  to  every  consent  which  has  to 
be  obtained  fiwm  guardians.  But  it  applies  in 
terms  to  cases  where  the  consent  must  be  in 
writing,  and  we  know  that  there  was  a  time  when 
for  certain  purposes  such  a  consent  was  required 
by  Act  of  Parliament.  It  was  to  get  rid  of  the 
inconTenienosB  caused  by  those  requirements  that 
eect.  12  was  passed ;  and  it  only  refers  to  cases 
of  that  kind.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  appel- 
lant's contention  fails,  and  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed.  j^p^^  diimwed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  Frederick  Kinch, 
&gent  for  A.  H.  Hayward,  Leigh. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Bobbing,  BiUing, 
«nd  Co.,  agents  for  Marsh,  Bon,  and  Calvert, 
ilieigh. 


Thurtday,  Feb.  11. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bohes  and 
Mathkw,  L.JJ.) 

Sandbsbon  v.  Collins,  (a) 

A.PPEAL  FBOM  THB   KING'S    BBNOH  DIYISION. 
Sailtnent — Duty   of  bailee — Loan  of  chattel  for 
eontideration — Injury  to  chattel  by  negligence  of 
■bailee't  eervant — Act  of  servant  outside  the  scope 
of  his  employment — Liability  of  bailee. 

The  plaintiff,  who  teas  a  coachbuilder,  lent  a 
carriage  to  the  defendant  while  the  defendant's 
carriage  was  being  repaired  by  the  plaintiff. 

IThe  defendant's  coachman,  without  Die  knowledge 
or  permission  of  the  defendant,  took  out  the 
carriage  and  went  for  a  drive  with  some  friends. 
In  the  course  of  the  drive  he  Tiegligently  drove 
into  a  tramear,  and  the  carriage  was  damaged. 

In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages 
for  the  injury  done  to  his  carriage  : 

Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Divisional 
Court  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  42),  that,  as  the  defen- 
dant had  not  personally  been  guilty  of  any 
negligence  and  as  his  coachman  in  taking  out  the 
carriage  had  acted  outside  the  scope  of  his 
employment,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  damage  done  to  the  carriage. 

Coupe  Company  v.  Maddick  (65  L.  T.  Hep.  489 ; 
(1891)  2  Q.  B.  413)  distinguished. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  the  judgment 
of  the  Divisional  Court  (Lord  Alverstone,  C.J., 
Wills  and  Channel!,  JJ.)  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Newoaatle- 
upon-l5^e. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  ooachbnilder  and  brought 
this  action  in  the  County  Court  to  recover  tbe 
sum  of  221.  I8<.  &d.  for  damage  done  to  a  four- 
wheeled  dogcart  which  he  nad  lent  to  tbe 
defendant. 

In  June  1902  the  defendant  had  sent  his  dog- 
cart to  the  plaintiff  to  be  repaired,  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  lent  a  dogcart  of  his  own  to  the  defendant 

W  BeportM  b;  E.  Mamlbt  Bhitu,  Eiq,,  Buriitai^at-Law. 


for  his  nse  during  the  time  that  the  defendant's 
dogcart  was  being  repaired. 

On  the  30th  June  1902  the  defendant  wae  oat 
driving  in  the  dogcart  that  had  been  lent  to  bim. 

On  his  return  home  at  five  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon, it  was  the  duty  of  his  coachman  to  put  the 
dogcart  into  the  coach-house  and  look  it  up.  The 
key  of  tbe  coaoh-house  was  kept  in  the  hall  of  the 
defendant's  house. 

It  did  not  appear  clearly  whether  or  not  the 
dogcart  was  in  fact  locked  up  in  the  coach-house, 
but  that  night  the  defendant's  coachman,  with- 
out the  defendant's  knowledge  or  permission,  took 
out  the  dogcart,  put  in  the  horse,  and  went  out 
for  a  drive  with  some  friends  to  see  the  bonfires 
that  were  bdng  lit  in  hononr  of  the  Kin( 
Coronation. 

Between  eleven  and  twelve  o'clock  that  nigh, 
the  coachman  and  his  friends  were  all  the  worse 
for  drink,  and  he  negligently  drove  into  a  tramoar 
and  damaged  the  dogcart 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  the  County  Conrt 
judge  in  giving  judgment  said  that  the  case  arose 
out  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant's  coach- 
man in  taking  ont  the  horse  and  carriage.  The 
carriage  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  had  been 
temporarily  lent  to  the  defendant  while  his  own 
was  being  mended,  and  the  plaintiff  said  the 
defendant  ought  to  pay  for  the  damage.  The 
defendant  resisted  the  claim  on  the  ground  that 
what  the  servant  did  was  not  in  the  course  of  his 
emplr  yment,  and  that  there  was  no  negligence  on 
bis  part.  There  was  no  question  that  the  defen- 
dant could  not  be  made  liable  were  it  not  for  the 
decision  of  the  Divisional  Court  in  Coupe  Com- 
pany y.  Maddick  (65  L.  T.  B^p.  489;  (1891) 
2  Q.  B.  413).  However,  he  thought  he  was  justi- 
fied in  distinguishing  between  the  two  cases,  and 
he  did  so  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant's 
servant,  in  wrongfully  taking  the  carriage  ont  of 
his  master's  stable  and  damaging  it,  appeared  to 
him  to  be  doing  a  tortious  act,  in  respect  of 
which  both  the  plaintiff  ind  the  master  had  a 
right  of  action  for  damages.  He  therefore  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  plaintiff's  appeal  the  Divisional  Court 
(Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  Wills  and  Channel],  J  J.) 
held  that  the  case  of  Coupe  Company  v.  Maddick 
(ubtsuj}.)  was  indistinguishable,  and  they  therefore 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  judge 
and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  case  is  reported  89  L.  T.  Bep.  42. 
The  defendant  appealed. 

Manisty,  K.C.  (Meynell  with  him)  for  the  defen- 
dant.— The  County  Court  judge  was  right  in 
holding  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable.  The 
case  of  Coupe  Company  v.  Maddick  (65  L.  T.  Bep. 
489;  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  413)  is  distinguishable,  or,  if 
it  be  not  distinguishable,  I  submit  that  it  is  wrong 
and  should  he  overruled.  There  was  no  special  con- 
tract here  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
with  regard  to  the  dogcart,  and  the  defendant's 
liability  is  therefore  that  which  is  ordinarily 
implied  by  the  law  as  the  liability  of  a  bailee  for 
consideration.  It  is  well  established  that  a  bailee 
such  as  the  defendant  is  only  bound  to  take  reason- 
able oare  of  the  chattel.  The  County  Court  judge 
has  found  that  the  defendant  was  not  personally 
guilty  of  any  negligence,  so  that  the  only  ground 
upon  which  the  de^ndant  can  here  be  held  liable 
is  the  responsibility  which  a  master  is  under  for  the 
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acts  of  his  servant.  A  master  is  not  universally 
liable  for  the  misdeeds  of  his  servants ;  he  is  not 
responsible  for  any  -wilful  or  malicious  injury  done 
by  nis  servant  without  his  knowledge  or  consent) ; 
but  only  for  injuries  which  are  done  by  the  ser- 
vant in  the  master's  service  in  the  course  of  his 
employment : 

Sir  William  Jones  on  Bulments,  p.  89,  note  43  to 
edit,  of  1833. 
The  County  Court  judge  has  found  that  the 
defendant's  coachman  was  acting  tortiously  in 
taking  out  the  dogcart.  That  is  to  say,  the 
coachman  was  not  acting  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  and  his  acts,  so  far  as  the  liability 
of  his  master  was  concerned,  were  the  acts  of  one 
who  was  an  entire  stranger  to  his  master.  The 
coachman  in  taking  out  the  dogcart  was  guilty 
of  conversion,  because  he  took  it  out  of  the 
possession  of  the  defendant.  A  bailee  of  goods 
on  hire  is  not  liable  for  their  loss  through  their 
being  stolen  by  his  servants  if  he  has  not  been 
personally  guilty  of  any  negligence : 

FinueaTie  v.  Small,  1  Bap.  315. 
The  coachman  took  out  the  dogcart  "  on  a  frolic 
of  his  own,"  as  Parke,  B.  said  in  Joel  v.  MoriBon 
(6  C.  &  P.  501),  wholly  unconnected  with  his 
master's  business,  and  his  master  is  not  liable  for 
his  negligence : 

Mitchell  v.  Crattwelltr,  2)  L.  T.  Eep.  O.  S.  237; 
13  C.  B.  237. 

That  case  was  followed  in 

Storey  v.  Athton,  L.  Bep.  4  Q.  B.  476. 

[Collins,  M.R. — That  case  and  Whatman  v. 
Fearaon  (18  L.  T.  Hep.  290  ;  L.  Rep.  3  0.  P.  422) 
are  on  opposite  sides  of  the  dividing  line.]  In 
Coupe  Company  v.  Maddick  (vM  sup.),  although 
the  servant  was  driving  for  his  own  purposes  at 
the  time  when  his  negligence  caused  the  damage, 
yet  he  had  been  put  in  control  of  the  carriage  by 
his  master  and  had  been  told  to  drive  it  to  a 
certain  place.  Here  the  defendant's  servant  acted 
wrongfully  in  getting  control  of  the  carriage. 
His  acts  were  entirely  severable  from  his  employ- 
ment.   He  referred  also  to 

Heart  v.  London  and  South-Western  Railway  Com- 
pany, 6  L.  T.  Rep.  190 ;  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  850. 

Robert  Wallace,  K.G.  and  Mundahl  for  the 
plaintiff. — The  defendant  is  liable  on  his  contract 
of  bailment  for  the  damage  done  to  the  dogcart. 
He  intrusted  it  to  the  care  of  his  servant.  His 
servant  was  not  guilty  of  a  conversion  of  the  dog- 
cart. The  servant  did  nothing  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  possession  of  it.  He  was  merely 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  discipline.  He  was  the 
custodian  of  the  cart  for  his  master.  The  scope  of 
the  coachman's  employment  was  a  matter  agreed 
on  between  the  defendant  and  the  coachman,  and 
cannot  aSect  the  construction  of  the  contract  of 
bailment  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defen- 
dant. The  construction  of  that  contract  is  the 
real  point  on  which  this  case  turns.  Decisions  on 
cases  of  tort  are  inapplicable  to  a  case  of  the  con- 
struction of  a  contract.  A  bailee's  liability  under 
his  contract  cannot  be  lessened  by  instructions 
which  he  may  afterwards  give  to  his  servant.  By 
his  contract  he  is  responsible  for  injury  done 
to  the  chattel  by  negligence — i.e.,  his  own  negli- 
gence or  the  negligence  of  anyone  into  whose 
hands  he  allows  the  chattel  to  come.  Different 
considerations  apply  to  the  duty  of  returning 


a  chattel  in  the  condition  in  which  it  was  handed' 
over  and  the  duty  of  keeping  it  with  proper 
care. 

Collins,  M.R. — This  is  a  case  of  some  interest, 
but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  clear  one  as  soon  as 
one  gets  to  the  principles  which  govern  the  law  of 
bailment.    The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  car- 
riage  which    he   intrusted    to   the  plaintiff    for 
repair,  and  during  the  time    occupied    by  the 
repairs  the  plaintiff,   as  is  very  commonly  done, 
lent  to  the  defendant  a  carriage  for  use  in  the 
meantime.     That  was  not  an  involuntary  nor  a 
gratuitous  bailment,  but  a  bailment  for  mutual' 
consideration.    Kow,  the  duty  of  a  bailee  under 
such  circumstances  is  well  settled,  and  the  law, 
as  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Jones  in  his  book  on- 
Bailments,  has  had  the  sanction  of  many  learned 
writers  and  judges.    The  bailee's  duty  is  to  take 
reasonable  care — i.e.,  ordinary  care — of  the  chattel 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  contract.    That  is  the 
first  principle,  and  there  is  no  doubt  about  it. 
Now,  what  happened  in  the  case  now  before  us  p- 
The  defendant  had  had  the  dogcart  out  at  three 
o'cloek  in  the  afternoon,  and  ne  used  it  till  five 
o'clock.    When  he  came  back  it  was  the  duty  of' 
the  servant  to  put  the  dogcart  back  in  the  coach- 
house, the  key  of  which  was  usually  kept  in  the 
hall  of  the  defendant's  house.     Whether  or  not 
the  dogcart  was  in  fact  put  inside  the  coach-house- 
on  the  afternoon  in  question  is  not   quite  clear. 
It  may  perhaps  have  been  left  outside.      Theu' 
later  on  in  the  evening  the  defendant's  servant 
took  it  out,  contrary  to  orders  and  purely  and 
solely  for  his  own  purposes,  and  went  off  "on  a 
frolic  of  his  own  "  to  see  the  Coronation  bonfires. 
He  and  some  friends  he  invited  to  come  with  him 
got  drunk,  and  he  negligently  drove  into  a  tram- 
car  and  damaged  the  dogcart.    The  dogcart  was 
returned  damaged  to  the  plaintiff,  who  has  con- 
sequently brought  this  action  against  the  master 
of  the  8er^■ant.    The  County  Court  judge  held 
that  the  act  of  the  defendant's  servant  was  not 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  therefore 
could  not  be  considered  as  the  act  of  the  defen- 
dant.   He  thus  disconnected  the  defendant  from- 
the  act  of  his  servant,  and,  as  he  found  that  the 
defendant  was  not  personally  guilty  of   negli- 
gence,   he    held    that    the    defendant    was    not 
liable  to   the  plaintiff  for  the  damage   done  to 
the  dogcart.    That  decision  was  reversed  by  the 
Divisional    Court    chiefly   on    the    authority   of 
Coupe  Company  v.  Maddick  (ubi  sup.),  although 
Channell,  J.  said  that  if  the  carriage  got    into 
the  possession  of  somebody  for  whose  driving 
the  defendant  was  not  responsible,  prima  facie 
the  carriage  would   not  then  be  used  for  pur- 
poses   contrary    to    the    terms    of    the    bail- 
ment, and  he  instanced  the  case  of  a  burglar 
breaking  into  a  stable  and  stealing  the  carriage 
as  a  case  in  which  the  bailee  would  not  be  liaUe 
unless  he  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  letting 
the  burglar  in.    The  defendant  has  appealed  from 
the  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court.     Kow,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  first  thing  is  to  clear  one's 
mind  ae   to  the  facta  of  the  i-elations  existing 
between  the  defendant  and  his  servant      The 
obligation  of  the  defendant  as  bailee  was  only  to 
take  reasonable  care  of  the  thing  bailed,  and  he 
is  bound  in  that  i-espect  for  an  act  of  his  servant 
if  done  in  the  course  of  his  employment.    But 
his  obligation  does  not  extend  so  as  to  cover  the 
acts  of  a  person  who  is  not  his  servant,  or  the 
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acts  of  his  servant  beyond  the  scope  of  Lis  antho- 
litj.    It  a  bnrelar,  or  someone  who  was  a  stranger 
to  the  defen£ait,  had  taken   the   dogcart,  and 
brought  it  back  damaged,  the  defendant  would 
not  be  liable,  if  he  was  not  gnilty  of  negligence, 
becaose  the  act  of    the   stranger  was  not  the 
defendant's  act.  There  would  be  no  nezas  between 
the  defendant  and  the  burglar.   If  the  defendant's 
ooach-houne  had  been  negligently  left  open  so  as 
to  bring  about  the  taking  of  the  dogcart  by  the 
boi^lar,  the  defendant  might  be  responsible  on 
the  ground  of  there  having  been  a  failure  of  due 
care    on    the    part    of    his    servant    in    leaving 
the    coach    house    open   for  which    the    defen- 
dant   would    be    responsible.      In    the    present 
case    the    dogcart    was    not    taken    out    by    a 
burglar,  but,  so  far  as  the  defendant  was  con- 
cerned, the  act  of  the  servant  was,  on  the  findings 
of  the  County  Court  judge,  the  same  as  if  it  had 
been  the  act  of  a  burglar — that  is  to  say,  it  was 
the  act  of  a  person  for  whom  the  defendant  was 
not  responsible.    The  defendant  had  employed  a 
competent  servant  and  directed  him  to  louk  up  the 
dogcart  in  the  coach-house  and  give  back  the  key. 
The  defendant  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence. 
The  hypothetical  case  of  a  burglar  taking  out  the 
dogcart  is  only  an  instance  oi  something  being 
done  with  the  dogcart  not  under  the  mandate  of 
the  defendant,  and,  so  far  as  concerns  the  defen- 
dant's liability  here,  is  just  the  same  as  the  case 
of  an  act  done  by  the  defendant's  servant  outside 
the  scope  of  his  authority.     His  servant  was  not 
a  burglar,  but  he  committed  an  act  which  broke 
the  nexus  between  him  and  his  master.    The  act 
therefore  cannot  be  considered  as  an  act  done  by 
the  master — that  is,  it  was  not  done  by  a  person 
for  whom   he    was    responsible.      Therefore,    as 
there  was  no  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  I   think   that  he  is  not  liable  in  this 
action.     That  seems    to  me  to  be  in  accordance 
with  the  law  as  laid  down  in  the  old  cases.  With 
regard  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  learned 
iuages  in  the  Divisional,  Court,  I  think  that  there 
IS  no  necessity  for  us  to  say  whether  we  think 
that  Coupe  Company  v.  Maddiek  (ubi  sup.)  was 
rightly  decided  or  not.    The  case  seems  to  me  to 
be  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 
The  fact  which  distinguishes  it  is  a  slight  one,  but 
it  makes  all  the  difference  between  the  two  cases. 
There  the  act  of  the  servant  was  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority.    His  master  after  driving  home 
in  his  carriage  had  told  him  to  take  it   to  his 
stable,  which  was  200  yards  off.     The  coachman 
drove  off,  but,  instead  of  going  directly  to  the 
stable,  he  drove  in  another  direction  with  a  friend 
whom  he  picked  up.      He  disobeyed  the  orders  of 
his  master  in  so  doing,  but   he  was  driving  the 
carria^  under  the  express  mandate  of  his  master. 
That  fact  goes  to  the  root  of  the  decision  in  that 
case.    I  do    not  say  whether  the  decision  was  a 
good  one  in  law,  but  the  case  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present  case  on  those    grounds.    For 
these  reasons  I  cannot  agree  with  the  decision  of 
the  court  below,  and  I  think  that  the  appeal  must 
be  allowed. 

Bombs,  L.J. — I  atn  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
agree  with  aU  that  my  Lord  has  said,  and  I  desire 
to  add  only  a  few  words.  It  is  admitted  that  no 
special  agpreement  was  entered  into  as  to  the 
defendant's  obligations  with  regard  to  the  dogcart 
when  it  was  lent  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  There- 
fore the  question  is.  What  oblig;ation  is  implied  P 


In  my  opinion  there  was  no  implied  obligation  on 
the  defendant  to  insure  the  safety  of  the  dogcart. 
The  bailment  was  an  ordinary  one  made  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  parties,  and  the  obligation  of 
the  bailee  in  such  a  case  is  now  well  settled  to  be 
an  obligation  to  take  reasonable  care  of  the  chattel. 
The  defendant  is  not  liable  unless  the  damage  was 
caused  by  his  own  negligence  or  by  the  negligence 
of  his  servant  in  the  course  of  his  employment. 
It  is  clear  that  he  was  not  personally  guilty  of  any 
negligence,  and  that  his  servant  was  not  acting  in 
the  course  of  his  employment  when  he  took  out 
the  dogcart  and  damaged  it.  That  being  so,  the 
defendant  is  not  liable  in  this  action.  As  regards 
the  authorities,  my  view  is  that  Coupe  Company 
V.  Maddiek  {ubi  tup.)  is  only  supportable  on  the 
fact  that  there  the  servant  was  acting  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  In  so  far  as  the  court 
in  that  case  may  have  been  of  opinion  that  a 
bailee  is  liable  for  damage  done  to  the  chattel 
through  the  negligence  of  his  servant  when  acting 
onteide  the  scope  of  his  employment,  I  can  only 
say  that  I  think  that  they  were  wrong. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
the  absence  of  want  of  reasonable  care  there  was 
no  liability  on  the  defendant  for  what  might 
happen  to  the  dogcart.  The  cart  was  placed  by 
the  defendant  for  certain  purposes  in  charge  of 
hie  servant,  and  the  defendant  was  responsible 
for  the  servant's  negligence  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment.  No  act  of  conversion  of  the 
dogcart,  whether  by  a  servant  or  by  anyone  else, 
was  contemplated  by  the  parties  to  the  contract 
of  bailment.  The  servant  was  guilty  of  a  conver- 
sion of  the  dogcart,  Bnd,'a8  there  was  no  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  he  is  not  respon- 
sible to  the  plaintiff.  As  to  the  authorities 
referred  to,  I  agree  with  what  my  Lord  has  said. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Ernest  A.  FuUer,  for 
Dickinson,  Miller,  and  Dickinson,  Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Cree  and  Son,  for 
Hugh  Bums,  Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


Friday,  Feb.  19. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bombs  and 
Mathew,  L.JJ.) 

Habsb  v.  Pbasl  Lifb  Absubaitce 
Company,  (a) 

APPEAL  FSOM  THB  EUTO'S   BENCH  DIVISION. 

Insurance  (life)  —  Want  of  insurable  interest — 
Void  policy  —  Innocent  misrepresentations  of 
insurance  agent  as  to  validity  of  policy — Igno- 
rance of  assured — Mistake  of  law  —  Recovery 
back  of  premiums  paid  by  assured. 

The  plaintiff  teas  induced  to  insure  his  mother's 
life  toith  the  defendant  insurance  company  by 
the  representations  of  the  company  s  agent 
that  the  policy  would  be  a  valid  one.  These  repre- 
sentations were  made  by  the  agent  innocently, 
and  without  any  fraudulent  intent. 

In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  back  from 
the  company  the  prem,ium,s  he  had  paid,  alleging 
that  the  policy  was  void  for  want  of  insurable 
interest : 

(a)  Beported  by  E.  Mahlet  Smith,  bq.,  B«rrister-«t-L«w. 
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Held,  reverntMt  the  judgment  of  the  DivUional 
Court  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  94;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  92), 
that,  oBtuming  the  policy  to  he  void  under  the 
lAJe  Intwranee  Act  1774,  yet  the  mitrepresenta- 
tion  of  the  agent  would  be  a  misrepretentation 
of  law,  and,  the  parties  being_  in  pari  delicto, 
the  plaintiff  eould  not  recover  in  the  action. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  oompanv  from  the 
judgment  of  the  Diyisional  Court  (Lord  Alrer- 
stone,  C.J.,  Wills  and  Gbannell,  JJ.)  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  deputy  judge  of  the  Oxford 
County  Court. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of 
43Z.  8s.  from  the  defendants,  an  insurance  com- 
pany, being  the  amount  of  the  premiums  which 
the  plaintiff  had  paid  to  the  defendants  upon 
two  polioies  of  insurance,  the  ground  of  the  action 
being  that  the  policies  were  void  and  that  there 
was  therefore  a  total  failure  of  consideration. 

The  first  policy  was  dated  the  29th  April  1889, 
and  was  a  x>olicy  for  the  sum  of  lOZ.  4«.  at  a 
weekly  premium  of  6d.,  and  purported  to  be 
granted  by  the  defendants  to  thejplaintifF  on  the 
fife  of  the  plaintiffs  mother  Ann  Harse. 

Under  this  policy  the  plaintiff  had  paid  to  the 
defendants  premiums  which  amounted  in  all  to 
the  sum  of  122.  16s. 

The  plaintiff  effected  this  policy  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  an  agent  of  the  defendant  company 
who  had  pressed  him  to  insure  his  mother's  life, 
and  in  the  proposal  form  the  pecuniary  interest 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  life  insured  was  stated  to 
be  "  son  for  funeral  expenses." 

The  plaintiff's  mother  had  no  money  of  her 
own,  and  was  living  with  him  and  kept  house  for 
him. 

The  second  policy  was  dated  the  18th  May 
1891,  and  was  a  policy  for  the  sum  of  181.  12t.  at 
a  weekly  premium  of  Is.  It  was  made  out  in  the 
name  of  Ann  Harse,  the  plaintiff's  name  not 
being  mentioned  in  it,  but  it  was  effected  on  the 
suggestion  of  an  agent  of  the  defendant  company 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  paid  the  pre- 
miums due  under  it.  Though  it  was  taken  out 
in  the  name  of  Ann  Harse  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  it  was  understood  to  be  for  his  benefit. 

When  these  policies  were  taken  out  the  plaintiff 
knew  nothing  as  to  the  necessity  of  his  having  an 
insurable  interest  in  his  mother's  life,  and  he  was 
induced  to  take  them  out  on  the  direct  assurance 
of  the  defendant  company's  agents  that  the 
policies  were  valid. 

In  1902  the  plaintiff  was  told  that  the  policies 
were  void  for  want  of  insurable  interest  and,  his 
mother  being  still  alive,  he  brought  this  action 
in  the  Oxford  County  Court  to  recover  43Z.  8«., 
the  amount  he  had  paid  the  defendants  as  pre- 
miums on  the  policies. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  the  deputy  judge  put 
the  following  questions  to  the  jury  : 

(1)  In  the  jury's  opinion  had  the  person  for 
whose  benefit  the  assurance  was  really  made  a 
real  pecuniary  interest  under  either  policy  ? — Yes. 

(2)  Did  the  agent  in  either  case  make  a  statement 
which  was  false  in  fact  ?  If  so,  what  was  it  P — 'No. 

(3)  Did  the  agent  in  either  case  know  that  what 
he  was  saying  waa  untrue  ? — No.  (4)  Was  either 
policy  or  were  both  taken  out  in  consequence  of 
what  the  agent  said  ? — Yes.  (5)  Did  the  agent 
in  either  case  represent  that  the  policy  was  a  good 
oneP — Yes.    (6)  Were  the  agents  in  what  they 


did,  or  was  either  of  them,  guilty  of  any  fraud, 
and  if  so  in  what  respect  ? — No. 

The  deputy  County  Court  judge  said  that  on 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  mother,  her  funeral 
expenses  must  practically  fall  on  the  plaintiff  and 
there  was  never  any  chance  of  his  decUninir  to  pay 
them,  aud  the  learned  judge  therefore  held  that 
the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in  his 
mother's  life,  and  the  policy  being  a  valid  one  the 
premiums  could  not  be  recovered  back.  As  to 
both  policies  he  held  that  even  if  they  were  void 
the  premiums  could  not  be  recovered  back,  the 
representation  of  the  agento  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  policies  beiag  only  a  representation  of  law 
and  being  made  innocently.  He  therefore  gave 
judgment  for  tbe  defendant  company. 

Upon  the  plaintiff's  appeal  the  Divisional  Court 
(Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  Wills  and  Channell,  JJ.) 
held  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  would  at 
some  future  date  be  under  a  moral,  though  not  a 
legal,  obligation  to  pay  for  his  mother's  funeral 
expenses  did  not  give  him  an  insurable  interest  in 
his  mother's  life  and  tbe  first  policy  was  therefore 
void ;  that  the  second  policy  was  really  taken  out 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and  was  also  void ;  and 
that,  as  to  both  policies,  the  plaintiff  being  a  person 
ignorant  of  the  law  in  innurance  matters,  was 
entitled  to  rely  upon  the  representations  made  by 
the  defendante'  agente  that  the  policies  would  be 
good  and  he  was  therefore  not  inpari  delicto  with 
the  defendante  and  was  entitled  to  recover  back 
the  premiums  he  had  paid. 

The  case  is  reported  89  L.  T.  Rep.  94;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  92. 

The  defendante  appealed. 

Sir  Edxeard  Clarke,  K.C.  and  8.  T.  Evant,  KG. 
(Parfitt  with  them)  for  the  defendant  company. — 
First,  the  two  policies  are  valid.  The  plaintiff 
had  a  pecuniary  interest  in  his  mother's  life 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statutory  reqniremento. 
His  mother  had  no  money  of  her  own,  and  she 
was  living  in  his  house  ;  so  that  upon  her  death 
he  would  morally  be  bound  to  pay  her  funeral 
expenses.  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  be 
under  any  legal  obligation  to  pay  these  expenses. 
In  a  case  where  a  County  Court  judge  held  that 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action  had  an  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  a  young  girl,  her  half  sister,  because 
there  was  a  reasonable  probability  that  in  the 
event  of  the  girl's  death  there  would  be  nobody 
to  undertake  her  burial,  except  the  plaintiff,  this 
decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Divisional  Court : 
Barnes  v.  London,  Edinburgh,  and  Olasgoij  Life 
Inurance  Company,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  QUi. 
The  second  policy  was  in  form  taken  out  by  the 

filaintiff's  mother,  and  was  perfectly  valid. 
Shearman,  K.C. — In  the  court  below  the  case 
was  argued  upon  the  assumption  that  this  policy 
was  in  fact  made  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit,  and 
was  void  because  he  had  no  insurable  interest  in 
his  mother's  life,  and  because  his  name  does  not 
appear  in  it.]  Assuming  that  both  policies  are 
void  as  the  plaintiff  contends,  he  is,  nevertheless, 
not  entitled  to  succeed  in  this  action.  A  policy 
effected  by  a  person  who  has  no  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  insured  is  a  wagering  policy  and  void, 
and  premiums  paid  in  respect  of  it  cannot  be 
recovered  back.  That  was  so  held  by  Mathew,  J. : 
Howard  v.  Refuge  Friendly  Society,  54  L.  T.  Bep. 
644. 
Where  money  has    been  paid  under  an  illegal 
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oontnust  which  has  been  partly  carried  into  effect 
it  cannot  be  recoTered  back : 


KearUy  t.  Thomson, 
Div.  742. 


L.  T.  Bop.  150 ;  24  Q.  B. 


The  olaintiff  seeke  to  get  out  of  that  by  sayine  that 
he  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contracts  by  the 
the  misrepresentations  of  the  defendants'  agents. 
If  there  had  been  any  misrepresentation  of  fact, 
the  plaintiff  would  perhaps  be  entitled  to  sac- 
oeed: 

BtattU  T.  Lord  Bbury,  30  Ti.  T.  Bep.  581 ;  L.  Bep. 
7  H.  L.  102. 

Bat  the  princiole  of  relief  arising  out  of  mis- 
representation is  not  to  be  exten&d  to  a  state- 
ment of  law  which  turns  out  to  be  an  incorrect 
statement : 

Sathdall  t.  Ford,  14  L.  T.  Rep.  790  ;  L.  Bep.  2  Eq. 
750. 

There  is  no  attempt  here  to  allege  fraud,  or  any 
mideading  of  an  ignorant  man.  The  case  is 
simply  one  of  a  bargain  made  by  two  persons  of 
equal  knowledge  and  intelligence.  Both  parties 
made  a  mistake  of  law.  The  representation  of 
the  agents  that  the  policies  would  be  binding  in 
law  is  a  representetion,  not  of  fact,  but  of  law. 
The  belief  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  opinion  of  the 
agente  as  to  a  point  of  law,  an  opinion  which 
tarns  out  to  be  wrong,  is  not  enough  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover.  This  point  as  to  the 
invalidif  y  of  the  policies  was  raised  by  the  plain- 
tiff. The  company  has  never  repudiated  ito 
liability  under  tnem. 

Montague  Shearman,  K.G.  and  Cecil  Walsh  for 
the  plaintiff.  —  The  two  policies  are  void.  A 
morcQ  obligation  is  not  enough  to  create  an  insur- 
able interest.  The  second  policy  is  also  void, 
because  the  plaintiff's  name  is  not  inserted  in  it. 
In  every  policy  on  the  life  of  another  the  name  of 
the  person  who  is  really  interested  at  the  time  of 
effecting  the  policy,  or  for  whose  benefit  the  policy  is 
effected,  must  be  inserted  as  the  person  interested ; 
and  the  omission  or  erroneous  statement  of  the 
person  interested  j)er  <e  avoids  the  policy,  whether 
it  be  a  wagenng  policy  or  not : 

Ho<I«onv.  ObtervtrL^e  At$uranee  Society,  26  L.  J. 

303,  Q.  B. 
The  policies  being  void,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  be  repaid  the  premiums  he  has  paid  under 
them.  The  policies  were  entered  into  by  the 
plaintiff  relying  upon  the  representations  of  the 
defendante'  agente  that  they  were  valid.  It  is  not 
an  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  say  that  the 
defendante  are  willing  to  pay  the  sum  insured  if 
the  plaintiff  will  go  on  paying  the  premiums. 
The  representetion  that  the  policies  were  valid 
was  a  representetion,  not  of  law,  bat  of  fact : 

West  London  Commgreial  Bank  Limited  v.  Kitson, 

50  L.  T.  B»p.  656 ;  13  Q.  B.  Div.  360. 

That  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
on  a  company  which  had  no  power  to  accept  bills 
and  accepted  by  the  defendante,  who  were 
Erectors  of  the  company,  for  and  on  behalf  of 
the  company.  The  defendante  were  held  per- 
sonally liable,  as  by  their  acceptance  they  repre- 
sented that  they  had  authority  to  accept  on  behalf 
of  the  company,  which,  being  a  false  representa- 
tion of  a  matter  ot  fact  and  not  of  law,  gave  a 
caose  of  action  to  the  plaintiff,  who  had  acted 
upon  it.  In  the  present  case  the  defendant  com- 
pany, or  th^  directors,  most  have  known  that 


the  policies  were  void,  and  they  cannot  protect 
themselves  by  sending  oat  an  ignorant  ageuc  to 
obtain  money  by  making  false  stetemente  of  law. 
[RoMEB,  L.J. — You  have  not  alleged  fraud  in 
this  action.]     The  case  is  on  all  fours  with 

Briiiik  Workman'*  and    Oaneral  Aituranee  Com- 
pany  v.  Cttnli/a,  18  Times  L  Bep.  425,  502. 

[Collins,  M.B.. — It  is  clear  from  the  report  of 
that  case  that  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  the' 
Court  of  Appeal  was  the  f raad  of  the  company's 
agent.] 

Collins,  M.R. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Divisional  Court  under  the  following 
circumstances.  The  plaintiff  effected  with  the 
defendant  company,  through  one  of  their  agente, 
two  insurances  upon  the  Bfe  of  his  mother,  and 
it  appears  that  he  had  no  pecuniary  interest  in 
her  life  except  such  as  might  arise  from  the  fact 
that,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  bis  mother 
was  living,  he  contemplated  that  on  her  death  he 
would  have  to  pay  ner  funeral  expenses.  He 
continued  to  pay  the  premiums  on  these  insur- 
ances for  some  years,  until  in  point  of  fact  the 
amount  he  had  paid  in  premiums  exceeded  the 
sum  for  which  his  mother  s  life  was  insured.  In 
that  steto  of  circumstances  be  bethought  himself 
that  the  policies  were  really  illegal,  and  that  he 
was  therefore  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  premiums 
on  the  ground  tbat  there  had  been  a  total  failure 
of  consideration.  Now  I  will  assume,  without 
deciding  the  question,  that  the  policies  were 
illegal  on  the  ground  tbat  the  plaintiff  had  no 
insurable  interest  in   his  mother's  life.      That 

Question  depends  npon  the  Life  Assurance  Ace 
774  (14  Greo.  3,  o.  48),  sect.  1  of  which  etiaute 
that  "no  insurance  shell  be  made'  by  any  person 
or  persons,  bodies  politick  or  corporate,  on  the 
life  or  lives  of  any  person  or  persons,  or  on  any 
other  event  or  events  whateoever,  wherein  the 
person  or  persons  for  whose  use,  benefit,  or  on 
whose  account  such  policy  or  policies  shall  be 
made,  shall  have  no  interest  or  by  'way  of  gaming 
or  wagering;  and  that  every  assurance  made  con- 
trary to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  hereof  shall 
be  null  and  void,  to  all  intente  and  purposes 
whateoever."  If  the  plaintiff's  liability  to  pay 
his  mother's  funeral  expenses  was  not  an  interest 
in  her  life  within  that  section,  the  policies  were 
illegal,  and  I  'will  assume  for  the  sake  ot  this 
judgment  that  that  was  so.  Therefore  ex  hypo- 
thesi  the  plaintiff  has  paid  money  to  another 
person  \m&r  an  illegal  contract,  and  the  question 
la  whether  he  is  entitled  to  recover  back  what  he 
has  paid.  Now,  the  plaintiff  says,  and  the  jury 
have  so  found,  that  he  was  induced  to  teke  ont 
the  policies  by  the  representetion  made  by  the 
defendants'  agent  that  the  policies  would  be  valid. 
The  jury  have  also  found  that  the  agent  did  not 
know  that  this  representation  by  him  was  untrue. 
The  learned  County  Court  judge  held  that  the 
representetion  of  the  agent  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
policy  having  been  made  innocently  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  money  he 
had  paid.  That  raises  the  point  which  was  prin- 
cipally argued  before  us.  Now,  the  general  rule 
of  law  is  perfectly  clear  that  if  one  of  two  parties 
to  an  illegal  contract  pays  money  under  it  to  the 
other  party  he  cannot  recover  it  back.  If  he  has 
deposited  the  money  in  the  hands  of  a  third 
person,  he  may  revoke  his  mandate  and  claim  the 
money  back  from  the  person  with  whom  it  ia 
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deposited.  But  when  the  money  has  been  paid 
to  the  other  party  to  the  contract,  it  cannot  be 
recovered.  That  was  decided  by  my  brother 
Mathew  in  1886  with  respect  to  a  wagering  policy 
in  the  case  of  Howard  r.  Refuge  Friendly  Society 
<5i  L.  T.  Bep.  644).  The  headnote  to  the  report 
ot  that  case  is  as  follows  :  "  J.  H.  effected  with 
the  defendant  company,  two  policies  of  insurance 
on  the  life  of  his  father  J.  H. ;  in  which  he  had 
no  insurable  interest ;  according  to  the  policies 
the  premiums  were  to  be  paid  by  weekly  payments. 
J.  H.,  the  son,  continued  to  make  these  weekly 
payments  for  some  years.  J.  H.,  the  father,  had 
at  first  no  knowledge  of  the  insurances  effected 
on  his  life,  but  when  he  became  aware  of  them  he 
objected  to  their  being  continued,  andgaTe  notice 
to  that  effect  to  the  company.  J.  H!,  the  son, 
then  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  that  the 
policies  were  at  an  end,  and  claimed  the  return  of 
the  amount  of  the  premiums.  The  defendants 
refused  to  pay,  and  J.  H.,  the  son,  brought  his 
action  for  tneir  recovery,  and  the  County  Court 
judge  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defen- 
dants appealed.  Held,  on  appeal,  that,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  the  policies  were  wager- 
ing policies,  and  consequently  the  premiums  paid 
in  respect  of  them  could  not  be  recovered."  That 
is  a  clear  decision  on  that  part  of  the  case,  and 
now  the  distinction  that  arises  is  a  distinction 
based  on  what  the  agent  said.  Now,  we  begin 
this  discussion  with  an  iUegal  contract.  The 
plaintiff  being  party  to  an  illegal  contract  is 
primd  facie  debarred  from  recovering  any  money 
paid  nnder  that  contract  to  the  other  person. 
But  it  is  said  that,  by  reason  of  what  happened 
between  him  and  the  agent,  he  is  relieved  from 
that  rule  of  law.  What  was  said  by  the  agent  in 
this  case  to  begin  with  was  a  representation  not  of 
fact,  but  of  law.  It  was  a  statement  of  opinion 
that  the  policies  were  valid.  That  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  statement  not  of  fact,  but  a  statement  of  law, 
the  general  law  of  the  land  in  relation  to  insur- 
ances ;  and  it  has  been  found  as  a  fact  that  that 
statement  was  made  innocently.  Taking  those 
two  things  together,  we  have  a  statement  of  law 
made  innocently  to  a  person  who  was  desirous  of 
enteringinto  an  ille^l  contract — a  contract  which, 
if  he  makes  it,  carries  with  it  the  consequences 
that  he  cannot  recover  any  money  he  pays  under 
it.  How  is  his  position  altered  by  the  fact  that 
the  other  person  told  him  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 
contract  was  not  illegal,  innocently  told  him  so, 
believing  what  he  said  to  be  true.  It  seems  to  me 
that  unless  you  can  introduce  some  circumstances 
of  oppression  or  fraud,  or  some  difference  in  the 
position  of  the  parties,  which  threw  the  person 
who  made  the  statement  into  some  fiduciary  rela- 
tion to  the  plaintiff  so  as  to  make  it  inequitable 
for  him  to  insist  upon  keeping  the  bargain  which 
had  been  made  with  the  plaintiff,  unless  you  can 
get  those  elements  in,  elements  which  in  a  court 
of  equity  would  be  considered  either  fraud  or 
equivalent  to  fraud,  the  party  to  an  illegal  con- 
tract has  to  submit  to  the  loss  of  whatever  he  has 
paid  under  it.  That  is  perfectly  clear.  Now,  I 
do  not  say  that  the  jury  might  not  here,  if  the 
evidence  had  supported  it,  have  found  that  the 
plaintiff's  relations  to  the  agent  were  such  as  to 
bring  him  within  that  class  of  cases  where  money 
has  been  obtained  from  another  person  by  fraud, 
duress,  or  oppression  of  some  kind ;  but  there  is 
no  evidence  here  at  all  of  that,  and  the  jury  have 


not  found  that,  but  they  have  foand  that  this 
was  an  innocent  statement  of  what  the  agent 
believed  to  be  the  law.  There  in  no  evidence 
of  fraud  or  oppression,  and  there  is  certainly 
no  finding  of  fraud  or  oppression,  and  we 
cannot  assume  it.  All  we  have  is  that  the 
plaintiff,  whether  he  knew  it  or  not,  was 
a  deliberate  partv  to  the  contract,  and  was 
under  no  misapprehension  as  to  the  nature  ot  the 
contract  which  he  was  making,  though  he  may 
not  have  known  what  the  law  about  it  was. 
Nevertheless,  what  he  was  intending  was  clearly 
a  contract  forbidden  by  law,  with  the  consequence 
that  money  paid  under  it  cannot  be  recovered 
back.  He  seeks  to  get  out  of  that  position  by 
saying  that  he  acted  on  the  advice  of  a  person 
who  told  him  to  the  best  of  his  opinion  what  he 
believed  to  be  the  law,  though  there  is  no  evidence, 
as  I  have  said,  of  any  oppression  or  any  fraud 
having  been  practised  upon  him.  Under  these 
circumstances,  in  my  judgment,  he  cannot 
recover  back,  and  I  think  there  is  clear  authority 
tor  that  proposition  in  the  case  of  British  Work- 
man's and  General  Assurance  Company  y.  Cunliffe 
(ubi  sup.).  In  that  case  it  had  been  held  in  the 
court  below  that  the  money  could  be  recovered 
back  where  it  had  been  paid  by  a  person  relying 
upon  the  statement  of  the  agent  of  the  insurance 
company  that  the  policy  would  be  valid.  That 
case  came  up  to  this  court,  and  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  was  affirmed,but  on  the  grouad  that  the 
statement  made  by  the  agent  on  which  the  person 
seeking  to  recover  back  the  money  had  acted  was 
fraudulently  made.  The  Court  of  Appeal  ex- 
pressly put  their  decision  on  that  ground.  To 
that  degree  they  certainly  qualify,  or  do  not 
adopt  at  all  events,  the  grounds  of  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
both  on  the  general  law,  and  on  the  special 
authority  in  this  court,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
fails,  and,  therefore,  I  think  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

BouBB,  L.J.  —  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Assuming  that  these  two  policies  are  void  on  the 
ground  of  illegality,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  the  premiums  which  he  has  paid 
unless  he  can  make  out  that  he  was  not  tn  pari 
delicto  with  the  defendant  company.  Can  it  be 
said  that  he  has  established  that  ?  He  relies  on 
the  statoments  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the 
defendants'  agent  when  the  policy  was  effected. 
Now,  as  to  those  statements  it  is  clear,  in  my 
opinion,  that  thera  was  no  misstatement  of  fact 
on  the  part  of  the  agent.  Farther  than  that,  it 
is  clear  that  there  was  no  fiuud  of  any  kind. 
The  present  case  is  not  one  of  oppressor  and 
oppressed,  nor  is  it  a  case  in  which  advantage  has 
been  taken  by  a  clever  man  of  an  ignorant  man. 
In  fact,  there  is  here  no  impropriety  of  any 
kind  beyond  the  fact  that  the  agent,  like  the 
plaintiff,  appears  to  have  forgotten  or  to  have 
mistaken  the  law.  As  to  the  mistake  of  law,  it  is 
clear,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  that  they  both  made  it. 
From  the  findings  of  the  jury  it  appears  that  the 
agent  believed  the  policies  to  be  valid.  So  also 
did  the  plaintiff.  In  that  respect  they  were 
equally  guilty  ;  their  guilt,  such  as  it  was,  con- 
sisting in  their  forgetting,  or  being  ignorant  ot, 
or  mistaking  the  Taw.  Thei-e  was  no  greater 
impropriety  on  the  part  of  the  agent  than  there 
was  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  But  did  the 
statements  of  the  agent,  statemente  which,  in  my 
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opinion,  were  only  made  as  to  the  law,  put  him  or 
tne  defendant  company  in  a  worse  position  than 
the  plaintiff  P  I  do  not  think  that  a  misstatement 
as  to  the  law  in  gnch  a  case  as  the  present  makes 
that  difference.  The  case  is  one  in  which  both 
parties  to  the  contract  ought  to  know  the  law ; 
they  are  contracting  on  an  equal  footing,  and  are 
pr««sumably  persons  of  equal  intelligence.  It 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  laid  down  by  this  court 
as  a  principle  of  law  that  where  a  policy  is 
-effected  with  an  insurance  company,  its  agents 
must  be  treated,  without  more  and  withoat  any 
special  evidence,  as  being  under  a  greater  obli- 

S.tion  to  know  the  law  than  the  persons  whom 
ey  approach  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the 
policies.  Here  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  no 
frand  of  any  kind  can  be  imputed.  In  fact,  no 
case  of  fraud  has  been  raised  against  the  defen- 
dants, nor  can  it  be  said  that  they  were  in  any 
way  bonnd  to  appoint  as  agents  persons  having 
some  special  knowledge  of  the  law.  Under  those 
circumstances  it  appears  to  me  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants' 
agent  must  be  taken  to  have  been  in  pari  delicto 
in  the  matter  of  effecting  the  policy,  and  the 
defendants  cannot  stand  in  a  better  or  worse 
position  than  their  agent.  I  say  they  are  not  in 
a,  worse  position  because  there  is  no  evidence  that 
shows  that  any  other  agent  of  the  defendants 
ever  made  such  misstatement  or  was  ever  guilty 
of  impropriety  with  reference  to  a  transaction  of 
this  sort.  On  these  grounds  I  agree  that  the 
appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
have  very  little  to  add.  I  think  that  this  policy 
was  illegal.  Though  it  be  an  illegal  contract, 
the  plaintiff  says  that  its  illegality  ought  not  to 
be  set  up  as  an  answer  to  his  claim  because  of  the 
misrepresentation  made  by  the  defendants'  agent 
that  it  was  a  valid  policy.  The  answer  to  that  is 
that  the  misrepresentation  was  made  innocently, 
and  it  was  a  misrepresentation  as  to  the  law.  A 
representation  as  to  law  is  not  on  the  same 
footing  as  a  representation  of  a  matter  of  fact. 
It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  representation 
made  by  the  agent  was  not  alleged  to  have  been 
fraudulent.  There  is  no  ground  whatever  for 
imputing  either  to  the  agent  or  to  the  defendants 
any  intention  of  mis]ea£ne  the  plaintiff.  With 
reference  to  the  parties  being  in  pari  delicto,  it 
was  suggested  by  the  plaintiff  that  this  is  the 
case  of  a  great  company  imposing  on  an  illiterate 
man.  But  we  know  that  these  policies  of  life 
instt'-ance  are  largely  effected  through  agente 
who  are  as  humble  and  illiterate  as  those  whom 
they  approach  for  the  purpose  of  getting  them  to 
effect  the  policies.   I  agree  that  the  appeal  should 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Eseon  and  MaUam, 
agents  for  G.  Mallam  and  Sons,  Oxford. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendante,  J.  M  Storer,  agent 
tovE.  T.  Holt,  Oxtori. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION. 

Jan.  30  and  Feb.  9. 

(Before  Kekevtegh,  J.) 

Be  Shefhabd  ;  Geobgb  v.  Thyeb.  (a.) 

Husband  and  wife — Tresumption  in  favour  of  a 
valid  marriage — Long-continued  open  cohabita- 
tion— Ceremony — Foreign  marriage — Beeogni- 
tion — Strict  proof. 

Where  there  is  clear  proof  that  English  persons 
intended  to  be  married  to  one  another,  some 
evidence  of  a  ceremony  by  teay  of  a  French 
marriage  de  facto,  and  of  recognition  of  them 
afterwards  as  man  and  wife  by  their  families 
and  by  them  of  their  children  as  legitimate, 
during  a  long  course  of  years,  the  couirt  will  not 
require  strict  proof  of  the  marriage,  even 
upon  the  assumption  that  to  contract  marriage 
in  France  in  the  Tnanner  alleged  was  not  tn 
accordance  with  the  habits  of  lato-abidittg 
people  there. 

The  offspring  of  such  a  union  held  therefore 
entitled  to  share  in  a  gift  under  a  will  to 
"  children." 

Adjottbnbd  summons. 

The  substantial  question  arising  upon  this 
originating  summons  was  whether  the  presump- 
tion of  law  in  favour  of  a  state  of  marriage 
existing  between  cohabiting  persons  rather  than 
a  condition  of  concubinage  was  rebutted  in  the 
following  circumstances : — 

!&[rs.  Ann  Priscilla  Sbephard  by  her  will,  dated 
the  13th  Dec.  1897,  bequeathed  her  residuary  estate 
to  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  the  plaintiff,  Richard 
J.  George,  and  directed  them  to  pay  two-thirds 
thereof  "  to  and  in  equal  shares  between  all  such 
of  the  children  of  the  said  George  Allen  as  shall 
be  living  at  my  decease."  Testatrix  died  on  the 
7th  July  1902,  and  her  will  was  proved  by  plaintiff 
on  the  23rd  Aug.  1902. 

At  the  date  of  Mrs.  Shephard's  decease  the 
George  Allen  mentioned  -in  her  will  had  five 
children  living  by  his  first  wife,  to  whom  he  was 
married  in  the  year  1860,  and  who  died  in  the 
year  1870.  The  remaining  six  defendants  to  the 
summons  also  claimed  to  be  the  children  of 
G.  Allen.  The  five  defendante,  children  of  his 
first  marriage,  had  supplied  evidence  of  that 
marriage  and  of  their  oirths.  The  plaintiff,  as 
executor  and  trustee  of  A  P.  Sbephard,  called  on 
the  six  remaining  defendante  to  prove  the  second 
marriage  of  G.  Allen,  the  question  raised  by  the 
summons  being  what  persons  were  entitled  under 
the  residuary  gift  in  the  testatrix's  will. 

The  certificates  of  birth  of  the  six  defendants, 
the  surviving  younger  children,  were  produced  to 
the  plaintiff,  George  Allen  being  registered  in 
them  as  tbe  father  and  "  Elizabeth  Allen, 
formerly  Williams,"  as  tbe  mother. 

George  and  Elizabeth  Allen  had  filed  a  joint 
affidavit,  npon  which  each  of  them  was  cross- 
examined  in  open  court.  In  this  affidavit  they 
swore  they  were  intermarried  at  some  town  in 
France  in  1873.  Its  name  they  did  not  recol- 
lect. The  effect  of  this  evidence  is  alluded  to  in 
the  judgment  of  Kekewich,  J.,  and  was,  shortly,  as 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  F.  Pais,  K3>i.,  Barrister-at-Law, 
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follows :  Gieorge  Allen  bang  a  widower  in  1873, 
and  having  formed  an  intimacy  with  Elizabeth 
Williama,  they  wished  to  be  married,  but  did  not 
wish  their  marriage  to  be  known  until  some  time 
after  it  had  taken  place.  E.  Williams'  brother 
was  master  of  a  Channel  steamer,  and  it  was 
arranged  that  they  should  proceed  on  board  his 
vessel  to  France  in  order  to  be  married  quietly 
there.  Accordingly  in  that  year  they  travelled 
from  Falmouth  on  board  this  John  Williams' 
vessel  to  a  port  in  France.  On  arrival  they  went 
some  distance  in  the  country  by  train  and  were 
married,  the  details  having  been  arranged  by  J. 
Williams'  fianci'e,  who  was  a  governess  in  France. 
They  neither  remembered  the  names  of  the  port 
of  landing  nor  of  the  town  where  they  were 
married,    and     they    knew     no    French.      The 

governess  had  died  long  since,  and  J.  Williams 
ad  not  been  heard  of  for  a  long  time.  No 
olergyman  officiated  at  the  wedding,  but  there 
were  two  or  three  gentlemen  besides  the  governess 
present  at  the  alleged  ceremony,  which  probably 
took  place  at  a  registry  of&ce.  No  priest 
officiated,  nor  was  a  register  signed.  E.  Williams 
herself  put  on  a  ring,  and  what  purported  to  be  a 
certificate  of  marriage  was  given  to  Greorge  Allen, 
which  he  had  since  lost.  He  was  not  acceptable 
to  her  family,  and  a  child  was  bom  six  months 
after  their  marriage.  They  returned  on  board 
Williams'  ship  to  Plymouth,  and  from  three 
weeks  after,  and  ever  since,  had  always  lived 
together,  and  had  nine  children,  six  of  the  defen- 
dants to  the  summons  being  the  survivors.  Gieorge 
Allen,  being  a  policeman,  stationed  at  Devoran, 
in  Cornwall,  reported  his  marriage  to  the  police 
snpei  intendent,  and  an  entry  of  it  appeared  in  the 
police  register,  but  by  mistake  the  marriage  was 
there  stated  to  have  taken  place  at  Devoran. 
Various  reasons — such  as  an  accident  causing  loss 
of  memory,  and  excitement — were  given  by  them 
for  not  remembering  the  French  towns  they 
visited. 

On  behalf  of  the  six  last  defendants  affidavits 
were  filed  with  the  object  of  showing  that  tes- 
tatrix regarded  them  as  the  lawful  children  of 
G.  Allen,  and  their  mother,  Elizabeth  Allen,  as 
lawfully  married  to  him.  One  of  them  had  at  her 
request  lived  with  testatrix,  who  was  G.  Allen's 
"  sister,"  both  being  bom  out  of  wedlock ;  more- 
over, testatrix  had  in  a  letter  to  her  signed  herself 
"  your  loving  aunt,"  and  had  given  her  and  her 
brothers  and  sisters  numerous  presents. 

On  the  other  hand,  some  of  the  children  of  the 
first  marriage,  who  now  for  the  first  time  disputed 
the  validity  of  the  second  marriage,  filed  affidavits 
in  support  of  that  view,  the  most  relevant  fact 
stated  therein  being  that  G.  Allen  had  since  the 
institution  of  these  proceedings  stated  to  one  of 
these  that  he  was  not  married. 

/.  it.  Oover,  for  the  trustee,  submitted  the  case 
to  the  court. 

A.  H.  Jetiel  for  the  six  surviving  younger 
children. — After  long  continued  cohabitation  aa 
man  and  wife,  the  law  raises  a  presumption  in 
favour  of  a  valid  marriage  having  taken  place 
between  them: 

The   Bnadalhane  case;    Camphell   v.   Campbell, 
L.  Bep.  1  H.  L.  So.  182,  per  Lord  Cranworth, 
-    at  pp.  199,  200. 

Sn  fficient  evidence  has  been  given  in  this  case  to 


found  the  presumption,  and  the  onus  lies  upon 
the  other  side  to  rebut  it : 

Rex  V.  JnhaMtanti  of  Stocldani,  Barr.  SetUemont 
CMOS,  508. 

The  court  wUl  not  readily  take  away  the  status 
of  legitimacy  from  the  children  : 

St.  Devtraux  v.  Much  Dew  Church,  I  Sir  W.  Blacks. 
366,  per  Lord  Jlansfield,  L.C.J.,  at  p.  367. 

Though  strict  proof  of  the  marriage  would  be 
the  register,  or  an  examined  copy  of  it,  with 
evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  yet  it 
may  be  proved  by  persons  present  at  the  cere- 
mony, and  the  husband  and  wife  are  competent 
witnesses : 

Standm  v.  Standen,  Peake's  N.  P.  Caa.  45. 

The  jactitation  suit  arising  out  of  a  Fleet 
marriage  (Hervey  v.  Hervey,  2  Sir  Wm.  Blacks. 
877),  where  the  Court  of  Delegates  upheld  a, 
marriage  before  Lord  Hardwicke's  Act,  though 
no  actual  proof  of  it  was  forthcoming,  where 
the  parties  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for 
eighteen  years,  and  there  was  evidence  of  acknow- 
ledgment by  the  husband's  family,  was  mentioned 
by  Hall,  V.O  in  Lyle  v.  EUwood  (L.  Rep.  19  Eq. 
98),  and  no  distinction  taken  on  account  of  the 
nature  of  the  suit.  There  is  a  strong  presump- 
tion in  favour  of  the  validity  of  a  marriage  once 
the  intention  to  contract  one  is  shown : 

Piers  V.  Pieri,  2  H.  L.  Caa.  331,  per  Lord  Cotten- 
faam,  L  C,  at  pp.  362,  368,  and  369. 

Lord  Campbell  also,  at  pp.  379,  380  of  the  same 
case,  alludes  to  the  presumption  in  favour  of 
marriage  as  one  which  can  only  be  negatived  by 
disproving  every  reasonable  probability.  In  Bex 
V.  .  Inhahitants  of  Stockland  (ubi  tup.),  thirty 
years'  cohabitation  was  held  sufficient  to  found 
the  presumption.  So  in  the  present  case  there 
was  sufficient  evidence  to  found  the  presumption, 
and  it  must  be  rebutted. 

E.  Beaumont  for  four  children  of  the  first 
marriage. — The  cases  relative  to  Scotch  marriages 
and  English  marriages  before  Lord  Hardwicke's 
Act,  stand  upon  a  different  footing  from  the 
present  case.  I  ask  for  leave  to  cross-examine 
the  parties  on  their  affidavits. 

His  Lordship  gave  leave  for  the  examination  to 
take  place  in  open  court. 

Feb.  9. — E.  Beaumont  [after  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  G«orge  and  Elizabeth  AJIen]. — I  submit 
that  on  George  Allen's  own  evidence  the  pre- 
sumption comes  to  naught.  Your  Lordship  asks 
me  to  prove  a  negative.  My  point  is  that  the 
law  of  France  is  so  extremely  full  upon  the 
points  of  residence,  consents,  publicity,  and 
notice,  that  when  this  man  comes  forward  and 
tolls  the  court  under  what  circumstances  he  was 
married,  the  court  will  not  listen  to  his  evidence 
as  proving  his  marriage.  I  tender  a  French 
advocate  as  witness  that  this  ceremony,  as 
alleged,  could  not  have  taken  place  in  France. 
According  to  the  practice  there  it  is  impossible 
that  this  could  have  token  place.  There  must  be 
publicity.  In  Sastry  Velaider  Aronegary  v.  Sem- 
heeutty  (44  L.  T.  Bep.  895;  6  App.  Cas.  364)  the 
"rice  custom" — an  ordinary  formality  for  cele- 
brating marriage  in  Ceylon — was  gone  through. 
The  court  must  have  regard  to  the  evidence 
given  to-day. 
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E.  Ford,  for  one  child  of  the  first  marriage, 
adopted  the  last  ar^^ument. 

Kbkewich,  J. — No  one  who  has  listened,  how- 
■ever  cnrsorily,  to  this  case  can  doabt  that  it  is  a 
case  of  considerable  diffioaltr  and  peculiarity. 
Having  now  heard  the  evidence  to-day,  I  am 
prepared  to  give  judgment  at  onoe  and  without 
hesitation,  and  it  is  the  examination  here  to-day, 
leave  to  hold  which  was  granted  really  for  the 
instr action  of  the  court,  and  not  merely,  ai  has 
been  suggested,  by  way  of  indulgence  to  Mr. 
Beaumont,  which  has  enabled  me  to  dispose  of 
.the  case.  It  is  a  verj  singular  story.  Gleorge 
Allen  was,  in  1873,  a  widower  with  seven  children. 
It  is  said  that  he  desired  to  be  married  to 
Elizabeth  Williams,  and  that  she  wished  to  be 
married  to  him.  That  is  beyond  doubt.  They 
had  been  living  together  and  there  had  been  inti- 
macy between  them  which  made  an  early  mar- 
riage extremely  desirable.  He  was  in  the  police 
"force,  and  he  knew  that  he  should  have  to  report 
his  marriage  to  the  chief  constable.  He  did 
not  intend  to  avoid  that,  and  he  apparently 
■did  not  intend  to  conceal  his  marriage,  but 
he  did  not  wish  anybody  to  know  it  until  after 
the  marriage  had  taken  place.  That  is  the  weak 
point  of  his  story.  If  he  meant  to  live  with  her 
-nltimately,  I  do  not  know  why  he  did  not  go  to 
the  parish  church  instead  of  to  France  to  be 
married,  he  did  not  know  how  or  where.  Nor 
is  it  easy  as  regards  the  wife— except  that  she 
desired  to  be  married  and,  that  being  the  desire 
■on  her  part,  was  actuated  by  a  reasonable  wish 
to  please  her  intended  husband — and  I  can  the 
more  easily  conceive  her  coasjnting  to  go  to 
France  to  be  married  than  his  wishing  to  take 
her.  She  had  relations  who  were  "not  agree- 
able." J  understand  that  to  mean  that  they 
faiew  that  she  had  been  on  very  friendly  terms 
with  Gleorge  Allen — whether  they  knew  more  does 
not  appear — and  they  did  not  care  for  him  as  part 
of  the  family.  She  was  coatont  that  the  marriage 
should  take  place  under  the  circumstances,  not  to 
be  disclosed,  in  fact,  until  accomplished.  That 
being  the  state  of  affairs  before  they  started, 
Elizabeth  Williams  had  a  brother,  captain  of  a 
■merchant  steamer.  His  name  was  Johnny  Williams. 
He  was  engaged  to  a  governess  in  France,  and 
either  Johnny  Williams  or  this  lady  suggested 
this  oiarriage  in  France.  How  much  was  resolved 
on  it  is  impossible  to  siy.  According  to  the 
■cross-examination  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Allen,  who 
were  cross-examined  with  proper  severity,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  it  was  arranged  that  these  two 
should  go  in  Johnny  Williams'  ship  to  France, 
and  that  they  left  Falmouth,  stayed  for  a  short 
time,  and  came  back  to  Plymouth.  What  they 
did  in  France  it  is  very  difficult  to  ascer- 
tain. On  the  evidence,  they  went  somewhere 
in  accordance  with  an  arrangement  made  by 
the  intended  sister-in-law — they  went  some- 
where where  they  went  through  something 
■pprporting  to  t>e  a  ceremony  of  marriage. 
There  was  a  ring  put  on  by  the  lady  herself  not 
'very  formally.  There  was  some  kind  of  cere- 
mony, and  there  was  something  like  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  their  being  husband  and  wife.  They 
howt  agree  that  there  was  bomethiiig  in  the  form 
of  a  certificate  given  them,  in  what  names  they 
caxmot  telL  What  it  was,  it  is  difficult  to  say,  and 
I  think  it  will  be  safer  to  leave  it  out  of  the  Ques- 
tion.   It  is  not  likely  to  have  been  in  English ; 


neither  of  them  know  what  it  was  like.  They 
tell  a  long  story  about  producing  it  to  the  chief 
constable  of  the  county,  and  somehow  or  another 
the  certificate  was  lost  and  is  not  forthcomiog. 
We  had  better  leave  it  out  of  consideration. 
They  came  home  and  shortly  afterwards  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife.  There  seems  to 
have  been  some  i-eason  for  not  doing  so  during 
the  first  two  or  three  weeks.  They  have  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife  up  to  the  present 
time — that  is,  for  thirty  years.  She  has  borne 
several  children,  whose  claim  I  am  considering. 
There  is  some  evidence  on  the  affidavite  of  recog- 
nition by  the  family,  and  there  was  some  given 
in  the  witness-box  to-day.  It  is  not  strong,  and 
might  be  severely  criticised.  The  question  is 
whether,  under  these  circumstances,  I  ought  to 
require  strict  evidence  of  the  marriage  before  I 
admit  the  children  to  share  in  the  property  which 
has  been  given  to  the  children  of  Greorge  Allen. 
Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  elder  childran  wished  to 
call  evidence  of  a  French  expert  to  prove  the 
impossibility  of  this  man  and  this  woman  having 
been  married  in  France  in  the  way  alleged.  To 
avoid  controversy,  I  have  asked  him  to  assume 
that  this  marriage,  as  alleged,  was  impossible 
according  to  French  law,  and  aocording  to  the 
habite  of  law-abiding  people  in  France.  Beyond 
that  the  evidence  of  an  expert  could  not  possibly 
go.  And  no  one  can  say  that  persons  might  not 
have  met  together  in  a  room,  and  purported  to 
marry  them,  and  go  through  certain  ceremonies, 
and  even  give  them  some  certificate.  But  I  will 
assume,  as  I  repeat,  that  it  was  impossible, 
according  to  the  law  of  France  and  the  habits  of 
law-abiding  people  in  France,  that  the  marriage 
as  alleged  should  take  effect.  Now,  what  is  the 
proper  conclusion  ?  There  are  many  cases  where 
the  fact  of  marriage  has  been  made  a  great  deal 
of.  If  we  start  from  the  fact  of  marriage,  the 
presumption  arising  from  cohabitation  is  exceed- 
ingly strong.  There  are  other  cases  which  go 
very  much  on  the  recognition  of  the  children  and 
wife,  or  more  often  of  the  children,  aud  point  to 
that  as  strengthening  the  presumption  in  favour 
of  a  valid  marriage.  But  counsel  argues  that,  in 
the  first  place,  the  old  law  has  been  largely 
abrogated  by  the  greater  facilities  afforded  for 
proof  since  the  establishment  of  registries ;  and, 
secondly,  he  says  that  the  other  cases  cited  are  to 
a  great  extent  dependent  on  Scotch  law,  under 
which,  even  at  the  present  day,  there  are  facilities 
for  irregular  marriages.  But,  as  I  pointed  out 
just  now,  this  case  in  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council,  decided  in  1881,  negatives  both 
these  arguments.  So  far  as  I  know,  it  is  the  last 
case.  There  we  have  a  case  decided  in  quite 
modem  times,  long  after  all  that  legislation  in 
favour  of  publicity  and  registries,  and  also  it  ia 
free  from  the  Scotch  law.  It  was  from  Ceylon, 
and  no  doubt  in  the  judgment  there  is  a  most 
interesting  discussion  of  the  law  of  Ceylon  and 
the  people  called  Tamils ;  but  what  was  said  by 
Sii-  Barnes  Peacock  (44  L.  T.  Rep.,  at  p.  896)  was 
this :  "  It  appears  from  the  authorities  which  he 
(Dr.  Phillimore)  cited  that,  according  to  Boman- 
Dateh  law,  there  was  a  presumption  in  favour  of 
marriage  rather  than  of  concubinage.  It  does 
not,  therefore,  appear  to  their  Lordships  that  the 
law  of  Ceylon  is  different  from  that  which  prevails 
in  this  country — namely,  that  where  a  man  and  a 
woman  are  proved  to  have  lived  together  as  man 
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and  wife,  the  law  will  presame,  onlesR  the 
oontrary  be  clearly  proved,  that  they  are  living 
together  in  consequence  of  a  valid  marriage, 
and  not  in  a  state  of  concubinage."  And 
later  on  he  alludes  to  Piera  v.  Piers  (ubi  8up.)> 
where  there  was  a  reference  to  Morris  v.  Davies 
(5  CI.  &  Fin.  163).  So  that  I  have  here  the 
decision  of  a  high  authority  getting  rid  of  the 
fact  of  marriage  and  the  recognition  of  children. 
It  does  not  show  that  either  of  these  is  essential, 
but  the  fact  that  the  parties  were  living  together 
as  man  and  wife  for  a  time  was,  coupled  with 
other  facts,  there  held  sufficient  to  establish  the 
marriage.  If  that  was  enough  to  support  the 
presumption  there,  so  it  is  nere.  I  have  the 
intention  of  marriage.  About  that  there  is  not 
a  shadow  of  doubt.  I  have  some  evidence  about 
which  there  is  a  great  deal  of  doubt.  There  is  a 
somewhat  romantic  story,  which  is  certainly 
doubtful  in  some  of  its  details,  as  to  a  marriage 
de  faeto,  of  something  gone  through  to  perfect 
the  intention  of  marriage.  And  then  I  have 
some  evidence  of  recognition  of  children  after- 
wards. And  now,  after  thirty  years,  the  court  is 
asked  to  say  that  because  the  marriage  has  not 
been  proved,  and  cannot  be  proved,  the  children 
of  George  Allen  are  not  entitled  to  share.  To 
hold  that  would  go  against  the  authorities.  I 
must  therefore  hold  that  they  are  entitled  to 
share  in  the  bequest  to  his  children. 

Solicitors  for  the  trustee  and  one  child  of  the 
first  marriage,  Mead  and  Co.,  for  8.  O.  C-  Cossham, 
Bristol. 

Solicitors  for  the  remaining  first  defendants, 
Qribble,  Oddie,  Sinclair,  and  Johnson,  agents  for 
Eastley  and  Eaitley,  Paignton. 

Solicitors  for  the  children  of  E.  Allen,  Bush, 
MeUor,  and  Norris,  af^ents  for  Cleverton  and  Son, 
Plymouth. 


Feb.  19  aid  23. 
(Before  Kbkkwich,  J.)' 
Be  HocaHTON  (deceased) ;  Hawlet  v.  Blake,  (a) 
Administration — Claim  on  estate — Co^npromise  by 
executor  of  co-executor's   claim — Parties  acting 
honestly  and  reasonably — Trustee  Act  1893  (56 
A  57  Vict.  c.  53),  s.  21 — Judicial  Trustees  Act 
1896  (59  £  60  Vict.  e.  35),  s.  3. 
AMng  co-executors  are  seised  of  their  office  per  mie 
et  per  tout,  and  where   one    of  them,  acting 
honestly    and    reasonably    and    to    avoid    the 
expense    of  litigation,    has  allowed   the   whole 
claim  of  his  co-executor  upon  the  estate  of  their 
testator  such  compromise  will  be  Uipheld. 

OBiaiNATINO  8TTHMONS. 

The  question  on  this  adjourned  summons  taken 
ont  by  residuary  legatees  under  the  will,  dated 
the  23rd  Feb.  1889,  of  the  testator,  Charles 
Houghton,  who  died  on  the  Ist  Api-il  1894,  was 
as  to  the  effect  to  be  given  to  an  allowance  of  a 
claim  by  one  executor  upon  the  estate  of  their 
common  testator  by  the  other  proving  executor, 
where  the  parties  acted  honestly  and  reasonably. 

Testator,  C.  Houghton,  gave  a  life  interest  in 
his  property  to  his  wife  Esther,  and  directed 
that,  after  her  death,  it  should  be  realised  and 
the  net  proceeds  divided  between  his  nephews 
and  nieces  therein  specified,  two  of  whom  were 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  P.  Paim,  Esq.,  Buiiator-at-Lkw. 


the  applicants,  and  appointed  the  defendants  John 
S.  Blake  and  Ferdinand  Houghton,  with  his  wife, 
executors,  but  his  will  was  proved  on  the  Ist  May 
1894  by  John  S.  Blake  and  his  widow  alone,  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  defendant  F.  Houghton  to 
prove,  which  power  he  had  not  exercised. 

Esther  Houghton,  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
died  on  the  7th  June  1902  leaving  a  will  dated 
the  25th  July  1901,  under  which  her  nephew,  the 
defendant  J.  S.  Blake,  was  sole  executor. 

In  May  1903  the  executors  of  the  will  of  the 
testator,  represented  by  the  defendant  J.  S.  Blake, 
delivered  an  account  to  the  residuary  legatees,, 
including  the  plaintiffp,  from  which  they  alleged 
that  they  first  learned  that  Esther  Houghton, 
claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  testator  for 
1180{.,  had,  shortly  after  his  death,  appropriated, 
with  the  concurrence  of  her  co-executor,  the 
defendant  J.  S.  Blake,  certain  securities  standing 
in  the  name  of  the  testator  and  also  a  portion  of 
a  debt  dae  to  his  estate. 

The  material  portions  of  such  account  read  as 
follows  on  the  credit  side : 

April  1,  sharea,  &o.,  allooated  to  Mrs.  Houghton  in 
diaoharge  of  moneys  beloof^g  to  her  Beparate  eitate,  and 
lent  to  the  deoeaaed,  (see  contra)  1 1801. 

On  the  debit  side  were  particulars  of  various 
shares,  and  155J.  "  cash  proportion  of  a  debt,"  the 
shares  being  stated  to  be  "allocated  to  Mrs. 
Houghton  at  current  price  in  part  discharge  of 
1180?.  due  to  her  as  per  contra." 

The  gross  estate  of  the  testator  amounted  to 
2208J. 

At  an  interview  between  J.  S.  Blake  and  his 
aunt,  E.  Houghton,  shortly  aftor  testator's  death. 
E.  Houghton,  as  he  alleged,  took  a  number  of 
securities  from  a  safe  and  stated  to  him  that 
they  did  not  all  belong  to  her  husband,  but  that 
a  great  deal  of  the  money  they  represented  was 
hers,  and  came  partly  from  her  father  and  partly 
from  her  mother,  through  her  father,  amounting  in 
all  to  the  sum  of  11802.,  and  she  also  showed  him  a 
memorandum  of  four  items  making  up  such  sum. 

J.  S.  Blake  consulted  a  solicitor  as  to  the 
matter,  who  had  unfortunately  since  died.  Ha 
also  spoke  to  his  father,  who  was  the  personal 
representative  of  the  relatives  of  Esther  Houghton, 
from  whom  the  amounts  mentioned  in  the  memo- 
randum were  derived,  with  reference  to  the  state- 
ments made  by  his  aunt,  and  he  confirmed  those 
statements,  and  showed  the  defendant  Blake 
the  receipts  in  his  possession  as  such  personal 
representative  for  the  several  sums. 

Particulars  as  to  the  duties  on  which  the  items 
composing  the  11802.  were  advanced  to  the  tes- 
tator had  been  supplied  to  the  Inland  Revenue 
authorities  by  the  solicitor  to  his  estate  in  June 
1894,  together  with  a  statement  that  the  money 
in  question  was  Mrs.  E.  Houghton's  share  of  her 
father's  estate,  and  other  evidence  was  given 
which  rendered  it  probable  that  Esther  Houghton 
might  have  been  so  entitled  to  the  amounte  in 
question,  and  as  to  8202.  thereof  for  her  separate 
use.  Under  these  circumstances  J.  S.  Blake,  as 
one  of  the  executors  of  C.  Houghton,  did  not 
object  to  her  claim  against  the  testator's  estate 
being  admitted,  and  to  her  being  allowed  to  retain 
the  securities  mentioned  in  the  account  delivered 
to  the  residuary  legatees. 

The  summons  asked  for  an  inquiry  and  a  conse- 
quent direction  thereupon  that  all  moneys,  shares. 
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and  property  retained  by  Esther  Houghton, 
deceased,  ont  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  in 
alleged  discharge  of  moneys  alleged  to  be  oiring 
to  her  from  him  might  be  paid  or  transferred 
by  the  defendant  J.  S.  Blake,  as  ezecator  of 
£.  Houghton,  deceased,  into  the  names  of  himself 
and  the  defendant  F.  Houghton,  to  be  applied  as 
part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator. 

Christopher  Jamet  for  the  plaintiffs. — This  is 
the  case  of  a  claim  by  one  executor  upon  the 
estate  of  their  common  testator  being  admitted 
by  another  ezecator,  and,  without  impugning  the 
power  of  a  personal  representative  to  compro- 
mise claims  of  strangers  upon  his  testator's 
estate,  what  has  been  done  here  is  invalid  against 
the  residuary  legatees.  There  is  no  authority  for 
the  proposition  Uiat  an  executor  can  compromise 
a  claim  of  his  co-executor.  I  submit  there  is  no 
such  power.  Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  in  the  case 
before  the  Judicial  Gommittee  of  the  Privy 
Gooncil,  De  Cordova  v.  De  Cordova  (41  L.  T.  Bep. 
43;  4  App.  Gas.  692)  states  that  there  is  no 
decision  as  to  one  executor  compromising  his 
co-executor's  debt  (at  p.  45).  So  that  up  to  that 
date  there  Wds  no  authority  that  such  compro- 
mises are  valid.  There  the  compromise  vras 
injorious  to  the  estate,  so  hera  the  compromise 
was  unfair  and  not  beneficial  to  the  testator's 
estate.  Both  executors  receive  a  certain  sum, 
and  they  want  a  discharge.  What  follows  in  the 
judgment  in  De  Cordova  v.  De  Cordova  {ubi  auf.) 
relates  to  compromises  between  executors  and 
other  debtors  to  the  estate.  Here  one  executor 
made  a  claim  and  another  admitted  it,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  of  the  independent  ezecator  doing 
anything  in  relation  to  the  compromise.  The 
two  admit  the  claim  of  one. 

WarringUm,  K.G.  and  Theodore  Ribton,  for  the 
defendants,  contended  that  this  was  a  oompro- 
miae  within  the  powers  of  an  executor  under  the 
Trustee  Act  1893  (56  &.  57  Vict.  c.  531,  s.  21. 
[They  were  stopped  by  the  Gourt.J 

Kekewich,  J. — This  is  a  claim  by  beneficiaries 
under  the  will  of  Charles  Houghton  to  a  sum  of 
1180i.  received  by  the  widow,  Esther  Houghton, 
and  for  which,  if  that  be  so,  the  estate  of  Esther 
Hoaghton  became  accountable,  and  the  summons 
asks,  if  necessary,  for  administration  of  her 
estate  for  that  purpose.  As  regards  8202. 
receipts  have  been  produced  which  clear  the 
matter  up  entirely.  There  is  no  doubt  that  8202. 
really  belonged  to  Esther  Houghton.  The  story 
is  a  curious  one.  Esther  Houghton  was  the  widow 
of  Gharles  Houghton.  John  S.  Blake  was  with 
her  executor  of  Charles  Houghton,  and  on  Charles 
Houghton's  death  Esther  Houghton,  the  widow, 
produced  a  number  of  securities,  but  said  that 
they  did  not  all  belong  to  her  husband's  estate, 
bat  some  belonged  to  her  amounting  altogether 
to  11802.  Blake  went  into  the  matter  more  or 
less,  but  eventually  he  did  not  object  to  her  claim, 
but  allowed  her  to  retain  the  securities.  It  is 
said  he  did  wrong,  and  that  therefore  the  money 
is  now  recoverable  from  him  as  executor  of  Esther 
Houghton,  which  he  also  happens  to  be.  The  real 
question  is  whether  Blake,  as  one  of  the  executors 
of  Charles  Houghton's  will,  could  compromise  the 
clum  with  Esther  Houghton  by  allowing  it  in  f  dIL 
I  use  the  word  "  compromise  "  advisedly.  In  one 
sense  there  was  no  compromise,  because,  the 
whole  claim  being  allowed,  there  was  no  give  and  1 


take  about  it.  Esther  Hoaghton  had  all  she 
olaimed,  and  in  that  sense  there  was  no  com- 
promise. But  the  widow  had  possession  of  the 
securities,  and  they  could  not  have  been  got  from 
her  without  discussion  and  possibly  litigation. 
It  was  entirely  for  those  representing  the  estate 
to  say  whether  the  delay  and  expenses  of  litiga- 
tion should  be  incurred  or  whether  the  claim 
should  be  acceded  to.  I  therefore  think  what 
happened  was  properly  called  a  compromise. 
Very  little  was  given  up,  and  there  was  reason 
when  once  yoa  get  the  possibility  of  litigation 
and  its  consequences.  There  being  no  ques- 
tion about  the  honesty  of  the  parties,  was 
it  competent  for  Blake,  as  one  of  the  two 
executors,  to  admit  the  claim  of  his  co-executor, 
particularly  when  the  co-executor  was  the  widow 
of  the  testator  ?  In  my  opinion,  the  fact 
that  the  co-executor  was  the  testator's  widow 
made  no  difference.  It  is  not  disputed  that  one 
of  two  executors  can  compromise  with  a  stranger. 
This  power  of  compromise  is  a  common  law 
power.  There  is  also  statutory  authority  for  it, 
but  the  statute  really  adds  nothing  to  the  common 
law  powers,  which  have  been  recently  recognised 
in  Me  New's  Settlement ;  Langham  v.  Langham, 
(85  L.  T.  Rep.  174;  (1901)  2  Gh.  534)  in  the 
Oonrt  of  Appeal.  Executors  are  seised  of 
their  office  per  mie  et  per  tout,  each  of  them 
representing  the  estate  for  all  purposes.  In 
my  opinion  it  would  be  an  infringement  of  the 
rule  to  say  that  an  executor  cannot  compromise  a 
claim  of  his  co-executor.  Bat  the  position  is  a 
delicate  one,  and  I  think  that  an  executor  in  that 
position  would  do  well  to  come  to  the  court  for 
its  sanction  before  entering  into  a  compromise  of 
this  kind.  As  regards  the  Judicial  Trustee  Act 
1896  (59  &  60  Vict.  c.  35),  s.  3, 1  have  no  doubt 
that  he  acted  honestly,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
he  acted  reasonably.  Therefore,  whether  I  take 
the  case  on  his  executorial  power,  or  whether  I 
take  only  the  last  statute  to  which  I  have  referred, 
it  seems  to  me  that  I  must  uphold  the  executor 
as  having  done  what  is  right.  There  will  be  a 
declaration  that  11802.  was  properly  allowed  to 
Esther  Houghton  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 
Costs  of  all  parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate ; 
those  of  the  defendant  Blake  to  be  taxed  as 
between  solicitor  and  client. 

Sohciturs :  for  the  plaintiffs,  Clarke,  Mawlins, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  Percival  and  Son,  Peter- 
borough ;  for  the  defendant.  Field,  Boscoe,  and 
Co.,  agents  for  Senior  and  Fwrhank,  Richmond, 
Surrey. 


Feb.  3,  4, 13,  and  26. 

(Before  Kekevstich,  J.) 

Be  Hope-Johnstone's    Tbusts;  Hope-John- 

STONE   V.    HOPE-JOHNSTONB.  (o) 

Htiahandand  wife — Policy  of  the  law — Post-nuptial 
settlements  by  husband —  Trusts  for  his  wife 
"  so  long  as  she  shall  continue  the  cohabiting 
wife  or  the  widow"  of  husband— Conditionr— 
Limitation. 

By  post-nuptial  settlements,  which  did  not  purport 
to  be  agreements  betvoeen  husband  and  wife,  in 
consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  the 
husband  assigned  leaseholds   to   trustees  upon 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  P.  Fain,  Esq.,  Barrlster-«t-L»w, 
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inutB  during  the  natural  life  of  the  wife  or  so 
long  as  she  should  continue  the  cohabiting  wife 
or  the  loidow  of  the  husband,  to  pay  the  income 
to  the  wife  for  her  separate  use,  and  from  ihi 
decease  of  the  wife  in  the  lifetime  of  the  htuiband, 
or  from  and  after  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
■or  judicial  stmaration  between  them,  a  protected 
Itfe  interest  t»  the  annual  proceeds  was  given  to 
ihe  husband,  with  a  provision  for  the  main- 
tenance of  their  children.  The  deed  contained 
an  ultimate  trust  of  the  corpus  of  the  trust 
premises  in  default  of  children  in  favour  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  husband.  There  was  also  a 
power  of  advancement  during  the  joint  lives  and 
the  subsistence  of  the  marriage  with  the  joint 
■consent  of  the  husband  and  wife  and,  after  her 
decease  or  after  the  dissolution  of  their  marriage 
or  a  judicial  separation  between  them,  with  ike 
consent  of  the  husband. 

^he  wife  separated  from  her  husband  in  1889  and 
had  never  lived  or  cohabited  with  him,  after- 
wards, and  he  became  bankrupt  in  1890  but  the 
bankruptcy  was  annvUed  ia  1896. 

The  question  having  arisen  whether,  although  the 
wife  was  no  longer  in  fact  "  the  cohabiting  wife  " 
of  the  husband,  the  trust  in  her  favour  was  still 
subsisting,  on  the  ground  thcU  the  settlor  had 
attempted  to  fetter  her  interest  in  a  manner 
which  was  contrary  to  public  policy  : 

Seld,  that  the  gift  of  the  life  interest  to  the  wife 
was  by  way  of  limitation,  and  was  not  a  gift 
defeasible  on  the  performance  or  non-perform- 
ance of  n  condition,  and  that  being  so  long  as 
she  eonabited  loith  her  husband,  it  was  a  gift 
rather  in  favour  of  morality  than  against  it,  and 
upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  settlements 
it  must  be  held  good. 

Per  Kekevoich,  J. .-  "  Policy  of  the  law  "  ought  not 
to  be  impressed  into  the  service  of  highly  improb- 
able contingencies. 

The  questioD  on  this  adjoamed  sammonB,  which 
was  directed  to  be  reargued,  was,  who  was 
.entitled  to  rents  accrued  and  accruing  under  cer- 
tain post-nuptial  settlements  in  the  following 
oiroumstances. 

The  defendant  Emily  M.  Hope- Johnstone,  had 
been  married  onoe  only — namely,  to  her  present 
husband,  the  defendant  William  J.  Hope- John- 
stone—on  the  17th  Feb.  1877. 

By  settlement,  dated  the  11th  April  1877,  the 
defendant  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  natural  lore  and  afEection  for  his 
-wife  the  defendant  Emily  M.  Hope-Johnstone, 
assigned  to  tmstees  (now  represented  by  the  three 
plaintiffs  Chai  lea  G.  Hope- Johnstone,  James  K.  A. 
&iapton,  and.Bobert  E.  Campbell)  certain  lease- 
hold premises,  subject  to  subsisting  mortgages  and 
'  underleases,  upon  trust  daring  the  natural  life  of 
the  defendant  Emily  M.  Hope-Johnstone,  "  nr  so 
long  as  she  shall  continue  the  cohabiting  wife  or 
the  widow  of  the  said  William  J.  Hope-John- 
stone," to  pay  the  annual  proceeds  to  Emily  M. 
Hope-Johnstone  for  her  own  separate  and  inalien- 
able use,  her  receipts,  or  those  of  her  appointees, 
to  be  a  good  discharge.  And  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  Emily  M.  Hope-Johnstone  in  the  life- 
time of  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone,  or  from  and 
after  the  dissolution  of  their  marriage,  or  judicial 
separation  between  them,  upon  trust  as  to  the 
annual  proceeds  for  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone 
until  his  dejease,  for  a  restricted  life  interest 


defeasable  on  bankruptcy,  insolvency,  or  aliena- 
tion, and  thenceforth  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
the  children  of  the  defendants,  William  J.  Hope- 
Johnstone  and  Emily  M.  Hope-Johnstone,  with 
various  trusts  as  to  the  annual  proceeds  in  default 
of  children,  a  trust  of  the  corpus  of  the  trust 
premises  in  favour  of  such  children  in  default  of 
appointment  by  their  parents  during  their  joint 
lives,  with  an  ultimate  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
William  J.  Hope-Johnstone.  The  indenture  con- 
tained a  power  of  advancement  of  children,  dur- 
ing the  joint  lives,  and  the  subsistence  of  their 
marriage,  with  the  joint  consent  in  writing  of  the 
defendants  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone  ana  Emily 
M.  Hope-Johnstone,  or  after  the  dissolution  of 
their  marriage  or  a  judicial  separation  between 
them,  with  his  consent  in  writing,  and  after  the 
decease  of  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone,  in  the 
lifetime  of  Emily  M.  Hope-Jolinatone  if  their 
marriage  should  be  then  suDsisting,  with  her  con- 
sent daring  widowhood,  the  powers  of  sale  of  the 
trost  premises,  'and  of  appointment  of  new 
trustees,  and  of  varying  trust  securities  being 
guarded  in  a  similar  way. 

By  another  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the 
Ist  Dec.  1880,  other  leasehold  premises  were,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgages  subsisting  thereon,  settled 
upon  similar  trusts,  and  subject  to  the  like  powers 
and  provisions  as  were  contained  in  the  settlement 
of  the  11th  April  1877. 

The  six  other  defendants  to  the  summons  were 
the  only  children  of  the  marriage. 

A  moiety  of  certain  leasehold  premises  was  the 
only  property  remaining  subject  to  the  trust  of 
the  two  settlements. 

On  the  2lBt  Dec.  1889  a  receiving  order  in 
bankruptcy  was  made  against  William  J.  Hope- 
Johnstone,  and  on  the  2lBt  Jan.  1890  he  was 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 

In  April  1896  the  bankruptcy  was  annulled, 
William  J.  Hope- Johnstone  having  obtained  the 
court's  approval  to  a  composition  scheme. 

In  March  1889  the  defendant  E.  M.  Hope- 
Johnstone  separated  from  her  husband,  the 
defendant  W.  J.  Hope-Johnstone  and  had  never 
lived  or  cohabited  with  him  since  that  date. 

MaeSunnney,  for  the  trustees,  stated  the  case. 

Martelli,  for  the  defendant  E.  M.  Hope-John- 
stone, asked  that  the  words  "or  so  long  as  she 
shall  continue  the  cohabiting  wife  or  widow  of 
the  said  W.  J.  Hope-Johnstone  "  might  be  struck 
ont  of  the  settlement  on  grounds  of  public  policy. 
Provisions  for  a  contemplated  event  which  the 
law  abhors  have  been  frequently  held  void  on  this 
ground  not  only  in  contracts  but  under  limita- 
tions in  wills : 

H.  V.  W.,  8  K.  *  J.  382. 
Such  a  voluntary  settlement  as  this  by  a  husband 
upon  his  wife  is  bad  according  to  this  authority. 
Turner,  L  J.  in  Cartwright  v.  Cartwright  (3  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  982),  which  was  the  case  of  an  ante- 
nuptial settlement  providing  for  the  event  of 
separation  (at  p.  991),  refers  to  these  conditions 
in  language  which  does  not  limit  the  application 
of  the  principle  to.  cases  of  contract  or  agreement, 
but  extending,  as  in  Egerton  v.  Brownlow  (4 
H.  L.  Gas.  1) — e.g.,  to  wills.  There  are  other 
cases  to  the  same  eSect : 

Merriftoeather  v.  Jonet,  10  L.  T.  Bep.  62 ;  4  Qiff.  509 ; 

Re  Moors ;  Trafford  v.  MaconoeJiie,  59  L.  T.  Eap. 
681,  per  Cotton,  L.J. ;  39  Ch.  Div.  116. 
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The  leading  oase  is  Weitmeath  r.  Salitbury  (5 
Bli.  N.  S.  339),  where  the  House  of  Lords  was 
dealing  with  post-nuptial  settlements  by  the 
hnsband  on  his  wife.  The  same  considerations 
apply  to  ante-nuptial  and  post-nuptial  settle- 
ments.  The  subject-matter  of  these  settlements 
being  leaseholds  there  was  valuable  considera- 
tion:   ° 

Price  T.  Jmkint,  37  L.  T.  B«p.  51 ;   5  Ch.  Diy. 
619. 

I  assert  the  broad  proposition  that  if  there  is  a 
provision  contrary  to  public  policy  it  must  be 
struck  out.  If  your  Lordship  is  against  me  on 
that  point  then  I  say  that,  having  regard  to  the 
form  of  the  gift  over,  Uie  wife  remained  a 
cohabiting  wife,  within  the  meaning  of  the  settle- 
ment, until  there  was  either  a  dissolution  of  the 
marrii^e  or  a  judicial  separation.  The  settlor 
has  been  his  own  dictionary.  "  Cohabiting  wife  " 
is  a  phrase  defiued  by  other  parts  of  the  settle- 
ment. The  gift  over  is  "from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Emily  M.  Hope-Johnstone  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  said  William  J.  Hope-John- 
stone  or  from  and  after  the  dissolution  of  their 
marriage  or  judicial  separation."  The  power  of 
advancement  is  given  to  the  trustees  for  the 
children  daring  the  joint  lives  of  their  father  and 
mother  and  the  subsistence  of  the  marriage,  and  so 
also  are  the  powers  of  sale  and  of  varying  securi- 
ties. In  the  case  of  a  partnership  deed  where  the 
share  of  a  bankrupt  partner  is  given  over  to  the 
others,  it  passes  to  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
on  the  gronnd  that  such  a  provision  is  a  fraud 
on  the  bankraptcy  laws : 

Higginbotham  v.  Bdhnt,  19  Yes.  87  ; 
Ex  parts  Barttr ;  Sa  parte  Black ;  Be  Walker,  51 
L.  T.  Bep.  811 ;  26  Ch.  Diy.  510. 

There  is  a  substantial  difference  between  the 
principle  of  these  cases  and  that  applicable  to  a 
gift  to  a  wife  if  she  continues  to  cohabit  with  her 
husband : 

Whitmore  v.  Uaaon,  5  L.  T.  Bep.  631  ;  2  J.  &  H. 

204; 
ITtlton    V.  Oreenwood,  1  Swanit.  471,    per  Lord 
EldoD,  L.C.,  at  p.  481,  and  note 

rKEKEWiCH,  J. — I  am  not  satisfied  that  that 
distinction  is  sound,  because  there  is  no  express 
provision  in  the  Bankruptcy  Acts  making  such 
limitations  void ;  it  is  only  the  policy  of  the  law 
which  effects  that.  You  must  introduce  some 
role  of  law  from  outside  to  the  effect  that 
the  limitation  is  void.]  In  the  bankruptcy  cases 
it  is  against  the  policy  of  a  particular  set  of 
statutes.  In  this  case  it  is  an  infringement  of 
the  common  law.  It  is  against  the  morals  of 
society.  It  was  formerly  argued  that  a  lease 
mitil  bankruptcy  was  void.  There  is  nothing 
wrong  in  a  settlor  contemplating  bankruptcy, 
there  is  in  his  endeavouring  to  induce  a  wue  to 
live  separately  from  her  husband.  R.  v.  W.  (ubi 
titp.) is  the  only  casein  whicb  provision  was  made 
for  the  wife  if  she  so  long  continues  to  live  with 
her  husband,  and  that  was  held  bad.  Provisions 
for  separation  where  it  is  immediately  contem- 
plated were  formerly  bad : 

Hunt  V.  Hunt,  5  L.  T.  Bep.  778;  4  D«  O.  F.  &  J. 
221. 
But  that  is  not  so  now : 

Per  Lord  Eldon,  Weatmeath  r.  8<M$bury,  5  Bli. 
N.  S.  339,  at  p.  375. 


Nutter  for  the  defendant  W.  J.  Hope-John- 
stone. — I  put  my  contention  on  the  following  four 
grounds:  The  court  does  not  now  regai'd  these 
limitations  in  the  strict  way  it  formerly  did  befoie 
the  Divorce  Act  was  passed : 

Bithop  V.  Bithop,  76  L.  T.  Bep.  409;  per  Lord 
Lindley,  at  p.  414 ;  (1897)  P.  138. 
This  is  shown  by  Westbnry,  L.O.'s  first  judgment 
in  Hunt  v.  Hunt  («6t  »wp.),  at  p.  780.  The  event 
contemplated  is  not  such  an  event  as  would  have 
been  regarded  as  being  against  public  policy,  and 
therefore  void  within  Cartwright  v.  Carlwright 
(ubi  sup.)  and  Be  Moore ;  Trafford  v.  MoKonoehie 
(ubi  tup.},  which  is  in  my  favour.  The  true  policy 
of  the  law  is  to  prevent  the  evil  of  separation  of 
married  persons  happening  and  to  support  limita- 
tions, offering,  as  this  does,  an  inducement  to  the 
wife  to  discharge  her  duties  faithfully.  In  old 
days  this  matter  was  regarded  strictly ;  now  the 
question  must  be  looked  at  as  a  whole  : 

Per  WiUiama,  L.J.,  Lily  Dowager  Dueheie  of  Marl- 
borough V.  Duke  of  Marlborough,  83  L.  T.  Bep. 
578,  at  p.  583  ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  165. 

These  are  voluntary  deeds  of  gift  and  not  settle- 
ments, as  was  the  case  in  both  Cartumght  v. 
Cartturight  {ubi  tup.),  in  which  the  separation  was 
induced  by  the  misconduct  of  the  husband,  and 
H.  V.  W.  {ubi  tup.).  Here  there  was  no  considera- 
tion at  all  moving  from  the  wife.  Bargains  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  future  separation  are  bad,  and  the 
two  cases  last  mentioned  are  dealt  with  by  Higby, 
L.J.  in  his  judgment  in  Lily  Dowager  Ducheaa  of 
Marlborough  v.  Duke  of  Marlhorough  (83  L.  T.  Bep. 
at  p.  583).  The  clause  in  question  muot  be  treated 
as  one  single  limitation  and  not  as  a  condition. 
If  it  is  treated  as  a  condition  I  must  fail ;  but  if 
it  is  regarded  as  a  limitation  I  can  succeed. 
Brovon  v.  Peek  (1  Eden,  140)  and  Wren  v.  Bradley 
(2  De  Or.  &  Sm.  49)  were  both  cases  of  conditions 
and  not  of  limitations.  The  provisions  there 
induce  separation  and  not  cohabitation.  The 
limitation  is  to  the  wife  so  long  as  she  does  what 
she  ought  to  do : 

Heath  v.  Lewi*,  3  Da  Q.  M.  ft  Q.  954. 

Cartwright  v.  Cartvoright  {lAi  «up.)  was  the  case 
of  an  ante-nuptial,  tlus  is  a  post-nuptial,  settle- 
ment. 

Owen  Tkompion,  for  the  children,  took  no  part 
in  the  argument. 

Martelli,  in  reply,  said  that  the  Divorce  Act 
only  altered  procedure,  and  that  there  is  no 
difference  in  the  policy  of  the  law  since  it  was 
passed.  There  is  nothing  in  that  Act  to  encourage 
the  argument  that  provisions  looking  to  the 
separation  of  man  and  wife  or  the  dissolution  of 
the  marriage  contract  are  regarded  more  favour- 
ably now  than  they  were  previously  to  Lord 
Hatherley's  remarks  m  H.  v.  W.  {ubi  tup.).  I  admit 
that  when  separation  is  necessary  the  parties  may 
agree  on  the  terms  : 

Whitmore  v.  llaton  {ubi  «up.) ; 
lAly  Dowager  Duehesi  of  Marlborough  v.  Duke  of 
Marlborough  {ubi  sup.). 

On  tho  4th  Feb.  his  Lordship  had  directed  the 
oase  to  stand  over  for  further  argument,  saying 
that  it  was  one  of  the  disadvantages  of  the  pro- 
cedure by  adjourned  summonses  that  important 
questions  thereby  raised  often  did  not  receive  the 
attention  from  counsel  and  the  court  which  they 
deserved.    His  Lordship,  however,  expressed  the 
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■opinion  that  the  liability  to  the  performance 
by  the  trnstees  of  the  lessee's  covenants  in 
the  leases  of  the  snbject*  matter  of  the  settle- 
ments did  not  make  them  deeds  for  value  as 
between  donor  and  donee,  although  that  point 
had  not  been  strongly  urged  in  argument.  He 
drew  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  words  "  disso- 
lution of  their  marriage  or  judicial  separation  " 
between  the  husband  and  wife  were  repeated 
again  and  again  in  the  first  settlement.  His 
Lordship  did  not  concur  in  the  view  that  that 
implied  that  the  wife  was  to  be  regarded  as  the 
"  cohabiting  wife  "  of  her  husband  until  the  disso- 
lution of  the  union  by  legal  process.  The  ques- 
tion was  whether  the  limitation  au  it  was  written 
waa  bad  in  law,  so  that  the  lady  would  take  the 
income  during  her  life.  There  was  no  doubt 
that  if  the  deeds  were  regarded  as  settlements  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  or  as  contracts 
such  a  limitation,  under  the  decision  of  Page- 
Wood,  V.C.  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  referred  to 
in  the  arguments,  would  be  bad.  But  the  diffi- 
culty was  raised  that  these  were  not  agreements, 
but  only  gifts  by  the  husband,  to  which  possibly 
other  considerations  would  apply.  The  applica- 
bility of  the  law  of  bankruptcy  to  similar 
cases  and  to  those  arising  under  wills  ought  to 
be  considered.  The  questions  raised  deserved  the 
best  attention  they  could  receive. 

The  case  having  been  reargued  as  above  the 
following  written  judgment  was  delivered : 

Feb.  26. — Kekewich,  J. — By  the  deed  which 
it  falls  to  me  to  interpret  the  settlor  secured  to 
his  wife  by  the  interventicn  of  trustees  an  annuity 
in  the  shape  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  the  deed,  which  was  directed  to 
be  paid  during  the  natural  life  of  the  said  Emily 
M.  Hope- Johnstone,  "  or  so  long  as  she  shaU 
continue  the  cohabiting  wife  or  the  widow  of  the 
said  William  J.  Hope-Johnstone."  The  meaning 
of  this  is  perfectly  clear.  There  is  no  occasion 
for  the  moment  to  look  beyond  the  joint  lives, 
but  during  the  joint  lives  the  lady  is  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  if  and  so  long  as  she  con- 
tinues to  cohabit  with  her  husband.  It  is  a  con- 
ditional gift  in  that  a  condition  is  attached  to  it, 
but  it  is  a  limitation  and  not  a  gift  defeasable 
on  the  performance  or  non-performance  of  a 
condition  precedent  or  subsequen.^.  The  lady  is 
no  longer  cohabiting  with  her  husband,  and  she 
insists  that  she  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  receive 
the  rents  and  proiits,  because  her  enjoyment  of 
them  is  fettered  in  a  manner  which  the  law  will 
not  sanction.  The  phra8»  most  frequently  used 
in  argument  was  "  public  policy  "_;  but,  following 
the  example  of  many  emment  judges,  I  prefer 
"  the  policy  of  the  law."  The  question  is  whether 
the  fetter  or  restriction  thus  placed  on  the  lady's 
enjoyment  is  so  antagonistic  to  the  public  good 
that  the  court  is  bound  to  refuse  its  sanction 
of  it.  What  the  court  is  or  is  not  bound  to  do 
must  depend  on  authority.  There  may  be,  and, 
indeed,  there  certainly  are,  from  time  to  time 
modifications  of  the  view  taken  by  the  courts 
respecting  restrictions  on  liberty  of  gift  or  con- 
tract, but,  generally  speaking,  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
judge  considering  a  question  of  this  kind  to 
examine  the  authorities  and  to  determine 
whether  the  particular  case  submitted  to  him 
falls  within  them.  There  are  many  authorities, 
old  and  modern,  showing  that  the  courts  abhor 


provisions  in  instruments  of  whatever  kind  con- 
templating the  interruption  of  conjugal  relations 
and  hold  such  provisions  void  as  against  the 
policy  of  the  law.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  moment 
to  refer  to  the  words  of  Wood,  V.O.  in  H.  v.  W. 
(3  K.  &  J.,  at  p.  387).  where  he  says :  "  It  is  for- 
bidden to  provide  for  the  possible  dissolution  of 
the  marriage  contract  which  the  policy  of  tlie  law 
is  to  preserve  intact  and  inviolate."  There  is  no 
desire  on  my  part  to  narrow  this  principle,  or  to 
avoid  the  application  of  language  used  in  connec- 
tion with  it  to  any  case  to  which  it  may  properly 
be  extended.  But  it  is  well  to  look  at  some  of  the 
cases  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  what  the 
principle  was  understood  to  be  by  the  judges  who 
decided  them,  and  how  they  intended  to  apply  it. 
WettvMath,  v.  Salisbury  (ubt  sup.)  may  be  taken 
as  the  first  of  the  series.  There  had  heea. 
disputes  between  husband  and  wife,  and  an 
arrangement  for  continued  cohabitation  was 
made.  That  arrangement  was  expressed  in 
a  deed  of  1817,  which  contained  provisions 
contemplating  the  renewal  of  disputes  and  the 
cesser  of  cohabitation.  After  the  execution  of 
that  deed  the  husband  and  wife  continued  to  live 
together  for  a  time ;  but  in  1818  they  agreed  to 
separate,  and  another  deed  providing  for  their 
separation  was  executed.  The  circumstances 
under  which  those  deeds  were  executed,  and  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  were  of  the  most  peculiar 
character,  and  formed  the  main  snbject  of  ela- 
borate discussion  in  the  House  of  Lords.  No 
useful  purpose  would  be  answered  b^  following 
that  discussion  in  detail.  The  case  is  abridged 
for  the  present  purpose  with  sufficient  accuracy  in 
35  H.  R.  bi,  and  the  headnote  there  states  cor- 
rectly the  conclusion  arrived  at.  Lord  Eldon 
took  a  pi-ominent  part  in  the  discussion  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  more  than  once  supported 
the  principle  on  which  this  conclusion  was  founded 
That  is  the  principle  the  expression  of  which  I 
have  taken  from  Wood,  V.O.'s  language  above 
quoted.  In  the  case  of  Carttoright  v.  Cart- 
wright  (ubi  8up.),  to  be  presently  mentioned. 
Lord  Eldon  is  said  to  have  stated  that  conclu- 
sion in  language  quoted  from  Weitmeath  y. 
Westmeath  (Jac.  126).  I  have  been  unable  to 
find  the  passage  there ;  but  the  quotation  accoi-ds 
in  substance  with  a  passage  in  Westmeath  v. 
Salisbury  (5  Bli.  N.  §.,  at  p.  395;  1  Dow  & 
Olark,  at  p.  543).  Another  case  declaring  the 
principle  and  illustrating  its  application  is  Cart- 
toright V.  Cartwright  {ubi  sup.).  There  was  an 
ante-nuptial  settlement  distinctly  providing  for 
the  event  of  a  separation  by  reason  of  any  dis- 
agreement or  otherwise  between  the  intended 
husband  and  wife,  and  this,  first  Wood,  V.O., 
and  then  the  Court  of  Appeal,  held  altogether 
void.  The  judgments  are  in  part  concerned  with 
the  question  whether  the  provision  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  condition  or  was  a  limitation,  and  it 
was  determined  to  be  the  former.  Having  deter- 
mined that  Knight-Bruce,  L.J.  says :  "  I  am  of 
opinion  that  such  proviso  is  against  public  policy 
and  therefore  void  "  ;  and  Turner,  L.J.  expresses 
the  same  view.  The  next  case  deserving  attention 
is  one  already  referred  to — H.  v.  W.  {ubi  sup.).  In 
his  judgment  the  Vice- Chancellor  referred  to 
Cartwright  v.  Cartwright  (ubi  sup.),  which  he  was 
unable  to  distinguish  from  that  before  him ;  bat 
the  facts  were  different  and  require  careful 
observation  with  reference  to  the  question  now 
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to  be  determined.  Income  of  property  vested 
in  trustees  was  directed  to  oe  paid  to  the 
wife  daring  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and 
her  husband  if  she  should  so  long  con- 
tinue to  lire  with  him  and  should  not  live 
separate  and  apart  from  him  through  any 
fault  of  her  own,  and  this  limitation  was 
followed  by  a  direction  that  in  the  event  of  the 
wife  living  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband 
through  any  such  fault  as  aforesaid  then,  from 
and  immediately  after  such  an  event,  the  trustees 
should  permit  the  survivor  in  case  of  death,  and 
the  husband  in  the  event  of  the  wife  living 
separate  and  apart  from  him  as  aforesaid,  to 
receive  the  income  for  the  rest  of  his  or  her  life. 
I  am  not  sure  whether  the  Vije-Chanoellor 
treated  this  as  a  limitation  or  as  a  gift  with  a  con- 
dition. On  p.  384  he  treats  it  as  a  gift  with  a 
condition  attached,  and  on  p.  387  he  refers  to 
Egerton  v.  Brownlow  [ubi  sup.)  as  a  leading 
authority  on  questions  relating  to  conditions,  but 
further  down  on  the  same  page  he  speaks  of  the 
gift  as  a  limitation,  which  I  venture  to  think  was 
the  proper  view.  But  however  that  may  be,  he 
expresses  himself  clearly  and  strongly  on  the 
question  of  the  policy  of  the  law.  Immediately 
after  the  passage  on  p.  387,  which  has  already 
been  quoted,  he  says  this :  "  I  cannot  look  on 
this  limitation  for  the  beneht  of  the  husband  in 
the  event  of  the  wife  leaving  him  without  cause 
as  otherwise  than  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law, 
because  it  would  give  to  the  husband  a  benefit  by 
waiving  his  marital  right,  which  in  the  event  of 
the  wile  leaving  him  capriciously  might  induce 
him  to  consent  to  a  continued  separation  in  order 
that  he  might  enjoy  this  property  instead  of 
enforcing  those  rights  which  the  law  requires  him 
to  enforce  to  preserve  intact  the  marital  contract. " 
A  later  case  deserving  notice  is  Be  Moore ; 
Trafford  v.  Maconochie  {ubi  aup.).  The  subject 
of  decision  was  a  direction  by  will  for  payment  of 
a  weekly  sum  to  a  lady  during  such  time  as  she 
should  live  apart  from  her  husband.  The  real 
question  was  whether  this  was  a  gift  of  an 
annuity  subject  to  a  condition  or  a  limited  gift, 
and  it  was  held  by  Kay,  J.  and  the  Court  of 
Appeal  to  be  a  limited  gift,  the  commencement 
and  duration  of  which  was  fixed  in  a  way 
which  the  law  does  not  allow.  Consequently 
the  entire  gift  failed.  On  p.  681  Cotton,  L.J. 
is  reported  to  have  said :  "  The  testator  did 
not  like  the  husband,  and  his  apparent  object 
was  to  induce  the  wife  to  live  separate  from  him. 
If  so,  the  gift'  was  for  a  purpose  which  is  contrary 
to  the  law  of  England,  for  that  law  does  not 
allow  provisions  made  in  contemplation  of  a 
future  separatiou  between  husband  and  wife." 
The  only  other  case  necessary  to  mention  in  this 
connection  is  LUy  Dowager  Duchess  of  Marl- 
borough V.  Duke  of  Marlborough.  Theoourt  had  to 
consider  whether  a  power  of  jointuring,  which,  on 
the  face  of  it,  might  be  exercised  in  favour  of  any 
number  of  wives  in  succession,  was  exercisable 
in  favour  of  a  second  wife  who  only  filled  that 
character  by  reason  of  the  first  wife  having  been- 
divorced,  Byrne,  J.  and  tbe  Court  of  Appeal 
decided  that  it  was  exercisable,  holding  that  the 
policy  of  the  law  did  not  interfere  to  prevent  that 
conclusion.  Dealing  with  the  authorities  which 
were  relied  onjfor  a  differeatconclusion  Bigby,  L.  J. 
is  reported  to  have  said  (at  p.  583)  "All  these 
cases  are  alike  in  one  respect.    The  parties  there 


to  a  marriage  settlement,  or  what  was  equivalent  to 
it,  meeting  together,  chose  to  bargain  about  what 
should  take  place  in  the  event  of  a  separation  of 
the  spouses.     One  has  never  had  any  doubt  that 
such  a  bargain  as  to  what  should  be  the  effect  of 
a    future    separation  of  people   who  are  living 
together  as  man  and  wife  is  absolutely  bad.    All 
that  was  there  held  was  that  if  you  will  bargain 
about  an  event  which  you  are  not  entitled  to  look 
forward  to  or  to  anticipate,  your  bargain  will  be 
bad."    The  decision  of  Lord  Westbury,  L.O.  in 
Hunt  V.  Sunt  (w&i  sup.),  and  other  decisions  up- 
holding separation  deeds  as  enforceable  in  equity, 
cannot  properly  be  regarded  as  an  infringement 
of  the  principle  thus  firmly  established.  These  deci- 
sions treat  the  separation  of  husband  and  wife  as 
an  event  which  cannot  be  styled  illegal  when  it  is 
an  accomplibhed  fact,  and  hold  reasonably  enough, 
if  I  may  be  allowed  to  say  so,  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  enforcing  the  terms  according  to 
which  the  separation  took  place.    That  is  a  very 
different  thing  from  sanctioning  provisions  for  a 
contemplated  event  which  the  law  abhors.    It  is 
difficult  to  see  how  the  provision  now  under  con- 
sideration falls   within  these  authorities  or  the 
judicial   dicta   which  I  have  quoted.     Here  the 
gift  is  to  the  wife  so  long  as  she  cohabits  with 
her  husband,  and  there  is  no  contemplation  of  a 
future  separation  except  so  far  as  the  terms  of  the 
gift  necessarily  imply  that  if  she  lives  apart  from 
her  husband  she  shall  no  longer  enjoy  the  gift. 
That  seems  to  be  a  provision  rather  in  favour 
of  morality  than  against  it ;  rather  to  secure  the 
continuance  of  cohabitation  than  to  encourage  a 
'severance.      It   might  possibly   be  argued,    and 
Wood,    V.C.'s   language    might     be    quoted    in 
support  of  the    argument,   that  tbe  interest  of 
the    husband    arising     on    the    cesser   of    the 
annuity    when,   according  to   the  terms  of    the 
deed,  he    would    be    entitled    for    life    to    the 
annual  proceeds  might  induce  him  so  to  treat 
his  wife  as  to  provoke  a  separation,  but  such  an 
argument,  to  my  mind,  is  altogether  wanting  in 
substance.    "  Policy  of  the  law     ought  not  to  be 
pressed  into  the  service  of  highly  improbable 
contingencies.     In  this  I  am  supported  by  the 
opinion  of  many  of  the  judges  who  advised  the 
House  of  Lards  in  Egerton  v.  Brownlow  [ubi  sup,). 
The  House  of  Lords  decided  the  particular  case 
before  it  adversely  to  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
of  the  judges,  but  those  opinions  are  nevertheless 
entitled  to  great  weight  in  the  consideration  of 
the  general  question  what  is  against  the  policy  of 
the  law  and  of  the  application  of  the  principle  to 
special  facts.    If  that  view  be  correct  there  is  no 
reason  either   in  principle  or  on  authority  for 
declining  to  give  effect  to  this  deed  according  to 
the  plain  construction  of  it,  and  in  my  opinion 
the  gift  must  be  held  good.   In  saying  that  1  do  not 
consider  myself  as  in  the  slightest  degree  differ- 
ing from  Wood,  V.C,  who  was  dealing  with  the 
case  before  him  from  another  point  of  view.    In 
the  preceding  remarks  I  have  dealt  with  the  only 
question  argued,  to  which  by  reason  of  its  import- 
ance,   apart  from   the  particular    case,    I    have 
thought  it  right  to  devote  much  attention.     But, 
as  at  present  advised,  and  I  only  say  that  because 
the  point  was  not  argued,  the  case  might  equally 
well  be  disposed  of  on  another  and  shorter  ground. 
What  is   meant   by  a  provision   being  void  as 
against  the  policy  of  the  law  P    The  phrase  means 
no  more  than  that  the  provision  is  not  enforce- 
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able  by  anyone  or  in  any  conrt.  This,  as  I  hare 
already  said,  is  a  limitation  and  not  a  gift 
defeasibin  by  the  performance  or  son- performance 
of  a  coDdition.  In  other  words,  there  is  no  con- 
dition which  can  be  rejected,  because  not  allowed 
by  law,  and  the  limitation  mast  be  taken  as  a 
whole  as  it  stands.  The  wife  is  not  cohabiting 
with   her  hnsbaid,  and  she  cannot  insist  on  the 

fift  of  an  annuity  limited  to  endnre  only 
aring  cohabitation.  Granted,  for  the  sake  of 
argument,  on  this  point  that  the  limitation 
is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  then  it  is 
still  unenforceable,  and  not  less  or  more  so, 
because  the  wife  is  not  cohabiting  with  her  hue- 
band.  On  this  point  the  case  seems  to  fall  directly 
within  the  authority  Be  Moore ;  Trafford  v. 
Maconoehie  already  cited.  This  further  point  was 
made.  The  deed  provided  that  "  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  wife  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
bnsbaod,  or  from  and  after  the  dissolution  of 
their  marriage  or  a  judicial  separation  between 
them,"  the  annuity  shall  be  held  upon  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  the  husband  and  ultimately  for  the 
children.  And  this  phrase  "after  the  dissolution 
of  their  said  marriage  or  a  judicial  separation 
between  them  "  is  repeated  several  times  in  the 
provisions  respecting  the  application  of  the  settled 
property,  which  properly  find  a  place  in  such  an 
instrument.  It  is  said  that  this  phrase  shows  the 
intention  of  the  settlor  in  limiting  an  annuity  to 
the  lady  so  long  as  she  shall  continue  the  co- 
babitini;  wife,  and,  that  as  there  has  been  no 
dissolution  or  judicial  separation,  nothing  has 
occurred  to  determine  the  annuity  which  must 
therefore  be  taken  to  be  still  subsisting.  If  I  am 
right  in  thinking  that  the  gift  is  by  way  of  limita- 
tion only,  a  decision  favourable  to  the  wi(s  on 
this  point  would  not  assist  her;  but  [  am  not 
prepared  to  give  such  a  decision.  I  do  not  think 
that  entirely  different  words,  used  in  other  parts 
of  the  deed,  can  be  imported  into  the  limitation, 
80  as  to  enable  the  court  to  give  it  a  meaning 
different  from  that  which,  according  to  ordinary 
interpretation  of  the  language  used,  it  would 
bear. 

Solicitors  for  the  trnatees,  Minet,  Rarvie,  May 
and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  remaining  parties,  Campbell 
and  Baird. 


Friday,  March  4. 

(Before  Kbkbwich,  J.) 

Be  CooPBE  and   Obondacb's   Contract  and 

Vbndob  and  Pubchaser  Act  1874.  (o) 
Vendor  and  purehaeer — Sale  by  auction — Main- 
taining fences — Covenant — form  of  conveyance 
to  purchaser. 

The  object  of  having  a  deed  of  conveyance  i»  not 
merely  to  ve»t  the  properly  the  subject  of  it  in 
the  purchaser,  but  to  embody  covenants  as  to 
what  must  be  done  under  the  contract  of  sale 
after  completion  of  the  purchase.  Therefore 
where  a  purchaser  bought  under  a  contract 
which  made  him  liable  to  erect  and  for  ever  after 
maintain  fences,  as  marked  on  the  plan  of  pro- 
perty sold  by  public  aactiun,  the  vendor  was  held 
entitled  to  have  the  obligations  of  the  purchaser 
expressed  in  the  conveyance  to  him  of  his  lot. 

(.a)  BaporuA  b;  W.  P.  Paih,  Baq.,  B«rriat«r4t-L*w. 


Yendob  and  purchaser  summons. 

On  the  16th  Sept.  1903  freehold  premises  were, 
with  other  lots,  offered  for  sale  by  public  auction 
on  behalf  of  John  Eggar  Cooper,  by  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  particulars  (no  far  as  material)  of 
"  Lot  17  (coloured  violet  on  plan) — A  choice  free- 
hold building  site.  Nos.  128  (part  of)  and  144 
(part  of)  on  plan,  adjoining  the  last  lot"  (lot 
16). 

The  particulars  of  sale  were  prefaced  by  certain 
printed  "  Greneral  Remarks "  annexed  thereto, 
the  sixth  clause  of  which  was  in  the  following 
terms : 

Eaoh  poTohasar  will  have  to  ereot,  within  nx  months 
from  the  date  of  sale,  and  afterwards  maintain,  a  good 
and  soffioient  fence  on  the  sides  of  his  plot  marked  T  on 
the  pUn  within  the  bonndarj. 

The  defendant,  Charles  Hntton  Crondaoe,  was 
the  purchaser  of  lot  17,  described  in  the  particu- 
lars subject  to  the  conditions  of  sale. 

By  the  7th  condition  each  lot  was  declared  to 
be  sold  subject  to  such  chief,  quit,  and  other  rents 
.  .  .  rights  of  way  .  .  .  and  to  other  ease- 
ments, restrictions,  and  liabilities  as  were  men- 
tioned in  the  particulars,  or  as  might  be,  ascer- 
tained to  be  charged  thereon  or  to  affect  the 
same,  and  to  any  subsisting  liability  under 
inclosure  award,  private  Act,  covenant,  or  other- 
wise, to  repair  fences  or  roads,  and  by  condition  10, 
the  vendor  was  to  execute  to  each  purchaser  an 
assurance  of  the  lot  purchased. 

The  12th  Nov.  1903  was  the  date  fixed  for  com- 
pletion of  the  purchase. 

The  only  question  arising  upon  this  summons 
taken  out  by  the  vendor  was  whether,  under  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  vendor  was  entitled  to 
have  inserted  in  the  conveyance  by  him  to  0.  H. 
Crondace,  a  covenant  by  him  as  such  purchaser 
to  erect  forthwith,  and  for  ever  afterwards  main- 
tain a  good  and  sufficient  fence  on  the  north  side 
of  the  said  hereditaments,  adjoining  lot  18,  being 
one  of  the  aides  marked  T  on  the  plan  annexed  in 
accordance  with  No.  6  of  the  general  remarks 
annexed  to  the  contract,  the  fencing  by  the  pur- 
chaser on  the  west  side  also  marked  T  on  the 
plan  having  been  waived  by  the  vendor. 

0-.  Cave,  E.G.  for  the  purchaser,  cited 

Be  Birmingham  and  District  Land  Company  and 
Allday,  67  L.  T.  Bep.  850  ;  (1893)  1  Ch.  »42. 

The  object  of  a  deed  of  conveyance  is  not  only  to 
convey  the  property  told,  but  to  embody  stipula- 
tions as  to  its  user  and  having  regard  to  matters 
to  be  done  thereon  after  the  date  of  execution. 
The  applicant  is  entitled  to  have  the  obligations 
of  the  purchaser  expressed  in  the  conveyance  to 
him  of  bis  lot.  Stirling,  J.  granted  in  that  case 
the  application  to  have  the  obligations  in  the 
case  of  unsold  land  under  a  building  scheme, 
some  of  the  land  subject  to  which  had  been  sold 
by  public  auction,  expressed  and  made  binding  in 
the  conveyance.  The  same  principle  applies  to 
purchaser's  obligations.  The  words  used  in  the 
conveyance  must  agree  with  those  in  the  con- 
tract : 

Re  PecTc  and  the  School  Board  for  London,  68  L  T. 
Bep.  847  ;  (1893)  2  Ch.  815. 

Hon.  21  E.  Watson  for  the  purchaser. — There 
is  no  mention  made  in  the  general  remarks,  par- 
ticulars,   or  conditions  of  sale,    of  the    vendor 
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having  the  right  to  require  any  oorenant  from 
the  purchaser.  This  is  a  reason  why  do  covenant 
shonld  be  ordered  to  he  inserted  in  the  oonvey- 
anoe.  According  to  ordinary  practice,  if  there  is 
to  be  a  special  covenant  between  vendor  and 
purchaser,  it  is  always  mentioned  in  the  par- 
ticulars : 

1  Key  &  Elphin.  Preo.,  6th  edit.  pp.  294,  295  ;  7Ui 
edit.,  p.  311. 

According  to  the  contract  the  purchasers  are  to 
make  a  fence.  The  vendor  settles  the  particulars 
and  conrlitions  of  sale,  and  must  settle  them  so 
as  to  give  himself  the  right  to  insist  on  the  inclu- 
sion of  the  covenant  which  he  wishes  included  in 
the  conveyance.  Not  having  done  this,  the  con- 
veyance must  be  according  to  the  contract 
between  the  parties : 

Hardman    v.    Child,    52    L.    T.    Bep.    465,   per 
Pearson,  J.,  at  p.  466  ;  2S  Ch.  Div.  712. 

The  vendor  meant  to  rely  on  the  contract,  which 
in  this  respect  will  be  operative  after  convey- 
ance: 

Palmer  v.  Johnson,  51  L.  T.  Bep.  211  ;  13  Q.  B. 
Div.  351. 

In  Se  Birmingham  and  District  Iiand  Company 
and  Allday  {ubi  sup.)  there  was  a  special  provision 
in  the  conditions  as  to  covenants.  Re  Peck  and 
the  School  Board  for  London  {iibi  svp.)  was  a 
case  upon  the  construction  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act  1881,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion here.  Secondly,  the  covenant  goes  beyond 
what  the  vendor  is  entitled  to. 

Kbkbwich,  J. — This  is  a  case  of  some  novelty. 
Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  and  defendant 
cited  no  authority  directly  bearing  on  it.  Any 
authority  thpy  have  cited  goes  far  from  being 
decieiv<>  on  the  particular  case.  Going  back  to 
the  real  question  in  the  case,  I  think  it  is  better 
to  approach  it  from  the  proper  quarter.  I  ask 
myself  what  is  the  object  of  having  a  conveyance  P 
It  is  not  merely  to  vest  the  estate  in  the  pur- 
chaser— the  estate  which  he  has  contracted  to 
purchase  and  the  vendor  has  agreed  to  sell — but 
to  express  in  a  definite,  concluded  form  all  the 
terms  of  the  contract  »hich  have  to  be  performed 
by  the  purchaser.  Things  which  have  to  be  done 
beforehand  it  is  not  usual  to  include  in  the  con- 
veyance, as,  for  instance,  a  stipulation  that  the 
vendor  before  completion  will  put  up  a  fence. 
And  the  purchaser  is  well  advised  to  see  that  it  is 
done  before  the  purchase  is  completed.  Again, 
if  there  is  something  entirely  dehors  the  contract 
— as,  for  instance,  a  question  of  compensation  for 
injury  to  the  property — that  would  not  appear  on 
the  conveyance.  But  otherwise  it  is  meant  to 
express  in  a  binding  and  clear  form  once  for  all 
the  clear  contract  between  the  parties  so  far  as  it 
has  not  been  performed.  I  think  that  a  convey- 
ance that  falls  short  of  that  is  not  a  well-settled 
conveyance.  For  instance,  if  there  are  restrictive 
covenants  to  which  the  vendor  is  liable,  and  as  he 
is  entitled  to  a  covenant  by  the  purchaser — which 
I  have  held  to  be  a  covenant  of  iademnity— that 
must  be  put  in  the  conveyance.  If  it  is  not  there 
I  agree  the  conveyance  is  not  properly  bettled. 
And  when  you  have  once  got  a  conveyance  you 
cannot  go  behind  that  and  say  there  is  something 
more  to  be  done.  When  once  yon  have  passed 
the  bridge  of  conveyance  neither  party  can  go 
back,  and  you  cannot  sue  on  an  agreement  made 


pending  the  contract,  not  included  in  the  convey- 
ance, which  must  be  assumed  not  to  have  been 
embodied  in   the  conveyance  because  it  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  abandoned.     That  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  object  of  a  conveyance.     Therefore,  when  you 
have  to  inquire  whether  this  or  that  ou^ht  to  be 
in  the  conveyance,  you  must  find  out  if  it  is  part 
of  the  contract.     Does  the  contract  provide  that  it 
must  be  done,  either  by  the  vendor  or  purchaser, 
after  the  estate  has  been  vested.   For  that  purpose 
Tou  must  look  at  the  contract  itself.    This  particu- 
lar contract  is  made  that  "  lot  17  "  described  in 
the   particulars  and  subject    to    the  conditions 
should  be  sold  by  the  vendor  to  the  purchaser. 
It  is  common  knowledge  that,  although  conditions 
of  sale  are  different  things  from   particulars  of 
sale,  the   purchaser  takes  the  property  in    the 
particulars  subject  to  the  conditions.     It  is  the 
commonest  possible  occurrence   to  find    in  the 
particulars  a  reservation  of  rights  of  way,  some 
restrictive  covenant,  some  easement,  which  is  part 
of  the  description  of  the  property  sold,  and  which 
is  recognised  as  a  part  of,  or  a  fetter  on,  the 
enjoyment  of  the  property.    Now,  in  this  par- 
ticular instance  we  have  three  divisions  instead  of 
two.    I  have  seen  the  same  thing  before.    Besides 
the    conditions  which   are    properly   called    the 
signed  conditions  there  are  "  general  remarks." 
They  generaUy  fall  into  the  particulars.     Take 
the  general'  remark  6 :   "  Each    purchaser   will 
have  to  erect,  within  six  months  from  the  date  of 
sale,  and  afterwards  maintain  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient fence  on  the  sides  of  his  plot  marked  T  on 
the  plan  within  the  boundary."    If  that  obligation 
had  been  intended  to  be  imposed  as  one  of  some 
half  a  dozen  out  of  a  larger  number  on  two  or 
three  of  these  lots,  it  would  have  probably  occurred 
to  the  draftsman  to  have  inserted  it  at  the  foot 
of  each  description  in  the  particulars  as  a  note  to 
each  special  lot    But  it  applies  to  every  one. 
Therefore  it  comes  into  the  particulars.    The  pur- 
chaser takes  lot  17  as  described  in  the  particulars 
with  the  oblig<ition  to  erect  and  afterwards  main- 
tain the  fences  specified.    There  you  have  some- 
thing that  must  be  done  after  the  date  of  com- 
pletion.   It  was  possible  that  it  was  intended  that 
the  fence  should  be  erected  before  completion. 
But  it  is,  at  any  rate,  looking  to  the  future  as  to 
maintaining  the  fences,  and  so  it  is  directed  to 
something    after  completion.      That    points    to 
something  after  completion.    So  that  you  have 
something  which  ought  to  be  introduced,  and 
to  be  inside  the  conveyance,  ia  order  to   com- 
plete it  and   perform   the  contract.      But  it   is 
pointed  out  by  counsel  for  the  purchaser  that 
there   is   no  condition  to  that  effect,  and  the 
conditions   would  have  been  more  perfect  had 
it  been  there.     But   I   cannot  think   that   the 
omission  removes  the  obligation — the  obligation 
is  to  do  this ;  and  if  the  conveyance  is  prepared 
without  this,  the  vendor  runs  great  risk  oi  not 
being  in  a  condition  to  insist  on  it  at  all.     It 
would  be  extraordinarily  difficult  to  frame  the 
indorsement  of  a  writ  so  as  to  enforce   this  if 
there  was  nothing  in  the  conveyance  about  it.    I 
do  not  say  it  would  be  impossible.    The  answer 
would  be  that  it  is  an  obligation  which  now  has 
no  legal  means  of  enforcement,  not  baring  been 
inserted  in   the    conveyance.      There  will   be  a 
declaration  that  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  have  a 
covenant  regarding  the  fencing  inserted  in  the 
conveyance. 
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Solicitors  for  the  applicant.  Johnton,  WeatheraU, 
and  Sturt,  agents  for  Potter  and  Crundwell, 
ramham. 

Solicitor  for  the  purchaser,  F.  C.  Holland. 


Nov.  24,  25, 1903,  Jan.  13, 14,  and  30, 1904. 
(Before  Joyce,  J.) 

HUKRBLL  t>.   LlTTLKJOHN.  (a) 
Settled  Land    Acts — Sale   by    tenant  for    life — 
Undervalue — Action  hy   remainderman    to    set 
a$tde  sale— Settled  Land  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Viet, 
e.  38),  as.  4  (1),  63,  54. 
The  mere  fact  that,  upon  a  sale  6y  a  tenant  for 
life  under  the  powers  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts, 
the  purchase  is  at  an  undervalue  is  not  of  itself 
tvfficient  to  invalidate  the  sale. 
In  1902  a  tenant  for  life,  purporting  to  act  under 
the  powers  coriferred  upon  him  by  the  Settled 
Land  Acts,  sold  the  freehold  of  certain  public- 
house  property  to  W.for  the  sum  of  20001. 
At  the  time  of  the  sale  the  property  was  subject  to 
a  leasj  which  had  been  granted  asfirom  Christ- 
mas 1892  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  at  a 
rent  of  631.  per  annum. 
Within  a  few  days  after  the  sale  W.  contracted  to 
resell  the  property  for  3000?.,  although  it  was 
doubtful  whether  3000Z.  was  not  in'excess  of  the 
true  value  of  the  property. 
W.  had  not,  before  making  the  original  purchase, 
m.ade  any  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  trustees  or 
tenant  for  life  had  had  any  valuation  made. 
Held,  that  these  eireumntances  were  not  taffieient 
to  sustain  an  action  by  a  remainderman  to  set 
aside  the  sale. 
Action  to  set  aside  a  sale  by  a  tenant  for  life 
undt-r  the  Settled  Land  Acts  of  a  public-house 
known  as  the  Coach  and  Horses,  Old  Bexley. 

The  facts,  which  will  be  found  set  out  in  bis 
Lordship's  judgment,  were  shortly  as  follows  : — 

The  Coach  and  Horses  was  settled  upon  trust 
for  the  defendant  Richard  Littlejohn  for  life,  and 
att«>r  his  death  for  his  children  equally. 

There  were  seven  children,  of  whom  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  eldest ;  the  other  six  were  infants. 

The  defendant  Richard  Littlejohn,  purporting 
to  act  under  his  statutory  power  as  tenant  for 
life  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts,  bad  in  1902 
sold  the  Coach  and  Horses  to  the  defendant 
Henry  Christian  Wasmuth  for  the  sum  of  20002. 
At  the  time  of  the  sale  the  property  was  subject 
to  a  lease  which  had  been  granted  as  from  Christ- 
mas 1892  for  a  term  of  twenty -one  years  at  a  rent 
of  63Z.  per  annum. 

Within  a  few  days  after  the  sale  Wasmuth  con- 
tracted to  resell  the  property  for  3000Z.  This 
contract  had  not  yet  been  carried  out,  but  it 
appeared  that  the  purchasers  were  still  wilting 
to  pay  the  30002.  if  they  could  get  a  good  title. 

His  Lordship,  however,  doubted  whether  30002. 
was  not  in  excess  of  the  true  value  of  the  pro- 
perty. 

The  defendants  to  the  action,  other  than 
Richard  Littlejohn  and  Henry  Christian  Was- 
muth, were  Edward  Norfolk,  a  mortgagee  of 
Wasmuth,  the  trustees  for  the  purposea  of  the 
Settled  Land  Acts,  and  the  infant  children  of 
Richard  Littleiohn. 

(a)  Boported  b;  SroNEY  Davkt,  Esq.,  BarrUt«r-ai-Law. 


The  plaintiff  now  claimed  a  declaration  that 
the  sale  of  the  Coach  and  Horses  to  the  defen- 
dant Wasmuth  was  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the 
power  of  sale  conferred  by  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882  on  the  defendant  Richard  Littlejohn,  and 
that  the  sale  might  be  set  aside  accordingly,  and 
that  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  Wasmuth 
and  the  mortgage  to  the  defendant  Edward 
Norfolk  might  be  delivered  up  respectively  to  be 
cancelled,  and  that  the  purchase  money  might  be 
returned. 

W.  F.  Hamilton,  K.C.  and  W.  A.  Fecit,  for  the 
plaintiff,  contended  that,  Wasmuth  having  pur- 
chased the  pnblic-house  at  20002.  when  he  knew 
that  it  was  worth  a  great  deal  more,  the  sale 
could  not  stand.  An  ordinary  advance  in  price 
would  not  affect  the  sale;  but  an  immediate 
advance  of  one-half  upon  the  price  invalidated 
the  sale.  The  very  fact  that  Wasmuth  knew 
that  he  was  obtaining  the  property  at  a  gross 
undervalue  showed  that  he  did  not  act  in  good 
faith.  The  sale  was  then  a  fraud  upon  the  power, 
and  must  be  set  aside.  They  referred  to  sects.  3 
(1).  4  (1),  42,  53,  and  54  of  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882  and  to  the  following  cases : 

Chandler  v.  Bradley,  75  L.  T.  Eep.  581 ;   (1897) 

1  Ch.  315  J 
Stevens  v.  Austen,  3  L.  T.  Rtp.  810 ;  3  E.  4  E. 

685; 
Re  Cooper  atid   Allen's  Contract,  35  L.  T.   Eep. 

890  ;  4  Ch.  Div.  802 ; 
Oliver  v.  Court,  8  Price,  127  ; 
CottreU  V.  Cottrell,  52  L.   T.   Bep.  486;    28  Ch. 
Div.  628. 
Badcoek,  K.O.  and  George  Henderson,  for  the 
defendants    Henry     Christian     Wasmuth    and 
Edward    Norfolk,    contended    that    Wasmuth, 
having  dealt  in  good  faith  with  the  tenant  for 
life,  was  protected  by  sect.  54  of  the  Settled  Land 
Act  1882.    The  mere  fact  that  he  knew  he  was 
making  a  good  bargain  did  not  take  away  that 
protection. 
Hughes,  E.G.  and  C.  Church  for  the  trustees. 
Younger,  K.C.  and  C.  Herbert  Brown  for  the 
defendant  Richard  Littlejohn. 

C.  Lyttleton  Chubb  for  the  infant  children. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Joyce,  J.^This  i?  an  action  by  one  of  a  number 
of  persons  beneficially  entitled  in  remainder  to  set 
aside  the  sale  by  a  tenant  for  life  ander  the  powers 
of  the  Settled  Land  Act  1882  of  a  public- house, 
the  Coach  and  Horses,  Old  Bexley.  The  several 
defendants  are  the  tenant  for  life,  Mr.  Little- 
john ;  the  purchaser,  Mr.  Henry  Christian 
Wasmuth  ;  Mr.  Edward  Norfolk,  a  mortgagee  of 
Mr.  Wasmuth ;  Mr.  Benjamin  Fryer  and  Mr. 
Richard  Carroll  Pearman,  the  trustees  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts ;  and  the  other 
persons  interested  in  remainder  with  the  plaintiff. 
At  first  there  were  extensive  allegations  of  fraud, 
not  made,  I  think,  perhaps  altogether  wantonly, 
but  under  a  misapprehension  of  certain  facts  and 
figures  which  have  subsequently  been  explained. 
However,  a  short  time  before  the  trial  a  letter 
was  written  withdrawing  the  charges  of  fraud, 
and  other  claims  were  withdrawu  in  the  course  of 
the  trial.  The  action  ultimately  became  reduced 
to  a  claim  against  the  purchaser  and  his  mort- 
gagee, Mr.  Norfolk,  to  set  aside  the  sale  as  being 
made  at  an  inadequate  price;  in  fact,  I  may  say 
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that  practically  the  question  I  have  to  decide  is, 
Whether  a  purchaser  who  buys  from  a  tenant  for 
life  at  less  than  the  market  price — or,  I  should 
rather  say,  who  succeeds  in  getting  a  good  bargain 
— can  insist  upon  retaining  it  against  the  bene- 
ficiaries, having  regard  to  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882,  sect.  4,  sub- sect.  1,  of  which  provides  that 
"  every  sale  shall  be  made  at  the  best  price  that 
can  reasonably  be  obtained " ;   and  sect.   13  of 
which  provides  that  "  a  tenant  for  life  shall,  in 
-ezeicising  any  power  under  this  Act,  have  regard 
to  the  interests  of  all  parties  entitled  under  the 
settlement  and  shall,  in  relation  to  the  exercise 
thereof  by  him,  be  deemed  to  be  in  the  position 
and  to  have  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  a  trustee 
for  those  parties."   As  to  Mr.  Norfolk,  who  is  the 
mortgagee  of  the  purchaser,  be  must,   I  think, 
apon  the  facts  proved  or  admitted,  be  taken  to 
have  been,  quoad  his  mortgage,  a  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice;  and  there  is  no  case  for 
relief   against  him.      Whether  he  ought  to  b? 
made  a  party  at  all  I  doubt,  but  as  against  him — 
or,  rather,  as  against  his  representatives,  for  he  is 
dead — the  action  must  be  dismissed.    The  prin- 
<»pal  defendant  is  Mr.  Wasmnth.  He  is  a  director 
of  a  brewery  company  or  firm,  and  has  been  all 
his  life  associated  with   a  firm  of  distiller<i,  to 
whom   he   described  himoelf    as  being   advising 
expert.     He  thus  naturally  has  had  considerable 
experience  with  respect  to  what  is  called  licensed 
property.     One  Stapylton,  formerly  occupier  of 
the  Station  Hotel,  Sidcup,  who  bad  had  business 
relations  with  Mr.  Wasmnth  or  his  firm,  mentioned 
to  him  that  he  knew  of  a  public- house  for  sale. 
He  did  not  at  first  give  the  name  or  any  particu- 
lars.   Later,  he  came  to  Mr.  Wasmnth  and  stated 
that  the  public-house  in  question  was  the  Coach 
and  Horses,  Old  Bexley,  and  gave  the  name  of  the 
solicitors,  Meftsrs.  Barton  and  Pearman,  who  had 
the   business   in   hand.      This  public-bouse   Mr. 
WasQinth  knew  very  well,  for  his  firm  were  in 
the  habit  of  supplying  the  spirits  there  consumed. 
Stapylton  was  then  told  to  get  the  particulars, 
and,  after  some  bargaining  and  negotiation  with 
the  solicitors,  Mr.  Waamuth  ultimately  obtained 
a  contract,  dated  the  2iind  Feb.  1902,  with  the 
tenant   for  life  for   the   purchase    of   the   pro- 
perly  at  the    price    of    20002.,    with   a  further 
sum    of  50{. — or    not  exceeding  50{.,  or  some- 
thing   of  that    sort — for    the  payment    of    the 
vendor's  solicitors'  costs.     What  I   have  called 
•'the  property"  was  the  freehold  subject  to  a 
lease  which  had  still  nearly  twelve  years  to  run. 
The  lease  was  made  in  Aug.  1893,  by  the  same 
tenant  for  life,  to  Messrs.  Beasley,  the  brewers, 
for  twenty-one  years  from  Christmas  1892,  at  a 
rent  of    631.     The  rent  paid  by  the  occupying 
tenant  to  the  brewers,  subject  to  the  usual  tie, 
was  601.  per  annum.     The  price  agreed  to   be 
given  by  Wasmnth  was  thus  about  thirty-two 
and  a- half  years'  purchase.    I  see  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  property  had  materially  increased 
in  value  since  the  lease  in  1893 ;  bnt,  of  course, 
the  pnblic-honse  property  is  or  was  notoriously 
of  a  specnlative  character.     Now,  the  purchaser 
certainly  thought  that  he  had  made  an  advan- 
tageous ba<-gain.    Indeed,  he  bought  as  a  specu- 
lation, and.  of  course,  he  would  not  hare  bought 
at  all  unless  he  had  hoped  and  expected  to  make 
a  profit.    He  swears — and  I  believe  him,  for  I 
see  no  reason  whatever  to  question  his  veracity  as 
a  witness — that  he  did  not  expect  to  make  nearly 


BO  much  as  lOOOZ. — that  is,  lOOOZ.  profit.  Stapylton 
was  an  old  schoolfellow,  and  on  friendly  terms 
with  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Messrs.  Barton  and 
Pearman;    and,  having  been  in   the   trade,  he 
was  requested  by  them,  in  the  month  of   Nov. 
1901,tomake  some  inquiry  with  a  view  to  ascertain- 
ing what  were  the  monthly  takings  of  the  public- 
house,  the  sale  of  which  ''was  then  contemplated. 
He  appears  to  have  done  so.    Bnt  on  the  20th 
Nov.  1901  he  wrote  a  letter  of  that  date  to  Messrs. 
Barton  and  Pearman,  in  which  he  stated  :  "  After 
our  conversation  the  other  day,  I  smelt  around  ^ 
the  Coach  and  Horses   and  I  attach  the  result. ' 
He   probably  lied    a  bit,  but  if   you   can  get 
anything  like  1800  for  your  Johnny  yon  are  not 
doing  any  harm."    This  he  is  supposed  to  have 
got  from  the  occupier,   the  tenant.    After  the 
contract  Wasmnth  promised  to  give  Stapylton, 
who  had  introduced  the  matter  to  him  and  who 
was  in  pecuniary  difficulties — in  fact,  he  was  an 
undischarged  bankrupt — one  half  of  any  profits 
that  he,  Wasmuth,  might  make  out  of  the  trans- 
action. At  one  time  it  was  rather  suggested,  though 
never  distinctly   contended,  that    the    sale  was 
invalid  by  reason  of  Stapylton's  connection  with 
the  matter ;  but,  as  1  say,  this  was  not  seriously 
contended,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  such  a  contention.     Stapylton  was 
never  the  agent  of  the  vendor  or  his  solicitors  to 
find  a  purchaser  or  in  any  fiduciary  relation  to 
them.    To  my  mind  it  was  qnito  natural  that 
Wasmnth  shoold  be  disposed  to  deal  generonsly 
with  him  under  the  circumstances,  and  I  think  he 
was  fairly  entitled  to  something  in  the  nature  of 
a  commission  from  Wasmuth.     Wasmnth,  before 
purchasing,  made  no  inquiry  as  to  whether  the 
trustees  or  the  tenant  for  life  had  any  valuation 
made  or  anything  of  the  kind.     In  my  opinion 
he  was  not  bound  to  make  any  such  inquiry  any 
more  than  he  was  bound  to  inquire  whether  notice 
had  been  given  to  the  trustees — as  to  which  see 
sect.  45,   sub-sect.   2,  of  the  Settled  Land  Act 
1882.    Now,  pausing  here  to  consider  the  position 
on  the  22nd  Feb.  1902,  the  date  of  the  execution 
of  Wasmuth's  contract,  1  cannot  find  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  any  gix>und  for  concluding 
that  Wasmuth  in  any  way  dealt  with  the  tenant 
for  life,  or  his  solicitors,  otherwise  than  in  good 
faith.     Consequently  sect.  54  of  the  Settled  Land 
Act  appears  to  me  to  apply  ;  that  section  provid- 
ing that  "  upon  a  sale  a  purchaser  or  other  person 
dealing  in  good  faith  with  the  tenant  for  life  shall, 
a3  against  all  parties  entitled  under  the  settlement, 
be  conclusively  taken  to  have  given  the  best  price 
that  could  reasonably  be  obtained  by  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  to  have  complied  with  aU  the  requisi- 
tions of  this  Act."    Now,  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
tbat  in  an  action  for  setting  aside  a  sale  under 
this  Act  the  fa^t  of   the  price  being  inadequate 
(whatever  that  may    mean)   may  not,  together 
with    other    circnmstances,    be    material ;    but 
what  I  do  think  is  this,  that  the  mere  fact  that 
the  purchase  is  at  an  undervalue  of  itself  without 
anything  more  at  all  is  insufficient  to  invalidate 
the  sale  if  the  purchaser  acted  in  good  faith.    If  I 
am  right  in  this  there  is  an  end  of  the  plaintiff's 
case  as  against  Wasmuth ;  and  I  think  there  is 
no  case  as  against  liim.     As  already  intimated, 
no  charge  is  made  or  relief  sought  against  the 
tenant  for  life  or  any  of  the  other  defendants, 
except  Norfolk's  representatives ;  and,  as  I  have 
already    said,    the    action    must    be    dismissed 
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against  them.  It  appears  that  Wasmuth,  within 
a  few  days  after  his  contract  with  the  tenant 
for  life,  offered  the  property  to  Messrs.  Beasley, 
the  brewers,  for  3000i.,  which  offer  they,  some- 
what to  his  surprise,  accepted,  entering  into 
a  verbal  contract  to  purchase  from  him  for  30001. 
This  had  not  been  carried  ont,  but  rescinded  by 
reason  of  Messrs.  Beasley  insisting  that  the 
beneficiaries  shonld  concur  for  the  purpose  of 
confirming  the  sale.  Messrs.  Beasley,  no  doubt, 
were  much  annoyed  at  finding  that  Wasmuth 
had  purchased  without  their  being  aware  of  what 
was  going  on.  They,  in  fact,  communicated  with 
some  of  the  beneficiaries,  and  hence  this  action. 
The  facts  are,  however,  that  Messrs.  Beasley,  as 
early  as  Oct.  and  Nov.  1901,  were  in  corre- 
roondence  with  the  solicitors  of  the  tenant  for 
hfe  in  reference  to  a  renewal  of  the  lease,  and  in 
effect  these  solicitors  practically  offered  to  sell 
the  freehold  to  them  for  27502.  Instead  of  accept- 
ing this  offer  or  making  any  counter  offer, 
they  wrote  in  such  a  manner  that  Messrs. 
Bai-ton  and  Pearman  considered  that  any 
negotiations  with  Messrs.  Beasley  for  the  sale  of 
the  property  was  at  an  end.  There  may  have 
been   a  misunderstanding,  but,   upon  a  careful 

Serusal  of  the  correspondence,  and  having  seen 
[r.  Barton  and  other  members  of  his  firm  in  the 
witness-box,  who  were  perfectly  fair  and  straight- 
forward witnesses,  I  do  not  think — and  I  think  I 
am  bound  to  say  this  after  what  fell  during  the 
trial — that  Messrs.  Barton  and  Pearman  are  in 
any  way  to  blame.  There  was  no  actual  valua- 
tion before  the  sale,  but  Mr.  Lucas,  one  of  the 
trustees,  who  was  himself  a  competent  surveyor 
and  valuer,  though  without  any  special  experi- 
ence in  reference  to  valuing  public- houses,  knew 
the  property  well,  and  considered  that  Wasmuth's 
offer,  of  20002.  oneht  to  be  accepted  if  there  was 
to  be  a  sale — ana  the  tenant  for  life  had  long 
been  desirous  of  selling,  with  a  view,  no  doubt, 
to  investing  the  proceeds  upon  securities  that 
would  produce  a  Urger  income.  As  to  what  the 
value  01  the  property  really  was,  there  is  a  con- 
siderable difference  of  opinion  and  a  conflict  of 
evidence ;  but  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  with  the 
estimates  of  value  put  forward  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff.  I  think  they  are  fallacious,  having 
regard  to  the  fact  that  it  was  not  a  sale  of  the 
freehold  in  possession,  but  subject  to  a  lease. 
Without  the  licence  I  do  cot  think  the  property 
was  worth  more  than  402.  a  year  to  rent,  if  so 
much.  What  the  value  of  the  licence  may  be 
at  the  eud  of  twelve  years  when  the  lease  expires 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  predicted  with  any- 
thing like  certainty.  It  is  quite  true  that  Mr. 
Furmage,  the  representative  of  Messrs.  Beasley, 
the  brewers,  who  are  much  annoyed  with  Messrs 
Barton  and  Pearman  and  possibly  with  the 
defendant  Wasmuth,  deposed  that  Messrs.  Beasley 
were  still  willing  to  give  30002.  if  they  could  get  a 
good  title.  This  does  not  under  the  circumstances 
satisfy  me  that  the  property  was  or  is  really 
worth  in  the  markut  anything  like  30002., 
especially  as  they  would  have  nothing  to  say 
to  the  offer  originally  made  to  them  by  Messrs. 
Barton  and  Pearman  to  sell  for  27502.  Upon 
the  whole,  as  I  have  said  already,  I  think 
sect.  54  of  the  Settled  Land  Ace  1882  furnishes 
the  purchaser  with  a  good  defence  to  this 
action,  which  consequently,  in  my  opinion,  fails 
altogether. 


Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff.  Heath  and  Hamil- 
ton. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Wasmuth  and 
Norfolk,  BenioeU  and  Norfolk. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant  Richard  Littlejohn, 
H.  8.  Knight- Chregson. 

Solicitors  for  the  trustees.  Barton  and  Pear- 
man. 

Solicitors  for  the  infant  children,  Leesmith, 
Mwitry,  and  Nevile. 


Satwrday,  Feb.  6. 
(Before  JoTCit,  J.) 
Ashwobth  v.  Enoubh   Cabd  Clothino 
Company  Limitbd  (No.  1).  (o) 
Costs — Taxation — Inspection  of  machinery  by  ar- 
rangement between  parties  and  ioithout  order  of 
covrt — Discretion  of  taxing  mtuier — Order  L., 
r.  3. 
Where  for  the  purposes  of  an  action  there  has  been 
an    inspection  of   machinery    by   arrangement 
between  the  parties  and  voithout  an  order  of  the 
court  being  obtained  thereto,  the  taxing  master  t» 
not  debarred  by  Order  L.,  r.  3,  of  the  Rules  of 
the  Supreme  Court  from  allowing  the  costs  of 
such  inspection. 
Summons  to  review  taxation  in  the  above  action 
for   infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  the 
action  l)eing  dismissed  with  costs  on  the  ground 
that  the  patent  was  invalid   in  that  there  was 
insufficient  subject-matter  for  a  patent  and  oa 
the  ground  that  there  had  been  no  infringement. 

The  taxing  master,  in  taxing  the  defendants' 
costs,  disallowed  the  fees  to  counsel  and  an  expert 
for  inspecting  certain  machinery,  the  inspbotion 
having  been  arranged  between  the  solicitors  of  the 
parties  without  the  expense  of  obtaining  an  order 
of  the  court  thei'eto. 

The  fees  in  question  were  disallowed  by  the 
taxing  master  on  the  ground  that,  in  the  absence 
of  an  order  under  Order  L.,  r.  3,  he  had  no  dis- 
cretion to  allow  such  fees. 

Order  L.,  r.  3,  provides  that : 

It  shall  be  lavfol  fur  the  oonrt  or  a  judge,  upon  th» 
appUoation  of  any  part;  to  a  oanae  or  matter,  and  upon 
gnoh  terms  as  m*;  be  jnat,  to  make  any  order  for  the 
detention,  preservation,  or  ioBpealion  of  any  property  .or 
thing,  being,  the  snbjeot  of  snoh  oanee  or  matter,  or  as 
to  whioh  any  qneetion  may  arise  therein,  and  for  alt  or 
any  of  the  parpoeea  aforesaid  to  anthoriae  any  persons 
to  enter  upon  or  into  any  land  or  boilding  in  tJie  poa- 
aeaaion  of  any  party  to  each  oanae  or  matter,  and  for  all 
or  any  of  the  parpoaea  aforesaid  to  anthoriae  any 
aamplea  to  be  b^en,  or  any  observation  tu  be  made  or 
experiment  to  be  tried,  whiob  may  be  neoeaaary  or  ex- 
pedient for  the  pnrpose  of  obtaining  full  information  or 
evidence. 

Younger,  KG.  and  A.  8.  Walter  for  the 
defendants. 

Terrell,  K.C.  and  /.  F.  Graham  for  the 
plaintiff. 

JoTOB,  J.  overruled  the  objection  oi  the  taxing 
master  and  allowed  the  costs  of  the  inspection. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  W.  J.  and  E.  H. 
Tremsllen,  for  Blair  and  Seddon,  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Bowdiffes,  Batele, 
and  Co.,  for  Bamaden,  Sykes,  and  Bamsden, 
Huddersfield. 

ia>  tteporud  bf  Stdast  Davbt,  Eaq.,  Barrlater-M-Iiaw. 
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Feb.  6  and  20. 

(Before  Joyce,  J.) 

AsHwoBTH  V.  Enoush  Cabd  Glothino 

GoMPAKY  Limited  (No.  2).  (a) 

Costa — Interest  —  Action  dismissed  with  costs — 
Payment  of  costs  and  interest — Order  reversed 
by  Court  of  Appeal — Return  of  costs  and 
interest — Order  of  Court  of  Appeod  revsrsed  by 
House  of  Lords — Second  return  of  costs  and 
interest — Bight  to  further  interest. 

On  the  22nd  June  1901  the  plaintiff's  action  was 
dismissed  by  Joyce,  J.  with  costs ;  and  on  the 
26th  March  1902  the  plaintiff  accordingly  paid 
the  defendants'  costs,  together  unth  interest 
thereon. 

On  the  11th  July  1902  the  Court  of  Appeal  reversed 
the  order  of  Joyce,  J. ;  and  on  the  21st  July 
1902  the  defendants  repaid  to  the  plaintiff  the 
costs  and  interest. 

On  the  9th  Nov.  1903  the  House  of  Lords  reversed 
the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  restored 
the  order  of  Joyce,  J.  The  plaintiff  returned 
the  costs  and  interest  to  the  defendants. 

Held,  that  the  defendants  were  also  entitled  to 
interest  on  the  costs  as  from  the  2lst  July  1902. 

MoTiOK  that  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
the  above  action  made  on  the  appeal  of  the  defen- 
dants frum  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
dated  the  lltfa  July  1902,  might  be  made  an 
order  of  thiu  coart ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  might 
be  ordered  to  pay  the  sum  of  51L.  Is.  id.,  being 
inteiest  at  4  per  cent,  leas  tax  from  the  2l8C 
July  1902  to  the  23rd  Nov.  1903,  on  the  sum  of 
1013Z.  2s.  lOd..  being  the  amount  of  the  defen- 
dants' taxed  costs  of  the  hearing  uf  the  action 
before  Joyce,  J.  returned  to  the  pUintiff  on  the 
2l8t  July  1902. 

On  the  22nd  June  1901  the  above  action  was 
dismissed  with  costs. 

On  the  26th  March  1902  the  plaintiff  paid 
to  the  defendants  such  costs,  being  taxed  at 
1013<.  2s.  lOd..  together  with  291. 12s.  6d.  interest 
thereon,  making  ui  all  the  sum  of  1042{.  15«.  4d. 

On  the  lith  July  1902  tne  Court  of  Appeal 
reversed  the  order  uf  Joyce,  J. 

On  the  2l8t  July  1902  the  defendants  repaid  to 
the  plaintiff  the  above  sum  of  1042/.  158.  4d., 
together  with  the  sum  of  131.  3s.  7d.,  the  interest 
thereon,  as  reckoned  from  the  26th  March  1902 
—in  all,  1055J.  18<i.  lid. 

On  the  9th  Nov.  1903  the  House  of  Lords 
reversed  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  and 
restored  the  order  of  Joyce,  J. 

The  plaintiff  repaid  the  above  sum  of 
10.55Z.  18«.  lid ,  but  declined  to  pay  any  interest 
on  the  sum  of  1013!.  2«.  lOd.,  as  from  the  21st 
July  1902,  alleging  that,  although  he  had  that 
sum  in  his  banus  from  the  2l8t  July  1902  to  the 
23rd  Nov.  1903,  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  any 
interest  thereon. 

_  Terrell,  K.C.  and  /.  F.  Graham  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— The  defendants  are  not  entitled  to  interest 
on  the  costs  in  question  at  common  law;  the 
obligation  to  pay  such  interest  is  merely  statutory. 
That  statutory  obligation  is  to  be  found  in  the 
Judgments  Act  1838  (i  &  2  Vict.  c.  110);  sect.  17 
of  that  Act  providing  that  every  judgment  debt 
shall  carry  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  per 
annum  "  from  the  time  of  entering  up  the  judg- 

•w  liaDorMd  hj  Stdhit  Oavit.  iSiq  ,  B«rTi»t«r-KWl.a<>. 


ment  until  the  same  shall  be  satisfied,"  and 
sect.  18  providing  that  all  decrees  and  orders  of 
courts  of  equity  and  all  rules  of  courts  of  common 
law  whereby  any  sum  of  money,  or  any  costs, 
charges,  or  expenses  shall  be  payable  to  any  person 
shall  have  the  effect  of  judgments  in  the  superior 
courts  of  common  law.  Thus  the  defendants 
were  entitled  to  the  interest  on  their  costs  as  from 
the  time  of  entering  up  the  judgment  "  until  the 
same  was  satisfied."  Here  the  judgment  was 
satisfied  on  the  26th  March  1902  by  the  payment 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  of  their  coats 
before  Joyce,  J.  with  interest  thereon ;  and,  being 
onoe  satisfied,  there  cannot  be  any  farther  obliga- 
tion on  the  plaintiff  to  pay  interest  under  the 
statute. 

Younger,  K.C.  and  A.  J.  Walter  for  the  defen- 
dants.— The  order  of  Joyce,  J.  was  only  suspended 
by  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal.  If  theie 
had  been  no  prior  payment  of  the  costs  incurred 
by  the  defendants  before  Joyce,  J.,  no  doubt  the 
plaintiff  would  have  to  pay  interest  on  these  costs 
from  the  time  of  the  entering  up  of  tbe  judg- 
ment of  Joyce,  J.  until  the  costs  were  paid  oon- 
sequeiit  upon  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords. 
It  would  seem  very  unjust  that  the  intermediate 
adverse  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  shomd 
deprive  them  of  interest  on  the  costs.  They 
referred  to  Edge  and  Sons  v.  W.  Oalion  and  Son 
(1899J  W.  N.  137),  where  at  the  trial  of  the  action 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs  with  costs. 
The  defendants  intending  to  appeal,  it  was 
ordered  that  they  should  pay  the  amount  of  the 
plaintiffs'  taxed  costs  to  their  solicitors,  on  their 
personal  undertaking  to  refund  the  amount  in 
case  the  appeal  should  succeed.  The  Court  of 
Appeal  reversed  the  decision,  and  ordered  that 
the  plaintiffs  should  pay  the  defendants'  costs  in 
both  courts.  The  defendants  had  paid  11052.  to 
the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  this  being  tbe  amount  of 
the  plaintiffs'  taxed  costs.  In  drawing  up  the 
order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  the  registrar 
inserted  a  direction  that  the  plaintiffs  should  pay 
the  11052.  to  the  defendants,  together  with 
interdst  thereon  from  the  date  of  payment  to  the 
plaintiffs'  solicitors  up  to  tbe  date  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Tbe  Court  of 
Appeal  had  not  given  any  express  direction  for 
the  payment  of  interest.  On  the  plaintiffs 
objecting  to  pay  the  interest,  and  moving  the 
court  to  vary  tbe  order  accordingly,  the  court, 
without  expressing  any  opinion  whether  the  court 
had  power  to  order  interest  to  be  paid,  said  that 
the  direction  for  payment  of  interest  ought  not  to 
be  inserted  as  common  form. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

JoTOB,  J. — In  this  case,  in  the  court  of  first 
instance,  the  plaintiff's  action  was  dismissed  with 
costs  on  the  22nd  June  1901.  On  the  26th 
March  1902  the  plaintiff  paid  tbe  defendants' 
costs,  10132.,  with  interest  to  date,  amounting 
altogether  to  10422.  On  the  11th  July  1902 
the  order  of  the  court  below  was  reversed  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  on  the  21st  of  the 
same  July  the  defendants,  being  required  to 
do  so  by  the  plaintiff,  returned  to  him  the 
amount  be  had  paid  for  costs  and  interest  as  I 
have  mentioned.  Now,  pausing  here  for  a 
moment,  it  appears  to  me  that  at  that  moment 
matters  stood  in  the  same  position  as  if  the 
plaintiff  had  never  paid  or  been  ordered  to  pay 
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theee  costs.  On  the  9th  Not.  1903  the  House  of 
Lords  reversed  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
and  restored  the  original  order.  The  plaintifE  is 
willing  to  repay,  and  has  repaid,  the  defendants' 
costs  and  interest  that  were  i«tumed  to  him 
under  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  this 
interest  being  interest  on  the  defendants'  costs 
from  the  original  judgment  to  the  2l8t  Jnlv  1902. 
He  objecte,  however,  to  pay  interest  on  such  costs 
for  the  period  since  the  2lst  July  1902,  although 
he  has  had  the  money  in  his  hands,  without, 
as  it  ultimately  turns  out,  being  entitled  thereto. 
But,  by  law,  if  these  costs  had  never  been  paid  at 
all,  the  defendants  would  be  now  entitled  to 
have  them  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the 
original  judgment ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  they 
ought  not  to  be  in  a  worse  position  by  reason  of 
having,  under  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
now  reversed,  returned  the  amount  of  these  costs 
with  interest  to  the  21st  July  1902.  I  think  that 
this  return  of  costs  demanded  by  and  received 
by  the  plaintiff  put  the  defendants  in  the  same 
position  as  if  they  had  never  been  paid  by  the 
plaintiff.  Therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the  motion 
IS  entitled  to  succeed.  I  should  add  that  the  case 
which  was  cited  to  me  of  Edife  and  Sons  v.  W. 
Gallon  and  Son  (1899)  W.  N.  137)  was  altogether 
Afferent.  There  the  costs  refunded  were  simply 
costs  which  an  erroneous  order  of  the  court 
below,  subsequently  reversed,  compelled  the  de- 
fendants to  pay,  and  there  was  no  statute  or  rule 
entitling  the  defendants  to  interest  on  the  costs 
so  refunded.  Therefore  there  must  be  an  order 
according  to  the  notice  of  motion  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  W.  J.  and  K  H. 
Tremellen,  for  Blair  and  Seddon,  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Bowdiffes,  Rawle, 
and  Co.,  for  Ramsden,  Syhes,  and  Bamiden,  Hud- 
dersfield. 


PROBATE,  DIVORCE,  AND  ADMIRALTY 

DIVISION. 

PROBATE    BUSINESS. 

Tuesday,  Feb.  16. 

(Before  Sir  P.   Jeunb,  President.) 

In  the  Qoods  of  Martin,  (a). 

Probate — Corporate    body — Grant    to    corporate 

body  and  to  individuals — Jurisdiction — Bodies 

Corporate   {Joint  Tenancy)  Act  1899  (62   &  63 

Viet.  e.  20)— Practice. 
The  court  vnU  not  make  a  grant  of  probate  to  a 

body  corporate  and  to  one  or  more  individuals, 

ail  of  whom  have  been  appointed  executors  by 

a  will. 
Motion. 

This  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Law 
Guarantee  and  Trust  Society,  a  limited  body,  for 
a  grant  of  probate  of  the  will  of  James  Martin,  of 
No.  17,  Compton-road,  Canonbury,  in  the  county 
of  London,  who  died  on  the  2nd  Sept.  1903.  The 
deceased  executed  his  will  on  the  22nd  May  1902, 
and  appointed  two  of  his  nephews,  William 
Alexander  Shearer  and  Dooald  Francis  Shearer, 
together  with  the  Law  Guarantee  andTrust  Society, 
as  executors  and  trustees.  On  the  17th  Sept. 
1903  the  society  duly  appointed  its  syndic  to 
apply  for  letters  of  administration  to  the  estate 
of  the    deceased    with  the    will    annexed.    The 

{a)  Beported  b;  J.  A.  Slater,  Esq.,  B&rriater-at-Law. 


authorities  at  Somerset  House,  however,  declared 
that  such  a  grant  could  not  be  made  unless  the 
two  nephews  declined  to  take  probate.  A  grant 
of  probate  could  be  made  to  the  two  nephews 
or  a  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to  the 
society,  but  not  both.  On  the  13th  Oct.  a  grant 
of  the  will  in  common  form  was  issued  to  the 
nephews,  no  mention  being  made  of  the  society. 
The  present  motion  was  to  ask  the  President  to 
change  the  practice,  and  make  it  conform  with 
that  of  other  countries.  The  gross  value  of  the 
estate  was  about  12,500i. 

Priestley,  K.C.  and  Barnard  for  the  society. — 
The  change  desired  was  one  which  was  in  accord- 
ance with  the  legal  procedure  favoured  by  other 
countries.  In  New  South  Wales  probate  had 
been  granted  in  1902  in  a  case  where  the  manager 
of  the  Permanent  Trust  Company  had  sworn 
that  the  company  would  pay  the  just  debts  and 
legacies  of  the  testator.  It  was  true  that  the 
grant  was  there  made  to  the  company  alone.  The 
Bodies  Corporate  (Joint  Tenancy)  Act  1899  (62  & 
63  Vict.  o.  '20)  bad  been  passed  in  consequence  of 
the  decision  in  Law  Guarantee  and  Trust  Society 
Limited  and  Hunter  v.  Bank  of  England  (62 
L.  T.  Rep.  496 ;  24  9.  B.  Div.  406)  and  the 
partial  remedy  supplied  by  the  Act  of  1892, 
which  only  applied  to  the  Banks  of  England  and 
Ireland.  By  sect.  1  of  the  Act  of  18^9,  bodies 
corporate  were  enabled  to  hold  property  in  joint 
tenancy.  Perhaps  sooner  or  later  it  might  com» 
to  pass  that  a  society  would  be  appointed  sole 
executor ;  but  that  was  tor  the  consideration  of 
the  testator,  who  must  be  taken  to  know  what 
he  was  doing.  There  was  a  disadvantage  in  & 
case  like  the  present  under  the  existing  practice. 
It  would  be  a  considerable  saving  of  expense  if  a 
grant  was  made  to  the  nephews  and  the  society 
direct. 

Gordon  Brown  for  the  two  nephews. 

The  President. — I  should  have  been  very  glad 
to  have  acceded  to  this  application  if  I  could 
have  seen  my  way  clear  to  do  so,  especially  as  I 
think  that  the  courts  have  over  and  over  again 
lost  opportunities  in  modifying  or  changing  rules 
of  practice.  In  my  opinion  the  practice  should 
always  be  extended  by  the  judges  whenever  it  i» 
certain  that  they  have  the  power  to  alter  it,  and 
there  is  a  manifest  advantage  in  the  change.  But 
I  do  not  feel  disposed  to  act  in  the  present  case, 
nor  to  follow  the  case  mentioned  by  Mr.  Priestley, 
for  it  is  possible  there  may  have  been  special 
legislation  in  New  South  Wales  upon  the  subject. 
I  think  that  a  society  like  the  Law  Guarantee 
and  Trust  Society  should  obtain  special  powers 
from  Parliament  to  enable  them  to  act  in  the 
way  desired,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  are 
well  qualified  to  act.  But  such  a  grant  as  the 
one  now  sought  for  has  never  yet  been  made,  and 
I  am  not  sure  that  this  is  merely  a  matter  of 
practice.  On  the  contrary,  I  think  it  is  a  matter 
with  which  the  Legislature  alone  ought  to  deal. 
As  I  have  said,  I  should  have  been  glad  to  grant 
this  application  if  I  considered  it  was  within  my 
power  to  do  so.  As  I  am  not  of  that  opinion,  the 
motion  will  be  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  society,  Gribble,  Oddie,  Sin- 
clair, and  Johnson. 

Solicitors  for  the  executors  (the  nephews), 
Linhlater,  Addison,  Brown,  and  Jones. 
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Si^trnt  (Kmttt  of  Itttruatttrt. 

— ♦ — 

COURT    OF   APPEAL. 

Wednesday,  Feib.  10. 

(Before  Williams,  Bombb,  and  Cozexs- 

Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Lea  v.  Thvbsbt.  (a) 

APPEAL  PBOM  the  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Praetiee  —  Staying  proceedings  —  Frivolous   and 

t!€xaiious   action — Interlocutory   application  in 

County    Court  —  Subsequent    action    in    High 

Court   raising   same  question  —  Order   XXV., 

r.  4. 

Where  an  action  was  br<makt  in  good  faith  to  try 

a  legal  point  which  ougnt  to  be  tried,  a  motion, 

under  Order  XXV.,  r.  i,  to  dismiss  the  oetioit  as 

frivolous  and  vexatious  and  an  abuse  of  the 

process  of  the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  noini 

was  res  jndicata,  having  been  raised  and  aeter- 

mined   in  previous  proceedings,  was  dismissed 

with  costs  in  any  event. 

Decision  of  Body  /  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  744)  a  firmed. 

Bt  an  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  20th  Aug. 

1880,  and  made  between  T.  Worthington  of  the 

one  part  and  B.  H.  Milward  of  the  other  part, 

certain  property  was  demised  to  B.  H.  Milward 

for  a  term  of  ninetv-fire  jears  at  the  rent  of 

2222.  5s.  6d. 

By  an  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  24th 
Jnne  1881,  and  made  between  B.  H.  Milward  of 
the  one   part  and  James  Horsfall  of  the  other 

Sart,  B.  H.  Milward  demised  the  term,  less  three 
ays,  at  a  pepperoom  rent,  to  James  Horsfall  to 
tecnre  20001.  and  farther  adranoes. 

At  the  present  time  the  som  of  80002.  was  dne 
upon  the  secarity. 

James  Horsfall  died  on  the  17th  Ont.  1887, 
and  the  plaintiffs  were  the  present  tmstees  of  his 
will. 

On  the  27th  March  1882  B.  H.  Milward  pro- 
cored  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  the  property  demised 
to  him.  and  in  1885  he  sold  the  property  to 
W.  E.  J.  B.  Famham. 

The  conveyance  was  dated  the  lat  Aug.  18>^5, 
and  was  expressed  to  be  snbject  to  the  lease  of 
the  20th  Ang  1880. 

The  defendant  was  a  pnrobaser  from  W.  E.  J.  B. 
Famham,  and  he  claimed  that  the  lease  was 
subsisting. 
In  Jnly  1902  B.  H.  Milward  became  bankmpt. 
On  the  5th  May  1903  an  order  was  made  in 
bankmptcy  by  the  r^istrar  of  the  County  Court 
of  Warwickshire  that  the  plaintifEs  should  be 
excluded  from  all  interest  in  the  lease,  and  that 
the  same  should  be  vested  in  the  defendant,  unless 
they  declaied  their  option  to  accept  a  vesting 
order  of  the  lease. 

The  plaintiffs  had  not  appealed  from  that  order, 
being  aidvised  that  if  the  lease  was  subsistiog  the 
order  was  right ;  and  that  if  such  lease  was  not 
subsisting  their  rights  were  not  adversely  affected. 
Accordingly  they  commenced  this  action  against 
the  defendant,  and  by  their  statement  of  claim 
asked  a  declaration  that  when  B.  H.  Milward 
.scqoired  the  fea  in  1882  the  lease  became  merged, 
«nd  that  the  only  term  now  subsisting  was  the 
term  at  a  peppercorn  rent  to  secure  the  mortgage. 

(«)  B«iiorladbTE.A.  80BAlcaLET,Eiq.,BuTUtcr'«t-L»w. 
ToLXC. 


Thereupon  a  motion  was  made  by  the  defendant, 
under  Order  XXV.,  r.  4,  to  dismiss  the  action 
as  frivolous  and  vexations  and  an  abuse  of  the 
process  of  the  oonrt. 

On  the  22nd  Jan.  1904  the  motion  came  on  to 
be  heard  before  Byrne,  J.,  when  his  Lordship 
decided  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  744)  that  the  action  was 
brought  in  good  faith  to  try  a  legal  point  which 
ought  to  be  tried,  and  that  the  motion  wholly 
failed  and  must  be  dismissed  with  costs  in  any 
event. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

Eve,  E.C.  and  Wootten  for  the  appellant. — The 
question  raised  in  this  action  is  whether  there 
was  a  merger  of  the  term  created  by  the  lease  o£ 
the  20tb  Aug.  1880.  All  we  now  ask  is  that  the 
ooart  will  say  that  this  very  point  has  been'the 
subject  of  adjudication  between  the  sameparties  in 
the  Connty  Court  proceedings,  and  that  there- 
fore the  present  action  is  frivolous  and  vezatioua 
and  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court : 

Order  XXV.,  r.  4. 
It  is  precisely  the  same  question  as  was  deter* 
mined  in  the  previous  case  by  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction.  As  to  disclaimer,  see  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1883,  8.  55,  sub- 8.  1.  It  was  open  tO' 
the  plaintifEs  to  appeal,  if  they  had  thought 
proper  to  do  so,  from  the  decision  of  the  registrar 
of  the  Connty  Court.  The  fact  that  the  question 
in  dispute  has  already  been  the  subject  of  adjudi- 
cation inter  partes  is  a  good  ground  for  staying, 
the  action ;  and  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be- 
vexed  again  by  an  action  of  this  nature.  The 
case  is  within  Order  XXV.,  r.  4,  according  to  the 
decisions,  and  it  is  very  similar  to 

aUpKenfon  r.  Gamett,  78  L.  T.  Bep.  371 ;  (189a> 
1  q.  B.  677. 
They  referred  also  to 

Reiehel  v.  Magrath,  61  li.  T.  B>p.  131 ;  14  App. 
Css.  665. 

Vemtm  Smith,  K.O.  (with  him  W.  C.  Druee)  for 
the  respondents. — There  was,  I  submit,  no  juris- 
diction to  decide  this  Question  of  title  in  the 
bankruptcy  proceedings,  oeing  a  question  between 
strangers  to  the  bankruptcy: 

Be  Lmaenihali  Ma  parte  Beesty,  51  L.  T.  Bep. 
431;  18  Q.  B.  Div.  238. 
Moreover,  the  order  does  not  decide  that  the 
lease  is  subsisting.    The  court  ought  to  be  slow 
to  strike  out  a  statement  of  claim : 

Stephenson  v.  Oarnatt  (ubt  rup.). 
He  referred  also  to 

^ltom«y-0«n«nil  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  r. 
London  and  North-Waitem  Railway  Company, 
67  L.  T.  Bep.  810  j   (1892)  3  Ch.  274. 

Eve,  E.C.  replied. 

Williams,  L.J. — It  is  evident  that  the  trans- 
actions are  extremelv  complicated,  and  I  think 
that  the  point  raised  by  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be 
tried.  The  decision  of  Eady,  J.  is,  in  my  opinion, 
quite  right,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Stiblino    and    Cozens-Habst,    L.JJ.   con- 

°''''^^-  Appeal  dUmisted. 

Solicitors    for   the    appellant,    Bobins,  Hay, 
Waters,  and  Hay. 
Solicitors   for   the   respondents,  Hadley   and 
,Datn. 
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Be  FlTZOEBALD;   SUBMA.K  V.  FlTZaEBA.LD. 


[Ot.  of  App. 


Jan.  19,  20,  21,  and  March  7. 

(Before  Williams,  Stiblino,  and   Cozens- 
Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

J?e  P'lTZOEBALD  ;   SuRMA^N  V.  FiTZGEBALD.  (a) 
.    APPEALS   FROM    THE    CHA.NCBBT    DIVISION. 

Conflict  of  lawi — Scotch  contract  of  marriage — 
MutbaTid  domiciled  in  England — Wife  domiciled 
in  Scotland — Trustees  subject  to  English  courts 
— Settlement  of  voife's  property — Real  estate  in 
Scotland — Life  interest  of  husband — Alimentary 
clause — Provision  against  alienation — Charges 
created — Validity. 

A  contract  executed  in  Scotlartd  in  Scotch  form 
on  the  marriage  in  Scotland  of  a  domiciled 
Englishman  toith  a  domiciled  Scotchwoman, 
whereby  certain  Scotch  heritable  bonds,  the  pro- 
perty c/  the  wife — which  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland  are  regarded  as  im.m/>vables — were  (inter 
&lia)  settled,  was  held  to  be  subject  to  Scotch  law, 
■and  the  husband  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  such 
interest  only  thereunder  as  the  courts  in  Scotland 
would  declare  him  entitled  to,  and  that  he  was 
therefore  entitled  to  the  whole  income  of  the 
settled  property  during  his  life  free  from  the 
claims  of  any  assignees  or  incumbrancers,  but 
loithout  prejudice  to  the  rights  {if  any)  of  his 
■alimentary  creditors,  and  without  prejudice  to 
any  prior  payment  in  respect  of  a  certain  policy 
of  insurance  on  his  life. 

'jSo  held  by  Williams  and  Cozens-Hardy,  L.JJ. 
(disaentiente  Stirling,  L.J.),  reversing  the  deci- 
sion of  Joyce,  J.  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  326). 

Bt  an  indenture  dated  the  20th  Sept.  1862,  and 
made  between  William  Robert  Seymour  Yeeej 
Fitzgerald  of  the  first  part;  Sir  William  Qerald 
'Seymour  Yesey  Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part; 
Jane  Margaret  MatUda  Macdonald  Lockhart, 
spinster,  of  the  third  part ;  Henry  BuUar,  GeraJd 
Surman,  Charles  James  Abbott,  Sir  Hugh 
McCalmont  Cairns,  Sir  Archibald  Alison,  and  Sir 
Norman  Macdonald  Lockhart  (hereinafter  called 
"  the  tmstees ")  of  the  fourth  part,  being  a 
settlement  made  in  the  English  form  in  contem- 
plation of  the  marriage  then  intended  and  shortly 
afterwards  solemnised  between  Sir  WiUiam 
'<]ierald  Fitzgerald  and  Jane  Margaret  Lockhart 
(and  hereinaiter  referred  to  as  "  the  English 
settlement"),  William  Robert  Fitzgerald  cove- 
nanted  with  the  trustees  that  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators  would  within  six  months  after 
his  death  pay  to  the  trustees  the  sum  of  60002. 
with  interest  thereon  at  tbe  rate  of  4  per  cent, 
per  annum  from  the  day  of  his  death,  to  be  held 
by  them  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  manner 
therein  mentioned  and  to  pay  the  income  of  the 
tmat  fund  to  Sir  William  Glerald  Fitzgerald  and  his 
assigns  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  Jane 
Margaret  Lockhart  and  her  assigns  during  her 
life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust  fund  in  trust  for 
the  issue  of  the  intended  marriage  as  therein 
declared.  And  Sir  William  Gerald  Fitzgerald 
thereby  assigned  nnto  the  trustees  a  policy  of 
assurance  upon  his  life  for  the  sum  of  40001. 
effected  with  the  Western  Life  Assurance  Com- 
pany at  the  annual  premium  of  79L  3a.  id.,  to 
hold  the  same  upon  the  trusts  and  with  and 
subject  to  the  powers  and  provisions  thereinbefore 

(•)  Baporiad by  E.  A,  Scbitchlit,  Esq.,  BuTlat«r-»t-I«w. 


declared  concerning  the  sum  of  6000Z.  so  cove- 
nanted to  be  paid  as  aforesaid. 

And  the  English  settlement  contained  cove- 
nants by  Sir  WiUiam  Grerald  Fitzgerald  and 
provisions  for  keeping  on  foot  the  policy, 
including  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  apply  any 
part  of  the  income  of  the  trust  fund  for  that 
purpose. 

On  the  same  date  a  marriage  contract  in  the 
Scotch  form  (hereinafter  called  "  the  Scotch 
contract ")  was  made  by  Sir  William  Grerald  Fitz- 
gerald and  Jane  Margaret  Lockhart  whereby, 
after  reciting  (amongst  other  things)  the  English 
settlement  and  the  assignment  of  the  policy  of 
assurance  on  the  life  of  Sir  William  Gerald 
Fitzgerald  upon  the  aforesaid  truste,  it  was 
declared  that  the  trustees  of  the  Scoteh  contract 
(being  the  same  persons  as  were  the  trustees  of 
the  £mglish  settlement)  might  from  time  to  time 
apply  a  sufficient  part  of  the  income  arising 
from  the  trust  funds  comprised  therein  in  pay 
ment  of  the  premiums  and  such  other  money  (if 
any)  as  might  be  necessary  for  keeping  up  the 
policy  or  any  other  policy  or  policies  which  might 
be  substituted  ifor  it  under  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  English  settlement.  And  Jane 
Margaret  Lockhart  thereby  assigned  and  con- 
veyed unto  the  trustees  all  and  sundry  the  lands 
and  heritages,  goods,  gear,  debts,  and  sums  of 
money,  and  generally  the  whole  property  of 
Jane  Margaret  Lockhart  (except  that  to  which 
she  was  entitled  under  the  English  settlement, 
and  jewels  and  other  articleti  of  the  like  nature, 
and  all  real  or  personal  property  under  the  value 
of  1002.)  to  the  uses  and  purposes  thereinafter 
mentioned — that  was  to  say  :  First,  for  payment 
of  the  expenses  of  executing  the  trust ;  secondly, 
for  payment  of  the  free  annual  proceeds  of  the 
trust  estate  to  Jane  Margaret  Lockhart  during 
all  the  days  of  her  life,  and  that  on  her  own 
receipt  alone,  exclusive  of  the  jus  mariti  and 
right  of  administration  of  Sir  VVilliam  Grerald 
Fitzgerald  ;  thirdly,  .in  case  Sir  William  Gerald 
Fitzgerald  should  be  the  survivor  of  the  spouses, 
for  payment  of  the  whole  free  annual  proceeds  of 
the  estate  to  him  during  all  the  days  of  his  life 
after  the  death  of  Jane  Margaret  Lockhart, 
declaring  that  all  payments  to  Sir  William  Gerald 
Fitzgerald  should  lie  "strictly  alimentary,"  and 
should  "not  be  assignable  nor  liable  to  arrest- 
ment or  any  other  legal  diligence  at  the  instance 
of  his  creditors  " ;  fourthly,  on  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  the  spouses,  the  trustees  should  pay 
over  or  assign  the  whole  trust  funds  and  estate  in 
their  hands  to  such  one  or  more  of  the  child  or 
children  of  the  marriage  as  should  then  be  in  life, 
and  to  the  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assignees  of  such  one  or  more  of  the  children  as 
might  have  died  after  having  attained  the  age  of 
majority  or  been  married,  and  that  in  such  pro- 
portions and  at  such  times  and  under  such  con- 
ditions as  were  thereafter  specified  in  the  contract, 
with  the  provision  that  Jane  Margaret  Lockhart 
might,  ouc  of  the  sums  provided  by  her  under  the 
contract  and  relative  deeds,  make  grante  not  to 
exceed  in  all  the  sum  of  10002. 

The  Englidi  settlement  and  the  Sooteh  con- 
tract were  both  executed  in  Scotland. 

On  the  23rd  Sept.  1862  the  marriage  was  duly 
solemnised  in  Scotland. 

At  the  date  of  the  Scoteh  contract  Jane 
Margaret   Lockhart    was   a   domidled   Sootoh- 
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woman ;  at  that  date — and  e^er  8inoe — Sir  William 
Gerald  Fitzgerald  was  domiciled  in  England. 

Of  the  trustees,  all,  except  Sir  Korman  Lock- 
hart,  were  domiciled  in  England,  he  being  a 
domiciled  Scotchman. 

The  trusts  of  the  Scotch  contract  were  ad- 
ministered in  England. 

Thero  wa<i  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  onlj 
— namely,  Geraldine  Tryphoena  Margaret  Sey- 
monr  Vesey  Fitzgerald — who  was  bom  on  the 
19th  Jnne  1883. 

'So  part  of  the  sum  of  6000L  which  by  the 
Eoglish  settlement  William  Robert  Fitzgerald 
had  covenanted  that  his  representatives  shomd  pay 
to  the  trustees  thereof  after  his  death,  or  of  the 
interest  thereon,  was  ever  paid  to  the  trustees. 

On  the  29th  Jnne  1866  Sir  Norman  Macdonald 
Xiockhait  executed  an  instrument  in  Scotch  form, 
known  as  a  deed  of  directions,  and  thereby 
directed  "his  said"  trustees  to  assign  to  five 
trustees,  being  the  trustees  other  than  himself  of 
the  English  settlement  and  the  Scotch  contract, 
the  sum  of  6000Z.  for  payment  of  the  annual  pro- 
ceeds to  Lady  Fitzgerald  during  her  life,  and  upon 
her  decease  for  payment  to  the  child  or,  if  more 
than  one,  then  to  the  children  of  the  said  marriage 
equally  between  them,  share  and  share  alike. 

Lady  Fitzgerald  died  on  the  16th  May  1901. 

Between  that  date  and  the  date  of  the 
exeoation  of  the  English  settlement  and  the 
Scotch  contract  them  had  been  numerous  deal- 
ings by  Sir  William  Gerald  Fitzgerald  and  Lady 
^Fitzgerald  and  also  by  Geraldine  Tryphoeua 
Fitzgerald  with  their  respective  interests  under 
those  instruments  and  also  under  the  deed  of 
directions.  Some  of  the  assignments  or  charges 
Tipon  the  interest  of  Sir  William  Gerald  Fitzgerald 
under  the  Scotch  contract  were  made  by  him  with 
the  concurrence  of  his  wife  and  daughter. 

Subsequently  to  1901  Sir  William  Gerald  Fitz- 
gerald further  incumbered  his  life  interest  under 
the  instruments,  and  Colonel  Frederick  Henry 
Sarford  was  the  first  mortgagee  of  the  life 
interest  nnder  the  Scotch  contract. 

The  following  were  the  particulars  o%  the  funds 
now  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  Scotoh  contract : 
Two  sums  of  60002.  and  8502.  respectively  secured 
by  bond  relating  to  heritable  or  immovable  pro- 
perty in  Scotland;  three  sums  of  13501.,  1200!., 
and  7501.  respeotively  secured  b^  mortmges  of 
property  in  England }  709Z.  9«.  9d.  in  New  Consols  ; 
and  9082.  lli.  3d.  India  Three  per  Cent.  Stock. 

The  Western  Life  Assurance  Company  \rith 
which  the  policy  of  assurance  for  40002.  was 
eifected  as  aforesaid,  failed  many  years  ago,  and 
nothing  was  ever  recmved  by  the  trustees  of  the 
English  settlement  in  respect  thereof.  But  Sir 
WiUiam  Gerald  Fitzgerald  subsequently  either 
assigned  or  caused  to  be  assigned  or-  delivered  to 
tiie  tmstees  a  policy  for  the  like  amoant  which 
had  been  effected  on  his  life  in  the  London  and 
Provincial  Law  Assurance  Society,  which  had 
since  been  amalgamated  with  and  was  now  repi-e- 
aented  by  the  Guardian  Fire  and  Life  Insuranoe 
Company  Limited.  Such  last- mentioned  policy 
had  since  been  kept  on  foot,  aud  was  still 
subsisting. 

It  was  a  policy  with  profits  at  an  annual  pre- 
mium of  952.  38.  4d.,  whereas  the  former  policy 
was  one  without  profits  at  an  annual  premium  of 
79L  3f.  4A.  The  amount  payable  nnder  the  policy, 
with  bonnses,  was  considerably  more  than  14002. 


Henry  Bullar,  Charles  James  Abbott,  Sir  Hagh 
McCalmont  Cairns,  and  Sir  Norman  Macdontud 
Lockhart  were  all  dead,  leaving  Sir  Archibald 
Alison  and  Gerald  Sarman  the  surviving  trustees ; 
and  they  were  the  sole  trustees  at  the  date  of  the 
issue  of  an  originating  summons,  on  the  12th 
Oct.  1901,  for  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether  Sir  William  Grerald — Fitzgerald  was 
entitled  for  his  life  to  the  income  of  the  trust 
funds  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  Scotch  contract  free  from  incumbrances  and 
without  power  of  alienation,  or  who  was  now 
entitled  to  such  income. 

The  summons  also  asked  for  the  directions  of 
the  court  as  to  the  payment  ol  the  premiums 
upon  the  policy  of  40002.  upon  the  life  of  Sir  William. 
Gerald  Fitzgerald  in  the  Guardian  Fire  and  Life- 
insurance  Company  Limited. 

It  appeared  &om  an  affidavit  made  by  the  Bight< 
Honourable  Andrew  Graham  Murray,  Lord  Advo-' 
cate  of  Scotland,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland  it 
was  possible  for  a  person  to  create  a  life  interest- 
in  favour  of  another  person,  and,  by  declaring 
that  life  rent  to  be  "  alimentary,"  to  exclude  (so  - 
far  as  the  life  interest  did  not  exceed  in  amount  ■ 
a  reasonable  provision)  the  diligence  of  ordinary 
creditors,  and  restrain  all  pnwer  of  anticipation ;.. 
so  that  when,  as  here,  a  lady  by  ante-nuptial 
marriage  contract  conveyed  her  funds  to  trustees, 
it  was  possible  for  her  to  create  a  life  rent  of 
these  funds  in  favour  of  her  surviving  husband,' 
and  to  exclude  his  ordinary  creditors  and  restrain 
him  from  anticipation. 

The  affidavit  went  on  to  state  that  in  the- 
Scotch  contract  the  words  used  in  this  conneo- 
tidn  were  of  ordinary  Scottish  style,  and  were'- 
appropriate  in  a  Scottish  deed  to  the  effect  abovO' 
mentioned ;  and,  further,  that  these  observations 
were  not  affected  by  any  consideration  as  to 
whether  the  settled  funds  were  heritable  or 
movable. 

As  regarded  the  property  settled  under  the 
Scotoh  contract,  affidavits  of  Scotch  advocates 
showed  that  the  original  securities,  which  con-- 
sisted  of  bonds  for  60002.  and  72002.  (being  bonds 
secured  over  heritable  property  in  Scotland),  wero' 
both  heritable  or  real  estate  for  all  purposes  down 
to  the  3Ist  Dec.  1868,  when  the  Titles  to  Land. 
Consolidation  (Scotland)  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict, 
c.  101)  came  into  operation,  and  certain  exoeption»! 
were  introduced  as  specified  in  sect.  117  of  that' 
statate. 

The  affidavits  further  showed  that  the  security 
for  60002.  which  still  subsisted  remained  whoUy> 
real  or  heritable  estate  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees;  and  that  as  regarded  the  balance 
of  the  security  of  72002.  (this  security  having 
been  uplifted  in  1881)  —  namely,  8502.,  which 
was  reinvested  in  bond  and  disposition  in 
security  over  heritable  property  in  Scotland 
— that  sum  of  8502.  was  also  real  or  heritable 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees ;  but  that  this 
was  subject  to  the  Act  of  1868,  whereby  heritable 
secnritie?,  unless  executors  were  expressly  ex- 
Qluded  and  except  in  certain  respects  specified  in 
sect.  117  of  the  Act — namely,  in  regard  to  ques- 
tions of  legitim  taxation,  rights  of  courtesy  and 
terce,  jui  mariti  and  jus  reliclx — were  made 
movable  or  personal  as  regarded  the  succession 
of  the  creditor ;  but  that  the  change  in  the  nature 
or  quality  of  the  security  from  heritable  to 
movable  operated  only  so  far  as  concerned  intes- 
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tate  Bucceasion  of  the  liring  to  the  dead  provitione 
juris,  and  the  proviaion  of  the  8ti>tute  did  not 
apply  to  tranamiaaiona  from  a  deoeaaed  truatee  to 
a  nomination  substitnte. 

A  contrary  affidavit,  however,  ahowed  that  the 
bonda  in  qaestion  fell  witliin  the  description  of 
"  movable    in  a  case  of  testate  sncoeasicn. 

It  farther  appeared  that  the  alimentary  pro- 
▼iaion  in  the  Scotch  contract  would,  according  to 
the  law  of  Sootland,  be  subject  to  the  alimentary 
ciaima  of  those  who  were  dependent  upon  Sir 
William  Gerald  Fitzgerald  for  alimentary  support 
—namely,  the  children  of  the  marriage ;  and  that 
the  children  of  the  marriage  would  have  the 
right,  if  he  failed  to  maintain  them,  to  attach  the 
alimentary  provision  maae  for  him  under  the 
Scotch  oontmct,  anch  alimentary  provision  being 
arteetable  for  ajimentary  debts,  though  not  for 
other  debts. 

The  summons  was  adjoamed  into  court,  and 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  Joyce,  J.  in  March 
1903,  when  the  principal  question  argued  was 
whether  the  Scotch  contract  must  be  construed 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland  or  that  of 
JSngluid. 

His  Lordship,  in  a  considered  judgment,  decided 
<68  L.  T.  B«p.  326)  that,  even  if  the  construction 
-and  effect  of  the  Scotch  contract  were  to  be  deter- 
.mined  by  the  lawof  SootIand(S«  Barnard;  Barnard 
V,  White,  56  L.  T.  Bep.  9),  its  validity  and  operation 
with  respect  to  the  matter  now  in  question  must 
be  determined  by  the  law  of  England ;  that  the 
prohibition  againat  alienation  of  the  alimentary 

froviaion  was  void  and  inoperative  according  to 
ingliah  law,  being  repugnant  and  contrary  to 
public  policy;  and  that,  therefore.  Sir  William 
Gerald  Fitzgerald's  assignees  or  incumbrancers 
were  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  payment 
of  the  income  from  the  trustees  of  the  Scotch 
contract. 

His  Lordship  also  decided  that,  with  regard  to 
4he  policy  of  life  assurance  comprised  in  the 
^igUsh  settlement,  the  trustees  should  surrender 
•the  existing  policy  with  profits  for  a  fully  paid-up 
policy  for  44002.,  the  insurance  company  having 
notified  their  willingness  to  accept  such  a  snr> 
render. 

As  to  the  first  part  of  that  decision  Sir  WUliam 
Gerald  Fitzgerald,  and  as  to  the  second  part 
Gteraldine  Tryphoeua  Fitzgerald,  respectively  now 
appealed. 

Sir  William  Gerald  Fitzgerald's  appeal  first 
came  on  to  be  heard. 

A,  H.  Jesael  for  the  appellant. — In  this  case  a 
settlement  of  the  property  —  mainly  heritable 
property  in  Scotland— of  a  Scotch  lady  was  made 
in  Scotch  form ;  and  she  thereby  declared  that 
all  the  interest  that  her  husband  was  to  take 
thereunder  was  to  be  "  strictly  alimentary,"  and 
ahould  "  not  be  assignable  nor  liable  to  arrestment 
or  any  other  legal  diligence  at  the  instance  of  his 
creditors."  If  the  settlement  had  been  an  English 
one — which  it  is  not,  according  to  my  contention 
— it  is  conceded  that  the  ahmentafy  provision 
would  be  void  so  far  as  English  law  is  concerned. 
But  the  contract  of  marriage  being  in  Scotch 
form,  the  necessary  inference  is  that  the  parties 
intended  that  the  contract  should  be  govenied  by 
Scotch  law,  which  protects  the  husband's  life 
interest  subject  to  aliment,  the  children  of  the 
marriage  being  entitled  to  a  reasonable  amount 


thereout.  The  question  that  has  always  to  be 
considered  in  a  case  of  this  nature  is.  What  was 
the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  the 
contract  was  executed : 

Corbet   V.   Waddtil,   7  Bettie'a   Ct.  of   Sess.  Csa., 

4th  aeries,  200  ; 
Ciamfcertain  v.  Napitr,  15  Ch.  Dir.  614 ; 
Re  Barnard ;   Barnard  v.  White,  56  L.  T.  Bep.  9 ; 
Dioey'i  Confliot  of  Laws,  pp.  540,  568,  586,  652  ; 
Re  Mfgrdt ;  Tuieedie  v.  Ifaunder,  84  L.  T.  Bep.  192  ; 

(1901)  ICh.  547; 
Viditz  V.   O'Hagan,  80  L.  T.   Bep.  794;   (1899) 
2  Ch.  569 ;  reversed  oo  appeal  on  another  point, 
82  L.  T.  Bep.  480  ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  87  ; 
Be  Bnnlre«;  Reynold)  r.  £Uii,  87  L.  T.  Bap.  432  ; 
(1902);  2Ch.  833. 

[Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Be  Simpson  -,  Simp- 
son V.  Simpron  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  542;  (1904)  1 
Ch.  1).J  The  court  has  always  applied  the  rule 
that  contracts  are  to  be  treated  as  valid,  although 
they  may  contain  provisions  which  are  not  con- 
sistent with  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domioil, 
and  that  doctrine  applies  to  the  present  case. 
Assuming  that  the  Scotch  contract  deals  with  the 
Scotch  property,  the  income  thereof  is  cash  in  the 
hands  of  the  trustees  in  England,  so  that  the 
learned  judge  in  the  court  below  decided  that  he 
could  hold  the  alimentary  provision  void  as  being 
inoperative  according  to  English  law.  That 
decision  U,  however,  I  submit,  contrary  to 

Barriion  v.  Barri»on,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  145 ;  L.  Bep. 
8  Ch.  App.  342. 

The  form  of  administration  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  matter,  as  the  court  will  give  effect  to 
the  law  of  the  country  whose  forma  the  parties 
have  chosen.  [Cozens-Habdt,  L.J. — The  case 
of  Harrison  v.  Harrison  {ubi  sup.)  deals  with  the 
descent  of  Scotch  real  estate  to  the  heir  on  an 
intestacy.  There  was  no  question  of  contnuit  in 
that  case.]  Lord  Selbome,  L.G.  in  that  case  was 
dealing  with  the  whole  question  of  adminis- 
tration :  (see  p.  348  of  L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  App.).  There 
is  Scotch  real  estate  in  the  present  case.  Joyce,  J. 
relied  on  Noell  v.  Bobinson  (2  Vent.  358),  but 
that  is  contrary  to  Harrison  r.  Harrison  (ubi 
sup).  I  am  desirous  of  distinguishing  the  case 
of  Scott  V.  AUnutt  (2  Dow.  &  01.  404),  which  I 
say  does  not  apply  here.  The  rule  which  Joyce,  J. 
laid  down,  quoting  from  Westlake  on  Private 
International  Law,  3rd  edit.,  pp.  71.  76),  is  inac- 
curate. If  that  were  correct,  those  oases  which 
have  supported  the  rights  of  patties  under 
foreign  and  Scotch  instruments  would  be  wrongly 
decided: 

Arutruther  v.  Adair,  2  My.  &  K.  513 ; 

WaitUke  on  Private  International  Law,  3rd  edit., 
p.  72,  dtiog  Lansdoione  v.  Lanidowne,  2  3BU.  60, 
at  p.  87. 
The  correctness  of  that  passage  has  been  chal- 
lenged : 

Foots  on  Private  International  Joiispmdenee,  2od 
edit.,  p.  315  et  seq. ; 

Dt  Nicolt  V.  Curiter,  81  L.  T.   Bep.   733  ;   (1900; 
A.  C.  21. 

As  to  the  passage  cited  by  Joyce,  J.  from  Yaizey's 
Law  of  Settlements  of  Property,  p.  1640  tt  seq., 
that  does  not  assist  here.  I  submit  that  the 
authorities  upon  which  I  rely  show  that  the  law 
of  the  place  where  a  contract  is  made  is  to  be 
assumed  to  be  the  law  according  to  which  the 
parties  intended  the  contract  to  be  construed. 
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Bad4soek,  KG.  and  T.  T.  Melhold  for  the  re- 
«poiident  Colonel  Harford,  the  first  mortgagee. — 
English  lavr  is  the  law  which  properly  governs 
this  contract,  and  is  the  law  to  be  applied  here. 
It  is  the  law  by  which  the  parties  intended,  or 
may  fairly  be  presumed  to  have  intended,  that 
the  oontnuit  should  be  governed  : 

DIoey'i  Confliot  of  Lftwr,  pp.  74,  510,  563. 
This  is  an  attempt  by  means  of  an  instrument  in 
Scotch  form  <o  create  an  interest  which  is  repug- 
nant to  English  law,  for  the  contract  is  contrary 
to  the  policy  of  English  law,  which  requires  that 
it  a  man  has  a  life  interest  he  cannot  enjoy  it  to 
the  exdnsion  of  his  creditors : 

Gravn  v.  Dolphin,  1  Sim.  66  ;  27  B.  B.  166 ; 

Brandon  v.  Bobinion,  8  Yes.  429,  at  p.  433;  11 
B.  B.  226  ; 

Tounghiitband  v.  OUborna,  1  Coll.  400. 
TThe  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  applies  to 
the  contract  of  marriage,  and  is  the  proper  law  to 
regulate  the  present  contract : 

Westlske  on  Private  lotarnational  Law,  3rd  «dit., 
pp.  540,  570,  571, 572  i 

Diooy's  Confliot  of  Laws,  pp.  653,  654. 
^e  validity  of  a  marriage  contract  is  determined 
on  the  same  principles  which  govern  other  con- 
tracts : 

Collits  V.  Hector,  32  L.  T.  Bep.  223 ;  L.  Bep.  19 
Eq.  334; 

Fol»y  ▼.  Bumell,  1  Bro.  P.  0. 274 ;  4  Bro.  P.  C.  319. 

The  question  affects  the  rights  of  English  cre- 
Kiitors  ;  and  if,  as  we  submit,  on  the  authority  of 
the  rale  stated  in  Dicey's  Gontliot  of  Laws  (ubi 
4Mp.),  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  the 
law  according  to  which  a  marriage  contract  or 
eettlemest  is  to  be  construed,  then  English  law 
must  apply  in  the  present  case.  And  the  court 
will  not  enforce  a  contract  contrary  to  the  policy 
of  English  law ;  and  it  will  not,  as  against  the 
English  creditors,  assist  the  protected  lue  interest 
created  by  the  Scotch  contract : 

Rousnllon  v.  RowtHllon,  42  L.  T.  Bep.  679  ;  14  Cb. 

iv.  351 ; 
R«  Mtgrtt ;  TwttdU  v.  Maunder  (ubi  tup.) ; 
Brook  T.  BrooJc,  9  H.  of  L.  Cas.  193,  at  pp.  212, 

218; 
Hope  T.  Hope,  8  De  G.  M  &  Q.  731 ; 
OrM  ▼.  Levy  ,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  73  : 
SoUomayor  v.  De  Barror,  37  L.  T.  Bep.  415 ;  3  P. 
Div.  1. 
There  is  no  qnestion  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
English  courc,  and  the  proper  forum  is  the  English 
«oivt: 

Lord  Cranstetvn  r.Johntton,  3  Ves.  170,  at  p.  182; 
3  B.  B.  80. 
(Cozens-Habdt,  L..T.  referred  to  Solme$  ▼. 
Godson  (8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  152).]  The  selection  of 
the  foram  is  an  important  consideration ;  if  the 
court  held  that  this  was  a  valid  provision  against 
th«  claims  of  creditors,  the  court  would  be  de- 
ciding on  the  existence  of  a  right,  the  nature  of 
which  is  unknown  to  English  law.  To  say  that 
Hiss  Fitzgerald  has  an  alimentary  right  is 
merely  to  oeg  the  question  at  issne.  English 
courts  have  regard  to  English  rules  even  when 
they  are  construing  contracts  wb<ch  purport  to  be 
made  according  to  foreign  law : 

£a  parte  Pollard ;  Re  Courtney,  Mont,  db  Ch.  236. 
fCozENS-HAKD'!,  L.J.  referred  to  Freke  v.  Lord 
Corbery  (L.  Rep.  1«  £q.  461).J     A.s  to  whether  a 


Scotch  heritable  bond  is  movable  or  immovable 
property,  see 

Foots  on  Private  Intematiosal  JurUpnidenoe,  2nd 
edit,  pp.  185, 187, 189. 

[A.  H.  Jetiel  referred  on  this  point  to  Dloey's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  514,  citing  Jemingham  v. 
Herbert,  4  Buss.  388,  at  p.  395  ] 

Other  cases  on  this  point  are 

Duncan  v.  Lawton,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  732;  41  Cb.  Pir. 

394; 
Duohett  of  BuccUuch  v.  fl^are,  4  Madd.  467 ; 
Johnttone  v.  Baker,  4  Madd.  474d. 

C.  Stafford  Crottman  for  the  respondent 
Greraldine  Tryphcena  Fitzgerald. — The  daughter 
of  the  marriage  is  an  alimentary  creditor,  and 
possesses  an  independent  right  of  asserting  her 
claim  against  the  fund.  Sbe  has  a  creditor's 
right  which  this  court  will  enforce.  The  father, 
in  attempting  to  assign  his  life  interest,  has  dealt 
with  property  over  which  there  is  an  overriding 
chsrge  in  favour  of  the  children  of  the  marriage ; 
and  tie  must  be  taken  to  have  assigned,  having 
regard  to  the  alimentary  provision,  that  which 
does  not  belong  to  him. 

W.  F.  Hamilton,  K.O.  and  W.  E.  Vtmon; 
G.  D.  Fepys ;  O.  R.  Northeote ;  A.  H.  Withers ; 
and  O.  H.  Blakealey  for  the  respondents  other 
incumbrancers. 

Edward  Ford  for  the  respondents  the  trustees. 

A.  H.  Jeuel  in  reply. — This  Scotch  contract  is 
a  Gonveyanoe  and  not  a  contract  at  all.  It  is  a 
conveyance  except  as  to  5002.  of  real  estate,  and 
as  to  that  the  lez  situs  must  apply  not  only  to  the 
land,  but  to  all  the  incidents  thereof — that  is  to 
say,  to  the  land  and  to  the  rents  and  income.  It  it 
were  otherwise,  the  law  applicable  would  vary  from 
time  to  time  according  us  the  investments  were 
varied — at  one  time  the  law  of  Scotland,  at  another 
the  law  of  England.  The  court  will  involve  itself 
in  no  such  absurdity.  Quite  apart  from  any  con- 
sideration of  whether  the  property  in  question  is 
movable  or  immovable,  aud  assuming  this  in- 
strument to  be  a  contract — every  marriage  settle- 
ment is  a  contract — the  law  of  the  contract 
determines  the  law  applicable.  It  is  a  Scotch 
contract,  and  the  Scotcu  law  is  the  proper  law  of 
the  contract — that  is  to  say,  the  parties  intended 
it  to  be  governed  by  Scotch  law.  If  the  matri- 
monial domicil  is  to  be  attached,  that  is  overborne 
by  the  express  provision  that  the  law  of  another 
coontry  is  to  apply.  If  the  court  holds  otherwise, 
it  will  be  deciding  contrary  to  numerous  cases, 
including  the  decision  in  the  case  before  Buckley,  J. 
of  Be  Bankes ;  Beynolds  v.  Ellis  {ubi  sup.),  and  in 
the  case  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Viditt  v. 
O'Hagan  (tibi  sup.),  and  also  in  the  earlier  case  of 
Chamberlain  v.  Napier  (ubi  sup.).  The  intention 
of  the  part  ies  prevails  ;  the  domicil  of  the  husband 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter.  The  nature 
of  the  instrument  here  is  such  that  the  parties 
must  have  intended  that  it  should  be  construed 
by  Scotch  law.  [Williams,  L.J. — Can  you  draw 
a  line  between  coses  in  which  English  courts  will 
enforce  and  in  which  they  will  refuse  to  enforoe 
foreign  law  P]  Where  those  cases  offend  against 
public  policy — as,  for  instance,  where  they  offend 
against  the  morals  or  the  foundations  of  society  or 
are  expressly  forbidden  by  positive  law — the  court 
may  decline  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  foreign 
law.    Ttins,  if  a  contract  validly  mads  abroad  and 
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intended  to  be  governed  by  foreign  law  ia  of  snch 
a  nature  that  it  ought  not  to  be  permitted  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  civilised  conntries,  it  will  not  be 
emoroed  by  the  courts  of  this  country : 

Be      Jt%$MOuri     Steamship     Company      Limited ; 

Uonroe't  Claim,  61  L.  T.  Bep.  316;  42  Ch.  Div. 

381,  at  p.  336; 
Kavjman  ▼.  Germm,  88  L.  T.  Bsp.  691 ;  (1903) 

2  K.  B.  114. 
In  the  present  case  the  alimentary  provision 
is  not  immoral  nor  contrary  to  the  policy  of 
the  law.  There  is  nothing  contrary  to  tne  policy 
of  the  English  law  in  a  person  settling  property 
on  another  so  that  he  shall  not  alienate  it.  And 
there  is  nothing  in  the  comity  of  nations  to 
prevent  the  English  court  from  giving  effect  to 
the  present  contract  although  it  may  contain  pro. 
Tisions  which  according  to  English  law  are  invalid. 
As  to  contracts  which  are  void  as  being  against 
public  policy,  cases  supporting  the  statement  in 
Sicey's  Conflict  of  Laws  as  to  this  point  are 

Sgerton  v.  Earl  Brownloto,  4  H.  of  L.  Csa.  1,  oited 

in    Jansen-   T.    Dritfoniein    Consolidated    Gold 

JkfitMS  Limited,  87  L.  T.  B»p.  372 ;  (1902)  A.  C. 

484; 
Printing  and  Numerical  Regittering  Company  v. 

Sampson,  32  L.  T.  Bep.  354 ;  L.  Bep.  19  Eq.  468, 

at  p.  465. 

The  observations  of  Sir  (jkorge  Jessel,  M.B.  in 
Printing  and  Numerical  Registering  Company 
T.  Sampson  (ubi  sup.)  have  been  cited  in  several 
oases.  See  (inter  cUia) 

Maxim  Nordenfelt  6un«  and  Ammunvtion  Company 
V.  Nordenfelt,  68  L.  T.  Bep.  833 ;  (1893)  1  Ch. 
630,  at  p.  674 ; 
Badiache  Anilin  undSoda  Fabrikv.  Schott,  Segner, 
and  Co.,  (1892)  3  Ch.  447,  at  p.  452. 
The  same  views  are  expressed  in 
'    Weatlake  on  Private  International  Law,  3id  edit., 
p.  260,  a.  215. 

He  referred  also  to 

TTharton  v.  IfaeUrman,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  431 ;  (1895) 

A.  C.  186 ; 
Sounder*  v.  Vautier,  Ct.  t  Ph.  240. 

Badeoeh,  E.G.  referred  to 

Theobald  on  the  Law  of  Wills,  5th  edit.,  pp.  440, 
441. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Geraldine  Tryphoena  Fitzgerald's  appeal  then 
came  on  to  be  heard. 

C.  Stafford  Grossman  for  the  appellant. — This 
appeal  relates  to  the  policy  of  assurance  on  the 
lue  of  Sir  William  Gerald  Fitzgerald  comprised 
in  the  English  settlement.  I  asK  that  some  part 
of  tlie  income  arising  under  the  Scotch  contract 
should  be  applied  in  keeping  up  that  policy.  If 
not  the  larger  premium  of  95{.  3s.  4d.,  at  least 
the  original  premium  of  792.  3s.  4d.,  should  be 
paid  as  a  first  charge  out  of  that  income. 

Badeode,  E.G.  and  T.  T.  Methotdtor  the  respon- 
dent Golonel  Harford. 

Q.  S.  Northeote  for  the  respondents  the 
Goardian  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company 
Limited. 

JSdioard  Ford  for  the  respondents  the  trustees. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

March  7. — ^The  following  written  judgments 
were  delivered  in  the  apj^al  by  Sir  William 
Gerald  Fitzgerald. 


Cozens-Habdt,  L.J.,  by  the  desire  of  Williamsy 
L.J .,  read  his  judgment  first : — The  first  question 
for  consideration  on  this  appeal  is  whether  what- 
I  may  shortly  describe  as  the  Scotch  settlement- 
is  subject  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  or  whether  it 
must  be  governed  by  English  law.    Now,  ihia 
Scotch  settlement  dealt  with  the  property  of  a. 
domiciled  Scotch  lady,  who  was  about  to  marry  a 
domiciled  Englishman,  and  there  is  no  doubts 
that  the  "  matrimonial  domicil "  was  English.    It 
is  not  suggested  that  a  permanent  residence  ia 
Scotland  after  the  marriage  was  contemplated. 
As  a   general  rule  the  law  of  the  matrimoniali 
domicil  is  applicable  to  a  contract  in  considera- 
tion of  marriage.    But  this  is  not  an  absolute 
rule.    It  yields  to  an  express  stipulation  that 
some  other  law  shall  apply.    See  Van  Gruilen  v. 
Digby  (31  Beav.  561),  in  which  case  the  matri> 
monial   domicil  was  French,  but  the  contract, 
through  made  in  France  and  void  by  French  law, 
was  nevertheless  treated  by  Sir  John  Bomilly  aa 
valid  BO  far  as  it  related  to  property  within  the- 
jorisdiction ;  see  also  Viditz  v.  O'jSagan  (80  L.  T. 
Bep.  794;  (1899)  2  Ch.  569).   The  decision  in  that- 
case  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  but 
not  on  a  ground  in  any  way  affecting  this  point : 
(see  82  L.  T.  Rep.  480 ;  (1900)  2  Oh.  87).    It  ia 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  express 
stipulation.    It  is  sufficient  if  the  court  arrive» 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  parties  in  fact  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  some   law  other  than 
that  of  the  matrimonial  domicil.    Applying  thesei 
principles  to  the  Scoteh  settlement,  I  find  several 
important  indications,    (a)  The  great  bulk  of  the- 
property — viz.,  13,2002. — was  invested  in  heritable 
bonds.    It  has  been  settled  by  a  chain  of  autho- 
rities, which  ought  not  now  to  be  reviewed  by 
us — viz.,  by  Sir  William  Grant  in  Johnstone  v. 
Baker  (4  Madd.  474n.);   by  Sir  John  Leach  ia 
Jemingham  v.  Herbert  (4  Buss.  388) ;  and  by  Sir 
James   Wigram  in  Allen  v.  Anderson  [5  Hare, 
1631,  that  heritable  bonds  must  be  regarded  in, 
our  courts  as  immovables.    If  so,  it  can  scarcely 
be  denied  that  the  letc  loei — i.e.,  the  law  of  Scot- 
land— must  apply  to  the  extent  of  the  13,200/.    I 
am  aware  that  there  has  been  a  change  of  invest- 
ment of  part  of  this  sum  into  Eaglish  securities, 
but  this  change  cannot  alter  the  law  applicable  to- 
the  setUement.  I  may  add  that,  as  to  the  13,2002., 
the  matter  does  not  rest  in  contract.    There  is 
an  actual  completed  assignment  of  the  heritabl» 
bonds,  (b)  There  was,  however,  5002. cash  belonging 
to  the  lady,  which  was  paid  over  to  the  trustees 
for  investment,  and  which  was,  in  fact,  invested 
in  Consols,  although  it  might  have  been  invested 
in  heritable  securities  in  Scotland.    It  seems  to- 
me that  this  sum  cannot  fairly  be  treated  as 
intended  to  be  subject  to  a  different  law  from 
that  which  is  applicable  to  the  bulk  of  the  pro- 
perty,   (c)  The  whole  frame  of  the  setUement  is- 
lu  Scoteh  form,  and  the  limitetions  are  of  such  » 
nature  that  they  can  only  take  effect  if  Scoteh 
law  is  to  be  applied.    I  therefore  feel  bound  to 
treat  this  as  a  settiement  made  in  ScoUand  by  a. 
domiciled  Scotch  ladyof  Scoteh  property,  in  Scoteh 
form,  and  subject  to  Scoteh  law.   The  trustees  ot 
this  Scoteh  settlement  must  in  Scotiand  follow- 
the  Scoteh  law,  and  their  residence  in  England,  or 
their  English  domicil,  is  irrelevant.    This  being 
so,  it  follows,  in  my  opinion,  that  we  are  bound  to 
hold  that    Sii-    Gerald    Fitzgerald    takes    such 
interest,  and  such  interest  only,  as  the  ooorta 
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in  Scotland  wonld  declare  him  entitled  to: 
iArulruther  v.  Adair,  2  My.  &  K.  613).  There 
ought  to  be  no  difference  in  a  matter  of  this  kind 
between  the  Court  of  Sesaion  and  the  High  Court. 
The  nature  and  extent  ot  his  interest  cannot 
'depend  upon  his  domicil,  although  his  capacity  to 
'deal  with  his  interest  may  perhaps  depend  upon 
his  domicil.  To  take  the  somewhat  analogous 
'Caae  of  a  life  interest  in  English  property  given 
by  the  will  of  a  domiciled  Englishman  for  the 
separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  without  power 
of  anticipation,  it  has  never,  so  far  as  I  am  aware, 
been  suggested  that  the  nature  and  extent  of  her 
interest  varied  according  as  her  domicil  wa«,  or 
•was  not,  English.  The  trust  would  be  regarded 
in  oar  courts  as  valid  and  operative,  even  though 
by  the  law  of  her  domicil  neither  the  separate  use 
nor  the  restraint  upon  anticipation  was  recog- 
nised. And,  on  general  principles,  the  same  view 
onght  to  be  adopted  by  the  courts  of  the  country 
in  which  the  married  woman  was  domiciled.  In 
«hort,  by  the  law  of  England,  it  is  the  Scotch  law 
which  must  be  applied  to  tJiis  Scotch  settlement. 
It  is,  however,  strongly  urged  that  a  strictly 
alimentary  provision  for  an  adult  male  is  not  only 
unknown  to  and  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  English  law,  as  in  general  it  undoubtedly  is, 
but  that  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  ought 
therefore  to  be  wholly  disregarded  in  an  English 
oonrt.  I  cannot  adopt  this  argument.  There  is 
nothing  immoral  in  snoh  a  provision.  Indeed, 
there  are  many  instance  in  which  pensions  or 
retiring  allowances  are  by  statute  made  not  trans- 
ferable, or  liable  to  be 'attached  by  any  legal 
process.  I  may  refer  to  the  pension  allowed 
to  a  retiring  clergyman  under  the  Incumbents' 
Resignation  Act  1871,  and  to  the  observations  of 
the  Court  ot  Appeal  on  that  statute  in  Gather- 
<ok  V.  Smith  (44  L.  T.  Rep.  439  ;  17  Ch.  Div.  1). 
Moreover,  it  has  been  long  settled  that  at 
oommon  law,  and  apart  from  any  statutory  enact- 
ments prohibiting  assignment,  certain  salaries  or 
|)ensions  are  inalienable.  For  example,  the  half- 
pay  of  an  officer.  In  Flarty  v.  Odium  (3  T.  R.  681) 
liOrd  Kenyon  says :  "  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
this  half-pay  could  not  be  legally  assigned  by  the 
'defendant.  .  .  .  Emoluments  of  this  sort  are 
granted  for  the  dignity  of  the  State  and  for  the 
oecent  support  of  those  persons  who  are  engaged 
in  the  service  of  it.  It  would,  therefore,  be 
iiighly  impolitic  to  permit  them  to  be  assigned, 
for  persons  who  are  liable  to  be  called  out  in  the 
«ervice  of  their  country  onght  not  to  be  taken 
from  a  state  of  poverty.  It  might  as  well  be 
contended  that  the  salaries  of  the  judges,  which 
«re  granted  to  support  the  di^ty  of  the  State 
and  the  administration  of  justice,  may  be 
assigned."  In  the  following  year  the  same  ones- 
tion  came  up  for  consideration  in  Lidderdeue  v. 
Jhike  of  Montrose  (4  T.  R.  248).  This  was  an 
action  by  an  officer  on  halt-pay  against  the 
IPaymasters-General  of  the  army  to  reoover 
arrears  of  his  half-pay,  and  the  only  question  was 
whether  an  assignment  by  way  of  mortgage,  of 
■whieh  the  defendants  had  due  notice,  justified  them 
<in  {withholding  the  money  from  the  plaintiff. 
TTha  court  were  dearly  of  opinion  that,  "  on  prin- 
oiplea  of  public  policy,  as  well  as  on  account  of 
the  interest  of  the  officers  themselves,  by  law  such 
aasignments  were  void."  The  mortgagee  was  not 
fierty  to  this  action,  bnfc  it  seems  to  have  been 
ihooght  that  he  might  obtain  equitable  relief, 


and  he  accordingly  filed  a  bUl  in  the  Exchequer : 
(see  Stone  v.  Lidderdale,  2  Anstr.  533).  It  was 
argued  that  the  assignment  was  good  in  equity,  as 
a  transfer  of  any  valuable  contingency  or  pos- 
sibility, if  made  for  good  consideration,  is  affirmed 
in  equity.  But  Macdonald.  C.J.,  in  a  considered 
judgment,  declined  to  accept  this  view,  and  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief  in 
equity  in  respect  of  the  mortgage.  In  short,  he 
declined  to  affect  the  conscience  of  the  mortgagor 
in  respect  of  future  instalments  of  the  half-pay. 
In  my  opinion  it  is  impossible  to  disregard  this 
"  alimentary  provision  "  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy.  The  Scotch  court  would  declare  that  the 
interest  given  to  Sir  Gerald  cannot  be  assigned, 
and  would  disregard  the  claim  of  his  specific 
mortgagees,  and  it  is  our  duty  to  follow  and 
adopt  the  Scotch  law :  (Anstruiher  v.  Adair, 
ubi  sup.).  But  then  it  was  urged  that  Sir 
Gerald  could  bind,  and  did  bind,  the  income 
as  and  when  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tees in  England,  and  that,  whatever  might  be 
the  rights  of  his  alimentary  creditors,  he  himself 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  claim  from  the  trustees 
the  income  which  he  has,  by  a  contract  binding 
on  his  conscience,  charged  in  favour  ot  his  mort- 
gagees. I  doubt  whether  thin  doctrine,  which  is 
explained  and  illustrated  by  Lord  Macnaghten  in 
Tailby  v.  Official  Receiver  (60  L.  T.  Rep.  162 ;  13 
App.  Cas.  543),  has  any  application  to  a  vested 
life  interest,  the  assignment  of  which  takes  effect, 
it  at  all,  for  reasons  wholly  independent  of  oon- 
Bcieuce.  An  assignment  of  a  vested  equitable 
interest  is  complete  and  operative,  though  volun- 
tary. It  in  no  way  depends  upon  contract,  or 
upon  anything  f ui  ther  to  be  done  by  the  assignor. 
The  doctrine  applies  only  where  there  is  no 
present  property  capable  of  assignment,  such  as 
possibilities  and  expectancies.  The  case  of  Stone 
V.  Lidderdale  (ubi  sup.)  is  an  authority  against 
the  respondent's  contention,  and  I  know  of  no 
authority  in  its  favour.  I  may  observe  that  the 
defendant  Lidderdale  was  a  domiciled  English- 
man, whose  general  capacity  to  contract  was 
undoubted.  Moreover,  this  contention  is  reaUy 
only  another  way  of  presenting  the  argument 
that  we  ought  to  disregard  the  Scotch  law.  If 
the  life  interest  is  capable  of  assignment,  the  court 
would  grant  specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
and  would  aid  the  mortgagees  by  granting  an 
injunction.  If,  however,  as  in  Stone  v.  ladder- 
dale  (ubi  sup.),  the  interest  is  non-assignable,  I 
think  it  follows  tbat  no  effect  can  be  given  to  a 
deed  purporting  to  assign  by  way  of  anticipation. 
The  decision  ot  the  House  of  Lords  in  acott  v. 
Allnutt  (2  Dow.  &  CI.  404),  which  was  relied  upon, 
does  not  really  touch  the  case.  In  my  opinion, 
the  order  of  Joyce,  J.  was  wrong,  in  so  far  as  it 
declared  that  the  whole  of  the  income  during 
the  life  of  Sir  Gerald  is  payable  to  his  ansigneeia 
or  incumbrancers,  according  to  their  respective 
priorities.  If  the  amount  of  the  income  were  very 
largf*,  any  excess  beyond  a  reasonable  amount 
would,  according  to  the  Scotch  law,  pass  to  the 
assignees  or  incumbrancers,  but  I  do  not  under- 
stand that  it  is  suggested  that  there  is  .any  excess 
in  the  present  case.  I  think  the  decWatioo 
fihould  be  to  the  effect  that  Sir  Gerald  is  ei>titled 
to  the  whole  income  during  his  lifotfree  from  the 
claims  ot  any  assignees  or  incunu>rancers,  but 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  (it  any)  of  his 
alimentary  creditors,  or  of  Miss  Fitzgerald,  fuid 
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vithont  prejadice  to  an j  prior  payment  in  respect 
of  the  policy,  which  is  the  suDJect  of  Miss  Fitz- 
gerald's appeal. 

Stiblino,  L.J.  then  read  hia  jadgment,  in 
which  he  differed  from  the  other  learned  Lord 
Justices : — ^I  agree  with  Cozens- Hardjr,  L.J.  that 
Sir  Qerald  and  Lady  Fitzgerald  entered  into  a 
oontraot  that  their  rights  in  the  property  of  Lady 
FitiZ^rald  (who  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  was 
domiciled  in  Scotland)  should  be  reg^nlated^  the 
Scotch  law  :  (Ette  v.  Brn'M,,  18  Bea7. 112 ;  Cham- 
b«r2atn  V.  JTaptsr,  15  Ch.  Div.  614).  That  property 
is  now  vested  in  trustees  who  are  domiciled  in 
England.  But  that  circumstance  is  mereJy  acci- 
dental, and  cannot,  as  between  the  trustees  and 
Sir  Gerald  Fitzgerald,  aJfect  either  the  duty  of 
the  trustees  or  the  rights  of  Sir  Gerald,  which 
mnst,  I  conoeiTe,  be  gOTcmed  by  the  law  of 
Sootlaad ;  and  if  a  Scotch  court  would  (as  I  think 
the  endenoe  shows  it  would)  hold  that  trustees 
domidled  in  Scotland  ought  to  pav  the  alimen- 
taxj  provision  made  for  Sir  Gerald  by  the  con- 
tract in  Sootch  form  of  the  20th  Sept.  1862  into 
his  hands  from  time  to  time  as  it  becomes  pay- 
able, regardless  of  the  incumbrances  which  he 
has  purported  to  create  thereon,  then,  in  my 
opinion,  this  court  ought  likewise  to  hold 
that  such  is  the  duty  of  the  trustees  in 
the  present  case.  If  Sir  Gerald  Fitzgerald 
were  a  domiciled  Scotchman  there  would  be 
nothing  more  to  be  said.  But  he  was  at  the  date 
at  the  marriage,  and  has  ever  since  been,  a  domi- 
ciled Englishman,  and  he  is  now  resident  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Engliiih  courts.  His  capa- 
city to  deal  with  his  property  is  an  incident  of  hia 
■tatns  (see  Viditz  ▼.  O'Eagan,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  794; 
(1899)  2  Gh.  569;  on  appeal,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  480 ; 
^900)  2  Oh.  87).  and,  therefore,  is  governed  by 
English  law.  Bv  that  law,  as  stated  by  Lord 
Maonaghten  in  Tailhy  v.  Official  Receiver  (60  L.  T. 
Bep.  162;  13  App.  Gas.  523,  543),  "it  has  long 
been  settled  that  future  property,  possibilities, 
and  expectancies  are  assignable  in  equity  for 
value.  The  mode  or  form  of  assignment  is  abso- 
lutely immaterial,  provided  the  intention  of  the 
parties  is  clear.  To  effectuate  the  intention,  an 
assignment  for  value,  in  terms  present  and  imme- 
diate, has  always  been  regarded  in  equity  as  a 
contract  binding  on  the  conscience  of  the  assignor, 
and  so  binding  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract 
when  it  comes  into  existence,  if  this  is  of  such  a 
nature  and  so  described  as  to  be  capable  of  being 
ascertained  and  identified."  In  Be  Coleman  (60 
L.  T.  Bep.  127 ;  39  Gfa.  Div.  443)  this  principle 
was  applied  to  an  assignment  of  an  interest  under 
a  will  to  which  the  assignor  became  entitled  only 
by  virtue  of  the  exercise,  from  time  to  lime,  in  his 
favour  of  a  discretion  vested  in  the  trustees  of 
the  will.  In  this  respect  the  capacity  of  Sir 
Gerald  Fitzgerald  is  entirely  different  m>m  that 
of  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  who,  according  to  the 
law  ot  Scotland,  is  unable  to  alienate  an  alimen- 
taiy  provision  any  more  than,  according  to  the 
law  of  England,  a  retired  officer  can  alienate  his 
halt-pay,  either  at  law  or  in  equitv,  or  a  retired 
inoamMut  the  pension  allowed  to  him  under  the 
Inonmbents  Besignation  Act  1871,  or  a  married 
woman  separate  estate  as  to  which  she  is  restrained 
from  anticipation.  In  such  cases  the  person  en- 
titled to  the  property  in  question  is  by  English 
law  incapacitated  from  dealing  with  it.  But  that 
law  does  not  in  general  recognise  any  restraint  as 


regards  the  property  of  a  nmn  of  full  age.  Z 
cannot  see  why  the  English  owner  of  an  alimen- 
tary provision,  created  by  foreign  law,  should  be 
held  to  be  incapable  of  making  a  disposition  of  it 
when  it  comes  to  his  hands.  The  f  oreigp  law  has 
full  effect  given  to  it  when  it  is  allowed  to  deter- 
mine what  ought  to  come  to  the  hands  of  Uie 
owner  in  respect  of  the  alimentary  provision; 
after  it  reaches  his  hands  he  is  not  under  anjf 
obligation  imposed  by  the  foreign  law  as  to  how 
he  should  apply  it,  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  the 
English  law  ought  to  determine  whether  that 
which  has  come  to  his  hands,  and  become  property 
at  his  disposal,  is  to  any  and  what  extent  subject 
to  obligations  arising  out  ot  dealings  valid  accord- 
ing to  that  law.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  aik 
assignment  of  an  alimentary  provision,  created 
under  foreign  law,  by  will  or  voluntary  deed  inter 
vivoi  in  favour  of  a  domiciled  Englishman  onght 
to  be  held  by  the  courts  of  this  country  to  bind 
funds  coming  in  respect  of  that  provision  to  his 
hands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  those  courts.  In 
the  present  case  the  alimentary  provision  was 
created  bv  a  contract  into  which  Sir  Gerald  entered 
for  valoaUe  consideration.  But  I  cannot  see  that 
tliis  pats  Sir  Gerald  in  a  bettor  position  than  if 
he  were  a  volunteer ;  for  I  take  it  to  be  clearly 
settled  that  the  doctrine  on  which  I  rely  applies 
to  property  acquired  by  contract  for  value  just  as 
much  as  to  property  acquired  by  gift.  In  my 
judgment,  therefore,  an  order  ought  to  be  made 
on  Uie  lines  of  that  actually  made  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Be  Coleman  {ubi  sup.),  to  which  I 
have  already  referred.  But,  although  I  have  beea 
unable  to  satisfy  myself  that  the  opinion  which  I 
have  expressed  is  opposed  to  any  existing  autho- 
rity, I  can  adduce  no  decision  in  support  of  it, 
wmle  the  weighty  and  considered  opinions  of  my 
brethren  are  adverse.  In  these  uircumstanoea 
I  cannot  regret  that  my  own  view  is  not  to 
prevail. 

Williams,  L  J.  then  read  his  judgment : — In 
my  judgment  the  anto-naptial  contract  entered 
into  by  Sir  William  Gerald  Seymour  Fitzgerald, 
then  William  Gkrald  Seymour  Fitzgerald,  and 
Miss  Lockhart,  with  the  concurrence  of  her 
mother  Lady  Lockhart,  ought  not  to  be  construed 
and  applied  according  to  English  law,  which  is 
undoubtedly  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  which  law  would 
primd  facie  determine  all  questions  arising 
under  that  marriase  contract,  but  ought  to  bo 
construed  and  applied  according  to  Scotoh  law. 
It  is  the  intention  of  the  parties,  gathered  from 
the  terms  and  circumstances  of  the  contract,  which 
determines  the  law  wh:oh  governs  it,  and  in  my 
judgment  the  Scotoh  form  of  this  contract, 
coupled  with  the  fact  that  Miss  Macdonald  Lock- 
hart at  the  time  of  the  marriage  was  a  domiciled 
Scotohwoman  and  that  the  property,  the  subject 
of  settlement,  came  from  her  family,  is  awL 
ficient  to  displace  the  prima  faeie  presumptioa 
that  the  law'  of  the  matrimonial  domicil  is  to 
govern  the  contract.  No<r,  the  Scotch  law  is 
thus  stated  by  Mr.  Murray  in  his  affidavit :  "  Bj 
the  law  of  Scotland  it  is  possible  for  a  person  to 
oreato  a  life  interest  in  favour  of  another  person, 
and  by  dechuing  that  life  rent  ts  be  alimentary 
to  exclude,  so  far  as  the  life  interest  does  not 
exceed  in  amount  a  reasonable  provision,  the  dili- 
gence of  ordinary  creditors  and  restrain  all  power 
of  anticipation.    When  theretose,  as  here,  a  lady 
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by  ante-nnptial  marriage  contract'  conveys  her 
tends  to  truntees,  it  is  possible  for  her  to  create  a 
life  rent  of  these  fnnds  in  favoar  of  her  surriring 
hnsband,  and  to  exclade  his  ordinary  creditors, 
and  to  restrain  him  from  anticipation."      The 
late  Lord  Advocate  farther  points  ont  that  the 
non-chargeable  natnre  of  such  an  alimentary  life 
rent  wonld  be  upheld  by  the  Scottish  coarts  it  the 
onestion  were  there  raised  by  a  creditor  against  a 
Scottish  tmstee,    and    says  that  it   is    for  the 
Epglish  oonrt  to  determine  whether  in  a  question 
with  the  English  creditors  of  an  English  debtor 
it  will  give  effect  to  the  Scotch  law.    Assuming, 
ss  I  do,  that  Scotch  law  governs  all  the  rights 
created  by  the  express  or  implied  force  of  the 
words  of  the  contract,  ic  may  be  that  there  are 
rights  which  operate  npou  the  contractual  rights 
which  are  governed  not  by  the  law  which  by  the 
disclosed  intention  of  the  parties  has  come  to  be 
the  "proper  law  of  the  contract,"  determining  all 
qnestions  of  its  legal  effect  and  construction,  but 
by  the  law  of  the  actual  domicil  at  the  time  when 
«ny  dealing  with  the  property  the  subject  ot  the 
contract  is  attempted,  such  as  questions  of  per- 
sonal capacity  in  oases  of  minority,  coverture,  &c. 
I  cannot,  however,  persuade  myself  that  in  this 
case  any  question  of  personal  capacity  is  raised. 
The  case  is  simply  this :   That  previous  to  the 
oiarriage  a  contract  in  the  Scotch  form,  governed 
as  to  its  legal  construction  and  effect  by  the  law 
of  Scotland,  was'execnted,  whereby  Miss  Lockhart's 
property  was  settled  upon  trust  (amongst  other 
things),  in  case  the  husband  should  survive,  that 
tiie  proceed?  of  the  estate  should  be  paid  to  him 
for  his  life,  but  that  all  payments  to  him  should 
be  strictly  alimentary,  and  should  not  be  assign- 
able nor  liable  to  arrestment  or  other  legal  dili- 
gence at  the  instance  of  his  creditors.    These 
words  of  the  contract  limit  the  interest  which  the 
bnsband  is  to  take,  in  the  same  way  as  in  an 
EDslish  marriage  contract  the  wife's  interest  is 
made  subject  to  a  restriction   on  anticipation. 
The  restriction  on  chargeability  in  either  case 
arises  out  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  the 
trust   thereunder.     There   is    no    personal  in- 
capacity.   Neither  the  wife  in  the  case  which 
I  h&ve  pat,   nor  the  husband  in  the   present 
pase,    can    claim    more  under    the    trust  than 
is    given    to    her    or     him    by   the    trust.      It 
eeems  to  me  that  no  equity  acting  on  the  con- 
science of    Sir  Seymour  Fitzgerald  can  enable 
him  in  respect  of  the  life  income  given  to  him  by 
tbe  trust  created  by  the  contract  to  do  that  with 
that  income   which  is  impossible  for  him  to  do 
according  to  the  effect  of  the  Scotoh  contract 
when  construed  by  the  Scotoh  law.    Indeed,  in 
the  matter  of  the  comparison  of  equities,  I  think 
that  no  obligations  can  bind  the  conscience  of  a 
person  taking  a  life  estate  bestowed  on  him  by 
another  more  strongly  than  the  trust  contract 
containing  the  conditions  under  which  the  donor 
has  bestowed  the  gift,  and  this  whether  the  con- 
ditions are  express  or  are   imposed  by  the  law 
gOTeming  the  contract.    Auttruiher  v.  Adair  (2 
My.  &  K,  513)  is  really  an  authority  for  the  pro- 
IKMition  that  an  English  court  of  equity  in  con- 
atraing  a  Scotoh  contract  or  enforcing  a  trust 
theremider  will  not  enforce  a  wife's  equity  to  a 
settlement  against  a  husband  who   comes  to  the 
court  to  enforce    against  the  surviving  trustee 
resident   in  London  his  right  to   have  a  fund 
transferred  to  him  absolntely  as  the  survivor  of 


his  wife  by  virtue  of  a  clause  in  the  marriage 
contract.  This  seems  to  me  in  principle  to  decide 
that  a  court  of  equity  in  England  will  not,  in  con- 
travention of  plain  provisions  in  a  foreign  con- 
tract, enforce  equities  binding  the  conscience  of  a 
beneficiary  claiming  under  that  contract.  If  I  am 
right  in  holding  that  in  this  case  no  question  of 
pei-sonal  capacity  is  raised,  and  am  also  right  in 
what  I  have  just  said  as  to  a  court  of  equity  not 
enforcing  equities  which,  though  binding  the 
conscience  of  such  a  beneficiary,  are  inconsistent 
with  the  instrument  under  which  he  claims  when 
construed  by  its  proper  law — i.e.,  the  foreign  law— 
the  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  pro- 
vision in  this  Scotoh  marriage  contract,  "that 
all  paymente  to  Sir  William  G.  S.  V.  Fitzgerald 
should  be  strictly  alimentary,  and  should  not  be 
assignable  nor  liable  to  arrestment  or  any  other 
legal  diligence  at  the  instance  of  his  creditors," 
BO  conflicts  with  what  are  deemed  in  England  to 
be  essential  public  intoreste  that  such  a  provi- 
sion could  not  be  enforced  here.  This,  as  I 
understand,  is  the  ground  on  which  Joyce,  J. 
refused  to  give  effect  to  this  provision.  He  relies 
upon  the  law  as  stated  in  sect;.  215  of  Mr.  West- 
lute's  book  on  Private  International  Law,  that 
"  where  a  contract  conflicts  with  what  are  deemed 
in  England  to  be  essential  public  or  moral 
intereste,  it  cannot  be  enforced  here,  notwith- 
standing that  it  may  have  been  valid  by  ite 
proper  law."  The  law  thus  stated  seems  to  me 
accurate  and  to  correspond,  as  pointed  out  by  Mr. 
Westlake  on  p.  40  ot  his  book,  with  art.  6  of  the 
Code  Napoleon :  "  Private  contracte  cannot 
derogate  from  laws  which  interest  public  order 
or  good  morals."  The  question  in  each  case  is 
whether  the  foreign  law  or  the  private  agreement 
oonfliote  with  a  law  in  which  the  public  order  and 
good  morals  concerned  are  essential  enough  to 
call  into  operation  the  reservation  in  favour  of 
stringent  domestic  policy  which,  in  principle,  is 
recognised  and  insisted  upon  by  all  civilised 
nations.  The  English  law,  in  so  far  as  it  refuses 
to  give  effect  to  provisions  which  affect  to  control 
the  righto  of  disposition  which  are  attached  to  an 
absolute  transfer  of  property,  does  not  seem  to  me, 
to  be  a  matter  regarding  public  order  and  good 
morals.  It  is,  I  think,  merely  a  logical  devcdop-. 
ment  from  legal  definitions  adopted  by  the  English 
law.  But  it  IS  true  that  in  its  application  this  law 
has  been  made  the  means  of  protecting  credit(»«, 
and  yet  I  do  not  think  that  in  a  country  which 
allows  restriction  on  anticipation  in  respect  of  the 
separate  property  of  a  wife  itcan  possibly  be  said 
that  to  enforce  a  provision  in  a  Scotoh  contract 
inconsistent  with  this  law  wonld  be  contrary  to 
public  order  and  good  morals,  even  though  the 
result  might  be  to  defeat  the  just  righto  of  a 
creditor.  There  are  other  instances  to  which  my 
attention  has  been  called  by  the  judgmento  of  my 
brethren,  which  I  have  been  allowed  to  read,  in 
which  sometimes  the  Legislature  and  sometimes 
the  courto  at  common  law  have  rec<^nlsed  restric- 
tions as  inconsistent  as  those  in  this  Scotoh  con- 
tract with  the  alleged  essential  rule  of  public 
order  and  good  morals.  I  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment delivered  by  Gozens-Hardy,  L.J. ;  I  cannot 
agree  with  the  conclusion  of  Joyce,  J. 

Appeal  allowed. 

On  the  application  of  counsel  for  the  respon- 
dent Colonel  Harford,  their  Lordships  granted  a 
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stay  of  execution  pending  an  appeal  to  the 
Honse  of  Lords,  on  the  terms  that  the  appeal 
should  be  presented  by  the  end  of  the  sittin;^, 
and  that  out  of  the  arrears,  of  the  alimentary 
prorision  2002.  should  be  paid  to  Sir  William 
Gerald  Fitzgerald  now,  and  that,  pending  the 
appeal,  a  moiety  of  the  alimentary  provision 
shonld  be  paid  to  him. 

March  7. — The  following  written  judgment  of 
the  court  (Williamg,  Stirling,  and  Cozens-Hardy, 
L.JJ.)  in  the  appeal  by  Geraldine  Tryphoena 
Fitzgerald  was  then  delivered  by 

Cozens-Habdt,  L.J.  —  The  appeal  of  Miss 
iltzgerald  deals  with  a  point  entirely  distinct 
from  that  raised  in  the  main  appeal.  By  the 
English  settlement,  made  on  the  marriage  of  Sir 
Gerald,  dated  the  20th  Sept.  1862,  a  pohcy  upon 
his  life  for  the  sum  of  4000L  without  profits  in 
the  Western  Life  Assurance  Company  at  an 
annoal  premium  of  792.  St.  4(2.  was  assigned  to 
the  trustees  upon  trust,  in  the  events  which  have 
happened,  for  Miss  Fitzgerald  as  the  only 
chud  of  the  marriage,  and  Sir  Gerald  entered 
into  the  nsnal  covenants  to  pay  the  premium 
and  to  keep  on  foot  the  policy.  By  the 
Scotch  settlement  of  even  date  the  first  provision 
was  that  the  trustees  might  from  time  to  time 
apply  a  sufBcient  part  of  the  income  arising  from 
the  trust  funds  in  the  Scotch  settlement  in  pay- 
ment ot  the  premium  and  such  other  moneys,  if 
any,  as  might  be  necessary  for  keeping  up  the 
said  policy  or  any  other  policy  which  might  be 
substituted  for  it  under  the  provisions  contained 
in  tiie  English  settlement.  In  consequence  of 
the  failure  of  the  office  this  policy  was  dropped. 
In  1867  a  policy  for  the  same  amount  of  40002., 
but  with  profits,  in  the  London  and  Provincial 
Assurance  Company,  was  assigned  by  Sir  Gerald 
to  the  trustees  upon  and  for  the  like  trusts,  pro- 
viuons,  and  agreements  in  the  English  settle- 
ment declared  and  contained,  or  such  of  them 
as  were  capable  of  taking  effect  in  reference  to  the 
said  poUcT.  The  deed  of  assignment  has  been 
lost,  but  toere  is  no  dispute  as  to  its  purport  and 
effect.  All  premiums  have  been  paid  up  to  a 
recent  date,  but  the  premium  on  the  substituted 
policy  was  952.  a  year  instead  of  792.,  and  the 
amount  payable  under  the  policy  with  bonuses 
was  considerably  more  thim  44002.  The  trustees 
asked  for  directions  with  respect  to  this  premium, 
Sir  Gerald  not  being  in  a  position  to  pay  it ;  and' 
Joyce,  J.  has  made  an  order  to  the  effect  that 
a  new  policy  for  44002.  without  anjr  premium 
should  be  substituted  for  the  existing  policy. 
Miss  Fitzgerald  complains  of  Uiis,  and  contends 
that  she  ought  not  thus  to  be  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  the  larger  policy,  and  that  she  is 
entitled  to  require,  if  not  the  larger  premium  of 
952.,  at  least  the  original  premium  of  792.  to  be 
paid  as  a  first  charge  out  of  the  income  of  the 
Scotch  settlement,  and  that  any  provision  that 
might  be  necessary  for  raising  the  difference  is  a 
mere  matter  of  administration.  It  seems  to  us 
that  this  contention  is  well  founded.  As  the  deed 
of  assignment  of  1877  is  not  forthcoming,  we  are 
not  entitled  to  assume  that  it  contained  any  cove- 
nant by  Sir  Grerald  to  pay  the  larger  premium  of 
952.  But  we  ^ink  it  is  clear  that  this  second 
policy  was  validly  settled  by  Sir  Gerald,  and 
that  neither  he  nor  anybody  claiming  under 
him  could  take   it  out  of    settlement   on   the 


ground  that  it  was  more  beneficial  than  the 
original  policy.  And  Miss  Fitzgerald  is  not 
to  oe  bought  off  by  giving  her  a  policy  for 
44002.,  which  is  4002.  more  than  the  pouoy  origin- 
ally settled.  She  can  claim  the  full  benefit  of  the 
policy  which  was  settled  in  1867,  and  which  ha» 
be«i  kept  up  by  Sir  Grerald  for  more  than  thirty- 
five  years.  This  being  so,  it  cannot  be  right  that, 
at  the  instance  of  the  mortgagees  of  Sir  Gerald'a 
life  interest,  income  available'  for  keeping  up  tli» 
policy  should  be  diverted  from  that  purpose.  Th» 
proper  course  would  have  been  to  direct  th» 
trustees  to  pay  792.  a  year  out  of  the  income  o£ 
the  trust  funds,  and  to  arrange  either  with  the 
office  or  with  someone  else  to  advance  the  small 
difference  as  a  first  charge  on  the  policy :  {Be 
Leslie ;  Leslie  v.  French,  48  L.  T.  Bep.  564 ;  2$ 
Ch.  Div.  552).  Unfortunately  this  cannot  now 
be  done,  because  the  policy  has,  pursuant  to  th& 
order  of  Jo^ce,  J.,  oeen  surrendered.  From 
inquiries  which  have  been  made  since  the  hear- 
ing ot  the  appeal,  it  seems  that  the  surrendered 
policy  cannot  oe  revived  or  restored.  Under  these 
ciroamstances  the  only  relief  which  we  can  give 
to  Miss  Fitzgerald  is  to  direct  the  trustees  out  of 
the  income  <»  the  Scotch  settlement  to  pay  her 
the  annual  sum  of  792.  3s.  4d.  as  from  the  date  of 
the  surrender  of  the  policy  daring  the  life  of  Sir 
Gerald.  Mr.  Badoodrs  clients  must  pay  Miss  Fitz> 
gerald's  costs  ot  this  appeal.       ^^^^  aUowed. 

Solicitors:  George  J.  Fowler;  Swrman  and 
Quekett;  Bedfem  and  Sunt;  Trower,  Still, 
IVeelijig,  and  Parkin ;  White,  Barrett,  and  Co. ; 
Keen,  Bogert,  and  Co. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 


OHANOBRY  DIVISION. 

Jan.  13  and  14. 
(Before  Btbne,  J.) 
Be  Beabd's  Tbustb  ;  BviuN  V.  Habbis.  (a) 

WUl — Forfeiture — Endotementfor  National  school 
—CUft  over  in  event  of  school  becoming  subject 
to  the  control  of  a  school  board — Education 
authority — Education  Act  1902  (2  Edw,  7, 
e.  42),  St.  1,  5,  6,  sub-s.  2,  7,  sub-s.  1  (i),  13. 

A  testator,  who  died  in  1891,  bequeathed  certain- 
shares  tn  a  bank  to  trustees  "  upon  trust  to  pay 
and  apply  the  interest  or  income  thereof  in  or 
towarut  the  annual  expenses  of"  a  national 
school  so  long  as  it  was  "  supported  by  voluntarr^ 
suhseriptioru  as  now  and  heretofore  in  addition 
to  the  Oovemment  grant,"  with  a  gift  over  in- 
the  event  of  the  school  "  ceasing  to  be  so  supported- 
or  beeomiM  subject  to  the  control  of  a  school 
board."  Since  the  death  of  the  testator  Vie 
necessity  for  subscriptions  had  practically  ceased 
owing  to  the  bequest,  but  the  managers  were  m 
debt  to  a  small  extent.  By  the  Education  Act 
1902  school  boards  were  abolished,  and  public 
elementary  schools  came  under  the  control  of  the 
county  council  as  the  education  authority. 

Held,  that  there  had  been  no  forfeiture  on  either 
of  the  grounds  mentioned  by  the  testator,  and 
that  the  gift  over  did  not  take  effect. 

la)  Beported  ij  £.  L,  Hoi'Eiss,  Esq.,  Barrliter-at-Law, 
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AdjOUBMED  SUMH0K8. 

This  was  aa  applination  by  the  trustees  of  the 
vnU  of  the  late  G.  H.  X.  Beard  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Education  Act 
19^  uDon  a  trust  for  the  endowment  of  the 
Leonara  Stanley  National  Schools,  Gloucester- 
«hire.  The  testator  died  in  May  1891.  By  his 
will  testator  bequeathed  to  the  managers  for  the 
time  beinf;  of  the  Leonard  Stanley  National 
Schools  thirty  shares  in  the  County  of  Gloucester 
Bank  Limited,  to  be  held  by  the  said  managers 
with  power  to  vaty  investments,  "  upon  trust  to 
pay  and  apply  the  interest  or  income  thereof  in  or 
towards  the  annual  ezpenaes  of  the  said  schools 
so  long  as  the  said  schools  shall  be  supported  by 
volontary  subscriptions  as  now  and  neretofore 
<or  by  a  Toluntary  rate)  in  addition  to  the  Govem- 
mest  grant ;  but  in  the  event  of  the  said  schools 
oeasing  to  be  so  supported  or  becoming  subject  to 
the  control  of  a  school  board,"  then  tne  testator 
declared,  directed,  and  bequeathed  that  the  said 
beak  shares,  or  the  investments  for  the  time  being 
repreaentiiig  the  same,  should  go  and  be  trans- 
ferred or  paid  to  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  for 
the  time  being  of  the  parish  of  Leonard  Stanley, 
to  be  held  and  applied  br  them,  in  their  absolute 
-discretion  in  or  towards  tne  repairs,  improvements, 
•or  restoration  of  the  fabric  of  the  parish  church. 

The  thirty  bank  shares  had  been  duly  trans- 
itered  by  the  executors  into  the  names  of  the 
Dtanagers  for  the  time  being  of  tlie  Leonard 
Stanley  National  Schools,  and  still  stood  in  the 
names  of  the  present  managers  as  trustees  of  this 
fond,  which  produced  an  income  of  about  1151.  per 
annum. 

These  particular  schools  were  the  only  pnblic 
•elementary  schools  in  the  parish  of  Leonard 
Stanley. 

The  school-house  was  provided  by  voluntary 
enbeoriptions,  and  was  erected  npon  land  belong- 
iBf(  to  a  private  owner  for  which  the  owners  paid 
a  rental  of  It.  per  annum. 

There  was  no  trust  deed,  but  the  schools  were 
founded  and  had  always  been  conducted  as 
Ohurch  of  England  schools. 

Up  to  the  death  of  the  testator  in  May  1891  the 
«chool8  had  had  no  endowment  except  a  sum  of 
152.  per  annum,  and  the  remainder  of  the  expenses 
•of  the  schools,  other  than  such  as  were  drarayed 
by  the  GiOTemment  grant,  had  been  provided  by 
voluntary  subscriptions,  the  testak>r  in  his  life- 
time being  one  of  the  most  generous  supporters 
<rf  tiie  schools. 

Since  the  death  of  the  testator  the  income  from 
the  thirty  bank  shares  had  generally  proved 
sufficient,  with  the  152.  and  the  Gk>vemment  grant, 
to  support  the  schools  without  the  necessi^  for 
private  Bubecripiions.  During  the  last  few  years 
there  had  been  a  small  annual  deficit,  at  the 
present  time  amounting  to  about  632.,  which  had 
been  provided  for  by  an  overdraft  at  the  bank,  for 
which  the  managers  were  personally  responsible. 

By  the  Education  Act  1902,  s.  7,  sub-s.  1  (<2),the 
managers  of  a  school  have  to  provide  funds  for 
keeping  the  school-house  in  good  repair,  and 
Mtafeng  such  alterations  and  improvements  in  the 
buildings  as  may  reasonably  be  required  br  the 
local  ecracation  authority,  and  there  was  evidence 
that  some  portion  of  the  income  of  the  fund  or 
Tolontary  subscriptions,  or  both,  would  be  needed 
for  this  purpose.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
income  of  the  fund  and  the  152.,  together  with 


the  increased  Government  grant  provided  by 
sect.  10,  sub-sect.  1,  would  probably  be  more  than 
snf&oient  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the, 
schools,  without  any  necessity  for  further  help 
from  the  rates. 

In  consequence  of  the  passing  of  the  Education 
Act  1902,  the  question  now  arose  whether  the 
income  arising  from  the  said  thirty  bank  shares 
should,  as  from  the  appointed  day  mentioned  in 
the  Act,  continue  to  be  applied  towards  the 
annual  expenses  of  the  schools,  or  be  otherwise 
dealt  with  aa  directed  by  the  Act,  or  whether  the 
bank  shares  and  dividends  thereon  from  that 
date  should  be  transferred  and  paid  to  the  vicar 
and  churchwardens  for  the  time  being  of  the 
parish,  to  be  applied  by  them  in  accordance  with 
the  trusts  of  the  wUl. 

By  the  Education  Act  1902  (2  Edw,  7,  o.  42)  t 

Sect.  1.  For  the  pnrpoMs  of  thU  Aot,  th«  oonneil 
of  every  ooonty  and  of  every  county  borough  shall  be 
the  looal  ednoation  anthority.     .     . 

Seot.  5.  The  local  edaoation  anthority  eball,  tiuoivh- 
oat  their  area,  have  the  powen  and  datiaa  of  a  sohool 
board  and  sohool  attendanoe  oommittee  under  tha 
Elementaiy  Edaoation  Aoti  1870  to  1900  and  any 
other  Aota,  inoloding  local  Aota,  and  shall  aleo  be 
responsible  for,  and  have  the  control  of,  all  seoalar  in- 
■traotion  in  pablio  dementaiy  sohoole  not  provided  by 
them ;  and  loheol  boatde  and  sohool  attendanoe  oom- 
mittees  shall  be  abolished. 

Seat.  6  (2).  All  pablio  elementary  eohoola  not  pro- 
vided by  tile  looal  edaoation  authority  shall,  in  place  of 
the  existing  managers,  have  a  body  of  managers  con- 
sisting of  a  number  ot  foundation  managers,  not 
exceeding  foor,  appointed  as  provided  oy  this  Act, 
together  with  a  number  of  manageia,  not  exoeeding  two,- 
appointed  (a)  where  the  looal  edaoation  anthority  are . 
the  ooonoil  of  a  oonnty,  one  by  that  oonnoil  and  one  by 
the  minor  local  anthority ;  and  (b)  where  the  looal 
education  anthority  are  tha  eona^  of  a  borongh  or 
urban  diatriot,  both  by  that  authority. 

Sect.  7  (1)  (d).  The  managers  of  the  sohool  shall 
provide  the  school-house  free  of  any  charge,  except  for 
the  teacher's  dwelling-house  (if  any)  to  the  looal  edu- 
cation anthority  for  nae  as  a  pablio  elementary  school, 
and  shall,  ont  of  funds  provided  by  them,  keep  the 
school-house  in  good  repair,  and  make  snoh  alterations ' 
and  improvements  in  the  buildings  aa  may  be  reason- 
ably required  by  the  looal  edncation  anthority :  Pro- 
vided that  such  damage  aa  the  looal  anthority  ocmsider 
to  be  due  to  fair  wear  and  tear  in  the  nae  of  any  room 
in  the  achool-honae,  for  the  purpose  of  a  pnblio 
elementary  school,  shall  be  made  good  by  the  local 
education  authority. 

Sect.  13  (1).  Nothing  in  tUs  Act  shall  affect  any 
endowment,  or  the  discretion  of  any  trustees  in  respeot 
thereof :  Provided  that,  where  under  the  trusts  or  other 
provisions  affecting  any  endowment,  the  income  tliereof 
must  be  applied  in  whole  or  in  part  for  those  purposes 
of  a  public  elementary  school  for  which  provision  is  to 
be  made  by  the  looal  edncation  anthority,  the  whole  of 
the  income  or  the  part  thereof  as  the  case  may  be, 
shall  be  paid  to  that  authority;  ...  (2)  Any 
money  arising  from  an  endowment  and  paid  to  a  oonnty 
connoil  for  thoae  purposes  of  a  pnblio  elementary  sohool 
for  which  provision  is  to  be  made  by  the  oonnoil,  shall 
be  credited  by  the  oonnoil  in  aid  of  the  rate  leried  for 
the  purposes  of  this  part  of  the  Aot  in  the  parish  or 
parishes  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  oonnoil,  are  served 
by  the  school  for  the  porpoaea  of  which  the  anm  is  paid, 
or,  it  the  oonnoil  so  direct,  shall  be  paid  to  the  over- 
seeia  of  the  pariah  or  parishes  in  the  proportions 
directed  by  the  council  and  applied  by  the  overseers  ia 
aid  of  the  poor  rate  levied  in  the  parish. 
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The  only  qneation  argned  apon  this  applioation 
was  whether,  in  the  events  which  had  happened, 
the  gift  over  to  the  vicar  and  chnrohwardens  took 
effect. 

Cave  for  the  trustees  of  the  f  and. 

W.  Baker  for  the  present  managers. — Owing  to 
the  generosity  of  the  testator,  there  is  not  now 
the  same  need  for  subscriptions  as  formerly,  but 
subscriptions  will  be  necessary  to  provide  a  fund 
for  the  repair  of  the  school  buildings  in  accord- 
ance  with  sect.  7,  sub-sect.  1  (d)  of  the  Education 
Act  1902.  The  managers  will  have  to  subscribe  or 
obtain  subscriptions  to  clear  ofC  the  debt  to  the 
bank,  therefore  the  schools  have  not  ceased  to  be 
supported  by  voluntary  subscriptions  within  the 
meaning  of  the  trust,  and  no  forfeiture  has 
taken  place  on  this  ground.  Sect.  5  of  the  Act 
expressly  abolishes  school  boards,  so  tiie  new 
dncation  authority  is  not  a  school  board,  and  the 
event  contemplated  by  the  testator — namely,  that 
the  school  might  become  subject  to  the  control  of 
a  school  board,  has  not  yet  happened. 

George  Lawrence,  for  the  Gloncesterahire 
Oonnty  Council,  adopted  the  above  argument. 
So  long  as  the  schools  are  not  wholly  supported 
by  pnblio  moneys  the  gift  stands,  and  the  income 
of  this  fund  is  stm  applicable  towards  the 
expenses  of  these  schools. 

Oatey  for  the  vicir  and  churchwardens. — ^The 
gift  over  takes  effect  on  tbe  happening  of  either 
of  the  tvo  events  specified  by  the  testator.  The 
schools  have  ceased  to  be  supported  by  voluntary 
subscriptions  as  heretofore,  because  since  the 
testator's  death  subscriptions  have  not  been 
required.  The  schools  have  come  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  local  education  authority,  which  is 
only  a  school  board  under  another  name.  The 
county  council  is  substituted  for  the  school 
board.  On  both  these  grounds  there  has  been  a 
forfeiture,  and  the  fund  ought  to  be  transferred 
to  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  in  accordance 
with  the  trust. 

Btbnb,  J. — In  this  case  the  testator  made  his 
will  in  1886,  and  thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  to 
the  managers  for  tbe  time  being  of  the  Leonard 
Stanley  National  Schools  thirty  shares  in  the 
Gouaty  of  Gloucester  Bank  Limited,  the  same  to 
be  held  by  the  said  managers,  with  power  to  vary 
investments,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  thereof 
in  or  towards  the  annual  expenses  of  the  said 
schools,  so  long  as  the  said  schools  should  be  sup- 
ported by  voluntary  subscriptioos ;  but  in  the 
event  of  the  said  schools  ceasing  to  be  so  sup- 
ported, or  becoming  subject  to  t&e  control  of  a 
school  board,  a  gift  over.  The  testator  died  in 
1891.  During  his  lifetime  he  appears  to  have 
found  moneys  when  wanted  for  the  purposes  of 
these  schools.  The  schools  are  built  upon  pro- 
perty in  respect  of  which  a  rent  of  only  1«.  a 
year  is  paid,  and  there  were  a  certain  number  of 
subscriptions.  As  to  what  the  amounts  were  and 
when  they  were  paid  I  have  no  information  ;  but 
up  to  the  time  of  tbe  testator's  death  moneys 
were  found  by  himself  and  by  others  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  schools  as  required.  There  was  in 
the  testator's  lifetime  an  endowment  bringing  in 
about  151.  a  year,  which  was  arplicable  to  the 
purposes  of  the  schools,  and  whicu  has  been  con- 
tinued up  to  the  present  time.  After  the 
testator's  death,  a  Mr.  Jones  found  moneys  from 
time  to  time  for  the  schools  when  wanted,  but 


there  has  never  been  any  occasion  to  call  for  sub- 
scriptions generally,  or  to  get  annual  subscribers, 
except  to  this  extent,  that  year  by  year  there  ha» 
been  some  small  sum  over  and  above  the  receipts- 
to  be  expended,  and  it  appears  that  the  managers- 
have  on  their  own  credit  obtained  an  overdraft 
from  the  bank  to  make  the  extra  payments.'  In 
all  these  years  there  is  somewhere  about  602.  du& 
to  the  bankers.  That  is  a  sum  which,  unless  th» 
money  is  forthcoming,  the  managers  have  taken 
upon  themselves  the  liability  to  pay,  and,  there- 
fore, if  tbe  bank  should  require  them  to  pay  the 
money,  and  they  were  to  pay  it,  they  would  have 
no  right  to  get  the  money  tiack  from  anyone  else,, 
and  they  would  in  fact  become  subicribers  f or  the 
necessary  amount.  Now  in  consequence  of  the 
gift  of  the  testator,  and  in  consequence  of  the- 
passing  of  the  Education  Act  of  1902  (if  tho8» 
funds  given  by  the  testator  are  available,  in 
addition  to  the  old  endonments  and  in  addition 
to  the  Grovemment  grant  provided  by  sect.  10  of 
the  Act  of  1902},  there  will  be  ample  funds  for 
carrying  on  these  schools  properly  without  having 
to  call  &r  any  further  subscriptions,  and,  indeed, 
perhaps  enough  to  pay  off  in  a  short  time  th» 
sum  due  to  the  bankers  for  past  over- expenditure. 
It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  vicar  and  church- 
wardens that  the  gift  over  has  taken  effect,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  nothing  like 
a  receipt  of  subscriptions,  either  annually  or 
otherwise,  ft>r  the  period  I  have  mentioned,  and, 
further,  that  the  gift  over  takes  effect  either  if 
the  schools  "  cease  to  be  supported  by  voluntary 
subscriptions  as  now  and  heretofore  in  addition 
to  the  Grovemment  ^rant,"  or  iu  the  event  of  it» 
becoming  "subject  to  the  control  of  a  school 
board."  With  reference  to  the  latter,  I  am 
satisfied  that  that  event  has  not  taken  place, 
because  this  school  has  never  yet  come  under  the 
control  cf  a  school  board.  The  local  education, 
authority  is  now  the  county  council.  It  has  many , 
duties  formerly  discharged  by  the  school  boards ;. 
but  the  Act  expressly  abolishes  school  boards  in 
so  many  words.  The  new  education  authority  is 
now  a  different  body  from  the  former  school 
board.  It  has  a  different  constitution  and  different 
rights  and  powers.  The  question  is.  Can  the 
schools  be  said  now  to  be  "  supported  by  voluntary- 
subscriptions  as  now  and  heretofore  in  addition 
to  the  Government  grant "  P  How  were  they 
supported  before  tbe  testator's  death  P  They  • 
were  supported  by  voiuntiry  subscriptions  so  far  • 
as  the  endowment  was  not  sufficient.  Now  tha , 
testator,  knowing  the  position  of  affairs,  gave 
only  the  income  of  this  fund  in  or  towards  the 
annual  expenses  of  the  schools  so  long  as  they 
"  shall  be  supported  by  voluntary  subscriptions  as 
now  and  heretofore."  That  is,  in  aid  of  th» 
endowment  for  the  time  being  existing ;  and  it 
appears  to  me  tbat  he  must  have  contemplated 
that  these  subscriptions  that  he  referred  to- 
would  only  be  such  subscriptions,  if  any, 
as  were  necessary,  with  the  endowment,  to 
support  the  schools.  In  my  opinion  there  has 
not  yet  been  any  forfeiture  under  this  clause, 
and  consequently  the  trustees  are  not  bound, 
to  transfer  this  fund  to  the  vicar  and  church- 
wardens. 

Solicitors :  Le  Braesettr  and  Oakley,  for  E.  B. 
Hay  garth,  Cirencester;  Walker  and  Eowe,  for 
/.  Lapage  Norris,  Stroud ;  Field,  Boscoe,  and  Co^ 
for  E.  2.  Gar  do  m,  Gloucester. 
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Dec.  15  and  16,  1903. 

(Before  Fakwell,  J.) 

Be  Whitakeb  ;  Whitakbb  v.  Palheb.  (a) 

Adminiatration — Bankruptcy  and  Chancery  rule* 
€u  to  dieirihution  of  surpZut — Imolvent  estate — 
Maeter'e  eertifieate — Ettate  originally  iruolvent 
enabled  throtigh  fund  falling  in  to  pay  principal 
of  all  debt* — Interest  payable  hy  law — Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1883  (46  <fc  47  Vict.  e.  52).  s.  40— 
Order  £F.,rr.  62,  63. 

An  estate  originally  insolvent,  and  no  found  bi/ 
the^  v^aslers  eertifieate  in  an  administration 
action,  was  augmented  through  a  fiind  falling 
in  through  the  court's  setting  aside  a  settlement, 
ayid  so  became  able  to  pay  the  principal  of  all 
debts,  but  not  the  full  interest  even  on  debts  that 
carried  interest  at  law. 

Held,  that  interest  must  be  paid  according  to  the 
bankruptcy  and  not  the  Chaneery  rules. 

Re  Henley  (75  L.  T.  Bep.  307)  not  followed. 

SUXMOKS. 

On  the  ISth  Feb.  1899  an  order  was  made  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  William 
Angastna  Whitaker,  deceased.  The  plaintiCFs 
were  Susannah  Matilda  Maria  Whitaker  and 
others,  and  the  defendants  were  John  William 
Palmer,  execntor  of  the  will,  and  others.  The 
case  is  reported  on  another  point  83  L.  T.  Rep. 
342 ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  676,  and,  on  appeal,  83  L.  T. 
Rep.  449 ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  9.  ' 

It  was  there  certified  by  the  master  that  two 
settlements  'of  5000!.  and  14  0002.  made  by  the 
testator  and  dated  the  Ist  Oct!  1889  and  2l8t  Deo. 
1896  were  debts,  and  it  was  held  in  that  case  that 
they  ranked  pari  passu  with  the  other  creditors, 
the  one  estate  being  deemed  to  be  insolvent.  By 
a  deed  of  coTenant  of  the  .HOth  Ang.  1886 
the  testator  on  his  marriage  with  Miss 
Bryant  covenanted  to  pay  her  an  annuity  of 
4001.  per  annum,  and  he  subsequently  made  a 
voluntary  settlement  of  property  on  her  by  an 
indenture  dated  the  5th  Oct.  1894.  By  an  order 
<^  the  29th  July  1902,  on  a  second  further  con- 
sideration of  the  action,  the  voluntary  settlement 
was  declared  void  against  creditors,  except  in  so 
far  as  it  was  necessary  to  secure  the  annuity.  It 
was  ordered  that  an  annuity  should  be  purchased 
for  her  and  the  rest  of  the  money  paid  into 
conrt.  The  effect  of  this  decision  was  that  the 
ostate,  which  was  formerly  held  to  be  iosol- 
Temt,  became  solvent,  and  that  there  was  a 
balance  of  abaut  4002.  or  5002.  to  the  good.  The 
solicitors  of  the  Cardiff  branch  of  the  London 
and  Provincial  Bank,  who  were  creditors  for  a 
large  amount,  raised  the  point  whether,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  in  their  case  interest  was  payable 
by  law,  while  in  the  case  of  the  other  creditors  it 
was  only  payable  under  the  rules  of  the  court,  the 
bank  would  be  entitled  to  be  paid  its  interest 
first,  as  would  be  the  case  if  the  Chancary  rules 
prevailed.  The  surplus  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  pay  the  interest  of  this  debt  in  full.  A 
summons  raising  the  question  was  taken  out  and 
adjourned  into  court. 

8.  B.  L.  Druce  for  the  trustees  of  the  voluntary 
settlement. 

E.  Ford  for  the  London  and  Provincial  Bank. 
—The  fact  that  there  is  a  surplus  ousts  the 

(a)  Baportei]  I>t  J.  Aktbur  pBiCK.Eaq.,  B*rrl«tar«t-L»w. 


bankruptcy  rules  and  makes  the  Chancery  rules 
apply.    The  case  is  covered  by 
Re  Henley,  75  L.  T.  litp.  S07 ; 
Order  LY ,  r.  63. 
T.  L.  Wilkinson  for  creditors  whose  debts  did 
not  carry  interest  by  law. — The  rules  of  bank- 
ruptcy  still  apply,  for  the  estate  is  insolvent  in 
that  it  cannot  pay  interest  on  a  debt  which  by  law 
carries  interest.    In  Be  Henley  the  estate  was  able 
to  pay  interest  in  full  on  all  debts  that  by  law 
carried  interest.    Be  Whitaker  (83  L.  T.  Rep.  449) 
is  an  authority  that  the  bankruptcy  rules  apply 
when  an  estate  is  insolvent. 

E.  P.  Hewitt  for  a  creditor  of  the  same  class.— 
Even  where  an  estate  is  unable  to  pay  the  costs  of 
administration,  the  bankruptcy  and  not  the 
Chancery  rules  apply : 

Se  Leng,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  407 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  652. 
He  also  referred  to 

Re  Hopkiae,  30  L.  T.  B*p.  627  ;  18  Ch.  Div.  370  ; 
Re  Summers,  60  L.  T.  Sap.  45  ;  13  Ch.  Piv.  136. 
/.  G.  Micilethuiait  for  other  creditors  of  the 
same  class. 
J.  G.  Wood  for  the  executors. 

Fabwell,  J. — This  is  in  some  way  a  difficult 
case.  Before  the  Judicature  Act,  the  rules  in 
bankruptcy  and  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  differed 
as  to  the  payment  of  interest  in  the  case  of  an 
insolvent  estate.  Sect  10  of  the  Judicature  Act 
1875  provides  that  "  in  the  administration  by  the 
court  of  the  assets  of  any  person  who  may  diO' 
after  the  commencement  of  that  Act  and  whose 
estate  may  prove  to  be  insufficient  for  the  pay- 
ment in  full  of  his  debts  and  liabilities,  and  in  the 
winding.up  of  any  company  under  the  Companies 
Acts  1862  and  1867  whose  assets  may  prove  to  be 
insufficient  for  the  payment  of  its  debts  and 
liabilities  and  the  ooste  of  winding-up,  the  same 
rules  shall  prevail  and  be  observed  as  to  the 
respective  rights  of  secured  and  unsecured ' 
creditors  and  as  to  debts  and  liabilities  provable 
and  as  to  valuation  of  annuities  and  future  and 
contingent  liabilities  respectively  as  may  be  in 
force  for  the  time  under  the  law  of  bankruptcy.^ 
Is  this  estate  now  insufficient  to  meet  the  debts' 
and  liabilities  o{  the  deceased  debtor  P  It  wjas 
insufficient  originally  when  the  estate  was  being 
administered,  but  since  then  a  settlement  has  been 
set  aside,  and  the  estate  has  been  increased  by  an 
unexpected  fund,  so  that  it  is  now  able  to  piy  the- 
principal  of  all  debts.  But  there  is  not  a  surplns 
available  to  pay  all  interest  due  up  to  the  date  of 
payment  in  respect  even  of  debts  that  carry 
interest  at  law.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  is  the  estate 
insufficient  P  Has  eveiy  creditor  who  has  come 
in  been  paid  everything  that  he  was  entitled  in 
any  way  to  be  paid  as  interest  P  I  think  that  itis 
clear  ttiat  the  estate  is  insolvent  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sect.  10.  I  should  therefore  hold  that  the 
bankruptcy  rules  apply,  but  I  am  told  that 
North,  J.  decided  to  the  contrary  in  Be  Henley 
{ubi  sup.),  and  1  am  asked  to  follow  that  decision. 
Now,  Rigby,  L.J.  in  Be  Whitaker  (1901)  2  Ch.,  at 
p.  12J  says :  "  Sect.  10  provides  (among  other 
things)  that  the  rules  for  the  time  being  in  force 
in  buikraptcy  as  to  debts  provable  shall  apply  in 
the  adminisUation  by  the  High  Court  of  the 
estate  of  a  deceased-  insolvent.  Upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  words  I  think  they  do  not 
deal  simply  with  the  proof  of  debts.    The  same 
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mles  are  to  prerail  '  as  to  debts  and  liabilities 
ptiOTable.'  I  cannot  read  these  words  as  meaning 
simply  '  as  to  the  proof  of  debts  and  liabilities.' 
I  think  they  mean  that,  whatever  general  rules 
are  in  force  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the 
time  being  with  resard  to  debts  and  liabilities 
provable  shall  apply  in  the  administration  of 
insolvent  estates  in  Chancery."  It  is  said  that 
interest  in  this  case  would  cot  be  provable  in 
bankruptcy.  This  in  a  way  is  true.  StiU  the 
creditor  gets  it  there  as  something  incidental  to 
his  provable  debts.  I  think,  however,  tbat 
Higby,  L.J.  intended  to  show  the  true  con- 
atrnotion  of  the  section  in  the  Judicature  Act 
—that  it  was  broader  than  was  supposed  in 
-eases  like  Be  Maggi  (46  L.  T.  Hep.  362; 
20  Ch.  Div.  545).  It  would  be  a  carious 
resnlt  if,  following  the  decision  of  North,  J. 
in_  Ze  Henley,  the  court  were  on  one  set  of 
principles  to  pay  the  principal  debts  owing, 
and  on  another  set  of  principles  to  pay  the 
interest  due  thereon.  As  to  that  decision,  it  may 
iw  distinguishable  from  this  case  on  the  grounds 
nrged  in  the.argnment,  that  there  the  estate  was 
actaally  solvent,  for  it  was  able  to  pay  all  prin- 
cipal debts  and  all  legal  interest,  though  unable 
to  pay  what  may  be  called  bounty  interest.  In 
my  opinion,  however,  this  is  immaterial.  Even 
if  the  case  were  the  same  as  the  case  heie,  it 
would  be  inconsistent  with  Re  Whitaker.  I  do 
not,  therefore,  follow  it,  and  I  hold  that  the 
surplus  is  distributable  according  to  the  bank- 
ruptcy rules. 

Solicitors :  Gamlen,  Burdeit,  and  Gamlen  ;  Ride- 
dale  and  Son,  for  Orover,  Grovtr,  and  William- 
$on,  Cardiff;  Indermaur  and  Brotun;  Stow, 
Preiton,  and  Lyttelton,  for  Keary,  Stokes,  and 
White,  Chippenham. 


Feb.  26  and  March  1. 

(Before  Far  well,  J.) 

Lawson  v.  Betnolds  and  others,  (a) 

■Tuttiees — Mayor  of  borough — Borough  juatice  ex 
o£Scio— Coun/t/  Justice  sitting  within  tlie  borough 
—Mayor's  right  in  preside — Borough  business — 
Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882  (45  &  46  Vict. 
c.  50),  ««.  154, 155. 

If  a  borough  has  no  separate  commission  of  the 
peace,  so  that  the  inayor  is  a  borough  justice 
virtnte  officii,  he  is  not  entitled  to  take  the  chair 
at  a  sitting  within  the  borough  of  county  justices 
where  the  court  is  sitting  as  a  petty  sessvmal 
division,  the  fact  that  the  offence  being  tried  was 
committed  entirely  within  the  borough  makes  no 
difference. 

The  emression  "  business  of  the  borough,"  as  used 
in  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  *.  155 
(2),  m^ans  the  business  which  a  court  auembled 
by  the  mayor  of  a  borough  transacts.  The  busi- 
neu  of  a  court  sitting  as  a  petty  sessional 
division  is  county  business  and  remains  so, 
although  the  particular  ease  being  tried  might 
have  been  treated  as  borough  business. 

The  principle  ofR.v.  Sainsbury  (1791. 4  T.  B.  451) 
applied. 

Bt  Boyal  Charter,  dated  the  17th  Aug.  1903,  the 
Urban  District  of  Homsey  was   constituted  a 

(a)  Bnportnd  b;  H.  C  UARSIA,  Eaq.,  Barrlatar-at-Law. 


borough.  The  creation  of  this  borough  took 
effect  on  the  9th  Nov.  1903,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
on  that  day  elected  mayor  of  the  borough. 

By  virtue  of  holding  tbat  office  he  became  a 
borough  justice,  and  on  the  same  day  he  duly 
took  the  oath  of  allegiance  and  the  judicial  oaths 
required  to  be  taken  by  a  justice  in  accordance 
with  sect.  157  (2)  of  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  1882. 

The  new  borough  forms  part  of  the  Highgata 
petty  sessional  division  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex.  There  is  no  separate  commission  of 
the  peace  for  the  borough,  and  there  has  been  no 
grant  of  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions  of 
the  peace  to  the  borough. 

For  some  years  the  justices  of  the  county  have 
sat  at  a  court  house  situate  in  Archway-road, 
within  the  borough  of  Homsey,  where  they  have 
held  special  petty  sessioiU  for  the  Highgate 
Division. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  entitled  under 
sect.  155  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882 
to  take  the  chair  at  the  meetings  of  the  county 
justices  at  the  conit  house  wbpnever  busineRs 
arising  out  of  acts  committed  within  the  borough 
was  being  transacted. 

The  county  justices  passed  a  resolution  on  the 
25th  Nov.  19i)3  of  which  the  following  is  a 
minute : 

The  jnstioes  are  not  prepared  to  admit  the  right  o( 
the  mayor  to  t*k«  tbe  ohair  daring  the  lieuing  of  casaa 
ariiing  in  the  borongh. 

The  justices,  however,  intimated  to  the  plaintiff 
that  they  were  prepared  to  consider  any  claim, 
made  on  his  behalf  to  take  the  chair  for  any 
specific  business  arising  within  the  boroufth. 

On  the  9bh  Dec  1903,  when  the  county  justices 
had  met  in  the  ordinary  course  at  the  court 
house  for  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the 
petty  sessional  division,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to 
take  the  ohair  for  the  trial  of  a  youth  charged 
under  2  &  3  Yict.  c.  47,  a.  54  (15),  with  throwing 
stones  to  the  damage  or  danger  of  any  person. 
This  offence  had  bwn  committed  within  the  area 
of  the  borough. 

The  defendants  (being  the  j  ustioes  of  the  county 
then  present)  refused  to  admit  the  plaintiff's 
claim. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  commenced  this  action, 
the  writ  being  issued  on  the  11th  Deo.  1903. 

The  following  sections  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act  1882,  in  addition  to  sect.  155,  which 
is  set  forth  in  extenso  in  the  judgment,  were 
referred  to  in  the  coarse  of  the  argument : 

Sect.  15  (5).  He  shall,  sobjeot  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  rsapeoting  jnstices,  have  precedanoe  in  all 
plaoei  in  the  boroogb. 

"  He  "  in  the  above  sub-section  is  "  the  mayor." 

S«ot.  154  (1).  When  a  borough  has  not  a  aepaiate 
oonrt  of  qoarter  seasiana,  the  jaatioea  of  the  ooonty  io 
whiob  the  borongh  la  sitoate  shall  exercise  the  iaria- 
diction  of  jnaticaa  in  and  for  the  borough  as  fnliy  as 
they  can  or  onght  in  and  for  the  oonnty. 

Sect.  156.  It  ahall  be  Uwfol  for  tbe  Qneen,  on  the 
petition  of  the  council  of  a  borongh,  to  grant  to  the 
borongh  a  asparste  commiision  of  the  peace. 

Sect.  157  (1).  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Qneen,  from 
time  to  time,  to  assign  to  any  peraona  Her  Majesty's 
commission  to  act  aa  instioes  in  and  for  each  borongh 
having  a  separate  oonuniaiion  of  the  peace.  (2)  A 
justice  for  a  borongh  ahall  rot  be  capable  of  acting  as 
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moh  until  ha  ha«  taken  the  oathg  .reqairad  to  be  taken 
bj  jnitioes,  except  the  oath  as  to  qoalifioation  bj 
estate,  and  made  befcra  the  mayor  or  two  other  mem- 
beiB  of  the  eonnoU  a  decUration,  aa  in  the  eighth 
■ohednle.  (3)  He  mnat,  while  acting  as  snch,  reside  in 
or  -within  eeven  milsa  of  the  borough,  or  oooapy  a  honse, 
warehonae,  or  other  property  in  the  boronfth.    .     .     . 

Sect.  158  (1).  A  jnatioe  for  a  borongh  shall,  with 
napeet  to  offenoes  committed  and  matters  arising 
within  the  borongh,  havs  the  same  jnrisdietion  and 
authority  as  a  jaatics  for  a  oonnty  has  nnder  any  local 
or  K«naral  Act  with  respect  to  offenees  oomwitted  and 
matters  arising  within  the  oonnty;  except  that  he 
•hall  not,  by  Tirtaa  of  his  being  a  jostioe  for  the 
hoxongb,  act  aa  a  jnstioe  at  any  conrt  of  gaol  delivery 
«r  qnartar  ssssions,  or  in  making  or  levying  any  ooonty 
or  borongh  rate. 

Maemorran,  K.C.  and  E.  Becmmont  for  the 
plaintifC. — We  anbmit  that  the  plaintiff  is  clearly 
entitled  to  the  right  he  now  daitna  in  view  of  the 
wordings  of  sect.  155  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porationB  Act  1882.  The  older  statute — viz.,  the 
Mnnioipal  CorporationB  Beform  Act  (5  &  6 
Will.  4,  0.  76)  only  provided  by  sect.  57  that  the 
mayor  of  a  borongh  ahoold  have  "  precedence  in 
all  places  within  the  boronsh."  This  was  held  in 
Ex  parte  the  Mayor  of  Birmingham  (3  L.  T. 
Rep.  270;  30  L.  J.  2,  Q.  B.)  to  refer  only 
to  social  and  not  mat^sterial  precedence.  The 
present  Act  goes  farther,  and,  after  pro- 
viding that  the  mayor  shall  have  precedence 
"  over  all  other  justices  acting  in  and  for  the 
borongh,"  sect.  155  goes  on  :  "  And  be  entitled  to 
take  the  chair  at  all  meetings  of  justices  held  in 
the  borough  at  which  he  is  proaent  by  virtue  of 
his  office  of  mayor ;  except  that  he  shall  not  by 
virtue  of  this  section  have  precedence  over  the 
^'usticea  acting  in  and  for  the  county  in  which  the 
borongh  or  any  part  thereof  is  situate,  unless  when 
acting  in  relation  to  the  buaineas  of  the  borongh." 
This  can  only  relate  to  magisterial  precedence. 
Where,  as  in  this  case,  there  are  no  quarter 
sessions  nor  commission  of  the  peace,  the  county 
justices  and  the  mayor  and  ex-mayor  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  within  the  borongh ;  the 
mayor  and  ex-mayor  bein^  borough  justices  ex 
officio  (Municipal  Corporabons  Act  1882,  ss.  154, 
156) — that  is,  county  justices,  with  their  powers 
limited  to  a  special  locality,  viz.,  the  borongh: 
(Mayor  of  Beigate  v.  Hart,  L.  Bep.  3  Q.  B.  244, 
248).  This  exactly  brings  the  case  within  the 
wording  of  the  exception  in  sect.  155  (2),  and  the 
mayor  is  therefore  entitled  to  preside  when  the 
justices  are  acting  in  relation  to  the  business  of 
the  borough.  The  sole  question  becomes,  there- 
fore, what  is  "business  of  the  borough."  We 
submit  that  it  is  any  business  which  comes  before 
the  jnstioes  for  transaction  and  which  has  arisen 
entirely  within  the  borongh.  Just  such  a  case  in 
fact,  as  this  offence  of  throwing  stones  within 
the  borongh:  (see  the  definition  of  "borongh 
business"  in  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  20,  ss.  2,  16.) 
They  also  referred  to 

Reg.  V  WhMU$,  1849, 13  Q.  B.  248 ; 

WiUon  T.  Strugnell,  45  L.  T.  fisp.  219 ;  7  Q.  B. 
Div.  548; 

Hnnioipal  Corporations  Act  1882,  f.  15  (1). 

Warmington,  K.C.  and  DatuiktoerU,  K.C. 
{Eustace  Hills  with  them)  for  the  defendants. — 
Sect.  155  (2)  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
1882  does  not  give  the  mayor  the  right  to  preside 
at  petty  sessions.    The  mayor  and  ex- mayor  can 


hold  sittings  in  their  borough,  and  the  mayor  is 
then  entitled  to  prpside,  even  though  assisted  by 
county  justices.  Here  the  county  justices  were 
meeting  to  take  petty  sesnional  business  and  not 
borough  business,  and  the  mere  fact  that  a  cer- 
tain offence  to  be  tried  was  committed  within  the 
borough  does  not  alter  the  business  from  petty 
sessional  to  borough  business  as  suggested.  If 
"  business  of  the  borongh  "  was  intended  to  mean 
what  has  been  suggested,  why  was  not  the  expres- 
sion in  sect.  158,  "  offences  committed  and  matters 
arising  within  the  borough,"  employed  P  A  con- 
sideration of  the  old  common  law  position  will 
throw  light  on  what  was  meant  by  borough 
bnsiness.  The  original  position  of  borongh 
jnstioes,  who  could,  since  27  Hen.  8,  o.  24,  be 
appointed  by  Royal  Charter  alone,  is  dearly  seen, 
by  the  cases  of 

BlankUy  r.  Wimfanley,  1789,  3  T.  R.  279  v 

B.  V.  Sain^ury,  1791.  4  T.  E.  451 ; 

Jones  V.  William,  1825,  3  B.  *  C.  762  ; 

B.  V.  Amos,  1819,  2  B.  &  Aid.  533. 
From  these  we  see  that  the  Municipal  Cor- 
porations Act  1882,  in  dealing  with  this  subject, . 
was  to  a  great  extent  declaratory.  Sect.  154  (1) 
stated  the  recognised  position  in  boroughs  where 
there  were  no  quarter  sessions.  Then  seots.  156, 
157, 158, 159,  and  160  state  how  a  separate  com- 
mission of  the  peace  is  obtained,  and  deal  with  the 
E>8ition  of  boroush  justices  in  such  a  case,  and 
y  down  what  had  been  long  recognised  at 
common  law,  that  the  borongh  justices  and 
county  justices  were  to  have  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion. Sect.  155  (1)  deals  with  the  case  where 
there  is  no  commission  of  the  peace,  and  exact 
that  the  mayor  and  ez-mayor  shall  be  borongh 
justices  virtute  officii,  and  it  is  submitted  that 
the  intention  of  the  Act  was  to  give  them  the 
status  of  borough  justices,  as  set  forth  in  tbe- 
Bubsequent  sections  and  no  more.  Sect.  155  (2)" 
must  then  relate  to  the  position  when  there  is  a 
separate  commission  of  the  peace  for  the  borongh, 
while  the  exception  in  that  sub-section  exactly 
covers  a  case  like  the  present,  and  gives  no  pre- 
cedence to  the  mayor,  because  borough  business 
■woB  not  being  transacted.  The  county  justices- 
had  assembled  to  transact  bnsiness  of  the  petty 
sessional  division,  that  is  county  business.  They 
had  seisin  of  the  jurisdiction  in  the  bnsiness 
before  them  as  being  county  business,  and  in 
accordance  with  B.  r,  Sainsbury  {ubi  stip.)  no 
part  of  that  business  could  be  intercepted  by  the 
borough  justices  and  treated  as  borough  busi- 
ness. We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  pk.intiff's 
contention  must  fail.    They  also  referred  to 

Jt.v.  Justices  of  Devon,  1818,  1  B.  <fc  Aid.  588; 

Darby  v.  The  Qusen,  18*5, 12  CL  *  P.  520. 
Maemorran,  K.C.  in  reply. 

March  1. — Fabwell,  J.  delivered  the  following 
written  judgment : — The  Mayor  of  Homsey  claims 
a  declaration  that  he  is  entitled,  by  virtue  of 
sect.  155  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882, 
to  precedence  over  all  justices  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  when  sitting  at  petty  sessions  within 
the  borough  and  acting  in  relation  to  the  busi- 
ness of  the  borough  under  the  following  circam- 
stanoes.  The  borough  of  Homsey  forms  part  of 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  was  incorporated  by 
Royal  Charter  of  the  17th  Aug.  1903.  The  plain- 
tiff was  duly  elected  mayor  of  the  borough  on  the 
9th  Nov.  1903,  and  has  taken  the  oath  of  allegi- 
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anoe  and  the  judicial  oaUu  reqairod  to  be  taken 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  borough  and 
also  Dy  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county. 
The  borough  baa  not  a  separate  court  of  quarter 
seasiona,  nor  has  it  a  separate  oomiDiasion  of  the 
peace,  and  the  county  justices  continue  to  hold 
petty  sessional  courts  for  the  Highgate  Dirision 
]n  exactly  the  same  way  as  they  held  them  before 
the  incorporation,  and  their  juriadiction  is  in  no 
way  abridged  or  affected  by  the  inoorpsration. 
1h»  question  turns  on  the  true  0(m8trnction  of 
(sect.  155  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act  1882, 
-which  is  as  follows :  "  (1)  The  mayor  shall,  by 
-Tirtue  of  his  offioe,  be  a  j  ustice  for  the  borough,  and 
shall,  nnless  disqualified  to  be  mayor,  continue  to 
'be  snch  a  justice  durmg  the  year  next  after  he 
'Xseaaea  to  be  mayor.  (2)  The  mayor  shall  have 
precedence  over  all  other  justices  acting  in  and 
for  the  borough,  and  be  entitled  to  take  the 
chair  at  all  meetings  of  justices  held  in  the 
borough  at  which  he  is  present  by  virtue  of  his 
office  of  ma^or ;  except  that  he  shaii  not,  b^  Tirtae 
-■of  this  section,  have  precedence  over  the  justices 
..acting  in  and  for  the  county  in  which  the  borough 
or  any  i>art  thereof  is  situate,  unless  when  acting 
in  relation  to  the  businoEs  of  the  borough,  or 
over  any  stipendiary  magistrate  eng;aged  in 
administering  justice.  The  Act  obviously  con- 
'templates  that  the  mayor  will  sit  with  the  county 
justices,  and  gives  him  the  right  to  take  the 
-chair  at  all  meetings  of  justices  held  in  the 
4>oroaghat  which  be  is  present  virtuie  ojffieii,  and 
•not  merely  at  meetings  of  borough  justices,  for, 
'having  regard  to  the  exception,  I  cannot  read 
"jostioes  OS  it  it  were  "such  justices."  This 
right  to  attend  meetings  of  the  county  justices  is 
in  accordance  with  the  general  law  as  laid  down 
in  B.  V.  Amos  (1819,  2  B.  &  A.  533).  and  stated 
l^  Lord  Blackburn  in  Mayor  of  Beigate  v.  Hart 
(L.  Bep.  3  Q.  B.  244,  at  p.  248),  that  in  a  borough 
where  there  is  no  court  of  quarter  sessions  and 
no  non-intromittant  clause  in  the  charter  (which 
is  this  case)  the  justices  of  the  borough  have  no 
exclusive  juriadiction  within  the  borough  and  no 
jntisdiolion  beyond  the  borough,  but  act  in  ease 
and  in  aid  of  the  county  justices,  so  far  as  they 
act  upon  what  are  at  the  same  time  borough  and 
county  offences,  and  all  acts  that  the  borough 
justices  can  do  oan  be  done  by  the  county  justices. 
The  county  justice^  and  the  borough  justices 
have  exactly  the  same  powers  and  authorities, 
but  the  ambit  of  the  exercise  of  such  powers  is 
different — that  of  the  county  justices  includes, 
and  that  of  the  borough  justices  is  limited  to, 
offences  committed  within  the  borough.  They 
may  act  together  (per  Lord  Kenyon,  B.  v. 
Sainsbury,  4  T.  B.  4.S1,  at  p.  456),  and  the  county 
justices  cannot  lawfully  exclude  the  borough 
justices  {Beg.  v.  Williamson,  7  Times  L.  B«p, 
534),  and  the  county  justices  can,  if  they  please, 
sit  with  the  borough  justices  in  petty  sessions 
for  the  borough  and  dispose  of  borough  business. 
This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of  the  excep- 
tion. I  observe  that  the  sub- section  begins  by 
giving  precedence  and  the  right  to  take  the  chair, 
while  the  exception  specifies  precedence  only,  and 
I  do  not  forget  that  under  the  Act  5  and  6 
Will.  4, 0.  76,  it  was  held  that  words  giving  prece- 
dence only  applied  to  social  and  not  to  magis- 
terial precedence,  e.g..  Ex  parte  Mayor  of  Bir- 
mingham (30  L.  J.  2,  Q.  B.),  but  I  do  not  think 
that  it    is  possible  eo  to  limit    the    exception, 


having  regard  to  the  reference  to  buainesa. 
The  next  question,  to  my  mind,  is,  "What  is 
meant  by  *  the  business  of  the  borough  ?'"  ■  The 
facts  in  the  present  case,  and  on  which  alone 
I  express  an  opinion,  are  as  follows:  On  the 
9th  Dec.  1903  the  county  justices  for  the  petty 
sessional  division  of  Highgate  sat  at  Hornsey  in 
petty  sessions.  The  business  of  the  court 
included  an  information,  laid  against  Gerald 
Herman  for  throwing  stones  within  the  borough 
on  a  summons  against  Herman  signed  by  a  oount^' 
justice.  On  the  case  being  called  on  the  mayor 
claimed  the  right  to  take  the  chair  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  entitled  so  to  do  on  all  cases  in  which 
the  offence  had  been  committed  within  the 
borough.  His  right  was  not  admitted,  and  this 
action  is  brought  to  establish  snob  right.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  mayor  has  no  such  right.  The 
court  was  sitting  as  a  petty  sessional  division, 
not  as  petty  sessions.  The  summons  was  granted 
by  a  county  justice,  and  the  county  justices  had 
full  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  the  case.  The  fact 
that  if  there  were  a  mayor  and  ex- mayor,  so  as 
to  constitute  a  quorum,  they  could  have  sat  in 
petty  sessions  (see  Beg.  v.  WhittUt,  1849, 
13  Q.  B.  24S,  at  p.  254)  and  have  granted  a  sum. 
mens  to  bring  the  prisoner  before  them  does  not 
make  the  trial  of  this  offence  business  of  the 
borough.  It  was,  in  fact,  business  of  the  county, 
and  not  the  less  so  because  it  might  in  certain 
events  have  been  dealt  with  as  business  x>t  the 
borough.  Even  if  there  were  a  quorum  of 
borough  justices,  they  could  not  as  snch  try  the  case 
after  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  justices  had 
attached.  When  a  case  has  once  been  earmarked 
as  county  business  or  borough  business  by  the 
issue  of  a  proper  summons  to  appear  before  the 
county  or  the  borough  tribunal,  as  the  case  may 
be,  the  county  justices  or  the  borough  justices,  as 
the  case  may  be,  have  seisin  of  it,  and  the  other 
body  of  justices,  although  having  concurrent 
jurisdiction,  cannot  intercept  the  case.  The 
question  before  me  is  governed,  in  my  opinion,  by 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  B. 
v.  Saintbury  (4  T.  B.  451),  that  where  two  sets  of 
magistrates  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  and  one, 
appoints  a  meeting  to  grant  ale  licences,  their 
jurisdiction  attaches  so  as  to  exclude  the  others, 
although  both  might  sit  together-  I&  that 
case  the  mayor  and  some  of  the  aldermen  of  the 
City  had  by  charter  jarisdiction  in  South wark, 
but  as  the  charter  contained  no  non-intromittant 
clause  the  justices  of  Surrey  had  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction.  Lord  Kenyon,  at  p.  456,  says :  "  But 
another  question  has  arisen  and  which  is  proper 
should  be  settled,  whether  it  be  legal  (for  whether 
it  be  decent  or  decorous  no  person  can  doubt)  for 
two  sets  of  magistrates,  having  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction  to  run  a  race  in  the  exercise  of  any 
part  of  their  juriadiction  P  It  is  of  infinite 
importance  to  the  public  that  the  acts  of  magis- 
trates should  not  only  be  substantially  good,  but 
also  thbt  they  should  be  decorous.  The  facts  in 
this  case  are  shortly  these :  Some  of  the  justices 
for  the  county  of  Surrey,  having  before  them  the 
statute  of  26  Greo.  2,  and  knowing  that  the  licences 
ought  to  be  granted  on  a  certain  day  and  time, 
appointed  a  day,  the  4th  Sept.,  for  licensing 
afehouaes  in  this  division,  on  which  day  they 
accordingly  held  their  meeting ;  and  certain  of  the 
magistrates  of  the  City  of  London,  who  in  general 
are  competent  to  this  pvirpose,  appointed  another 
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meaUiig  on  a  aabaeqaent  dav.  Bat  the  jariadic- 
tioo  of  the  jasticeB  who  had  appointed  the  first 
meeting  had  aUached  before  thia  time ;  not, 
indeed,  ao  as  to  ezolnde  the  Oity  jaaticea  from 
aotisg  at  the  firat  meeting,  for  they  might 
all  haTe  acted  together ;  but  it  exdoded 
the  Git^  joatioea  of  their  jarisdictioa  to  act  on 
tiie  aaoaeanent  day.  On  the  general  qneetion, 
thwefore,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Snrrey 
jaetioee  and  the  magiatratea  for  the  City  have  a 
co-ordinate  juriadiction  within  this  district ;  and 
that  the  meeting  of  the  City  jaaticei  in  thia  case 
was  illegal,  the  joriadiotion  of  the  other  magi- 
stratee  having  first  attached."  In  my  opinion  the 
major  in  the  case  before  me  oonld  not  issne  a 
•mnmona  against,  or  hold  a  petty  aeaaiona  for  the 
borough  on,  a  prisoner  already  anmmoned  before 
the  oonnty  jastioes,  because  the  juriadiction  of 
the  latter  had  already  appropriated  it  as  county 
boBineaa,  and  by  parity  of  reaaoning  he  cannot 
be  heard  to  intervene  and  say  that  it  is  borough 
boriness  for  the  purpose  of  founding  upon  it  a 
«laim  to  take  the  coair  at  a  meeting  of  the  county 
jostioee  sitting  for  the  petty  sessional  diviaion  to 
try  it.  It  waa,  in  fact,  ab  inilio  and  remained 
throughout  county  buitineaa.  In  the  same  way, 
if  there  were  a  borough  petty  sessions  and  the 
eammona  had  req^nired  the  priaoner  to  attend 
there,  the  oonnty  juatioes  could  not  have  inter- 
ested it,  and  if  they  had  chosen  to  ait  at  the 
borough  sessions  the  mayor  would  have  taken  the 
chair.  The  result  is  that  the  action  fails  and  is 
diamisaed  with  costs. 

SoUidtor  for  the  plaintiff,  L.  J.  Tatham. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  Biehard  NichoUon. 


Wednetday,  Jan.  20. 
(Before  Eadt,  J.) 
Be  Kino  ;  Tkatebs  r.  Eellt.  (a) 
WxU—Conttraetion — Settlement  ettate  duty  pay- 
able  on  jteraonalty  —  Direction  to  pay  testa- 
mentary expense! — Finance  Act  1896  (59  Jt  60 
Viet.  e.  28),  «.  19,  tubs.  1. 
A  fettator  w^  died  in  1899,  by  his  will  made  in 
•  1895,  beqiteathed  legacies  to  three  sons  "  free  of 
.  alt  duties,"  and    then  bequeathed  legacies  of 
larger  amounfo  to  his  daughter  and  two  younger 
aone  without    adding   the  words  "free  of  all 
■duties,"  and  directed  his  daughter's  legacy  to 
be  retained  by  the  trustees  and  held  upon  the 
»ame  trusts  as  her  share  of  residue  thereinafter 
^iven  to  her.    He  then  gave  his  residuary  real 
euid  personal  estate  to  his  trustees  upon  trust 
Jor   conversion,  and  directed   that  out  of  the 
proceeds    of  sale   the   trustees  should  pay  his 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts  and 
legacies    and    the    legacy    duty    thereon,    and 
ahould  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  in  trust 
for  his  daughter  and  his  two  younger  sons.    He 
afterwards    settled  the  daughter's  share  upon 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  issue. 
Upon  an  originating  summons  taken  out  by  the 
trustees  for  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether  the  settlement  estate  duty  payable  on 
the  daughter's  settled  legacy  and  settled  share  of 
residue  tea*  payahle  out  of  that  legacy  and  share 
of  residue  or  out  of  the  general  residuary  estate  : 
Held,  thai  the  settlement  estate  duty  was  not  a 

w)  Boported  bjrJ.  T>DSTBAa,K«q.,  BuTlater-U-Iiaw. 


testamerUary  expense,  and  was  payable  out  of 
the  settled  property  arul  not  out  of  the  general 
residuary  estate. 
John  EiNO.who  died  on  the  26th  March  1899,  by 
his  will  made  on  the  11th  Nov.  1895  gave  oertun 
pecuniary  and  specific  legacies,  and  then  gave  to 
each  of  his  sons,  John  W.  King  and  Henry  M. 
King,  a  legacy  of  12,0002. "  free  of  all  duties,''  and 
to  his  daughter  Annie  M.  C.  Kelly,  then  and 
ther^  described  as  Annie  M.  0.  King,  and  two 

?ounger  sons,  Arthur  Herbert  King  and  Alfred 
'hillp  King,  the  legacy  of  20,0002.  each,  the  expres- 
sion "  free  of  all  duties  "  not  being  repeated  in  the 
case  of  the  last-mentioned  iM^usies.  The  will 
then  settled  the  two  lM;aoies  of  12,0002.  each  upon 
certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees  and 
their  respective  families ;  and  the  legacy  of  20,0002. 
given  to  his  daughter  was  directed  to  be  retained 
by  the  tmstees  and  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as 
the  daughter's  share  of  residue.  The  testator 
devised  bis  residuary,  real,  and  personal  estate 
upon  trusts  for  conversion,  and  directed  that  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  sale  the  trustees  should  pay 
his  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  d^ts 
and  legacies,  and  the  legacy  duty  thereon,  and 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  in  trust  for 
his  three  younger  children,  the  said  Annie  M.  0. 
Kelly,  Arthur  H.  King,  and  Alfred  P.  King,  in 
equal  shares.  The  will  tnen  contained  a  settlement 
of  the  daughter's  share  of  residue  for  the  benefit 
of  herself  and  issue. 

This  was  an  originating  summons  taken  ont  by 
the  trustees  of  the  will  for  the  determination  of 
the  question  whether  upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  will  the  settlement  estate  duty  payable  on 
the  settled  legacy  of  20,0002.  and  on  the  aettled 
share  of  the  residuary  estate  thereby  bequeathed 
on  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  Annie  M.  0.  Kelly 
and  her  children,  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
testator's  general  residuary  estate,  or  whether, 
such  duty  was  payable  out  of  such  settled  legacy 
and  settled  share  of  the  residuary  estate. 

The  settlement  estate  duty  in  question  had 
already  been  paid  by  the  trustees  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Finance  Acts  1894  to  1900. 

The  testator's  daughter  Annie  M.  0.  Kelly 
married  on  the  28th  July  1900,  and  had  issue  on^ 
child,  a  daughter. 

Stuart  Bevan,  for  the  trustees,  stated  the  facts. 

Oeorge  Lawrence  for  lirs.  Kelly  and  her  child. 
— The  settlement  estate  duty  on  the  settled 
legacy  of  20,0002.  bequeathed  to  Mrs.  Kelly,  and 
on  the  settled  share  of  residue  given  to  her  and 
her  childrem,  is  payable  out  of  the  testator's 
general  residuary  estate.  The  will  directs  the 
trustees  to  pay  his  testamentai7  expenses  ont  of 
the  proceeds  of  sale  of  his  residuary  estate,  and 
settlement  estate  duty  is  a  testamentary  expense 
and  is  included  in  that  direction.  A  direction  to 
pay  estate  duty  includes  the  payment  of  settle- 
ment estate  duty : 

R»  Leveridge ;  Spain  v.  Iitjoinire,  85  L.  T.  Bep. 
458;  (1901)  2  Ch.  830. 
And  a  direction  to  pay  testamentary  expenses 
includes  payment  of  estate  duty  on  personalty, 
which  must  be  paid  before  a  grant  either  of 
probate  or  administration  is  obtained  : 

B«   Clemow ;  Yeo  v.  Cltmow,  82  L.  T.  Eep.  550 ; 

(1900)  2  Cb.  182  ; 
Re  Treasure;  WOi  v.  Stanhim,  83  L.  T. Esp.  142  ; 
(1900)  2  Cb.  648. 
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In  Be  Sharman ;  Wright  v.  Sharman  (84  L.  1. 
Rep.  859;  (1901)  2  Ch.  280)  it  was  decided  that 
estate  duty  payable  in  respect  of  real  estate  was 
not  a  "  testamentary  expense  "  within  a  direction 
contained  in  a  will  of  a  testator,  who  died  after 
the  Land  Transfer  Act  1897,  for  payment  of  hia 
debts,  f  aneral  and  testampntary  expenses,  ont  nf 
his  personal  estate,  bat  Kekewioh,  J.  said  in  his 
judgment  that  the  argument  was  that  "on  the 
principle  of  Be  Clemow  {ubi  sup.)  the  estate  duty 
on  real  estate  is  not  a  testamentary  expense^ 
becanse  it  is  not  reqnired  to  be  paid  by  the 
executor  in  order  to  obtain  probate,"  and  "  apply- 
ing, therefore,  the  principle  of  Be  Chmote  {ubi  sup.) 
to  this  case,  I  think,  on  this  pai-t  of  the  argument, 
that  the  expression  '  testamentary  expenses '  does 
not  include  estate  duty  payable  in  respect  of  real 
estate."  But  in  Sharp  v.  Lush  (10  Ch.  Div.  468), 
Jessel,  M.H.  gives  tesfaaraentary  expenses  a  wider 
meaning,  stating  that  he  could  not  distinguish 
between  "  executorship  expenses "  and  "  testa- 
mentary expenses,"  and  that  the  former  were 
expenses  incident  to  the  proper  performance  of 
the  duty  of  an  executor  in  the  same  way  as  testa- 
mentary expenses  were,  neither  more  nor  less.  In 
Be  Prince  ;  Godwin  v.  Prince  (78  L.  T.  Rep.  790 ; 
(1898)  2  Ch.  225)  Stirling,  J.  referred  to  the  fact 
that  since  the  Land  Transfer  Act  the  Probate 
Division  has  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  realty  as 
well  as  personaltv.  In  Be  Dixon ;  Penfold  v.  Dixon 
(85  L.  T.  Rep.  622;  (1902)  1  Ch.  248)  it  was  held 
that  estate  duty  on  a  reversionary  fund  ap- 
jwinted  by  a  testator  under  a  power  was  not 
payable  by  his  executors.  In  Be  Maryon-  WiUon ; 
Wilson  v.  Maryon-WiUon  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  171; 
(1900)  1  Ch.  5G5)  the  settlement  estate  duty  was 
decided  to  be  payable  out  of  the  settled  fund ;  but 
that  does  not  alter  the  principle  that  settlement 
estate  duty  is  a  testamentary  expense.  It  is  now 
made  payable  out  of  the  settled  property  nnless 
the  will  contains  an  express  provision  to  the 
contrary ;  and  is  payable  within  six  months  after 
the  testator's  death,  or  such  further  time  as  the 
commissioners  may  allow : 

Finance  Act  1896,  i.  19. 

Bolt  for  Arthur  H.  King  and  Alfred  P.  King, 
the  other  residuary  legatees.  —  The  question  is 
whether  there  is  in  this  case  express  provision  to 
the  contarary  under  sect  19  (1)  of  the  Finance 
Act  1896  so  as  to  prevent  the  duty  from  being 
payable  out  of  the  settled  property.  Settlement 
estate  duty  is  not  a  testamentary  expense  like 
estate  duty,  as  estate  duty  must  be  paid  in  order 
to  obtain  probate,  while  settlement  estate  duty  is 
not  paid  until  after  probate  has  been  taken  out. 
This  is  the  distinction  made  in 

Re  llaryon  -  TTtUon  j    ITtlton  v.  Karyon  -  WiUon 

(ubi  tup.)  J 
Re  Clemouji  Yeo  v.  Ctamoio  (uM  tup.). 

There  are  two  other  authorities  on  the  question. 
Be  Lewis;  Lewisy.  Smith  (82  L.T.  Rep.  291 ;  (1900) 
2  Ch.  176)  and  Be  Duke  of  St.  Albans ;  Loder  v. 
Duke  of  St.  Albans  (1900)  2  Ch.  873),  in  which 
settlement  estate  duty  was  distinguished  from 
estate  duty  and  not  treated  as  a  testamentary 
expense.  The  testator  has  shown  an  intention 
that  the  legacy  of  20,000Z.  is  not  to  be  paid  free  of 
duty,  and  uie  onus  lies  on  the  leg>atees  to  prove 
that  the  settlement  estate  duty  on  their  legacies 
is  payable  out  of  residue.     It  is  not  a  testa- 


mentary expenw,  but  in  the  same  position  a» 
legacy  ^uty  under  the  Legacy  Duty  Act. 

Oeorge  Lnwrenne  in  reply. — ^The  case  of  Be 
Lewis ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis  (uhi  sup.)  is  not  an  autho- 
rity on  the  questioa  whether  settlement  estate 
duty  is  a  testamentary  expense,  and  that  point 
was  not  raised  in  Be  Dnhe  of  St.  Albans  (ubi  sup.). 
The  question  here  is :  Is  it  part  of  the  executor's 
duty,  as  executor,  to  pay  settlement  estate  duty  ? 
The  right  answer  is  yes,  and  therefore  settlement 
estate  duty  is  a  testamentary  expense. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Jan.  26. — Eadt,  J.  stated  the  facts  as  above 
set  out,  and  continued : — Mrs.  Kelly  contends 
that  the  executors  and  trastees  ought  to  pay  out 
of  residue  the  settlement  estate  duty  on  the 
20,0002.  legacy  and  share  of  residue  settled  on  her 
and  her  issue.  The  owners  of  the  other  two 
thii-d  shares  of  residue  contend  that  the  duty 
must  be  borne  by  the  settled  property.  Having 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  sect.  19,  sub-sect.  1,  of 
the  Finance  Act  1896,  the  settlement  estate  duty 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  legacy  and  share  of 
residue  unless  the  will  contains  an  express  pro- 
vision to  the  contrary.  The  gift  "  free  of  al) 
duties "  does  not  apply  to  the  20,000Z.  legacy. 
Reliance  was,  however,  placed  upon  the  direction 
contained  in  the  will  to  pay  "  testamentary 
expenses  "  ont  of  residue,  and  it  was  urged  that 
the  case  of  Be  Leveridge ;  Spai»  v.  Lejoindre  (85 
L.  T.  Rep.  458  ;  (1901)  2  Ch.  830)  decided  that 
settlement  estate  duty  was  estate  duty,  and  that 
Be  Clemow  ;  Yeo  v.  Clemow  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  550  ; 
(1900)  2  Ch.  182)  decided  that  estate  duty  was 
included  in  a  direction  t3  pay  testamentary 
expenses,  and  therefore  that  setUement  estate  duty 
was  a  testamentary  expense,  and  ought  in  the 
-present  case  to  be  paid  out  of  residue.  It  was. 
however,  pointed  out  by  Kekewich,  J.  in  Be 
Clemow  that  estate  duty  takes  the  place  of 
probate  duty,  and  in  Be  Treasure ;  Wild  v.  Stan- 
ham  (83  L.  T.  Rep.  142  ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  648)  the 
same  learned  judge  stated  (at  p.  653)  that  the 
previous  decision  was  based  entirely  on  the 
reasoning  that  as  payment  of  estate  duty  was 
essential  to  obtaining  a  grant  of  probate,  that 
duty  must  be  considered  as  much  a  testamentary 
expense  as  any  other  payment  necessarily  or  pro- 
perly incurred  by  the  executors  for  that  purpose. 
It  is  clear  that  probate  duty  was  a  testamentary 
expense :  (Davies  v.  Fowler.  29  L.  T.  Rep.  285  ; 
L.  Rep.  16  Eq.  308).  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  held  that  estate  duty  on  real  estate  is  not  a. 
testamentary  expense,  as  executors  are  not  bound 
to  pay  it  in  order  to  obtain  probate :  (Be 
Sharman  ;  Wright  v.  Sharman,  84  L.  T.  Rep. 
859 ;  (1901)  2  Ch.  280).  SetUement  estate  dufy 
is  not  payable  in  order  to  obtain  probate,  sub- 
sect.  2  of  sect.  19  of  the  Finance  Act  1896  allow- 
ing in  evej7  case  six  months  after  the  death  within 
which  it  may  be  paid,  and  in  my  opinion  it  has 
no  analogy  to  prooate  duty.  Then  how  can  th» 
settlement  estate  duty  be  considered  a  "  testamen- 
tary expense  "  P  In  Sharp  v.  Lush  (10  Ch.  Div. 
468)  Sir  Qeorge  Jessel  said  that  he  could  not 
distinguish  between  "  executorship  expenses  "  and 
"  testtunentary  expenses,"  and  that  executorship 
expenses  were  expenses  incident  to  the  proper 
performance  of  the  duty  of  the  executor,  in  the 
same  way  as  testamenta^  expenses  were,  neither 
more  nor  less.      After  burying  the  deceased,  the 
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-first  duty  of  the  executor  is  to  pi-ove  the  will, 
and  formerly  the  probate  duty  waa,  and  now  the 
«8tate  duty  is,  a  payment  which  must  be  made 
before  probate  can  be  obtained,  as  it  must  be  paid 
on  delivering  the  Inland  Revenue  affidavit,  or 
affidavit  made  for  probate.  The  settlemeiit  estate 
ctuty  is  not  then  payable.  The  executor  is  made 
accountable  for  the  settlement  estate  duty,  and  he 
mast  accordingly  see  that  the  duty  is  paid  before 
parting  with  the  legacy  or  share  of  residue,  or 
assenting  to  the  bequest ;  but  in  like  manner  the 
«xecator  ia  also  accountable  for  and  liable  to  pay 
legacy  duty,  on  retaining  or  paying  legacies,  and 
certainly  it  cannot  be  contended  tbat  a  direction 
in  a  will  tc  pay  "  testamentary  expenses  "  would 
«xtend  to  legacy  duty  on  legacies  uut  otherwise 
«xpre88ed  to  be  given  free  of  legacy  duty.  In  Be 
Levrit;  Leicis  ▼.  Smith  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  291 ;  (1900) 
2  Ch.  176)  it  was  held  that  a  direction  in  a  will  to 
pay  '*  testamentary  expenses,  including  all  duties 
payable  by  law  oat  of  my  estate,"  did  not  include 
settlement  estate  duty.  Again,  in  Be  Dnhe  of  St. 
Albant ;  Loder  v.  Duke  of  St.  Albant  (1900)  2  Ch. 
873),  where  the  will  contained  a  direction  to  pay 
funeral  and  testamentaiy  expenses  and  debts, 
legacies,  and  annuities  oat  of  residue,  and 
charged  the  real  estate  with  any  deficiency,  it 
was  held  by  Stirling,  J.  that  the  settlement  estate 
'du^  on  certain  coutingeat  legacies,  which  were 
to  he  treated  as  settled,  must  be  borne  by  the 
legatees,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the 
Coort  of  Appeal  in  Be  Marytyn-WiUon  (82  L.  T. 
Bep.  171 ;  (1900)  1  Gh.  565).  In  my  judgment  a 
direction  to  pay  '*  testamentary  expenses  "  does 
not  extend  to  settlement  estate  duty,  and 
therefore  the  will  in  question  does  not  contain 
Any  expi-ess  provision  within  the  meaning  of  sub- 
4sect.  1  of  sect.  19  of  the  Finance  Act  1896.  The 
duty  must  be  borne  by  the  settled  property. 

Solicitors:  Bole,  Turner,  and  Knight;  Arthur 
H.  King. 


Wednetday,  Jan.  27. 

(Before  Eadt,  J.) 

Be  Glatton  EHOiNEBBiira  and   Electbical 

GONSTEUCTION  COMPAMT  LIMITED,  (a). 

Company — Dehentwre-  holders'  action — Insufficient 
aaseti — Cost  of  second  mortgage  debenture-holders 
made  defendants. 
In  an  action  by  first  mortgage  debenture-holders  of 
a  limited  company,  in  which  the  company  arid 
the  second  mortgage  debenture-holders  were  made 
defendants,  the    assets   proved    insufficient    to 
taiitfy  the  claims  of  the  first  mortgage  debenture- 
holders. 
On   the  further  consideration  of  the  action  the 
question  was  raised  whether  the  second  mortgage 
debenture-holders  made  defendants  ought  to  be 
allowed  their  costs. 
Held,  that  the  second  mortgage  debenture-holders 

made  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  costs. 
The  action  was  commenced  in  April  1902  by  the 
plaintiff  George  Boddington,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  otber  the  holders  of  an  issue  of  20,000Z. 
first  debentures  of  the  company,  against  the  com- 
pany and  the  holders  of  second  mortgage  deben- 
tnres  thereof,  claiming :  An  account  of  what  was 
due  to  the  plaintiff  and  all  other  holders  of  the 

(a)  Beported  by  J.  Tbdstbaii,  B»q.,  Burlster-at-Lav. 


first  mortgage  debentures;  a  declaration  that 
such  first  mortgage  debentures  constituted  a 
charge  on  the  undertaking  and  property  of  the 
company ;  that  the  security  of-  the  first  mort- 
gagu  debentures  should  be  enforced ;  a  receiver 
and  manager;  and  further  lelief. 

On  the  8th  Nov.  1902  judgment  was  obtained 
in  accordance  with  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  on  the 
8tia  Dec.  1903  the  master  made  his  certificate 
stating  the  result  of  the  proceedings  nnder  the 
judgment. 

The  company  had  entered  into  voluntary  liqni- 
dation  in  Oct.  1901,  and  a  liquidator  waa  then 
appointed  for  the  purposes  of  such  winding-up. 

On  the  15th  Dec.  1903  a  summons  was  taken 
ont  by  one  of  the  defendants  to  vary  the  master's 
certificate,  which  summons  came  on  to  be  heard 
with  the  further  consideration  of  the  action  on 
the  27th  Jan.  1904. 

It  then  appeared  that  the  assets  of  the  company 
were  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  the 
holders  of  the  first  mortgage  debentures ;  and  the 
question  was  raised  whether  the  holders  of  the 
second  mortgage  debentures  who  were  made  defen- 
dants were  entitled  to  any  costs. 

Sargant  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  second  mort- 
gage debenture-holders  made  defendants  are  not 
entitled  to  any  costs,  but  must  look  to  the  surplus 
(if  any) : 

Falmar's  Company  Freoedeats,  9th  edit,  vol.  3, 

p.  710 ; 
Mortgage    Insurance    Corporation    v.     Canadian 

Agricultural,  ^.,   Company  Limited,  84  L.  T. 

Bep.  861 ;  (1901)  2  Ch.  377  ; 

Percy  W heeler  ior  the  first  mortgage  debenture- 
holders  other  than  the  plaintiff. — The  first  mort- 
gage debenture-holders  attending  are  admittedly 
entitled  to  their  costs. 

Errington  for  the  second  mortgage  debentnre- 
holders  made  defendants. — The  second  mortgage 
debenture-holders  made  defendants  ought  to  be 
allowed  their  costs.  The  rule  as  stated  in  Palmer's 
Company  Precedents  is  not  established  by  tJie 
case  of 

Mortgage   Insurance    Corporation    r.    Canadian 
Agricultural,  ^e  ,  Company  Limited  (ubi  sup.) 

Eadt,  J. — ^The  rule  is  correctly  stated  in 
Palmer's  Company  Precedents,  9th  edit.,  vol.  3, 
p.  710,  that  "The  defendant  company  in  a 
debenture  or  debenture  stock  action  is  not 
entitled  to  coats  unless,  indeed,  the  action  fails : 
M»tgage  Insruranee  Corporation  t.  Canadian 
Agricuitwral,  Sec,  Company  Limited,  84  L.  T.  Bep. 
861 ;  (1901)  2  Ch.  377).  The  company  must  look 
to  the  surplus ;  nor  are  second  deoenture-holders 
made  defendants  entitled  to  costs ;  they  also  mast 
look  to  the  surplus "  ia  correct.  This  is  similar 
to  the  rule  which  applies  to  actions  respecting 
mortgages  where  subaequent  incumbrancers  are 
made  defendants ;  but  when  subsequent  incum- 
brancers are  plaintiffs  different  considerations 
arise.  In  the  present  case  the  second  debenture- 
holders  are  made  defendants  and  are  not  entitled 
to  costs. 

Solicitors  :  Beale  and  Co. ;  Jacques  and  Co.,  for 
Bidd,  Miller,  and  Fletcher,  Hoimfirth;  E.  W. 
Oliver, 
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Tuetday,  Feb.  9. 
(Before  Eadt,  J.) 
Afun  v.  Stonb.  (a) 
WUl — Con$tmetion  —  Gift   to    daughter    or    her 
ehildren— Attestation  by  daughter'*  hutband — 
Failure  of  gift  to  daughter's  children — Wills  Act 
1837  (1  Vict.  e.  26),  s.  15. 

A  Uttator  who  died  in  1886  by  his  will,  which  was 
attested  by  the  husband  of  one  of  his  daughters, 
directed  that  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  which 
happened  in  the  lifetime  of  that  daughter,  half 
of  his  freehold  estate  should  go  to  that  daughter 
or  her  children. 

Held,  that  as  the  gift  to  that  daughter  was  void  by 
virtue  of  sect.  15  of  the  Wills  Act  1837,  the  gift 
to  her  children  also  failed. 

William  Gbanobe  by  hi*  will,  dated  the  20th 
Aug.  1885,  after  giving  to  his  wife  Mary  Ann 
Oranger  an  annuity  of  40L  for  life,  charged  on 
his  freehold  estate  in  Surrey,  and  providing  that 
the  remainder  should  be  divided  between  his 
daughter  Hannah  Doble's  children  until  the 
decease  of  his  wife,  proceeded  as  follows : 

And  after  tbe  deomie  of  my  trifa  Muy  Ann  Onager 
the  whole  of  the  freehold  eatata  ihall  be  eqoally  divided, 
one  half  to  my  daughter  Huinah  Doble's  ohildren  and 
one  half  to  my  dani^hter  Ellen  Norton  or  her  children. 
I  alao  give,  deviie,  and  beqaeath  unto  my  laid  wife,  tbe 
said  Mary  Ann  Granger,  her  exeonton,  administrators, 
and  auigns,  my  leasehold  property  ooniiitisg  of  all 
fnmitnre  and  tha  fnll  benefit  of  the  polioy  of  insnranoe 
effected  npon  my  life  and  all  other  property  that  I  may 
be  posseiied  of  at  the  time  of  my  decease  :  and  on  and 
after  the  decease  of  my  wife  Hary  Ann  Granger, 
whether  before  or  after  me,  her  property  shall  fall  to  my 
danghter  Ellen,  bnt  snbjeot  to  the  psymenU  of  my  jnet 
debts,  fnneral  and  testamentary  ezpenesi,  and  I 
appoint  my  laid  wife  and  my  said  danghter  Ellen 
ezeontora  of  this  my  will. 

One  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  will  was 
John  Norton,  the  husband  of  the  testator's 
danghter  Ellen,  who  was  married  to  him  on  the 
10th  Jan.  1884,  and  by  whom  she  had  four 
children,  all  infants. 

The  testator  died  on  the  31st  .Tan.  1886,  and  the 
will  was  proved  on  the  23rd  Feb.  1886  by  the 
testator's  widow,  Mary  Ann  Granger,  and  his 
danghter  Ellen  Mary  Norton,  in  the  will  desciibed 
as  Ellen  Norton,  the  executrixes  therein  named. 
'■  Mary  Ann  Granger  died  on  the  26th  Jan.  1903. 
'  An  action  for  partition  or  sale  of  tbe  testator's 
freehold  estate  was  commenced  on  the  14th  Dec. 
1903,  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  being  persons 
claiming  under  the  trift  to  the  children  oi  the 
testator's  dauehter  Hannah  Doble ;  and  on  the 
6th  April  1903  jndgment  was  given  directing 
(inter  alia)  inqniries  as  to  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  testator's  freehold  property,  and  tbe  estates, 
interests,  shares,  and  proportions  to  and  in  which 
they  were  respectively  entitled. 

By  the  master's  certificate,  dated  the  14th 
Dec.  1903.  made  in  pursuance  of  the  judgment 
in  the  action,  it  was  certified  that  Ellen  Mary 
Norton  was  entitled  to  one  half  of  a  moiety  of 
the  testator's  freehold  property  in  fee  simple  as 
ao-heiress  at  law  of  tbe  testator,  and  that  Robert 
Doble  was  entitled  to  the  other  half  of  such  moiety 
in  fee  simple  as  co-heir  at  law  of  the  testator. 

This  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  Ellen  Mary 
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Norton  and  her  children,  who  had  been  served 
with  notice  of  the  jndgment  and  had  appeared 
in  the  action,  asking  that  the  master's  oertifioate 
might  be  varied  by  striking  out  the  finding  thafc 
Ellen  Mary  Norton  was  entitled  to  one  hjdC  of 
one  moiety  of  the  fee  simple  of  tbe  testator's 
freehold  property  as  co-beiress  at  law  of  the 
testator,  and  that  Robert  Doble  was  entitled  to  the 
other  half  of  such  moiety  as  co-heir  at  law  of  the 
testator,  and  by  inserting  a  finding  or  statement 
that  tbe  said  Ellen  Mary  Norton  was  entitled  to 
the  whole  of  snch  moiety  as  devisee  under  the 
testator's  will,  or  (alternatively)  that  the  infant; 
applicants  were  entitled  to  such  moiety  aa 
devisees  under  the  said  will. 

Austen-CartmeU  for  Ellen  Mary  Norton  and 
her  children. — The  gift  must  be  read  aa  a  gift  to 
Ellen  Mary  Norton,  or,  if  for  any  reason  ihe 
gift  to  her  fails,  then  to  her  children.  Therefore, 
as  the  gift  to  Mrs.  Norton  is  blotted  out  by  the 
effect  of  sect.  15  of  the  Wills  Aot,  her  children 
take.  The  cases  of  Jull  v.  Jeusobs  (35  L.  T.  Rep. 
153:  3  Cb.  Div.  703)  and  Lainson  v.  Lainson- 
(18  Bear.  1)  show  that  this  applies  to  the  real 
estate,  and  Eavestaff  v.  Austin  (19  Beav.  591) 
shows  that  the  same  rule  prevails  with  respect  to 
personalty.  The  decision  in  Lainson  v.  JbatNson- 
(u6t  sup.)  was  approved  by  Ghitty.  J.  in  Be 
Totcnsend's  Estate  ;  Toumsend  v.  Toumsend  (3& 
L.  T.  Rep.  674;  34  Oh.  Div.  357).  [Eadt.  J.— 
These  decisions  all  refer  to  reveisionary  giita, 
and  do  not  apply  to  the  present  oase.l  Itt 
Re  Clark  (53  L.  T.  Rep.  591 ;  31  Ch.  Div.  72)  the 
rule  was  applied  to  an  alternative  gift. 

Gatey  for  the  parties  to  tbe  action. — This  is 
the  case  of  an  immediate  alternative  gift,  and 
the  cases  of  JuU  v.  Jacobs  {ubi  sup.),  Lainson  r. 
Lainson  (ubi  sup.),  Eavestajf  v.  Austin  (ubi  sup.), 
and  Be  Townsend's  Estate  ;  Toumsend  v.  Townseni 
(ubi  sup.),  which  are  cases  of  reversionary  gifts, 
have  no  application ;  and  Be  Clark  (ubi  sup.)  is 
the  case  of  a  gift  to  a  life  tenant  and  remainder- 
man. The  gift  must  first  be  oonstmed  as  it 
stande,  and  must  be  construed  as  a  gltt  to  Mrs. 
Norton,  if  living,  or  to  her  children  if  she  is  not 
liring.  Therefore,  as  Mrs.  Norton  is  living,  she  is, 
on  the  right  constmotion  of  tbe  will,  the  absolute 
devisee ;  and  the  fact  that  tbe  gift  to  her  is  void 
by  virtue  of  sect  15  of  the  Wills  Act  does  not? 
entitle  her  children  to  take  nnder  the  gift. 

Eadt,  J.— The  effect  of  sect.  15  of  the  Wills. 
Act  is  that  the  devise  to  Ellen  Norton  is  null  andf- 
void.  It  is  argued  that  the  effect  is  that  the 
gift  to  Ellen  fk>rton  must  be  treated  as  blotted 
out,  so  that  the  alternative  gift  to  her  children 
takes  effect  immediately.  Tbe  first  answer  to  this 
argument  is  that  the  Wills  Act  does  not  say  it  ib 
to  have  this  efPect.  Tbe  second  answer  is  that  if 
the  words  containing  tbe  gift  are  blotted  out, 
there  is  nothing  to  identify  tbe  children  who  are 
to  take.  JuU  v.  Jacobs  (ubi  sup.)  merely  decided 
that  where  there  was  a  gift  to  a  daughter  for  life^ 
and  a  direction  that  after  her  death  the  money 
should  be  equally  divided  among  her  children,  the 
daughters  attesting  the  will  accelerated  the  giftv 
to  the  children.  Malins,  Y.C.  referred  to  Lainsort- 
V.  Lainson  (ubi  sup.),  a  decision  of  Lord  Romilly, 
who  said :  "  Although  the  expression  used  is  thafe 
the  estate  to  the  son  of  John  Lainson  is  only  to 
take  effect  from  and  after  John  Lainson's  decease,  ■ 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  meaning  is  from  and 
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after  the  determination  of  his  estate  by  death  or 
otherwise."  In  Be  Tounuend  (ubi  $up.)  Obitty,  J. 
expressly  approvea  of  this  decision.  In  the  par- 
ticolar  case  before  him  the  tenant  for  life  had  no 
children,  and  Ohitty  J.  held  that  onder  these 
circamstanoes  there  was  an  intestacy.  Neither 
of  these  cases  is  any  aathority  for  the  proposi- 
tion that  if  there  is  an  absolate  sift  to  A.  if  then 
living,  but,  if  A.  is  not  liriag,  to  B.,  B.  would  take 
tbongh  A  was  living,  because  A.'8  interest  failed. 
The  ease  before  Chittv  J.  is  rather  an  authority 
the  other  way.  In  Be  Clark  {ubi  sup.)  Bacon, 
V.G.  construed  the  gift  as  to  the  daughter  for  life 
with  remainder  to  her  children.  The  gift  in  the 
'wiU  being  to  Ellen  Norton  if  living  absolutely. 
but,  if  she  is  not  living,  to  her  children,  I  am  asked 
to  treat  this  as  a  gift  to  her  children  although 
she  is  living.  The  proper  way  is  first  to  construe 
the  will  and  ascertain  what  interestn  are  given, 
and  then  to  apply  sect.  15  of  the  Wills  Act.  I 
am  not  at  liberty  to  disregard  the  gift  to  Mrs. 
Norton.  She  takes  absolutely  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  and  there  is  an  intestacy 
as  to  her  share.  The  result  is  her  children  do 
not  take. 

Solicitors:  Arthur  Price;  Chnreh,  BendaU,tLai 
Co.,  for  Kite,  Broomhead,  and  Kite. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Tuesday,  Jan.  19. 
(Before  Wills  and  Kennedy,  J  J.) 
Olitxk    and   anotbbb    v.  Oaubebwell 
BoBOtroH  Council,  (a) 

Puhlie  Bealth  (.London)— Nuitance — "  Jnlt'ma- 
tion"  notice  by  intpeelor  to  abate — Com- 
plianee  with  "intimation  "  leithout  statutory 
notice — Work  which  sanitary  authority  ought  to 
have  done — Compulsion — Bight  of  owner  to 
recover  expenses  as  for  work  done  under  compul- 
sion—Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891  (54  & 
55  Viet.  c.  76).  m.  3,  4. 

An  owner  of  premises  received  a  written  intima- 
{ton  under  sect.  3  of  the  Public  Health  {London) 
Act  1891,  duly  signed  by  the  officer  of  the  sani- 
tary authority,  making  knoien  to  him  the  exist- 
ence of  a  nuisance  at  his  premises  and  request- 
ing htm  to  abate  the  same  within  seven  days 
otherwiee  the  sanitary  authority  would  eom- 
',  menee  proceedings  against  him  by  the  service  of 
a  statutory  notice.  The  owner,  without  waiting 
for  the  service  of  the  statutory  notice  under 
sect.  4  of  the  Act  requiring  him  to  abate  the 
nuisance,  did  the  necessary  works  to  abate  the 
nuisance,  in  the  course  of  which  he  discovered 
that  the  work  was  a  sewer  and  not  a  drain,  but 
toithout  communicating  with  the  sanitary 
authority  he  completed  the  work,  and  brought 
an  action  against  the  sanitary  authority  to 
recover  the  expenses  as  for  work  done  by  him 
under  compulsion  which  the  sanitary  authority 
were  legally  compellable  to  do. 

Held,  but  only  on  the  authority  of  Thompson  and 
Norris  Manufacturing  Company  «.  Hawes  (59 
J.  P.  580),  th<it  work  done  under  an  "intimution  " 
given  under  sect.  3,  is  not  vwrk  done  under  com- 
pulsion, and  that  as  the  owner  had  not  waited 
for  the  statutory  notice  under  sect.  4,  but  had 
done  the  work  under  the  "  intimation  "  notice, 
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the  work  was  not  done  by  him  under  compulsion, 
and  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  expenses- 
of  the  work. 
Quiere,  whether,  if  an  oumer  wrongfully  converts 
that  which  is  properly  a  drain,  for  the  repair  of 
which  he  would  be  licAle,  into  a  setoer,  he  could 
recover  from  the  sanitary  authority  the  expenses- 
of  work  done  by  him  to   the  sewer  under  com- 
pulsion of  the  sanitary  authority. 
Appeal  by   the  plaintiffs    from  the  Lambeth 
County  Court. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of 
17Z.  13s.  for  work  done  by  the  plaintiffs  on  a  sewer,, 
and  the  plaintiffs  songht  to  recover  that  sum. 
from  the  Camberwell  Borough  Council,  on  the- 
ground  that  they  were  compelled  to  do  certain 
work  which  the  council  were  legally  liable  to  do^ 
and  that  therefore  there  was  an  implied  under- 
takinK  on  the  part  of  the  council  to  repay  thO' 
plaintiffs  for  the  work  so  done. 

The  inspector  of  the  borough  council  had  given 
to  the  plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  the  premises  No. 
117,  High-street,  Feckham,  a  notice  to  abate  a 
nuisance  at  those  premises.  This  notice  was  an 
"  intimation  "  notice  under  sect.  3  of  the  Public- 
Health  (London)  Act  1891. 
The  notice  was  as  follows : 

The  Vestrr  of  Camberwell— Fablio  Hmlth  (London) 
Act  1891 — Intimation — Pablio  Health  Department,. 
Veatry  Hall,  CamberweU— 18th  March  1903  —To  the 
owner,  117,  High-itreet,  Feokbam, — Take  notice,  that. 
I,  the  nndenifoed,  bavin?  visited  the  above  premises, 
find  that  the  nniaaneei  numbered,  nine,  twelve,  twenty- 
one,  thirty-eight,  and  forty,  in  the  lohednle  at  the  back, 
hereof  which  are  liable  to  be  dealt  with  sommatUy,. 
exist  thereon.  I  therefore  now  by  this  written  inti- 
mation, make  the  existence  of  the  said  noisaneee  knows 
to  yon,  aa  being  the  person  who  is  reqnired  to  abate- 
them.  And  I  have  to  request  that  the  lame  be  abated' 
within  the  period  of  seven  days.  At  the  end  of  this- 
time  I  (hall  again  visit  the  premises,  and  if  the  neoeisaiy 
works  have  not  then  been  completed,  the  vestry,  aa  the 
sanitary  authority  for  the  parish,  will  commence  pro- 
ceeding* against  yon  by  the  lervioe  of  a  atatntory 
notice. — I  am  your  obedient  servant,  Edwabd  Homis^ 
the  officer  appointed  by  tbe  veitry  of  the  said  pariah  to 
take  proceedhiga  nnder  the  above-named  Act. 

The  notice  was  a  printed  notice,  with  the  nnm-. 
bers  of  the  nuisances  complained  of  written  in. 
On  the  back  of  the  notice  was  a  "schedule  of, 
nuisances,"  and  the  nuisances  complained  of  in. 
the  notice  were :  , 

The  water-closet  so  defective  aa  to  be  a  nnisaooe ; 
insoffioient   eztamal  ventilation    to  water-oloiet ;    the . 
waste-pipe  of  link  directly  connected  with  the  drain  ;.< 
the  drain  defective ;  the  drain  nnventilated. 

The  plaintiffs  did  the  works  required,  and  in- 
the  process  of  executing  the  works  discovered 
that  the  work  was  a  sewer  and  not  a  drain,  and 
that  therefore  the  liability  to  repair  it  was  upon 
the  local  authority,  and  not  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  the  local  anthority  were  liable  for  the 
expenses  of  carrying  out  the  repairs. 

The  plaintiffs  then  sued  the  defendants  for  the 
recovery  of  the  expenses,  upon  the  ground  that 
they  were  by  the  above  notice  compelled  by  the 
defendants  to  execate  works  which  the  defendants, 
themselves,  as  the  local  aathority,  were  legally 
compellable  to  do. 

The  County  Court  judge  found  as  a  fact  that- 
the  plaintiffs  knew  that  the  work  was  a  sewer 
and  that  they  did  not  raise  the  question  in 
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nroper  waj  to  the  borongh  council,  and  be  also 
found  that  the  oouacil  did  not  know  that  it  was  a 
fiewer  until  after  the  work  was  done. 

The  jadge  held  that  the  notice  was  a  mere 
intimation,  and  not  a  statutory  notice  such  as  the 
<section  requires ;  that  this  intimation  gave  the 
person  receiving  it  a  chance  to  raise  the  question 
nrhether  the  work  was  a  drain  or  a  sewer,  bnt  that 
■that  question  was  not  raised  by  the  plaintiffs ; 
that  an  intimation  ol  this  character,  to  (five  an 
-opportunity  of  raising  the  question  of  drain  or 
4ewer,  was  a  very  different  matter  from  a  statutory 
notice  of  compulsory  steps  to  be  taken ;  that  the 
intimation  was  a  mere  statement,  and  could  not 
<be  considered  a  statutory  notice,  and  that  that 
being  so  there  was  no  compulsion  on  the  plaintiffs 
to  do  this  work,  but  on  the  contrary  it  was  their 
duty  to  raise  the  issue  whether  the  work  was  a 
eewer  or  a  drain,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to 
iiold  that  under  those  circumstances  the  plaintiffs 
-could  afterwards  come  to  the  court  and  compel 
the  borough  council  to  pay  for  these  repairs. 

He  therefore  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants 
upon  that  ground. 

There  was  a  further  question  raised  by  the 
•defendants,  namely,  that  the  predecessors  in  title 
■of  the  plaintiffs  had,  by  their  own  wrongful  act, 
•converted  that  which  was  properly  a  dram  into  a 
•sewer,  and  as  that  had  been  done  the  drain  did 
aiot  become  a  sewer  so  far  as  concerned  the 
liability  of  the  sanitary  authority  to  keep  it  in 
tepair. 

As  to  this  the  judge  said  that  there  was  the 
'further  question  of  wrongdoers ;  he  found  as  a 
fact  that  plans  were  submitted  to  construct  these 
•drains  in  a  certain  way ;  that  these  plans  were 
^ilf  uUy  disregarded,  and  drains  were  deliberately 
•constructed  of  an  entirely  different  kind.  It  was 
.all^^  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  the  repre- 
-sentatives  of  the  wrongdoers ;  bnt  on  the  evidence 
the  inference  was  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the 
representatives  of  the  wrongdoers;  that  there 
-was  not  sufficient  evidence  before  him  on  this 
point,  and  he  therefore  could  not  give  judgment 
upon  it. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

The  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891  (54  & 
55  Vict.  c.  76)  provides : 

Sect.  3.  Information  of  s  nnisaaoe  Usble  to  be  dealt 
^th  snmmsrily  under  this  Aot  in  the  district  of  a 
aanitsry  aothotity  may  be  given  to  that  snthority  by 
«n7  person,  and  it  shall  be  the  dnty  of  every  offioer  of 
that  anthority  and  of  every  relieving  officer,  in  acoord- 
.ance  with  the  regulations  of  the  anthority  having 
-control  over  him,  to  give  that  information ;  and  it  ihall 
■be  the  daty  of  the  said  snthority  to  make  the  said 
-legolations,  and  also  the  doty  of  the  sanitary  anthority 
to  give  sooh  directions  to  their  officers  as  will  secate 
-the  existsaoe  of  the  nnisanoe  being  immediately  bronght 
to  the  notioe  of  any  person  who  may  be  required  to 
abate  it,  and  the  officer  shall  do  so  by  serving  a  written 
intimation. 

Sect.  4  (1).  On  the  reoeipt  of  any  information 
■respecting  the  existence  of  a  nnissnce  liable  to  be  dealt 
witii  snmmarily  nnder  this  Aot,  the  sanitary  anthority 
shall,  if  latisfled  of  the  existence  of  a  nuiaanoe,  serve  a 
>notice  on  the  person  by  whose  aot,  default,  or  enifer- 
«nce  the  nHisanoe  arises  or  oontinnes,  or,  if  such  person 
-cannot  be  fonnd,  on  the  ooonpier  or  owner  of  the  pre- 
imisea  on  which  the  nnisanoe  arises,  requiring  him  to 
abate  the  same  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notioe, 
and  to  exsonte  anoh  works  and  do  snoh  things  as  may 
be    necessary  for   that  purpose,  and,   if  the  sanitary 


anthority  think  it  deBirable  (bnt  not  otherwise),  speoify> 
ing  any  works  to  be  ezecntad.  (4)  Where  a  notioe  has 
iMen  aerved  on  a  person  nnder  this  section,  and  either — 
(a)  the  nnisanoe  arose  from  the  wilfnl  aot  or  defaalt  of 
the  said  person  ;  or  (b)  snoh  person  makss  defaalt  in 
complying  with  any  of  the  reqniiitions  of  the  notioe 
within  the  time  specified,  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  fine  not 
exceeding  ten  ponnda  for  each  oCfence,  whether  any  anch 
nnisanoa  order  as  in  this  Aot  mentioned  is  ot  is  not 
made  npon  him. 

Naldrett  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  question  is 
whether  the  notice  of  the  18th  March,  which  was 
served  on  the  plaintiffs  as  owners  of  the  premisee, 
was  a  sufficient  compulsion  on  the  plaintiffs  to 
do  this  work  on  a  drain  which  was  found  to  be 
a  sewer,  so  as  to  make  the  work  so  done  work 
done  under  compulsion.  The  nuisances  aeotion 
is  sect  2  of  the  Act  of  1891,  which  in  sub-sect.  1 
(a)  provides  generally  that  any  premises  in  such 
a  state  as  to  be  a  nnisanoe,  or  injurious  or  dan- 
gerous to  health,  and  (b)  that  any  drain.  &c.,  in 
the  same  condition,  shall  be  liable  to  be  dealt 
with  summarily  as  nuisances.  Sects.  3  and  4 
deal  with  the  giving  of  notice  of  nuisances  to 
the  sanitary  authority  and  of  serving  notice  on 
the  owner  to  abate  the  same ;  and  the  definition 
of  drain  and  sewer  for  these  purposes  is  given  in 
sect.  250  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act 
1855.  If  the  notice  is  given  under  sect.  3,  then 
sect.  4  specifies  what  is  to  take  place  if  the  notice 
is  not  complied  with.  The  aathorities  go  snffi. 
ciently  tar  to  cover  the  case  of  a  notice  given 
under  sect.  3.  There  ia  no  doubt  that, 
when  a  notioe  is  given  under  sect.  4  to  abate 
the  nuisance,  there  is  a  sufficient  compulsion  to 
entitle  the  person  doing  the  work  to  recover  the 
expenses  of  doing  work  which  the  sanitary 
authorities  were  themselves  bound  to  do. 

Andrtw  v.  8t.  Olave^t  Board  o/  Works,  78  L.  T. 
Eep.  504 ;  (1888)  1  Q.  B.  775. 
iWt  case  followed  Gebhardt  v.  8aunder$  (67  L.  T. 
Rep.  684;  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  452),  m  which  the  notice 
was  under  sect.  4,  and  the  court  thera  held  that 
the  work  was  done  nnder  compulsion,  and  that 
therefore  the  pltuntiff  could  recover.  [Wills,  J. 
—The  question  is  whether  a  notice  nnder  sect.  3, 
with  the  liability  to  be  proceeded  against  under 
sect.  4,  which  prima  fane  foUows,  is  a  sufficient 
compulsion.]  The  decisionin  Gehharil-v.  Saundert 
(ubi  sup.),  which  was  under  sect.  4,  has  to  be 
carried  further,  so  as  to  make  it  apply  to  an 
intimation  notice  given  under  sect.  3.  In  Proetor 
V.  Idington  Metn^litan  Borough  (67  J.  P.  164), 
where  an  intimation  notice  was  served.  In  conse- 
quence of  which  the  plaintiff  carried  out  works, 
some  of  which  afterwards  turned  out  to  be 
repairs  to  a  sewer  which  it  was  tiie  defendante' 
duty  to  maintain,  Wright,  J.  seems  to  have  held 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  because  she 
had  not  carried  the  work  out  under  compulsion, 
but  the  Court  of  Appeal  intimated  an  opinion — 
though  they  did  not  decide  the  point — that  the 
works  earned  out  under  this  intimation  notice 
were  done  under  compulsion,  and  the  notice  in 
that  case  was  under  sect  3  and  in  very  much  the 
same  terms  as  the  present  notioe.  The  principle 
is  very  clearly  dealt  with  by  Channell,  J.  in  North 
V.  Walthanutou!  Urban  Covneil{6TL.J.972,  Q.B.), 
which  came  under  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  in 
which  there  is  no  provision  similar  to  this  inti- 
mation notioe  in  sect.  3  of  the  Act  of  1891.  The 
notice  there  was  a  notice  by  the  sanitaiy  inspector. 
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bnfcitwas  not  a  statntoiT' notice.  Ohannell,  J. 
tiiere  Bays  (at  p.  976):  "I  maj  add  that  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  there  was  no  statutory 
notice  in  this  case,  and  to  agree  with  the  defen- 
dants' C(Hit«ition  that  the  dooament  in  qaestioa 
was  on^  an  intimation  of  what  they  proposed  to 
do."  Notwithstanding  that  he  held  that  work 
done  under  that  intimation  notice  was  work  done 
under  compolaion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  reoover  upon  that  ground.  Again,  if 
a  wrongful  act  was  dona  by  the  builder  of  this 
honae,  whereby  what  ought  to  have  been  a  drain 
was  turned  into  a  sewer,  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
estopped  by  the  wrongful  act  of  their  ]predeoeB- 
sors  in  title  from  alleging  that  this  drain  was  a 
sewer. 

Ktnhaw  t.  Taylor,  73  L.  T.  Bep.  274 ;    (1895) 
2  Q.  B.  471. 

The  onus  rests  on  the  local  authority  to  show  that 
the  pluntiffs  knew  of  any  fraud.  The  whole  point 
ia  wbether  the  intimation  notice  was  a  sufficient 
oompnluon.  It  is  submitted  that  from  the  terms 
of  the  notice  it  was  a  sufficient  compulsion  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the 
expenses  of  the  works. 

Courthope-Munroe  for  the  defendants. — The 
learned  judge  has  found  that  the  plans  of  these 
drains  which  had  been  submitted  were  wilfully 
disregarded,  end  drains  of  an  entirely  differenc 
character  were  constructed.  That  was  a  fraud  on 
the  local  authority,  and  that  wrongful  act  does 
not  make  this  pipe,  which  is  properly  a  drain,  a 
sewer,  and  it  is  not  conceded  either  that  this  pipe 
is  a  sewer  or  that  the  looal  authority  are  liable  for 
the  repair  of  it.  In  Butt  v.  Snow  (89  L.  T.  Bep. 
302),  Channell,  J.  stud  that  he  knew  of  no 
anthority  which  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  a  per- 
son who  had  himself  wrongfully  turned  a  drain 
into  a  sewer  could  thereby  throw  the  burden  of 
repairing  it  on  the  local  authority.  The  drain 
remainea  a  drain,  and  did  not  rmlly  become  a 
sewer  at  all :  (Butt  v.  Snow,  ubi  tup. ;  Oorringe 
■r.  Mayor  of  Shoreditek,  112L.  T.  576).  But  even 
if  this  was  a  sewer  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover,  as 
the  work  was  not  done  under  compulsion — the 
notice  being  an  intimation  only  under  sect.  3. 
In  Harrit  v.  Hiekman  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  722  ;  (1904) 
1  K.  B.  13),  the  very  point  arose  before  Wright,  J. 
under  these  two  sections  (sects.  3  and  4)  of  the 
Act  of  1891.  The  notice  there,  as  in  this  case, 
was  an  intimation  under  sect.  3,  and  not  the 
statutory  notice  under  sect.  4,  and  there  it  was 
held  that  the  work  was  not  work  done  under  oom- 
pulrion.  Wright,  J.  said  :  "  It  appears  that  the 
<mly  notice  with  respect  to  this  nuisance  that  was 
issoed  to  the  plaintiffs  was  a  mere  intimation  of 
the  existence  of  the  nuisance  under  sect  3  of  the 
Act  of  1891.  That  notice  could  not  operate  as  a 
notice  under  sect.  4,  for  it  was  only  signed  by  the 
inspector,  and  did  not  purport  to  be  issued  by  the 
sanitary  authority  at  all.  This  distinguishes  the 
present  case  from  Andrew  v.  St.  Olave'a  Boa/rd  of 
^orkt  (vbi  lup.).  There  a  notice  was  served  under 
sect.  4.  .  .  He  was  consequently  practically 
compelled  to  do  the  work.  Here  there  was  no 
compnlsion  at  iJL"  So  that  the  very  point  which 
arises  in  this  case  was  there  decided.  Sect.  4 
appfies  to  the  whole  of  London,  and  is  in  the 
same  terms  as  the  corresponding  section  (sect, 
94)  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875;  bat  in 
addition  there   is   for   London  this  intimation 


notice  under  sect.  3,  which  has  nothing  corres- 
ponding to  it  in  the  Act  of  1875.  Assuming  that 
the  notice  went  beyond  sect.  3,  then,  in  so  far  as 
it  did  so,  it  was  merely  a  notice  by  the  officer 
and  not  by  the  sanitary  authority  :  (St.  Leonard 
Vestry  v.  Helmet.  50  J.  P.  132).  There  are  three 
cases  which  support  the  view  that  on  the  notice 
under  sect.  3  there  is  no  compulsion — namely,. 
Harris  v.  Hickman  (ubi  tup.)  and  Proctor  v.  Mayor 
of  Islington  (18  Times  L.  Rep.  505),  being  the 
decision  of  Wright,  J.,  that  the  notice  being  an 
intimation,  the  work  was  not  done  under  com- 
pulsion, and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
tiie  expenses ;  and  when  this  case  went  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal  (ubi  tup.)  the  court  really  did  not 
decide  the  point  in  the  opposite  sense,  as  what  waa 
done  there  was  done  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  third  case  is  Thomvton  and  Norrit  Manu- 
facturing Company  v.  Hawet  (59  J.  P.  580),  where 
the  Court  of  Appeal  (Lindley,  Lopes,  andRigby, 
L.J  J.)  held  that  the  notice  then  in  cmestion,  which 
was  under  sect.  3,  was,  as  Lindley,  IikT.  expressed 
it,  a  warning  notice,  and  did  not  place  the  party 
receiving  it  under  any  compulsion  to  do  the  work, 
and  that  consequently  the  expenses  could  not  be 
recovered.  There  are  no  decisions  against  the 
defendants  on  this  notice  under  sect.  3.  The 
decisions  against  them  are  decisions  on  the 
statutory  notice  under  sect.  4.  QeVhardt  v.  jSfaun- 
deri  (uhi  tup.)  and  Andrew  v.  St.  Olave's  Board 
of  Works  (ubi  «up.)  were  both  decisions  under 
sect.  4,. and  are  distinguishable  upon  that  ground, 
being  based  entirely  on  the  notice  under  sect.  4. 
The  other  oases  referred  to,  such  as  North  v. 
Walthamstqw  Urban  Council  (ubi  sup.),  are  based 
on  the  Act  of  1875,  which  has  no  provision 
corresponding  to  sect.  3  of  the  Act  of  1891.  The 
form  of  the  notice  under  the  Act  of  1875  is  given 
in  sched.  4  (form  A),  and  the  form  of  notice 
under  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1891  is  given  in 
sched.  3  (form  A),  and  these  forms  are  wholly 
different  from  the  notice  in  the  present  case.  As 
long  as  t]|iis  was  a  notice  under  sect.  3  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  bound  to  do  anything.  What  they 
ought  to  have  done  when  they  found  that  this  was 
a  sewer  was  to  have  stopped  work  and  to  have 
g^ne  to  the  local  authority  and  have  said  to  them 
that  the  work  was  not  a  drain  but  a  sewer,  and 
that  they  were  not  liable  to  repair  it.  In  Ellis  v. 
Bromley  Rural  District  Council  (63  J.  P.  711), 
which  was  under  the  Act  of  1875,  it  was  held 
that,  whei-e  there  was  no  notice  but  where  work 
was  done  under  the  verbal  instructions  of  the 
snrveyor,  there  was  no  compulsion  and  no  right 
to  recover  expenses.  With  regard  to  the  question 
that  this  pipe  was  not  a  sewer,  but  was  still  a 
drain,  it  is  not  raised.  The  work  not  having  been 
done  under  compulsion,  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
entitled  to  recover.    He  also  referred  to 

Self  V.  Bove  Commissioners,  72  L.  T.  Bep.   231  ; 

(1895)  1  Q.  B.  685 ; 
Kenhaui  v.  Taylor  (ubi  sup.). 

Naldrett  in  reply. — The  notice  itself  is  in  such 
terms  that  it  leaves  no  doubt  that  this  was  the 
kind  of  compulsion  that  is  referred  to  by  Channell, 
J.  in  North  v.  Walthamstow  Urban  Council  (libi 
tup.),  a  decision  which  covers  this  case  absolutely, 
so  that  so  far  as  this  court  is  concerned  there 
would  seem  to  be  a  conflict  of  authority.  Self  v. 
Hove  Commissiontrs  (ubi  sup.)  is  distinguishable, 
as  there  there  was  no  legal  liabilify  on  the  local 
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antkority  to  do  thA  work.  as.  the  work  being  a 
driUD,  the  If  gal  liability  to  do  the  work  waa  on  the 
«wner. 

Wills,  J. — I  oonfess  to  giviog  the  decision  I 
am  aboat  to  give  with  some  reluctance,  becanse  I 
do  not  agree  with  it,  and,  if  I  were  free  from 
authority  I  should  not  atrree  with  it.    Bat  I  can 
hardly   think  that  the  decision  of  this  question 
is  really  open  to  us  after  the  decision  in  the  Goort 
<rf  Appeal  in  Thompton  and  Norris  Manufaeturing 
Company  r.  Hawes  (uhi  sup.).    It  is  quite  true 
that  decision  does  not  go  entirely  upon  the  point 
now  in  question,  but  the  point  now  in  question 
was  distinctly  raised  and  is  distinctly  dealt  with 
in  the  judgment  of  Lindley.  L.J.,  because  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  he  had  before  him  a  notice 
which  was  sabstantially  in  the  same  form  as  the 
notice  in  the  present  case.    I  have  already  pointed 
out  in  the  course  of  the  argument  the  passages 
in  his  judgment  which  led  me  to  that  conclusion, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  repeat  them  ;  but 
it  is  quite  clear  he  had  before  him  a  notice  sub- 
stantially  the  same  as  in  the  present  case.    Not- 
withstanding that,  he  held  that  a  notice  under 
aeot.  3  of  the  Act  of  1891  is  not  equivalent  for 
the  purpose  of  compulsion   to   a  notice   under 
sect.  4.    My  brother  Wright  has  twice  decided 
the  same  thing  upon  exactly  the  same  point,  and 
although  sitting  here  as  a  divisional  court,  we  are 
not   bound   by   his    judgment,   still   it   is    an 
important  factor  in  considering  what  our  judg- 
ment ought    to  be.    Inasmuch    as    these  three 
oases,  to  which  I  have  referred,  deal  with  the  very 
point  in  question,  and  there  is  really  no  sub- 
stantial difference  of   any  kind  to  be    drawn 
between  the  notice  which  waa  in  question  in  those 
cases  and  the  notice  which  is  in  question  in  the 
present  case,  I  think  we  are  bound    to  follow 
those  decisions,  and   to  say  that  there  was  no 
legal  compulsion  in  this  case  upon  the  plaintiffs 
to  do  the  work,  and  therefore  they  cannot  recover 
against  the  defendants.    I  cannot  give  this  judg- 
ment without  saying  at  the  same  time  that  I 
do  so  with  great  reluctance,  and  only  becanse  I 
am  compelled  to  do  it.    To  my  mind,  a  perfectly 
.different   view  of    sect  3   and   sect.    4,   taken 
t0|^ther,  might  have  been  taken,  and  I  think  it 
.might  very  well  have  been  held  that  sect.  3  waa 
intended  to  be  a  notice  with  which  a  person  might 
oomply,  if  he  was  so  disposed,  without  waiting 
for  the  more  formal  notice  to  be  given  under 
-sect.  4.    I  will  say  in  a  moment  why  in  this  case 
I  think  it  is  the  intimation  of  the  council  and 
not  merely  of  the  inspect  or  of  nuisances,  and  where 
a  person  obeys  the  intimation  of  the  council,  which 
they  accompany  with  a  threat  that    they    will 
make  it  compulsory  upon  him  to  do  the  work,  if 
he  dees  not  do  it  voluntarily,  it  eeema  to  me  con- 
trary to  natural  juatice  that  he  should  stand  in 
a  worse  position  than  if  he   refuses  to  do  what 
they  have  told  him  to  do,  and  waits  for  a  further 
compulsory  order.    I  think  the  fact  also  baa  been 
overlooked  that  in   that  section  there  are  words 
which  seem  to  point  to  the  fact  that  the  notice  is 
something  more  than  a  mere  intimation,  because 
what  is  said  is  that  the  sanitary  authority  shall 
give  such  direction  to  their  officers  as  will  secure 
the  existence  of  the  nuisance  being  immediately 
brought  to  the  notice  of  any  person  who  "  may 
be  required  "  to  abate  it    That  seems  to  me  to 
indicate  that  when  a  person  gets  that  notice  he  is 
required  to  abate  the  nuisance.    It  seems  to  me 


a  very  thin  distinction  indeed  to  say  that  if  fi 
notice  is  given,  which  has  been  given  in  this  case, 
the  consequences  of  which  it  is  admitted  and  it 
has  been  decided,  are  that  it  amounts  to  a  com- 
pulsion to  do  the  thing,  there  is  less  compulsion 
because  he  is  told  if  you  do  not  do  it  within  a 
week    we,    the    sanitary    authority,    will    take 
proceedings  agairst  you.    It  is  not  like  the  case 
of  an  ordinary  litigrant  or  individual  saying  that, 
bat  it  is  the  case  of  persons  saying  it  who  have 
charge  of  this  matter  and  whose  duty  it  is  to  aee 
that  all  proper  steps  are  taken  for  the  carrying 
out    of  the    notice.      But  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant   council    says    that   that    is    only   the 
language  of  the  inspector.    With  great  respect 
tiiat  seems  to  me  to  be  nonsense.    An  inspector 
does  not  use  forms  of  this  kind,  which  are  used 
all  over  the  district,  without  the  knowledge  of 
his     employers,   and    the    sanitary    authority 
which     give   him    these    forms   to    distribute 
and  which  allow   him    to  make  use   of  them 
are,  in  my  opinion,  legally  as  well  as  morally 
liable  for  their  contents.    If  they  allow  a  man  to 
aign  himself  aa  the  officer  deputed  by  them  to 
take  proceedings  under  this  Act.  and  to  state  that 
unless  the  notice  is  complied  with  within  a  week 
proceedinKs,  which  will  be  compulsory,  will  be 
taken  without  any  further  decision  of  the  sanitary 
authority  and  without  anything  beyond  what  hais 
already  taken  place,  I  think  they  mast  be  bound 
by  such  a  statement,  and  that  that  notice  must  be 
taken  as  their  notice  that  they  will  proceed  to 
make  it  compulsory.    As  I  have  said,  tne  distinc- 
tion is  a  very  thin  one,  and  it  is  not  one  which 
commends  itself  to  my  judgrment    I  am  far  more 
disposed  to  take  the  view  in  this  quection  which 
was  taken  by  my  brother  Ghannell  in  tii.9  case  of 
North  T.  Walthamttow  Urban  Council  {vhi  sup.) 
than  I  am  to  take  the  view  taken  by  my  brother 
Wright  and  by  Lindley,   L.J.,  certainly  in  the 
Gonrt  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of  Thompson  and 
Norrii  Manufacturing   Company  v.  Satoet  {vhi 
*up.),  to  which  I  have  referred.    However,  I  am 
bound  by  the  authority  of  that  case  and  I  aidopt  it 
loyally ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  inasmnoh  as  this 
question  probably,  either  in  this  case  or  some 
other,  will  not  rest  here,  I  think  there  is,  and  can- 
be,  no  objection  to  my  ei^pressing  what  my  indi- 
vidual opinion  would  have  been  if  I  were  not 
fettered  by  authority.    I  do  so  the  more  because 
I  think  many  of  the  conaiderationa  which  I  have 
dealt  with  both  in  thia    judgment  and  in  the 
oourae   of  the   argument  have  not  really  been 
before  the  courte  which  hare  decided  the  question 
in  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  decided  so  as  to 
bind  us.     It  appears  also  that  a  question  was 
raised  before  the  learned  Gounty  Gonrt  judge 
with  which  we  cannot  deal,  becanse  he  has  given 
no  judgment  upon  it.    But  it  is  a  very  important 
question,  and,  had  oar  judgment  been  that  the 
case  must  go  down  for  a  new  trial,  that  question 
would  have  had  to  be  dealt  with.    If  it  really  be 
the  fact  that  a  pipe  which  ought  to  have  been  a 
drain  was,  by  the  fraudulent  act  of  a  builder 
(because  that  is  what  counsel  for  the  defendante 
really  auggeated),  made  into  a  aewer  within  the 
definitiona  applicable  to  this  caae,  by  joining  it  on 
to  another  drain  and  sending  it  aomewhere  else 
than  where  the  sanitary  authority  allowed  it  to 
go,  if  that  kind  of  thing  had  been  practised  upon 
the  sanitary  authority  and  that  was  only  found 
out,  as  on  the  present  occasion,  when  the  investiga- 
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Uon  came  on  th«  opening^  of  the  groand,  then  in 
that  case  there  would  have  been  a  great  deal  to  be 
said  in  favour  of  the  view — though  I  give  no 
judgment  upon  it — that  neither  the  person  who 
was  actually  responsible  for  suoh  misconduct  nor 
those  who  claimed  under  him  could  take  advan- 
tage of  it.  But  as  to  that  I  express  no  opinion. 
I  do  not  think,  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  it 
has  been  made  our,  because  the  evidence  seems  to 
me  to  be  singularly  meagre  and  unsatisfactory 
on  the  point,  and  the  learned  judge  so  felt 
it,  becanse  he  has  given  no  judgment  upon  it.  I 
only  desire  to  say  that  it  ban  not  escaped  us,  but 
we  feel  the  seriousness  of  the  question  which 
might  have  to  be  decided,  and  which  apparently 
has  not  yet  been  decided,  although  there  ai'e 
expressions  ased  by  Channel],  J.  which  indicate 
the  trend  of  his  opinion  on  the  matter.  I.  think 
that  disposes  of  the  case,  and  that  I  have  said  all 
that  is  necessary  for  me  to  say,  as  I  do  not 
remember  any  point  which  has  been  seriously 
dwelt  npon  during  the  argument  which  has  been 
omitted  by  me.  I  think  therefore  for  these 
reasons  we  are  bound,  however  much  I  feel  that 
if  I  had  been  unfettered  by  authority  I  should 
not  give  this  decision  myself,  to  follow  the 
dedsion  which  has  been  cited,  and  we  must  dis- 
miss this  appe&L  I  should  bka  to  add  that  I 
hope,  in  common  fairness,  the  sanitary  authority 
will  alter  the  form  of  their  intimation  notice, 
because  as  it  is  they  are  taking  advantage  of  a 
threat,  and,  when  the  party  comes  and  says  he 
was  indnced  by  the  threat  to  act,  they  say  he  had 
no  business  to  act  upon  it, 

EsNKBDY,  J. — I  nave  come  to  the  same  con 
daeion,  and  I  think  I  may  without  impropriety 
jmn  in  the  expression  of  the  fueling  of  reluctance 
with  which  we  should  pronounce  this  decision  if 
oar  own  judgment  in  the  matter  had  been 
independent  and  entirely  unfettered.  The  only 
point  which  we  really  hive  to  decide  is  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  this  was,  on  the  evidence  of 
fact  and  on  the  document,  a  voluntary  work  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffn,  whether  they  incurred 
the  expense  of  the  work  voluntarily  or  not.  if 
they  incurred  it  voluntarily,  then,  on  finding  that 
they  need  not  have  gone  to  the  expense  of  doing 
the  work  and  that  some  other  person  ought  to 
have  borne  a  portion  of  it,  they  cannot  go  to  that 
other  person  and  say,  "  We  have  paid  what  you 
ought  to  have  paid.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
payment  has  been  made  by  them,  not  voluntarily, 
out  underpressure,  and  underpressure  of  the  very 
person  who  ought  to  have  done  the  work  and 
mcarred  the  expense,  then  it  is  not  doubted  but 
that  they  are  entitled  to  recover  the  money  from 
that  other  person.  Therefore,  shortly  put,  it  is 
this  :  Is  the  fact  that  theplaintifis  in  tnia  cdse  did 
the  work  causing  the  expense,  after  receiving  the 
document  and  inconsequence  of  the  document  of 
the  18th  Maioh  1903— which  I  call  an  "  intima- 
tion "  because  it  is  so  called  by  tne  statute  and 
also  in  Urge  lettets  at  the  head  of  the  paper — 
niffident  to  deprive  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs 
ol  its  voluntary  character  for  the  purpose  of  say- 
ing whether  they  can  get  the  money  back  on 
finding  that  the  work  ought  to  have  been  done  by 
the  sanitary  authority  and  not  by  them  ?  That  it 
it  not  an  easy  question  is  obvious  from  the 
difCerant  decisions  that  have  been  given  and  the 
.different  views  expressed — for  they  are  different 
in  my  judgment — in  the  two  decisions  of  my 


brother  Wright,  on  the  one  hand,  in  Harria  y. 
Hickman  {ubi  tup.)  and  Proctor  v.  Mayor  of 
Islington  (ubi  sup.),  and  the  decision  of  my  brother 
Channell,  on  the  other  hand,  in  North  v.  WaU 
thamstou)  Urban  Ccuneil  {ubi  sup.).  But  having 
had  the  great  advantage  of  full  argument  o£ 
counsel  in  this  case,  and  having  given  it  con- 
sideration, I  am  entitled  to  say  that  I  should  feel 
great  difficulty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  to 
which  I  have  been  obliged  to  come  if  it  had  not 
been  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
Thompson  and^Norria  Manufaetaring  Company  v. 
Hawei  {ubi  sup.).  It  seems  to  me  difficult  to 
say  whether  this  notice  is  under  sect.  3  or  tmder 
sect.  4.  If  my  judgment  had  been  unfettered^ 
I  should  have  found  it  difficult  to  say  that  it 
really  mattered,  as  regards  the  voluntariness  of 
what  was  done  by  the  plaintiffs,  whether  they  did 
the  work  on  receiving  this  intimation  in  this 
form,  or  on  receiving  the  statutory  notice  under 
sect,  4,  sub-sect.  1.  Who  can  say  that  the  work 
was  voluntary  P  It  is  not  compulsion  in 
the  sense  of  duress  or  in  the  sense  of  having 
any  penalty  imposed  if  they  had  not  compliea 
with  the  intimation  per  «e.  But  was  it  not 
done,  not  in  the  slighcest  degree  because  they 
wished  to  do  it  for  anybody  else  or  because  they 
were  willing  to  do  it  for  themselves,  but  because 
a  public  authority  came  to  them  and  intimated  to 
them,  to  use  the  exact  words,  that  it  wds  their 
bonnden  duty  to  do  it,  or  if  they  did  not  do  it 
legal  proceedings  would  be  taken  against  them 
before  a  magistrate  P  I  cannot  say,  with  greeA 
respect,  that  I  concur  in  the  illustration  given 
by  my  brother  Ghinnell  in  the  course  of  hi» 
judgment  in  North  v.  Walthamstow  Urban- 
Council  (iibi  sup.).  In  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment I  have  alr^uiy  pointed  out  that  the  rights- 
of  indemnity  which  may  arise  where  agents  of 
any  sort,  whether  commercial  or  otherwise,  or  on 
the  Stock  Exchange,  are  employed,  do  not  seem 
to  me  strictly  analogous  to  this  question.  Here 
is  the  duty  of  a  citizen  to  obey  the  authority 
prima,  fade  of  a  public  body  goyeming  his 
district  in  an  urgent  matter  and  a  matter  of 
public  health  which  is  alleged  to  be  affected  by 
that  citizen's  want  of  care  or  wrongdoing  in  the- 
management  of  the  premises.  In  a  form,  which 
is  the  form  recognised  by  the  local  authority,  an 
intimation  is  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  that  if- 
they  do  not  do  this  work  actual  proceedings  will 
be  taken  against  them.  Is  not  what  they  do 
under  that  notice  involuntary  ?  I  should  haTe> 
been  inclined  myself  to  come  to  that  conclusion, 
and  while,  no  doubt,  it  is  true  that  this  is  an 
intimation  under  sect.  3,  and  not  a  notice  under 
sect.  4, 1  am  bound  to  say  that  it  is  in  either  uase 
a  notice  which  emanates  from  the  local  authority. 
It  is  as  if  in  an  action  a  party  were  to  try  to  cut 
his  personality  into  two  because  he  deputes  a 
solicitor  or  representative  to  act  for  him  in  all 
the  stages  of  the  action  as  well  as  in  the  letter- 
writing  which  precedes  the  action.  If  we  look  at 
the  third  schedule  to  the  Act  of  1S91,  we  shall  see 
that  the  form  of  notice  requiring  the  abatement  of 
a  nuisance  is  to  have  the  "  signature  of  officer  of 
sanitary  authority."  In  the  inumition  which  was 
sent  in  this  case,  the  person  signs  himself  as 
"  Edward  Homer,  the  officer  appointed  by  the 
vestry  of  the  parish  to  take  proceedings,"  and  he 
in  effect  says,  "  I  am  the  person  through  whom 
the   vestry  is  going  to  act,"    So  again,  under 
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sect.  4,  which  ia  admitted  by  counsel  for  the 
vestry  to  be  the  section  dealing  with  the  act  of 
the  vestry,  the  notice  in  the  form  in  the  schedule 
to  which  I  have  referred  is  to  be  sifnied  not  by 
the  vestry,  bat  with  the  signature  of  the  officer  of 
the  sanitary  anthority.  In  other  words,  it  would 
be  again  signed : "  Your  obedient  servant,  Edward 
Homer,  the  officer  appointed  by  the  vestry."  It 
is  to  be  in  either  case  the  signature  of  the  same 
person — the  officer  of  the  sanitary  anthority.  In 
-each  matter,  so  far  as  that  goes,  whether  the 
notice  is  signed  by  the  officer  or  not,  the  same 
person  who  is  to  constitute  what  is  done  after- 
wards  an  involuntary  act  if  he  signs  the  notice 
under  sect.  4,  signs  the  intimation  in  exactly  the 
same  way,  only  calling  it  an  intimation  to  the 

Terson  as  to  what  he  ought  to  do  under  sect.  3. 
n  my  view,  however,  whatever  we  might  have 
-thought  on  the  present  argument  and  the  anthori- 
-ties  now  cited,  I  feel  it  is  impossible  not  to  do 
what  we  are  bound  to  do— that  is,  loyally  to  follow 
the  decision  of  a  superior  court.  It  may  be  that 
the  only  report  of  the  case  produced  to  us,  which 
is  evidently  a  summarised  report,  may  not  have 
-fnUy  represented  in  their  right  proportion  the 
views  of  the  learned  Lords  Justices.  It  may  be 
-that  there  was  much  more  stress  than  appears  in 
the  report  laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  that  case  had  taken  upon  themselves  to  treat 
a  notice  addressed  to  somebody  else  as  addressed 
to  them.  But  I  am  bound  to  say  that,  reading 
that  report  fairly  and  in  its  natural  meaning,  I 
-think,  at  any  rate,  the  majority  of  the  court  did 
base  their  decision  upon  a  distinction  between  a 
document  served  under  sect.  3  as  an  intimation, 
and  a  document  which  is  a  notice  requiring  an 
abatement  of  a  nuisance  under  sect.  4,  as  if  the 
one  under  sect.  4  would  constitute  a  proceeding 
<wmpliance  with  which  would  be  an  involuntary 
act,  whereas  an  intimation  under  sect.  3  would 
leave  the  person  who  received  it  so  far  free  that 
he  could  not  say  he  was  acting  otherwise  than 
-voluntarily.  If  that  case  was  decided  upon  that 
ground,  as  well  as  on  the  other  ground  there 
taken — namely,  that  the  person  who  did  the  work 
-was  not  the  person  who  was  required  by  the 
notice  to  do  it — it  binds  us  and  we  nannofc  go 
behind  it.  The  third  Lord  Justice  no  doubt  based 
liis  judgment  ou  the  other  ground,  but  there  is 
no  expression  of  dissent  on  his  part,  and,  at  any 
rate,  the  view  of  the  majority  is  the  view  of  the 
court,  and  is  bindinir  ou  us.  Therefore  it  seems 
-to  me  that  we  must  decide  this  case  as  ray  brother 
Wills  has  decided,  whatever  otherwise  might 
have  been  our  own  view.  With  regard  to  the 
«ther  point  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  the  learned 
County  Court  judge  has  not  decided  the  matter, 
as  to  which  I  will  sav  no  more  than  that  it  may 
be  of  importance.  But  as  all  the  facts  have  not 
iMen  brought  out  as  to  that  point,  we  should  at 
-the  most  have  sent  the  case  back  for  a  new  trial, 
if  we  had  taken  a  different  view  on  the  other 
onestion,  which  is  the  main  question  to  be 
iieciae  .     jippggl  dismisted.    Leave  to  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Mead  and  Son*. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Marsden  and  Son. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION,  IN  BANK- 

RUPTCY. 

Monday,  Feb.  29. 

(Before  Buckley,  J.) 

Be  BowE  ;  Ex  parte  DBBKNBCBa.  (a) 

Banhruptey  —  Proof  —  Withdravial  before  ad- 
m.isnon — Substitution  of  fresh  proof — Volun- 
tary  payment  to  creditor  by  stranger — Bight  of 
proof  for  whole  debt — Bankruptcy  Act  1883 
(46  <fe  47  Vict.  c.  52),  ached.  2,  r.  2'2— Bankruptcy 
Bules  1886,  rr.  225-229. 
If  the  trustee  has  neither  admitted  a  proof  no''' 
given  any  intimation  of  an  intention  to  do  sot 
the  creditor  is  entitled  to  vnthdraw  his  proof  and 
present  a  fresh  proof  without  leave;  and  it 
makes  no  difference  that  the  twenty.eight  days 
limited  by  rule  228,  within  which  the  trustee  is 
required  either  to  admit  or  reject  the  proof,  lias 
elapsed. 
A  creditor  who  has  received  from  a  stranger  a 
voluntary  payment,  not  tendered  or  accepted  as 
part  of  the  debt  due  from  the  debtor,  is  not 
bound  to  give  credit  for  such  payment  in  his 
proof. 
Affkax  by  creditors  against  the  rejection  of 
their  proof. 

Messrs.  Derenburg  and  Co.,  the  appellants, 
were  stockbrokers,  and  in  Jan.  1903,  mien  the 
receiving  order  against  the  bankrupt  Bowe  was 
made,  the  bankrupt  was  indebted  to  them  to  the 
extent  of  20,3682.  in  respect  of  advances  on  the 
security  of  share  certificates,  which  were  subse- 
quently discovered  to  have  been  forged  by  the 
debtor. 

On  the  3rd  June  1903  Messrs.  Berwick  and 
Moreing,  in  whose  firm  the  bankrupt  had  been  a 
partner,  but  who  were  in  no  way  liable  for  the 
criminal  acts  of  the  bankrupt,  sent  Messi-s. 
Derenburg  and  Co.  a  cheque  for  65002.  inclosed 
in  a  letter  which  stated  (inter  alia)  as  follows  : 

Althongb  jrou  admit  that  we  are  not  liable  we  have 
pleMore  in  sending  yon  65001.  This  we  nndentand  will 
cover  all  the  losui  yon  have  snatiined  except  those 
for  which  jon  hold  an  ineoranoe  policy. 

On  the  3rd  July  Messrs.  Derenburg  and  Co- 
presented  a  proof  in  the  bankruptcy  for  13,863!., 
giving  credit  for  the  amount  received  from 
Messrs.  Berwick  and  Moreing.  This  proof  was 
not  formally  admitted  till  the  Ist  Dec. 

In  the  meanwhile  Messrs.  Derenburg  and  Co. 
having  been  advised  that  Messrs.  Berwick  and 
Moreing  would  probably  be  unable  to  prove  for 
the  65002.,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  prove 
for  the  full  amount  lent  to  the  bankrupt  without 
givine  credit  for  the  sum  paid  them  by  Messrs. 
Berwick  and  Moreing. 

On  the  6th  Nov.  they  accordingly  sent  in  a  fresh 
proof  for  20,3682.,  and  requested  the  trustee  to 
substitute  it  for  the  proof  of  the  3rd  July. 

On  the  Ist  Jan.  1904  the  proof  of  the  3rd  July 
was  filed  by  the  trustee,  with  a  note  on  it  to  the 
effect  that  it  had  been  admitted  in  full  on  the 
Ist  Dec. 

The  trustee  rejected  the  proof  of  the  6th  Nov. 
on  two  grounds — firstly,  that  the  sanction  of  the 
court  was  necessary  before  a  creditor  could 
withdraw  one  proof  and  substitute  another.; 
secondly,  that    the  appellants    were  bound    to 

(a)  Beported  by  J.  ANWIL  Thiobaid,  Esq.,  BaRister4it-Law. 
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p^ire  credit  for  the  65002.  received  from  MesBrs. 
Berwick  and  Moreing.  The  Bankruptcy  Bnles 
provide  as  follow! : 

228.  Sabjeot  to  the  power  of  the  oonrt  to  extend  the 
time,  the  trtutee,  other  than  tbe  offiouil  reoeiver,  within 
tweoty.«ight  dayi  after  receiving  a  proof  whioh  has  not 
been  previonaly  dealt  with  by  the  offioial  reoeiver,  ihall, 
in  writiiig,  either  admit  or  reject  it  wholly  or  in  part  or 
lequire  further  evidence  in  aapport  thereof.  Provided 
tbat  where  tbe  trnatee  haa  given  notice  of  1  ia  intention 
to  deolare  a  dividend  he  ahall,  within  aeven  day  a  after 
the  date  mentioned  in  such  notice  aa  tbe  lateat  date  np 
to  which  proofa  mnat  be  lodged,  examine  and  in  writing 
admit  or  reject  every  proof  whioh  haa  not  been  already 
admitted  Mr  tejscted,  and  give  notSoe  of  hia  deoiaion 
tejacliof  a  proof  wholly  or  in  part  to  the  creditor 
aiTeoted  thereby. 

229.  Where  a  creditor's  proof  has  been  admitted  the 
notioe  of  dividend  ahall  be  snffioiant  notification  to  anoh 
creditor  of  enoh  admiasion. 

Sched.  2  of  the  Baakrnptcy  Act  1883,  r.  22, 
enacts: 

The  tmstee  shall  examine  every  proof  and  the 
ITOOnds  of  the  debt,  and  in  writing  admit  or  reject  it,  in 
•hole  or  in  part,  or  reqnire  farther  evidence  in  anpport 
of  it.  If  he  rejects  a  proof  he  ahall  atate  in  writing  to 
tbe  creditor  the  gronads  of  the  rejection. 

H.  Beed,  K.G.  and  Bannerman  in  support  of 
the  appeal. — This  proof  was  wron^^ly  rejected  on 
both  grounds.  A  creditor  can  withdraw  his  proof 
before  it  has  been  adjudicated  on  b,T  the  trustee, 
and  he  can  present  a  fresh  proof : 

Re  R1u)ade»  ;  Eic  parte  Rhoadei,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  493 ; 

(1899)  1  K.  B.  905  ; 
Re  Matro  Clark}  Ex  parfe Buenos  Ayres  Company, 

84  L.  T,  Bep.  208  ;  (1901)  1  K.  B.  655. 
A  creditor  is  not  obli({ed  to  give  credit  for  a 
volontary  payment  made  by  a  stranger.  A  debtor 
conld  not  plead  snch  a  payment,  for  a  payment 
has  to  be  at  the  request  and  on  behalf  of  the 
debtor,  and  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  is  in  no 
better  position : 

Kemp  T.  Ball*,  10  Ex.  607 ; 
James  v.  Jsaaes,  22  L.  3.  73,  C.  F. ; 
Lucas  T.  Wilkinson,  1  H.  &  N.  420. 

A  payment  by  a  stranger  must  also  be  on  account 
of  the  debt,  and  must  be  ratified  by  tbe  debtor : 

Bele^w  V.  Bush,  11  C.  B.  191. 
This  -was  a  mere  voluntary  payment,  not  on 
account  of  the  debt,  but  made  to  co\er  a  loss,  for 
irhich  the  payors  considered  themselves  in  some 
way  morally  responsible,  and  it  was  not  ratified 
by  the  debtor. 

Muir  Maclcenzie  for  the  trustee. — The  trustee 
not  having  rejected  the  proof  within  twenty-one 
days  limited  by  the  rule,  he  must  be  deemed  to 
have  admitted  it,  and  the  creditor  cannot  with- 
draw it  witliout  the  leave  of  the  court.  There  is 
so  inherent  right  in  a  creditor  to  amend  his 
proof,  and  the  court  has  the  discretion  to  prevent 
him  from  so  doing : 

Re  Safety  Erpiosives  UmUed,  (1904)  W.  N.  9  ; 

Ex  parte  Vaughan:  Re  Dodds,  62  L.  T.  Bep.  837; 
25  Q.B.  Div.  529 ; 

Re  Deerhuret  (No.  2),  8  Mor.  258. 
The  payment  was  on  account  of  the  debt,  and  the 
amount  was   ascertained  by   reference   to   the 
amount  of  the  debt : 

Ex  parte  Holland ;  Re  Rogers,  8  Mor.  243. 
S.  Beed,  K.G.  replied.  1 


BuCKLET,  J. — The  first  point  taken  by  th& 
trustee  in  this  case  is  that  the  first  proof  must  be 
deemed  to  have  been  admitted,  on  the  ground  that- 
it  was  not  rejected  within  the  twenty-eight  days 
limited  by  rule  228,  and  that  therefore  it  could 
not  be  withdrawn  without  the  leave  of  the  court. 
Rule  229,  however,  seems  to  me  to  contemplate 
some  notice  of  admission  being  given  to  the 
creditor,  and  I  think  the  creditors  in  this  case,  not- 
having  i-eceived  any  notice,  were  entitled  to  take 
the  viaw  that  their  proof  had  not  been  adjudi- 
cated upon,  as  was  the  fact,  and  to  withdraw  it 
and  present  a  fresh  proof.  On  the  second  point, 
in  my  opinion,  this  was  not  a  case  of  a  stranger- 
offering  to  pay  a  part  of  the  debt  due  to  a  creditor. 
The  payment  was  not  tendered  or  accepted  as  part- 
of  the  debt,  but  was  made  in  considemtion  of  the- 
fact  that  the  creditors  had  sastained  loss  by  th» 
acts  of  a  person  for  whom  Berwick  and  Moreing- 
considered  themselves  to  some  extent  morally 
responsible.  It  was  a  voluntary  payment,  made,, 
not  on  account  of  the  debt,  Ibut  in  consideratioDi 
of  the  debt  turning  out  a  loss  through  the 
inability  of  the  debtor's  estate  to  meet  it.  Th» 
proof  must  therefore  be  admitted  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  debt  ^^^^  ^^^ 

Solicitors :  Cecil  F.  Dunn;  Morley  and  Shireffi 


Monday,  Feb.  29. 
(Before  Buck  let,  J.) 
Be  Bbowne  ;  Ex  parte  MABTiNOELii.  (a) 
Bankruptcy  —  Proof —  Oambling  debt  —  Bills  in 
eonsiSeration  of  witlubrawing  letters  to  clubs  com- 
plaining   of  nonpayment — Gaming  Act    1892 
(55  <fe  56  Viet.  c.  9). 
Jlf.  had  acted  as  B.'s  agent  in  the  making  of  bete. 
M.  sued  B.  to  recover  money  paid  for  B.  in 
respect  of  bets,  and  B.  successfully  pleaded  the- 
Gaming  Act  1892.    M.  wrote  to  B.'s  clubs  com- 
plaining   of  B.'s    conduct,  and   Uiereupon  an 
arrangement  was  made  by  which,  in  considera' 
tion  of  M.  withdrawing  the  letters  of  complaint, 
B.  gave  him  bills  for  the  amount  due.    Before 
all  the  bills  were  met  B.  became  bankrupt. 
Beld,  that  the  bills  were  not  gtven  in  consideration 
of  the  gambling  debts,  but  on  the  consideration  of 
withdrawing  the  letters  to  B.'s  dubs,  which  was- 
not  an  illegal  consideration,  and  that  M.  could- 
prove  on  the  bilU  in  B.'s  bankruptcy. 
B«  Deerhurst;  £x  parte  Seaton  (64!  L.  T.  Bep, 

273)  distinguished. 
Appbai,  by  creditor  from  the  rejection  of  a  proof. 
The  appellant  h<id  acted  as  tbe  debtor's  agent 
in  tbe  making  of  bets,  and  in  19U0  the  debtor 
owed  him  8002.  for  losses  paid  on  his  behalf.  The 
appellant  brought  an  action  to  recover  that 
amount,  but  the  debtor  successfully  pleaded  th& 
Giaming  Act  1892  both  in  the  King's  Bench 
Division  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

The  appellant  subsequently  wrote  to  the  secre- 
taries of  the  debtor's  clubs  and  informed  them  of 
the  defence  set  up  in  the  action.  Thereupon  the 
debtor  approached  the  appellant,  and  a  settlement 
was  arrived  at  by  which  the  debtor  paid  1002.  in 
cash,  and  gave  bills  for  the  remainder.  In 
accordance  with  this  settlement  the  appellant 
withdrew  the  letters  to  the  secretaries   of  the 

(a)  Reported  b;J.  Amwti.  Theobald,  Eiq.,  BarriBter-atLaw- 
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debtor's  olnbs.  The  debtor  became  bankrupt, 
And  the  appellant  tendered  a  proof  on  the  bills 
which  had  not  been  paid,  which  was  rejected  by 
the  trustee  on  the  groand  that  they  had  been 
given  for  an  illegal  consideriition. 

H.  Beed.  K.C.  and  Simmonds  in  sapport  of  the 
appeal. — The  rambling  debt  was  disused  of  in 
the  action,  and  was  not  the  consideration  for  the 
bills.  The  consideration  for  the  bills  was  a  new 
one — namely,  the  withdrawal  of  the  letters  sent  to 
the  secretaries  1o  the  clnbs — and  that  was  not  an 
illegal  consideration. 

JUItttr  Mackenzie  for  the  tmstee. — A-lthcugh  it 
may  be  that  the  debtor  would  hare  had  no  answer 
to  the  claim  on  the  bills,  the  trustee  in  bank. 
Tuptcy  representing  the  other  creditors  can 
enquire  as  to  the  real  oonsideratioo.  The  consi> 
deration  alleged  by  the  appellant  is  not  such  as 
can  stand  against  the  rest  of  the  creditors  : 

Re  Deerhurit ;  Ex  parte  Siaton,  64  L.  T.  Bap.  273. 
Buckley,  J. — In  this  case  the  trustee   has 
rejected  the  appellant's  proof  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  founded  on  an  illegal  consideration.    The 
material  facts  are  that  the  appellant  brought  an 
-action  against  the  bankrupt  to  recover  what  is 
called  "  a  debt  of  honour,"  and  he  failed,  with  the 
lesult  that  the  debt  is  at  an  end.    After  that,  for 
a  new  consideration  altogether — ^namely,  the  with- 
drawal by  the  appellant  of  certain  letters  he  had 
written  to  the  secretaries  of  the  bankrupt's  clubs 
— the  bankrupt  agreed  to  pay  lOOt.  and  to  give 
bills  for  the  remainder.    That  was  a  wholly  new 
transaction.    It  was  said  that  this  was  merely  a 
fresh  agreement  to  pay  the  gaming  debt,  and 
S2«  Deerhuril ;    Ex  parte  Seaton  {uhi  tup.),  was 
cited,  but  that  case  was  the  contrary  of  this.     In 
that  case  the  creditor  had  obtained  by  default  a 
judgment  on  a  gaming  debt,  aod  the  debtor  bad 
agreed,  in  consideration  of  not  being  posted  as  a 
creditor  as  a  defaulter,  to  bear  the  bad  judg- 
ment as  if  it  were  a  good  one.    In  this  case  the 
bills  were  given   for   a  new  consideration  alto- 
gether, which  was  not  an  illegal  consideration, 
and  the  tmstee  wrongly  rejected  the  proof   on 
that  ground.     The  rejection  must  therefore  be 
revermd,  but  without  prejudice  to  his  setting  up 
within  fourteen  days  other  grounds  of  rejecting. 

Appeal  alloieed. 
Solicitors :  J.  J.  Hands ;  Andrew  Wood,  Purvet, 
end  Sutton. 


Monday,  March  7.  . 

(Before  Bucelet,  J.) 

Re  Bubnand  ;  Ex  parte  The  Tkustee.  (a) 

Bankruptcy — Books  kept  by  bankrupt  as  agent 
for  several  principals — Eight  to  retain — Bank, 
ruptcy  Act  1883  (46  *  47  Vict.  c.  62),  s.  50, 
sw-s.  1,  2 — Bankruptcy  rule  349. 

The  bankrupt  had  been  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's, 
and,  in  addition  to  his  own  business,  hctd  as 
agent  undertoriiten  polieies  for  others.  The 
agency  agreements  were  in  writing,  and  pro- 
-nded  that  the  bankrupt  should  keep  proper 
books,  which  should  be  open  to  his  principals, 
and  that  they  should  be  audited  by  accountants 
at  the  expense  of  the  prineipcds. 

Held,  that  the  books  were  the  property  of  the  bank- 

(a)  ReporMil  b;  J.  Anwyl  Tueobalo,  Esq.,  BMruier.M-Law, 


rupt,  and  that  the  accountants  had  no  right 

against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  retain  them 

on  behalf  of  the  prineipaU. 
Motion  by  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  P.  G.  C. 
Bumand,  for  an  order  for  the  delivery  to  him  of 
all  the  books  kept  by  the  bankrupt  in  his  busi- 
ness as  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's.  The  books 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  respondents,  Messrs. 
Baker,  Satton,  and  Co.,  chartered  accountants, 
who  had  declined  to  deliver  them  up  except  on 
terms  refused  by  the  trustee. 

The  bankrupt,  in  addition  to  his  own  business, 
had  since  1885,  as  agent,  underwritten  policies 
for  other  persons,  who  were  known  as  "  names." 

The  agreements  made  by  the  bankrupt  and 
his  "  names  "  provided  [inter  alia)  as  follows : 

1.  The  (aid  P.  O.  C.  B.  shall,  untU  the  lit  day  of  Jan. 
next,  and  for  snoh  longer  period  as  ii  bereinaiter  men- 
tioned  determinablr,  nsTertheleBi  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, act  as  the  agent  cf  the  said  A.  B.  for  ihs  poipoM 
oC  nnderwritiog  policies  of  inanrance  at  Lloyd'i,  and 
carryiDg  on  the  ordinary  baiineu  of  an  underwriter  at 
Llojd'r,  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  A.  B., 
in  aooatdanoa  with  the  uanal  onstom  of  Llojd'i,  and 
npon  the  terms  and  oondicions  hereinafter  oontained. 

2.  Thkt  the  eaid  P.  G.  C.  B.  ehall,  doring  the  said 
period,  have  the  sole  management  of  the  nnderwriting, 
and  all  risks  (hall  be  taken  and  all  loues,  averages,  and 
letarna  shall  be  settled  by  him  in  the  name  and  on 
aooonnt  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  in  aooordanoe  with  the 
oinal  oostom  ot  Lloyd's. 

5.  Proper  nnderwriting  and  aooonnt  books  shall  be 
provided  and  kept  in  the  nsnal  manner,  and  ihall  at  all 
times  be  open  to  the  inapeotion  o(  the  laid  A.  B.  or 
his  agent  therennder  appointed  in  writing,  and  the  said 
P.  O.  C.  B.  shall  at  all  times  give  to  the  said  A.  B.  soch 
informaticn  or  explanation  as  to  the  books  or  the  state 
of  the  aooonnt  as  ha  may  require.  The  said  books  and 
aooonnts,  if  required  by  the  said  A.  B.,  ahall  be  periodi- 
ca'ly  audited  by  a  professional  aoooantan^  and  the 
expense  of  snoh  andit  shall  be  an  outgoing  within  art.  3 
hereof  (i.e.,  payable  by  A.  B.). 

6.  The  said  A.  B ,  lo  long  as  the  underwriting  is 
oanied  on  under  this  agreement,  shall  pay  to  the  said 
P.  O.  C.  B.  while  he  shall  dnly  perform  tha engagements 
on  hia  patt  heroin  oontained,  as  a  remuneration  for  his 
aervioes  in  oondnoting  the  said  underwriting  business 
for  keeping  and  providing  hooks  raid  paperr,  and  for 
providing  a  proper  offioe  and  olarieal  assistanis,  and  all 
other  outgoings  and  expenses  oonneoted  with  the 
underwriting  business,  save  and  except  the  said  A.  B.'s 
annual  subscription  to  Lloyd's,  and   the   expenses  of 

andiiing  the  aooonnts  in  acoordanoe  with  art.  5  hereof, 
the  STun  of  2601'.  per  annnm,  which  sum  shall  be  pay- 
able quarterly  and  treated  aa  outgoings  of  the  said 
buainesR.  The  eaid  A.  B.  ahall  also  pay  to  tha  said 
P.  6.  G.  B.  in  reapect  of  the  underwriting  ot  <aah  year 
during  the  oontinnanoe  of  the  nnderwriting,  aa  a  re- 
muneration for  hia  lervices  in  oondnoting  the  aame, 
snoh  a  commission  or  further  anm  aa  thall  be  equal 
to  20  per  oent.  of  the  net  gains  or  profits,  if  any,  cf 
each  year,  to  be  ascertained  and  paid  at  the  times  and 
in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  bankrupt  kept  the  usual  books  of  an  under- 
writer, which  showed  his  liabilities  and  those  of 
his  "  names."  These  books  were  audited  by  the 
respondents,  who  were  paid  by  the  "  names." 

The  receiving  order  was  made  on  the  30th  Sept. 
1903  on  the  debtor's  own  petition,  and  the  trustee 
was  appointed  on  the  5th  Nov.,  at  which  date  the 
books  were  in  the  respondents'  possession. 

On  the  18th  Nov.  the  trustee  applied  for  the 
books,  but  the  respondents,  on  the  instructions 
of  the  "  names,"  refused  to  give  them  up,  exoept 
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on  an  nndertaking  to  retarn  them  on  demand,  and 
«n  other  conditious  to  which  the  traatee  refused 
to  consent.  The  respondents  claimed  that  the 
books  were  "  equallj  the  property  of  the  Tarious 
names." 

Sabseqnent  to  the  adjadieatioa  in  bankruptcy 
(he  "names"  determined  their  agreements. 

The  Bankruptcy  Act  1883  (46  &  47  Yict.  c.  52), 
e.  50,  provides  as  follows : 

(1)  The  traitee  shiil,  aa  loon  as  may  b«,  t«ka  pos- 
aeanon  of  the  deeds,  books,  and  doonneati  of  the 
baskrapt,  and  all  other  parte  of  his  property  ctpable  of 
mannal  deliver;. 

(8)  The  triutee  shall,  in  relation  to  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  acqairing  ot  retaining  potsession  of  the 
property  o(  the  bankrupt,  be  in  the  sama  position  as 
if  be  were  a  reoeivef  of  the  property  appoiatsi  by  the 
High  Court,  and  the  court  m«y,  on  bi<  application, 
enfotoe  snoh  aoqniaition  or  retention  acoordingly. 

Bole  349  of  the  Bankrnptcy  Bales  is  as 
follows : 

No  person  shall,  as  agiiniit  the  ofS  liftl  reoeirer  or 
hmstee,  be  entitled  to  withhold  posseasion  of  the  books 
of  aooonnt  belongiog  to  the  debtor  or  to  set  ap  any 
lien  thereon.  «•■* 

8.  O.  Ltuhington  for  the  trastee  in  support  of 
the  motion. 

Muir  Mackenzie  for  the  respondents. 

BccKLKT,  J. — In  my  judgment  the  respondents 
have  neither  any  property  in  these  books  nor  any 
right  to  their  possession.  They  have  set  up  a 
;tM  Urlii,  and  admit  that  the  bankrupt  had  a 
joint  right  of  property  with  the  "  names "  to 
these  books.  As  to  the  right  between  the  bank- 
ruptcy and  the  "  names,"  it  appears  to  me  that 
bankruptcy  makes  no  difference.  The  books 
were  provided  and  kept  under  contracts  between 
the  bankrupt  and  the  "  names,"  and  by  the  terms 
of  these  contracts  they  were  to  be  open  for  inspec- 
tion by  the  "  names,"  and  there  could  have  been 
■0  object  for  that  contractual  right  of  inspection 
if  the  books  were  the  property  of  the  "  names." 
These  books  show  the  sums  receivable  by  the 
names  and  the  amounts  for  which  they  were 
severally  liable.  As  between  the  names  not  one 
could  have  demanded  the  books  as  against  the 
others  or  as  against  the  bankrupt.  They  were  not 
the  books  of  any  one  of  the  "  names  "  as  against 
the  others,  but  they  were  the  bankrupt's  books 
which,  under  hia  contracts  with  the  "names,"  he 
waa  obliged  to  provide  and  keep. 

Order  in  term*  of  the  notice  of  motion. 

Solicitors :  Parker,  Oarrelt,  Holrnin,  and  U)vii- 
ietis  Ward,  Bowie,  and  Co. 


PROBATE,  DIVOBCE,  AND  ADMIBALTT 

DIVISION. 

ADMIRALTY    BUSINESS. 

Nov.  14,  16,  and  17,  1903. 

<B«foie  Basnks,  J.  and  Tsinitt   Masibbs.) 

The  Hawthobnbank.  (a) 

Collition — Vestel  "  not  under  command  " — Duty  to 

keep     eourte  —  Megulations    for    Preventing 

CoUitione  at  Sea,  art.  4  (a)  (e)  [d). 

A  teitel  exhibiting  two  red  light*  under  art.  4  (a) 

of  the  GoUiaion  Regulations   aa  a  signal  that 

W  Bepoiud  by  Cbiustopbkb  Hud,  l£«q  ,  B«rrt>tar-tt-L*ir. 


she  is  "  not  under  command  "  ought  to  keep  her 
course  when  approaching  another  vessel  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision. 

A  collision  occurred  betuieen  the  brigantine  B.  and 
the  barque  H.  The  B.  was  at  the  time  close- 
hauled  on  the  starboard  took  ;  the  H.  was  sailing 
free,  but,  having  been  recently  in  collision  with  a 
steamship,  was  exhibiting  "not  under  comm^ind  " 
lights.  The  hehn  of  the  B.  was  put  up  in  order 
to  pass  ahead  of  the  S.,  whUe  the  helm  of  the  H. 
was  ported. 

Held,  tnat  the  H.  ought  to  have  kept  her  course  and 
let  tlie  B.  get  out  of  her  way. 

Action  for  dam^e  by  collision  brought  by  the 
owners  of  the  brigantine  Ringleader  against  the 
owners  of  the  barque  Hawthombank. 

The  collision  occurred  about  midnight  on  the 
16th  Oct.  1903,  in  the  English  Channel,  some  five 
mUes  S.W.  of  Dover. 

The  Ringleader  was  a  brigantine  of  162  tons 
register,  and  at  the  time  was  on  a  voyage  from 
the  Tyne  to  Folkestone  with  a  cargo  of  coals, 
and  manned  by  a  crew  of  seven  hands  all  told. 
She  also  had  a  pilot  on  board.  The  Hawthorn- 
bank  was  a  steel  barque  of  1369  tons  register,  and 
was  on  a  voyage  frum  Antwerp  to  San  Pedro, 
U.S.A.,  ^ith  a  cargo  of  rails,  and  with  a  pilot  on 
board,  and  manned  by  a  crew  of  twenty-two 
hands  all  told. 

She  had  been  in  collision  with  the  mail  steam- 
ship Orinoco,  and  had  received  considerable 
damage.  Her  foretopmast  and  headstays  and 
sails  and  gear  had  been  carried  away,  and  her 
bows  had  been  stove  in.  .  The  services  of  a  tug 
had  been  engaged  accordingly,  and  she  was 
putting  back  to  the  Thames  for  repairs. 

The  weather  at  the  time  was  clear  but  overcast, 
the  wind  was  a  strong  breeze  from  W.N.W.,  and 
the  tide  was  running  to  the  westward  with  the 
force  of  about  a  knot  an  hour. 

The  plaintiffs'  case  was  that  under  these 
circumstances  the  Ringleader  was  sailing  close- 
hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  heading  about  S.W. 
^  W.  magnetic,  and  making  from  two  to  three 
knots  an  hour  with  jib,  foretopmast  staysail,  two 
topsails,  two  mainstay  sails,  and  aingle-reefed 
mainsail,  when  a  red  light  was  seen  nearly  ahead, 
but  on  the  starboard  bow  withal,  and  distant  one 
or  two  miles.  The  Ringleader  kept  her  course, 
and  shortly  afterwards  another  red  light  was  seen 
a  little  broader  on  the  starboard  bow,  and,  after  a 
farther  interval,  a  third  red  light  appeared  about 
a  quarter  of  a  mile  off.  Those  in  charge  then 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  vessel  approach-, 
ing,  which  proved  to  bo  the  Hawthombank,  was 
not  under  command,  and  the  helm  of  the  Ring- 
leader was  starboarded,  as  she  was  unable  to  port 
owing  to  the  presence  of  a  steamer  showing  her 
masthead  and  green  lights  on  the  starboard  bow, 
and  nearer  to  her  than  the  vesael  exhibiting  the 
three  red  lights.  The  Hawthombank,  however, 
still  keeping  her  port  light  open,  continued  to 
come  on  with  considerable  spted,  and  with  her 
stem  struck  the  Ringleader  on  the  starboard  side 
of  the  bowsprit,  oariying  it  away  and  doing  so 
much  damage  that  she  sank  shortly  afterwards, 
and  her  pilot  was  drowned. 

The  plaintiffs  then  charged  the  defendants  {inter 
alia)  with  proceeding  at  an  improper  rate  of  speed 
for  a  vessel  oaiTying  "not  under  command" 
lights,  with  failing  to  keep  her  course  arid  speed. 
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and  with  improperly  porting.    They  also  charged  | 
them  with  the  oreach  of  fu^s.  4  and  21  of  the 
Begnlations  for  Preventing  Cjllisions  at  Sea. 

The  defendants'  case  was  that  the  tow-liae  of 
the  tug  that  had  been  engag^  to  tow  the 
HtttDihmmbank  had  slipped  before  it  was  hauled 
on  board,  and  the  tug  was  following  and  hauling 
in  the  tow-line,  while  thebarqne,  under  her  lower 
main  topsail,  was  moving  tbrongh  the  water, 
making  about  three  knots  an  honr,  and  heading 
about  £.N.£.  magnetic.  The  regulation  side 
lights  and  a  stem  light  and  the  red  lights  for 
a  yessel  not  under  command  were  being  dnlj 
exhibited. 

Under  these  oircumstances  the  i-ed  light  of  the 
Singleader  was  seen  about  two  miles  off,  and 
bearing  about  three  or  four  points  on  the  port 
bow  of  the  Hatothombank.  The  Binghader  ap- 
proached, with  her  red  light  open,  on  the  port 
bow  of  the  Hawihombank,  and,  as  she  approached, 
the  helm  was  ported  a  point  and  steadied.  The 
Bingleader,  howeTer.  shut  in  her  red  light  and 
opened  the  green  light,  and  appeared  to  be 
attempting  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  Hawthorn- 
bank,  and,  coming  on  as  it  under  a  starboard 
helm,  with  her  jibboom  and  stem  struck  the 
port  bow  of  the  Hawthornbank. 

The  defendants  charged  the  plaintiffs  (inter 
alia)  with  improperly  starboarding  and  attempt- 
ing to  cross  the  Iwws  of  the  Hawthombank. 
Thev  also  charged  them  wit^  breach  of  art.  29 
of  the  regulations. 

Arta.  4  and  21  of  the  Begalations  for  Pre- 
Tenting  Collisions  at  Sea  are  as  follows  : 

Art.  4.  (a)  A  v<n«l  whioh  from  any  aaoid«iit  i%  not 
imder  commuid,  shall  carry  at  the  suBe  height  as  the 
white  light  mentioned  in  art-  2  (a),  where  they  oan 
beat  be  aeen,  and  if  a  aieam  veisel  in  lien  of  that  light, 
two  red  lights,  in  a  virtioal  line  one  over  the  other,  not 
leaa  thin  liz  feet  apart,  and  of  indi  a  ofaarMter  aa  to 
be  viaible  all  roond  the  hotizon  at  a  disiaooe  of  at  leaat 
two  milea.  .  .  (e)  The  vessele  referred  to  in  thia 
artiole,  when  not  makiog  any  way  throcgh  the  water, 
aha1I  not  oarty  the  aide  light* ,  bnt  when  making  way 
ahall  oarry  them,  (d )  Thn  lighta  and  abaoea  reqnired 
to  be  ahown  by  thia  artiole  are  to  be  taken  by  the 
veaaela  as  signals  that  the  veaael  aboiring  them  ia  not 
nnder  oommand,  and  oannot  therefore  get  oat  of  the 
way. 

Art.  21.  Where  by  any  of  these  mlee  one  of  two 
veaaela  is  to  keep  oat  of  the  way,  the  other  shall  keep 
her  ooniae  and  speed. 

AspinaU,  K.C.  and  Nelton  for  the  plaintiffs.— 
Tha  Hatothombank  was  in  fact  under  command, 
and  was  proceeding  at  a  considerable  speed.  If 
she  was  in  fact  not  nnder  command  under  her 
lower  main  topsail  only,  she  had  brought  herself 
to  this  condition  by  improperly  reducing  sail,  and 
art.  4  (a)  did  not  apply.  The  red  lights  were 
exhibited  too  late  and  not  at  a  proper  time.  In 
any  event  the  "  not  under  command  "  lights  are  a 
signal  to  other  vessels  to  get  out  of  the  way; 
and  it  is  therefore  the  duty  of  a  vessel  to  keep 
her  course  and  speed.  The  Hawthombank  must 
be  found  to  blame  for  porting  her  helm.  There 
was  a  bad  look-out  on  board  the  Hawthombank, 
and  the  light  of  the  Ringleader  was  not  reported 
to  the  pilot. 

Pidcford,  E.G.  and  Adair  Roche,  for  the  de- 
fendants, contra. — The  Hawthomhank  was  making 
sufficient  way  through  the  water  to  justify  her 


in   exhibiting  ''not    nnder    oommand"    lights^ 
See 

The  P.   Cnland,  68  L.  T.  Bep.  469 ;  7  Aap.  Uar. 
Law  Cas.  317 ;  (1893)  A.  C.  207. 

There  was  a  bad  look-out  on  board  the  Ring- 
leader, and  hence  the  collision.  The  steamer 
alleged  to  have  hampered  the  movements  of 
the  Bingleader  was  the  tug,  which  was  much 
further  astern,  so  that  she  was  not  really  iik 
the  way. 
Nelton  in  reply. 

Basnes,  J. — This  is  an  action  by  the  ownem, 
master,  and  crew  of  the  brigantine  Ringleader, 
and  the  owners  of  her  cargo,  against  the  owner» 
of  the  barque  Hawthombank  in  respect  of  a 
collision  whioh  occurred  at  abonj;  midnight  on  the- 
16th  Oct  1903,  in  the  English  Channel,  off  Dover. 
The  result  of  it  was  that  the  Binglecider  was  so- 
damaged  that  she  sank  shortly  afterwards  and 
was  lost  with  the  cargo  and  crew's  effects,  andl 
the  pilot  which  she  had  on  board  was  uutor- 
tunately  drowned.  The  case  of  the  Bingleader  i» 
in  substance  that  those  in  chargn  of  her  noticed 
the  red  light  of  the  Haiethornhanh  nearly  ahead, 
bnt  slightly  on  the  starboard  bow,  about  a  mil»- 
and  a  half  off ;  that  afterwards  a  second  red  lighh 
was  seen  about  in  the  same  position ;  and  wat 
afterwords  a  third  red  light  was  seen  in  the  same- 
position,  or  thereabouts ;  that  when  the  third  red 
light  came  into  sight  the  vessels  were  about  a, 
third  of  a  mile  apart.  The  plaintiffs  also  say 
that  they  saw  the  lights  of  a  steamer  a  Iittl» 
broader  on  the  starboard  bow  than  the  lights  of  the 
Hawthombank ;  and,  aoording  to  the  evidence  of 
the  master  of  the  plaintiffs'  vessel,  the  lights  of 
that  steamer  seemed  to  him  to  be  about  the  same 
distance  off  as  those  of  the  barque.  On  thab 
point  there  was  a  conflict  of  evidence,  beoanse  the 
defendants  sought  to  make  out  that  the  lights  of 
thia  steamer,  which  proved  to  be  the  tug  of  the 
Hawthombank,  were  really  a  good  deal  further 
away  from  the  brigantine  than  tlie  plaintiffs'' 
witnesses  put  them.  However  that  may  be,  the 
case  for  the  plaintiffs  is  that,  when  they  got  all 
those  three  red  lights  of  the  barque  in  sight, 
pretty  close  to,  they  came  to  the  conclusion  thai 
she  was  a  vessel  not  under  command,  and  that- 
they  must  act ;  and  thereupon  they  acted  by  star- 
boarding their  helm,  in  the  hope  of  getting  acrose 
the  barque's  bows,  being  unable,  according  to  the 
view  of  the  master,  who  was  the  responsible  man 
to  act,  to  do  anything  else,  because,  if  they  had 
luffed  by  poriiatr,  they  would  have  thrown  them- 
selves under  the  bows  of  the  steamer,  and,  if 
they  had  kept  on  their  way,  they  would  have  gone 
into  the  barque,  and  so  he  starl>oarded.  The 
case  of  the  Hawthombank,  shortly  stated,  is  that 
she  had,  the  day  before,  received  damage  by  colli- 
sion in  the  English  Channel,  and  was  putting  back 
in  distress  with  the  object  of  making  the  Thames. 
and,  no  doubt,  procuring  the  repairs  rendered 
necessary  by  the  first  collision,  which  had». 
according  to  her  master,  damaged  her  stem, 
forcing  it  across  to  starboard,  carried  away  all 
the  headgear  and  foretopmast,  stove  in  her  bows, 
and  done  some  other  da  m  age.  The  Hawthombat^ 
had  taken  a  pilot,  had  engaged  a  tug,  and  was 
endeavouring  to  make  fast  to  that  tng.  There 
had  been  two  attempts  to  get  a  tow  line  on  boctrd. 
The  first  attempt  failed  just  as  the  line  was  about 
to  be  made  fast,  and  the  second  attempt  also 
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failed,  and  the  ta^;  had  again  to  occupy  itself  in 
hawiing  in  tha  steel  hawser.  From  that  time  up 
to  the  collision  the  Hawthornbank,  which,  when 
they  first  tried  to  take  a  tag,  had  broached  to, 
was  proceeding  with  only  the  lower  maintopsail 
set ;  that  is  to  say,  for  abont  two  hours  before  the 
collision  she  sailed  under  the  lower  maintopsail, 
and  during  those  two  hours  the  tug  was  getting 
in  the  tow  rope  after  the  first  attempt,  and  was 
making  the  second  attempt  to  get  fast.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  two  red  lights,  in  addition  to  the 
«ide  lights,  were  put  up,  and  the  case  for  the 
Eawthonibank  is  that  those  two  red  lights  were 
put  up  at  about  10  p.m.  in  the  mizzen  rigging,  on 
the  starboard  side,  at  a  proper  height,  so  as  to 
«how  that  the  vessel  was  not  under  command. 
They  then  say  that  they  saw  the  red  light  of  the 
Singleader  something  like  two  miles,  or  there* 
abouts,  away,  three  or  four  points  on  the  port 
bow.  That  is  the  pleaded  case ;  but  the  master  of 
tiie  Haiethombank  said  a  mile  or  two  miles  oS. 
It  is  then  stated  that  the  red  light  of  the  Ring, 
leader  kept  open  and  gradually  broadened  on 
iheir  port  bow,  and  that,  after  they  saw  the  light, 
when  the  Bingleader  was  a  considerable  distiuioe 
oC,  they  ported  about  a  point,  and  then  steadied, 
so  as  to  give,  according  to  the  master  of  the 
defendants'  ship,  more  room,  and  to  enable  the 
Hmetkombank  to  steer  better.  Then  their  case 
is  that  the  Bingleader  shut  in  her  red  light, 
'^len  about  four  or  fire  ships'  lengths  off,  and 
about  six  points  on  the  port  bow,  and  showed  her 
green  light,  as  if  attempting  to  cross  the  bows  of 
the  [Eawthombank,  ana  shortly  afterwards  the 
collision  happened.  Now,  those  two  cases  pre- 
«emt  certain  difficulties.  The  first  question  is, 
what  were  the  manceuyres  of  these  two  Tessels, 
inTolring  the  further  questions,  at  what  time  were 
the  lights  put  up  on  the  Hawthornbank — the 
plaintiffs  contending  that  these  extra  red  lights 
were  only  put  up  at  the  last  moment  before  the 
collision,  and  the  defendants  contending  that 
they  were  put  up  about  two  hours  before — and 
what  waa  the  relative  position  of  the  two  vessels 
tooneanother  at thematerial  time.  Ithinkthat the 
weight  of  the  evidence  is  in  favour  of  the  view, 
which  I  adopt,  that  the  two  extra  red  lights  were 
put  up  somewhere  aboub  10  p.m.  I  think  it  is 
probable  that  was  so  from  the  fact  that  that 
seems  to  have  been  about  the  time  when  the 
vessel  was  in  difficulties  with  her  tug ;  and  they 
seem  to  have  had  those  lights  up  from  that  time 
onwards  to  the  collision.  With  regard  to  the 
manoeuvres  of  the  two  ships,  I  accept  the 
plaintiffs'  view  that  the  vessels  were  gi-aen  to 
led — that  is,  that  the  Bingleader  had  the  other 
-vessel  slightly  on  the  starboard  bow — whereas 
the  defendants'  case  is  that  the  two  vessels  were 
red  to  red  ;  but  I  cannot  see  how  the  defendants' 
-story  can  be  correct  on  this  point.  In  the  first 
place,  the  courses  on  which  the  vessels  were 
favours  the  view  which  the  plaintiffs  present. 
In  the  second  place,  if  the  vessels  were  red  to 
red,  as  the  defendants  suggest,  there  could  be  no 
nason  for  the  plaintiffs  starboarding  in  the  way 
it  is  said  by  the  defendants  they  did ;  because,  if 
.  they  were  red  to  red,  the  Bingleader  had  only  to 
keep  her  course  and  avoid  the  two  difficulties  in 
,  her  way— namely,  the  Hawthornbank,  which  they 
would  pass  easily,  and  the  steamer,  which  would 
have  to  keep  out  of  her  way.  Again,  I  cannot 
Me  bow  the  collision — which  undoubtedly  took 


place  between,  in  the  first  instance,  the  starboard 
side  of  the  Ringleader's  bowsprit  and  afterwards 
her  bows,  and  the  port  bow,  near  the  stem,  of  the 
Hawthornbank— aoxilA  have  occuiTedon  the  story 
told  by  the  defendants ;  because,  if  it  were  correct 
to  say  that  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  got  six  points  on 
the  port  bow  of  the  defendants'  vessel  and  then 
starboarded,  and  the  ships  were  proceeding  at  the 
same  speed  as  they  had  been  going,  I  do  not  see 
how  it  IS  possible  to  bring  about  a  collision  with 
the  bows  of  the  Hawthornbank,  and  at  an  angle 
leading  aft    I  therefore  accept  the  view  of  the 
position  of  the  ships  and  the  general  outline  of 
the  story  of  the  navigation  told  by  the  plaintiffs. 
There  are  still  left  some  questions  of  difficulty. 
The   first   relates    to    the    charge    against  the 
plaintiffs  that    their  helm  was  improperly  star- 
boarded.   That  involves,  I  think,  bad  look-out, 
because  it  is  said  that,  if  these  two  extra  red 
lights  were  up,  those  in  charge  of  the  Bingleader 
ought  to  have  seen  them ;    but  I  think  a  good 
look-out  was  being  kept  on  the  Bingleader.    I 
think  the  men  were  doing  their  duty  and  looking 
out  as  well  as  they  could.    They  saw  the  first  red 
light — that  is,  the  side  light — of  the  Hawthornbank 
at  a  considerable  distance,  although  they  did  not 
see  the  other  two  lights  at  the  same  time.    They 
first  saw  one  and  then  they  saw  another,  and  I 
think  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  lights  may  have 
had  some  obscuration  from  the  masts  or  rigging  of 
the  Hawthornbank,  because  they  were  hung  three 
or  four  feet  to  starboard  of  the  mizzen  mast.    It 
is  obvious  that  anybody  on  the  port  bow,  fine  on 
the  bow,  might  have  something  between  them  and 
those  lights,  especially   if    the  vessel    were  not 
keeping  quite  steady  on  her  E.N.E.  course.    The 
exact  obscuration  would  depend  upon  how  the 
vessel  was  moving.    Then,  again,  the  lights  were 
globular,  which  would  not  necessarily  come  into 
view  so  readily  or  so  brightly  as  the  side  light 
which  was  first  seen.    I  am  satisfied  that  those  on 
board  the  Bingleader  a&w  the  two  extra  sidelights 
as  soon  as  they  reasonably  could  be  expected  to 
do  so.    The  question  whether  those  in  charge  of 
the    Bingleader   were    wrong   in     starboarding 
depends  very  much  on  the  opinion  of  the  nautical 
assessors  who  are  assisting  me.    If  the  plaintiffs 
are  right  in  saying  that  the  steamer  which  they 
saw  appeared  to  be  about  the  same  distance  off  as 
the  ship,  there  certainly  was  a  position  of  very 
considerable  difficulty,    because  there  was    the 
Hawthornbank  intimating  by  her  signals  that  she 
was  out  of  command,  a  little  ahead  of  the  Bing- 
leader, and  the  steamer  on  the  starboard  bow. 
The  master  of  the  Bingleader  did  not  know  that 
it  was  a  tog  at  the  time.    It  might  be  any  steamer 
coming{  up.    It  might  be  a  large  steamer,  and,  if 
he  luffed,  it  would  throw  him  right  under  the  bows 
of  that  steamer.    To  get  rid  of  that  difficulty  the 
defendants  try  to  make  out  that  the  tug  was 
farther  away.    My  view  is  that  the  master  of  the 
Bingleader  was  justified,  from   what  he  saw,  in 
thinking  that  the  steamer  was  pretty  close  to  him, 
in  the  same  way  as  the  barque  was,  when  he  made 
out  that  the  barque  was  not  under  command.    It 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  tug's  side  lights 
may  have    been    showing  more  brilliantly  than 
those  of  the  barque,  and  therefore  may  have  pro- 
duced the  appearance  of  being  closer.    I  am  not 
prepared  to  accept  the  defendants'  view  of  this 
case,  that  the  tug  was  so  far  astern  as  they  make 
out.    Some  time   had   elapsed   since  the     last 
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attempt  to  get  the  tow  rope  fast,  and  I   see  no 
reason  why  the  tn);  wonld  not  make  up  to  the 
barque  again  as  fast  as  she  coald.  That  being  my 
Tiew,I  haveconsolted  the  Elder  Brethren,  and  they 
agree  that  the  plaintiff's  vessel  cannot  reasonably 
be    expected  to  have  done  differently — in  other 
words,  there  was  no  negligence  or  breach  of  any 
rule  on  her  part  in  starboarding  in  the  circum- 
stances.   The  reasons  appear  to  oe  these :  As  her 
master  says,  it  would  have  been  risky  to  have 
gone  about  and  ported  under  the  steamer's  bows ; 
it  wonld  have  been  a  very  serions  danger  if  the 
steamer    had    been    close     up;     he    conld    not 
keep    straight    on    with    safety,    because    the 
vessels    were    approaching,    and    so    he    star- 
boarded and  tried  to  get   across    the   bows    of 
the  barqne.    The  only  point  that  can  be  made 
against  nim  for  doing  that  is  that  he  said  some- 
thing to  the  effect  that  sub-sect,  (e)  of  art.  4  (1) 
was  not  properly  in  his  mind ;  bat  I  think  that, 
when  his  evidence  is  fairly  considered,  what  he 
meant  to  convey  was  very  much  what  he  said  in 
his  evidence  in  chief — namely,  that  he  had  made 
up  his  mind  that  the  vessel  showing  the  three 
red  lights  was  a  disabled  vessel,  scarcely  having 
any  way  through  the  water,  and  if  he  had  thought 
that  she  was  going  at  any  great  speed  he  would 
not  have  starboarded.    That  seems  to  me  very 
much  a  nautical  question,  and  the  Elder  Brethren 
take  the  view  that  the  plaintiffs'  master  could  not 
reasonably  have  done  in  the  circumstances  other 
than   what  he  did   do.    I   think,  therefore,  he 
cannot  be  considered  to  blame.    Now,  the  other 
side  of  the  case  is  also  a  matter  of  considerable 
difficulty.    The  broad  points  taken  by  counsel  for 
tite  defendants  are  that  the  barque  was  not  nnder 
command,  that  she  had  her  proper  lights  show- 
ing in    the    circumstances,   and  that    she    did 
nothing  wrong.    Was  the   barque    under   ccm- 
mand  ?    Or  was  she  not  P    She  was  proceeding  in 
the  damaged  condition    which    I   have    already 
described,  with  only  the  lower  maintopsail  set, 
for  something  abcnt  two  hours  before  the  col- 
lision, and  she  was  put  into  that  position  with 
the  objectHif  getting  her  tu^  and  getting  safely 
into  the  Downs.    The  question  it.  Was  she  at 
this  time  under  command,  or  not  under  com- 
mand from  any  accident?    There  is  no  doubt 
that  her  condition  was  due  to  the  previous  col- 
lision, which  was  an  accident,  and  I  have  asked 
the    Elder  Brethren — it  is  a  matter  purely  for 
them — whether  she  was  nnder  command  or  not. 
Their  view  is  that  the  defendants'  ship  was,  in 
the  circumstances,  not  under  command,  having 
regard  to  all  the  conditions  of  the  traffic  and  the 
action  which  she  might  be  called  upon  to  take — 
to  act  promptly  and  properly  for  other  vessels.   I 
understand  by  that,  that  although  it  would  be 
possible  for  a  vessel  going,  as  she  was,  to  alter 
ner  course  slowly,  or  to  teJte  action  in  some  way 
for  the  purpose  of  altering  her  course  for  a  vessM 
which  she  might  meet,  and  so  get  out  of  the  way, 
she  had  not  only  one  vessel  to  consider  when  she 
put  up  these    lights.    She  had  to  consider  the 
traffic  in  the  Channel,  and  all  the  vessels  out  of 
the  way  of  which  she  might  have  to  keep.    I  may 
add  these  observations.    Either  she  would  pay  off 
very  slowly  indeed,  or  she  might,  if    she  tried  to 
come  up,  come  up  very  quickly,  and  then  she 
would  not  be  in  a  position,  certainly  not  in  the 
latter  case,  to  act  for  other  vessels.    That  is  the 
answer  to  the  first  broad  point  in  connection  with 


the  defendants'  case.    Then  another  point  was 
made — namely,  that  she  was  proceeding  negli- 
gently, having  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  th» 
case,  in  reducing  herself  only  to  this  sail  that 
she  had  set  at  the  time.    I  have  asked  the  Elder 
Brethren  a  further  question  about  this,  and  they 
advise  me  that  the  circumstances  were  not  sucn 
as  to  justify  the  court  in  holding  that  she  was 
proceeding  in  an  improper  manner.     There  i» 
positive  evidence  from  the  defendants'  master,  and 
from  the  surveyor,  to  the  effect  tliat  she  could  not 
set  her  headsails,  and  it  must  not  be  forgotten 
that  what  she  was  doing  was  being  done  with  the 
object  of  proceeding  to  the  Thames,  and  she  was, 
it  seems  to  me,  acting  reasonably  in  endeaTonring 
to  take  a  tug  to  proceed  to  the  Downs.    A  further 
point  was  taken — namely,  that  it  the  defendant 
vessel  says,  in  tSect,  "Here  I  am  in  a  crippled 
condition,  and  not  under  command,"  and  exhibits 
"not  under  command"  signals,  she  should  act 
accordingly,  and  leave  other  vessels  to  get  out  of 
the  way ;  but  the  evidence  is  that  she,  some  time 
before  this  collision  actually  happened,  ported  her 
helm.    I  have  already  said  that  I  do  not  aooepb 
the  vi6w  that  they  ported  because  of  a  position  of 
lights  such  as  Ihey  contend  for,  but  they  ported 
their  helm  to  a  green  light    The  Elder  Brethren 
take  the  view,   and  I  agree,  that  that  was   a 
material  cause  in  bringing  about  this  collision. 
The  helm  was  ported,  the  vessel  paid  off,  and  I 
think,  but  for  that  having  taken  place,  there  was 
a  great  probability  that  the  plaintiffs'  ship  would 
have  got  across   the  bows  of  the  barqne.    My 
view,  therefore,  is  that,  having  signalled  that  she 
was   not  under  command,  and  that  the  other 
vessel  must  act  for  her,  she  ought  not  to  have 
acted  in  the  way  she  did,  but  should  have  kept 
her  course  and  let  the  brigantine  get  out  of  the 
way.    She  did  not  do  so,  and  the  result  is  that 
the  HaiBthombank  must  be  held  alone  to  blame. 
There  is  one  other  matter.    As  I  have  already 
said,  the  story  told  by  those  on  the  Hatolhombank, 
that  they  jwrted  to  t  red  light  in  order  to  giva 
more  room  and  to  steer  better,  I  do  not  accept  as 
regards  the  L'ght  that  was  seen.      I  think  the 
vessels  were  green  to  red.     I  think,  therefor^ 
that  the  look-out  was  defective  on  board   the 
Hawihornbank,    and    that    the    pilot    was    not 
properly  informed  that  there  was  a  gpreen  light  in 
sight,  which  light  really  must  have  been  visible 
at  the  time  the  helm  was  ported.    It  seems  to  me 
that,  if  that  is  so,  the  Hawthornbank   must   be 
held    alone    to  blame,    and    her  owners    liable, 
because   the   look-out    was   defective  —  perhaps 
because  they  were  looking  after  the  tug  and  not 
paying    sufficient   attention   to   the   navigation 
ahead.     That  disposes  of  the  question  of  com- 
pulsory pilotage. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Louhit  and  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  deftndants,  Thomat  Cooper 
and  Co. 


Friday,  Nov.  20. 1903. 

(Before  Baknis  J.  and  Tbinitt  Mastbb8.> 

Thb  Gxbmanta.  (a). 

Salvage — Stranding  of  talved  vettel — Value  Jvr 

purf)o»e$  of  award. 
A  steam  tratoler  touxd  a  disabled  steamship  into 
Aberdeen  Bay,  and  signals  were    made  for  a 

(•)  BcporMd  bj  Chribiofbzr  Bead,  Iiq.,  BwTtM«r«t-L»w. 
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jrilot  and  a  iug.  A  tug  eame  up  in  rerpome  and 
■ofvnd  topQot  and  Uno  the  veuel  inio  harbour, 
hvi  (h*  oftr  wat  ffftutdhy  her  matter,  and  the 
tug  sent  bade  for  a  piiot.  In  the  meanwhile 
the  hawter  parted,  and  the  vessel  drifted  ashore. 
Ser  valve  at  the  time  the  services  of  the  tug 
w«r8  offered  was  85002.  The  costs  of  re- 
floating were  11502.,  and  of  the  repairs  in  eon- 
sequence  of  the  strandiii^  5600Z.  In  an  action 
for  salvage  by  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  of 
the  trawler : 

Held,  on  the  facts,  that  they  were  entitled  to 
talvage,  and  to  an  a/ward  of  750?.,  and  that,  for 
the  purposes  of  arriving  at  a  proper  award,  the 
value  of  the  salved  property  must  be  taken  at 
85001. 

Beld,  further,  that  the  steamship  ought  to  have 
taken  the  services  of  the  tug  when  offered. 

AcTioir  for  salvage. 

The  plaintaifs  ware  the  White  Star  Fishing 
Company  Limited,  the  owners  of  the  trawler 
WeMgo,  and  her  master  and  crew.  The  defendants 
were  the  owners  of  the  German  steamship 
Cermania. 

The  Waago  was  a  steam  trawler  of  165  tons 
gross  register,  fitted  with  engines  of  350  horse- 
power effective,  and  was  at  the  time  on  a  voyage 
from  the  Faroe  fishing  grounds  to  Grimsby  with 
fish,  and  manned  by  a  craw  of  ten  hands  all 
told. 

The  Cfermania  was  a  steamship  of  2607  tons 
gross  register,  and  was  bound  for  Kratzwiok  to 
Newoastle-on-Tyne  in  water  ballast. 

Aboot  7.30  a.m.  on  the  3rd  Dec.  1902,  the 
Waago  was  about  thirty  miles  E.S.E.  of  Girdle- 
stone  Light,  in  Aberdeen  Bay,  when  the  Oermania 
was  seen  flying  signals  of  distress.  On  coming 
n^  to  her  it  was  fonnd  that  she  had  broken  her 
tail-end  shaft  and  lost  her  propeller  the  day 
before,  and  was  drifting  to  the  N.N.W.  with  two 
anchors  down.  The  master  of  the  Oermania 
bailed  the  Waago,  and  it  was  sgrreed  that  she 
should  tender  assistance.  After  three  attempts, 
dnringone  of  whidi  the  hawser  parted  and  the  Oer- 
mania collided  with  the  quarter  of  the  Waago, 
a  connection  was  made,  and  towingcommenced 
about  noon  for  Aberdeen,  and  a  W.N.  W .  course  was 
shaped.  About  5  p.m.  Aberdeen  Bay  was  reached, 
ana  the  Waago  held  the  Oermania  head  to  wind 
while  flares  were  exhibited  for  a  tug  and  a  pilot  A 
tug  came  alongnde,  and,  after  sigoaUing  the  Oer- 
mania, told  tbe  master  of  the  Tr  aa^o  that  there 
was  too  much  sea  for  a  pilot  boat  to  cross  the 
bar.  The  tug  then  left  to  fetch  a  pilot.  Between 
S  and  9  p.m.  the  master  of  the  Oermania  hailed 
the  Waago  to  slack  away  the  warp,  and  the 
Waago  accordingly  dropped  astern  to  do  so,  but 
as  she  did  this  the  Oennania  drifted  to  leeward, 
-and,  on  the  Waago  being  again  hailed  to  go  ahead, 
the  hawser  parted.  Tbe  Oermania  then  dropped 
anchor,  and  steps  were  taken  to  make  the  Waago 
fast  again,  but  oefora  this  could  be  done  the  Oer- 
Tnania  drifted  ashore.  She  was  eventually  floated 
off  at  a  cost  of  1150Z.,  and  the  subsequent  repairs 
due  to  the  stranding  cost  56002. 

The  value  of  the  Waago  was  50002.,  and  of  her 
cargo  2542.  after  allowance  had  been  made  for 
-deterioration  of  the  fish  owing  to  the  delay  caused 
in  rendering  the  services.  The  value  of  the 
Oermania  at  the  time  the  services  were  rendered 
was  85001. 

Vol.  XC,  2321. 


It  was  contended  by  the  defendants  that  no 
salvage  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  the 
Waago  had  not  completed  the  services  she  had 
agreed  to  render.  They  also  contended  that,  if 
any  salvage  was  due,  the  cost  of  floating  her  off 
and  the  repairs  due  to  the  stranding  ought  to  be 
deducted  from  her  value. 

.^*pina22,  E.G.  and  Batten  for  the  plaintiffs.— 
The  msster  of  the  Oermania  was  unwilling  to 
avail  himself  of  the  services  of  the  tug  at  once. 
It  was  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  master  to  order 
the  Waa^o  to  be  slacked  awsy,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  his  mistake  the  hawser  parted  and  the 
Oermania's  anchor  dragged,  and  she  drifted 
ashore.  ItissnbmittedthattheTalueof  the  vessel 
before  she  stranded — viz.,  85002. — must  be  taken 
as  her  value  for  the  purposes  of  the  award. 

Laing,  E.G.  snd  Btubbs  for  the  defendants 
contra. — The  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  any 
salvage  award.  The  Waago  ought  to  have  towed 
the  Ckrmania  into  Aberdeen  Harbour,  and  it  was 
owing  to  unskilful  towing  that  the  hawser  parted 
and  the  Oermania  drifted  ashore.  Assuming, 
however,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  some 
atrard,  it  is  submitted  that  the  value  on  which  the 
award  is  based  must  be  what  she  was  actually 
worth  to  her  owners— namely,  17502. 

Batten  in  reply. — The  services  of  the  Waago 
came  to  an  end  when  signals  were  made  by  the 
master  of  the  Oermania  tat  a  pilot  and  a  tug. 
The  intmtion  of  tlie  master  was  to  employ  othen 
to  take  him  into  harbour,,  and,  as  far  as  the 
Waago  was  concerned,  her  services  were  then 
completed. 

Babnxs,  J. — ^The  question  is  whether  any 
salva'ge  is  to  be  given  in  this  case,  and,  if  so, 
upon  what  basis.  The  plaintiffs  contend  that 
they  ought  to  be  treated  as  having  brought  into 
safety,  at  the  time  they  finished  their  serrioes, 
property  to  the  value  of  85002.;  whereas  the 
defendants  contend  that  there  was  no  salvase  at 
ail,  and  that,  in  any  event,  the  value  of  the 
Oermania  can  only  be  taken  at  17502.,  as 
67502.  has  to  be  deducted,  made  up  of  56002., 
the  cost  of  repairs,  and  11502.,  the  cost 
of  tbe  salvage  operations  to  get  her  off. 
The  Oermania  had  met  with  bad  weather,  in 
which  she  had  broken  her  tail-end  shaft  and 
lost  her  propeller.  When  she  was  fonnd  by  tbe 
Waago  she  had  two  anchon  down,  but  they  did 
not  prevent  her  drifting  generally  in  a  north- 
westerly direction.  The  Waago  was  asked  to 
assist  her,  but  there  was  some  confusion  as  to 
tbe  exact  words  used  by  the  English  master  of 
the  Waago  and  the  G«rman  master  of  the 
Oermania  in  connection  with  the  arrangement 
made  for  the  towage.  It  has,  however,  been 
practicallv  agreed  by  counsel  that  the  matter,  so 
far  as  salvage  is  concerned,  must  be  treated  as 
an  open  arraogement— to  render  salvage  services 
with  the  object  of  getting  into  a  place  of  safety 
— and  on  that  basis  I  propose  to  treat  the  ca«e. 
The  Waago  was  made  fast  to  the  Oermania  about 
midday  on  the  3rd  Dec.,  and  started  to  tow  her. 
It  took  her  a  long  time— I  think  some  four 
hours — to  make  fast,  and  afterwards  the  vessel 
was  towed  in  the  direction  of  Aberdeen.  They 
appear  to  have  reached  Aberdeen  Bay  at  about 
5  p.m.,  or  a  little  later,  in  the  afternoon ;  and,  so 
far,  matten  went  fairly  well.  It  had  been  bad 
weather,  with  a  strong  wind  and  sea  from  the 
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S.E.,  and  I  think  —  and  the  Elder  Brethren 
agreo— that  if  the  vessel  had  not  had  assistance 
froqi  towing  she  wonld  have  been  in  danger  of 
going  on  the  coast  farther  to  the  northward  than 
she  did.  When  the  vessels  came  near  to 
Aberdeen,  according  to  the  master  ot  the 
plaintiffs'  Tessel,  a  white  flare  was  bnmt  for  a 
tng  and  a  pUot,  and  I  think  it  is  fairly  obvious 
that  the  master  of  the  trawler  is  right  in  saying 
that  he  would  not  like  to  have  taken  sach  a  large 
vessel  au  the  Germania  by  himself  into  Aberdeen, 
bat  that  he  could  take  her  where  she  wonld  be 
in  a  position  to  get  tags,  and  I  think  his  state- 
ment is  correct  that  signals  were  made  for  tugs. 
In  response  a  tng  came  out  and  came  alongside 
the  Oermania,  and  a  conversation  ensued  between 
the  two  masters.  The  master  of  the  tug  said  that 
he  told  the  master  of  the  Cfermania  that  he  ooald 
not  have  a  pilot,  beoanse  it  was  too  rough  for  a 
pilot  to  come  ont ;  but  he  himself  had  a  licence 
for  Aberdeen  for  the  tag  and  could  take  the 
Germam'a  safely  in,  and  get  a  pilot  afterwards ; 
that  he  could  go  ahead,  and  the  trawler,  if  wanted, 
might  make  fast  astern,  and  the  remuneration 
could  be  settled  ashore.  Then  there  was  a  discus- 
sion, according  to  his  evidence,  as  to  the  price  ; 
but  the  master  of  the  Qermania  said  he  would 
not  give  more  than  102.  There  the  negotiations, 
such  as  they  were,  broke  off,  without  anything 
further  being  done.  There  is  one  point  which  it  is 
material  to  mention  here.  The  master  of  the  tng 
said  that  it  was  not  sa|ef or  the  trawler  alone  to  take 
the  Oermania  in,  and  that  he  told  the  master  of 
the  Oermania  he  must  dismiss  the  trawler  from 
ahead,  but  she  could  work  astern.  Kow,  the 
master  of  the  Oermania  says  that  when  he  had 
this  conversation  he  understood  the  master  of  the 
tug  to  say,  "  Clear  out  the  trawler  altogether ;  I 
will  bring  you  into  a  safe  place  " ;  and  that  he 
himself  said  to  the  master  of  the  tng,  "  Ton  had 
better  let  one  of  your  men  go  on  board  the 
trawler,  and  yoa  can  go  astern,  inside."  Then 
he  went  on  to  say  that  the  tng  went  to  the 
brawler,  bat  came  back  and  "  asked  if  I  would 
pay  him  if  he  brought  out  a  pilot.  I  said 
he  had  better  bring  two,  and  that  I  would  pay 
him  6Z.  to  71.  He  asked  2002.  for  going  astern, 
and  I  offered  him  10!.,  and  he  laughed  at  that 
and  went  to  the  trawler."  It  seems  to  me  that 
there  may  have  been  some  confusion  between 
what  these  men  understood  each  other  to  say ;  but 
one  thing  I  do  not  think  is  established  by  the 
defendants,  and  that  is  that  any  stipulation  was 
made  by  the  tiu;  that  the  trawler  should  be  abso- 
lutely dismissed.  The  general  inference  I  draw 
is  that  there  was  bargaining  going  on,  and  that 
the  defendants'  mastw'  had  this  offer  of  a  tug ; 
but  that  he  seems  to  have  thought  that  if  he 
could  obtain  a  pUot  he  could  get  in  with  the 
trawler,  and  probably  wonld  have  to  pay  but  a 
very  little  more  for  a  tug  astern.  My  view  is 
thait  the  trawler's  master  was  right  in  saying 
that  he  would  not  like  to  take  the  big  ship  in 
alone,  but  would  bring  her  to  a  place  where  she 
could  get  a  tug,  and  that  those  in  charge  of  the 
ship  should  have  recognised  that  position  and 
never  have  allowed  the  tug  to  go.  The  master  of 
the  Oermania  should  have  taken  that  tug,  and 
then  this  disaster  would  not  have  hai>penod. 
However,  the  two  vessels  remained  out  in  this 
weather,  and  the  hawser  near  the  steamer  begaji 
to  chafe.    Those  on  the  steamer  started  to  get  it 


in,  but  could  not,  because  it  was  weighted 
between  the  two  vessels  by  a  chain  cable.  The 
master  of  the  trawler  seems  to  have  thought, 
from  their  calling  constantly  to  him  to  go  astern, 
that  he  mast  take  the  weight  off  somehow,  and 
that  there  might  be  some  risk  in  doing  it,  but 
that  he  must,  as  they  were  drifting  nearer 
the  shore,  i^et  a  taut  hawser  between  them.  I 
have  consulted  the  Elder  Brethren  about  this, 
and  they  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  ground  for 
suggesting  that  the  master  of  the  trawler  was 
domg  anything  wrong  in  the  circumstances  at 
alL  Their  view  is  that  it  was  not  hia  fault  that 
the  hawser  parted  and  that  this  misfortune  hap- 
pened. I  think  the  evidence  of  the  master  of 
the  trawler  must  be  accepted,  and  that  he  tried 
to  make  fast  again  and  could  not.  Unfortunately 
the  steamer's  anchor  did  not  hold,  and  she  went 
ashore.  What  is  the  general  resiilt  P  It  seams 
to  me  that  the  plaintiff  trawler  had  done  what 
she  could  to  bring  the  defendants'  vessel  into  a 
place  of  safety,  and  that  if  the  tng  had  been 
taken  there  would  have  been  no  difficulty.  I 
regard  it  as  a  case  in  which  there  ought  to  be  a 
salvage  award  made  on  the  basis  of  the  plaintiffs' 
vessel  having  assisted  the  Oermania  from  where 
she  was  taken  in  tow  to  a  place  in  Aberdeen  Bay, 
close  to  Aberdeen.  Looked  at  from  that  point  of 
view,  it  is  a  case  of  towage,  though  for  a  very 
short  time,  of  a  very  valuable  character,  becauso 
it  was  from  a  position  where  the  vessel,  if  un- 
assisted, would  nave  beat  in  danger  of  going 
ashore  at  a  spot  more  northerly  than  Aberdeen, 
to  a  place  where  she  could  get  a  tug.  I  have 
considered  the  case  very  carefully,  with  the 
aasisiance  of  the  Elder  Brethren,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  on  a  valne 
of  85002.,  i^  an  award  of  7502. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Deacon,  Oibson, 
MedeaM,  and  Marriott,  for  Orange  and  Wintring- 
ham,  Gnreat  Grimsby. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Stokes  and  Btokes. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Feb.  29  and  March  1. 

(Before  Williahs,  Stiblibq,  and  Cozbns- 

Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

TowEKB  V.  Afeican  Tuo  Cohpaht 

LlUITBD.  (a) 
APPEAX  FBOM  THE   CHANCKBT  DIYISIOIT. 

Company — Payment  of  dividend  out  of  capital — 
Ultra  vires — Bon&  fide  mietaJee  of  directors — 
Knowledge  of  thareholders  —  Action  by   them- 

Z;in»t    directors — Retention  of  dividend    by 
irUiffs — Might  to  maintain  action. 

Where  a  company  had,  by  a  bon&  fide  mietake  of 
its  directors,  illegally  paid  a  dividend  out  of 
capital,  and  an  action  teas  brought  tMaintt  (he 
company  and  the  directors  by  shareholders  (pur- 
porting'to  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  arid  all 
other  the  shareholders  of  the  company)  who 
had  received — and  still  retained — their  shares 

(n)  Bcportad  by  E.  A.  Schatchlet,  Esq.,  B»trlatetHk(-Law. 
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of  tAoJ  ivniend  with  full  knowledga  of  all  the 
eireunutanees,  it  too*  held  that  the  plainiiffB, 
haviitg  the  dividend  in  their  pocketi  which  they 
knew  was  wrongfully  there,  ought  not  to  he 
allowed  to  complain,  and  could  not  obtain  any 
greater  right  of  complaint  because  in  form  their 
action  wae  an  etetioa  by  themselves  and  all  other 
&e  shareholders  of  the  company. 

Dietftm  of  Brett,  L.J.  in  Be  Exobanj^.  Banking 
Company  Limited:  Flitcroft's  case  (48  L.  ^. 
Bep.  86;  21  CA.  Div.  519,  at  pp.  531,  535) 
applied. 

Deeiiion  of  Byrne,  J.  reversed. 

Thb  abore-named  oompany  was  a  company 
limited  by  shares  and  was  incorporated  in  1896 
imder  the  Oompaniee  Aots  1862  to  1893  with  the 
object  (amongst  other  things)  of  carrying  on  the 
bnainess  of  steam-tng  owners,  with  a  nominal 
capital  of  40001.  in  eighty  shares  of  502.  each,  of 
which  the  sum  of  25502.  was  dnly  subsoribed  for. 

Art.  36  of  the  articles  of  association  of  the 
company  anthorised  dividends  to  be  paid  to  "  the 
members  according  to  their  rights  and  interests 
in  the  profits  ";  and  art.  37  empowered  the  directors 
from  time  to  time  to  "  pay  to  the  members  snob 
interim  dividends  as  in  their  judgment  the  position 
ot  the  company  justifies." 

Thomas  Nome  Alexander,  James  Ambrose 
Wood,  and  Joseph  Lawson  were  the  first  directors 
of  the  company ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors, 
held  on  the  7th  Sept.  1896,  at  which  Alexander, 
Wood,  and  Lawson,  as  directors,  and  William 
Honter  Towers,  as  secretary  of  the  company, 
were  present,  Alexander  was  appointed  chairman 
ot  the  company,  and  Towers  was  appointed  its 
manager  and  secretary. 

At  the  same  meeting  it  was  resolved  that  the 
qnomm  of  directors  of  the  company  for  the 
transaction  of  basiness  should  be  two. 

Sabseqaently  Lawson  retired  from  the  board 
and  FasKel  Wedlake  was  appointed  a  director  in 
his  place. 

Up  to  the  20bh  March  1900  the  business  of  the 
company  was  carried  on  at  a  loss  of  its  capital  of 
about  700Z.  subject  to  profits  made  in  the  oom- 

ny's  bnsinesa  which  tor  the  year  ending  the  31st 
y  1 899  amounted  to  2451. 18s.  4d.  (on  the  footing 
that  no  part  of  such  profit  was  applied  in  reduc- 
tion of  such  loss)  and  up  to  the  13th  March  1900 
no  dividend  on  the  company's  capital  had  been 
declared  or  paid  except  a  dividend  of  5{.  per 
cent,  paid  in  the  year  1897,  of  which  the  sum  of 
362. 17«.  11<Z.  was  improperly  paid. 

On  the  13th  March  1900  Alexander  wrote  a 
letter  to  Towers  (as  secretary  of  the  company) 
stating  that  the  shareholders  in  the  company  were 
much  disappointed  that  no  dividend  was  being 
paid  on  their  shares  and  adding : 

I  talked  the  matter  over  with  Mr.  Wood  in  London 
jmtBtimy  and,  oonaidering  that  we  have  mode  over  5001. 
(at  leaet  3001.)  laat  jeitt,  we  think  ;on  ooold  with  safety 
pay  5  per  cent,  dividend  whioh  wonld  swallow  np  about 
1001.  and  so  latiefy  them. 

On  the  16th  March  1900  Towers  replied  by 
letter  as  follows : 

I  do  not  know  mnoh  about  limited  liability  law ;  bnt 
at  the  nme  time  it  appears  to  me  that  paying  a  dividend 
in  OUT  piesent  poeition  is  tantamount  to  paying  it  ont 
of  oapital,  whioh,  I  believe,  is  illegal.  If,  however,  Mr. 
Wood  and  yoaisdf  as  a  majority  of  the  board  will  send 
>»•  a  johit  letter  inatrnoting  me  to  p^r  a  dividend  at  the 


rate  of  5  per  oent.  I  will,  of  ooorae,  be  pleased  to  follow 
yonr  inalraotions. 

On  the  17th  March  1900  Alexander  wrote  a 
letter  to  Towers  (as  secretary  of  the  company) 
asking  whether  the  company  "  made  any  monOT 
last  year  or  not  ?  "  to  which  letter,  on  the  19th 
March  1900,  Towers  replied  by  letter  as  follows : 

The  fignres  I  have  given  yon  as  to  the  profits  are  per- 
fectly correct,  our  profit  from  the  let  Aug.  to  the  end  of 
Deo.  amoonting  to  a  little  over  3001.  ezolasive  of  what 
we  recovered  from  Mr.  Lawson.  I  was  nnder  the  im- 
pieasion  that  before  we  could  pay  a  dividend  it  would 
be  necessary  to  wipe  off  the  debit  balance  amounting  to 
about  7001. ;  bnt,  if  yon  think  otherwise,  if  you  will  let 
me  have  the  joint  letter  from  Mr.  Wood  and  yonrself 
I  shall  be  pleased  to  at  once  issue  cheques  for  the 
dividends. 

On  the  20th  March  1900  Alexander  and  Wood. 
vm>te  a  letter  to  Towers  (as  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany) as  follows : 

It  is  resolved  that  yon  send  ont  a  dividend  of  five  per- 
cent, to  the  shareholders  of  this  company  and  that  this 
resolution  be  entered  into  the  minutes  of  next  directors' 
meeting.        s^ 

Gheqnes  on.  the  company's  banking  account- 
signed  by  Wood  for  sums  to  be  paid  as  a  dividend 
of  five  per  cent,  on  the  company's  subscribed 
capital  of  25501.  and  amounting  altogether  to  tbe- 
Bum  of  1272. 10«.  were  shortiy  afterwards  paid  by 
the  company  to  its  shareholders. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  company 
held  on  the  5th  July  1900  at  which  only  Alexander- 
and  Wood,  as  directors,  and  Towers,  as  secretary, 
were  present,  a  resolution  was  passed  by  those 
two  cureotors  of  which  the  following  minntd- 
appeared  in  the  company's  minute-book : 

Dividend. — The  secretary  reported  that,  acting  on  the- 
direotors'  instructions,  he  had  on  the  28rd  March  s«nt 
ont  a  dividend  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  oent.  His  action  in 
so  doing  was  confirmed. 

Wedlake  was  never  consulted  as  to  or  took  part 
in  the  declaration  or  payment  of  the  5  per  cent, 
dividend. 

A  balance-sheet  correctiy  showing  the  state  of 
the  company's  affairs  on  the  31st  July  1900  was 
nrepared  by  the  company's  auditor,  and  was  on  the 
28th  Aug.  1900  signed  and  sent  by  him  to  the 
directors  of  the  company. 

In  that  balance-sheet  it  was  stated,  as  was 
the  fact,  that  a  dividend  not  earned  to  the 
amount  of  1272.  lOs.  (being  the  dividend  herein- 
before referred  to)  had  been  paid  by  the  com- 
pany, and  that  sum  was  inserted  in  the  assets 
or  credit  side  under  the  item  "  Debtors." 

It  further  appeared  by  the  balance-sheet,  as 
was  the  fact,  tnat  up  to  the  Slst  July  1899  the 
company  had  lost  756(.  lOs.  11<2.  of  its  capital,  but 
as  against  this  had  made  for  the  year  ending  the 
Slst  July  1899  a  profit  of  2452. 18s.  4<2. 

With  the  balance-sheet  the  auditor  sent  a 
letter,  dated  the  28th  Aug.  1899  and  addressed  to 
the  chairman  and  directors  of  the  company,  in 
which,  after  stating  that  he  had  completed  the 
audit  of  the  company's  books  up  to  the  Slst  July, 
and  inclosed  certified  balance-sheet,  which  showed 
the  position  of  the  company  at  that  date,  stated 
as  follows : 

The  dividend  paid  in  March  last  not  having  bean 
earned,  I  have  added  the  amount  and  dividends  over- 
paid some  time  ago,  which  makes  the  total  on  the 
asset  side  1C41,  7«.  11^.    I  shonld  like  to  Tioint  ont  that 
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itia  iUegil  to  pay  dividmicU  nnlew  they  are  aaraad,  find 
th«  diraoton  »r«  liftUe  in  snoh  oiaaa,  u  it  amonata  to 
paying  diTidends  oat  of  tha  capital. 

On  the  12th  Ifarcfa  1903  Towers'  engagemaat 
as  manager  and  seoretatj  ot  the  company  was 
terminated. 

A  few^  days  later  he  and  Wedlake  commenced 
this  action  against  the  oompaay  and  Alexander 
^and  Wood,  purporting  to  ene  on  behalf  of  them- 
-selves  and  all  otber  the  shareholders  of  the 
.company  other  than  those  who  were  defen- 
dants, and  claiming  (inter  alia)  a  declaration  that 
fthe  resolntion  purporting  to  have  been  passed  by 
the  defendants  Alexander  and  Wood  as  directors 
.of  the  company,  and  dated  the  20th  March  1900, 
and  the  pajrment  of  tbe  dividend  therein  referred 
.to  were  respectively  wZAna  viret  and  illegal;  and 
also  a  declaration  chat  the  defendants  Alexander 
and  Wood  were  jointly  and  severally  liable  to 
make  good  to  the  company  the  sum  of  127i.  lOt. 
'On  account  or  in  respect  of  the  dividend  with 
.interest  thereon;  ana  judgment  against  them 
jointly  and  severally  for  payment  of  sucb  moneys 
and  interest  accordingly. 

Subsequently  to   tbe  oommenoement   ot   the 

action  all  the  otber  shareholders  of  the  company 

-  obtained  an  order  joining  them  as  defendants  to 

-the  action  to  oppose  the  plaintiffs'  claims  therein. 

By  their  defence  the  defendants  objected  that 

<.ibe  action  could  not  be  maintained,  inasmuch  as 

the  company  was  not  plaintiff,   and  the  action 

was  brought  by  twb  shu^holders  only,  and  not 

'in  fact  on  behalf  of  any  other  shnreholder  of  the 

.  company. 

They  alleged  that  the  dividend  ]^aid  on  tbe 
20th  March  1900  was  an  interim  dividend;  that 
'  in]  fact  in  the  half-year  profits  had  been  made  to 
more  than  double  the  amount  of  the  interim 
dividend ;  that  both  plaintiffs  accepted  payment 
•  ot  the  dividend,  and  had  ever  since  kept  the 
same  without  question ;  that  it  was  paid  in  good 
faith,  and  in  the  honest  exercise  of  the  directors' 
disoretton,  and  in  the  reasonable  belief  that  it 
was  properly  payable;  that  all  the  shareholders 
-of  the  company  had  had  all  the  contentions  and 
-faots  relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs  placed  before 
-tbem,  and  were  satisfied  tnat  in  the  cironmstanoes 
it  was  proper  to  declare  such  a  dividend,  inas- 
mnch  as  repairs  bad  been  debited  to  revenue 
account  that  might  properly  be  debited  to  capital 
account,  and  the  company  was  under  no  obli- 
gation to  make  good  any  such  loss  as  was 
alleged  of  its  fully  paid  share  capital,  but  such 
loss  was  necessarily  incident  to  the  inevitable 
depreciation  ot  the  company's  property ;  that  in 
any  case  all  Uie  shareholders  of  the  company 
'  acquiesced  therein  and  accepted  payment  of  the 
'  dividend,  and  no  creditor  was  or  had  been  in  any 
way  affected  thereby;  and  that  in  the  circum- 
staaces  the  plaintiffs  were  estopped  from  putting 
forward  the  claims  which  they  made,  and  in  an^ 
case  were  barred  by  their  own  laches  and  acqui- 
eeceiiice,  and  were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  claimed 
contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the  company  and  of  all 
the  other  sharebolders. 

Tbe  defendants  counter-claimed  that  in  the 
event  of  the  plaintiffs  being  declared  entitled  to 
any  such  relief  as  was  claimed  by  them  in  respect 
of  the  dividend  the  sums  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  on 
their  then  boldings  amounting  to  152.  and  171. 10(. 
respectively,  which  the  plaintiffs  took  and  bad 


ever  since  ret^ned  with  toll  notice  of  all  the  facts 
relating  thereto,  shonld,  it  tbe  same  were  illegaUv 
paid,  be  repaid  by  the  plaintiffs  respectively  witn 
interest  and  costs. 

On  the  6th  Nov.  1903  tbe  action  came  on  tor 
trial  before  Byrne,  J.,  when  the  following  jndg* 
ment  was  delivered : — 

Btbne,  J. — This  case  is  rngretfnl  in  some 
respects ;  but  I  have  to  deal  with  it  as  it  stands. 
I  have  dealt  with  one  branch  of  the  case,  and 
that  has  failed.  Now,  this  is  the  second  branch 
ot  the  case.  It  is  an  action  by  Mr.  Towers  and 
Mr.  Wedlake  on  behalt  of  themselves  and  all 
other  the  shareholders  ot  tbe  defendant  company, 
other  than  those  who  are  defendants  against  the 
company,  and  two  of  the  directors  ot  the  oom- 

n.  Subsequently  the  other  sharebolders  came 
y  arrangement,  because  they  asked  to  be 
joined  as  defnidants  not  coinddinK  in  their  views 
with  the  plaintiffs.  Now,  what  is  sonsht  is  to 
get  paid  into  tbe  company's  coffers  by  t£e  detea- 
dants,  as  the  trustees,  is  a  sum  ot  1271. 10*.,  which 
represented,  as  stated  in  the  balaooe-sheet  tor 
the  year  1900,  the  amount  of  a  dividend  paid,  but 
not  earned  at  the  time  it  was  paid.  Now,  the 
company  had  carried  on  business  from  the  year 
1896,  and  there  were  three  directors  of  the  com- 
TOftny— Mr.  Alexander,  one  of  the  defendants,  Mr. 
Wedlake,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Wood, 
another  of  the  defendants.  Two  were  a  quorum. 
The  plaintiff  Towers  was  the  secretary  of  the 
company.  In  the  month  of  March  1900  the  state 
of  tne  accoonts  of  tbe  company  was  this :  That 
there  had  been  a  debit  of,  in  round  figures, 
about  7002.  at  the  date  of  the  previous  babnce- 
sheet.  Mr.  Towers,  the  secretarjr,  first  of  all  had 
an  interview  with  Mr.  Alexander,  and  aft^wards 
in  writing  to  him  recognised  the  fact  that  they 
bad  made  a  profit  during  the  month  since  the 
last  balance-sneet  and  the  month  ot  Marcb  1900 
of  from  3002.  to  5002.  Mr.  Alexander  and  Mr. 
Wood  had  had  the  situation  pointed  out  to  them 
by  Mr.  Towers  in  a  letter,  in  these  words :  "  I  do 
not  know  much  abont  limited  liability  law,  but 
at  the  same  time  it  appears  to  me  that  paying  a 
dividend  in  our  present  position  is  tantamount  to 
paying  it  out  of  capital,  which  I  believe  is 
illegi^"  Mr.  Alexander  took  another  view.  He, 
as  ne  said  in  the  witness-box,  was  under  the 
impression  that  a  company  might  i>ay  dividends 
out  ot  profits  earned  for  the  year  irrespective  ot 
the  tact  that  there  was  a  debit  balance  in  the 
books.  That  is  how  I  understood  the  effect  ot  bis 
evidence.  The  dividend  was  paid  upon  the  futb 
of  the  signatures  of  Mr.  Alexander  and  of  Mr. 
Wood,  Mr.  Wedlake  refusing  to  sign.  Then 
comes  at  a  subsequent  meeting  the  balance-sheet, 
which  was  the  'L4th  Sept.  1900,  which,  with  a 
letter  or  report  from  the  auditor,  was  considered. 
At  all  events,  the  balance-sheet  was  there  pro- 
duced and  read.  Mr.  Alexander  moved  and  Mr. 
Wedlake  seconded  that  tbe  same  be  adopted,  and 
that  was  agreed  to.  Then  there  was  a  general 
meeting  ot  tbe  company,  and  that  is  bringing  the 
matter  down  to  date— the  Slst  July  1900.  Then 
there  was  a  subsequent  general  meeting  at  which 
the  l>alance-sbeet  was  passed,  and  the  report  was 
before  the  meeting.  Now,  that  balance-sheet 
shows  on  the  tace  ot  this  sum,  as  I  have  men- 
tioned, as  having  been  paid  out  of  profits  not 
earned  1272.  lOt.  There  had  been  a  previous  over- 
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payment  in  respect  ot  dividend  which  ia  brought 
in  as  the  amoaat  of  362.  17«.  llii.  The  total 
resnlt  of  the  profit  and  loss  aocoont,  taking  the 
deficit  as  of  the  previons  year  at  7562. 10<.  lid., 
taking  off  profit  for  the  year  2452.  18(.  4d.,  leaves 
Btill  a  deficiency  of  510t.  12«.  7d.  All  this  is  in 
accordance  with  the  balance-sheet,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  method  of  keeping  the  accounts 
-which  the  company  had  practised.  They  had  not, 
it  is  true,  written  off  as  for  depreciation  some- 
thing which  might,  in  some  years,  have  been 
-written  off  as  for  depreciation.  In  the  report  to 
which  I  have  referred  of  the  28th  Aug.  the  auditor 
says :  [His  Lordship  read  it,  and  continued :] 
Now,  these  two  gentlemen  who  are  suing  have 
allowed  a  very  long  time  to  elapse,  and  the  sug- 
gestion was  that  there  was  no  evidence  on  the 
subject,  but  disputes  had  arisen  between  them  at 
a  subsequent  date.  They  now  come  to  have  this 
sum  made  good.  Ifow,  tliis  is  a  question  of  doing 
an  act  ultra  virei  and  in  respect  of  which,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  the  directors  must  be  liable  as  to 
the  company  to  teoonp  tiie  capital.  Bein^  illegal, 
the  fact  that  in^viduals  have  received  dividends 
under  it  would  not  operate  so  as  to  prevent  an 
order  directing  the  return  of  the  amounts  illegally 
paid,  although  it  may  be  as  against  every  one  of 
the  shareholders  the  directors  paying  the  money 
-will  have  the  right  against  the  shareholders 
to  get  back  the  money  paid  to  them.  That^ 
I  take  it,  depends  upon  special  circumstances. 
Aa  regards  Mr.  Towers,  he  certainly  knew, 
when  he  received  the  dividend,  not  only  that 
it  was  a  payment,  but  knew  also  that  in  his  view 
it  was  a  wrongful  payment.  Therefore  whatever 
order  is  made  against  the  two  directors,  the  order 
will  also  have  to  be  made  against  him  to  make 
good  his  share  to  them  to  recoup  to  them  what 
they  have  had  to  pay — that  is,  the  sum  of  some 
7L  odd.  Now,  the  argament  on  behalf  of  the 
directors  has  been  put  in  this  way:  There  was 
power  under  the  articles  to  declare  the  dividend, 
for  by  clause  36  the  company  in  general  -was 
authorised  to  declare  a  dividend  to  be  paid  to  the 
members  according  to  their  rights  and  interests 
in  the  profits.  And  by  clause  37  the  directors 
-were  empowered  from  time  to  time  to  pay  to  the 
members  such  interim  dividends  as  in  their  judg- 
ment the  position  ot  the  company  justified. 
There  is  no  question  in  this  case  about  honesty 
or  bona  fides.  There  is  no  doubt  that  these  two 
gentlemen  were  acting  perfectly  bond  fide  and 
perfectly  honestly,  and  they  thought  that  they 
were  justified  in  making  payment  of  this  interim 
dividend.  But  I  am  bound  to  say  that,  having 
carefully  listened  to  the  arguments,  I  must  accept 
the  argument  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  with 
referenca  to  this  matter.  The  directors  knew 
that  from  the  books  there  was  no  amount  in 
respect  of  profit  available  for  an  interim  dividend. 
They  did  know  this  that  for  some  months  pre- 
viously there  had  been  certain  profit  made,  and 
they  hoped  that  at  the  end  of  the  year  the  future 
profit  which  they  shoild  make  would  be  more 
than  sufficient  to  wipe  out  the  old  deficit  and  to 
justify  this  interim  dividend.  I  confess  I  do  not 
think  that  that  justifies  it.  The  money  at  the 
time  of  the  interim  dividend  must  be  there  before 
it  can  be  paid  in  one  form  or  another.  Of 
course,  if  the  money  is  there  at  the  time,  or  some- 
thing to  represent  it  is  there  at  the  time,  the 
interim  dividend  is  paid,  it  will  matter  not,  as 


I  am  at  present  advised,  that  subsequently  during 
the  year  there  werd  losses  or  other  events  had 
happened,  so  that  it  turned  out  at  the  end  of  the 
year  there  were  no  profits  aa  for  the  whole  year 
justifying  even  such  a  payment  as  had  been 
made.  It  could  not  then  be  possible  I  mean  to 
attack  the  directors.  The  plaintiffs  in  the  present 
case  do  not  appeal  much  to  my  sympathy. 
They  rested  under  this  a  long  while.  They  have 
accepted  their  own  dividends,  but  they  come 
insisting  on  a  legal  right,  and  I  cannot  say 
that  Mr.  Wedlake  having  declined  to  join  in 
the  payment  of  this  dividend  (altAough  he  subse- 
quently accepted  payment  of  it)  is  not  entitled 
to  sue  as  on  behalf  of  the  company  and  as  on 
behalf  of  the  other  shareholders  to  have  this 
money  replaced.  Therefore  I  shall  make  an 
order  for  the  replacing  of  the  money.  But  I 
think  that  I  shall  be  right  in  doing  this,  and 
I  do  not  know  that  it  will  be  opposed.  The  com- 
pany has  had  what  is  termed  a  -windfall,  and 
there  will  be  on  the  making  up  of  the  accounts 
for  the  present  year  more  than  sufficient  tc 
make  good  the  whole  of  the  debit  balance.  And 
that  roing  so,  unless  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  give 
me  some  good  reason  to  the  contrary,  although  • 
I  make  the  order  for  the  repaying  of  this  money, 
I  think  I  shall  be  justified  in  saying  that  the 
order  is  not  to  be  enforced  until  uter  the  next 
general  meeting,  when  the  balance-sheet  is  pro- 
duced. I  am  not  now  saying  in  what  form  it 
may  be  done ;  but  I  can  very  well  see  that  the 
aocounts  may  be  put  in  such  a  form  as  that  the 
court  need  not  go  through  the  farce  of  making 
these  gentlemen  pay  up  the  money,  and  then  let 
them  go  again  to  the  different  shareholders  and 
ask  for  payment  from  such  of  those  as  they  can 
recover  it  from,  having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances  of  the  accounts.  Therefore,  so  far  that  is 
with  reference  to  the  order  I  propose  to  make. 
That  leaves  only  one  point,  and  that  would  be  as  ' 
to  the  interest  upon  the  amount.  Of  course,  I 
assume  that  the  directors  would  be  liable  to  repay 
with  interest  but  then  I  take  it  that  possibly 
that  may  be  made  good  too.  The  interest,  Mr. 
Norton  reminds  me,  would  be  profit.  Then  the 
right  thing  would  be  to  make  an  order  for  pay- 
ment of  it  with  interest  at  4  per  cent,  up  to  the 
date  of  payment.  But  the  order  is  not  to  be 
acted  upon  until  after  the  next  general  meeting 
of  the  company ;  and  not  then  it  legal  matters  are 
put  straight.  Then  with  reference  to  costs  of  the 
action.  On  a  very  laree  part  of  the  case  the 
plaintiffs  have  moat  undoubtedly  failed — on  by 
far  the  largest  claim.  I  think  that  the  right 
form  of  order  will  be  for  th9  plaintiffs  to  pay  the 
defendants'  costs,  except  so  far  as  increased  by 
that  part  of  their  claim  which  failed.  I  think  I 
must  do  that,  and  then  the  one  can  be  set  off 
against  the  other ;  unless  the  parties  can  come  to 
some  sort  of  terms  now  with  regard  to  costs.  I 
said  what  I  have  said  advisedly,  becaase,  sup- 
posing I  made  the  order  in  anoUier  phraseology 
that  might  lead  to  this,  having  regard  to  the  effect 
of  a  case  in  the  Oonrt  of  Appeal  where  the  point 
was  very  much  considered.  It  was  thoaght  that 
the  true  view  realty  was  that  it  the  plaintiff  suc- 
ceeded in  his  action,  it  it  was  only  as  to  part 
although  the  court  might  sometimes  make  a  diffi- 
culty as  a  general  rule  he  could  not  get  that 
which  he  was  entitled  to  without  incurring  what 
might  be  called  the  general  costs  of  the  action 
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except  80  far  as  they  aie  inoraased  by  the  claim 
upon  which  the  defendaate  have  failed.  Then 
there  will  be  judgment  on  tJie  counter-claim  with 
costs  to  be  dralt  with  in  the  same  way,  and  there 
wiU  be  liberty  to  apply. 

From  that  decision  the  defendants  now 
appealed. 

Eve,  E.G.  and  Ashton  Croat  for  the  appellants. 
— There  ara  two  points  raised  by  this  appeal  : 
First,  whether  the  action  can  be  maintained 
hj  the  plaintiffs  at  all;  and  secondly,  whether 
if  the  action  1}e  maintainable  there  is  any 
liability  on  the  part  of  Uie  defendant  directors 
to  repay  to  the  company  the  interim  dividend 
declared  by  them.  On  the  first  point  they  le- 
-ferredto 

Ba  Sxchangt  Banking  Company  Umited ;  FUt- 
croft't  cue,  48  L.  T.  Bap.  86  ;  21  Ch.  Div.  519,  at 
pp.  534,  535  ; 
Moxham  r.  Grant,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  356 ;  (1899)  1 
Q.  B.  480  ;  on  appeal,  81  L.  T.  B»p.  431 ;  (1900) 
1  Q.  B.  88 ; 
BusmU  t.  Wakifield  Watartotrkt  Company  Limittd, 
32  L.T.  Bep.  685  ;  L.  Bep.  20  Eq.  474. 

On  the  second  point  they  referred  to 

Be  Alexandra  Palace  Company  Limited,  46   L.  T. 

Bap.  730  ;  21  Ch.  Dir.  149  ; 
BamelUl  t.  Xdwardt,  53   L.  T.  Bap.  949 ;  31  Ch. 

Div.  100. 

Norton,  K.C.  and  franJc  Etans  for  the  respon- 
-dents,  contra,  referred  to 

Alexander    v.     Automatic     Teiephone     Company 
Limited,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  400 ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  56. 

No  reply  yras  called  for. 

Wiia.iAMB,  L.  J.r— On  the  whole  I  do  not  think 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  any  relief  here. 
It  would  not  be  very  satisfactory  if  we  had  to 
determine  this  case  ultimately  npon  the  pleadings. 
I  quite  feel  the  force  of  what  the  respondents' 
counsel  said  as  to  there  being  the  allegation  in 
the  statement  of  claim  in  the  action  that,  "  The 
plaintiff  Wedlake  was  never  consulted  as  to  or 
took  part  in  the  declaration  or  payment  of  the 
-said  S  per  cent,  dividend."  I  quite  agree  that 
when  yon  come  to  look  at  the  defence  there  is  no 
-denial  of  that  allegation  in  the  statement  of  claim. 
But  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  that  disposes  of 
the  whole  case.  I  mean  that  it  does  not  dispose 
of  the  whole  of  the  case  even  if  you  take  that 
allegation  as  having  been  admitted  by  the  defen- 
dant, because  the  tratii  of  the  matter  is  that  that 
allegation  is  qaite  consistent  with  the  plaintiff 
Wedlake  having  i-eceiyed  this  dividend  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  If  that  is  so,  the 
matter  referred  to  in  the  allegation  does  not  in 
any  way  negative  the  incapacity  of  the  plaintiff 
Wedlake  to  sue  in  this  action.  But  that  is  in  all 
probability  the  true  state  of  things.  I  mean  that 
it  is,  in  all  probability,  true  that  although  the 
plaintiff  yredlake  may  not  have  been  consulted 
as  to  the  declaration  and  payment  he  was  per- 
fectly well  aware  of  all  that  was  being  done. 
And  that  is  strongly  confirmed  by  the  fact  that 
the  counter-claim  alleges  in  so  many  words : 
"The  dividends  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  on  their 
holdings  amounted  to "  so-and-so,  giving  the 
figures,  "  which  the  plaintiffs  took  and  have  ever 
since  retained  with  fall  notice  of  all  the  facts 
relating  thereto."  I  believe  that  that  is  true,  not 
only  because  the  plaintiffs   when  they  come  to 


.  plead  to  the  counter-claim  seem  to  me,  on  the  face 
of  the  pleadings,  to  admit  the  truth  of  that,  but 
also  because  when  I  turn  to  the  minute-book  and 
see  the  minutes  which  were  there— and  in  par- 
ticular the  minute  of  the  meeting  of  the  14th 
Sept.  1900  at  which  the  plaintiff  Wedlake  was 
present — I  cannot  doubt  that  he  must  have  been 
perfectly  well  aware  of  all  the  facts  connected 
with  the  declaration  and  payment  of  this  interim 
dividend  and  the  state  of  the  accounts  at  the  time. 
In  that  state  of  things,  what  ought  to  be  done 
with  this  action  P  There  is  no  doabt  that  the 
payment  of  this  interim  dividend  was  an  ultra 
viret  payment.  I  start  with  the  assumption  that 
one  is  bound  to  make,  that  if  an  act  done  is  by  a 
company  which  is  ultra  vires,  no  confirmation  by 
sharahoIderB — not  even  by  every  member  of  tbe 
the  company— can  convert  that  which  was  vUra 
viret  into  something  intra  vires.  It  always  must 
be  ultra  vires.  As  has  been  pointed  out  in  one 
or  two  of  the  cases,  the  result  of  that  is  that  if 
the  company  are  plaintiffs,  no  amount  of  acqui- 
escence or  resolutions  by  the  shareholders  can 
form  an  answer  to  the  action  by  the  company  for 
the  reinstatement  of  things  in  the  state  in  which 
they  would  have  been  but  for  the  vUra  vires  act 
comphuned  of.  But,  to  my  mind,  it  is  a  different 
thing  where  the  action  is  brought  by  a  share- 
holder on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  share- 
holders. I  am  assuming  in  this  case  that  this 
was  one  of  those  cases  in  which  the  facts  were 
such  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  able  to  sue  in 
a  representative  action  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting acts  from  being  done  in  reference  to  the 
company  in  which  they  are  interested,  and  which 
might  damnify  the  company  by  reason  of  the 
acts  being  ultra  vires.  1  assume  that  an  action 
not  only  to  prevent  but  to  remedy  matters 
that  have  been  done  ultra  viret  is  an  action 
which  can  be  brought  in  the  form  in  which 
the  present  action  is  brought.  Bat  although 
that  is  so,  my  own  judgment  is  that  this  is  an 
action  which  has  to  be  brought  by  all  the  share- 
holders, as  the  plaintiffs,  personally.  It  is  an  action 
which  the  plaintifb  cannot  bring  without  having 
an  interest  It  is  an  action  which  a  stranger 
could  not  bring.  Under  these  circumstances 
what  is  it  we  have  to  ask  ourselves  here?  If 
it  be  the  fact,  as  I  think  it  is,  that  these  plain- 
tiffs knew  of  all  these  things  which  have  been 
done,  received  the  dividends  with  knowledge  of 
all  the  facts,  and  then  brought  this  action  with 
the  money  still  in  their  pockets,  ought  they  to  be 
allowed  to  bring  this  action,  which,  as  I  have 
pointed  out,  to  my  mind  is  an  action  which  they 
can  bring  in  consequence  of  their  personal 
interest  in  the  matter?  I  think  not.  I  think 
that  an  action  could  not  be  brought  by  an  indi- 
vidual shareholder  complaining  of  this  matter 
which  is  ultra  vires  if  he  himself  had  in  his 
pocket,  at  the  time  he  brought  the  action,  the 
proceeds  of  that  very  ultra  vires  act.  1  think,  in 
the  same  way,  that  it  does  not  alter  matters  that 
the  plaintiff  says  that  he  is  suing  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  others.  I  think  that  that  which  ought 
to  make  us  say  he  ought  not  to  bring  the  action 
ought  equally  to  make  us  say  that  he  ought  not 
to  be  the  peg  npon  which  the  action  is  to  be 
hung  for  the  t)enefit  of  others.  Assaming  that 
to  be  80,  what  answer  is  sought  to  bs  made 
here?  I  think  that  the  respondents'  counsel 
were  disposed  to  put  the  only  logical  answer  that 
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oonld  be  put,  and  to  eajr  that  they  were  bonnd  to 
-contend  that  the  very  wrongdoer  himself,  who 
had  got  the  prooeeds  of  the  wrongdoing  in  his 
own  pocket,  might,  if  the  matter  was  a  matter 
which  was  ultra  vires,  sue  as  a  plaintiff  to  have 
pnt  it  right,  and  bring  his  action  against  the 
other  shareholders  who  had  benefited  by  it,  and 
compel  them  to  restore  the  capital  which  had 
been  wrongfully  paid  oat  to  them.  Bnt  I  do  not 
think  that  that  is  right,  and  if  that  is  not  right 
I  think  that  th<f  retom  of  the  capital  in  the 
course  of  the  trial  after  the  action  has  been 
bronght  does  not  make  things  any  better.  Ad- 
mittedly these  dividends  were  still  in  the  pockets 
of  these  plaintiffs  when  they  brought  this  action. 
The  dividends  were  still  in  their  pockets  when 
this  action  came  to  be  tried.  It  is  qnite  true 
that  in  the  coarse  of  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  said 
they  were  prepared  to  pay  this  money  back.  I 
think  that  the  form  is  that  they  were  content 
that  judgment  should  go  against  them  personally 
in  resi)ect  of  it.  Bnt  I  do  not  think  that  would 
make  an  action  good  which  was  not  otherwise  a 
good  action  in  its  inception.  I  must  say  in  this 
|)artionlar  case  that  there  is  a  strong  inclination 
in  my  mind  not  to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  relief 
whiw  they  ask,  because,  starting  with  the  fact 
that  capital  had  been  distributed  in  the  payment 
of  this  interim  dividend,  that  fact  had  been 
recognised  by  the  company  and  by  the  share- 
holders. It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  baJance- 
•heet,  and  they  were  micded  to  replace  this  capital 
and  had  every  prospect  of  doing  so,  even  oat  of 
the  very  onrient  year's  profits.  Under  these 
^nrcamstanoes  this  aotion  was  wholly  unneoes' 
eaiy  and  wholly  uncalled  for.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  court  is  not  bound,  when  it  sees  that 
this  ultra  vire$  act  is  in  course  of  being  put 
light,  and  will  very  shortly  be  put  right,  to  give 
relief  to  a  plaintiff  of  this  sort  who  has  acquiesced 
in  the  wrong,  and  who  has  got  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  wrong  in  his  pocket.  Under  those 
circumstances  I  think  that  this  appeal  ought  to 
succeed.  The  only  part  of  the  order  of  the  court 
below  which  stands  is  that  which  relates  to  the 
«onnter-claim.  The  defendants  to  the  counter- 
claim (that  is,  the  plaintiffs)  will  have  to  pay 
the  costs  of  that,  but  in  the  action  and  on 
tiie  appeal  there  will  be  no  costs  at  all  on  either 
side. 

Sxisiiiira,  L.J. — I  also  think  that  this  appeal 
ought  to  succeed.  I  desire  to  rest  my  decision  on 
the  particular  facts  of  this  case,  and  to  abstain 
from  laying  down,  so  far  as  possible,  any  general 
rale  on  the  question  whether  a  shareholder,  who 
has  been  party  to  the  payment  of  a  dividend  out 
of  capital,  or  who  has  taken  his  dividend  with 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  can  or  cannot  come  to 
the  court  afterwards  and  complain  that  the  divi- 
dend has  bsen  paid  out  of  capital,  and  seek  to 
make  either  the  directors  or  nis  fellow  share- 
holders restore  what  Uiey  have  paid  or  received 
with  notice  that  the  dividend  had  been  improperly 
paid.  Now,  the  facts  of  the  present  case  are 
these:  According  to  the  balance-sheets  of  the 
company  down  to  the  Slat  July  1899  there  was  a 
debit  to  the  company — a  loss — of  7502.  odd.  In 
March  of  the  following  year,  that  is  1900,  the 
company  had  made  a  certain  amount  of  profit, 
oat  not  enough  to  wipe  out  the  debit  balance  of 
the  3Ist  July  1899.  In  these  circumstances  the 
directors  thought  fit  to  pay  an  interim  dividend. 


the  amount  of  which  was  1272.  10«.,  a  small  sum. 
On  the  31st  Jaly  1900  it  appeared  that  the  profit 
for  the  year  amounted  to  2452. 18«.  4d.  That,  of 
coarse,  was  not  nearly  enough  to  wipe  out  the 
debit  balance  of  the  previous  year  of  over  7502. 
The  auditor  made  his  report  on  the  20th  Aug., 
and  pointed  out  by  his  report  that  they  had  no 
right  to  pay  this  dividend,  and  he,  in  drawing  up 
the  balance-sheet,  pat  on  the  face  of  the  balance- 
sheet  an  entry  which  showed  this — for  we  find 
these  entries  in  the  balance-sheet — over-paid 
dividend,  362.  odd ;  dividend  not  earned,  which  ia 
the  dividend  in  question,  1272.  lOs.  That  balance- 
sheet  is  submitted  to  the  shareholders,  and  is 
approved  by  them.  Therefore  it  stands  recorded 
on  the  face  of  the  transactions  of  the  company 
that  a  dividend  had  been  improperly  paid,  and  in 
any  future  dealing,  supposing  it  was  honest,  the 
credit  against  the  company  has  to  be  wiped  out 
before  any  dividend  can  be  properly  paid.  That 
being  so,  in  July  1901  a  farther  profit  is  made, 
which  amounts  to  5102.  odd,  and  on  the  3Ist  July 
1902  the  debit  balance  was  completely  viped  out, 
but  not  enough  was  made  to  pay  a  mvidend. 
Then  this  took  place  in  March  1903  :  Mr.  Towers, 
who  was  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  who  had  been 
secretary  and  manager  of  the  company,  is  dis- 
missed from  his  office.  Thereupon,  on  the  20th 
March  following,  he  and  one  of  the  directors 
— Mr.  Wedlake — bring  this  action,  and  they 
charge  that  an  u22ra  vires  act  had  been  com- 
mitteid,  and  that  the  1272.  10a.  which  had  been 
made  and  had  been  lost  by  the  company  ought  to 
be  brought  back  into  the  coffers  of  the  company, 
and  that  is  the  object  of  the  action.  Now,  it  is 
proved  beyond  all  contradiction  by  documents 
under  the  hand  of  Mr.  Towers  that  he  was 
perfecUy  well  aware  of  the  circumstances  in 
which  the  dividend  was  paid.  It  is  not  true  that 
he  was  in  the  same  position  as  Mr.  Wedlake; 
but,  I  think,  having  regard  to  the  admissions 
which  he  made  by  not  denying  the  allega- 
tion in  the  counter-claim  that  he  received 
his  dividends  with  full  notice  of  all  the 
facts  relating  thereto,  and  submitted  to  judg- 
ment against  himself  on  that  footing,  and 
also  the  high  probabilities  of  the  cose,  that,  inas- 
mnch  as  he  did  not  choose  to  go  into  the  box  and 
deny  it,  we  ought  to  assume  that  he,  like  his  co- 
plaintiff  Mr.  Towers,  knew  the  facts  under  which 
the  dividends  were  declared.  Now  the  form  of 
the  action  is  one  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the 
company  and  other  shareholders.  Originally 
all  the  shareholders  were  not  made  parties, 
but  at  the  request  ot  the  other  shareholders 
they  ultimately  were  made  defendants  to  the 
action.  So  that  we  have  here  all  the  shai-e- 
holdera  of  the  company.  I  think  this  is  a  form 
of  action  which,  no  doubt,  in  certain  circum- 
stances may  be  maintained.  That  a  shareholder 
who  had  received  a  dividend  without  knowing 
anything  of  the  illegality  of  it  might  maintain 
each  an  action  I  do  not  doubt.  Whether  he 
ought  not  to  return  what  he  had  received  in 
respect  of  dividend  is  another  question ;  and  that 
may  depend  upon  whether  he  had  notice,  at  the 
time  when  he  took  it,  of  the  acts  complained  of. 
Why  is  it  tiiat  this  form  of  action  is  allowed^? 
The  proper  plaintiffs  prima,  facie  where  it  is 
sought  to  bring  back  the  property  of  the  company 
into  its  own  coffers,  is  the  company  itself.  But 
there  are  exceptions  to  that  rule — and  what  is 
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the  reaeon  or  meaning^  of  the  eioeptioiuP  Sir 
Gi«orge  JeBsel,  M.B.,  in  the  case  which  haa  been 
referred  to,  of  Sussell  t.  Wakefield  Wateneorkt 
Company  Limited  (32  L.  T.  Bep.  685 ;  L.  B«p. 
20  Eq.  474),  says  this  :  "  The  exceptions  turn  very 
much  on  the  necessity  of  the  case,  that  is  the 
necessity  of  the  court  doing  jastice."  Now  this 
is  a  case,  to  begin  with,  in  which  no  one  suggests 
any  fraud  or  dishonesty  on  the  part  of  the 
directors  or  anyone  else.  The  directors  who  paid 
this  dividend  made  a  mistake,  but  no  one  charges 
anything  more  than  a  mistake.  Everything  was 
perfectly  open.  The  fact  was  disclossd  by  the 
balance-sheet  of  1900,  the  first  balance-sheet 
which  was  submitted  to  the  shareholders  after 
the  making  of  the  dividend.  The  feet  appeared. 
Further,  the  subsequent  dealings  seemed  to  show 
that  the  company  did  not  intend  to  overlook  the 
fact  that  this  dividend  had  been  improperly  paid, 
or  that  there  was  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
anyone  to  do  anything  other  than  that  which  was 
right,  and  to  make  good  the  deficiency  in  the 
capital  of  the  company  which  had  been  created 
by  the  payment  of  that  dividend.  That  seems  to 
me  to  have  been  the  result  of  the  subsequent 
balance-sheets.  Moreover,  what  do  we  find  the 
plaintiffs  themselves  doing  F  They  acquiesce  in 
this  course  being  taken  by  the  company  from  the 
14th  Sept,  when  they  certainly  knew  it,  down  to 
March  1903,  when  this  action  was  brought.  It 
does  not  seem  to  have  ever  been  suggested  by  any 
one  party  that  an  action  should  be  brought  by  the 
oompanjr  to  recover  this  deficiency  of  the  capital, 
and  I  think  that  we  ought  to  infer  that  what  com- 
mended itself  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  as  to  the 
other  shareholders,  was  to  go  on.  The  company 
was  prosperous,  it  was  wiping  out  year  by  year 
a  great  part  of  the  deficiency,  and  ultimately, 
when  the  whole  deficiency,  including  this  defi- 
ciency in  capital,  had  been  replaced,  the  intention 
was  to  pay  a  proper  dividend,  and  not  until  then. 
I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  necessity  shown, 
looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  for 
the  intervention  of  the  oonrt  to  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  this  small  snm — ^for  snsh  it  was  reedly — in 
the  way  in  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  throw  the 
duty  upon  the  court,  in  truth  Byrne,  J.,  although 
he  gave  a  judgment  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs, 
was  so  far  from  desiring  to  press  that  that 
he  directed  it  not  to  be  enforced,  in  order 
to  see  what  might  be  the  result  of  the  further 
trading,  and  whether  the  deficiency  in  capital 
would  not  be  wiped  out  in  the  ordmary  course. 
I  think,  on  the  whole,  that  justice  would  have 
been  met  if  this  action  had  been  dismissed  on 
the  ground  of  the  personal  conduct  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Gozems.HabdTiL.  J.'^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
In  my  view  there  is  no  question  really  liere  which 
admits  of  argument  on  one  part  of  it — namely, 
that  this  was  an  illegal  payment  beoaute  it  was  a 
payment  out  of  capital.  Nor  do  1  think  that  it 
can  be  contested,  and  it  certainly  was  not  con- 
tested by  Mr.  Eve,  that  a  transaction  of  that  kind 
cannot  be  ratified  by  the  shareholders.  But,  in 
order  to  constitute  what  is  relevant  in  this  case, 
one  must  go  further.  An  action  in  respect  of  or 
arising  out  of  an  ultra  vire$  transaction  ought 
properly  to  be  brought  by  the  company.  But  it 
has  been  Ions  well  established  that  there  are  cases 
in  which  such  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  a 
shareholder  suing  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 


other  shareholders  against  the  company  as  defen- 
dants. I  will  not  pause  to  consider  nnd)r  whafc 
particular  circumstances  such  an  action  may  be 
maintained;  but  I  assume  that  this  is  one  of 
those  cases  in  which  sudi  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained. I  mean  in  point  of  form.  I  think,  how- 
ever, it  is  equally  clear  that  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained  by  a  common  informer.  A  plaintiff 
in  an  action  of  this  form  must  be  a  person  who  is 
really  interested.  When  you  get  that  fact  clearly 
established  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  avoid 
taking  the  next  step,  that  aU  personal  exceptiona 
against  the  individual  pLuntiff  must  be  gone  into 
and  considered  before  relief  can  be  granted. 
Here  I  have  no  intention  of  going  through  all  tiie> 
facts  again.  I  think  it  is  clearly  proved,  as  it  ia 
certainly  admitted  by  the  counter-daim,  that  both 
the  plaintiffs  took  this  dividend  with  full  notic» 
of  all  the  facts  relating  thereto.  It  is  also  clear 
that  they  had  the  dividends,  which  they  took  with 
fall  notice  that  it  was  payment  out  of  capital,  in 
their  pockets  at  the  date  when  this  action  wa» 
commenced.  Now,  can  a  shareholder  who  has, 
with  full  notice  of  all  the  material  fact]  received,, 
part  of  the  capital  by  way  of  dividend,  and  who 
still  retains  that  money  in  his  pocket,  maintain 
an  action  against  the  directors  who  have  paid  the 
dividend  t  I  think  the  true  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion is,  he  oannot.  It  may  be  that  there  is  no 
direct  authority  on  the  point,  but  the  dictum  of 
of  Brett,  L.J.  in  Be  Exchange  Banking  Company 
Limited ;  FlUeroft't  case  (48  L.  T.  Bep.  86 ;  21 
Oh.  Div.  519)  is  really,  I  think,  veiy  nearly  in 
point.  That  was  a  case  of  the  winding-up  of  a 
company.  It  was  a  case  where  there  haa  been  an 
illegal  payment  of  capital,  and  Brett,  L.J.  there 
says  (at  pp.  534,  535  of  21  Ch.  Div.) :  "  I  think  thafe 
there  was  no  ratification  at  all,  because  the  assent 
of  the  shareholders  was  procured  by  improper 
asconnts,  .the  untruthfulness  of  which  the  shfuw- 
holders  did  not  know.  But  suppose  they  had 
known  it,  I  think  that  what  was  done  was  a  breach 
of  trust  which  they  could  not  ratify.  If  they  had 
with  full  knowledge  assumed  to  ratify  what  was 
done,  they  could  not  individually  have  complained, 
but  the  shareholders  are  not  the  corporation." 
The  view  of  Brett,  L.J.  was  that  shareholders  who 
assumed  to  ratify  could  not  have  individually 
complained.  And  it  seems  to  me  to  follow  that  a 
shareholder,  having  the  money  in  his  pocket 
which  he  knows  is  wrongfully  there,  oujlit  not  to 
be  allowed  to  complain ;  and  he  cannot  obtain 
any  greater  right  of  complainb  because  in  fornv 
his  action  is  an  action  by  himself  and  all  other 
the  shareholders  in  the  company.  In  fact  he 
must  succeed  by  his  own  merits,  and  not  by  the 
merits  of  the  other  shareholders.  Whether  this 
action  could  have  been  maintained  by  thes» 
plaintiffs  if,  before  action  brought,  they  had 
repaid  the  amount  of  the  dividend  which  they  had 
received,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide. 
Speaking  for  myself,  I  doubt  whether  that  pay- 
ment could  have  sufficed  to  put  the  plaintiffs  iik 
the  right.  Here,  however,  nothing  of  the  kind 
happened.  There  is  actually  a  judgment  against 
the  plaintiffs  upon  the  counter-claim  for  payment 
of  these  sums.  In  my  view  the  judgment  m  the 
action  of  the  learned  judge  in  the  court  below 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  the  judgment  on  the  counter- 
claim, with  coste,  being  the  only  part  of  the  order 
which  can  stand. 

Appeal  aUowed. 
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SoUcitorB  for  the  appellants,  Oib$on  and  Weldon, 
agenta  for  Hcmnay  and  Sannay,  South  Shields. 

SolieitoTB  for  the  respondentB,  Smith,  Bundell, 
and  Doda,  agents  for  H.  Wilton  Paton,  Siransea. 


Dee.  19,  1903,  and  Jan.  13, 1904. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Mathew  and  Cozenb- 

Hakdt,  L.  JJ.) 

Babbitt  v.  Kbhp  Bbothbbs.  (a) 

APFBAL  ITKDBK  THB  WOBKHBN'S  COHPBNSATIOK 

ACT  1897. 
Employer  and   toorkman — Injury   by  aeetdent — 
Vompen$aUon  —  Emphxyment  —  "  Factory  "  — 
"  Wharf"—"  On  on  about"— Workmen'*  Oom- 
pentation  Act  1897  (60  A  61  Vict.  e.  37),  a.  7. 

Every  toharf  i*  a  "factory  "  teithin  the  meaning 
of  leet.   7  (2)   of  the  Workmen'e  Compeneation 
Act  1897. 
Hall  V.  Snowden,  Habbard,  and  Co.  (80  L.  T.  Bep. 
554 ;    (1899)    2  Q.  B.  136)  it  overruUd  by  the 
deeieion    of  the  Soute  of  Lords  in  Baine  v. 
Jobson  and  Co.  (85  L.  T.  Bep.  141;  (1901) 
A.  C.  404). 
Appbal  bj  the  defendants  from  the  award  of  the 
County  Court  judge  at  Sibtingboume  in  pro- 
ceedings for  compensation  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensaidon  Act  1897. 

The  pluntiff  was  a  workman  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  defendants,  who  were  boilders  and 
contractors,  and  he  was  injured  by  aooident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment. 

The  defendants  were  the  lessees  and  occupiers 
of  a  wh  art  on  the  liver  Medway,  which  was  used 
by  them  for  loading  and  unloading  goods  and 
mateiialB  for  the  purpooe  of  their  business. 

There  was  no  machinery  or  plant  upon  the 
wharf ;  and  anyone  was  allowed  to  use  the  wharf 
upon  payment  of  wharfage  charges  to  the  defen- 
dants. 

A  private  road,  of  which  the  def endantb  were 
the  lessees  and  occupiers,  led  from  the  high  road 
to  the  wharf.  This  private  road  was  about  250 
yards  long ;  it  was  entered  from  the  high  road 
through  a  hieh  gate ;  the  ^te  was  always  kept 
'locked,  ezcei»  when  the  pnrate  road  was  being 
used  by  the  defendants  or  their  servants,  and  the 
key  was  kept  by  the  defendants ;  the  defendants' 
name  was  upon  the  gate ;  and  the  private  road 
was  bounded  on  both  sides  by  a  hedge. 

The  plaintifF  was  employed  upon  the  private 
road, breaking  stones  tor  its  repair,  at  apoint  about 
thirty  yturds  from  the  gate  and  220  yards  from  the 
whaif,  when  his  eye  was  injured  and  destroyed  by 
a  piece  of  stone.  He  had  never  been  employed 
upon  the  wharf  itself. 

The  defendants  did  in  fact  give  notice  of  this 
accident  to  the  inspector  of  factories,  and  they 
entered  it  in  a  book  which  they  kept  for  the  pur- 
'       pose. 

The  plaintifF  claimed  compensation  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  The 
defendants  contended  that  the  wharf  was  not  a 
"factory"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and 
that  Ute  phuntifE  was  not  employed  "  on,  in,  or 
about "  the  wharf. 
It  was  admitted   that,  it   the   wharf  was  a 

<•)  BaporMd  by  J,  U.  WlIXUKt,  Eiq.,  B«rriiter-»VI«w. 
Vd.  XC ,  2321.» 


"factory"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  7  (2)  ot 
the  Act,  the  defendants  were  the."  undertakers" 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Vict.  c.  37)  provides  -. 

Scot.  7  (1).  This  Act  shall  apply  only  to  employment 
by  the  undertakers  ai  hereinafter  defined,  on  or  in  or 

abont  a  railway,  factory (2).  In    this    Aoc 

"  faotory  "  has  the  same  meaninr  ai  in  the  Factory 
and  Workshop  Aots  1878  to  1891,  and  alio  inclndai 
any  dock,-  whatf,  qn^r,  warehouse,  maohinery,  or 
plant,  to  which  any  prorliion  of  the  Factory  Acta  is 
applied  by  the  Factory  and  Workahop  Act  1895. 

The  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901  (1  Edw.  7, 
c.  22),  which  consolidates  and  amends  the  previous 
Factory  Acts,  provides : 

Sect.  104  (1).  The  provisions  of  this  Act  with 
respect  to  (L)  power  to  make  orders  aa  to  dangeroos 
maohinea  (section  seventeen) ;  (ii.)  aocidsnta ;  (iii.) 
rcKBlationa  for  dangerous  trades ;  (iv.)  powara  of  in- 
apeotora  (aection  one  hnndred  and  nineteen) ;  and  (v.) 
fiaaa  in  oaae  of  death  or  injnry  (leotion  one  hnndred 
and  thlrty-aiz)  ahall  have  effect  aa  if  every  dock, 
wharf,  quay,  and  warehonae,  and  all  maohhiery  or 
plant  need  in  the  proceaa  of  loading  or  nnloading  or 
coaling  any  xhip  in  any  dock,  harboor,  or  canal  ware 
included  in  the  word  "faat3ry,"  and  thepnrposs  for 
which  the  machinery  or  plant  ia  need  ware  a  mannfactnr- 
ing  proceaa. 

The  County  Conr t  judge  found  that  the  plaintiff 
was  employed,  at  the  time  of  the  accident^  on,  in>. 
or  about  the  wharf ;  and  he  held  that  the  whaif 
was  a  "  factory  "  within  the  meamng  of  sect.  7  of" 
the  Act;  and  he  made  an  award  in  favour  of  the- 
plidntilf. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

0.  A.  Scott  for  the  appellants. — The  leamedr 
County  Court  j  adge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  thia 
wharf  was  a  "factory"  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897.  A  wharf  is  a  "  factory  "  within  the  pron- 
sions  ot  that  section  only  if  it  is  a  wharf  to  whiclk 
some  "  provision  of  the  Factory  Aots  is  applied  by 
the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1895  "—that  is, 
now,  to  which  some  provision  of  the  Factory  and 
Workshop  Act  1901  is  applied.  Every  wharf  is  . 
not  made  a  "  factory,"  but  only  a  wharf  to  which' 
some  provision  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  - 
Act  1901  is  applied : 

HiM  r.  Bnoiodtm  Bubbard,  and  Co.,  80:L.  T.  Bep. 
554;  (1899)2^.  B.  136. 

The  facts  of  that  case  were  very  like  the  facts  of 
the  present  case.  It  was  there  held  that  a  wharf, 
used  much  in  the  same  way  aa  this  wharf,  waa 
not  a  "factory"  because  no  provision  of  the 
Factory  Acts  was  applied  to  it.  No  machinery 
was  used  on  this  wharf,  and  no  provision  of  the 
Factory  Act  1901  was  applied  to  it.  There  is  no 
distinctaon  between  the  present  case  and  that 
of  Hall  V.  Snoioden,  Hubbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  aiip.), 
and.  the  decision  therein  is  conclusive  of  the- 
present  casa  The  decision  of  the  House  of' 
Lords  in  Baine  r.  Jobson  and  Co.  (85  L.  T.  B«p. 
141 ;  (1901)  A.  C.  404)  did  not  overrule  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Coort  of  Appeal  in  Hall  v.  Snowden^ 
Hubbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.).  The  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  was  only  that  a  dock  in  which  a 
ship  was  being  repaired  was  a  "  factory,"  and  that 
an  accident  whicn  happened  to  a  workman  on 
the  ship  was  an  acci^it  which  happened  in  a 
"factory."     That   decinon   proceeded  upon  an 
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admisBion  made  by  ootuuel  for  tfaeemployerB  that 
every  dock  was  a  "  factory,"  but  the  gronnds  of  the 
decLsion  in  Hall  v.  Srwwden,  Huhbard,  and  Co. 
(ubi  sup.)  were  not  dealt  witlx,  and  the  Hoase  of 
Lords  did  not  purport  to  overmie  that  decision. 
It  was  not  in  any  way  a  decision  that  every  dock 
is  a  "factory."  Some  evidence  mnst  be  given 
that  some  provision  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop 
Act  applies  to  the  wharf  in  order  to  show  that  it 
is  a  "  factory  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act,  and  there  was  no  such 
evidence  in  the  present  case.  The  accident  in 
this  case  did  not  nappen  on  the  wharf  itself,  and 
therefore  the  provisions  of  sect.  104  of  the  Factory 
and  Workshop  Act  1901  as  to  notice  of  accidents 
do  not  apply.  Further,  even  it  this  wharf  was  a 
"  factory,  the  accident  did  not  happen  "  on  or 
abont"  the  wharf.  This  accident  happened  at 
snch  a  distance  from  the  wharf  that  it  cannot  be 
.  said  to  have  happened  "  on  or  about "  the  wharf : 

Pmcell  V.   Brown,  79  L.  T.  Bep.  631 ;    (1899)   1 

Q.  B.  157  ; 
^•enn  v.  MilUr,  82  L.  T.  Bap.  284;  (1900)  1  Q.  B. 

788. 

Veeil  Walsh,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called 
npon  to  argue. 

Jan.  14. — Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  learned  .iudge  of  the 
Sittingboume  County  Court,  who  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  compensation  nnder  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  The  plain- 
tiff was  injured  by  accident  while  engaged  in 
breaking  stones  npon  a  private  road  within  the 
cnrtilage  of  a  wharf.  The  learned  County  C^ourt 
judge  found  that  the  employment  on  the  road 
leading  to  the  wharf  was  employment  on  or  about 
the  wharf,  and  he  held  that  the    wharf  was  a 

faotoiy"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  It 
was  admitted  that,  if  the  wharf  was  a  "  factory," 
the  defendants  were  the  "undertakers,"  within 
"the  meaning  of  the  Act,  in  respect  of  the  wharf. 
Cpon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  we  took  time  to 
oonsider  our  judgment  in  order  to  see  what  is  the 
"true  bearing  of  the  decision  of  the  House  of 
Lords  in  Baine  v.  Jobton  and  Co.  (85  L.  T.  Bep. 
141;  (1901)  A  C.  404),  and  what  effect  it  has 
upon  the  earlier  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Hall  v.  Snowden,  Hubbard,  and  Co.  (80  L.  T. 
Bep.  554;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  136).  Upon  considering 
-that  case,  I  think  that  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Jtaine  v.  Jobton  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.)  has  overmled 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  Hall  v.  Snowden, 
Hubbard,  and  Co.  {ubi  sup.).  It  is  true  that  in 
the  House  of  Lords  the  case  was  not  argued  npon 
the  question  which  arose  for  discussion  in  this 
court  in  Hall  v.  Snowden,  Hubbard,  and  Co.  {ubi 
sup.) ;  and  the  decision  proceeded  upon  an  admis- 
sion made  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  employers 
that,  by  the  combined  effect  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897  and  the  Factory  and 
Workshop  Act  1895,  every  dock  was  a1 "  factory  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897.  That  admission  would,  of  course, 
equally  apply  to  the  cue  of  a  wharf  as  to  the 
case  of  a  dock.  That  case,  therefore,  was  decided 
without  there  being  any  evidence  whether 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Factory  Acts 
were  applied  by  sect.  23  of  the  Factory  and 
Workshop  Act  1895  to  the  dock  there  in 
qnestion.  It  is  true  that  an  admission  made 
by   conneel   cannot    alter    the    law   or    make 


a  decision;    bnt   the   decision   is   that  of   the 
court.    In  Baine  t.  Jobson  and   Co.   {ubi  sup.) 
the  House  of  Lords  adopted  that  admission  as 
the  basis  of  their  decision,  and  they  decided  the 
case  without  any  evidence  that  any  of  the  pro- 
visionsof  the  Factory  Acts  had  in  fact  been  applied 
to  the  dock.    It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  was  contrary  to 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  Hall  v.  Sruividen, 
Hubbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.),  and  is  decisive  of  the 
present  case.    I  think  that  we  should  not  be  pro- 
perlyrespecting  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
if  we  were  to  hold  otherwise,  although,  indeed,  the 
grounds  of  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Hall  v. 
Snowden,  Hubbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.)  were  not 
dealt  with  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Baine  v. 
Jobson  and  Co.  {ubi  sup.).    I  know  that  the  Court 
of  Session  in  Scotland,  in  Jackson  v.  Bodger  and 
Co.  (2  Ct.  of  SesB.  ,Cas.  533,  5th  series),  has  not 
taken  the  same  view  as  that  taken  by  this  court 
in  Hatt  v.  Snowden,  Hvhbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.). 
I  mnst  confess,  however,  that  I  am  still  unable  to 
see  any  answer  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Bray  in 
Hall  V.  Snoteden,  Hubbard,  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.). 
The    Legislature  in    defining  a  "factory"  have 
not  said  in  clear  language  that  every  dock  and 
wharf  is  to  be  a  "factory."    On  the  contrary, 
sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897  only  says  tha";  "'factory'  includes  every 
dock,  wharf,    ...    to  which  any  provision  of 
the  Factory  Acts  is  applied  by  the  Factory  and 
Workshop   Act   1895,"  and   thereby   seems   to 
assume  that  there  may  be  a  dock  or  wharf  which 
is  not  a  factory.    The  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Session  in  Scotland,  which  coincides  with  the 
opinions  expressed  in  the  text-books  upon  thn 
subject,  seems  to  me  to  entirely  ignore  the  prima 
facie  limitation  placed  npon  the    definition   of 
"  factory,"  in  reliEition  to  a  dock  or  wharf,  in 
sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897.    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  now  to  go 
into  that  qnestion,  because  the  House  of  Lordsi, 
in  Baine  v.  Jobson  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.),  have  adopted 
the  view  that  sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Act  of  1897  must 
be  construed  a-s  if  the  limiting  words  were  not 
introduced  at  all.    The  decision  of  the  learned 
County  Courc  judge  upon  that  point  is  therefore 
correct.    It  seems  to  me  that  ne  was  right  also 
upon  the  other  question.    He  has  found  that  the 
accident  happened  while  the  workman  was  em- 
ployed on  or  about  the  "factory";  that  was  a 
question  of  fact,  and  there  was  ample  evidence 
to  justify  his  finding.    This   appeal,  therefore, 
fails,  and  must  be  dismissed. 

Mathsw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
for  the  same  reasons. 

Cozbks-Habdy,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Smiles  and  Co. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  F.  J.  Berryman, 
for  W,  A.  Wataon,  Chatham. 
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Monday,  Feb.  22. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.  and  Boubr,  L.J.) 

Oabtll  e.  Daily  Mail  Publishing 

Company,  (o) 

appeal  fsom  thb  kino's  bench  division. 

Praeiiee — Diteovery — Interrogatories — Action  for 

libel — Defence  affair  comment — Interrogatoriet 

at  to  previoiu  8tatem,ents  concerning  plaintiff— 

Leave  to  adminitter — Order  XXXI.,  rr,  1,  2. 

Jfn  an  itetionfor  damagetfor  libel  in  retpeet  of  a 
eritieiam,  ptMithed  in  the  defendants'  paper,  of 
an  opera  composed  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defen- 
dant* pleaded  that  the  toords  complained  of  were 
fair  and  bond,  fide  criticism  of  and  comment  on 
ike  opera,  and  were  ptMished  without  malice. 

The  plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  deliver  interroga- 
tories to  the  defendants  asking  them  whether 
ihey  had  not  previously  publisned  an  ineorrect 
etatem^nt  about  the  plaintiff,  what  information 
they  had  which  induced  them  to  believe  that 
etatement  was  true,  from  whom  they  derived 
tuch  information,  whether  it  was  derived  from 
the  same  source  as  the  arUde  complained  of, 
and  what  steps  they  had  toJcen  to  verify  it. 

Held  {dismissing  the  appeal),  that  leave  to  deliver 
the  interrogatories  had  been  properly  refused  at 
not  being  relevant  to  the  question  of  malice. 

Appxal  of  the  plamtifl  from  an  order  of 
Backnill,  J.  at  chambers  refasing  leave  to 
deliver  interrogatories  for  the  ezamination  of  the 
defendants. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  damages  for  an  alleged  libel 
published  in  their  newspaper. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  musical  composer,  and  was 
also  the  conductor  at  a  theatre  in  connection  with 
his  own  musical  compositions. 

The  alleged  libel  was  a  very  severe  oritioism  of 
an  opera  called  the  "  Dachess  of  Daatzio,"  com- 
posed by  the  plaintiff,  and  Tras  published  in  the 
newspaper  on  the  19th  Oct.  1903. 

The  defendants  set  up  the  defence  that  the 
words  complained  of  were  fair  and  bond  fide 
«riti<nsm  of  and  comment  on  the  opera,  and  were 
published  without  malice. 

,  On  the  24th  Jan.  1903  there  had  been  published 
in  the  defendants'  newspaper  the  following 
article: 

Theatriokl  Chuig«a. — Several  intereatlng  ohsngaa  are 
•boot  to  be  made  in  oomieotion  with  the  mnsioal 
^ireotonhips  of  Wert.end  theatres.  Of  then  perhaps 
the  most  important  is  that  of  Mr.  Ivan  Caryll,  of  the 
Oaiet7  Theatre,  who  will  take  up  the  baton  at  the 
Umpire  when  the  oondnotor's  ohair  there  ii  vacated  by 
Hr.  Wenzal.  To  present-day  patrons  of  the  Gaiety  Mr. 
Ivan  Cai7ll  is  as  oloaely  aaaooiated  with  that  theatre  aa 
Harr  Meyer  Latz  waa  in  yeara  gone  by,  while  Mr. 
^enzel'a  ballet  mnsio  has  for  yeara  been  a  distinot 
featue  at  the  Empire.  It  is  nnderatood  that  Mr. 
Homrd  Talbot  will  snooeed  to  the  Qaiety  ohabr. 

After  the  poblioation  of  that  article  the  defen- 
dants published  in  their  newspaper  a  letter  from 
the  plaintiff's  soUcitora  as  follows : 

A  paragraph  has  been  pnbliahed  atating  in  eifeot  that 
«■!  olient,  Mr.  Ivan  Caryll,  waa  abont  to  aever  his  con- 
Metian  with  the  Qaiety  Theatre  in  order  to  oondaot  at 
the  Empire.  The  atatement  so  made  was  inaoonrata,  aa 
Ui.  Caiyll  has  never  oontemplated  aooepting  a  perma- 
stot  position  aa  a  oondnotor  exoept  in  connection  with 

(•)  Baported  by  1.  H.  WiuiUKB,  Biq.,  Banliter«t.Law. 


hia  own  pieces.  Ai  a  matter  of  fact  he  haa  recently 
entered  into  a  new  contract  for  three  yeara  to  oondnotat 
the  old  Slid  new  Gaiety  Theatre. 

The  plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  deliver  interro- 
gatories for  the  examination  of  the  defendants, 
first  asking  them  whether  they  had  published  the 
article  on  the  24th  Jan.  1903,  and  then  asking : 
"  What  information,  if  any,  had  you  that  induced 
you  to  believe  that  the  said  statement  relating  to 
the  plaintiff  was  true?  From  whom  was  such 
information  derived  ?  Was  the  said  information, 
if  any,  derived  from  the  same  source  as  that  from 
which  the  article  set  out  in  the  statement  of 
clum  was  derived  ?  Did  yon  take  any  and,  if  so, 
what  steps  to  verify  it  P  " 

The  master  refused  leave  to  deliver  these 
interrogatories,  and  his  order  was  aflELrmed  by 
Bucknill,  J.  at  chambers. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Lush,  K.C.  and  George  Blliott  for  the  appel- 
lant.— 'The  plaintiff  ougnt  to  be  allowed  to  ad- 
minister these  interrogatories.  Since  the  decduon 
of  this  court  in  ilcQuire  v.  Western  Morning 
News  (88  L.  T.  B«p.  767 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  100)  it  is 
settled  that,  where  an  article  which  is  oomplained 
of  as  defamatory  appears  upon  its  face  to  be  a 
criticism  only,  unless  there  is  extrinsic  evidence 
of  malice,  there  is  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury.  The 
pluntiff  is  entitled  to  give  extrinsic  evidence  of 
malice,  and  these  interrogatories  are  directed  to 
obtaining  that  evidence.  The  previous  article 
published  by  the  defendants  was  calculated  to 
injure  the  plaintiff,  and*  was  untrue.  It  was  in 
reality  an  attack  upon  the  plaintiff.  If  the  plain- 
tiff can  show  that  it  emanated  from  the  same 
source  as  the  article  oomplained  of  in  this  action, 
that  will  be  evidence  that  the  defendants  without 
due  inquiry  have  allowed  their  newspaper  to  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  attacking  the  plaintiff 
and  so  will  be  evidence  of  malice.  These  interro- 
gatories are  strictiy  relevant  to  the  question 
whether  the  defendants  published  the  article 
oomplained  of  without  malice.  Similar  interro- 
gatories were  permitted,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing malice,  in  Elliott  v.  Garrett  (86  L.  T.  Bep.  441 ; 
(1902)  1  K.  B.  870).  whero  the  defendant  in  an 
action  for  slander  pleaded  that  the  words  were 
spoken  on  a  privilegisd  occasion  in  good  faith  and 
without  malice,  and  the  Court  of  Aweal  held 
that  an  interrogatory,  asking  the  defendant 
what  information  he  had  and  what  inquiry  he  had 
made,  ought  to  be  allowed. 

Hugh  Fraser,  for  the  respondents,  was  not 
called  upon  to  argue. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  think  that  both  the  master 
and  the  learned  judge  have  properly  exercised 
their  discretion  in  this  matter.  This  court  stands 
in  a  somewhat  peculiarpoeition  with  regard  to 
appeals  of  this  kind.  We  have  not  to  deal  with 
such  questions  as  those  relating  to  the  delivery 
of  interrogatories  upon  our  own  judgment,  as  u 
we  were  deciding  the  matter  in  the  first  instance ; 
but  we  have  only  to  see  whether  the  discretion 
vested  in  the  judge  has  been  properly  exercised. 
It  seems  to  me  that  we  cannot  reasonably  hold 
in  this  case  that  these  interrogatories  were  so 
relevant  to  the  question  of  malice  that  they  ought 
to  be  allowed.  They  set  out,  in  the  first  place, 
what  seems  prima  facie  to  be  a  laudatory  notice 
of  the  plaintiff  and  then  proceed  to  ask  what 
steps  (il  any)  the  defendants  took  to  verify  the 
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statements  in  that  article,  wbat  information  they 
had  which  induced  them  to  believe  that  it  was 
true,  and  whether  it  came  from  the  same  source 
as  the  article  complained  of  in  this  aotion.  The 
master  and  the  judge  came  to  the  conclusion  thst 
there  was  no  such  indication  of  malice  on  the  face 
of  the  earlier  article  as  to  make  it  releyant  to 
inqaire  as  to  its  source.  A  newspaper  is  not 
always  bound  to  disclose  the  secrets  of  its  office, 
nnlesB  the  interests  of  justice  make  it  right  that 
it  shonld  do  so.  The  master  and, the  judge  hare 
decided  that  it  was  not  right  in  this  case  to  make 
the  defendants  give  this  information,  and  I  am 
not  prepared  to  diSer  from  them.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BoMiSB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
does  not  follow  that,  because  f  he  issue  of  malice 
is  raised,  therefore  all  matters  which  might  be  the 
subject  of  cross-examination  at  the  tri<U  are 
pn^Mr  matters  for  interrogatories.  It  is  notice- 
able that  the  matter  about  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  interrogate  the  defendants  hss  nothing 
to  do  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  present 
action.  Upon  its  face  the  earlier  article  is  merely 
ft  statement  of  fact  and  not  defamatory.  I  agree 
with  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  that  the  master  and 
judge  have  exercised  a  wise  discretion,  and  that 
this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismi*$ed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Leggatt,  Bubiniiein, 
and  Co. 

Elolioitors  for  the  respondents,  Letoi$  and 
Lewi*. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

CHANOEET  DIVISION. 

Feb.  10,  II.  12, 13, 15,  and  17. 

(Before  Fabwbll,  J.) 

Attobbbt-GknbbaIi  v.  Matob,  Slc,  of 

Nottingham,  (a) 

Publie  and  private  nuieanee — SmiVpox  hospital 
— Injunction  —  Puhlie  convenience  —  Publie 
health— Scientific  evidence  as  to  the  effects  of 
similar  hospitals. 

A  quia  timet  action  teas  brought  by  the  Attorney- 
Oenered  on  the  relation  of  certain  dtoners  and 
occupiers  in  a  tUstrict  near  a  populous  city,  and 
by  the  same  owners  otuI  occupiers  as  plaintiffs 
to  restrain  the  use  by  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  certain  buildings  as  a  smallpox  hospital, 
botfc  as  a  publie  and  a  private  nuisance. 

Held,  that  to  succeed  in  such  a  case  it  it  necessary 
for  the  plaintiffs  to  show,  not  merely  that  incon- 
venience may  be  experienced  or  a  sentimerU  of 
danger  may  exist ;  but  a  strong  probability, 
amounting  to  a  moral  certainty  that  the  hovpital, 
if  estahlished,  wM  be  an  actionable  nuisance, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  having  failed  to  show 
this,  that  their  action  must  be  dismissed. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  adduced 
sdentifie  evidence  to  show  from  the  experience  of 
other  smallpox  hospitals  that  such  hospitals 
tended  by  aerial  convection  to  spread  the  disease ; 
and  rebutting  scientific  evidence  was  adduced  by 
(he  defendants.  At  the  desire  of  the  parties  hit 
lordship  heard  the  evidence ;  but  arretted  eon- 
siderable  doi*bt  as  to  its  admissibility. 

(a)  B^ported  by  J.  Abtbus  Faici,  Eiq.,  B*rrlst«r-M-I«w. 


WiTNBSS  ACTION. 

The  corporation  of  Nottingham,  who  were  the 
local  sani^ry  authority  for  the  city,  determined 
in  the  early  part  of  1903,  under  their  statutory 
powers,  to  esbiblish  a  new  smallpox  hospital  for 
the  accommodation  of  smallpox  patients  in  thmr 
city,  the  existing  accommodation  being  insof- 
flcient. 

For  this  purpose,  after  much  consideration, 
they  acquired  a  piece  of  land  in  the  parish  of 
Bulwell,  Nottingham,  containing  four  acres  of 
land  or  thereabouts,  and  commenced  to  ereot 
buildings  thereon. 

About  August  in  the  same  year  the  buildings 
were  opened  for  the  reception  of  smallpox 
patients,  and  for  the  accommodation  of  a  medical 
staff  and  nurses. 

The  buildings  stood  on  a  pie^e  of  land,  tri- 
angular in  shape,  the  base  being  about  350  yards 
long,  and  abutting  on  an  old  forest  road,  which 
was  at  present  used  as  a  highway,  and  adjoining 
on  another  side  a  private  road  leading  to  the 
pumping  station  of  tbe  Bestwood  Coal  and  Iron 
Company  Limited,  and  lying  between  the  main 
line  of  tbe  Midland  Railway  and  a  branch  line 
of  the  Great  Northern  Bailway,  152  yards 
from  the  former  and  twenty-seven  yards  from 
the  latter. 

The  plan  of  the  institution  was  that  every 
building  which  was  to  contain  infected  persons  oe 
things  should  be  placed  40ft.  distant  from  the 
bonndary. 

There  was  an  inner  fence  of  barbed  wire  round 
the  premises;  and  an  outer  fence,  6ft  6in.  in 
height,  with  barbed  wire  at  the  top,  inclosed  the 
grounds  except  in  one  place,  where  they  were 
separated  from  the  adjoining  properties  by  a 
precipitous  bank  and  a  wide  stream. 

The  old  forest  road  or  hitrhwav  which  led  from 
Balwell  to  a  plaoe  called  Papplewick,  on  which 
the  premises  abutted,  was  usecf  by  the  public  (bo^ 
only  to  a  small  extent)  for  pedestrian,  vehicular, 
and  bicycle  traffic. 

On  either  side  of  the  road  near  the  hospital 
there  were  only  a  few  dwelling-houses.  The 
nearest  wss  a  cottage  occupied  by  a  m%n  named 
Barrow,  a  servant  of  the  Bestwood  Coal  and  Iroa 
Company  Limited,  who  lived  there  with  his  family 
— five  in  number  altogether.  - 

The  nearest  residences  aft(>r  Barrow's  cottage 
were  six  cottages  with  twenty-three  inmates, 
157  yards  distant. 

The  village  of  Bestwood  was  situate  half  a  mile 
or  thereabouts  from  the  hospital ;  there  was  there 
a  parish  school,  and  the  headmaster,  William 
English  Bobinson,  resided  in  a  school  honse 
att»;hed  to  the  schooL 

Thomas  Asken  Loeth,  a  mUler  and  farmer  is 
the  neighbourhood,  was  owner  of  a  house  and 
three  cottages  adjoining  his  mill,  all  of  which 
premises  were  within  200  yards  or  thereabouts  of 
the  hospital. 

The  Bestwood  Coal  and  Iron  Company  Limited 
were  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  a  colliery,  mines, 
and  ironworks  in  the  parish.  They  employed 
altogether  a  large  number  of  workpeople,  230 
beins  employed  in  the  Bestwood  Ironworks,  part 
of  which  was  within  a  quarter  of  a  mile  radius  <^ 
the  colliery ;  and  1280  in  the  colliery,  which  was 
without  the  quarter,  but  within  the  half-mile 
radius,  bat  the  majority  of  these  worked  under, 
groond. 
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There  was  a  resident  popnlatioii  of  204  persons 
within  the  quarter- mile  radius  of  the  hospital, 
and  of  510  pereons  within  the  half-mile  radius. 

The  plans  of  the  site  and  buildings  had  not 
been  approTed  by  the  Local  Government  Board 
«ince  the  corporation  did  not  require  to  raise  any 
loan  for  the  building. 

It  was,  however,  alleged  that  in  the  selection 
of  the  site  and  in  the  erection  and  laying  out  of 
the  building  and  grounds  the  corporation  had 
eomplied  with  the  conditions  upon  which  the 
Local  Government  Board  insists  in  cases  in 
which  it  sanctions  a  smallpox  hospital. 

The  hospital,  which  was  prepared  to  accommo- 
■date  forty  patients,  appetured  to  be  well 
maaaired.  It  seemed  that  a  single  patient  had 
aetoaSy  been  seen  in  the  grounds  outside  the 
inner  fence,  but  he  appeared  at  the  time  to  be 
«omTale8cent.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the 
hospital  had  tended  to  spread  infection  either  in 
the  neighbourhood,  or  among  the  school  children, 
or  among  the  men  employed  in  the  works. 

An  action  was  brought  by  the  Attorney- 
<3«Deral  on  the  relation  of  the  above-mentioned 
William  English  Robinson,  Thomas  Aslien 
Loeth,  and  the  Bestwood  Coal  and  Iron  Com- 
jMtny  Limited,  also  by  these  same  individuals  and 
company  as  plaintiffs  against  the  mavor,  alder- 
men, and  citizens  of  Nottingham  for  (1)  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants,  their  ser- 
vants, and  agents,  from  using  the  buildings 
known  as  the  Bnlwell  Smallpox  Hospital  aa  a 
hospital  for  the  reception  of  persons  suffering 
from  smallpox,  so  as  to  cause  a  nuisance  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  neighbourhood  or  to  persons 
passing  along  the  neighbouring  highway  ;  (2)  an 
mjonction  to  restrain  the  defendants,  their 
^ents,  and  servants,  from  using  the  building 
as  a  hospital  for  the  reception  of  persons  suffer- 
ing from  smallpox,  so  as  to  cause  a  nuisance  to 
4he  relator  plaintiffs  as  owners  and  ooonpiera  in 
the  DNghbourhood. 

Both  sides  at  the  hearing  of  the  action  relied 
to  a  considerable  extent  on  soientifio  evidence,  and 
ix>th  desired  that  it  should  he  heard,  the  plaintiffs 
oalling  scientific  experts,  who  insisted  that  small- 
pox is  disseminated  b^  aerial  convection,  and  the 
defendants  also  calhng  scientists  who  snbstan- 
tially  denied  this  theonr. 

Dr.  John  Glough  Thresh,  lecturer  on  public 
health  at  the  London  Hospital,  examiner  at  the 
Univernty  <d  London,  and  medical  officer  of 
health  for  the  Essex  County  Council,  who  gave 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  gave  as  his 
opinion  that  the  presence  of  hospital  snips  in  the 
Tbames  had  caused  a  great  increase  of  smallpox 
in  the  district  opposite  to  the  place  in  the  nver 
where  they  were  moored. 

Dr.  Thresh  showed  that  in  one  year  the  small- 
pox cases  in  the  Orsett  Union  (which  included 
a  parish  West  Thnrrock,  which  parish  had  two 
centres  of  population.  West  Thnrrock  and  Fnr- 
deet,  Furneet  being  opposite  to  the  hospital 
ships)  were  fifty-three,  and  the  outside  cases  in 
the  same  district  185,  while  the  proper  proportion 
would  have  been  for  the  Orsett  Umon  one-fiitieth 
■oi  tbe  whole.  Of  these  fifty- three  cases  of  infec- 
tion, thirty-one  arose  in  the  x>^Bh  of  West 
Thnrrock,  and  the  greater  the  distance  from 
Pnrfleet  the  less  was  found  to  be  the  infection. 

In  cross-examination  the  doctor  stated  that  he 
had  dona  his  best  to  ascertaiii  if  there  was  any 


I  communication  between  the  ships  and  the  Essex 
side  of  the  river,  and  that  he  had  not  the  slightest 
doubt  but  that  there  was  very  little.  Pablio 
opinion  in  the  district  was,  he  seated,  very  strong 
on  tiie  subject. 

Doctor  Mc  Vail,  examiner  in  medical  jarispm- 
dence  and  public  health  in  the  universities  of 
Glasgow  and  Edinburgh,  president  of  the  Sanitary 
Association  of  Scotland,  and  of  the  State 
medicine  section  of  the  British  Medical  Associa- 
tion, who  gave  evidence  on  the  same  side,  stated 
that  the  theory  of  the  dissemination  of  smallpox 
by  aerial  convection  over  a  considerable  space 
was  not  a  new  theory  in  medical  circles,  it  heing 
found  stated  in  medical  books  a  hundred  ^ears 
old,  and  there  being  an  instance  of  such  infec- 
tion across  the  Charles  Biver,  Boston,  in  North 
America,  where  tbe  width  of  the  river  was  1500ft. 

On  the  defendants'  side  Dr.  Edward  W.  Hope, 
professor  of  health  in  the  Victoria  TTmveraity, 
Manchester,  and  medical  officer  of  the  Port 
of    Liverpool,    gave   evidence  from   his   Liver- 

CI  experience  to  the  effect  that  smallpox 
pitals  did  not  spread  infection.  In  Liver- 
pool every  effort  was  made  by  patient,  con- 
tinnons,  and  painstaking  observation  to  trace 
the  origin  of  every  case  of  smallpox,  with  the 
object  of  suppressing  every  outbreak  of  the 
disease.  The  largest  smaUpox  hospital  in  Liver- 
pool was  the  Park  Hill  Hospital,  and  he  could 
not  name  a  single  case  of  smallpox  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood which  could  be  traced  to  the  hospital. 
In  his  opinion  the  scientific  theory  of  aerial  con- 
vection was  pressed  much  too  far  by  some  medical 
scientists.  He  disbelieved  that  particles  of  disease 
conld  be  conveyed  in  this  manner  for  a  quarter  or 
half  a  mile. 

Similar  evidence  was  given  by  other  eminent 
scientists. 

Witnesses  were  also  examined  on  both  rides 
as  to  the  site  and  management  of  the  hospital,  the 
effect  of  whioh  is  summarised  in  the  statement  of 
facts  in  this  report  and  in  the  judgment- 

Amonff  other  vritnesses  called  in  this  con- 
nection Dy  the  plaintiffs  was  Dr.  Joseph  W.  R. 
Fletcher,  who  had  examined  the  hospital  pre- 
mises on  behalf  of  the  Local  Government  Board. 
This  gentleman  produced  a  letter  from  the  Pren- 
dent  of  the  Local  Government  Board,  in  which 
the  President  objected  to  the  production  of  this 
report,  and  desired  the  doctor  to  represent  to  the 
coart  that  the  production  would  be  injurious  to 
His  Majesty's  service.  He  was  farther  directed 
tb^  the  Local  Government  Board,  subject  to  the 
directions  of  the  court,  to  confine  his  evidence  to 
matters  of  fact-  In  reply  to  his  Lordship  tMs 
witness  stated  that  the  inspectors  of  the  Local 
Government  Board  were  accustomed  to  visit  all 
parts  of  the  country,  and  to  consult  with  the 
members  of  all  samtary  authorities;  that  these 
gentlemen  generally  gave  them  full  information, 
but  in  confidence,  and  that,  it  it  became  known 
that  inspectors  were  liable  to  be  examined  in  court 
in  respeiot  of  information  so  obtained,  confidence 
would  not  in  future  be  reposed  in  them. 

The  witness  was  not  examined  ;  but  his  Lord- 
ship stated  that  in  his  opinion,  as  he  had  to 
protect  the  public  health,  he  oaeht  to  have  been 
assisted  by  the  representatives  of  tke  Local  Govern- 
ment Board,  and  that  he  respectfully  protested 
against  the  refusal  to  allow  him  to  see  the  docu- 
ment containing  the  report. 
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Upjohn,  E.G.  and  Llewellyn  Davits  for  tbe 
plaintiffB. — The  number  of  inhabitants  in  the 
oistriot  is  sufficient  to  make  this  smallpox  hos- 
pital a  nuisance  af^ainst  which  the  court  should 
grant  an  injunction.  There  is,  farther,  no 
gnarantee  but  that  the  hospital  premises  may  be 
enlarged.  The  best  scieatifio  authorities  agree 
that  this  disease  may  be  disseminated  by  the  air. 
The  nuisance  is  here  both  public  and  private. 
When  tbe  Local  GoTemment  Board  aJlows  small- 
pox hospitals,  it  insists  on  their  being  placed  far 
from  populous  places  and  at  a  distance  from 
traffic: 

Bill  V.  XetropoUtan  Aaylumi  Board,  40  L.  T.  Bap. 
491 ;  42  L.  T.  Bep.  212 ;  47  L.  T.  Bep.  29 ;  6 
App.  Caa.  193. 
It  is  certainly  necessary  for  us  in  a  quia  timet 
action  to  show  that  there  is  a  high  probability 
that  the  nuisance  will  be  of  an  irreparable 
character,  but  here  it  appears  that  it  will  be  a 
gpreat  danger.  With  regard  to  the  hospital  as  a 
pnblic  nuisance,  they  referred  to 

Bea  T.  VantandOlo,  1815,  4  JI.  &  S.  73 ; 

Sex  T.  Bumelt,  1815,  4  M.  &  S.  272  ; 

Beg.  y.  Lister,  1859.  S  Jar.  N.  S.  570  ; 

Attorriey-Oetieral  y.  Bhrew$bury  Bridge  Company, 
1882,  46  L.  T.  Bep.  687 ;  21  Ch.  Div.  752. 

AeqKith,  K.G.,  Macmorran,  K.C.,  and  B.  J. 
Parker  for  the  defendants. — The  onus  that  lies 
on  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  hospital  will  be 
a  cause  of  infection  to  residents  in  the  district 
and  persons  passing  along  tbe  road  has  not  been 
discharged.  Further,  this  is  a  matter  in  which 
tbe  general  pnblic  interest  must  be  considered. 
Supposing  that  there  were  no  smallpox  hospital 
here  and  that  persons  suffering  from  the  disease 
were  treated  in  their  own  homes,  the  risk  of  infec- 
tion would  be  greater.  The  arguments  of  the 
plaintiffs  would  render  impossible  the  building  of 
a  smallpox  hospital  in  any  populous  district; 
but  tbe  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict 
c.  55)  expressly  empowers  local  authorities  to 
provide  hospitals  :  (sect.  131).  In  this  case  the 
site  has  been  carefully  selected,  and  the  defen- 
dants have  met  the  requirements  of  the  Local 
QoTomment  Board,  xhe  plaintiffs'  scientific 
evidence  is  fallacious.  It  rests  entirely  upon  a  mass 
of  affirmative  evidence,  which  a  single  negative 
instance  is  sufficient  to  .destroy.  They  have,  in 
fact,  fallen  into  the  fallacy  which  Lord  Baicon 
describes  as  "inductio  per  ennmerationem 
simplicem,  ubi  non  reperitur  instantia  oontra- 
dictoria."  If  it  can  be  shown  in  a  single  instance 
that  a  smallpoz  hospital  has  not  in  fact  spread  ' 
conti^ion,  the  plaintiffs'  case  is  gone ;  and  more 
than  sufBoient  evidence  has  been  adduced  by  the 
defendants  for  this  purpose.  As  to  the  authori- 
ties. Hill  V.  Metropolttan  Asylumt  Dittrict  was  sot 
a  ouia  timet  action.  It  was  a  case  of  a  nuisance. 
Tne  cases  which  the  present  resembles  are 

Fleet  Y.  Metropolitan  Aiylume  Board,  1886,  2  Times 

L.  Bep.  361 ; 
Attorney-Oeneral    v.    OuiUford    Joint     Hoepiial 

Board,  1895,  12  Times  L.  Bep.  54  ; 
Harrnp  t.  Ottett  Corporation,  1895, 14  Timu  L.  Bep 

308; 
ittorney-Oeniral  v.  Corporation  of  Maneheiter,  68 

L.  T.  Bep.  608  ;  (1893)  2  Ch.  87 ; 
Attorney-Oeneral  v.  S(i(hmin««,  ^e.  (aa  Irish  ease 

as  jet  not  reportecl). 
TJpjohn,  K.O.   in   reply. — The    plaintiffs  have 
shown  that  there  exists  a  considerable  and  well- 


founded  apprehension  of  danger,  and  this  will 
justify  tiie  granting  of  an  injunction.  In  the  case 
of  Attomey-OenerM  v.  Corporation  ofManehesier 
the  hospital  was  not  intended  to  be  permanent. 

Cur.  adv.  vidt. 

Fabwbli.,  J. —  This  is  am  action  by  th» 
Attorney- Greneral  on  the  relation  of  several 
owners  and  occupiers  of  land  and  collieries  in  th» 
parish  of  Bestwood,  and  by  the  same  owners  and 
occupiers  as  plaintiffs  against  tbe  mayor  and 
corporation  of  Nottingham  to  restrain  them  from 
using  a  building  lately  erected  and  for  the  last 
six  months  used  as  a  smallpox  hospital  from  so 
using  it,  on  the  g^nnd  that  it  is  a  nuisance,  neces- 
sarily causing  serious  danger  to  the  public  health 
and  causing  special  damage  to  the  relator  plain- 
tiffs. No  actual  case  of  injury  has  arisen ;  and 
the  action  is  quia  timet.  In  order  to  succeed  in 
such  an  action  the  plaintiffs  must  show  a  strong 
caaeot  probability  that  the  apprehended  mischiu 
will  in  fact  arise  (see  Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Corpora- 
tion of  Manchester  (68  L.  T.  Bep.  608 ;  (1893)  2 
Ch.  87),  or,  to  quote  FitzQibbon,  L  J.  in  Attorney- 
Oeneral  V.  Bathmines,  &e.  (which  is  not  yet 
reported),  "  to  sustain  the  in  junction  the  iaw 
requires  proof  by  the  plaintiffs  of  a  well-founded 
apprehension  of  injury — ^proof  of  actual  and  real 
danger — ^the  strong  probability  almost  amounting 
to  moral  oertunty  that  if  the  hospital  be  esta- 
blished it  will  be  an  actionable  nuisance.  A 
sentiment  of  danger  and  dislike,  however  natural 
and  justified,  certainty  that  the  hospital  will 
be  disagreeable  or  inconvenient,  proof  that  it 
will  abridge  a  man's  pleasure  or  make  him 
anxious,  the  inability  of  the  court  to  say  that  nO' 
danger  will  arise,  none  of  these  accompanied  by 
depreciation  of  property  will  discharge  the  burden 
of  proof  which  rests  on  the  plaintiffs  or  justify  a 
merely  precautionary  injunction  restraining  aik 
owner's  .use  of  his  own  land  upon  the  gronod 
of  apprehended  nuisance  to  his  neighbours." 
Farther,  the  defendants  are  entitled  in  my  opinion 
to  ask  the  court  to  assume  that  the  hospital  will 
be  properly  managed  and  that  all  tbe  precantiona 
that  smentafic  slull  and  kaowledgu  usually  re- 
quire will  be  taken,  and  they  are  entiUed  in  the 
present  case  to  the  benefit  of  the  observation  that 
the  hospital  has  been  open  and  has  received 
patients  for  the  last  six  months,  during  the  last 
half  of  which  it  has  been  full,  and  that  no  mis- 
chief has  at  present  arisen  therefrom.  The  hos- 
pital stands  on  a  piece  of  ground  four  and  a  half 
acres  in  extend,  roughly  triangular  in  shape,  th» 
base  of  the  triangle  being  about  350  yards  long 
and  abutting  on  we  highroad.  It  is  inclosed  on 
all  sides  except  one  with  a  dose  wooden  fenc» 
6ft.  6in.  high,  with  barbed  wire  on  the  top,  and 
there  is  an  inside  fence  of  barbed  wire  2Qf  t  distant. 
The  hospital  building  is  51ft.  from  the  highroad. 
On  the  side  where  there  is  no  fence  there  is  a 
stream  nearly  20ft.  wide  with  a  steep  bank  15ft. 
or  20ft.  high  sloping  abruptly  from  the  hospital 
grounds  down  to  the  river.  There  are  204 
residents  within  a  qnarter-mUa  radius  from  the 
building  and  510  within  the  half-mile  radius. 
There  are  230  men  enployed  on  the  Bestwood 
Ironworks,  part  of  which  is  within  the  quarter- 
mile  i«dius,  and  1280  on  tbe  colliery,  which  i» 
without  the  quarter-mile  radius  but  within  th» 
half-mile  radios ;  but  the  majority  of  the  latter 
work  underground,  and  some  forty- five  men  work 
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at  the  bleach  works  outside  the  qnarter-mile 
ra^uB  and  within  the  half-mile  radins.  The  hos- 
pital is  some  miles  from  the  popalons  parts  of 
Nottingham  and  has  access  to  the  city  by  means 
of  a  road  which  has  few  houses  on  either  side  and 
is  not  much  used  for  general  traffia  The  nearest 
reddenoe  is  Barrow's  cottage,  with  five  inmates, 
forty '^ght  yards  distant,  and  the  next  nearest  are 
six  cottaKes,  with  twen^-three  inmates,  157  yards 
distant.  The  plaintiffs  allegation  that  the  hos- 
pital is  a  nuisance  reate  on  the  establishment  as 
a  general  affirmative  of  the  proposition  that 
all  smallpox  hospitals  necessarily  constitute  a 
serioos  duiger  to  the  health  of  persons  resident, 
working,  or  passing  by  within  a  radius  of  at 
any  ntte  51ft.  Thia  ia  obviously  a  very  serious 
qneetion.  Having  r^^d  to  the  impossibility  of 
stamping  out  smallpox  under  the  existing  laws 
and  to  the  practical  impossiblity  of  isolating  an 
outbreak  in  crowded  areas,  the  court  ought  not 
to  oome  to  any  conclusion  that  would  result  in 
cloeing  the  majority  of  the  smallpox  hospitals  in 
the  kingdom  unless  the  expert  testimony  is  really 
oanelnaive.  Now,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence 
that  I  have  heard  in  this  case  that  the  medical 
protesnon  are  divided  into  two  camps  on  this 
question,  each  ccmtaining  persons  of  eminence 
and  exjterienoe.  The  first  point  of  difference  is 
on  the  theory  of  aerial  convection  for  any  con- 
siderable distance — say  for  more  than  50ft.  This 
is  a  purely  scientific  question,  and  I  gratefully 
adopt  Lord  Bowan's  statement  in  Fleet  v.  lletro- 
politan  Atylunu  Board  (1886, 2  Times  L.  Bep.  363) 
that  "  it  would  be  most  dangerous  to  form  an  inde- 
pendent opinion  on  a  scientific  question  from  the 
smatterings  of  science  that  might  be  picked  up 
during  the  hearing  of  a  case."  The  plaintiffs  do 
not  contend  that  there  is  a  consensus  of  expert 
opinion  upon  the  point,  and  it  is  enough  for  me 
to  say  that  it  is  therefore  not  proven,  and  that  I 
am  not  competent  to  form  an  opinion  of  my  own 
on  the  question.  If  the  plaintiffs  could  have 
established  aerial  convection  for  the  requisite 
distance,  they  would  have  had  a  strong  case 
in  that  they  would  have  shown  the  reason 
why  danger  did  exist ;  but,  failing  thia,  they  are 
driven  to  the  empiric^  opinions  of  the  experts. 
This  is,  of  course,  a  legitimate  and  usual  mode 
of  proof ;  and  the  court,  in  the  case  of  a  conflict 
of  experts,  may  either  say  that  the  onus  is  on  the 
plaintiff  and  has  not  been  discharged,  or  it  may 
examine  the  facto  and  the  reasoning  given  by  the 
experte  as  the  ground  of  their  opinion ;  and  if 
and  so  far  as  that  reasoning  can  be  tested  by 
ordinary  rules  independent  of  special  scientific 
knowledge,  I  feel  bound  to  test  it  and  not  to  state 
simply  that  the  conflict  is  such  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  not  discharged  the  burden  cast  on  them.  I 
will  take  Dr.  Thresh,  who  is  the  protagonist  on 
the  plaintiffs'  side,  as  an  example  of  the  reason- 
ing of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses.  His  opinion  is 
based  on  his  experience  and  knowledge  of  a  large 
number  of  oases  of  smallpox  and  of  several 
hospitals,  and  is  a  conclusion  of  logic,  not  of 
medical  s<nenoe.  His  train  of  reasoning  seeks  to 
extend  an  induction  founded  on  oases  observed  by 
ot  known  to  him  to  all  other  oases ;  but  the 
induction  fails,  for  the  conclusion  that  all  hospitals 
ue  sooioes  of  danger  does  not  necessarily  follow 
from  the  premiss  that  some  hospitels  are  such  ; 
or,  in  other  words,  his  cases  are  not  sufficienUy 
ezhaoBtiTe,  and  his  reasoning  is  a  mere  instance 


of  the  method  of  the  ancients  described  by  Baooa 
as  "inductio  per  ennmerationem  simplicsm,  nbi 
non  reperitur  instantia  contradtotoria."     It  is  a 
mere  ascription  of  the   character  of   a   general 
truth  to  ail  hospitals  because  in  all  hospitels 
known  to  the  witness  the  fact  is  found  to  exist. 
There  is  the  further  difficulty  that  the  cases  ar» 
complicated  by  so   many  varying  circumstanoes- 
that  the  application  of  the  methods  of  agreement 
and  difference  ia  impracticable.     If  the  case  had 
rested  on  the  plaintiffs'  evidence  alone,  I  should 
have  had  great   difficulty  in  adopting  that  con- 
clusion as  sufficiently  proved  ;  but  the  court  is  in. 
possession  of  a  number  of  other  cases  in  which 
smallpox  hospitals   have  been  full    during  out- 
bresks  of  the  disease,  and  no  case  has  occurred 
within  the  qnarter-mile  radins  which  could  not  be 
accounted  for  by  some  means  otiier  than   the 
hospital.    Mr.  Upjohn  attempted  to  minimise  the 
force  of  this  evideooe  by  criticising  some  of  the 
witnesses  and  suggesting  that  Dr.  Ueid's  instances, 
only  were  trustworthy  and  asking  me  to  treat  the 
plaintiffs'  affirmative  cases  as  outweighing  these. 
But  this  is  a  fallacy.    The  plaintiffs'  case  depends, 
on  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  an  unbroken 
series  of  facte.    In  all  cases  where  A  has  occurred 
B  has  followed,  therefore  A  causes  B.    But  th» 
conclusion  depends  on  the  universalitry   of  the' 
premiss,  and    a  negative   instance  unexplained 
spoils  tiie  chain.    The  defendante'  case  does  not,, 
however,  rest  on  Dr.  Iteid  alone.    It  would  serve 
no  useful  purpose  for  me    to  go   through  the 
evidence  in  d^ail,  but  with  regard  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' historical  instances,  if  I  may  so  call  them,, 
they  have  alrea^  fignred  in  former  actions,  and 
very  recenUy  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Appeal  in  the 
Bathmines  case,  and  have  never  been  accepted  a» 
sufficient.    It  is  important  to  remember  that  the 
Compulsory  Notification   of  Diseases  Act  came 
into  force  only  in  1899,  and  that  before  that  it 
must   obviously  have  been  far  more  difficult,  if 
not  impracticable,    to  obtain    trustworthy    and 
sufficient  data  from  which   to  generalise;  and, 
indeed,  I  may  well  adopt  FitzGibbon,  L.J.'s  com-  - 
ment  in  the  Bathminei  case  on  them.    "  Cases 
such  as  Falbam,  Sheffield,  Bradford,  and  Notting- 
ham may  be  explained  by  reason  of  the  character 
of  a  neighbourhood  and  their  other  circumstances."' 
The  defendants'  evidence  is  very  strong.    It  is 
not  for  them  to  prove  the  negative,  but  their 
instances— especiaUy  Dr.    Beid   with   his  large 
experience  in  Staftordshire,    Dr.  Hope  with  hi» 
three  hospitals  in  Liverpool,  and  Dr.  Boobyer  in. 
Nottingham — are  amply  suifiment  to  break  the 
chain  of  t^e  plaintiffs  affirmative  cases,  even  if  I 
were  satisfietTthat  they  had  proved  them.    There 
is,    of  course,  some  risk  of  infection   wherever 
there  is  smsllpox    owing  partly  to  the  folly  of 
bystanders  and  of  friends  and  relations  of  the 
patiente  and  partly  to  the  human  fallibility  of 
doctors  and  attendants,  however  carofuL    But,  in 
considering  the  question  from  the  point  of  vie^ 
of  a  public  nuisance,  one  must  bear  in  mind  that 
it  is  necessary  for  the  public  safety  that  some 
provision  should  be  made  for  isolation,  that  the 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  isolating  in  the  case  of 
the  poor  living  in  one  or  two  rooms  or  crowded 
.togetner  in  a  single  cottage  are  very  great,  and 
that  it  is  (as  Dr.  McVail  put  it)  a  choice  of  evils. 
This  consideration  is  mentioned  by  Chitty,  J.  in 
Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Corporation  ofManehesler  (loc. 
eit.,  at  p.  92).    "  The  apprehended  future  danger 
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in  the  present  case  is  danger  to  the  pnblio  health. 
Kow,  undoubtedly,  there  are  many  cases  of  public 
nuisance — by  interference  with  an  unquestionable 
right  cf  the  public,  such,  for  instance,  as  the  per- 
manent obstruction  of  a  highway — where  the 
oonrt  did  decline  at  once  to  permit  evidence  to  be 
given  of  any  supposed  public  benefit  arising  from 
the  wrongful  act  complained  of,  and  would  refuse 
to  balance  the  good  alle{^  to  accrue  to  some 
portions  of  the  public  agamst  the  mischief  to  the 
public  in  general.  But  in  the  case  where  the 
health  of  the  Queen's  subjects  in  general  is  con- 
cerned, it  may  possiblT  be  a  question  whether,  if 
(he  evidence  shows  tnat  the  maintenance  of  a 
emallpoz  hospital  is,  on  the  whole,  balancing  the 
sood  against  the  evil,  more  beneficial  to  the 
health  of  the  public  at  large,  or  to  that  portion 
of  the  public  that  inhabits  or  frequents  the  neigh- 
bourhood, than  the  leaving  <rf  the  persons  suffor- 
ing  from  the  disease  scattered  in  their  own  homes, 
«ome  weight  might  not  be  properly  allowed  to 
this  circumstance.  If  Lord  Harawicke  is  rightly 
reported  in  the  case  of  Coldbathfield*  SntMlpox 
Moipital ;  Bainet  v.  Baker  (Amb.  158),  he  appears 
to  have  entertained  some  such  question  when  he 
etated  his  opinion  that  the  hospital  was  a  '  charity 
like  to  prove  of  great  advantage  to  mankind.  ' 
And  the  same  consideration  applies,  though 
perhaps  not  to  the  same  extent,  to  the  private 
nuisance  alleged  by  the  plaintiffs.  If  the  fact 
of  a  public  nuisance  were  established,  it  would,  of 
course,  be  no  answer  to  the  private  owners  to  say 
that  the  hospital  must  be  placed  somewhere 
(see  per  Lord  Blackburn  in  HiU  v.  Meir<Molita» 
A»ylum$  Di$Met,  47  L.  T.  Rep.  29;  6  App. 
Gas.  207),  bat  where  the  question  is  whether 
the  nuisance  in  fact  exists  or  not,  all  the  circum- 
etancee  must  be  taken  into  consideration;  and, 
after  all,  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  adja> 
cent  lands  have  a  far  more  effective  prophylactic 
provided  for  them  by  medloal  science  than  any 
injunction  of  any  court  I  respectfully  agree  with 
tbe  following  passa^  in  FitzGibbon,  L.J.'s  judg- 
ment in  the  Matkmtiu$  ease :  "  It  seems  probable 
that  the  dread  of  smallpox  is  to  a  great  extent 
the  result  of  tradition.  That  scourge  of  the 
eighteenth  century  retuns  its  terrors  for  those 
who  do  not  realise  that  it. -has  been  deprived  of 
most  of  its  dangers.  Yacdnation  is  not  o^  a 
preventive,  but  it  also  modifies  the  disease.  The 
evidence  of  Dr.  Thresh  is  that  vaccination  and 
re- vaccination  at  pro^r  intervals  confer  practical 
immunity.  In  applying  the  maxim  8ie  utert  tw) 
fit  aHienum  non  taedai,  the  duty  of  reasonable 
precaution  for  one's  own  protection  is  not  to  be 
Ignored.  An  isolation  hospital  reduces  the  risk 
for  every  inhabitant  of  the  district.  It  is,  in  fact, 
a  necessity,  and,  though  the  individual  must  be 
protected,  the  pnblio  advantage  should  not  be 
forbidden  unless  the  danger  and  injury  to  the 
individual  are  dearly  proved."  In  the  present 
case  I  find  as  the  result  of  tbe  evidence  Uiat  the 
site  of  the  defendant's  hospital  was  carefully 
chosen,  is  in  a  proper  situation,  and  constitutes 
no  appreciable  danger  to  the  public  health  and  no 
nuisance  to  the  relator  plaintiffs'  property.  As  I 
,  understand  that  this  case  is  likely  to  go  to  tiie 
House  of  Lords,  I  desire  to  add  an  observation 
as  to  the  evidence  in  the  ho^  of  obtaining  some 
direction  from  a  superior  tribunal.  Both  parties 
concurred  in  asking  me  to  accept  evidence  in 
chief  of  what  had  happened  with  other  hospitals. 


and  I  acceded  to  the  request  in  deference  to  the 
opinion  expressed  in  HiU  v.  Metropolitan,  &e.  (42 
L.  T.  Hep.  212;  47  L.  T.  Bep.  29),  and  also 
because  the  same  evidenoe  of  the  same  cases  (with 
the  same  result)  appears  to  have  been  admitted 
in  the  other  reported  oases  relating  to  smallpox 
hospitals.  The  result  is  that  the  case  has  taken 
a  week  to  try ;  and  I  venturo  to  suggest  that  the 
admission  of  such  evidenoe  in  ohi^  is  wrong  in 
principle,  as  raising  a  number  of  side  issues  on 
-which  it  is  impossu>Ie  for  the  court  to  adjudi- 
cate without  injury  to  absent  parties — e.g.,  how 
can  I  rely  on  the  case  of  the  hospital  ships  as  a 
proved  fact  in  the  present  case  without  injustice 
to  them  P  In  HiUt  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 
(42  L.  T.  Bep.  212)  Pollock,  B.  rojected  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  facts  of  the  Stockwell  and 
Homerton  Hospitals,  and  Bramwell,  L.J.  said  he 
was  wrong  in  so  doing,  and  Cotton,  L.J.  agreed 
with  him.  (It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  point 
arose,  as  the  plaintiffs,  who  succeeded,  had  tendered 
the  rejected  evidence.)  If  the  assumption  in 
Cotton,  L.J.'s  judgmeut  wera  correct  in  fact,  the 
evidence  would  be  valuable ;  he  says :  "  They 
might  have  shown  what  in  fact  was  the  effect  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  the  only  other  hospitals 
under  ue  same  conditions."  But  now  there  are 
numbers  of  such  hospitals  and  their  conditions 
are  infinitely  various,  and  the  extent  and 
vtdue  of  such  differences  are  exceedingly  diffi- 
cult to  estimate.  In  the  House  of  LordJs  Lord 
Selbome  appears  to  ag;ree  with  Cotton,  L.J. 
His  Lordship  says :  "  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  rejecting  the 
evidence,  especially  because  of  the  non-fulfilment 
of  the  conditions  on  which  he  offered  to  receive  it. 
Without  proof  as  to  the  state  and  management 
of  the  other  hospitals,  so  as  to  establish  a  sub- 
stantive similarity,  any  inferences  drawn  from  a 
comparison  of  their  operation  mth  that  of  the 
Hampstead  asylum  might  have  been  quite  fal- 
lacious and  deceptive.  But,  even  without  regard 
to  this,  I  am  not  quite  satisfied  that  the  evidenoe 
was  admissible,  whether  such  conditions  were  or 
were  not  fulfilled.  It  was  not  pertinent  as  to  the 
issue  tried  as  to  Hampstead  only.  No  notice 
had  been  given  in  the  pleadings  or  otherwise  that 
it  would  be  offered.  It  would  have  involved  the 
jury  in  a  multitude  of  collateral  inquiries  calcu- 
lated to  confuse  and  embarrass  them;  and  it 
might  have  been  endlessly  prolonged  by  an  inde- 
finite multiplication  of  objeots  of  comparison. 
To  keep  such  investigations  within  reasonable 
limits,  and  secure  promptitude,  precirion,  and 
satisfaction  in  the  administration  of  justice,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  courts  should  be  verr  joalous 
of  the  admission  of  such  proof."  Lord  Black- 
bum  thought  it  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point. 
Lord  Watson's  opinion  is  stated  at  p.  35  of  47 
L.  T.  Bep.  His  Lordship  says :  "  There  appeara 
to  me  to  be  an  appreoiahle  distinction  between 
evidence  having  an  appreciable  relation  to  the 
principal  question  in  dispute  and  evidenoe  relatii^ 
to  comteral  facts,  whion  will  if  established  tend 
to  elucidate  that  question.  It  is  tiie  right  of  the 
party  tendering  it  to  have  evidence  of  Uie  former 
kind  admitted,  irrespective  of  its  amount  or 
weight,  these  remaining  for  consideration  when 
the  case  is  dosed;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold 
that  he  has  the  same  absolute  right  when  he 
tenden  evidence  of  facts  collateral  to  the  main 
issue.    In  order  to  entiUe  him  to  give  such  evi- 
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denoe,  he  must  in  the  first  iiiBtaiioe  satisfy  the 
court  that  the  oollateral  fact,  which  he  proposes 
to  prove,  will,  when  established,  be  capable  of 
affording  a  reasonable  presumption  or  inference 
aa  to  the  matter  in  dispute ;  and  I  am  prepared 
to  hold  that  he  is  also  bonnd  to  satisfy  the  court 
that  the  evidence  which  he  is  prepared  to  adduce 
will  be  reasonably  conclusive,  and  will  not  raise  a 
difficult  and  doubtful  controversy  of  precisely  the 
same  kind  which  the  jury  have  to  determine.  It 
appears  to  me  that  it  might  lead  to  unfortunate 
results  if  the  court  had  not  the  power  to  reject 
evidence  of  the  collateral  tact  which  does  not 
satiafyboth  of  the  conditions.  I  have  to  indicate 
Lord  Watson's  opinion  would  certainly  rule  out 
all  the  history  that  I  have  heard  in  the  present 
caw.  As  Lord  Bowen  has  pointed  out  in  the 
Fleet  case,  it  is  no  part  of  the  functions  of  the 
court  to  qualify  itself  as  an  expert  in  science.  The 
court  acts  on  the  authority  of  ezx^rts,  whose 
qualifications  can  be  tested  by  cross-examination, 
and  weighs  the  evidence  so  given  and  tested." 
The  resiOt  is  that  the  action  fails,  and  must  be 
dismissed,  aa  ia  the  rule  in  such  cases,  with  costs 
as  between  solicitor  and  client. 

AeHon  diimisted. 

Solioitora:  Hind  and  Bobinton,  for  Well*  and 
Sind,  Nottiu^ham ;  Sharpe,  Parieer,  and  Co.,  for 
Sir  Samuel  Johnion,  Town  Clerk,  Nottingham. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Fel.  1, 2,  and  5. 

(Before  Bbvox,  J.  without  a  Jury.) 

AcMi!  Wood  Floobiho  Company  Limitkd  v. 

Mabtxh.  (a) 

IN  THB  COMMKBCIAL  COUBT. 

Fire  imuranee — Lloyd't  policy — "  Subject  to  ave- 
rage"—  No  average  elaute  attached — Other 
pMteUt  on  zonei — Applying  policies  rateably — 9 
Geo.  4,  e.  13,  «.  3. 

A  timber  yard,  a$  a  whole,  was  insured  by  a 
Lloyd's  policy  for  11,4502.  and  in  three  zones 
by  various  fire  insurance  companies  for  25,5002. 
On  zone  B  there  was  only  one  company's  policy 
for  30002.  The  coZue  ia  the  thr^  zones  was 
36,5002.— ot«.,  19402.  in  zone  A.  13,2602.  tn  B,  and 
21,3002.  t»  C;  and  12,8502.— riz.,  19002.  in  zone  A, 
94002.  in  B,  and  15502.  in  C-^was  the  value  of  the 
timber  burnt. 

oressed  to   he   "  sub- 
no  average  clause 
attaohed. 

Held,  that  the  ft/stem  of  marshalling  the  policies, 
so  as  to  apply  the  Lloyd's  policy  and  the  com- 
pany's policy  for  30002.  rateably  to  the  loss  in 
zone  B,  and  the  then  unexhausted  portion  of  the 
Lloyd's  rateably  with  the  other  policies  on 
zones  C  and  A  respectively,  could  not  be  intro- 
duced by  the  words  "  subject  to  average  "  in  a 
Lloyd's  policy.  On  this  policy  the  plaintiffs, 
being  insured  on  only  a  portion  of  the  goods  at 
riile,  must  he  considered  as  being  their  own 
insurers  for  the  difference,  and  mutt  bear  a  rate- 
able share  of  the  loss  aeeorditigly. 
The  underwriters  were  liable  for  HHI  o/ 12,8502. 
Whether  the  average  clause  is  attached  to  a  Lloyd^s 
policy  or  not,  if  the  policy  is  expressed  to  be 

(•)  Bsportad  bj  W.  Taivos  TuBTOfi,  Eaq.,  B4rrUMr«»-Law. 


The  Lloyd't  policy  wot  expr 
jeet  to   average,     but  had 


"  tubject  to  average,"  it  it  according  to  the  usetge 
of  Lloyd's  the  same  as  if  the  clause  tcere 
attached. 

Action  tried  before  Bruce,  J.  without  a  jury. 

This  was  an  action  brought  against  an  under- 
writer at  Lloyd's  on  a  Lloyd's  fire  policy,  dated 
the  I6th  Dec.  1901,  by  which  the  plaintiff  company 
was  insured  from  loss  or  damage  by  fire  on  timber 
and  (or)  wood  goods  whilst  on  any  portion  of 
Jarrah  Wharf  Tidal  Basin,  Yiotoria  Dock, 
London,  in  the  sum  of  11,4502.  for  twelve  months, 
and  subscribed  by  the  defendant  for  2002.  The 
policy  was  '"  subject  to  average,"  but  no  average 
clause  was  attaohed  to  the  policy. 

The  plaintiff  company's  timber  yard  was  also 
insured  by  various  fire  insurance  companies,  but 
in  these  oases  the  timber  yard  was  divided  into 
zones,  which  were  insured  separately. 

In  the  centre  of  the  yard  was  a  steaA  sawmill, 
and  zone  A  covered  that  space  up  to  five  yarda 
from  the  mill ;  zone  B  from  five  to  thirty  yards  ; 
and  zone  C  over  thirty  yards  from  the  mill. 

The  North  British  and  Mercantile  Insurance 
Company  had  a  line  on  zone  A  of  20002;  on 
zone  B,  30002. ;  on  zone  C.  50002. ;  the  Scottish 
Allianoe  Insurance  Company,  on  zone  C,  30002, ; 
the  Union  Insurance  Society,  on  zone  C,  55002. ; 
the  Liverpool  and  London  and  Globe  Insurance 
Company,  on  zone  0, 12,0002. 

The  value  of  the  timber  in  all  three  zones  was 
36,5002.,  of  which  19402.  was  in  zone  A ;  13,2602.  in 
zone  B ;  and  21,3002.  in  zone  C. 

The  timber,  in  the  daily  course  of  business,  wa» 
moved  from  zone  to  zone. 

During  tlie  currency  of  the  policy  a  fire  broke 
out  in  uie  timber  yara,  and  in  zone  A  the  v^oe 
of  timber  burnt  was  19002. ;  in  zone  B,  94002. ; 
and  in  zone  C,  15502.  Thus  the  total  value  burnt 
was  12,8502. 

The  plaintiff  company  had  paid  preminma  on 
41,9502.,  including  the  Lloyd's  policy. 

/.  A.  Bamilton,  K.C.  and  Loehnit  for  the  plain- 
tiff company. — The  plaintiffs,  being  fully  insured 
and  having  paid  the  premiums,  are  entitled  to  aa 
indemnity.  The  Lloyd's  policy  can  be  applied  in 
the  fiiet  instance  rateably  with  the  North  British 
and  Mercantile  Insurance  Company,  for  30002.  to 
make  good  and  pay  in  full 'the  94002.  lost  on 
zone  B.  The  uneznaustod  portion  can  then  con. 
tribute  rateably  with  the  other  policies  to  loss  on 
zone  C,  and  any  then  unexhausted  portion  rate- 
ably with  the  North  British  and  Mercantile  Insur- 
ance Company  for  20002.  to  loss  on  zone  A. 
Alternatively  zone  A  should  be  dealt  with  before 
zone  C.  The  plaintiff  is  fully  covered,  and  can 
marshal  the  policies.  This  is  a  question  of  con- 
struction. If  the  words  "  subject  to  average  " 
referred  to  some  extended  clause,  it  referred  to 
clauses  1  and  2,  pp.  218,  219,  Bnnyon  on  Fire- 
insurance  (1893  edit) :  "  1.  Whenever  a  sum 
inanred  is  declared  to  be  subject  to  average,  if 
the  property  covered  thereby  shall  at  the  break- 
ing out  of  any  fire  be  collectively  of  greater  value- 
than  such  snm  insured,  then  the  assured  shall  be 
considered  aa  bdng  his  own  insurer  for  the 
difference,  and  shall  bear  a  rateable  share  of  the 
loss  accordingly.  2.  But  if  any  of  the  property 
included  in  such  average  shall,  at  the  breaking  out 
of  aaj  fire,  be  also  covered  by  any  other  more 
specific  insurance — i.e.,  by  an  insurance  which  at 
the  time  of  such  fire  applies  to  part  only  of  the 
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property  ootually  at  risk  and  protected  by  this 
iuaurance,  and  to  no  other  propesty  whatsoever — 
then  this  x>oUcy  shall  not  iuanre  the  same  except 
only  as  regards  any  excess  of  value  beyond  the 
amount  of  anch  more  specific  insurance  or  insur- 
ances, which  said  excess  is  declared  to  be  under 
the  protection  of  this  policy,  and  subject  to 
average  as  aforesaid."  Clause  2  restricts  clause  1. 
A  specific  policy  must  be  exhausted  first,  and 
then  the  general  policy  can  be  used.  There  is  no 
uniform  well-knovm  meaning  of  the  expression 
"  subject  to  average  "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Leake  on  Contract,  4th  edit, 
pp.  1^,  129,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

Serutton,  K.G.  and  Wood  Sill  for  the  defen- 
dant.— As  the  policy  was  "  subject  to  average  " 
the  underwriters  were  liable  to  pay  only  sucn  a 
eum,  a  proportion  of  the  loss  as  the  sum  insured 
by  the  poUcy  bears  to  the  value  of  all  the  pro- 
perty covered  by  it.  The  snm  recoverable  was 
therefore  '.llll  of  12,860Z.— viz.,  4031Z.— of  which 
the  defendant  had  paid  into  court  his  share  on 
the  2002.  underwritten  by  him.  The  plaintiffs 
were  not  fully  insured.  The  words  "  subject  to 
average"  brought  in  the  pro  rata  clause  1, 
Bnnyon  on  Fire  Insurance  (»uj».).  9  Geo.  4,  c.  13, 
e.  3,  was  substantially  the  same  as  clause  1  (sup.), 
and  known  as  the  average  clause.  The  clauses 
attached  to  the  companies  policies  were  the  same 
as  clause  1  (lup.)  and  Lloyd's  policies  generally 
have  the  average  clause  attached,  and  even  though 
no  slip  was  attached  to  the  policy  under  discus- 
sion the  words  "  subject  to  average "  have  the 
same  meaning.  The  words  have  a  well-known 
trade  meaning.  Clause  2  (tup.)  is  inapplicable  to 
the  present  case. 

Bbuck,  J.  read  the  following  judgment : — This 
is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  company 
against  underwriters  at  Lloyd's  on  a  Lloyd's  fire 
policy,  dated  the  16th  Deo.  1901,  by  which  the 
plaintiff  company  was  insured  from  loss  or 
daiiiage  by  fire  on  timber  and  (or)  wood  goods 
whilst  on  any  portion  of  Jarrah  Wharf  Tidal 
Sasin,  Victoria  Dock,  London,  in  the  sum  of 
11,4502.  for  twelve  months  from  the  10th  Oct. 
1901  to  the  10th  Oct.  1902.  The  policy  was 
«xpres8ed  to  be  "subject  to  average.'  No 
average  clause  was  annexed  to  the  policy.  On 
the  18th  Sept.  1902  a  loss  by  fire  of  timber 
covered  by  the  said  policy  occurred.  The  value 
of  the  timber  so  lost  was  12,8502.  There  was  a 
steam  sawmill  on  the  plaintiffs'  premises.  The 
plaintifE  company,  in  addition  to  the  policy  sued 
«n,  had  effected  policies  on  timber  at  the  wharf 
with  insurance  companies  which  were  in  foi-ce  at 
the  date  of  the  said  fire.  The  insurance  com- 
panies required  their  policies  to  be  limited  by 
zones.  Zone  A  comprised  timber  stacked  within 
five  yards  of  the  sawmill.  Zone  B  comprised 
timber  stacked  between  five  yards  and  thirty 
yards  ctf  the  sawmilL  Zone  C  comprised  timber- 
stacked  over  thirty  yards  of  the  sawmill.  The 
total  value  of  the  timber  in  all  three  zones  was 
36,5002.,  of  which  19402.  was  in  zone  A,  13,2602. 
in  zone  B,  21,3002.  in  zone  G.     The  plaintiff  com- 

Sany  had  insured  vrith  the  North  British  and 
[eroantile  Insurance  Company  20002.  on  zone  A, 
30002.  on  zone  B,  50002.  on  zone  G;  with  the 
Scottish  Alliance  Insurance  Company  30002.  on 
zone  G ;  with  the  Union  Insurance  Society,  55002. 
on   zone    G;    with  the    Liverpool  and  London 


and  Globe  Insurance  Company  12,0002.  <m 
zone  C.  The  plaintiffs  contend  that  all  their 
timber  was  fully  covered  by  their  policies,  and 
that  they  are  entitled  to  a  complete  indemnity. 
The  question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
words  in  Lloyd's  policy  "subject  to  average." 
According  to  the  evidence  given  before  me  these 
words  "  subject  to  average "  or  the  words 
"subject  to  the  conditions  of  average"  have  a 
clearly  defined  meaning  in  a  Lloyd's  policy.  It 
is  expressed  in  a  slip  which  is  frequently  attached 
to  a  Lloyd's  policy,  which  runs  in  the  following 
form:  "  Average  clause — Whenever  a  sum  insured 
is  declared  to  oe  subject  to  average,  if  the  pro- 
perty covered  thereby  shall  at  the  breaking 
out  of  any  fire  be  collectively  of  greater  valne 
than  such  sum  insured,  then  the  assured  shall  be 
considered  as  being  his  own  insurer  for  the 
difference,  and  shall  bear  a  rateable  share  of  the 
loss  accordingly."  This  clause  is  no  new  clause, 
for  a  clause  almost  precisely  similar  is  referred 
to  in  9  Geo.  4,  c.  13,  s.  3.  la  this  olanse  I 
think  the  words  "  property  covered  thereby " 
mean  the  property  covwed  "by  the  policy  which 
contains  the  declaration,  and  that  the  average 
clause  has  no  relation  to  any  other  policy. 
Whether  the  average  clause  is  attached  to  the 
policy  or  not,  if  the  policy  is  expressed  to  be 
"  subject  to  average,"  it  is,  according  to  the  usage 
of  Lloyd's,  the  same  as  if  the  clause  were 
attached,  and  I  think  that  where  a  person  insures 
with  Lloyd's,  and  obtains  from  Lloyd's  a  policy 
in  the  form  ordinarily  granted  by  Lloyd's,  he 
must  be  taken  to  accept  the  terms  expressed  in 
the  policy  and  to  agree  to  the  meaning  which  the 
words  ordinarily  bear.  The  decided  cases  with 
regard  to  the  authority  of  brokers  at  Lloyd's  are, 
I  think,  not  inconsistent  with  this  view.  It  may 
well  be  that  a  person  dealing  with  Lloyd's  and 
having  no  express  notice  <S  the  customs  of 
Lloyd's  regulating  the  authority  of  brokers  is 
not  bound  by  such  customs.  But  I  think  it  is 
different  with  regard  to  the  terms  expressed  on 
the  face  of  the  contract  which  is  handed  to  and 
accepted  by  the  assured.  Bat  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  this  judgment  that  I  should 
decide  this  point,  because  upon  the  evidence  it 
seems  to  be  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of 
the  usage  at  Lloyd's,  and  knew  what  was  meant 
by  the  words  "  subject  to  average,"  and  must  be 
taken  to  have  entered  into  the  contract  with  a 
fall  knowledge  that  the  average  clause  attached, 
and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  meaning  of  that 
clause.  On  the  26tu  May  1899  the  plain- 
tiff company  effected  a  policy  with  Lloyd's 
expressed  to  be  "subject  to  the  conditions 
of  average,"  and  to  that  policy  the  average  clause 
was  attached,  and    on  the   6th  Dec.  1900  the 

?laintiff  company  effected  another  poliqr  at 
iloyd's  "  subject  to  the  conditions  of  average," 
and  to  which  the  average  clause  was  attaoned. 
It  is  not,  therefore,  I  think,  open  to  the  plaintiff 
company  to  contend  that  they  had  no  notice  of 
the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "  sabjeot  to  average  " 
in  a  Lloyd's  fire  policy.  Some  of  the  insurance 
companies  have  in  certain  classes  of  insurance 
adopted  the  rule  that  if  any  of  the  property 
declared  to  be  subject  to  average  and  incladed 
in  such  average  shall  at  the  breaking  out  of  a  fire 
be  covered  by  any  other  more  specific  insurance — 
i.e.,  by  an  insurance  which  at  the  time  of  such 
fire  applies  to  part  only  of  the  property  actually 
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at  risk  and  protected  by  this  insurance,  and  to 
no  other  property  'whatsoeTer — then  this  policy 
shall  not  insure  the  same  except  only  as  regards 
any  excess  of  value  beyond  the  amount  of  such 
more  specific  insurance  or  insurances,  which  said 
«xce8B  is  declared  to  be  under  the  protection  of 
this  policy  and  subject  to  average  as  aforesaid. 
7he  plaintiff  contends  that  by  virtue  of  this  last- 
mentioned  rule  he  is  entitled  so  to  marshal  the 
varioDS  policies  as  to  enable  him  to  recover 
on  one  policy  or  the  other  his  whole  loss.  He 
contends  that  the  Lloyd's  policy  and  the  North 
British  policy  for  3000{.  should  be  applied  rate- 
ably  to  the  loss  on  zone  B,  which  would  leave 
40002.  of  the  Lloyd's  policy  unexhausted.  This 
40001.  be  would  apply  to  zone  G  rateably  with  the 
company's  policies  for  25,4502.  That  would  leave 
37902.  nneuiansted,  and  that  37902.  he  would 
apply  to  zone  A  rateably  with  the  North  British 
poucy  for  20002.  But  I  am  satisfied  that  no  such 
system,  of  marshalling  can  be  introduced  by  the 
words  "  subject  to  average "  in  a  Lloyd's  policy. 
I  think  that  the  loss  under  the  present  policy 
must  be  calculated  upon  the  principle  laid  down 
by  the  usual  average  clause  which  is  applied  to  a 
Uoyd's  policy,  and  that  a  loss  on  that  policy 
must  be  oaJculated  without  regard  to  the  other 
policies.  The  plaintiff  company  on  this  policy, 
being  insnred  on  only  a  portion  of  the  goods  at 
risk,  most  be  considered  as  being  their  own  in- 
surers for  the  difference,  and  must  bear  a  rate- 
able share  of  the  loss  accordingly.  The  plaintiff 
company  was  insured  by  the  policy  sued  on  to  the 
extent  of  11.4502.;  the  property  at  risk  was 
36,5002.,  and  the  loss  was  12,8502.;  so  that 
40312.  0<.  6d.  is  the  amount  for  which  the  under- 
writers are  liable.  The  defendant  has  brought 
into  court  the  sum  of  702.  8(.  3f2.,  being  his  pro- 
portion of  the  loss  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiffs' 
claim  according  to  the  above  calculation.  I  must 
therefore  give  judgment  for  the  defendant,  with 
costs. 
.  Solicitors  for  plaintiffs,  Hollamt,  Soni,  Coward, 
Slid  Haxoksley. 
Solicitors  for  defendant,  W.  A.  Crump  and  Son. 


Friday,  Jan.  15. 
(Before  Lord  Altsbstone,    C.J.,   Wills   and 

KXNNSDT,  JJ.) 
AsrroN    Titbb   Wobes   Limited   v.  Dcmbbll 

AND  ANOTHBB.  (a) 

County  Court — Costs — Bemitted  Action — Payment 
into  Court  under  Order  XIV.  of  part  of  claim 
at  condition  of  leave  to  defend — Trial  in  County 
Court — Judgment  for  defendant  for  balance  with 
costs — Scale  of  costs  applicable — County  Courts 
Act  1888  (51  *52  Vict,  c.43),  ss.  65,  107, 113— 
County  Court  Bulet,  Order  IX.,  r,  12  ;  Order 
Lin.,  r.  18. 

In  an  action  of  contract  brought  in  the  High  Court 
for  712.  on  order  viae  made  under  Order  XIV. 
that,  on  the  defendants  paying  into  court  232. 
they  should  have  liberty  to  defend  the  action, 
otherusite  judgment  for  that  amount  and  costs, 
with  liberty  to  the  defendants  to  defend  as  to  the, 
residue.  The  defendants  paid  the  232.  into  court, 
and  the  action  was  remitted  to  a  CourUy  Court 

(a)  BeporM  b;  W.  W.  Okk,  Etq.,  Barrlater-kt-Lftw, 


under  seet.  65  of  the  Count'^  Courts  Act  1888. 
After  the  action  was  to  remitted,  and  more  than 
five  clear  days  before  the  day  fixed  for  the  hear- 
ing, the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  notice  that 
they  were  willing  to  content  to  judgm,entfor  the 
232.  in  court  with  costs.  At  the  trial  the  County 
Court  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants 
for  the  residtie  of  the  claim,  with  costs  after 
payment  into  court,  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the 
money  in  court  and  costs  up  to  payment  in, 
which  were  paid  by  the  defendants.  Upon  taxa- 
tion of  the  defendants'  costs  : 
eld,  (1)  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  costs, 
and  (2)  that  they  were  entitled  to  have  their 
costs  taxed  under  scale  C — that  is,  the  scale  applic- 
able where  the  sum  recovered  exceeds  502. 
Dteta  in  Wright  v.  Bull  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  568 ;  (1900) 
2  Q.  B.  124)  distentedfrom. 

Appeal  from  Wolverhampton  County  Gourt. 

On  the  15th  Jan.  1903  the  Aston  Tube  Works 
Limited  (the  plaintiffs)  brought  an  action  in  the 
Birmingham  .District  Begistiy  of  the  High 
Gourt  against  the  defendants  (J.  S.  Dumbell  and 
J.  B.  Dumbell),  claiming  a  sum  of  712.  5s.  lOd. 
for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

On  a  summons  for  judgment  taken  out  under 
Order  XIY.,  the  district  registrar,  on  the  31st 
Jan.  1903,  made  an  order  that  "  on  pay  ment  into 
court  by  the  defendants  of  the  sum  of  232. 18<.  lOd. 
within  seven  days  from  the  date  hereof  the  defen- 
dants be  at  liberty  to  defend  the  action ;  other- 
wise final  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  against  the 
defendants  for  that  amount  and  costs  to  be 
taxed,  with  liberty  to  defend  as  to  the  residue  of 
the  plaintiffs'  c'laim,"  and  that  the  action  should 
be  tried  in  the  Wolverhampton  County  Court. 

Within  the  seven  days  specified  in  the  order  the 
defendants  paid  the  232.  las.  lOd.  into  court,  and 
thereby  under  the  order  obtained  leave  to  defend 
the  action.  The  plaintiffs  then,  on  the  27tb  Feb. 
1903,  rem  itted  the  action  for  trial  to  the  Wolver- 
hampton County  Court  for  the  whole  amount 
claimed,  and  the  hearing  was  fixed  for  the 
27th  March. 

On  the  5th  March,  the  action  being  then  in 
the  County  Court,  the  defendants  sent  a  notice  to 
the  plaintiffs  that  they  were  willing  to  consent  to 
judgment  for  the  232.  18«.  lOd.,  which  they  had 
paid  into  court  under  the  above  order,  and  costs 
to  be  taxed. 

On  the  30th  April  the  case  was  tried  by  the 
County  Court  judge,  when  he  gave  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  witn  costs,  the  plaintiffs  to  have 
the  sum  in  court,  and  he  directed  judgment  to  be 
entered  for  "  the  defendants ;  plaintiffs  to  have  the 
money  in  court  and  costs  upon  that  sum  down  to 
date  of  payment  into  court ;  defendants  to  have 
costs  after  payment  into  court." 

The  defendants  paid  the  plaintiffs  the  amount 
of  their  costs  down  to  the  date  of  the  payment 
into  court  on  the  High  Court  scale,  and  those 
costs  were  settled. 

The  defendants  delivered  their  bill  of  costs  in 
the  action  from  the  time  of  payment  into  court 
on  scale  C — that  is,  the  scale  which  is  applicable 
to  cases  in  which  the  sum  in  dispute  exceeds  501.— 
and  the  registrar  of  the  County  Court  taxed  the 
defendants 'costs  under  scale  C. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  judge,  and  it  was 
contended  on  their  behalf:  (1)  that  the  defen- 
dants were  not  entitled  to  any  costs,  inasmuch  aa 
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the  proceedings  were  in  one  action  in  which  the 
plaintiits  had  succeeded  in  obtuning  the  232. 
paid  into  conrt,  the  event  in  that  one  action  being 
in  their  favour,  and  that  the  conrt  bad  made  no 
special  order  as  to  costs,  and  had  no  power  to 
make  such  an  order ;  (2)  that  if  there  bad  been 
any  special  direction  as  to  costs,  then  the  defen- 
dants were  only  entitled  to  have  them  taxed  on 
scale  B,  because,  as  the  plaintiffs  had  snoceeded 
as  to  the  sum  in  court,  the  effect  was  to  reduce 
the  amount  at  issue  under  502. 

The  County  Court  judge,  upon  reviewing  the 
taxation  of  the  registrar  on  the  12th  June,  was  of 
opinion  that  for  the  purposes  of  the  application 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  now  go  behind  the  terms  of 
his  judgment  and  direction  as  to  costs,  and  that, 
inasmuch  as  he  gave  special  direction  that  the 
defendants  for  whom  jaagment  was  given  were  to 
have  their  costs  as  from  the  date  of  the  payment 
of  the  mon^  into  court,  the  decision  in  Wrighi  v. 
BuU  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  568 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  124)  was 
diatinsuishable,  although  the  dicta  in  that  case 
would  nave  been  ground  for  refusal  of  any  special 
direi^tion  if  his  attention  had  been  called  to  that 
antiiority  at  the  time  when  judgment  was  ^ven. 

The  judge  held  therefore  that  the  defendants 
were  entitkd  to  costs;  but  inasmuch  as  the 
plaintiffs  had  recovered  in  the  action  23Z.  18*.  lOd., 
with  costs  upon  that  sum  down  to  the  date  of  the 
payment  of  the  money  into  court,  he  held  that  for 
purposes  of  the  scale  of  taxation  of  the  defendante' 
costs  under  his  direction  that  sum  of  23Z.  18*.  lOd., 
in  respect  of  which  costs  had  already  been 
awardoi  to  the  plaintifh,  must  be  excluded  from 
the  original  amount,  and  he  ordered  the  defendants 
costs  to  be  taxed  on  scale  B. 

The  defendants  save  notice  of  appeal  agunst 
the  order  of  the  judge  directing  that  the  costs  in 
the  action  awarded  to  the  derendants  should  be 
taxed  under  scale  B  instead  of  under  scale  C,  and 
asked  that  such  order  might  be  reversed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  order  was  wrong  in  law,  and  that 
it  might  be  adjudged  that  the  defendants  were 
entitted  to  have  their  costs  taxed  under  scale  C. 

The  plaintiffs  then  gave  notice  of  a  cross-appeal 
that  on  the  hearing  of  the  defendants'  appeal  the 
plaintiffs  would  submit  that  the  order  of  the 
County  Conrt  judge,  made  on  the  12th  June,  was 
wrong  in  law,  and  that  the  defendants  were  not ' 
'  entitted  to  anv  costs  in  the  action,  and  that  the 
registrar  of  the  County  Court  had  no  power  to 
tax  such  costs,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs  had 
recovered  232.  ISi.  10<2.  in  the  action,  and  were 
consequently  the  successful  parties  in  the  action, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  would  ask  that  it  might  be 
adjudged  that  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to 
any  costs,  and  that  the  registrar  of  the  County 
Court  had  no  power  to  tax  upon  scale  B  or  C,  or 
atalL 

The  County  Courts  Act  1888  (51  &  52  Yict 
0.  4S)  provides : 

Seet  65.  Where  in  any  aotion  of  oontraot  brought 
in  the  High  Court  the  oUim  indorsed  on  the  writ  does 
not  ezoeed  one  himdred  pounds  ...  it  shall  be 
lawfnl  for  either  party  to  the  aotion  at  any  time,  if  the 
whoie  or  part  of  the  demand  of  the  pUdntiS  be  oon- 
teated,  to  apply  to  a  judge  of  the  High  Conrt  at  ohun- 
beri,  to  ordra  luoh  aotion  to  be  tried  in  any  court  in 
whioh  the  aotion  might  have  been  commenced,  or  in  any 
oonrt  oonvenient  thereto ;  and  on  the  hearing  of  the 
application  the  judge  shall,  unleu  there  is  good  cause  to 
the  contrary,  order  such  aotion  to  be  tried  aooordingly ; 


and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  ah  all  lodge  the  original  writ 
and  the  order  with  the  regiattar.of  the  oourt  mentioned 
in  the  order,  who  shall  appoint  a  day  for  the  trial  of 
the  aotion,  noiioe  whereof  ahall  be  aent  by  post  or 
otherwise  by  the  regtatrar  to  both  parties  or  their 
solicitors ;  and  the  action  and  all  prooeedinga  thareiii 
ahall  be  tried  and  taken  in  anoh  court  aa  if  the  aotioii 
had  been  originally  commenced  therein ;  and  the  cost* 
of  the  partiea  in  reapeot  of  prooeedinga  aubaeqnsnt  to 
the  order  of  the  judge  of  the  High  Court  ahaU  b* 
allowed  aooording  to  the  acaJe  of  coats  for  the  time 
being  in  use  in  the  County  Conrta,  and  the  oosta  of  the 
order  and  all  prooeedinga  previously  thereto  ahall  be 
allowed  according  to  the  aoalo  of  ooats  for  the  tune 
being  in  uae  in  the  Supreme  Conrt. 

Sect.  107.  It  ahall  be  lawfnl  for  the  defendant  in 
any  action  or  matter  within  anoh  time  as  shall  be  pre- 
(oribed,  to  pay  into  conrt  auoh  aum  of  money  aa  he 
ahall  think  a  full  aatiafaction  for  the  demand  of  the 
plaintiff,  together  with  the  ooata  incurred  by  the 
plaintiff  up  to  the  time  of  anoh  payment ;  and  notics  of 
audi  payment  ahall  be  communicated  by  the  registrar 
to  the  plaintiff  by  poat,  or  by  causing  the  same  to  be 
delivered  at  hia  usual  place  ot  abode  or  busiaeas ;  and 
the  said  aum  of  money  ahall  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs 
but  if  the  plaintiff  ahall  elect  to  proceed,  and  shaU 
recover  no  further  aum  in  the  aotion  or  matter  than 
ahall  have  been  ao  paid  into  oourt,  he  ahall  pay  to  the 
defendant  the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  the  said  action 
or  matter  after  sneh  payment ;  and  snoh  oosts  shall  be 
aettled  by  the  court,  and  ao  order  shall  thereupon  be 
made  by  the  oourt  for  the  payment  of  auoh  coats  by  the 
plainciff. 

Sect.  113.  All  the  coats  of  any  notion  or  matter  in 
the  conrt,  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for,  ahall  b» 
paid  by  or  apportioned  between  the  parties  in  such 
msntier  as  the  oonrt  shall  think  jnat,  and  in  default  ot 
any  special  direction  shall  abide  tiie  event  of  the  action 
or  matter,  and  ezeoution  may  iasne  for  the  reeovery  of 
any  auoh  oosts  in  like  manner  as  for  any  debt  adjudged 
in  the  said  oonrt. 

Duiwmal  for  the  defendants. — The  learned 
jndg^  was  right  in  holding  that  the  defendants 
were  entitled  to  costs,  but  was  wrong  in  holding 
that  those  oosts  were  to  be  taxed  on  the  B  scale 
and  not  on  the  C  scale.  The  registrar  was  right 
in  taxing  the  defendants'  costs  under  the  C  scale. 
When  an  action  is  remitted  to  the  County  Court 
under  sect.  65  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888, 
the  aotion  and  all  proceedings  therein  are  to  be 
tried  in  the  County  Court  as  if  the  action  had 
originally  been  commenced  in  the  County  Court. 
The  aotion  when  remitted  becomes  a  Countiy 
Court  action.  Then  sect.  107  of  the  Act  gives 
power  to  a  defendant  to  pay  money  into  court, 
and  the  mles  regulating  tns  payment  into  oourt 
are  rules  12  and  13  of  Order  TK.  of  the  County 
Court  Bnlss  1903.  Where  under  that  section  and 
those  rules  a  defendant  pays  money  into  court 
that  payment  into  conrt  does  not  convert  the 
aotion  into  a  new  action  for  the  difference  between 
the  whole  aum  claimed  in  the  action  and  the 
sum  paid  into  court.  That  payment  into  court 
merely  has  the  effect  of  raising  a  new  issue  as  tO' 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entiUbd  to  recover  such 
difference ;  but  the  action  remains  an  aotion  tar 
the  whole  sum.  In  the  present  case  the  whole 
action  when  remitted  became  a  County  Conrt 
action,  and  it  remained  an  action  for  712.  5s.  lOd., 
notwitiistanding  that  232. 18s.  lOd.  had  been  paidi 
into  oonrt.  The  costs  to  be  recovered  are  dealt 
with  in  the  latter  part  of  sect.  65,  and  the  costs 
in  respect  of  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  order 
remitting  the  aotion  are  to  be  allowed  according' 
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to  the  scale  for  the  time  being  in  force  in  the 
Gooaty  Court,  'while  the  costs  before  the  order 
remitting  the  action  are  to  be  on  the  Higb  Coart 
Boale.  iij  Order  LIU.,  r.  1,  of  the  Gonnty 
Court  Rolea  1903  the  costs  are  to  be  taxed  by  the 
registrar  of  the  Connty  Court  according  to  the 
scales  of  costs  in  part  4  of  the  appendix,  and 
scale  0  is  the  scale  applicable  where  the  sum 
recovered  exceeds  502. ;  and  by  role  18  of  the  same 
order  where  the  defendants'  costs  are  being  taxed 
the  word  "  recovered  "  in  the  scale  is  to  bd  read 
"  claimed."  Therefore  when  the  defendant  sac- 
ceeds  in  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  has 
claimed  more  than  50/.  the  defendants'  costs  are 
to  be  taxed  on  the  C  scale  applicable  where  more 
than  50!.  is  claimed.  In  tbe  present  case  bhe 
whole  action  was  remitted,  and  tbe  defendants 
bare  in  that  action  succeeded,  and  they  are 
entitled  to  have  their  costs  taxed  as  upon  a  claim 
for  71L  in  which  tbe  plaintifld  have  tailed — that 
is,  upon  scale  C,  notwithstanding  the  payment 
into  court.  He  referred  to  Bradthato  v.  I'haekray 
a06  L.  T.  334). 

McCardie  for  the  plaintiffs  (the  respondents). — 
The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  any  costs  at 
aiL  The  first  point  is  that  this  action  Irom  brat 
to  last  was  one  action  and  one  action  only,  and  in 
that  one  action  the  plaintiffs  have  recovered  231. 
odd.  The  plaintiffs  were  therefore  the  saccessf ul 
parties  in  the  action,  and  the  registrar  had  no 
power  to  tax  the  defendants'  costs  upon  any  scale. 
What  is  remitted  to  the  County  Court  is  the  whole 
action,  and  where  that  section  (sect.  65)  is  applied 
the  action  cannot  be  considered  as  cut  into  two- 
one  part  in  the  High  Court  and  the  other  in 
the  Ootmty  Court ;  and,  it  being  the  whole  action 
which  is  sent  down,  the  plaintiffs  have  recovered 
this  sum  in  that  action,  per  Smith,  L.J.  in 

WhxUf.  Headland's  Patent  Eleetric  Storage  Battery 
Company,  80  L.  T.  Sep.  Hi ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  507. 

The  next  point  is  that  where,  as  in  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  has  recovered  a  certain  part  of  the  entire 
amount  claimed,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  give 
any  costs  at  all.  Tbe  case  of  Andrew  v.  Orove 
(86  L.  T.  Rep.  720;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  625)  is  the 
converse  of  this  case.  There  it  was  held  that  tbe 
County  Court  judge  had  no  power  to  order  a 
BQccessful  defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  tbe 
pliuntiff.  So,  where  a  plaintiff  has  succeeded,  as 
it  is  submitted  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  have 
succeeded,  there  is  no  power  to  order  tbe  successful 

?laintiff  to  pay  the  defendants'  costs  on  any  scale. 
_  'be  plaintiff B  succeeded  in  tbe  action  in  recover- 
ing the  231.,  although  that  sum  was  paid  into 
court,  and  therefore,  according  to  Wright  v.  Bull 
(82  L.  T.  Rep.  568 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  124),  tbs  defen- 
dants are  not  entitled  to  any  costs  at  alL  The 
next  point  is  that  tbe  defendants  could  only  get 
.  costs  oy  virtue  of  some  order  or  special  direction 
given  nnder  sect.  113  of  the  Act,  but  no  such  order 
or  direction  was  given.  The  directiou  as  to  costs 
given  by  that  section  to  tbe  County  Court  judge 
u  limited  to  costs  "  not  herein  otherwise  provided 
for,"  and,  as  Ridley,  J.  points  out  in  Wright  v. 
BM  (u&t  tup.),  that  narrows  the  power  of  tbe 
Oonnty  Court  jndg^  to  deal  with  tbe  costs  to  such 
natters  as  are  not  dealt  with  by  the  general 
scheme  of  tbe  Act  He  further  says:  "Tbe 
wction  seems  to  me  to  have  been  put  in  with  a 
vieir  to  include  such  costs  as  were  not  dealt  with 
by  the  general  enactment  as  to  costs ;  but  in  the 


absence  of  any  special  direction  it  was  provided 
that  costs  should  abide  the  event,"  and  he  held 
that  the  "  event "  there  was  tbe  recovery  of  the 
sum  paid  under  the  order.  A  special  direction, 
cannot  be  given  under  that  section  unless  there  is 
indicatod  tbe  scale  or  schedule  under  which  the 
costs  are  given,  and  tbe  direction  which  was  given 
by  the  judge  was  not  a  special  direction  within 
sect.  113,  as  no  scale  was  specified  under  which  the 
costj  should  be  taxed.  Tliere  is  no  scale  applic- 
able in  such  a  case  as  this ;  the  only  provision 
applicable  is  Order  LlII.,  r.  1,  and  tbtat  merely 
provides  that  the  costs  shall  be  taxed  according; 
to  tbe  scales  in  the  appendix.  Here  there  wa» 
really  no  payment  into  court  within  the  meaning- 
of  the  rules.  Tbe  sum  that  was  paid  into  court 
by  the  defendants  was  paid  in  by  them  as  a  con- 
dition of  their  being  allowed  to  defend,  and  waa 
not  a  payment  into  court  within  either  the  rule 
applicable  to  payments  into  court  in  the  Higb 
Court  or  within  the  rule  (Order  IX.,  r.  12)  applic> 
able  to  such  payments  in  tbe  County  Court. 

Dislumal  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Lord  AxYERSTONB,  O.J.  —  Two  important 
points  are  raised  in  this  case,  one  on  tbe  de- 
t'enditnts'  appeal  and  tbe  other  on  the  plaintiffs' 
cross-appeal.  The  first,  which  arises  on  the 
defendants'  appeal,  is  whether  tbe  defendants, 
who  in  an  action  brought  against  them  for  712., 
have  succeeded  as  to  tnat  sum  except  as  to  the 
232.  paid  into  court  by  them,  and  have  got  judg- 
ment with  costs,  are  entitled  to  have  their  costs 
taxed  on  scale  C — that  is,  the  scale  which  is 
applicable  to  sams  which  are  above  502.  That 
depends  upon  whether  they  have  succeeded  in  a 
claim  exceeding  502.,  or  have  only  succeeded  in  a 
claim  between  202.  and  502.,  in  which  latter  case 
they  would  be  entitled  to  costs  on  scale  B  only. 
The  registrar  taxed  on  scale  C,  but  on  a  review 
of  tbe  taxation  tbe  judge  held  that  scale  B  waa 
tbe  proper  scale.  Tne  defendants  now  appeal 
from  that  order  of  the  judge,  and  contend  that 
scale  C  ia  tbe  proper  scale,  as  the  registrar  held. 
I  agree  entirely  with  tbe  oontenuon  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  tlie  decisions  lay  it  down  that  in 
such  a  case  as  the  present  the  proceeding  is  one 
action  only,  and  it  was  said  tbat  many  conse- 
qaences  follow  from  tbat.  Tbe  application  of 
tbe  principle  laid  down  in  White  v.  Meadland't 
Patent  Eleetrie  Storage  Battery  Co.  [ubi  sup.), 
goes  to  show  tbat  the  action  waa  an  action  for  a 
sum  above  502.,  and  that  the  scale  applicable  i» 
the  scale  for  sums  exceeding  502.  In  tbat  case 
tbe  plaintiffs  brought  in  tne  Higb  Court  an. 
action  to  recover  732. ;  by  an  order  under  Order 
XIY.  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  leave  to  sign  judg- 
ment for  o32.,  and  tbe  defendants  were  to  have 
leave  to  defend  as  to  tbe  residae,  namely  202.,  and 
it  was  ordered  under  sect.  66  of  tbe  County 
Courts  Act  1888  tbat  the  action  should  bd  tried 
in  the  County  Court.  Tbe  plaintiff  signed  judg- 
ment  for  the  532.  imder  ttie  order,  and  at  tbe 
trial  in  tbe  County  Court  be  recovered  judgment 
for  the  202.,  the  residue  of  his  claim,  with  costs. 
Unquestionably  a  great  deal  might  have  been 
saia  in  tbat  case  tuat  tbe  action  in  the  County 
Court  was  only  for  tbe  202.,  and  tbat  only  202. 
had  been  recovered;  buo  the  Court  of  Appeal 
held  tbat  tbe  total  amount  recovered  in  the  action 
was  the  732,,  and  that  therefore  tbe  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  bis  costs  upon  tbat  amount — that  is, 
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upon  the  scale  applicable  where  the  amoant  re- 
«overed  exceeded  50{.  Now  assnmin?  that  in  that 
«a8e  the  resnlt  in  the  Oonnty  Court  nad  been  the 
other  way — namely,  in  favoar  of  the  defendante — 
which  for  the  present  purpose  is  the  state  of 
things  in  this  case,  ooald  it  then  have 
been  contended  that  the  defendants  wonid 
have  been  only  entitled  to  costs  under  scale  B? 
I  think  it  could  not  haye  been  so  cpntended. 
In  that  case  the  defendants  could  not  be  SMd  to 
have  "  recovered  "  anything  in  the  action,  within 
the  actual  language  of  the  scale;  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  they  have  "  recovered "  in  the  action, 
because  if  we  look  at  rule  18  of  Order  LIII.  of 
the  Goonty  Court  Rales  1903  we  find  that  it  pro- 
vides that  "  where  the  costs  of  a  defendant  are 
being  taxed,  the  word '  recovered,' wherever  itooours 
in  the  scale,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  'claimed.'" 
When  we  add  that  to  the  decision  in  White 
▼.  Headland's  PateiU  EUclrio  Storage  Battery 
Company  {ubi  sup.)  that  the  action  iu  such  cases 
is  one  action  only,  then  I  think  it  is  clear .  that 
the  scale  applicable  here  is  the  scale  which  would 
be  applicable  to  the  amount  originally  claimed  by 
tfaeplaintifls — namely,  scale  C.  And  if  it  were 
not  so,  it  seems  to  me  that  ^reat  injustice  wonld 
resnlt,  because  if  the  plaintiffs  had  suooeeded  in 
the  whole  of  their  claim  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  have  their  costs  taxed  under  scale  0, 
and  it  would  be  a  great  injuatioe  if  the  defen- 
dants, who  have  succeeded  as  to  the  residue  of 
their  claim,  shonld  not  also  have  choir  costs  on  the 
scale  0.  For  both  parties  equally  in  snob  oases 
the  aolaon  is  one  in  which  the  scale  of  costs  is 
^atominad  by  the  amount  which  the  plaintiff 
originally  claims  in  the  action.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  in  this  case,  the  point  being  whether  or 
net  the  defendants  should  have  their  costs  taxed 
on  the  scale  B  or  the  scale  C,  the  scale  applicable 
was  the  scale  C,  and  that  therefore  upon  that 
point  the  defendants'  appeal  shonld  succeed. 
Then  there  is  another  point  raised  on  the  cross- 
appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  as  to  whether  tiie  defen- 
dants are  entitled  to  any  costs  at  alL  The 
defendants  are  met  by  the  point  that,  because 
they  have  paid  into  court  the  sum  of  2Sl.  under 
an  order  made  by  the  High  Court  under  Order 
!XIY.,andthe  plaintiffs  have  succeeded  as  to  that, 
the  defendants  are  not  entitled  to  get  any  costs 
at  all,  though  as  to  the  rest  of  their  claim  they 
bave  snooeeded  all  along  the  line.  It  was  said 
that  the  payment  into  court  under  Order  XIY. 
was  not  a  payment  into  court  within  the  meaning 
of  the  County  Courts  Act  and  Rules,  and  that  the 
judge  had  no  power  to  treat  it  as  a  payment  into 
<x>urt  and  give  the  defendants  their  costs.  Where 
the  money  is  in  court  and  the  defendant  gives 
notice  to  the  plaintiff — as  the  defendants  in  this 
oaae  gave  notice  that  they  consented  to  a  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  paid  in  and  costs — ^that  the 
plaintiff  may  take  the  money  out,  then,  when  we  i-e- 
member  that  the  plaintiff  may  under  the  rules  take 
the  money  out  of  court,  that  is  as  good  a  payment 
into  court  under  the  County  Courts  Act  and 
Hnles  as  it  would  be  in  the  High  Court  if  the  pro- 
visions of  the  High  Court  Rales  as  to  payment 
into  court  were  complied  with.  Then  it  is  said 
for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  action  is  one  action, 
and  that  as  they  have  succeeded  in  that  one 
action  to  the  extent  of  the  money  paid  into 
conrtt  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  any 
costs.    That  contention  rests  on  tiie  diotnm  of 


RidlOT,  J.  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  of  Darling,  J. 
in  Wright  v.  Bull  (ubi  sup.),  in  which  case 
the  plaintiffs  had  brought  an  action  in  the 
High  Court  for  202.  2s.,  and  the  defendant  had 
paid  81.  14«.  into  court  under  an  order  made  under 
Order  XrV.,  and  the  case  was  remitted  under 
sect.  65  to  a  County  Court,  where  judgment  was 
given  for  the  defendant,  and  no  order  was  made 
as  to  costs.  The  Divisicmal  Conrt  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  having  succeeded  in  the  action  in  recover- 
ing the  8Z.  14t.,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
costs,  tiiough  he  had  got  judgment  in  the  Oonniy 
Court  Ridley,  J.  said  (1900)  2  Q.  B.,  at  p.  127) : 
"Has  the  County  Court  jidge  the  same  power 
over  the  costs  that  a  judge  of  the  High  Court 
would  have  ?  Can  he  say  that  the  costs  down  to 
the  recovery  of  the  81.  I4i.  must  be  paid  by  the 
defendant,  but  the  rest  of  the  costs  most  be  borne 
by  the  plaintiffs  ?  I  do  not  think  he  has  such 
power,  although  I  shonld  be  mnch  inclined  to  say 
that  he  ought  to  exercise  such  a  discretion  if  ne 

Eossessed  it.  But  the  discretion  of  the  judge  is, 
y  sect.  113  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888, 
limited  to  costs  'not  herein  otherwise  provided 
for,'  and  that,  I  think,  narrows  the  power  of  the 
County  Court  j  adge  to  deal  with  the  costs  to  such 
matters  as  are  not  dealt  with  by  the  general 
scheme  of  the  Act.  The  section  seems  to  me  to 
have  been  put  in  with  a  view  to  include  such  costs 
as  were  not  dealt  with  by  the  general  enactment 
as  to  costs,  but  in  the  absence  of  any  special 
direction  it  was  provided  that  costs  shoiild  abide 
the  event."  I  cannot  agree  with  that.  I  osanot 
think  that  the  general  provision  in  seek  113  that 
in  the  abswioe  of  any  special  direotion,  oosts 
shonld  abide  the  event,  could  have  been  intended 
to  affect  the  power  of  the  County  Court  judge  to 
award  costs.  My  own  view  is  that  the  words 
"  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for^"  do  not  mean 
that,  and  do  not  narrow  the  power  of  the  County 
Conrt  judge  so  as  to  prevent  him  from  dealing 
with  oosts  which  are  to  foUow  the  event  if  there 
is  no  special  direction.  I  think  the  words 
"otherwise  provided  for"  mean  otherwise  pro- 
vided for  by  the  County  Court  rules  as  to  costs. 
The  dicta  of  Ridley,  J.  in  the  case  I  have  referred 
to  were  not  necessary  to  the  decision^  as  in  that 
case  no  order  as  to  coats  was  made.  Then  when 
we  come  to  look  at  sects.  113  and  65  together,  I 
shonld  be  sorry  to  decide  that  the  discretion  of 
the  County  Court  judge  was  limited  under  sect. 
113  in  any  such  case  as  the  present  in  the  way 
suggestea.  Sect.  65  provides  that  after  an  order 
is  made  under  that  section  remitting  the  action 
to  a  County  Court,  "  the  action  and  all  proceed- 
ings therein  shall  be  tried  and  taken  m  such 
court  as  if  the  action  had  originally  been  com- 
menced therein,"  and  so  forth.  Counsel  for  the 
plfuntifCs  frankly  admitted  that  if  this  action  had 
been  commenced  in  the  County  Court  instead  of 
in  the  High  Court,  the  County  Court  judge 
would  have  had  a  discretion  under  sect.  113  to 
say  what  costs  should  be  given.  In  m^  opinion 
the  fact  that  this  was  an  action  which,  when 
transferred  to  the  County  Court,  was  to  be  con- 
ducted in  the  same  way  and  with  the  same  con- 
sequences as  if  it  had  been  originally  commenced 
in  the  County  Court,  shows  that  sect.  113  applies, 
and  tbat  there  was  a  discretion  in  the  jnage  as 
to  the  costs ;  and  in  my  judfrment  it  is  not  a 
sufficient  answer  for  the  plaintiffs  to  say  Uiat  the 
action  is  one  action  and  that  in  that  action  they 
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haTB  Tscovered  something,  and  that  therefore  the 
costs  mnst  follow  that  result.  I  therefore  think 
the  pUuntLCs*  appeal  fails,  and  that  the  defen- 
dants' appeal  should  be  allowed,  and  that  the 
defendants'  costs  should  be  taxed  on  scale  G. 
I  wish  to  add  that  I  decide  this  case  on  the  sup- 
position that  t^e  County  Court  judge  did  not 
exeraise  his  discretion  as  to  whether  dafendants' 
costs  should  be  allowed  under  scale  B  or  scale  C, 
and  that  he  thought  he  was  bound  to  allow  them 
under  anale  B. 

W11.L8,  J. — I  am   of  the  same  opinion.    The 
order  made  by  the  County  Court  judge  as  to  the 
defendants'  costs  was  not  an  order  niade  by  him 
in  ezeorciae  of  a  judicial  discretion  as  to  these  two 
scales.    That  order  was  made  on  a  wrong  view 
taken  bj  him  that  scale  B,  and  not  scale  C,  was 
the  scale  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  before  him.    The  order  he  made  was  not 
properly  an  exercise  of  a  discretion  as  to  whether 
be  MM>iild  give  costs  under  scale  B  or  scale  G,  in 
which  case  we  should  not  interfere  with  the  exer- 
cise of  his  discretion.    That  was  not  so,  but  his 
order  was  founded,  not  upon  an  exercise  of  his 
^Bcretion,  but  upon  a  wrong  view  of  the  prin- 
<aple  applicable  to  the  case.    It  was  arguea  for 
the  pluntiffs  that  in  a  scheme  devised  by  the 
Legislature  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  cheap 
and  speedy  mode  of  trial,  there  were  no  means 
provided  whereby  a  defendant  who  had  succeeded 
in  the  whole  matter  in  diapate  in  the  County 
Court  oould  get  his  costs,  if  a  sum  of  money  had 
been  paid  into  court  by  him  under  Order  XIV.,  as 
in  this  case.    If  that  were  the  case  then  it  would 
follow  that  the  defendant  would  have  to  pay  the 
phuntifTs  costs  on  scale  C  if  the  plaintiff  succeeded 
in  the   County  Court;   but  that  if  the  plaintiff 
teoorared  nothing  in  the  County  Court  throneh 
the  di^endant  paying  into  court  under  Order  XI  v. 
all  that    he  owed    the   plaintiff,  the    defendant 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  costs  at  all.    That 
would  be  a  strange  result,  and  if  it  were  the  case 
I  should,  speaking  for  myself,  never  be  a  party 
to  sending  a  case  for  trial  in  the  County  Court 
under  such  circumstances.    I  do  not  myself  like 
the  argument  ab  ineonvenienti ;   but  I  think  it 
may  fairly  be  used  when  the  argument  contended 
for  here  leads  to  such  an  unjust  result,  a  result, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  which  the  Legislature  never 
intended.    With  regard  to  the  dicta  of  Bidley,  J. 
and  Darling,  J.  in  Wright  v.  Bull  {ubi  ttp-ji  I 
merely  say  that  I  do  not  agree  with  them.    They 
were  not  necessary  for  the  decision  in  that  case, 
and  ,we  are  not  liound  by  them.    If  the   same 
arguments  had  been  put  before  the  court  in  that 
case  as  have  been  put  before  us,  likely  they  would 
not  have  used  some  of  the  expressions  which  they 
^luse.    I  agree  with  what  my  Lord  has  said 
tixxA  those  dicta  and  the  other  points  argued. 

XxNHEDT,  J. — I  concur. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  A.  H.  Arnould  and 
80M,  tor  BiiUer  and  Croie,  Birmiiurham. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Christopher  and 
Btntey,  for  Hunt  and  Skidmore,  Wolverhampton. 
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ADMIRALTY    BUSINESS. 

Jan.  27.  28,  and  29. 

(Before  Barbes,  J.  and  Tsinitz  Ma^tbks.) 

ThB  FEiLBLKOOB.  (a) 
Damage  to  cargo — Bill  of  lading — Exeeptions— 

Marginal  dauu. 
The  plttitUiffi  were  indorsee*  of  bills  of  lading 
tcnoer  tohieh  a  cargo  of  maize,  barley,  linseed, 
oats,  and  wheat  was  shipped  on  the  defendants' 
steamship.    By  the  biUs  of  lading- it  was  pro- 
vided  that "  the    .    .    .    owners    ...    skaU 
not  be  responsible  for  loss,  damage,  or  injury 
arising  from  sweating    ...    or  consequences 
arising  therefrom    ,    .    .    or  heat.    That  the 
.    .    .    otOTiers    .    .    .    shall  not  be  re^i>on*ibU' 
for  any  loss  or  injury  to  the  said  goods  oeewrring 
from  any  of  the  causes  above  mentioned    .    .    . 
whether  any  of  the  perils,  caiues,  or  things  above 
mentioned    .    .    .    or  occasioned  by  any  act  or 
omission,  negligence,  default    .    .    .    of  steve- 
dores   .    .    .    or  other  persons  in  the  serviee  of 
the  shipowners    .    .    ."     On  the  margin  of  the 
bills  of  lading    under   which  the  maize   was 
shipped  wou  stamped  .-  "  In  no  case  is  the  steam- 
ship to  be  held  lutble  for  heating  or  any  other 
damage    occurring    to    the    within   mettfionsd 
goods/'    Part  of  the  maize  became  heated  on  the 
voyage,    and    the    other   cargo   was    damaged 
throitgh  improper  stowage. 
In  an  action  oy  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  damages : 
Held,  that  the  words  "  above  mentioned  "  did  not 
refer  to  the  matters  in  the  dauu  above  or  the 
margined  clause,  and  UkU  the   word  "heat" 
referred  to  heat  arising  from  SOme  extraneous 
cause,  and  that  the  plakUiffs  were  entitled  to 
judgment. 
Held  further,  th<tt  if  the  oumer*  desired  to  relieve 
thmnsdAies  from  liability  for  the  negligence  of 
their  own  servants  there  should  have  been  express 
words. 
Price  V.  Union  Lighterage  Company  (89  L.  T. 
Bep.  731 ;  9  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cos.  398 ;  (1904) 
1  K.  B.  il2)  followed. 
AcTioK  for  damage  to  cargo  by  indorsees  of  bills 
of  lading. 

The  plaintiffs  were  Robert  Procter,  Sons,  and 
Co.  Limited,  and  the  defendants  the  owners  of 
the  steamship  Pearlmoor. 

The  cargo  consisted  of  maize,  barley,  linseed, 
oats,  and  wheat  shipped  on  board  the  defendants' 
steamship  Pearlmoor,  at  Buenos  Ayres,  in  May 
and  June  1902.  The  maize  and  barley  and 
linseed  were  all  shipped  in  bags,  the  oats  partly 
in  bags  and  partly  in  bulk,  and  the  wheat  was 
all  in  bulk. 

On  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Hull  it  was  found 
that  some  of  the  wheat  had  been  damaged  by 
coal  dust,  some  of  the  oats  were  mixed  with  the 
barley,  and  some  of  the  linseed  was  mixed  with 
the  wheaty  and  it  was  also  found  that  the  bulk  of 
the  maize  was  in  a  heated  condition,  partly  owing', 
it  was  contended  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  its  having 
been  in  contact  with  the  sides  of  the  ship. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  damage  was  due 
to  insufficient  dunnage,  to  the  bags  having  been 
cut  by  the  stevedores  so  as  to  give  more  room 
for  stowage,  through  the  bulkhead  between  the 

(a)  Baportad  by  Obustophcb  Hiad,  Eaq.,  BNTluai>«t-Xi*w. 
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bunkere  and  one  of  the  holds  not  beinft  proof 
againat  ooal  dnat,  through  insnfficient  Tsntilation, 
and  generally  owing  to  bad  stowage.  Thejr  also 
alleged  that  the  vessel  was  nnseaworthjr,  but  this 
point  was  not  prooeeded  with. 

The  plainii&  claimed  5511. 14«.  for  the  damage 
to  the  maize,  and  212.  Ot.  4d.  for  the  damage  to 
the  remainder  of  the  cargo— 571i.  0«.  id.  in  all. 

The  defendants  denied  that  the  cargo  was 
badly  stowed,  or  that  their  yessel  was  unsea- 
wortny,  and  alleged  that  the  damage  to  the 
maize  was  due  to  inherent  vice.  They  also 
alleged  that,  if  the  damage  was  caused  by  im- 
proper stowage,  that  was  due  to  the  negligence 
of  the  stevedores,  and  such  negligence  was  covered 
by  the  exceptions  in  the  bills  of  lading. 

The  material  clauses  in  the  billa  of  lading  were 
as  follows : 

1.  The  Aot  of  Ood,  the  King's  enemies,  fto. 

2.  That  the  master,  oinierB,  or  agents  of  the  vessel  or 
its  conneotione  iball  not  be  raiponiible  for  lots, 
damage,  or  iojnry  arising  from  sweating  .  .  . 
bmsting  of  paokages,  or  oonieqaenoeB  arising  therefrom 
.  .  .  decay,  hook  matks,  or  injury  from  hooka 
.  .  .  explosion,  heat,  ilre  at  sea  or  on  shore,  at  any 
time  or  in  any  place. 

3.  That  the  master,  owners,  or  agents  of  the  vetsel 
or  its  oonneotions  shall  not  be  responsible  for  any  loss 
or  injniy  to  the  said  goods  ooonrring  from  any  of  the 
oaoses  above  mentioned,  or  for  any  loss  or  injury 
arising  from  the  perils  or  aooidenta  of  the  seas  .  .  . 
whether  any  of  the  perils,  oaoses,  or  things  above- 
mentioned,  or  the  loss  or  injury  arising  therefrom  be 
oooasioned  by  or  from  any  aot  or  omission,  negligenoe, 
defanlt,  or  «rror  in  judgment  of  the  pilot,  master, 
mariners,  engineers,  stevedores,  or  other  persons  in  the 
■ervioe  of  the  shipowners    .    .    . 

On  the  margin  of  the  bills  of  lading  under 
which  the  maize  was  shipped  there  was  in  addition 
stamped  the  following  clause : 

In  no  ease  is  the  steamship  to  be  held  liable  for 
heating,  or  any  other  damage  scorning  to  the  within- 
mentioned  goods,  nor  for  insufficient  strength  of 
bagging. 

The  defendants  in  the  further  alternative, 
whUe  denying  liability,  paid  into  court  the  sum 
of  301. 

Evidence  was  called  by  the  plaintiffs  and  defen- 
dants in  support  of  their  respective  oases,  and 

Babrks,  J.  in  dealing  with  the  facts  of  the  case 
said  : — It  is  necessary  in  this  case  to  dispose  first 
of  the  questions  of  fact,  because  there  is  a  ques- 
tion of  the  construction  of  the  bills  of  laiding 
under  which  these  goods  are  carried  to  be  disposed 
of  afterwards.  The  plaintiffs  appear  to  Mthe 
consignees  under  certain  bills  of  lading — a  copy 
of  one  of  which  has  been  put  in — for  some  maize, 
barley,  linseed,  oats,  and  wheat  shipped  on  the 
Pearlmoor  at  Buenos  Ayres,  for  Hjill,  in  May 
1902.  It  is  said  that  the  grain  arrived  at  Hull 
damaged  to  a  certain  ezt^t.  The  question  of 
im^rtance  in  the  case  is  in  connection  with  the 
maize,  because  the  claim  made  relating  to  the 
maize  amounts  to  5512.  14i.,  whereas  the  other 
matters  are  quite  trifling.  The  plaintiffs'  conten- 
tion with  regard  to  the  maize  may  be  put  in 
this  form  :  That  for  some  reason  or  other  a  large 
number  of  the  bags  were  cut  in  order  to  stow 
more  carg^  into  the  hold ;  that  the  crevices  were 
filled  up  with  loose  maize ;  and  that  the  loose 
maize  got  into  the  spaces  at  the  ends  of  the  cargo, 
against  the  fore  and  after  bulkheads,  and  also 


into  the  wings  of  the  ship ;  and  that,  in  that  con- 
dition of  things,  the  ventilation  was  not  such  as 
it  should  have  been  in  the  course  of  the  voi^wv 
and  the  damage  was  thus  occasioned.  With 
regard  to  the  voyage,  thereseems  to  have  been  Bom» 
bM  weather,  when  the  ventilators  were  closed, 
but  the  captain  says  he  had  often  had  such  bad 
weather  before,  and  that  there  was  nothing  out 
of  the  usual  in  the  weather  that  was  experienced. 
He  had  previously  said  that  very  bad  weather 
was  experienced  on  the  7th  June  and  for  several 
days  afterwards,  and  the  ventilators  had  to  be 
dosed  for  two  or  three  days  sometimes.  There 
was  undoubtedly  closing  of  the  ventilators  for  a 
certain  time.  The  next  matter  is  that  the  ship- 
ment was  made  under  bills  of  lading  which 
described  the  cargo  as  in  good  order  and  condition  ; 
but  that  does  not  mean  anything  more  than  that 
there  was  nothing  specially  noticeable  about  it 
which  would  require  to  be  marked  on  the  mate's 
receipte.  [His  Lordship  then  dealt  with  th» 
evidoice  as  to  the  number  of  bags  that  were  cut.] 
The  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come  upon  the 
whole  is  that  while  no  doubt  there  is  always  a 
certain  quantity  of  loose  grain,  there  was  in  this 
case  an  unusual  quantity  ;  and  I  think  that  must 
have  been  due  to  the  cutting  of  the  bags  at  ship- 
ment, for  some  reason  or  other — it  does  nofc 
matter  what.  It  seems  to  me  there  was  an  undue 
proportion  of  loose  grain,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
given,  and  that  that  grain  was  in  the  places  where 
the  ventilation  should  be — namely,  in  the  wings  and 
the  ends  where  the  bulkheads  should  be  separated 
from  the  car^,  and  that  there  was  therefore  less 
free  ventilation  than  there  should  have  been. 
Now,  I  think  it  is  not  made  out  that  the  whole  of 
this  damage  by  heating  is  due  to  the  cause  which 
I  have  been  considering,  but  I  think  some  of  it 
was.  I  think  the  ship's  ventilation  became  defec- 
tive to  a  certain  extent  owing  to  this  excessive 
quantity  of  loose  grain  which  was  about  for  the ' 
reasons  I  have  ^iven  ■,  and  I  have  asked  the  Elder 
Brethren  what  is  their  view.  They  think  that  as 
there  vras  more  loose  (grain  than  usual  it  might 
aggravate  the  heating.  Ttiat  is,  I  believe,  all  one 
can  say  about  this  case.  I  do  not  attribute 
the  whole  of  this  heating  to  this  cause.  The 
probability  is  that  a  portion  of  this  heating  was 
due  to  the  state  of  the  cargo  itself,  and  to 
its  being  confined  in  the  hold  of  the  ship.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  proper  and  only  conclu- 
sion I  can  come  to  is  to  put  down  half  of  this 
heating  to  that  cause.  If  the  damage  by  heating 
amonnte  to  4002.,  I  think  2002.  of  that  is  due  to 
this  choking  up  of  the  ventilation.  The  next 
matter  to  discuss  is  what  has  been  called  th» 
iron  damage.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be 
quite  the  right  term.  It  means  the  damage  to 
the  bags  which  have  been  against  the  iron  work 
of  the  ship,  and,  in  consequence  of  the  aooumula- ' 
tion  of  water,  have  been  thereby  damaged.  The 
bags  were  described  as  being  so  wet  that  tbey 
borst  when  moved,  and  the  grain  poured  out  and 
was  damaged.  Xow,  the  quantity  that  is  said  to 
have  met  with  damage  in  this  respect  is  920  bags, 
in  all,  equivalent  to  344  quarters,  and  it  is  said 
that  the  damage  amounted  to  812.  Was  that  due 
to  bad  stowage,  or  was  it  not  P  I  understand  the 
contention  of  the  defendante  was  that  it  was  due 
to  the  working  of  the  ship  in  bad  weather  if  any 
bags  got  out  of  place — that  everything  was  right 
at  the  start,  and  that  any  cargo  which  got  egauost 
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the  ride  of  the  ship  got  there  in  the  course  of  the 
▼oyage.  Here  again  there  is  a  question  of  fact 
io  doadia.  The  broad  oontention  of  the  plaintiffs 
ia  that  some  of  the  cargo  battens  were  not  in 
their  places  when  the  ship  arrived,  so  that  some 
of  the  cargo  got  against  tne  sides  and  frames  and 
stringers.  On  the  other  hand,  the  case  for  the 
defendants  is  that  the  battens  were  all  in  their 
places  when  the  ship  stai-ted.  I  think  myself 
that  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs  is  better  than 
that  for  the  defendants  on  this  point.  My  opinion 
is  that  the  places  where  this  grain  had  got  ag^ainst 
the  ironwork  of  the  ship  were  not  adequately  pro- 
tected, in  the  way  they  should  have  oeen,  when 
the  ship  started.  I  accept,  broadly  Epeaking,  the 
'new  presented  on  this  part  of  tne  oase  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  I  find  that  the  damage  was  doe  to 
improper  stowage.  So  that  matter  will  depend, 
as  also  the  point  I  have  already  decided,  upon 
what  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  bills  of  lading. 
With  regard  to  the  other  small  items,  wheat  and 
«oal  dnst  got  mixed,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
conld  not  nave  happened  without  there  beine 
some  defect  in  the  bulkhead.  So  also  with  regard 
to  the  mixing  of  wheat  and  linseed.  It  was  a 
temponuy  bidkhead,  and  seems  to  have  been  in 
such  a  condition  that  the  grain  got  through  the 
interstioea.  Lastly,  there  was  an  item  for  the 
mixing  of  bariey  and  oats  in  No.  5  hold.  I 
cannot  see  how  that  happened  unless  the  sail 
olotha  were  not  properly  fixed.  Those  are  my 
&tdins8  on  this  matter,  and  the  next  question  is 
what  la  the  law. 

Piekford,  E.C.  and  Battton  tot  the  plaintiffs. 
— N^ligence  is  at  the  root  of  all  the  damage, 
and  the  exceptions  in  the  second  and  third 
clauaes,  even  if  they  cover  damage,  are  of  no 
avaiL  As  Walton,  J.  says,  in  Price  v.  'Union 
Lighterage  Coynpany  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  428,  at  p.  430 ; 
9  AJip.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  398,  at  p.  400 ;  (1903)  1 
K.  B.  750,  at  p.  754) :  "  If  the  carrier  desires  to 
relieve  himself  from  the  duty  of  using  by  himself 
and  his  servants  reasonable  skill  and  care  in  the 
oartiage  of  goods,  he  must  do  so  in  plain  lauKuage 
and  explidtiy,  and  not  by  general  words."  With 
regard  to  thfl  marginal  clause  the  words  "  in  no 
case"  do  not  exmioitly  cover  negligence.  In 
Taubman  v.  Paeifie  Steam  Navigatton  Uompcmy 
<26  li.  T.  Bep.  704;  1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.  336) 
there  was  a  provision  that  the  shipowner  would 
not  be  answerable  for  loss  of  luggage  "  under  any 
-ciroamstanoes  whatever."  That,  however,  was  a 
special  contract  between  a  shipowner  and  a  pas- 
senger by  sea,  not  part  of  a  bill  of  lading  con- 
tract. The  oase  was  commented  on  by  the  Gourt 
•of  Appeal  in  Price  v.  Union  Lighterage  Company 
(89  L.  T.  Rep.  731 ;  (1904)  1  K.  B.  412).  It  is 
•sabmitted  the  second  group  of  words  "causes 
above  luentioned  "  in  ckuse  3  only  refer  to  the 
first  group  in  the  same  section.  They  cannot  be 
sud  to  refer  to  the  exceptions  in  clause  2.  This 
is  dear  beoiuse  the  defendants  have  put  in  the 
•waria  "  whether  occasioned  by  negligence  "  in  the 
one  class  of  perils,  and  left  it  oat  in  the  other, 
^e  damage  to  the  maize  was  caused  by  heating, 
which  was  caused  by  fermentation,  it  is  not 
thcnrefote  within  clause  2  as  "  sweating "  or  as 
"  heat" ;  for  the  words  before  and  after  the  word 
"heat"  show  that  heat  means  outside  action. 

Laing,  K.O.  and  Adair  Roche,  for  the  defen- 
dants, contra. — ^The  damage  by  heating  is  within 


clause  2,  and  comes  nnder  the  headiiw  of  "  sweat- 
ing." Heating  causes  moisture,  and  the  resnlt 
of  such  moisture  is  what  is  termed  "  sweating." 
It  also  comes  within  the  marginal  clause.  This 
is  a  rubber  stamp  clause  specially  used  in  the 
case  of  maize  cargoes,  and  the  words  "  any  other 
damage "  are  expressly  intended  to  cover  any 
damage  like  the  present.  If  there  had  only  been 
room  the  mar^nal  clause  would  have  been 
stamped  at  the  end  of  clause  3,  and  it  must  be 
read  as  if  it  were  there.  The  words  "  In  no  case 
is  the  steamship  to  be  held  liable  for  heating," 
&.O.,  by  themselves  cover  negligence.    See 

Aihenden  v.  London,  Brighton,  and  South  Ooaet 
BaUway,  42  L.  T.  Bep.  586 ;  5  Ex.  Div.  190. 

Mitehtll  T.  Lancathire  and  Torkehiri  Railway,  33 
L.  T.  Bep.  161 ;  L.  Bep.  10  Q.  B.  256. 

The  perils  mentioned  in  clause  2  cover  negligence, 
for  the   second  group  of  words,  "causes  above 
mentioned,"  in  ouuse  3  refer  to  clause  2. 
Piekford,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Babnbs,  J. — Having  disposed  of  the  questions 
of  fact,  I  now  have  to  apply  the  law.  That  brings 
me  to  consider  the  terms  of  these  somewhat 
extraordinary  bills  of  lading.  They  are  all  in 
the  same  form,  but  the  maiginal  clauses  are 
stamped  only  on  the  bills  of  hiding  relating  to 
the  maize.  They  contain  very  long  clauses  of 
exceptions,  and  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
ooui%esy  of  counsel  in  providing  me  with  a  type- 
written copy  I  do  not  Know  how  I  should  have 
been  able  to  get  on  without  the  assistance  of  a 
magnifying  ghws  to  read  these  exceptions,  which 
are  contained  in  several  paragraphs  of  very 
small  print.  I  cannot  nnoerstand  why  at  the 
present  day  shipowners  do  not  take  the  opposite 
course  to  that  which  these  bills  of  lading  take 
— of  excepting  a  mass  of  detailed  peiUs,  causes, 
and  things — and  state  what  they  are  willing  to 
be  responsible  for.  However,  the  exceptions  seem 
to  grow  and  grow,  based  upon  the  old  form 
of  bill  of  lacung.  The  first  point  that  is 
taken  is  a  general  point,  and  that  is  that 
what  I  may  term  the  negligenoe  clause — the 
third  clause  of  exceptions  —  does  not  apply 
to  those  exceptions  which  have  been  relied  upon 
by  the  defendants.  The  third  clause  begins 
thus :  "  That  the  master,  owners,  or  agents  of 
the  vessel  or  its  connections  shall  not  be  respon- 
sible for  any  loss  or  injury  to  the  said  goods, 
occurring  from  any  of  the  causes  above  men- 
tioned." I  suppose  "  the  causes  above  mentioned" 
must  there  mean  the  causes  referred  to  in  the 
first  and  second  paragraphs  of  the  exceptions  and 
stipulations,  beffiiuse  these  are  the  only  causes 
that  so  far  have  been  above-mentioned.  But  then 
there  comes  a  long  string  of  words,  which 
commences  thus :  "  or  for  any  loss  or  injurv 
arising  from  the  perils  or  accidents  of  the  seas, 
&o.  This  ends  with  the  words  "  whether  anv  of 
the  perils,  causes,  or  things  above  mentioned,  or 
the  loss  or  injury  arising  ueiefrom  be  occasioned 
by  or  from  an^  act  or  omission,  negligence, 
default,  or  error  m  judgment  of  the  pilot,  master, 
mariners,  engineers,  stevedores,  or  other  persons 
in  the  service  of  the  shipowners,  whetner  on 
board  the  said  ship  or  any  other  ship  belonging 
to  or  chartered  by  them,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
for  whose  acts  they  would  otherwise  be  liable." 
Now,  it  is  quite  dear  that  the  words  "above 
mentioned,"  which    I   have   just  read,  cannot 
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IiSTe  precisely  the  same  meaning  as  the  words 
"  abore  mentioned "  at  the  beginning  of  para^ 
erapb  3 ;  beoanse  the  first  part  only  rners  to  tbe 
first  and  second  sets  of  exceptions,  and  if  it  only 
refers  to  the  first  and  second  sets  of  exceptions, 
to  use  the  words  "  above  mentioned  "  where  they 
occur  again  in  precisely  the  same  way  wotdd 
then  only  refer  to  the  first  and  second  sets  of 
exceptions.  No  one  baa  contended  that  it  means 
that.  Tbe  contention  for  the  plaintiffs  is  that 
where  yon  find  tbe  words  "  abore  mentioned  "  a 
second  time  tbej  refer  to  what  is  jnst  above — 
namely,  in  tbe  third  paragraph,  beginning  with  the 
words  "  or  for  any  loss  or  injury  arising  from  the 
perils."  The  contention  for  tbe  defendants  is 
that  they  must  include  those  perils,  causes,  or 
things,  and  also  the  causes  or  uungs  mentioned 
in  Nos.  1  and  2.  I  have  considered  this  matter 
with  as  much  caie  as  I  can,  and  tbe  view  that  I 
take  is  that  when  the  words  "  above  mentioned  " 
are  used  a  second  time,  having  regard  to  their 
collocation,  they  only  refer  to  the  specific  causes 
and  things  which  are  set  oat  in  paragraph  3.  It 
is  extremelT  doubtful  whether  one  is  really  risht 
or  wrong  about  that  particular  view,  but  that  is  a 
construction  which  I  hold,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  that  is  the  proper  one  to  adopt.  If  that  is 
right  it  makes  an  end  of  this  case ;  out  assuming 
that  is  not  tbe  view  to  take,  I  have  still  to  consider 
tite  effect  of  the  words  in  paragraph  2,  on  which 
the  defendants  rely.  What  are  those  words? 
He  relies  first  on  tbe  word  "  heat."  I  think  that 
the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs  is  correct,  that  that 
word,  having  regard  to  its  collocation,  which  is 
between  the  woras  "  explosion  "  and  "  fire  at  sea 
or  on  shore  "  does  not  refer  to  the  heating  of  the 
cargo  from  its  own  spontaneous  combustion  or 
generation  of  heat,  through  tbe  action  of  moisture 
coming  against  it,  or  its  own  moisture  causing  it 
to  develop  beat,  but  that  tbe  word  "  beat "  refers 
to  some  extraneous  source,  such  as  heat  coming 
from  the  engine>room.  So  much  for  that  point. 
The  next  word  relied  upon  was  the  word  "  decay." 
The  argument  upon  that  was  very  bdnUy 
pressed,  and  I  do  not  think  myself  that  any  of 
the  loss  with  which  I  have  bad  to  concern  myself 
in  dealing  with  the  facts  can  be  attributed  to  the 
ordinary  meaning  which  is  attached  to  the  word 
"  decay."  Then  comes  the  word  "  sweating" — 
"  loss,  damage,  or  injury  arising  from  sweating." 
Now,  in  this  case  I  have  already  found  that  tne 
damage  was  due  to  the  causes  which  I  specified 
in  my  judgment  upon  the  facts,  and  it  seems  to 
me  thai  those  causes  do  not  include  the  idea  of 
sweating.  I  think  the  correct  view  of  that 
word  is  that  expressed  by  Mr.  Piokford— viz.,  of 
moisture  dropping  on  to  tbe  bags  from  condensa- 
tion, which  arises  if  there  is  moisture  which 
evapor&tes  and  then  condenses  in  the  hold.  Tbe 
damage,  in  my  opinion,  was  not  caused  by  that 
class  of  injniy.  There  is  tbe  farther  point  taken . 
on  the  marginal  olanse,  which  is  as  f(^ows :  "  In 
no  case  is  tbe  steamship  to  be  held  liable  for 
beating  or  any  other  damage  accruing  to  the 
within  mentioned  goods  nor  for  insufiScient 
strength  of  bagging."  Now,  there  are  several 
cases  referred  to  in  connection  with  this  point, 
the  last  of  which  is  Price  v.  Union  Lighterage 
Company  (ubi  tup.).  I  only  propose  to  refer  to 
one  paragraph  in  tbe  judgment  there,  which  sum- 
manaes  what  I  wish  to  say  upon  this  matter. 
That  is  as  follows :  Walton,  J.  in  the  course  of  1 


bis  judgment,  said :  "  I  understand  the  meaning 
of  thir  to  be  that  an  exemption  in  genera 
words,  not  expressly  relating  to  negligence, 
even  though  tbe  words  are  wide  enongb 
to  include  loss  by  the  negligence  or  default 
of  the  carrier's  servants,  must  be  oonstrued  89 
limiting  the  liability  of  the  carrier  as  insurer, 
and  not  as  relieving  him  from  the  duty  of  exer^ 
cising  reasonable  skill  and  care.  If  tiie  carrier 
desires  to  relieve  himself  from  ttie  dvtj  of  usine 
by  himself  and  his  servants  reasonable  skill  ana 
care  in  the  carriaee  of  goods,  he  mast  do  so  in 
plain  language  ana  explicitiy,  and  not  by  general 
words."  Those  are  general  words  in  this  case,  not 
expressly  referring  to  negligence,  and,  it  seems  to 
me,  do  not  include  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
shipowner  or  those  for  whom  he  is  reroonsible.  But, 
of  course,  in  this  case  the  view  which  I  take  about 
that  clause  is  fortified  by  the  fact  that  this  mar- 
ginal clause  only  occurs  inabillof  lading  which  does 
deal  with  negligence  in  certain  specific  cases ;  and 
negligence  being  thus  dealt  with  in  certain  specific 
oases  leads  more  than  ever  to  tbe  conclusion  that 
— general  words  being  used  somewhere  else — if  in 
such  a  marginal  clause  as  this  the  negligence  of 
the  shipowner  or  his  servants  is  to  be  excluded, 
the  language  should  expressly  refer  to  that  exclu- 
sion. There  is  a  further  point  to  be  dealt  with — 
that  what  has  been  discussed  in  tbe  course  of 
this  case  and  called  the  iron  damage  is,  as  the 
defendants  contended,  sweating  damage.  If  the 
first  point  that  I  dealt  with,  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  words  in  clause  3  so  far  as  they  affe(^ 
clause  2,  is  risht,  then  any  di^culty  as  to  the 
construction  <x  the  word  "  sweating  "  is  got  rid 
of.  But  even  if  the  view  I  take  is  not  correct,  it 
appears  to  me,  havine  regard  to  the  facts,  that  it 
is  not  shown  by  the  defendants  that  tbe  dam^;e 
I  have  dealt  with  is.  strictiy  spmiking,  damage 
done  by  sweating.  There  are  only  some  other 
small  matters  to  refer  to — ^namely,  the  damage 
to  the_  wheat  and  linseed  and  the  barley  and  os3» 
by  mixing.  It  was  not  contended  tiiat  those 
small  items  could  be  really  brought  witiiin  any  of 
the  terms  of  the  exceptions  in  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  therefore  the  defence  as  to  them  fails.  The 
result,  in  my  opinion,  is  that  the  302.  which  has 
been  paid  into  court  in  this  case  is  not  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  assuming,  of 
course,  that  the  damage  which  I  have  found,  but 
which  will  have  to  be  definitely  ascertained  by 
the  re^sitrar  and  merchants,  exceeds  that  amount, 
which  it  almost  certainly  must  do.  My  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  an  amount  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  registrar  and  merohanto  in 
accordance  with  my  judgment. 

Solicitors    for   the   plaintiffs,  Priiehaird    and 
Btmi,  a^nte  for  A,  M.  Jaekton  and  Co.,  HnlL 

SolicitorB   for   the   defendante,  BoUerdl  and 
Roehe. 
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F«b.  23,  24,  ani  25. 

(Before  Basnes,  J.  arid  Tbikiiy  Masters.) 

The  HABE.(a) 

CoUition — Manclieiter  Ship  Canal — Fog — Appli- 
eaHonof  Sea  Bulet—Duty  to  atop  andreveneon 
hearing  whittle  of  appro<Khing  veatel — Art.  16 — 
BegtUaHon*  for  Preventing  CoUiaions  at  Sea, 
arte.  16  and  30 — Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894 
(57  *  58  Vici.  c.  60),  ..  418  (1). 

Semble,  theBegulationafor  Preventing  CoUiaions  at 
Sea  do  not  apply  to  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal, 

Even  assuming  that  they  do  apply,  a  vessel  coming 
down  the  eanal  in  a  fog  m  not  necessarily  to 
blame  under  art.  16  of  the  regulaHons  if  she 
does  not  atop  her  engines  on  hearina  the  whittle  of 
an  approcuhing  veaael  forward  of  her  beam ;  for 
the  approaching  veaael  must  be  in  the  canal,  and 
it  may  be  assumed  that  the  it  being  navigated 
on  her  right  aide,  and  her  poaiiion  xt  therefore, 
under  the  drewnstanees,  sufficiently  ascertained. 

Acnoir  for  damage  by  colliBion. 

The  plaintiffg  were  uie  ovmera  of  the  steamship 
South  Coast,  and  the  defendants  the  owners  of  the 
steamship  Hare. 

The  collision  occurred  about  1.28  p.m.  on  the 
6th  Dec.  1903  in  the  Manohester  Ship  Canal  near 
the  Weaver  Sluices.  The  weather  was  foggy,  and 
there  was  no  wind,  the  tide  was  slack,  and  both 
Tessele  were  sounding  their  whistles. 

The  South  Coast  was  a  steamship  of  421  tons 
gross  register,  and  at  the  time  was  proceeding 
down  the  canal  on  a  Toyage  from  Manchester  to 
Plymonth  with  a  genenu  cargfo  on  board  and 
manned  by  a  crew  of  twelve  hands  all  told. 

The  Hare  was  a  steamship  of  804  tons  gross 
register,  and  at  the  time  was  proceeding  up  the 
canal  on  a  voyage  from  Dublin  to  Manchester 
with  a  general  cargo  and  passengers,  and  manned 
by  a  crew  of  twen^-fonr  hands  all  told. 

The  facts  of  the  case  will  be  found  sufficiently 
set  oat  in  the  judgment. 

The  case  is  rex>orted  on  the  question  of  the 
wplioation  of  the  B^jolationa  for  Preventing 
Collisioiis  at  Sea  to  waters  each  as  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal,  and  on  the  application  of  art.  16  of 
of  tne  regulations  to  such  waters. 

By  the  BiCgulations  for  Preventing  Collisions 
at  ^ea  it  is  provided : 

These  mles  shall  be  followed  by  all  vessels  upon  the 
liigh  aaas  and  in  all  waters  oonneoted  therewith, 
navigable  by  lea-going  vessels. 

Art.  16.  Every  vessel  shall,  in  a  fog,  mist,  falling 
mow,  or  heavy  rain  storms,  go  at  a  moderate  speed 
having  earefol  regard  to  the  existing  drcnmstanoea  and 
eooditioiis.  A  stoamvesael  hearing,  apparently  forward 
of  her  beam,  the  fog  signal  of  a  vessel  the  position 
of  wUoh  is  not  asoertained,  shall,  so  far  as  the  oironm- 
stanees  of  the  case  admit,  stop  her  engines,  and  then 
Barigate  with  oaotion  nntil  danger  of  oollision  is  over. 

Art.  30.  Nothing  in  these  rnles  shall  interfere  with 
the  operation  of  a  speoial  role,  dnly  made  by  local 
•atfaority,  relative  to  the  navigation  of  any  harbour, 
river,  or  inland  waters. 

By  sect.  418  (1)  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
1894  (57  &  58  Vict.  c.  60) : 

Her  Majesty  may  on  the  joint  reoom«endation  of  the 
Admiralty  and  the  Board  of  Trade,  by  Order  in  Connoil, 
isske  Kgnlations  for  the  preventing  of  collisions  at  sea, 
■nd  may  thereby  regnlate  the  lights  to  be  carried  and 

<•>  Bepotted  tiy  Obbuiofbib  Hiad,  Esq.,  Buriatar-kVLaw.       1 


exhibited,  the  fog  signals  to  be  carried  and  nsed,  and  the 
steering  and  sailing  roles  to  be  observed  by  ships,  and 
those  regolationa  (in  this  Act  referred  to  as  the  collisioo 
regnlationa)  shall  have  effect  as  if  enacted  in  this  Act. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  the  master  of  the 
plaintiffs'  vessel  admitted  that  he  had  heard  the 
whistle  of  the  Hare  before  she  came  into  view,  but 
did  not  stop  his  engines. 

.  It  was  contended  by  the  defendants  that  on  this 
account  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  must  be  found  to 
blame  as  art.  16  of  the  Collision  B«galation8  had 
not  been  complied  with. 

Aapinall,  K.O.  and  Noad  for  the  pluntiffa. — 
The  Sea  Rules  do  not  apply  to  waters  such  as  the 
Manchester  Ship  Canal.  Sect  418  (1)  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  appIies.onlv  to  ool> 
lisions  at  sea.  There  is  no  by-law  for  the  Man- 
chester Ship  Canal  which  requres  a  vessel  to  stop 
on  hearing  the  whistle  of  another  vessel  forward 
of  the  beam.  The  code  deals  with  the  duties  of 
ships  under  all  circumstances  and  is  exhaustive, 
and  it  is  submitted  that  any  such  regulation  was 
expressly  omitted.  In  The  Carlotta  (80  L.  T.  Rep. 
664;  8  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  544;  (1899)  P.  22§) 
there  were  no  express  regulations,  and  there  is  no 
case  which  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  regula- 
tions applv  to  such  a  locus  as  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal.  It  is  true  that  art.  30  provides  that 
nothing  in  the  Sea  Rules  shall  interfere  with  the 
operat^n  of  a  speoial  rule  made  by  a  local 
authority.  Assaming,  however,  that  the  Sea 
Boles  applied,  art.  16  has  no  application  to  the 
present  case  and  the  circumstances  were  special, 
and  it  would  not  have  been  a  safe  thing  for  the 
South  Coast  to  have  stopped.  It  is  necessary 
that  a  vessel  should  keep  her  heading  in  the 
narrow  waters  of  a  canal,  and  there  is  no.  danger 
in  her  so  doing,  as  a  vessel  must  be  coming  in  a 
fixed  direction.  It  is  not  like  the  open  sea,  where 
one  vessel  may .  be  crossing  the  coarse  of  the 
other.  But,  even  assaming  the  rule  does  apply, 
in  this  case  the  position  of  the  Hare  had  been 
duly  ascertained. 

Laing,  K.C.  and  Bateson,  for  the  defendants, 
eoTitrd. — The  Sea  Rules  apply  to  the  high  seas 
and  "all  waters  connected  therewith  navigable  bv 
sea-going  vessels.  If  there  is  no  local  rn&  which 
ought  reasonably  and  properly  to  prevent  the 
application  of  the  Sea  Rules  then  the  Sea  Rules 
apply.  For  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  in 
dock,  she  would  be  boimd  to  cany  the  regulation 
lights  when  under  way.  The  Manchester  Ship 
Canal  is  a  water  connected  with  the  high  seas 
within  the  meaning  of  art.  30  of  the  reg^ations. 
The  fact  of  a  gate  being  shut  at  times  daring 
certahi  states  of  the  ti&  does  not  prevent  its 
being  so,  and  it  is  submitted  that  although  the 
Canal  is  shut  off  from  the  sea  it  is  connects  with 
it  none  the  less.  In  this  particular  case  the  gate 
of  tihe  locks  was  open,  so  that  in  fact  the  canal 
at  the  time  was  actmJly  connected  with  the  high 
seas.  In  The  Carlotta  {ubi  <itp.)  there  was  no 
rule  as  to  navigation.  There  is  as  much  a  duty 
to  stop  in  a  canal  on  hearing  a  whistle  forward  of 
the  beam  as  elsewhere.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  vessel 
to  stop  and  ascertain  the  true  bearing  of  an 
approaching  vessel  in  every  case  : 

The  Bernard  HaU,  86  L.  T.  Bep.  658 ;  9  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  300. 

The  Koning  Willem  I.,  88  L.  T.  Bep.  807.  8  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  425;  (1903)  P.  114. 
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The  by-lawg  for  the  Manoheeter  Ship  Canal,  even 
if  they  did  provide  for  a  oaae  snob  as  the  present, 
oonld  not  be  enforced  as  they  had  not  received 
the  consent  of  the  Board  of  IVade  as  reqnired  br 
«ect  198  of  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885. 

AtpinaU,  E.C.  in  reply. 

Babkbs.  J. — This  is  a  case  of  a  oolUsion  which 
took  place  between  the  steamships  South  Coait  and 
Hare,  a  little  before  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  6th  Deo.  in  last  year,  in  the  Manchester  Ship 
Canal,  near  the  Weaver  Slnices.  The  weaUier  at 
the  time  was  foggy,  and  the  tide  had  nearly 
ceased  to  operate  at  all — it  was  slack — such  tide, 
T  mean,  as  seems  to  be  allowed  to  mn  in  dnring 
the  time  that  the  lock  gates  are  open  atEastham. 
The  South  Coast  is  a  screw  steamer  of  421  tons 
gross  register,  and  was  proceeding  down  the  Ship 
Canal  on  a  voyage  from  Manchester  to  Plymouth 
with  general  cargo.  The  Hare  is  a  screw  steamer 
of  SOi  tons  gross  register,  and  was  proceeding  np 
the  Ship  Canal,  on  a  voyage  from  Dublin  to 
Manchester  with  general  cargo  and  passengers. 
These  vessels  were  sounding  their  whistles  for 
fog,  and  they  met  in  collision  at  the  place  I  have 
mentioned,  tne  collision  taking  place  practically 
stem  on,  the  stem  of  the  Hare  striking  the  star- 
board bow  of  the  South  Coari  about  two  feet 
from  the  stem.  The  question  is  which  of  these 
vessels  was  to  blame  for  this  collision.  I  do 
not  intend  to  go  through  the  cases  presented 
on  each  side,  as  there  is  a  certain  looseness 
in  the  evidence  and  certain  inconsistencies  have 
been  pointed  out  in  the  preliminary  act  and 
pleitdings  of  the  plaintiffs  and  their  evidence, 
and  certain  criticisms  have  been  made  on  the 
defendants'  evidence.  The  result,  however,  is 
that  one  of  the  broad  points  to  determine  in 
the  case  is  whether  the  collirion  happened,  to 
use  an  ordinary  expression,  in  the  water  of 
the  plaintiffs  or  in  the  water  of  the  defen- 
dants, each  side  maintaining  tix&t  it  took  place 
on  their  own  side  of  the  canal,  and,  therefore, 
that  the  other  ship  was  in  the  wrong.  Other 
points  in  the  case  are  as  to  the  navigation  of 
these  vessels  with  remrd  to  stopping,  helm  action, 
and  speed.  With  the  assistance  of  the  Elder 
Brethren  I  have  come  to  a  conclusion  of  fact  in 
this  case  which  enables  me  to  decide  it,  but  there 
are  some  points  which  have  been  disclosed  in  the 
course  of  the  arguments  that  involve  matters  of 
some  little  difBculty;  and  if  I  felt  it  necessary 
to  decide  the  case  only  upon  some  of  these  more 
difficult  matters  X  should  have  thought  it 
desirable,  probably,  to  express  what  I  have  to  say 
.after  more  consideration.  But  the  points  that 
have  been  pressed,  and  which  involve  certain 
.difficulties,  are  not,  to  my  mind,  essential  features 
of  the  case,  and  I  can  without,  I  hope,  tying  my 
hand  too  tightly  by  the  expression  of  any  views 
about  these  more  difficult  matters,  come  to  a 
conclusion  about  this  casa  Dealing  first  with 
one  of  the  points  presented  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  against  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  this :  it  is 
said  that  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  did  not  stop  her 
engines  on  hearing  the  whistle  of  the  defendants' 
ship.  The  plaintiffs'  master  said:  "I  heard  a 
whistle  once  before  she  came  up  before  I  saw 
her."  Upon  his  evidence  it  would  seem  that  he 
only  stopped  his  engines  when  he  saw  what  he 
described  as  a  loom,  and  then  thought  it  was  a 
ship.    The  point  made  by  the  defendants  is  that 


the  plaintiffs'  vessel  must  be  to  blame  because 
her  engines  were  not  stopped  on  hearing  the 
whistie  of  the  defendants'  ship,  before  even  she 
was  seen.  It  is  said  that  that  makes  the  plaintiffs' 
vessel  responsible  because  of  art.  16  of  the  Sea 
Bego^ations.  The  answer  made  to  that  point  is 
thiA  that  retKulation  does  not  apply,  and  that  none 
of  the  Sea  Regulations  do  apply  to  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal.  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  that  it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  express  a  positive  opinion 
about  that  point,  but  my  present  impression  is 
that  the  Sea  Begulations  do  not  appljr  to  the 
Manchester  Ship  Canal.  These  regmations  are 
made  in  pursuance  of  sect.  418  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  undnr  which  Her  Majesty — ^that 
Act  was  passed  in  the  reign  of  the  late  Queen, 
namely  in  1894 — may  on  the  joint  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Admiralty  and  the  Board  of  Trade, 
by  Order  in  Council,  make  reiralations  for  the 
prevention  of  collisions  at  sea.  Now,  the  plaintiffs 
say  that  the  regulations  only  apply  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  and  that 
this  was  not  a  collision  which  took  place  at  sea. 
The  defendants,  however,  say  that  it  did  take 
place  at  sea  within  the  meaning  of  the  section, 
and  that  the  words  "at  sea"  nave  been  inter- 
preted by  those  who  drew  the  regulations  as 
including  something  which  included  the  present 
case,  because  the  preliminary  is  as  follows: 
"  These  rules  shtdl  be  followed  by  all  vessels 
upon  the  high  seas  and  in  sU  watwa  connected 
therewith,  navigable  by  sea-going  vessels."  I  do 
not  myself  read  that  preliminary  article  as  in- 
tended to  extend  tne  word  "  sea "  beyond 
its  proper  meaning.  The  preliminary  mle  says 
"high  seas  and  in  all  waters  connected  there- 
with," and  my  view  has  already  been  expressed 
in  the  case  of  The  Carlotta  {ubi  tup.).  Of 
course,  if  the  sea  rules  do  not  apply,  there  is  an 
end  of  that  point,  and  my  view  is  that  they  do 
not  apply  to  the  Ship  Canal.  I  cannot  myself 
conceive  now  they  could  strictly  be  said  to  apply 
to  a  piece  of  navigable  ohannu  artificially  con- 
structed, terminating  at  Eastham  in  looks  which 
only  at  times  admit  the  sea,  and  which  has  locks 
at  different  places  all  the  way  up,  from  place 
to  place,  and  where  it  is  neoessair  to  do  what 
the  pilot  of  the  Bondane  said.  He  said  thev 
were  in  every  look  together  down  to  Latchford. 
I  should  have  thought  it  was  tolerably  clear 
that  the  upper  part  cannot  be  said  to  be 
connected  with  the  sea,  at  any  rate,  and  I 
do  not  see  very  well  how  the  term  could  be 
applied  to  the  lower  part,  even  if  it  is,  for  a  por- 
tion of  the  time,  allowed  to  have  an  inflow  of  sm 
water,  when  the  gates  are  open.  Certainly  it 
would  be,  I  think,  extremely  inconvenient  if  the 
Sea  Regulations  were  so  held  to  apply.  It  would 
have  this  very  curious  result,  that  vessels  navi- 
gating in  the  canal  near  a  part  of  the  sea,  to 
which  they  cannot  get,  and  vessels  navigating  in 
the  sea,  might  be  hearing  whisties  forward  of 
their  beam,  and  for  which  they  would  have  to 
act,  though  by  no  possibility  ooald  they  get  at 
each  other.  But  Mr.  Aapinall  took  a  further 
point — ^namely,  that  even  if  the  sea  rules  apply, 
then  there  is  art.  30  of  the  regulations,  which 
provides  "  that  nothing  in  theee  rules  shall  inter- 
fere with  the  operation  of  a  speoial  rule,  duly 
made  by  local  authority,  relative  to  the  naviga- 
tion of  any  harbour,  river,  or  inland  watore." 
He  said  there  is  a  scheme  in  this  case  of  rules 
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made  b^  the  local  aatbority  which  regulates  the 
naTigation  of  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal,  and  he 
refened  me  to  the  published  leg^ulations  of  the 
Manchester  Ship  Canal — ^to  arts.  6,  7, 15,  and  16, 
and  to  the  schedule  of  signals  which  are  con- 
tained in  those  regulations.  Then  he  said  that 
those  rules,  or  some  of  them,  show  what  vessels 
bare  to  do  when  they  are  meeting  each  other, 
and  what  they  have  to  do  to  avoid  danger  of 
collision.  But  there  seems  some  difficuty  in 
treating  those  r^olations  as  really  made  within 
the  meaning  of  art.  30 — as  really  daly  made  by 
the  local  authority — because  Mr.  Laing  pointed 
out  that  under  sect.  198  of  the  Manchester  Ship 
Canal  Act  1885  the  only  power  to  make  by-law6 
or  regulations  applicable  to  such  a  matter  as  I  am 
consiaering  is  power  to  make  regulations  "for 
r^pilating  the  conduct  of  the  owners,  masters, 
and  crews  of  vessels  propelled  by  steam  with 
respect  to  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  they  may 
prcHieed  within  the  canal,  docks,  or  works,  or  any 
part  or  parts  thereof,  respectively,  and  for 
requiring  suoh  vessels  to  stop  or  slow  their 
engines  at  such  times  and  places  as  the  company 
may  require,  and  to  keep  toe  advertised  times  of 
suliog,  and  for  regulating  the  taking  on  board, 
landing,  or  patting  out  of  passengers" — which 
doe3  not  in  terms  cover  all  the  matters  that  have 
to  be  considered  with  regard  to  sienals,  lights,  and 
so  forth  on  board  ships ;  and,  further,  that  in 
the  latter  part  of  the  section  there  is  a  pro- 
vision that  such  "by-laws,  except  so  far  as 
they  redate  solely  to  the  company  or  their 
officers  or  servants,  shall  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  with  respect  to  by-laws  of  the 
Harbour,  Docks,  and  Piers  Clauses  Act  1847, 
except  sect.  85  of  that  Act,  but  no  suoh  by-laws 
shall  have  any  force  or  effect  unless  and  until  the 
same  be  confirmed  by  the  Board  of  Trade." 
Sect.  85  of  the  Act  of  1847,  which  is  there  referred 
to,  provides  that  no  b^-laws  shall  come  into 
operation  until  allowed  in  the  manner  prescribed 
and  approved  by  one  of  the  judges.  Now,  for  one 
of  the  judges  is  substituted  the  Board  of  Trade, 
but  I  undustand  that  the  particular  r^olationa 
which  have  been  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Aspinallhave 
not  been  confirmed  by  the  Board  of  Trade.  That 
is  the  statement  made  to  me,  as  far  as  I  under- 
stand it.  So  that  the  point  which  Mr.  Aspinall 
took  would  not  seem  to  be  satisfactorily  established. 
Bat  the  result  of  that  would  be  that  although  the 
regulations  may  not,  perhaps,  be  stricUy  termed 
euorceable,  as  beine  duly  made,  as  I  understand 
it,  at  present,  yet  still  they  show  what  the  practice 
of  navigation  is ;  and  so  far  as  the  actual  seaman- 
ship and  navigation  of  those  two  vessels  is  con- 
cerned both  parties  have  argued  the  case  before 
me  as  if  it  was  their  own  duty  to  keep  to  their  own 
side  and  to  act  with  reasonable  caution  and  stop 
and  reverse  and  pass  port  side  to  p'>rt  side.  There 
is  one  other  point  I  might  mention,  which  seems 
to  me  important.  That  is,  that  even  if  art  16 
applies,  vet  the  rule  applies  only  where  the  posi- 
tum  of  the  vessel  which  makes  the  fog  signal  is 
not  ascertained,  and  I  think  in  this  case  that  even 
if  that  rule  is  treated  as  applicable,  the  position 
in  the  particular  cironmstances  of  the  case  was 
snob  that  when  the  whistle  of  the  other  vessel  was 
heard  that  vessel  was  in  a  position  which  was 
ascertained.  It  is  perfectly  obvioas  that  she  must 
be  in  the  canal — ^they  need  not  trouble  themselves 
about  vessels  in  the  river — and  therefore  her 
VoL  XC,  2322. 


ordinary  position  in  the  canal  must  be  ascertained 
if  both  vessels  keep  to  their  risht  side.  Her 
distance,  too,  must  be  reasonably  ascertained, 
because  the  Rondane  was  proceeding  ahead  of  the 
plaintiffs'  vessel  and  between  her  and  the  Hare. 
So  both  I  and  the  Elder  Brethren  think  that  if 
art.  16  applies  the  oiroumstances  were  suoh  that  it 
was  reasonable  to  say  that  the  position  of  the 
Hare  was  snfBcienUy  ascertained  to  comply  with 
the  rule.  I  also  think  it  is  worth  while  pointing 
out  that  the  rules  must  be  worked  with  a  certain 
amount  of  reason.  Mr.  Aspinall  relied  upon  the 
second  part  of  art.  16,  "  so  far  as  the  oiroum- 
stances of  the  case  admit."  It  would  be  very 
awkward  if  every  time  a  whistle  was  heard  and 
there  were  a  number  of  vessels  going  down  and 
others  were  coming  up,  meeting  each  other,  it 
was  obligatory  upon  any  vess^  in  a  lock  to 
stop.  It  would  seriously  hamper  vessels  astern ; 
and  although  there  is  a  rule  in  the  schedule  of 
signals  providing  a  special  signal  to  be  made  it  a 
vessel  is  obliged  to  stop  when  another  vessel  is 
following  her,  the  effect  of  stopping  for  every 
whistle  heard  would  be  to  stop  all  the  traffic,  and 
there  would  be,  it  seems  to  me,  a  general  stand- 
still, which  is  not  desirable.  For  these  reasons, 
which,  as  I  have  said,  I  give  without  any  lengthy 
consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs' 
vessel  cannot  be  held  to  blame  simply  bwsause  she 
did  not  stop  her  engines  upon  hearing  the 
whistle  of  the  Hare.  [His  Lordship  then  dealt 
with  the  facts,  and  found  the  Hare  alone  to  blame 
for  the  collision.] 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Hill,  Dickin$on,anA 
Co.,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Bateione  and  Co., 
Liverpool.     

l^ouse  of  fLorHs. 

Taeeday,  March  15. 

(Befoie  the  Lobd  Changjujcor  (Halsbnty), 
Lwds  Mackaohten,  Datet.  Jambs  of  Hbbb- 

FORD,  flOBBBTSON,  and  LiNDLEY.) 

HlTNTKB  V.  AtTOBNBT-  GrENXBAL.  (a) 

ON    APPEAL   FBOM    THE    COUBT    OF  APPEAL    IN 

KNQLAND. 

Beverme — Income  tax — Deduetiome — Life  tn<ur- 
anee  —  Payment  of  annual  premium — Income 
Tax  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Viet.  e.  34),  s.  54. 

The  appellant  insured  his  life  with  aremetered 
insurance  company.  By  agreement  oefwesn 
himself  and  the  company  he  only  paid  half  the 
annual  premium  on  the  policy,  the  other  half 
being  advanced  by  the  company,  and  the  amount 
of  such  advances,  viith  interest,  being  made  a 
first  charge  upon  the  policy.  He  also  made  him- 
self personally  liable  to  repay  these  advances. 
The  company  gave  him  a  receipt  for  the  whole 
amount  of  the  premium  in  each  year. 

Held,  that,  in  making  his  return  of  profits  and 
gains  liable  to  income  tax,  he  was  only  entitled 
to  deduct,  under  sect.  54  of  the  Income  Tarn  Act 
1853,  <^(  half  of  the  nominal  premium  whichwa* 
actually  paid  by  him  to  the  company. 

Jtidgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeoit  affirmed,  Lord 
James  of  Hereford  dissenting. 


(a)  Baponed  hjCE.  Ualdin,  Xaq.,  BaRl(Mr4«-Lsw, 
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Appbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Gonrt  of  Appeal 
(Williams,  Stirling,  and  Mathew,  L.J  J.),  reported 
88  L.  T.  Rep.  184;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  614,  who  had 
reversed  a  decision  of  Phillimore.  J.,  reported  87 
L.ST.  Rep.  180;  (1902)  2  K.  B.  255. 

The  question  raised  was  whether  upon  the  true 
oonstmction  of  the  Income  Tax  Acts  the  appel- 
lant was  entitled  to  deduct  from  his  assessment 
or  to  obtain  relief  in  respect  of  662.  178.  Sd.,  the 
full  annual  premium  paid  upon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance upon  his  life,  or  only  in  respect  of  the  sum 
of  332.  178.  6d.,  the  difference  between  the  two 
sums  being  by  arrangement  between  the  appellant 
aad  the  London  Life  Association  Limited,  with 
whom  the  insurance  was  effected,  lent  by  the 
association  to  him  upon  the  security  of  the  policy 
and  appMed  in  part  payment  of  the  annual  pre- 
mium payable  in  respect  of  the  assurance. 

The  policy  was  dated  the  30th  June  1896,  and 
was  for  15001.  It  recited  that  the  sum  of 
66Z.  178.  6d.,  including  an  advance  of  33Z.  under 
the  first  clause  thereof  (being  the  premium  for 
.snch  assurance  until  the  30tfa  June  1897),  had 
been  paid  to  the  association,  and  inter  alia  pro- 
Tided  that  a  portion — viz.,  332. — of  the  renewal 
premium  should,  if  the  assured  should  so  desire, 
be  advanced  by  the  association  and  be  a  first 
charge  on  the  policy. 

By  clause  2  it  was  provided  that  after  the  pre. 
minm  should  have  been  paid  for  seven  years  or 
commuted  the  renewal  premium  should  be  subject 
to  any  reduction  which  might  be  declared  by  the 
-directors. 

On  the  30th  Jane  1896  the  appellant  received 
from  the  association  a  receipt  in  the  following 
terms: 

Beonpt  Ko.  1625.  The  London  Life  Association 
Limited,  81,  King  Williun-street,  London,  E.G.  K«- 
oeived  this  30th  day  of  June  1896  the  aam  of 
661. 17«.  6<I.  (inolndincr  331.  advanced  by  the  ssBocia- 
tion),  being  the  first  premium  on  an  aasnrance  of  ISOOI. 
on  the  life  of  Mr.  Kobert  Lewin  Hnnter,  for  wbioh  a 
pdioy  will  be  issned  in  dne  oonne.  C.  D.  Hiohah, 
Aotaary  and  Secretary.  661.  17t.  6d.  premium  (includ- 
ing advance  as  above).  Countersigned,  E.  C.  £. 
-Sharpe. 

By  agreement  dated  the  19th  July  1897  the 
appellant,  in  consideration  of  332.  then  advanced 
to  mm  by  way  of  loan,  and  of  the  same  amount 
Advanced  to  him  by  way  of  loan  on  the  30th  June 
1896,  and  of  five  further  sums  of  the  same  amount 
to  be  advanced  to  him  by  way  of  loan  by  the 
association  tinder  the  terms  of  the  policy,  charged 
the  policy  and  all  moneys  and  benefits  thereby 
asanred  as  security  for  repayment  to  the  associa- 
tion of  the  principal  sums  advanced  and  to  be 
advanced,  together  with  interest  as  mentioned  in 
the  agreement ;  and  he  further  agreed  to  pay  to 
the  association  the  principal  sums  and  interest, 
and  also,  as  long  as  the  principal  sums  or  any 
part  thereof  remained  owing,  to  pay  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  therein  mentioned. 

On  the  19th  July  1897  he  paid  to  the  association 
the  sum  of  332. 178.  6d.  in  cash,  and  the  association 
lent  him  the  sum  of  332.,  that  amount  making  up 
the  sum  of  662. 178.  6(2.,  the  full  amount  of  the 
renewal  premium. 

A  receipt  was  given  in  the  words  and  figures 
following: 

Beoeipt  No.  1475.  The  London  Life  Association 
lamited,  81,  King  Wtliam-ttreet,  London,  E.C.    Policy 


No.  30540.  Dne  30th  Jane  1897.  Rsoeived  this  19th  day 
of  Joly  1897  the  snm  of  66i.  17>.  6<2.,  being  the  axnonnt 
of  one  year's  prcmiam,  dne  as  above,  for  the  aisnranoe 
of  ISOOi.  by  this  policy  on  the  life  of  Mr.  B.  L.  Hunter. 

661.  17*.  Gd.  amonnt  paid.  C.  D.  HiaHAM,  Actuary  and 
Secretary.  For  one  of  the  directors  of  the  association. 
Countersigned,  £.  C.  E.  Sharpe. 

On  the  8th  July  1898  the  appellant  made  a 
similar  payment,  and  the  association  made  a 
similar  loan,  which  was  applied  in  the  same  'way. 
A  receipt  was  given  simiuir  to  that  given  on  tne 
19th  July  1897. 

The  association  did  not  in  any  of  the  years 
1896,  1897,  and  1898  make  any  actual  Oash  pay- 
ment to  the  appellant,  but  in  each  of  such  years 
debited  him  with  the  sum  of  332.  in  the  loan 
Kgister,  and  in  the  renewal  premium  register  he 
was  credited  with  the  f  uU  amount  of  the  premiani. 
The  appellant  in  each  of  the  yean  lw7,  1898, 
and  1899  paid  interest  upon  the  total  amount  of 
the  loans  made  by  the  association  then  standing 
to  his  debit  in  the  loan  ledger.  In  each  of  the 
Tears  1896-7, 1897-8,  and  1898-9  the  firm  of  which 
he  was  a  member  were  assessed  to  income  tax 
under  sched.  D  in  respect  of  the  profits  of  their 
business,  the  assessment  being  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  appellant  was  entitled  to 
relief  to  the  amount  of  332.  178. 6(2.  only  in  respect 
of  the  premium  for  the  policy,  and  in  each  year 
the  special  commissioners  refused  on  appeal  to 
grant  relief  in  reelect  of  the  whole  of  the  pre- 
mium of  662. 17*.  6d.    ^ 

In  the  year  1900  the-  appellant  presented  a 
petition  of  right,  claiming  payment  of  the  sum 
of  32.  68.,  being  the  income  tax  paid  in  respect  of 
the  sum  of  332.  in  the  three  ydars  above  mentioned. 

Phillimore,  J.  held  that\the  appellant  waa 
entitled    to   deduct    from    t»e  tax   the    whole 

662.  178.  6c2. ;  but  his  decision  y^fa  reversed  by  the 
the  Court  of  Appeal.  V 

Danckwerta,  K.O.  and  Aelandy  K.O.  appeared 
for  the  appellant. 

The  Attorney-General  (Sir  R.  FiVlay,  K.C.),  the 
Bolieitor- General  (Sir  E.  Carsolp.  K.O.),  and 
Bowlatt  for  the  respondent. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argsfmonta  their 
Lordships  gave  judgment  as  foUows  T 

The  LoED  Chancelloe  (HalsPiiry)-  —  ^^ 
Lords:  It  appears  to  me  that  thiA  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  whole  pcVnt  is  that 
the  exemption,  or  deduction,  or  whate-\o'*  **  *^  J** 
be  called,  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  assi^'ed  if  the 
premium  has  been  "paid  by  him,"  anW  ^^^  ^''^ 
reason  which  I  give  for  my  judgment!  is  that  it 
has  not  been  paid  by  him.  I  move  your  iLordships 
that  the  appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs  I 

Lord  Mackaghtkn.  —  My  Lords  :  I  quite 
agree. 

Lord  Datet.— My  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  No  doubt  the  argument  basi  >d  on  the 
oharge  on  the  policy  appears  to  have  soi  »e  weight 
because  it  sppears  as  between  the  appe  Uant  and 
the  insurance  company  that  the  premiui  i  has  beui 
paid.  But  that  is  not  the  questii  i^  _  The 
question  is  whether  the  appellant  has  paid  the 
premium  so  as  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  t  >«  exemp- 
tion. Looking  at  the  whole  transaction,  it  appears 
to  me  that  it  was  a  scheme  of  some  ingennity 
whereby  the  insurance  company  invited  people  to 
insnre  their  lives  in  their  office  on  the  ;  iootuig  w 
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half  the  annual  pretniams  for  seven  years  not 
Itavisg  to  be  found  in  cash  ;  and  the  very  merit 
ot  the  scheme,  as  pointed  out  in  some  ot  the 
docamenta,  in  the  invitations,  or  prospectus,  or 
irhatever  it  is  called,  is  that  the  inaurea  will  not 
have  to  pay  in  cash  the  whole  of  the  premiums. 
In  these  circamatances  I  think  that  the  entry  in 
the  ledger  is  a  perfectly  accurate  entry,  that 
331.  17*.  6d.  is  paid  and  332.  remained  "  on 
<9redit."  It  may  be  that  the  insured  was  liable 
to  be  sued  for  that  38!.,  but  he  was  willing  to 
ran  that  risk,  no  doubt,  for  the  sake  of  obtaining 
the  very  favourable  terms  which  were  offered 
to  him  by  the  insurance  company,  who  were 
not  likely  to  spoil  their  business  by  taking  such 
a  step. 

LoBD  Jahks  of  Hbbefobd. — My  Lords:  I 
Iiave  entertained  considerable  doubt  in  this  case, 
and  I  expreaa  the  opinion  which  I  now  do  expresa 
Itefore  your  Lordships  with  very  great  hesita- 
tion as  to  whether  I  am  right  or  not  ;  but, 
on  the  whole,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  payment  does  in  fact  exist  and 
therefore  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to 
succeed.  I  am  aware  of  the  statement  that 
this  transaction,  as  regards  the  33!.,  was  deacribed 
as  "  on  credit."  That,  of  courae,  ia  aubstantially 
in  favour  of  the  opinion  which  your  Iiordshipe 
have  expressed.  But  I  am  disposed  to  look  rather 
at  the  real  substance  of  the  transaction  aa  it  ia 
found  in  the  charge  on  the  policy.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  parties  have  acted  in  perfect  good  faith 
in  this  arrangement  which  has  taken  place; 
whether  it  is  an  ingenious  one  or  not,  it  is  cer- 
tainly an  honest  transaction,  and  in  it,  as  between 
the  two  parties,  this  aum  ia  treated  as  an  advance 
upon  loan,  and  it  is  admitted  that  upon  that 
document  between  them  an  action  could  have  been 
brought,  so  that  at  any  time,  if  the  company 
chose  to  take  that  courae,  although  it  may  be  one 
which  they  would  not  have  taken  in  fact,  they 
could  have  sued  upon  it.  It  appears  to  me  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  transaction  which  can  be 
condemned,  either  in  the  nature  of  the  trans- 
action itself,  or  as  being  legally  in  fault.  If  one 
party  chose  to  say  to  the  other,  "  I  will  lend  you 
in<mey  with  one  hand  and  receive  it  with  the 
other,"  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  transaction  of  loan 
with  a  charge  of  interest  upon  that  loan,  and  it 
was  treated  by  the  partiea  in  good  faith  as  a  loan ; 
and,  that  being  so,  it  would  be  a  "  payment "  in 
the  aame  way,  as  has  been  mentioned  at  the  Bar, 
as  if  the  money  had  been  borrowed  from  a  third 
person,  or  as  if  there  had  been  two  different 
departments  in  the  same  office  in  which  the 
transaction  had  taken  place.  For  these  reasons, 
with  very  great  diffidence,.  I  differ  from  my 
noble  and  learned  friends  who  have  expressed 
thdr  opinions,  for  looking  at  the  case  as  a  whole, 
and  it  is  full  of  difficulties,  though  it  is  a  short 
one,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  appellant  is  entitled 
to  succeed. 

Lord  BoBEBTSON. — My  Lords:  I  agree  with 
the  motion  which  has  been  proposed,  upon  the 
-vary  simple  and  sufficient  ground  stated  bv  the 
Lord  Chancellor.  The  whole  argument  oi  the 
appellant  has  been  that  as  in  a  question  between 
the  assnred  and  the  insurance  company  he  must 
be  held  to  have  paid  the  larger  aum.  But  in 
point  of  fact  in  a  question  of  the  extent  by  which 
his  income  was  diminished  during  the  year  by  the 


payment,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  only 
by  33!.  and  not  by  66!. 

Lord  LiNDiiBT. — My  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  I  think  the  judgment  of  Mathew,  L.J. 
absolutely  unanswerable.  I  aay  this  bearing  in 
mind  that  under  the  old  common  law  plea  of  pay- 
ment you  could  prove  the  plea  by  a  settlement  of 
account  on  a  balance  payment,  but  that  is  not 
Buch  a  payment  as  is  contemplatsd  by  the  Income 
Tax  Acte  at  all. 

Judgment  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal 
dutmiMted  with  eoits. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Hunter  and  Haynet, 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Sir  F.   C.  Gore^ 
Solicitor  of  Inland  Revenue. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Dee.  3  and  4, 1903. 

(Before  Williams,  Bombb,  and  Stirling,  L.JJ.. 

Bsiaa  V.  Thobnton.  (a) 

AFFBAL  FBOM  THE   COUNTY    PALATINE  OP 
LANCASTEK. 

Lessor  and  lessee — Covenant  not  to  let  adjoining 
property  for  purpose  of  a  certain  husineis— 
Breach  of  covenant — Remedies  of  lessee. 

By  an  agreement  in  writing,  dated  the  30th  Oct. 

1901,  T.  agreed  to  grant  to  the  plaintiff  a  lease 
of  a  shop  in  an  arcade  for  twenty-one  years, 
such  lease  to  contain  a  covenant  by  the  lessee- 
"  not  to  carry  on  upon  the  premises  any  other- 
trade  or  biuiness  than  that  of  a  dealer  in  pietvres- 
{oU  arid  water-colours),  prints,  engravings,photo- 
graphs,etehings,  and  articles  of  vertu,  artistic  and' 
heraldic  stationer,  frame-maJeer  and  dealer  in- 
photographic  frames,  artists^  colours,  and  the 
accessories  to  the  said  trade  or  business  ",-  and  also' 
a  covenant  by  the  lessor  "  not  to  let  any  other  por- 
tion of  the  said  arcade  for  the  trade  or  businesB 
hereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  carried  on  by  the 
tenant." 

By  an  a^reenunt  in  writing,  dated  the  2Sth  Sept. 

1902,  T  agreed  to  let  to  G.  a  stall  in  the  arcade 
on  a  yearly  tenancy,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the 
tenant  should  "  not  carry  on  any  business  other 
than  that  of  a  librarian,  newsagent,  bookseller, 
or  stationer." 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  G.  was  selling  articles 
which  cam^  within  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of 
the  30th  Oct.  1901,  and  brought  an  action  against 
T.  and  G.  claiming  an  injunction  restraining 
T.  from  letting  or  allowing  to  remain  let  and 
G.  from  using  the  premises  coir^arised  in  his 
agreement  for  any  of  the  purposes  of  the  trade 
or  business  described  in  the  tenant's  covenant  in 
the  agreement  of  the  30th  Oct.  1901. 

Held,  the  evidence  showed  that  there  had  been  a 
substantial  breach  of  the  agreernent  with  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  covenant  being  against  letting 
and  not  againtt  tuing,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
in  that  action  treated  the  letting  to  G.  as  an 
existing  fact,  he  had  no  remedy  againtt  G.;  but 
as  against  T.  he  was  entitled  to  a  declaration 
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Digitized  by 


Google 


828-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[tfay  14,  1904. 


Ot.  op  App.] 


BBiaa  V.  Thobntoit. 


rCi.  o»  App. 


that  ihe  letting  to  O.  vat  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
not  to  let,  and  an  inquiry  <u  to  the  damagee 
tuetained  by  the  breach,  with  liberty  to  apply 
for  an  injuneHon  in  eate  of  any  attempt  at  any 
fttrther  letting  contrary  to  the  covenant. 
The  mrineiple  of  Kemp  v.  Bird  (37  L.  T.  Eep.  53  ; 
5  Ch.  JHv.  974)  applied. 

On  the  30th  Oct.  1901  an  ag^reement  in  writing 
bnt  not  nnder  seal,  was  entered  into  between  the 
defendants  Robert  Thornton  and  James  Thornton, 
who  were  bnilders  (therein  called  the  "  londlordB,'' 
which  expression  was  to  inolade  their  heirs  and 
.assigns),  of  the  one  part  and  the  plaintiff, 
.  Charles  A.  Brigg,  a  fine  art  dealer  (therein  called 
the  "  tenant,"  which  expression  was  to  include  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  permitted  assigns), 
of  the  other  part  bv  which  the  landlords  agreed, 
as  soon  as  certain  shops  therein  referred  to  were 
built,  to  grant,  and  the  tenant  agreed  to  take,  a 
lease  of  the  shop  then  about  to  be  erected  br  the 
landlords  in  the  arcade  on  the  north  side  ot  Lord- 
street,  Liveroool,  as  shown  on  the  plan  thereunto 
annexed  ana  therein  numbered  6  and  7,  for  a  term 
of  twentj-one  years  from  the  date  when  the  shop 
should  M  fit  and  ready  for  occupation  by  the 
tenant  for  the  purpose  of  his  business,  at  a  rent 
ot  1501.  a  Tear.  And  it  was  agreed  tbat  tbe 
lease  should  contain  a  covenant  by  the  tenant 
(inter  alia)  "  not  to  cany  on  upon  the  premises 
any  other  trade  or  business  than  that  of  a  dealer 
in  pictures  (oil  and  water  colours),  prints,  en- 
gravings, photographs,  etchings,  and  articles  of 
Tertu,  artistic  and  nertildic  stationer,  frame  maJcer 
and  dealer  in  photographic  frames,  artists'  colours, 
and  the  accessories  to  the  said  trade  or  business," 
and,  further,  thatthe  lease  should  contain  Tarions 
covenants  on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  including  a 
covenant  "  not  to  let  any  other  portion  of  the  said 
arcade  for  the  trade  or  business  hereinbefore 
mentioned  to  be  carried  on  by  \  he  tenant." 

The  shop  having  been  completed,  the  plainiafF 
took  possession  in  Oct.  1901,  and  was  still  in  pos- 
session, but  no  lease  had  been  actually  granted 
pursuant  to  the  agreement. 

By  an  agreement  in  writing,  not  under  seal, 
dated  the  25th  .Sept.  1902,  made  between  the 
defendants  Robert  and  James  Thornton  (Uierein- 
after  called  "  the  landlords  ")  ot  the  one  part  and 
O.  J.  Grant,  "  bookseller  and  stationer"  (therein- 
after called  "  the  tenant ")  of  the  other  part,  the 
landlords  agreed  to  let  to  the  tenan'-,  and  he 
agreed  to  become  tenant  of,  a  stall  occupying  the 
wnole  of  the  front  portion  of  the  shop  in  the 
arcade  known  as  Nos.  8  and  9,  tbe  tenancy  to 
commence  on  the  1st  Oct.  1902,  for  a  year  certain, 
and  to  continue  until  determined  by  either  party 
on  three  months'  notice  in  writing.  And  it  was 
a^p'eed  that  "the  tenant  shall  not  make  any  altera- 
tion in  or  addition  to  the  said  stall,  nor  carry  on 
any  business  other  than  that  of  a  librarian,  news- 
agent, Ixrakseller,  or  stationer,  without  the  previous 
consent  in  writing  of  the  landlords." 

Grant  entered  into  possession  of  the  stall  under 
this  agreement  and  carried  on  business  there  under 
tbe  name  of  Charles  Grant  and  Sou,  and  sold 
articles  such  as  wedding  cards  and  ball  pro- 
grammes, coming  withm  the  description  of 
"artistic  stationery,"  picture  post  cards,  photo- 
graphs, Christmas  and  New  Year  cards,  "best 
camel  hair  brushes,"  Indian  ink,  lithographs 
coloured  by  hand,  nnd  other   articles  of  tnat 


nature.  It  was  alleged  that  other  persona  to 
whom  the  defendant  Thornton  had  let  other  por- 
tions of  the  shop  Nos.  8  and  9  had  sold  jphoto- 
graphic  frames  and  articles  of  artistic  stationery. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  acts  of  the 
defendants  Thornton  and  of  their  tenant  Grant 
were  a  breach  of  the  agreement  nf  Oct.  1901  and 
had  caused  him  considerable  damnge,  and  he 
brought  this  action  agunst  Messrs.  Thornton  and 
Charles  J.  Grant  and  Son  claiming  an  injonc- 
tion  restraining  the  defendants  Thornton  from 
letting,  or  allowing  to  remain  let,  and  Charles  J. 
Grant  and  Son  from  using  or  causing  or  allowing 
to  be  used,  the  premises  numbered  8  and  9  in 
the  arcade,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  other 
portion  of  the  arcade,  for  the  purposes,  or  any  of 
the  purpoaes,  of  the  trade  or  business  described 
in  the  tenant's  covenant  in  the  agreement  of  the 
30th  Oct  1901,  and  damages. 

By  their  statement  of  defence  the  defendants 
Thornton  alleged  that  the  stall  was  not  let  to 
Grant  for  any  business  other  than  that  of  a 
librarian,  newssgent,  bookseller,  or  stationer; 
and  that  if  Grant  intended  to  carry  on  any  other 
business  they  had  no  knowledge  of  such  inten- 
tion ;  that  the  other  portions  of  Nos.  8  and  9  in 
the  arcade  were  not  let  tor  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing on  any  of  the  trades  or  businesses  of  which 
the  plaintifC  complained  as  being  carried  on 
there,  and  they  had  no  knowledze  of  any  inten- 
tion to  carry  on  any  of  such  businesses,  and  they 
denied  that  they  were  in  fact  carried  on. 

The  defendants  Charles  J.  Grant  and  Son  by 
their  defence  denied  that  they  were  carry- 
ing on  at  their  stall  any  of  the  businesses 
comprised  in  the  covenant  in  the  agreement 
ot  the  30th  Oct.  1901,  and  contended  that 
the  sale  of  the  articles  sold  by  them  as 
above  mentioned  constituted  a  part  of  the 
business  of  a  librarian,  newsagent,  tKwkseller,  or 
stationer,  and  was  not  either  an  essential  or  im- 
portant part  of  the  businesses  mentioned  in  the 
covenant.  In  the  alternative  they  contendel  that, 
it  the  sale  of  such  articles  was  an  essential  and 
important  part  of  the  businesses  mentioned  in  the 
covenant,  they  were  not  in  fact  carrying  on  such 
businesses. 

The  action  was  heard  on  viva  voce  evidence,  a 
part  of  which  referred  to  the  question  whether 
Grant  or  his  firm  had,  at  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment ot  the  25th  Sept.  1902,  notice  of  the  agroe- 
ment  of  the  30th  Oct.  1901,  and  of  the  restrictive 
covenant  therein  contained.  Upon  that  point  tbe 
Yioe-Ohancellor  thought  that  the  fact  that  a 
restriction  was  inserted  in  Grant's  agreement  was 
enough  to  support  a  finding  that  he  or  his  firm 
knew  that  the  premises  in  the  arcade  were  subject 
to  a  restriction  as  to  the  kind  of  business  which 
might  be  carried  on  there.  The  Yice-Chancellor 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  all  the  defendants  had 
acted  in  contravention  of  the  covenant  in  the 
agreement  of  the  30th  Oct.  1901 ,  and  he  granted 
an  injunction  restrainingthe  defendants  Thornton, 
during  tbe  continuance  of  the  plaintiff's  tenancy 
under  the  agreement  of  the  30th  Oct  1901,  or  of 
any  lease  to  be  granted  thereunder,  from  letting 
any  portion  of  the  arcade,  other  than  the 
portion  thereof  agreed  to  be  let  to  the  plaintiff, 
for  a  trade  or  business  comprising  all  or  any  of 
the  trades  or  buainesses  mentioned  in  the  tenant's 
covenant  in  that  agreement.  He  also  granted  a 
similar     injunction     against     the    defendants 
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Charles  J.  Grant  and  Son,  bat  he  suspended  the 
operation  of  this  injunction  pendine  an  appeal  by 
tbem  £rom  that  judgment.  And  ne  granted  an 
inquiry  aa  to  what  damages  had,  until  tiiat  in- 
junction should  come  into  operation,  been  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  breach, 
non-performance,  or  non-obserranoe  by  the  de- 
fendants, or  any  of  them,  ot  the  abore-mentioned 
<x>Tenant  on  the  part  ot  the  landlords  in  the 
agreement  of  the  30th  Oct.  1901,  and  an  order 
4ar  payment  by  all  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff 
of  what  should  be  certified  to  be  due  in  respect 
«(  the  said  damages,  the  plaintiff's  costs  to  be 
taxed  and  paid  by  the  several  defendants. 
All  the  defendants  appealed. 
NevUle,  K.O.  and  F.  M.  Prnton,  for  the 
appellaats. — The  tenants,  the  defendants  Grant, 
hare  not  broken  the  covenant  not  to  let  the  pre- 
mises for  this  particular  trade  or  business,  and 
the  plaintiff  cannot  sue  them  on  a  covenant 
«ntei«d  into  by  their  lessor.  He  must  look  to  his 
lessor  for  damages.  He  might  have  insisted  on  a 
provision  that  none  of  the  property  should  be 
used  for  this  purpose,  but  did  not  do  so : 

Kmvp  y.  Bird,  37  L.  T.  Sep.  53 ;  5  Cb.  Siv.  549, 
974; 

FiUy.  lU;  68  I,.T.Bep.  108  ;  (1893)  1  Ch.  77; 

Stuart  V.  Diplock,  62  L.  T.  Bep.  333  ;  43  C3i.  Div. 
343; 

Athby  T.  WiUan,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  480 ;  (1900)  1 
Ch.  66. 
[Stiblino,  L.J.  referred  to  De  Mattot  ▼.  Qiiton, 
4  De  G.  &  J.  276.]  If  there  had  been  a  covenant 
by  the  lessor  that  the  property  should  not  be  used 
for  this  business,  the  Grants  might  have  been 
liable  under  the  doctrine  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  (2  Ph. 
774) ;  but  it  is  not  admitted  that  they  had  any 
notice  of  the  covenant.  The  busineis  for  which 
the  premises  were  let  to  the  Grants  is  distinct  from 
that  of  the  plsintiff,  though  as  to  some  articles 
they  overlap.    They  also  referred  to 

ZiumUy  T.  Qy«,  2  E.  &  B.  216. 
fWiLLiAjfs,  L.J.  referred  to  Allen  v.  Flood,  77 
L  T.  Bep.  717,  757  ;  (1898)  A.  C.  1.121.] 

P.  0.  Jjawrenee,  K.C.  and  12.  B.  Lawrence  for 
the  plaintiff. — The  businees  carried  on  by  the 
defendants  Grant  is  that  of  fancy  and  heraldic 
stationers,  and  the  landlords  have  committed  a 
breach  of  the  covenant.  Stuart  v.  Biploek  (u6t 
rap.)  is  distinguishable,  and  in  Ashhy  v.  WUioti 
{vbi  tup.)  the  businesses  overlapped.  There  is  here 
a  restrictive  covenant  which  touches  or  oonoems 
the  land,  and  the  only  defence  to  an  action  on 
that  covenant  is  that  the  drfendant  is  a  purchaser 
for  Talue  without  notice  having  the  legal  estate ; 
sad  the  onus  ot  establishing  that  defence  is  on  the 
{•arson  who  sets  it  up.  That  appears  from  the 
observations  of  Jessel,  M.B.  in  London  and  SotUh' 
Western  Railway  v.  Gomm  (46  L.  T.  Aep.  448, 
452 ;  20  Ch.  Div.  562,  583)  with  reference  to  Ttdk 
f.  Moxhay  (ubi  lup.) : 

Sogers  r.  Hosegood,  83  L.  T.  Bep.  186 ;  (1900)  2  Ch. 

388  * 
Osborne  v.  Bradltv,  89    L.  T.    Bep.  11;  (1903) 

2  Ch.  446 ; 
Atlorney-Osneral  v.  Biphosphated  Ghtano  Oompany, 

40  L.  T.  Bep.  201 :  II  Ch.  Div.  327  ; 
yottingham  Patent  Brick  and  Tile  Company  T. 

Butler,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  444 ;  16  Q.  B.  Div.  778, 

785. 
[WiLLiAXS,  L.  J.  referred  to  Leeeh  r.  Sehteeder 


(30  L.  T.  Bep.  586 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Ch.  App.  463)  and 
Coles  V.  Sims  (5  De  G.  M.  i,  G.  1,  8).]  The  qnes. 
tion  as  to  notice  was  not  gone  into  before  th« 
Yioe-GhancelloT,  and,  it  necessaty,  evidmoe  on 
the  point  should  be  allowed  to  be  given : 

Sx  parts  Firth  t  Be  Cowbum,  46  L.  T.  Bep.  120 ; 
19  Ch.  Div.  419. 

It  oonld  be  proved  here  that  the  estates  were  only 
equitable.  [Stibliito,  liJ.  referred  to  CutKbert. 
son  T.  Irving  (4  H.  &  N.  742 ;  6  H.  &  N.  135)  and 
Heath  r.  Crealoek  (SI  L.  T.  Bep.  650;  L.  Bep. 
10  Gh.  App.  22].  A  covenant  not  to  let  amonnts 
to  a  covenant  not  to  let  or  use.  They  also 
referred  to 

Mandsr  v.  FoOeke,  64  L.  T.  Bep.  791 ;  (1891)  2  Ch. 
554; 

Walsh  V.  Lonsdale.  46  L. T.  Bep.  858  ;  21  Ch.  Div. 

9,14; 
Holloway  Brothers  t.  Bill,  87   L.  T.    Bep.   201 1 

(1902)  2  Ch.  612. 

AevtOe,  K-Cinieply. 

WiLUAKS,  L.J. — This  action  is  in  substamoe 
brought  in  conseqnenoe  of  an  all^;ed  breach  ot  a 
clause  in  an  agreement  tor  a  lease  for  tweni^-ono 
years  at  a  rent  ot  160Z.  a  year.  The  olause  in  VhB 
agreement  which  it  is  alleged  is  broken  is  a 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  "  not  to  let 
any  other  portion  of  the  said  arcade  for  the  trade 
or  business  hereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  oanied 
on  by  the  tenant"  That  clause^  it  will  be 
observed,  is  a  danse  against  letting;  it  is  not  a 
danse  against  using.  In  order  to  see  whetiier 
there  has  been  a  breach  of  it,  one  must  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  words  "  for  the  trade  or  bnn< 
ness  hereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  carried  on  by 
the  tenant."  The  business  hereinbefore  man* 
tioned  is  referred  to  in  an  antecedent  olanse  pro< 
viding  that  the  tenant  should  covenant  "  not  to 
carry  on  npon  the  premises  any  other  trade  or 
business  tlunthat  of  a  dealer  in  pictures  (oil  and 
water-colours),  printe,  engravings,  phot(^p«phs, 
etohin^,  and  articles  of  vertii,  artistio  and 
heraldic  stationer,  frame-maker  and  dealer  in 
photographic  frames,  artiste'  colours,  and  the 
accessories  to  the  said  trade  or  business."  I  Mree 
with  the  learned  Vice- Chancellor  here  that,  if  one 
looks  at  the  evidenoe  and  considers  substantially 
what  business  it  is  whidi  is  mentioned  in  tna 
earlier  olause,  the  evidenoe  shows  that  there  has 
been  a  substential  breach  ot  the  covenant  "  not  to 
let  any  other  portion  ot  the  arcade  tor  the  trade 
or  business  hereinbefore  mentioned."  In  order, 
however,  to  arrive  at  this  conclusion,  one  is  bonnd 
also  to  look  at  (he  letting  from  year  to  year  to 
the  defendant  Grant ;  but  it  will  be  observed  that 
that  letting  from  year  to  year  is  a  letting  which  is 
determinable  by  the  lessor  upon  three  months' 
notice.  The  words  of  that  letting  are:  "The 
tenant  shall  not  make  any  alteration  in  or 
addition  to  the  said  stall,  nor  carry  on  any  busi- 
ness other  than  that  ot  a  librarian,  news- 
agent, bookseller,  or  stetioner,  without  the 
previous  consent  in  writing  of  the  landlords." 
It  one  looks  at  the  description  of  the  business  in 
the  plaintiff's  agreement  end  asks  oneself  the 
question  whether  the  letting  to  Grant  of  the 
premices  tor  the  purpose  ot  carrying  on  the 
business  ot  a  stetioner  would  be  a  breach  ot  the 
agreement  not  to  let  the  other  part  ot  the  arcade 
tor  the  purpose  ot  carrving  on  the  business 
mentionea  in  the  plaintiff  s  agreement,  it  seems 
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that  if  there  is  so  qnalification  of  the  word 
"  stationer,"  or  limitation  of  what  may  be  done 
twder  that  business,  it  would  be  a  substantial 
breach  of  the  agreement.  When  one  has  once 
arrived  at  that  conclusion  it  seems  to  me  that  one 
has  ^ot  over  the  principal  difficulty  which  exists 
in  this  case ;  but  assuming  that  the  letting  by  the 
Thorntons  to  Grant  is  a  breach  of  the  Thorntons' 
agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  it  still  is  necessa^ 
to  deal  with  what  are  the  remedies  of  the  plaintiff, 
and,  moreover,  against  whom  he  has  got  those 
remedies.  I  think  that  if  information  had  come 
to  the  plaintiff  while  this  letting  to  Grant  was 
threatened  or  in  negotiation,  the  plaintiff  could 
probably  have  gcHie  to  the  court  and  applied  for 
an  injunction  not  only  to  restrain  the  Thorntons 
ftrom  letting  to  Grant,  but  to  restrain  Grant 
trora  taking  these  premises  in  breach  of  this 
covenant ;  and  after  the  letting  to  Grant  by  the 
Thorntons  had  become  an  accomplished  fact,  in 
my  judgment  the  plaintiff  could  have  gone  to 
tiie  oonrt  and  could  have  asked  for  a  declaration 
that  that  letting  was  a  bad  letting,  and  that 
deolaratioa  would  have  bound  both  tiie  Thorntons 
snd  Grant.  But  that  is  not  what  happened  in 
this  case.  The  plaintiff  has  not  got  any  such 
deolai&tton,  nor  has  he  got  any  such  injunction  as 
I  bttn  snggeBted.  He  has  been  content  to  leave 
the  letting  to  Grant  an  existing  fact,  and  not  to 
impeach  it.  Such  an  injunction  as  he  has 
obtiuBed  applies  merely  to  the  future  dealings 
with  tbe  property,  and  not  to  that  dealing  which 
oonaisted  of  the  letting  to  Grant.  It  seems  to 
me  that  under  those  circumstances  the  remedy  of 
the  plaintiff  against  Grant  is  gone  altogether. 
He  oaanot  get,  in  my  judgment,  either  damages 
or  an  injunction  against  Grant  in  respect  merely 
of  the  user  by  Grant  of  these  premises.  Wha^i 
he  can  get  is  a  remedy  for  the  breach  of  the 
covenant  as  to  letting ;  and,  inasmuch  as  he  does 
not  now  impeach  the  letting,  it  seems  to  me  that 
his  remedy  is  merely  a  remedy  against  the 
Thorntons,  and  is  merely  in  damages.  Ko  doubt, 
if  there  was  reason  to  suppose  that  there  was 
likely  hereafter  to  be  a  further  letting  in  the  same 
way  in  which  the  Thorntons  have  let  to  Grant,  there 
might  be  an  injunction  with  regard  to  the  future 
dealing  with  the  property,  and  indeed  the 
Yice-Ohancellor  has  granted  such  an  injunc- 
tion ;  but  the  primary  remedy  here  in  respect 
of  this  particular  transaction  is,  in  my  judg- 
ment, that  the  plaintiff  should  have  damages 
against  the  Thorntons  for  the  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant not  to  let ;  and  it  seems  to  me,  the  letting 
standing,  that  no  damages  in  respect  of  that 
can  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  Grant. 
So  much  for  the  damages.  With  a  slight  modi- 
fication of  wording  the  direction  as  to  damages 
can  stand.  It  cannot  quite  stand,  because  it  will 
be  seen  that  there  is  a  reference  in  that  direction 
to  an  injunction,  and,  in  my  judgment,  thei-e 
is  no  need  for  an  injunction  here  at  all.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  facts  of  this  case  to  lead  one 
to  suppose  that  there  will  be  a  repetition  of  a 
letting  of  this  sort.  In  all  probability  the  form 
which  the  letting  took  was  a  mere  slip,  and 
if  the  parties  had  been  well  advised  in  the 
transaction  the  letting  might  very  well  have 
been  in  such  words  as  would  have  limited  the 
stationer's  business  to  be  carried  on  by  Grant 
in  such  a  way  that  it  would  not,  even  if  there 
had  been  an  express  letting,  constitute  a  breach 


of  the  covenant  not  to  let  any  part  of  the- 
ai'cade  for  the  business  mentioned  in  the  agree- 
ment. Under  those  circumstances  probably  no- 
injunction  will  be  necessary.  There  only  need  be< 
liberty  to  apply  in  case  (which  is  very  improbable) 
any  attempt  at  any  such  further  letting  should 
be  made ;  and  wa  can  make  a  declaration  simply 
that  the  letting  to  Grant  wa&  a  breach  of  the' 
clause  in  the  agreement  by  the  Thorntons  with 
the  plaintiff  not  to  let  for  the  business  before- 
mentioned  in  that  agi'eement,  and  then  grant  an 
inquiry  as  to  what  damages  have  been  sustained 
by  the  breach.  I  only  wish  to  add  that  the- 
damages  will  be  really  larger  or  smaller  accord- 
ing as  the  Thorntons  choose  to  mitigate  them. 
For  all  that  I  can  see,  they  are  in  a  position  a» 
between  themselves  and  Grant  in  which  they  caa 
do  so. 

RosiEB,  L.J. — The  parties  here  certainly  raise*, 
td  my  mind,  a  very  puzzling  question ;  but  the 
conclusion  I  have  come  to  is  that,  at  any  rate,  the 
Thorntons  must  be  held  to  have  committed  a 
breach  of  their  agreement  with  the  plaintiff.  The 
trade  or  business  referred  to  in  the  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  appears  to  be  one  of  what  £ 
may  call  an  aggregate  kind — that  is  to  say,  it 
consists  of  several  beads,  which  are  detailed  in 
the  agreement,  and  amongst  those  heads  I  find 
"  axtistic  and  heraldic  stationer  "  and  "  dealer  in 
photographs."    The  conclusion  that  I  have  come 
to  is  that  those  references  to  the  heads  of  the 
trade  or  business  are  all  references  to  substantial 
portions  of  the  trade  or  business  regarded  as  a> 
whole.    One  of  those   portions  is  that  which  i» 
referred  to  in  the  words  "  artistic  and  heraldic 
stationer,"  and  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  that  was  simply  a  mere  accessory  to  another 
business — the  business  of  a  dealer  in  pictures — 
oil  and  water-colonrs.    To  my  mind,  it  was  an 
essential    part    of   the  business    regarded  as    a 
whole,  or,    at    any  rate,  a  substantial    portion. 
When  the  Thorntons  entered    into  their  agree- 
ment with  Grant  they  expressly  authorised  hin^ 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  stationer  generally. 
On  the  evidence  it   is   reasonably  clear   that  a 
stationer's  business    comprises   more    than    the 
business  which  may  be  described  under  the  head 
of   "arbiatio   and    heraldic    stationer";    but    I 
gather  that  stationers  would  carry  on  a  business- 
which  would  include  to  a  practical  extent  the 
business,  if  regarded  as  a  separate  business,  of 
artistic    and    heraldic    stationer ;    and,    on   the 
whole,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the- 
letting  by  the  Thorntons  to  Grant  was  a  letting 
to    enable    Grant    to    carry    on    a    substantial 
portion    of    the    trade    or   business     referred 
to  in  the  agreement  with   the  plaintiff.     That 
being  so,  it  follows  that  there  was  a  breach  of 
the  agreement  by  the  landlords,  and  there  is  no 
doubt  that  some  damages  have  resulted  from  that- 
letting.      The  plaintiff    therefore  is  entitled,  I 
think,  to  a  declaration  that  the  letting  to  Grant 
was  a  breach  of  the  contract  with  him,  and  to  an 
inquiry  as  to  damages.    For  the  reasons  given  by 
my  Lord  it  is  clearly  not  a  case  where  there  was- 
any  necessity  for  an  injunction  with  regard  to 
future  letting,  but  that,  I  think,  shows  the  extent 
of  the  plaintiffs  rights.    I  cannot  see  that  he  ha» 
established  any  right  to  make  Grant  liable  in  this 
action.    The  agreement  by  the  Thorntons  with  the 
plaintiff  was  only  not  to  let  any  of  the  other 
portions  of  the  arcade  for  any  trade  or  business 


Digitized  by 


Google 


May  14,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-331 


Ct.  op  App.] 


Be  Safety  Explositbs  Limited. 


[Ox.  OF  App. 


referred  to  in  that  agreement.    IS'otbing  is  said  as 
to  binding  the  property  in  the  arcade   generally 
with  respect  to  nser.    On  the  face  of  it,  the  agree- 
ment ia  restricted  to  not  letting.    I  suppose  that, 
AS  was  pointed  out  in  Kemp  v.  Bird  {ubi  sup.), 
a  somewhat  similar  case,  snch  a  covenant  as  that 
wonld  not  prevent  the  landlords  themselves  from 
«an7ing  on  in  the  arcade  a  business  of  any  kind 
that  they  chose,  or  prevent  them  from  selling  the 
«Tcade  and  the  purchaser  from  carrying  on  a 
^milar  business.    It  is  clear  from  Kemp  v.  Bird 
that  the    court    ought    not,  on  the  ground    of 
presumed  intention,  to  extend  a  covenant  such  as 
this  beyond  what  on  the  face  of  it  is  the  purpose 
of  it.    As  was  said  by  James,  L.J.  in  that  case  : 
'"Persons     who   are    men  of  business,  as  they 
wen  here,  are  able  to  get  protection  and  advice, 
and  they  must  make  their  covenants  express,  so 
aa  to  state  what  they  really  mean,  and  they  cannot 
get  a  ooart  of  law  or  of  equity  to  supply  some- 
thing which  they  have  not  stipulated  for  in  order 
to  get  a  benefit  which  is  supposed  to  have  been 
intuided."    That  being  so,  finding  here  simply  a 
covenant    to    restrain   letting,    what    are    the 
plaintiff's  remedies  if  letting  is  purported  to  be 
made,  or  is  made  P    If  it  is  threatened,  and  it  is 
aa  improper  letting,  he  can  apply  for  an  injunc- 
tion.   It  is  possible,  though  we  need  not  go  into 
detail  in  considering  it,  that,  even  after  a  letting 
has  been  effected, iithe  tenant  has  notice  express 
or  implied  (though  probably  he   always   would 
have  implied  notice),  it  may  be  that  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  have  the  letting  declared 
invalid  as  against  him.   That  may  be  so,  I  need  not 
consider  it  now ;  but  beyond  that  his  rights  do  not 
extend.      I  find  nothing  which  enables   him  to 
say :  "  There  is  a  letting ;  I  do  not  apply  to  set 
-aside  that  letting ;  I  do  not  apply  to  prevent  it. 
It  is  effective,  and  it  is  there,  and  I  am  not  coming 
to  set  it  aside ;  but,  assuming  that  letting  is  a 
good  letting  and  stands,  I  now  ask  the  court  to 
bold  that  the  tenant  cannot  use  the  property 
under  his  tenancy  except  subject  to  a  particohu: 
limitation."    I  can  find  nothing  in  the  agreement 
vith  the  plaintiff  which  enables  the  court  to  give 
effect  to  that,  and  in  that  respect  I  think  we  are 
bound  by  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Kemp  v. 
Bird  (ubi  sup.).    The  plaintiff  here  does  not  seek 
-any  relief  in  the  way  of  preventing  the  letting  or 
the  repetition  of  the  letting  as  against  him.    On 
the  contrary,  he  comes  here  and  asks  for  damages 
against  the  Thorntons  on  the  footing  that  there 
has  been  a  letting,  and  no  doubt  he  will  seek  to 
establish  substantial  damages  on  the  very  ground 
that  the  letting  has  allowed  Grant  to  caiTy  on 
the  business  he  is  carrying  on,   and  which   he 
^iumot  be  stopped  doing — at  least,  that  will  be  so 
decided  by  this  appeal.    It  appears  therefore  that 
the  plaintiff  here  has  no  remedy  against  Grant. 
He  cannot  attack  him  as  being  bound  by  any 
netrictive  covenants  affecting  the  user  of  the 
premises  during  his  tenancy ;  and,  of  course,  he 
u>t  being  a  person  who  has  contracted  with  the 
plaintiff.   Grant  cannot  be  sued  for  breach  of 
coTemmt.    Under  those  circumstances  there  can 
be  no  damages,    it  appears  to  me,  as   against 
<Tiant,  and  the  action  against  him  ought  to  have 
been  dismissed  with  coats. 

SiiRLisa,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
I  agree  with  the  Yioe-Chancellor  as  to  the  con- 
-ctnictioii  which  he  has  put  upon  the  clause  in  the 
-i^teement  which  has  been  entered  into  between 


the  Thorntons  and  the  plaintiff,  and  for  the 
reasons  which  he  has  given  and  which  my 
brothers  have  given.  To  tiiose  I  cannot  usefully 
add  anything  ;  but  I  should  like  to  say  one  word 
upon  the  case  as  regards  Messrs.  Grant.  As 
regards  them  the  case  is  based  upon  the  stipula- 
tion  in  the  ageement  with  the  plaintiff  that  the 
Thorntons  would  not  let  any  other  portion  of  the 
arcade  for  the  pui-pose  of  the  trade  or  business 
mentioned  to  be  carried  on  by  the  plaintiff.  We 
are  really  asked  to  read  that  as  if  it  were  a  stipu- 
lation that  the  Thorntons  would  not  let  or  asa 
any  other  portion  of  the  arcade  for  such  a  pur- 
pose. In  my  opinion  that  is  not  the  fair  con- 
struction of  the  covenant.  I  say  so  for  the  same 
reasons  as  were  given  by  Fry,  J.  in  Kemp  v. 
Bird  {uhi  tup.)  with  regard  to  the  covenant  in 
that  case — namely,  that  the  covenant  as  it  stands 
is  perfectly  inteUigible  and  reasonable.  In  the 
second  place,  the  construction  contended  for  by 
the  plaintiff  creates  a  much  wider  obligation  than 
is  imported  by  the  strict  words  of  the  covenant. 
The  lessors  might,  upon  my  reading  of  the 
covenant,  either  themselves  carry  on  the  same 
business  as  the  plaintiff  upon  another  part  of  the 
arcade,  or  they  might  have  sold  part  of  the  arcade 
for  that  purpose.  That  being  so,  and  the  coven- 
ant being,  as  it  stands,  intelligible  and  reasonable, 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  reason 
for  reading  it  as  extending  to  include  not  merely 
the  letting,  but  the  user,  of  the  other  portions  of 
the  arcade.  I  may  po'nt  out  that  if,  as  I  think,  that 
is  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement  in  this 
case,  the  assigns  of  Messrs.  Thornton  are  bound, 
knd  those  include  a  lessee,  still  the  same  objection 
arises,  because  the  only  obligation  upon  such  an 
assign  is  not  to  let  a  portion  of  the  premises,  and 
he  is  not  prohibited  from  using  them.  It  seems  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  relief  which  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  has  eranted  is  not  exactly  that  to 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  It  may  be  that  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  has  failed  to  protect  himself 
to  the  extent  which  he  desired,  but  that  does  not 
appear  to  me  a  sufficient  reason  for  altering  what 
is  the  plain  construction,  in  my  judgment,  of  the 
covenant. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants:  Bremner,  Sons, 
and  Corlett,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents :  Sharpe,  ParJcers, 
Pritchards,  Barham,  and  Lawford,  agents  for 
Charles  Gamett,  Liverpool. 


Saturday,  Dec.  19,  1903. 

(Before  Williams  and  Stiblino,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Safett  Explosives  Limited,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOU  THE  CHANCBBT  BITISION. 

Company — Winding-up — Proof  of  debt—AmemU 
ment  —  Solicitor  —  Lien  —  Omission  to  value 
security — "  Inadvertence  " — Companies  Act  1890 
(53  <£-54  Viet.  e.  63),  sehed.  1,  clause  8. 

The  solicitor  of  a  company  in  liquidation  had  a 
claim  against  it  for  costs,  and  claimed  a  lien 
for  them  on  certain  documents  in  his  pos- 
session. He  sent  in  a  proof  for  the  costs  in  the 
winding-up,  stating  he  held  no  security  for  the 
^ebt,  and  voted  at  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  tn 
respect  of  the  whole  debt. 

He  afterwards  acted  for  the  liquidator  in  corn- 


ea) Beported  b;  W.  C.  Biss,  Esq.,  BuTl«ter-U-L»w. 
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fMing  the  taU  of  the  company's  property,  and 
on  completion  received  the  purehaie  money  and 
handed  over  the  tUle  deeds  to  the  puraiaser, 
without  any  express  bargain  with  the  liquidator 
that  he  should  retain  the  benefit  of  the  lien.  He 
then  claimed  to  retain  the  de&<  out  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  and  applied  for  liberty  to  amend 
the  proof  by  stating  the  security  and  the  esti- 
mated value  of  it,  or,  in  the  alternative,  to 
withdraw  the  proof  and  rely  on  the  security  for 
payment. 

It  appeared  that  the  proof  was  made  out  by  a  derk 
who  was  unaware  of  the  existence  of  the  lien,  and 
that  the  eolieitor,  being  told  by  the  derk  that  the 
proof  was  in  order,  signed  and  swore  it,  the 
steUement  in  it  that  he  held  no  security  for  the 
debt  having  escaped  his  attention. 

Held,  that  under  the  circumstances  leave  ought  not 
to  be  given  to  am^nd  or  withdrau  the  pronf,  as, 
e««n  if  "  inadvertence "  toa«  proved,  in  the 
interval  ^between  the  carrying  in  of  the  proof 
and  the  applieaiion  for  leave  to  am,end  the 
position  of  all  parties,  and  of  the  liquidator  in 
pariieular,  had  been  altered. 

Decision  of  Buckley,  J.  reversed. 

The  statement  by  WiUiamt,  I.T.  in  Ex  parte  Clarice 
(67  L.  T.  Sep.  232,  233)  as  to  what  constitutes 
"  inadvertence  "  adhered  to. 

On  the  5th  Aug.  1902  an  order  was  made  for 
the  oompolaory  winding-np  of  a  oomponj  called 
the  Safety  Ezploairea  Limited.  At  that  date  a 
larse  sum  was  due  from  the  companj  to  their 
Bohdtors,  Messrs.  Cox  and  Lafone.  Coz  and 
Lafone  then  had  in  their  possession  the  title  deeds 
of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  properties  of  the 
company,  some  letters  patent  and  certain  docu- 
ments conferring  patenc  rights  on  the  company, 
and  a  policy  of  insuranoe  wfiioh  had  been  assigned 
to  the  company,  and  on  these  documents  they 
had  a  lien  in  respect  of  the  costs  due  to  them  from 
the  company. 

A  proof  for  the  debt  claimed  by  Coz  and 
Lafone,  showing  the  snm  of  8092. 128  5d.  was  due 
to  them,  was  sworn  by  G.  Coz,  one  of  the  partners, 
and  the  proof  stated  the  firm  were  nnseonred 
creditors.  Afterwards  one  of  their  clerks,  as 
iheir  proxy,  voted  at  a  meeting  of  creditors  on  the 
footing  that  they  were  unsecnred  creditors  for  the 
whole  amount. 

In  Dec.  1902  the  official  liquidator  sold  by  tender 
the  whole  of  the  company's  property,  consisting 
of  freeholds,  leaseholds,  patent  rights,  machinery, 
plant,  stock-in-trade,  and  the  p<^cy  of  insurance, 
for  36002.,  and  Coz  and  Lafone  acted  as  the 
liquidator's  solicitors  in  the  matter.  The  sale 
was  completed  on  the  4th  Feb.  1903,  and  Cox  and 
Lafone  handed  over  to  the  purchaser  the  title 
deeds  and  other  documents  on  which  they  had  a 
lien,  and  the  pnrohase  money  was  handed  to  them. 
They  claimea  to  retain  out  of  this  sum  the  abore- 
mentioned  sum  ot  809Z.  12*.  5d.,  and  152.  Os.  4d.,  the 
costs  due  to  them  by  the  liquidator  in  the  wind- 
ing-up, and  sent  him  a  cheque  for  the  balance. 
There  was  no  ezpress  bargain  between  Coz  and 
Lafone  and  the  liquidator  that  they  should  retain 
the  benefit  of  their  lien  though  they  handed  over 
the  deeds,  nor  did  they  inform  nim  that  they 
claimed  the  same  tight  to  payment  as  if  they  bad 
retained  possession  of  the  deeds. 

The  liquidator  contended  that  they  had  waived 
their  lien,  and  had  had  no  right  to  make  the  deduc- 


tionfrom  the  purchase  money  ;  and  on  the  2l8t  May 
1903  Coz  and  Lafone  took  out  a  summons  under 
clause  8  of  the  first  schedule  to  the  Companiea 
Winding-up  Act  1890  asking  for  leave,  at  their 
own  ezpense,  to  amend  their  proof  by  inserting 
therein  the  particulars  of  their  security  and  the 
value  at  which  they  estimated  it ;  or,  in  the 
alternative,  to  withdraw  their  proof  and  rely  on 
their  security  for  payment  of  their  debt  due  to 
them  by  the  company.  In  support  of  this 
summons  G.  Coz  made  an  affidavit  in  which  he 
said  that  when  a  form  of  proof  of  the  debt  was 
sent  to  him  by  the  liquidator  he  handed  it  to  one 
of  his  clerks  named  Moore,  with  instructions  to  do 
what  was  necessary,  but  did  not  inform  him  that 
the  firm  had  the  title  deeds  and  other  documents 
of  the  company  in  their  possession ;  that  Moore 
afterwards  placed  before  nim  the  form  of  proof 
filled  in  and  also  a  general  form  of  proxy ;  that 
he  inquired  of  Moore  whether  the  proof  and  proz^ 
were  in  order,  and  that,  on  being  assured  by  him 
that  they  were,  he  swore  the  proof  and  signed  the 
prozy  and  gave  them  to  Moore.    Ho  continued : 

In  so  doing  I  had  the  most  perfeot  oon&denoa  that  th* 
doonmenta  had  been  conestly  and  oarefally  prepared  in 
every  detail.  No  qneition  of  seonrity  tot  the  said  debt 
waa  mentioned  to  me  by  Moore,  and  it  entirely  eaoaped 
my  attention  when  I  aig^nad  and  airore  the  said  proof 
that  aa  prepared  it  pnrportsd  ti  state  that  my  firm  held 
no  aeoority  for  the  debt  dne  to  my  Arm  by  the  oompany. 
Neither  I  nor  my  partner  ever  had  tha  aligbtest  inten- 
tion of  aorrendering  or  abandoning  the  lien  to  whioh  my 
firm  was  entitled  on  the  oompany'a  deeds  and  doca- 
manta  in  my  firm'a  poaaeaaion.  We  were  not  aware- 
nntil  aoms  montha  afterwarda  that  the  aaid  proof  had 
been  a  worn  in  anoh  terma  as  to  make  it  appear  that  we- 
did  not  hold  the  aaid  aeoority,  and,  at  appears  from  the 
correapondence  hereinafter  referred  to,  my  firm  oontinned 
to  act  in  all  reapecta  on  the  footing  and  aaaamption  thab 
it  still  held  the  laid  lien  and  aeonrit;. 

One  of  the  letters  in  the  correspondence  there 
referred  to  was  from  the  liquidator  to  Coz  and 
Lafone,  dated  the  2nd  Jan.  1903,  in  which  he 
stated  that  the  insurance  company  had  given  him 
notice  that  a  bonus  was  due  on  the  policy  of 
insurance,  and  requested  Coz  and  Lafone  to  let' 
him  have  certain  of  the  papers  that  he  might 
post  them  on  to  the  insurance  oompany.  In  reply 
to  this  letter  Coz  and  Lafone  wrote  on  the  5th 
Jan. :  "  We  have  now  looked  np  the  docnments 
mentioned  in  your  letter  of  the  2nd  inst. 
Having  regard  to  the  fact  that  we  look  to  our 
lien  on  those  and  the  other  documents  as  security 
for  onr  debt,  we  suggest  that  the  better  plan 
will  be  for  us  to  register  the  two  assignments 
with  "  the  insurance  oompany. 

Moore  made  an  affidavit  stating  that  at  tiM 
time  when  he  prepared  the  proof  he  was  quite 
unaware  that  his  principals  had  the  title  deeds. 
and  other  documents  ox  the  company  in  their 
possession  and  were  entitled  to  a  lien  on  them, 
and  he  assumed  that  the  debt  was  unsecured ;  and 
he  confirmed  the  account  given  by  G.  Coz  of  what 
took  place  between  them.  G.  Coz  made  a  further- 
affidavit  in  which  he  said  that  at  the  commence-' 
ment  of  the  liquidation  a  loss  to  creditors  was  not 
anticipated,  and  the  official  receiver  stated  at  the 
meetings,  and  it  was  expected,  that  the  company's 
assets  would  be  more  than  sufficient  for  pay- 
ment of  the  creditors  in  full.  However,  when  the 
assets  were  realised,  it  appeared  that  tliey  were 
insufficient. 
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Baokl^  J.  held  madvertenoe  had  heen  proved, 
•ad  made  the  order  asked  by  the  sninmonB. 

Olanse    8  of    echsd.    1  of    the    Companies 
(Winding-tip)  Act  1890  provides  : 

For  the  pnTpoaa  of  Toting,  a  leonred  oraditor  ahall, 
mleti  he  mrrendan  hie  aeonrity,  itate  in  bis  proof  the 
lattieaUn  of  hie  aaoatity,  the  date  when  it  wm  (riven, 
lad  the  valne  at  which  he  asaeaiea  it,  and  ahall  be 
entitled  to  vote  only  in  raapeot  of  the  btUnoe  (if  an;) 
dnt  to  him,  after  dednoting  the  valae  of  hie  aeourity. 
U  he  votea  in  raapeot  of  liia  whole  debt  he  ehall  be 
daemed  to  have  anrrenderad  hia  aeoarity,  nnleea  the 
aoirt  on  application  ia  aatiafied  that  the  omiaaion  to 
nine  the  aeoarity  has  ariaen  from  inadvertenee. 
The  liqaidator  appealed. 
ir«r6«r(  Beed,  E.G.  and  E.  0.  8itnp$on  for  the 
rapellant. — The  order  of  Backley  J.  was  wrong. 
Toe  aolioitors  have  parted  with  the  doonmen  ts, 
and  have  therefore  lost  their  lien.  The  appel- 
lanta  have  not  proved  "  inadvertence "  with 
regard  to  the  proof.  Kegligence  is  not  inadvert- 
cnoe.  The  order  asked  for,  if  made,  wonld, 
ander  the  oironmstanoes,  be  illosory,  and  the 
eooit  will  therefore  not  make  it : 

S*  Henry  Luier  and  Co.  Limited,  67  L.  T.  Bep. 
180;  (1892)  2  Ch.  417,420. 
The  position  of  the  parties  has  been  altered,  and 
titeroEora  no  order  shoald  be  made : 
Bt  Kewton,  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  40S,  406. 
Oor».Browne,  K.G.  and  Mmr  Maekeneie  for  the 
lolicitors. — The  meaning  of  "  inadvertenoe  "  was 
•XT>i>ined  by  Williams,  J.  in  Ex  parte  Clarke 
(67  L.  T.  Bep.  232 ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  p.  465). 
I  Thne  he  said  (p.  233) :  "  In  my  opinion  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rale  is  that  the  creditor  who  has  voted 
and  has  omitted  to  value  his  secnrity  ought 
always  to  be  allowed  to  withdraw  his  proof  and 
to  be  relieved  from  being  deemed  to  have  snr- 
randered  his  eecniity  unless  he  has  elected  really 
to  abandon  his  security;  that  is,  unless  he  has 
Mnittedto  do  that  which  he  did  omit,  deliberately 
tad  on  parpoee.  If  it  has  been  done  accidentally, 
be  ooj^ht,  on  such  terms  as  the  court  may  think 
fit  to  impose,  to  be  relieved  from  the  loss  of  his 
wcnrity.  There  was  inadvertence  here,  and 
tiwrafore  there  was  no  surrender  of  the  security : 

Se  Pim,  78  L.  T.  Bep.  814 ;  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  627. 
If  the  amendment  of  the  proof  is  allowed,  it  will 
only  sllow  the  lien  to  be  set  up,  and  will  not  affect 
UT  question  which  the  liquidator  can  raise  with 
leferenoe  to  it.  It  is  not  snffioient  for  the 
liqnidator  to  show  that  he  acted  in  a  manner 
^onnatent  with  the  proof;  he  must  chow  that 
be  altered  his  position  in  reliance  on  there  being 
DO  lien.  [WiLLiAHB,  L.  J.  referred  to  Be  Sawkei, 
78  L.  T.  Rep.  336 ;  (1898)  2  Ch.  1, 16.] 

Williams,  L.J. — In  my  judgment  this  appeal 
on)(ht  to  be  allowed,  and  an  order  ought  not 
to  be  made  allowiag  these  gentlemen  to  amend 
or  withdraw  their  proof.  I  must  not  be  under- 
itood  to  say  that  tney  oould  not  withdraw  their 
praot  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  an  inaccurate 
statement  in  it.  I  do  not  suppose  the  li<)nidator 
would  have  any  objection  at  all  to  their  doing 
•0  with  that  object.  But  in  my  judgment 
tbej  OQght  not  now  to  be  allowed  to  with- 
draw their  proof  for  the  purpose  of  relying 
on  ttieir  lien.  It  is  admitted  that  they  wish  to 
I  amend  their  proof  for  the  veir  purpose  of 
jwtifying  their  retention  of  the  809i.  by  virtue  of 


their  lien ;  and  it  is  also  an  admitted  part  of  the 
case  that  there  was  not  any  express  bargain  made 
between  the  liquidator  and  the  appellaats  that 
they  should  rettun  the  benefit  of  their  lien.  Now, 
what  have  we  to  do  in  a  case  like  this  P  We  have 
first  to  apply  clause  8  of  the  first  schedule  to  the 
Companies  (Winding-up)  Act  1890.  [His  Lord- 
ship then  rwd  that  olanse,  and  oonlanued :]  I  do 
not  desire  in  the  slightest  degree  to  depart  from 
what  I  said  in  Ex  parte  Clarke ;  Be  Burr 
(ubi  $up.)  as  to  what  conatitntea  "  inadvertenoe."  I 
mentioned  there,  amongst  things  which  could  not 
constitute  "  iniidvertenoe,"  a  case  where  the 
creditor,  feeling  the  dangers  and  disadvantages 
of  valuing  his  security,  elects  not  to  amend. 
That  is  not  this  case ;  but  I  have  been  left  by  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Cox  in  a  most  uncertain  frame  of 
mind  as  to  what  were  the  circumstances  under 
which  he  failed  to  mention  his  eecurity  in  his 

Sroof.  [His  Lordship  then  referred  to  the  affi- 
avit  stated  above,  and  continued :]  I  can  only 
say  that  it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  statement 
that  he  was  unaware  that  the  proof  purported  to 
state  that  his  firm  had  no  secnrity  for  the  debt, 
and  that  he  remembered  at  that  moment  the  fact 
that  his  firm  had  security.  Now,  if  he  remem> 
bered  that  his  firm  had  security,  he  might  well 
have  been  quite  unaware  of  the  statement  in  the 
proof  that  he  had  none,  and  yet  have  been  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not  worth  while  to  trouble 
about  the  security  as  the  estate  was  likely  to 
yi^d  20«.  in  the  pound ;  and  that,  if  necessary, 
there  wonld  be  time  enough  afterwards  to  amend 
the  proof  and  state  the  security  and  its  value. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavit  whjchexcludes  that 
stateof  mind  onthe  partof  Mr.  Cox.  Now,  if  that 
was  his  state  of  mind,  it  would  not  be  true  to  say 
that  he  omitted  to  state  the  security  in  the  proof  hr 
"  inadvertence  "  within  the  meaning  of  clause  8. 
Now,  Buckley  J.  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
this  proof  omitted  to  state  the  security,  and  of 
course  to  valne  it,  by  inadvertence;  but  the 
attention  of  Buckley  J.  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  called  to  the  fact  that  the  statement  in  the 
affidavit  is  open  to  the  comment  that  I  have  made 
upon  it.  Besides,  the  later  affidavit  of  Mr.  Cox, 
althoagh  he  does  not  mention  the  state  of  the 
assets  as  the  reason  for  omitting  to  value  his 
secnrity,  does  show  conclusively  that  this  frame 
of  mind  continued  down  to  the  time  of  his  swear- 
ing  that  proof ;  that  is  to  say,  he  continued  to  take 
the  view  that  208.  inthe  pound  would  be  obtiuned. 
I  do  not  think  that  Mr.  Cox,  by  that  affidavit, 
satisfies  the  onus  that  was  dearly  on  him  of 
showing  that  the  statement  as  to  the  security  was 
omitted  by  inadvertence.  I  will  now  deal  with 
the  case  upon  the  assumption  that  the  proper 
view  to  take  of  Mr.  Cox's  affidavit  is  that  it  was 
omitted  by  inadvertence.  But  if  it  is,  what  is 
the  state  of  things  P  A  debt  is  due  to  solicitors 
from  their  client,  the  company,  and  they  are 
relying  upon  a  lien  which  has  arisen  during 
the  time  they  were  retained  by  the  company, 
not  by  the  uqnidator.  In  the  course  ot  this 
liquidation  it  oecame  necessary  to  realise  the 
assets  of  the  company,  and  Cox  and  Lafone  were 
acting  for  the  liquidator  in  the  matter  of  this 
realisation  of  the  assets.  They  put  in  a  proof 
which  negatived  their  havine  any  lien  for  their 
debt,  and  they  allowed  their  client  to  invite 
tenders  for  the  sale  of  the  assets,  including 
portions  ot  the  property  ot  which  the  firm  hold 
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tbe  title  deeds.  They  allowed  their  client  to  do  that 
withont  in  the  slightest  degree  warning  him  that, 
when  he  came  to  realise  that  part  of  the  property 
of  which  the  firm  held  the  title  deeds,  there  wonld 
be  a  difficoltj  in  carrying  out  the  entirety  of  the 
contract  uniess  20«.  in  the  ponnd  was  paid  to 
them  in  respect  of  their  biU  of  costs.    I  can  only 
say  that  such  conduct  by  the  solicitors  was  per- 
fectly consistent  with  the  proof  that  had  been  pnt 
in  on  behalf  of  the  firm — a  proof  which  was,  of  conrse, 
within  the  knowledge  of   the  liquidator.    After 
these  tenders  had  been  sent  out  a  letter  is  written 
by  the  liquidator  on  the  2nd  Jan.  to   Cox  and 
I^one,  which  runs  thus :  [His  Lordship  read  that 
letter  and  the  answer   of  the  5th  Jan.,  and  con- 
tinued :  ]  Now,  in  that  letter  of  the  5th  Jan.  there 
is  an  allegation  by  Cox  and  Lafone  of  their  lien, 
although  the  actual  exercise  of  it  is  limited  to 
that  policy  of  insurance.    As  a  matter  of  fact 
that  policy  was  included  in  the  property  which 
was  ultimately  sold,  although  not  apparently  in 
terms.    The  letter  did  not  in  any  way  refer  either 
to  the  proof  or  to  the  lien,  so  as  to  make  it  appear 
that  the  latter  would  in  any  way  interfere  with 
the  carrying  out  of  the  contract.    It  is  suggested 
that  it  is  impossible  that  the  liquidator  in  that 
state  of  things,  after  the  receipt  of   that  letter, 
could  have  acted  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
proof  as  put  in  was  in  accordance  with  the  facts 
and  in  accordance  with  the  position  taken  up  by 
Cox  and  Lafone.    I  do  not  agree.    I  can  well 
conoMve   the  liquidator   receiving    that    letter 
without    in    the    slightest  degree  realising  that 
such    a    lien    was  claimed    by  these  gentlemen 
as   wonld   interfere  with   the   carrying  out  of 
the  contract  for  the  sale.    It  seems  to  me  that 
these  solicitors  were  actuated  all  the  way  through 
by  a  confident    feeling    that  208.   in  the  pound 
would  be  paid,    and  under  those  circumstances 
they  did  not  call  the  attention  of  the  liquidator  to 
the  fact  that  they  were  insisting  upon  this  lien 
which  would  stand  in  the  way  of  the  completion 
of  the  sale.    Now,  the  sale  took  place  and  the 
deeds  were  handed  over  by  the  soucitors  to  the 
purchasers.    The  obrious   duty  of  the  solicitors, 
if  they  meant  to  rely  upon  this  lien,  was,  before 
they  handed  over  the  deeds,  to  call  the  attention 
ot  the  liquidator  to  the  lien,  and  ask  him  whether 
he  had  any  objection  to  their  retaining  the  benefit 
<A  their  lien  notwithstanding  that  the  deeds  were 
handed  over  to  the  purchaser.    But  nothing  of 
that  sort  took  place.    In  that  state  of  things  the 
sale  went  through,  and  the  deeds  were  handed 
to  the  purchaser.    The  solicitors  now  come  to  us 
asking  for  leave  to  amend  or  withdraw  their  proof. 
I  think  that  leave  ought  not  to  be  given,  because 
the  solicitors'  object  in  amending  the  proof  is  to 
set  up  a    state  of  things  which  is  inconsistent 
with   their    own    proof    that    was   on   the    file 
at  the  time    of    the    carrying    through  of    this 
sale,    and     is     inconsistent     also    with      their 
own    action  at  the  time  of  the  sale.    Counsel 
for    the    solicitors     did    not    deny     the    pro- 
position that  the  amendment  of  a  proof  ought 
not  to  be  allored  if  the  position  of  the  parties 
has  been  altered  after  that  proof  has  been  put 
npon  the  file,  and  while  it  remains  there,  if  the 
liquidator  has  altered  his  position  on  the  basis  of 
that  proof ;   but  a  distinction  was  drawn,  and  it 
was  said  it  was  not  sufficient  to   show  that  the 
solicitors  or  the  liquidator,   as  the  case  may  be, 
has  acted  in  a  manner  which  is  consistent  with 


the  proof  as  it  then  stood,  bnt  it  must  be  shown 
that  he  so  acted  because  that  proof  was  on  the 
file.    I  do  not  agree  with  that.    It  seems  to  me  if 
one  man  allows  a  state  of  things  to  continue,  and- 
another  acts  in  a  way  which  can  be  supported  if 
that  state  of  things  exists,  but  could  not  be  sup- 
ported  unless    that    state  of  things  did  exist, 
that  you   ought  not  to   allow  the   person  who 
acts  in  that  way  to  be   prejudiced  by  altering 
a  state  of  tbiiM^  which  existed  at  the  time  when 
he  so  acted.    A  seems  to  me  it  would  be  wrong 
to  throw  upon  the  liquidator  the  obligation  of 
showing  that  he  relied  npon  the  proof.    Whether 
the  proof  was  or  was  not  actually  present  to  his 
mind,  he  was  dealing  with  the  property  on  the 
basis  that  these  solicitors  had  no  lien.    I  think  it 
is  plain  the  liquidator  did  deal  with  the  property 
upon  the  basis  that  there  was  no  lien  at  all  upon 
it.    I  think  the  whole  conduct  of  the  solicitors, 
apart  from  the  letter  of  the  5th  Jan.,  was  such  aa 
to  induce  him  to  suppose  that  there  was  no  lien 
which  the  solicitors  could  enforce  which  ooold 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  completion  of  the  sale 
and  purchase ;  and  I  think  that  under  those  cir- 
cumstances we  ought  not  to  allow  the  solicitors 
now  to  amend  the    proof.      Therefore,    in    my 
opinion,  this  appeal  should  be  allowed  :  first,  on 
the  ground  that  Mr.  Cox  has  not  satisfied  th» 
onus  which  was  upon  him  of  showing  this  proof 
was  sworn  by  inadvertence.    I   have  no  doubt  it 
was  sworn  by  inadvertence,  so  far  as  Ur.  Cox 
was  aware  that  it  stated  there  was  no  security ; 
but  I  am  not  satisfied  that    Mr.   Cox  had  not 
present  to  his  mind  that  his  firm  had  that  security. 
Secondly,  I  am  of  opinion  that  amendment  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  in  a  case  whei-e  the  liquidator 
has  acted  in  a  way  which  was  consistent  with  the 
fiicts  mentioned  in  the  proof,  bnt  which  wonld  bo 
inconsistent  with   the    suggestion    that   a    lien 
existed  which  is  now  sought  to  be  made.   I  think, 
under  the  circumstances,  leave  to  amend  ought 
not  to  be  given,  and  that  the  appeal  shonlcTbe 
allowed. 

Stiblino,  L.J.-— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  first  point  to  be  considered  is  whether  the 
court  is  satisfied  that  the  omission  to  state  and 
value  the  security  claimed  by  the  solidtors  took 
place  by  inadvertence.  Now,  for  the  reasons 
which  have  been  given  by  my  learned  brother,  the 
evidence  appears  to  me,  as  it  does  to  him,  to  be 
very  unsatisfactory ;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  inadvertence  has  not  been  made  out,  though  . 
I  agree  with  my  Lord's  criticisms  of  the 
affidavit.  I  prefer  to  rest  my  decision  on  the 
ground  that  the  granting  of  leave  to  amend  or  to 
withdraw  a  proof  is  not  a  matter  of  right,  but  is 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  court,  and  ought  not 
to  be  given  in  a  case  where,  in  the  interval 
between  the  date  when  the  proof  is  carried  in  and 
the  application  for  leave  to  amend  it,  the  position 
of  all  parties,  and  of  the  liquidator  in  particular, 
has  been  altered.  Now,  what  took  place  here  was 
this.  The  creditors  in  the  present  case  are 
solicitors,  and  they  had  been  solicitors  to  the 
company  which  is  being  wound-up,  and  had  due  to 
them  costs  to  the  amount  of  over  800i.  in  respect  of 
their  services,  which  were  provable  in  the 
winding-up.  They  had  in  their  office  certain 
deeds  and  documents  belonging  to  the  company, 
and  the  liquidator  appointed  in  the  winding-up 
appointed  them  his  solicitors,  and  amongst  other 
things  upon  which  they  were  called  upon  to  advise 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Itv  14,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.--335 


€t.  o»  App.] 


Bajlt  v.  Bbitish  Equitable  Asscba.kcs  Gohpany. 


[Ot.  of  App. 


the  liqoidator  was  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the 
company.  The  property  consisted  of  a  patent; 
freeholds  and  leaseholds  on  which  were  plant  and 
machinery,  fixed  and  movable ;  and,  lastly,  stock- 
in-trade.  Now,  that  being  the  state  of  tlun(;s,  the 
solicitors  had  a  lien  on  the  documents  belonging 
to  the  company  for  the  debt  due  to  them  by  the 
company.  I  cannot  help  thinking  there  has  been 
some  misapprehension  by  the  parties  as  to  the 
nature  of  tne  solicitors'  right.  It  seems  to  hare 
been  imagined  that  the  Uen  on  the  documents 
gave  the  solicitors  a  charge  or  security  on  the 
property  to  which  the  docnments  related ;  but  I 
need  not  say  that  is  an  entire  misapprehension. 
The  solicitors'  lien  simply  entitled  them  to  retain 
those  documents  in  their  hands  nntU  they  received 
payment  of  what  was  due  to  them  as  solicitors. 
Xfow,  that  being  so,  the  solicitors  advised  the 
liqiiidator  with  reference  to  this  sale,  and  it  seems 
to  me  it  was  their  duty  to  tell  the  liquidator 
plainly  what  rights  they  had  in  respect  of  these 
documents.  They  oaght  to  have  told  him,  "  Yon 
have  to  sell  this  property,  but  you  must  remember 
we  cannot  complete  this  sale  without  payment  ot 
oar  costs,  and  we  will  not  part  with  the  deeds 
anless  and  until  we  are  paid  all  that  is  due  to  us 
from  the  company."  Then  the  liquidator  would 
have  been  in  a  position  to  consider  what  he  should 
do,  and  it  would  have  been  a  most  important 
thing  for  him  to  consider  how  he  should  sell 
the  property.  The  patents,  for  example,  which, 
as  I  nnderstand,  were  in  the  possession  of  the 
solicitors,  would  undoubtedly  affect  the  title  to 
eome  of  the  assets  of  the  company.  The  title  of 
the  leaseholds,  again,  would  oe  affected  by  the 
lease.  As  regards  the  fixed  plant,  the  machinery 
4nd  stock-in-trade,  that  would  be  entirely 
onaffiected.  Now,  that  question  has  arisen,  not 
only  on  the  sale  of  estates,  but  in  the  winding-up 
of  companies ;  and  usually  either  an  arrangement 
is  made  as  between  the  solicitor  and  the  trustee 
or  liquidator  by  which  the  deeds  are  parted  with, 
or,  if  the  parties  are  unable  to  come  to  arrange- 
ments between  themselves,  the  matter  mnstM 
brought  before  the  court.  In  some  cases  it  might 
be  tlwt  the  sale  coold  go  on  practically  without  the 
title  deeds  being  produced  at  all,  and  the  liquidator 
would  simply  ootain  an  order  authorising  him  to 
put  the  properiynp  tor  sale  with  conditions  such  as 
would  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  handing  over 
to  the  purchaser  the  deeds  to  which  the  purchaser 
would  otherwise  be  entitled.  That  is  all.  It 
sometimes  happens  a  sale  is  allowed  to  go  on  on 
«ondition  that  a  certain  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  shall  be  set  aside  to  meet  the  claims  of 
the  solicitor,  but  that  is  a  matter  of  arrangement 
between  the  parties  themselves,  or  an  arrange- 
ment made  under  the  direction  of  the  court.  It 
is  admitted  that  no  arrangement  of  any  kind  has 
been  made  in  the  present  case.  The  whole  of  the 
ecBupany's  property  was  put  up  for  sale,  both 
that  to  which  the  title  deeds  related  and  that  to 
which  they  did  not.  The  sale  took  place  and 
was  completed,  and  the  solicitors  handed  over 
the  deeds  to  the  purchaser  without  any  oondi- 
tion,  and,  having  done  that,  they  seek  to  retain  the 
amount  for  which  they  had  a  lien  out  of  the 
poiohase  money ;  and  they  ask  the  court  to  assist 
them^  in  making  good  tjieir  claim,  and  allow  them 
to  withdraw  or  amend  their  proof.  I  think 
onder  the  circumstances  they  should  not  be 
allowed  to  do  so,  and  the  appeal  will  be  allowed. 


Williams,  L.J. — I  omitted  to  say  that  I 
agree  with  Mr.  Beod's  argument  that  an  order 
giving  leave  to  amend  or  withdraw  the  proof 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  be  illusory. 

Solicitors :  "Kelier,  BiOherU,  and  Co. ;  Cox  and 
Lafone, 


Feb.  5,  6,  and  10. 

(Before  Williams,  Stibliho,  and  Gozbns- 

Habdy,  L.JJ.) 

Bailt  v.  Bbitish  Equitable  Assubance 
COMPANT.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  CHAMCKBT  DIVISION. 

Company — AUeraUon  of  regiUations — Aaturanee 
company  eonBtituted  by  deed  of  settlement— 
Policy  participating  in  profits — Begistration 
imder  (fompanies  Acts — Power  of  company  to 
alter  rights  of  policy-holder — Companies  Act 
1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  e.  89), »».  50, 209— Companies 
(Memorandum  of  Association)  Act  1890  (53  & 
54  Vict.  e.  62),  ».  1. 

An  insurance  company  was  constituted  in  1854 
by  a  deed  of  settl^nent  providing  that  the 
profits  were  to  be  divided  in  manner  directed  by 
the  by-laws,  and  that  any  provisions  of  tM 
deed  and  any  by-law  might  be  altered  by  a 
by-law. 

In  1854  by-laws  were  m,ade  which  provided  that 
profits  arising  from  the  participating  branch 
should  be  divided  among  the  policy-holders  in 
that  department. 

In  1886  the  plaintiff  effected  a  policy  on  his 
own  life  in  the  participating  branch,  relying 
on  the  statement  in  a  prospectus  of  the 
company  that  the  entire  profits  in  the 
mutual  department  were  divided  among  the 
policy-holders  without  any  deduction  for  a 
reserve  fund ;  and  he  paid  a  higher  premium  in 
consequence  under  a  table  given  in  the  pro- 
spectus which  was  to  assure  a  sum  payable  at 
death,  "  with  profits  in  addition." 

The  policy  contained  a  covenant  by  the  company  to 
pay  the  sum  assured  "  and  all  such  other  sums  (if 
any)  as  the  company  by  their  directors  m.ay  have 
ordered  to  be  added  to  such  aTnount  by  way  of 
bonus  or  otherviise,  according  to  their  practice  for 
the  time  being." 

Profits  were  not  otherwise  expressly  mentioned. 

The  company  was  afterwards  registered  under 
sect.  209  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  and  it 
was  now  proposed  under  the  Companies 
(Mem,orandum,  of  Association)  Act  1890  to  sub- 
stitute a  memorandum  and  articles  of  cusocia- 
tion  for  the  deed  of  settlement,  by  which  the 
directors  would  be  empowered  to  appropriate 
5  per  cent,  of  all  the  profits  (including  those 
arising  from  the  mutual  department)  to  form 
a  reserve  fund. 

Held,  that  there  was  a  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  company  which  the  company 
could  not  alter  either  by  a  by-law,  special  reso- 
lution, or  articles  of  association ;  that  the  word 
"practice "in  the  policy  could  not  have  so  wide 
a  meaning  as  to  justify  an  alteration  of  the 
rights  of,  or  the  diversion  of  any  part  of  tJie 
profits  from,  the  participating  policy-holders. 

Decision  of  Kekewich  J,  affirmed. 

The  rights  of  a  shareholder  in  respect  of  his  shares. 


(a)  Bepoited  by  W.  C,  Bias  Eaq.,  BarTi«ter-«t-L»w, 
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eweepi  to  far  as  ihey  vuiy  le  protected  by  the 
memorandum  of  attoeiation,  are  by  ttatute 
made  liahle  to  alteration  by  special  retolution, 
but  the  case  of  a  contract  beticeen  an  outsider 
and  the  company  is  entirely  different,  and  even 
a  shareholder  must  be  regarded  as  an  outsider 
in  so  fax  as  he  contracts  with  the  company  other- 
wise than  in  respect  of  his  shares. 

Punt  ▼.  Symons  and  Co.  Limited  (89  L.  T.  Bep. 
525,  528:  (1903)  2  CA.  506,  514)  not  followed 
on  that  point. 

Allen  V.  Gold  Beefs  of  West  Africa  (82  L.  T. 
Bep.  210;  (1900)  1  Ch.  656)  disHnguished. 

This  action  was  bronght  by  a  participatiiig 
policy-holder  in  the  defendant  company,  on  behaU 
ot  himself  and  all  other  the  participating  policy- 
holders, claiming  a  declaration  that  the  company 
was  not  entitled  to  pay,  apply,  or  dispose  of  any 
profits  arisine  from  the  mntual  and  participating 
branch  of  its  business,  either  in  the  formation  of 
a  reserce  fond,  or  to  shareholders,  or  otherwise 
than  by  distributing  the  same  amongst  the 
holders  ot  participating  policies,  or  in  accordance 
with  the  company's  by-laws  of  1854;  and  an 
injanction  to  restrain  the  company  from  paying 
or  applying  any  such  profits  contrary  to  suon 
deolanition. 

The  defendant  company  was  constituted  under 
the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Begistration  Act 
1844  (7  &  8  Vict.  o.  110)  by  a  deed  of  setUement 
dated  the  15th  July  1854  for  the  purpose  of 
oan7ing  on  the  basiness  of  a  life  and  fire 
assnranoe  company  and  of  an  annuity  endowment 
reversionary  interest  and  loan  association,  and  was 
afterwards  duly  registered  under  the  provisions 
of  sect.  209  of  the  Companies  Act  1862  as  an 
unlimited  company. 

By  clause  9  the  profits  were  t>  be  ascertained 
and  divided  in  a  manner  to;  be  directed  by  a  by- 
law or  by-laws.  By  clause  24  power  was  given 
to  the  company  by  extraordinary  general  meeting 
to  make  by-laws.  Clause  56  provided  that  any 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  and  any 
byO'law  might  be  altered,  repealed,  or  suspended 
by  a  by-law  or  by-laws,  but  not  otherwise. 

The  company  made  by-laws  from  time  to  time, 
and  those  passed  in  1854  contained  the  following 
provisions : 

(2)  That  in  the  beginniiig  of  Janouy  and  Joly  in  eaoh 
year  a  oalonlation  shall  be  made  of  interest  upon  the 
amonnt  paid  op  in  respect  of  eaoh  share  in  the  oompaoy 
at  the  rate  of  71.  per  oent.  per  annam  np  to  the  next 
preceding  31st  day  of  December  and  the  30th  day  of  Jnne 
respeotively,  and  snoh  interest  shall  at  some  time  in  the 
months  of  January  and  July,  to  be  fixed  by  the  directors 
for  that  pnipose,  be  payable  to  the  holders  of  the  shares 
ont  of  the  profits  of  the  oompany  only  at  the  company's 
chief  offices  for  the  time  being,  but  every  shareholder 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  interest  only  from  the  time  of 
the  actual  payment  of  the  amonnt  so  paid  np,  notwith- 
standing the  payment  by  any  shareholder  of  int  jrest  for 
the  time  any  call  was  in  arrear.  (3)  That  in  the  month  of 
Jantiary  in  the  year  1858  and  in  every  subsequent  third 
year  a  general  valuation  and  calculation  shall  be  made 
of  the  whole  assets  and  liabilities  of  the  company,  and, 
after  carrying  forward  such  portions  (if  aoy)  of  the 
ezpenseB  of  establishing  the  company  as  the  directors 
shall  cansider  equitable,  the  net  profits  of  the  company's 
business  shall  be  ascertained  by  the  actuary  under  the 
direction  of  the  board  of  direotors.  (4)  That  in  the  month 
of  January  in  the  respeotive  years  last  aforesaid  a  cal- 
culation shall  be  made  by  the  actuary  of  the  profits  that 


have  arisen  in  the  departments  of  business  in  which  the 
assured  are  to  be  entitled  to  partioipate  in  profit*,  and  in 
such  oalonlation  a  fair  proportion  of  the  interest  herein- 
before directed  to  be  paid  and  of  the  other  expenses  of 
the  company  shall  be  charged  upon  such  laat-mentianad 
departments,  and  the  profits  so  ascertained  to  hava 
arisen  from  the  said  laat-mentianed  departments  of 
business  aball  be  set  apart  and  divided  amongst  the 
polioy-holdera  in  such  departments  by  the  actuary  under 
the  superintendence  of  the  direotors,  and  the  remainder 
of  the  profits  of  the  company  shall  be  divided  amongst 
the  shareholders  according  to  the  amonnt  of  shares  held 
by  each,  and  be  paid  to  them  along  with  the  next  half- 
yearly  dividend. 

By  the  by-laws  of  1893,  a  quinquennial  valoft- 
tion  and  ascertainment  of  profits  and  a  like 
quinquennial  diviBi<xi  of  profits  between  policy- 
holders were  Bubsfcitated  for  the  triennial 
valuation  ascertainment  and  division  of  profits 
prescribed  by  the  by-laws  of  1854  From  1862  until 
after  the  date  of  the  plaintiffs  policies  the  com- 
pany issued  prospectuses  inviting  the  public  to 
become  policy-holders  in  the  company  upon  the 
terms  therein  stated.  These  prospectuses  coxif- 
tained  {inter  alia)  the  follovring  statements  : 

The  British  Equitable  Assurance  Company  affords 
the  public  advantages  unattainable  elsewhere.    .    .     . 

Mutual  Life  Insuranoe  Department. — In  ordinary 
mutual  societies  the  public  snitain  the  following  div- 
advantages,  which  are  here  avoided  :  (1)  Eaoh  aasnter 
in  such  Booieties  is  personally  liable  for  the  entire 
engagements  of  the  society ;  (2)  the  policy-holder  in 
such  societies  loses  a  large  portion  of  his  profits  to  form 
a  reserve  fund,  which  is  in  fact  so  much  property  taken 
from  bis  family  and  put  into  the  pockets  of  foreign 
parties ;  (3)  The  freqoent  alterations  of  the  constitutioii 
of  such  societies  involve  considerable  riek  to  the  polioy- 
holdera.  In  the  British  Equitable  Asanranoe  Company 
these  defects  are  avoided.  (1)  Complete  security  is 
given  to  every  policy-holder  absolntely  without  respon- 
sibility; (2)  the  current  expenses  of  working  the 
company  are  assessed  rateably  on  the  premiums  received 
in  the  mutual  life  assurance  department  and  the  general 
premiums  and  the  entire  profits  made  by  the  company  in 
the  mntual  department,  after  deducting  the  expenses, 
are  divided  among  the  policy-holders  without  any  deduo- 
tion  for  a  reserve  fond.  The  polioy-holdera  are  thos 
placed  in  as  good  a  position  the  moment  they  enter  the 
company  as  if  they  had  been  ten  years  in  most  other 
societies.    The  profits  are  divided  every  three  years. 

In  Jan.  1886  the  plaintifF,  having  seen  a  pro- 
spectus of  the  company  and  relying  on  these  state- 
ments, applied  for  and  obtained  two  participating 
policies  on  his  own  life  for  4002.  and  850Z,  respeo^ 
tively,  dated  30th  Jan.  1886,  and  he  had  since  paid 
all  the  premiums  necessary  for  keeping  the 
policies  on  foot.  By  these  two  policies  the 
company  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
expiration  of  one  calendar  month  after  satisfactory 
proof  of  his  death,  to  pay  to  his  executors  or 
administrators  the  respective  sums  of  4002.  and 
3502.,  "  and  all  such  other  sums  (if  any)  as  the 
said  company  by  their  directors  may  hare 
ordered  to  be  added  to  such  amount  by  way  of 
bonus  or  otherwise,  according  to  their  practice 
for  the  time  being."  These  policies  were  in  the 
common  form  then  nsed  by  the  company  in  like 
cases. 

The  statements  above  mentioned  were  printed 
on  the  back  of  the  form  of  proposal  which  the 
plaintiff  signed  and  formed  the  basis  of  his  appli- 
cation. The  proposal  was  to  insure  under  table  A, 
which  gave  tne  "  annual "  premiums  to  assure  a 
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nun  of  money  at  death,  with  profits  in  addition ; 
and  at  the  foot  was,  "  The  entire  profits  divided 
trienniallj." 

On  the  4th  Jnlj  1903  the  company  was 
registered  as  a  limited  company  nnder  the  C>om- 
panies  Acts  1862  to  1900,  with  a  memorandam 
and  articles  of  association  in  the  place  of  the 
deed  of  settlement.  The  memoraadom  and 
articles  had  been  approved  by  special  resolations 
of  the  company,  and  a  petition  for  the  approval 
of  the  oouit  nnder  the  Oompanies  (Memorandum 
of  Association)  Act  1890  (53  &  54  Vict.  o.  62) 
was  pending. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  effect  of  the  pro- 
posed articles  wonid  be  to  alter  the  existing 
system  of  profit  sharing  by  the  plaintiff  and 
other  participating  policy-holders,  and  to  deprive 
them  to  some  extent  of  the  rights  theretofore 
enjoyed  by  them ;  that  the  purport  of  the  pro- 
posed articles  wa«  that  5  per  cent,  of  the  profits 
of  the  company's  business,  including  the  profits 
arising  from  tiie  departments  of  ousiness  in 
which  the  assured  were  entitled  to  participate  in 
profits,  would  be  set  aside  to  form  a  reserve  fund, 
ontU  such  fund  amounted  to  37,5002. ;  that  a 
fixed  annual  dividend  of  2«.  6d.  per  share  should 
be  paid  to  the  shareholders  out  of  the  profits  of 
the  company,  and  there  should  be  carried  to  the 
credit  of  the  shareholders'  profit  account  a  bonus 
equal  to  5  per  cent,  of  the  divisible  profits  of  the 
life  assurance  branch  of  the  company's  business ; 
and  that  subject  thereto,  unless  and  until  other- 
wise determined  by  the  company  in  general  meet- 
ing, the  divisible  profits  of  the  whole  of  the 
company's  business  should  be  carried  to  the 
credit  of  the  life  assurance  branch,  and  to  such 
fond  thereof  as  the  directors  should  determine ; 
that  this  scheme,  if  carried  into  effect,  would  de- 
prive the  participating  policy-holders  of  10  per 
cent,  until  the  proposed  reser  re  fund  so  to  be  formed 
amounted  to  37,5002.,  and  after  that  of  5  per  cent, 
of  the  profits  which  under  the  former  scheme 
would  Iiave  been  paid  to  them,  and  would  enable 
the  directors  to  oivert  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  profits  to  some  other  fund ;  and  that  the  pro- 
posed scheme  was  contrary  to  the  terms  upon 
whidi  the  plaintiff  and  other  participating  share- 
holders effected  their  assurances  with  the  com- 
pany, and  to  the  statements  contained  in  the 
prospectoB,  and  was  a  breach  of  the  contract  con- 
tained in  and  forming  the  basis  of  the  policies. 

By  the  statement  of  defence  the  company 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge  or  notice 
of  tiie  constitution  and  of  the  rules  and  reenla- 
tions  of  the  company,  which  included  power  from 
time  to  time  to  make  alterations  and  amend- 
ments thereof  by  means  of  by-laws;  and  that 
the  proposed  alteration  in  the  method  of  dis- 
tributing the  profits  was  a  fair,  honest,  and 
hosinesuike  modification  thereof,  carried  out  in  a 
manner  permitted  by  the  constLtution  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  policy-holders  would  be 
very  largely  benefited  by  it. 

Kekewich,  J.  expressed  an  opinion  that  the 
company  were  acthig  in  good  faith,  but  he 
held  that  the  representation  in  the  prospectus 
must  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  contract  with 
the  policy-lu>lders,  and  in  his  Lordship's  opinion 
tliere  was  a  contract  with  the  participating  policy- 
holders that  there  should  be  no  reserve  fund,  but 
that  the  whole  of  the  profits  arising  from  the 
mntoal  department,  less  certain  deductions  for 


working  expenses,  should  be  divisible  among  the 
policy-holders,  and  he  made  a  declaration  that  the 
company  ought  to  continue  to  distribute  the 
entire  profits  accordingly. 

The  company  appealed. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  tho 
question  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  court  was 
desired  was  whether,  having  regard  to  the  con- 
tractual relations  between  the  company  and  the 
participating  policy-holders,  the  company  was  at 
liberty  to  alter  the  provisions  of  by-law  4  of  the 
by-laws  of  1854  in  such  a  manner  as  to  alter  the 
rights  of  those  poUoy-holders  t  j  profits  under  the 
by-law. 

Warrington,  E.G.  and  Whinney  for  the  appel- 
lant  company. — The  contract  is  to  be  found  in  the 
policy,  and  that  contract  is  to  pay  the  amount 
assured  and  such  ot^er  sums  as  the  directors  may 
have  ordered  to  be  added  "according  to  their 
practice  for  the  time  being."    The  words  "  for  the 
time  bein^  "  show  that  it  was  contemplated  that- 
this  practice  might  differ  from  time  to  time,  and 
therefore  the  proposed  alteration  will  not  be  a. 
breach  of  contract.    Under  the  deed  of  settlement . 
there  was  power  to  alter  the  by-laws  from  time  - 
to  time.    The  contract  contained  in  the  policy  is 
not  affected  by  the  statements  in  the  prospeotus.. 
There  is  nothing  which  binds  the  company  not 
to  create  a  reserve  fund.    The  policy,  which  is 
the  contract  between  the  parties,  is  not  silent  on 
the  subject ;  therefore  the  prospectus  cannot  be 
treated  as  a  collateral    agreement,      ^nkine  v. 
Adeane  (29  L.  T.  Bep.  234;  L.  B«p.  8  Oh.  App.  756) 
wKs  a  different  case.    There  a  lease  was  executed', 
on  the  faith  of  a  separate  agreement.    The  com- 
pany can  only  contract  in  a  particular  way — that  - 
IS,  nnder  seal — and  the  policy  is  the  only  document 
under  seal.    If  the  appellant  is  right,  the  policies 
could  be  varied  by  informal  transactions  entered 
into   before  they  were  granted.      The  deed  of 
settlement    authorises    the    directors    to    grant 
policies — not  to  make  special  agreements  witl^ 
various  policy-holders: 

Pipe  V.  City  and  Suburban  Perminent  Building 
Society,  68  L.  T.  Rap.  846  ;  (1893)  2  Cb.  31 1 ; 

AUen  V.  Gold  Reeft  of  West  Africa,  82  L.  T.  Eep. 
210;   (1900)  ICh.  656; 

Punt  V.  Symonn  and  Co.  Umiled,  89  L.  T.  Bep.  525  > 
(1908)  2  Ch.  506. 

It  does  not  follow  that  the  formation  of  a 
reserve  fund  will  decrease  the  profits ;  it  may  well 
be  that  they  will  be  increased  by  the  increase  of 
the  number  of  policies. 

P.  0.  Lawrence,  K.O.  and  Gatey  for  the 
plaintiff.  —  The  company  may  have  a  power 
to  make  some  alterations  in  the  provisions  of 
the  deed  of  settiement,  but  they  have  no  power 
to  create  a  reserve  fund  by  taking  aome  of 
the  profits  from  the  participating  policy-holders. 
They  now  propose  to  do  tiha,t  in  the  pro- 
spectus they  pointed  out  is  the  vice  of  other 
companies.  The  respondent  made  his  proposal 
for  a  policy  nnder  table  A  of  the  company's 
tables,  and  has  paid  a  higher  premium  to  secure 
those  benefits.  Neither  of  the  cases  cit^d  apply 
here,  as  in  this  case  the  policy  was  applied  for  on 
the  faith  of  the  prospectus.  If  no  profit  was 
earned,  the  directors,  of  course,  would  not  order 
any  sum  to  be  added,  nor  probably  would  they  if, 
according  to  actuarial  calculations,  there  would  be 
no  profit.    The  word  "practice"  cannot  be  oon> 
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straed  BO  widely  as  to  permit  the  companj  to  do 
what  is  proposed.  If  there  are  any  profits  in  this 
branch  the  participating  polioy-nolders  are 
entitled  to  have  them.  The  court  will  not  allow 
the  company  to  break  the  contraut  they  have 
made.  In  the  cases  referred  to,  the  companies 
had  been  incorporated  under  the  Companies  Acts, 
and  there  was  power  to  alter  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation under  pect.  .50  of  the  Act  of  1862.  But  in 
this  case  there  is  a  deed  of  settlement,  and  there 
is  no  statutory  rif;;ht  to  alter  the  rights  of  the 
participating  shareholders  in  the  way  proposed  : 
Keami  v.  Leaf,  1  H.  A  M.  681. 
Warrington  in  reply. — This  company  was  regis- 
tered under  sect.  209  of  the  Companies  Act  1862, 
and  under  sect.  196  the  deed  of  settlement  is 
to  be  deemed  to  contain  the  conditions  and 
regulations  of  the  company  in  the  same  manner 
and  with  the  same  incidents  as  if  they  were  con- 
tained in  a  memorandum  and  articles  of  associa- 
tion ;  and  sect.  50  gives  any  company  within  the 
Act  power  to  alter  the  articles  by  a  special 
resolution.  The  company  therefore  has  power  by 
special  resolution  to  alter  any  provisions  in  the 
deed  of  settlement  and  any  by-law,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  seeking  to  prevent  the  company  from 
-exercising  its  statutory  power : 

B«  Svropean  Attiirance  Bocisty  \  Ttamiay's  case, 
35  L.  T.  Bep.  654  ;  3  Ch.  Dir.  388  ; 

JJ«  English  and  Irith  Church  and  University 
Agsurance  Society,  8  L.  T.  Bep.  724];  1  H.  &  M. 
SS,  104. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

Feb.  10.— Cozenb-Haedy,  L.J.  read  the  judg- 
ment  of  the  court  as  follows  : — This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  Kekewich,  J.,  who  has  in 
effect  held  that  the  profits  attributable  to  the  par- 
ticipating policy  branch  of  the  company's  busi- 
ness, after  certain  undisputed  deductions,  ought 
to  continue  to  be  paid  to  the  holders  of 
participating  policies,  and  ought  not  to  be 
applied  to  the  creation  of  a  reserve  fund  or  for 
any  other  purpose.  The  defendant  company  was 
originally  constituted  under  a  deed  of  settlement 
in  1854.  By  clause  9  the  profits  were  to  be 
ascertained  and  divided  in  manner  directed  by  a 
by-law  or  by-laws.  And  by  clause  56  any  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement  and  any  by-law 
might  be  altered,  repealed,  or  suspended  by  a 
by-law.  By-laws  were  duly  passed  by  the  com- 
pany in  1854.  [His  Lordship  read  the  by-laws  2,  3, 
and  4  of  1854,  above  stated,  and  continued :]  These 
by-laws,  so  far  as  material  for  the  present  purpose, 
were  in  force  in  1886,  when  the  plaintiff  effected 
two  policies  in  the  mutual  or  participating  branch 
of  the  defendant  company.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  statements  contained 
in  a  prospectus  issued  by  the  company,  in  which 
the  special  advantages  of  the  mutual  or  partici- 
pating policies  are  set  forth  in  emphatic  language 
— e.g.,  Whereas  in  ordinary  mutual  societies  the 
policy-holder  loses  a  large  portion  of  his  profits  to 
lorm  a  reserve  fund,  the  entire  profits  in  the 
defendants'  mutual  department  are  divided 
among  the  policy-holders,  without  any  deduction 
for  a  reserve  fund.  The  proposal,  which  was  not 
before  Kekewich,  J.,  but  which  has  been  admitted 
in  evidence  before  us,  shows  that  it  was  for  a 
sum  "payable  at  death  under  table  A."  This 
language  is  intelligible  by  reference  to  the 
prospectus,  which  prints  table  A  with  the  follow- 


ing words  at   its    head  :  "  Annnul  premiums  to 
assure  a  sum  of  money  at  death  with  profits  in 
addition,"  and  the  following  words  at  its  foot: 
"The  entire  profits    divided    triennially."    The 
premium  payable  in  respect  of  a  participating 
policy  is,  of  course,  higher  than  in  respect  of  a 
non-participating  policy.    One  of  the  questions  in 
the  proposal,  applicable  only  to  policies  in  tlie 
mutual  department,  was  as  follows :  "  XL— Are 
any  profits  which  may  be  declared  to  be  appro- 
priated by  way  of  addition  to  the  policy,  or  re- 
duction from  tne  future  premiums,  or  making  the 
policy  payable  during  lifetime  ?  "    To  which  the 
plaintiff  answered :   "  By  way  of  addition."    This 
proposal  was  accepted  by  the   company.    The 
actual  policy  as  issued  contained  a   covenant  by 
the  company  to  pay  the  full  sum  assured,  "  and 
all  such  other  sums  (if  any)  as  the  said  company 
by  their  directors  may  have  ordered  to  be  added 
to  such  amount  by  way  of  bonus  or  otherwise, 
according  to  their  practice  for  the  time  being." 
The    indorsed  conations  mention  the   deed    of 
settlement  and  the  by-laws  and  the  documents 
addressed  to  the  company,  which  would  include 
the  proposal ;  but  the  words  I  have  read  are  the 
only  words  in  the  policy  itself  expressly  mention- 
ing profits.    It   has  been    agreed  that  the  only 
question    upon  which    our  judgment  is  desired 
is    this — whether,   having    regard    to   the  con- 
tractual relations  between  the  company  and  the 
participating  policy-holders,  the  company  are  at 
liberty  to  alter  the  provisions  of  by-law  4  of  1854 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  alter  the  rights  of  those 
policy-holders  to  profits.    This  being  so,  it  is  not 
necedsary  to  consider  whether,  apart  from  such 
agreement  or  admission,  there  would  be  any  real 
difficulty    in    so    far    ronnecting    the  plaintiff's 
policy  with  the  by-laws  and  with  the  prospectas 
as  to  identify  it   with    the  participating  policy 
described  in  the  prospectus.    It  must  be  assumed, 
therefore,    that    by-law    No.    4  was    originally 
applicable  to  this  policy.    Now,  under   this  by- 
law it  is  for  the  directors,  with  the  assistance  of 
the  actuary,  to  ascertain  what   (if  any)  are  the 
profits  of  the  participating  branch,  but  the  amount 
BO  ascertained  "  shall  be   set  apart  and  divided 
amongst  the  policy-holders  "  in  that  department. 
The  directors  have  no  power  under  the  by-law  to 
apply  any  portionjof  those  ascertained  profits  to 
the  formation    of    a    reserve    fund    or  to   the 
relief    of    the    shareholders.     It    is,    however, 
contended  that  as  the  company  was  registered 
under  sect.    209  of  the   Companies    Act  1862, 
it  thereby    acquired    power     by  special   resolu* 
tion  to  alter  all    or  any  of  the    provisions  of 
the  deed  of  settlement,  not  being  in  the  nature 
of  a  memorandum  of  association,  and  all  or  any 
of  the  by-laws,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  seeking  to 
restrain  the  company  from  altering  by-law  No.  4 
in  exercise  of  tuis  statutory  power.    And  it  is 
said   that,  apart  from  the  statute,  the  deed  of 
settlement  itself  contained  a  power  to  alter  the 
by-law,  of  which  power  the  plaintiff  had  notioe. 
I  cannot  assent  to  this  argument.    As  between 
the  members  of  a  company  and  the  company,  no 
doubt  this  proposition   is   to  some  extent  true. 
The  rights  of  a  shareholder   in  respect   of  his 
shares,  except  so  far  as  they  {may  be  protected 
by  the  memorandum  of  association,  are  by  statute 
made  liable  to  be  altered  by  special  resolution : 
(see  Allen  v.  Gold  Beefi  of  West  Africa,  vbi  »up.). 
But  the  case  of  a  contract  between  an  outsider 
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and  the  oompany  ia  entirely  different,  and  even  a 
ghareholder  must  be  regarded  as  an  outsider  in  so 
far  as  he  contracts  with  the  company  otherwise 
than  in  respect  of  his  shares.  It  would  be  dan- 
geronB  to  hold  that  in  a  contract  of  loan  or  a 
contract  of  service  or  a  contract  of  insurance 
validly  entered  into  by  a  company  there  is  any 
greater  power  of  variation  of  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  parties  than  would  exist 
if,  instead  of  the  company,  the  contract- 
ing party  had  been  an  individual.  A  company 
oannot»  by  altering  its  articles,  justify  a  breach  of 
contract.  But  it  is  further  contended  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  policy  the  company  are  only 
bound  to  pay  such  profits  as  the  directors, 
"  according  to  their  practice  for  the  time  being," 
may  order  to  be  added,  and  that  the  directors 
may  regulate  their  practice  by  reference  to  a 
special  reaolntion  creating  a  reserve  fund.  This 
argument  really  involves  the  proposition  that  it 
is  competent  to  the  directors  to  change  a  par- 
tidpating  policy  into  a  non-participating  policy. 
The  word  "practice  "  cannot  have  such  a  wide 
meaning.  It  cannot  justify  an  alteration  of 
lights  or  the  diversion  of  any  part  of  the  profits 
from  the  participating  policy-holders.  In  the 
present  case  there  was  a  contract  for  value  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  company  relating  to 
the  future  profits  of  a  particular  branch  of  the 
company's  business,  and  the  company  ought  not 
to  be  allowed,  by  special  resolution  or  otherwise, 
to  break  that  contract.  The  appeal  must  be 
dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  all  parties :  Henry  Gover  and  Son. 


Friday,  Feb.  19. 

(Before    "Williahs,    Stislino,    and    Gozens- 
Haedt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Chapman;  Fkbeins  v.  Chapman,  (a) 

AFFEAL  S'BOM  THE  CHANCEET  DIVISION. 

WiU — Forfeiiure  claute — "  Shall  therteeforth  cease 
and  determine" — Alienation  or  hankruptey — 
Marriage  within  certain  degree  of  kindled,  or 
mthaiU  consent  of  trtutees — Marriage  between 
date  of  wiU  and  death  of  testator, 

A  te^stator  declared  that  certain  benefits  given  by 
the  toill  to  his  sons  and  datighters  should 
"  thenceforth  cease  and  determine  on  alieruition 
or  lanlcruptcy,  or  if  they  married  toithin  a  certain 
degree  of  kindred,  and  as  to  his  daughters  with, 
out  the  written  consent  of  his  trustees. 

Between  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the 
testator  a  daughter  married  xcithin  that  degree. 

Held  {Cozens-Mardy,  L  J.  dissenting),  that  there 
was  sufficient  in  the  context  of  the  will  to  show 
that  the  testator  intended  the  provision  as  to 
forfeiture  to  apply  only  to  marriages  which  took 
place  after  his  death. 

Decision  of  Kekewich,  J.  reversed. 

Per  WiUiams  and  Stirling,  L.JJ. :  The  decision  in 
Metcalfe  v.  Metcalfe  (65  L.  T.  Bep.  426;  (1891) 
3  Ch.  1),  in  which  U  was  held  that  a  forfeiture 
dause  took  effect  in  the  ease  of  bankruptcy  or 
aUenaiion  between  the  date  of  the  will  and  the 
testator's  death,  applies  only  to  tiie  particular 
acts  of  forfeiture  there  considered. 

<a)  Beported  by  W.  C.  Bias,  £aq.,  Bkniitjr-kt-Ltw. 


Edwabd  Chapman  by  his  will,  dated  the  24th 
March  1881,  after  making  certain  specific  and 
pecuniary  bequests,  devised  and  bequeathed  all 
his  real  and  residuary  personal  estate  to  trustees  , 
upon  trust  to  sell  and  convert  the  same,  and  to 
invest  the  net  residue  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  investments  upon 
trust  to  apply  the  income  thereof  as  therein 
directed  until  the  date  fixed  by  him  for  distribu- 
tion. And  he  directed  that  at  the  date  of 
distribution  the  investments  and  aocamulations  of 
income  of  his  trust  estate  should  be  divided  into 
as  many  equal  shares  as  the  number  of  his  sons 
and  daughters  present  and  future  (other  than  one 
daughter,  whom  he  mentioned),  who  either  died 
before  tiie  date  of  distribution  leaving  a  child  or 
children  living  at  the  date  of  distribution,  or  wer& 
living  at  the  date  of  distribution,  one  such  share- 
to  be  allotted  in  respect  of  each  such  son  and 
daughter,  the  share  to  be  allotted  in  respect 
of  each  son  and  daughter  dying  before  the- 
date  of  distribution  leaving  a  child  or  children 
living  at  that  date  to  be  in  trust,  for  such 
child  or  children  as  therein  mentioned,  and 
the  share  to  be  allotted  in  respect  of  each  son. 
living  at  the  date  of  distribution  to  be  in  trust 
for  such  son  absolutely,  and  the  share  to  be- 
allotted  in  respect  of  each  daughter  living  at  that 
date  to  be  upon  trust  as  to  the  income  for  the- 
daughter  for  life  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  after  her  death  to  be  upon  trust  for  her- 
children  and  remoter  issue,  and  her  brothers  and 
sisters  and  their  issue  (other  than  the  daughter 
before  excluded),  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  upon  trust  for  her 
children  or  child  as  therein  mentioned,  with  a 
gift  over  on  the  failure  of  the  vesting  of  any  share. 
And  he  declared  : 

That  if  any  son  or  dan^rbter  of  mine  shall  do  or  softer 
any  act  whether  by  way  of  alienation,  charge,  or  other- 
wise and  inolnding  any  act  nnder  any  atatntes  of  bwik- 
raptay  or  for  the  relief  of  inBolvent  debtors  for  tho 
time  being  by  reason  or  means  whereof  any  part  or 
share  of  him  or  her  in  any  inoome  or  capital  of  my_  said 
estate  to  or  of  which  he  or  she  shall  not  have  already 
become  entitled  in  possesaion  or  be  for  the  time  being 
aotoally  entitled  to  the  receipt  eball  or  bnt  for  this  pre- 
sent clanie  would  become  wholly  or  in  part  vested  in 
or  payable  to  any  other  person  or  persons,  or  if  he  or 
(he  ahall  contract  any  marriage  forbidden  by  me  as 
hereinafter  expressed,  then  and  in  any  sash  case  his  or 
her  share,  right,  title,  and  interest  of,  in,  and  to  my  said 
trust  estate  and  the  income  thereof  shall  thenceforth 
cease  and  determine,  and  my  said  trust  estate  shall 
thenceforth  go  and  be  held  in  such  manner  as  the  same 
would  have  been  held  if  he  or  she  had  died  before  me 
without  leaving  any  child  or  children  living  at  my  death. 
And  I  declare  that  the  marriages  forbidden  by  me  are 
in  the  case  of  son  or  danghter  marriage  with  a  person  of 
any  degree  of  Idndred  unless  more  remote  than  third 
cousin  and  also  in  the  case  of  a  danghter  marriage  oon- 
traotad  without  the  previoos  written  consent  of  the 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  or 
if  more  than  two  of  a  majority  of  them. 

On  the  9th  Nov.  1886  the  appellant,  one  of  the 
testator's  daughters,  married  her  first  cousin. 

The  testator  dind  on  the  23rd  Dec.  1902  with- 
out altering  his  will. 

A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  daughter 
against  the  trustees  of  the  will  to  hare  it  de- 
clared whether  or  not  she  had  by  her  marriage 
forfeited  her  share  and  interest  in  the  testator's 
trust  estate. 
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The  sammona  was  heard  hj  Kekewich  J.,  who 
held  that  the  case  was  witMn  Metoalfe  t.  MetoaJfe 
(65  L.  T.  Bep.  426 ;  (1891)  3  Ch.  1),  and  the 
plaintiff,  having  married  within  the  prohibited 
degree,  had  forfeited  her  share  and  interest  in  the 
tertator's  estate,  and  also  that  of  her  children. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Ujajohn,  K.C.  and  E.  Clayton  for  the  appellant. 
— Tbe  whole  will  shows  that  the  testator  only 
intended  this  forfeiture  to  take  place  in  the  event 
of  a  marriage  within  the  prohibited  degree  taking 

Elaoe  after  his  death.  In  Metealfe  v.  Metcalfe  (65 
r.  T.  Bep.  426 ;  (1891)  SCh.  1)  it  was  held  that  a 
forttitnre  took  place  in  the  event  of  bankraptoj 
between  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  deaUi  ot  the 
testator,  nnless  it  had  been  annulled  at  the  date 
of  his  death.  The  oonrt  there  gave  what 
Bowen  L.J.  called  a  non-nataral  meaning  to  this 
danse  in  order  to  give  effect  to  what  thej  con- 
sidered the  intention  ot  the  testator.  But  that 
rule  ought  not  to  be  extended  to  a  case  like  this. 
The  clause  should  be  interpreted  differently  here, 
where  it  refers  to  mamage,  which  is  such  a 
different  thing  to  bankruptcy.  The  same  words 
have  been  interpreted  differently  with  regard  to 
different  subject-matters : 

Torth  V.  Chapman,  1  P.  Wms.  663,  667. 
Here  th)a  husband  might  have  died  or  the 
marriage  might  have  been  dissolved  between 
the  date  of  the  will  and  the  testator's  death. 
The  appellant  could  not  be  aware  of  this 
provision  until  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
«f  the  testator  had  intended  that  tbe  clause  should 
apply  to  this  marriage  he  could  have  said  so 
^expressly  in  his  will. 

Levett,  K.C.  and  Iielin  for  the  respondents.— 
A  will  speaks  from  the  death  of  the  testator  as 
fto  property  only,  and  not  as  to  other  things : 

WilU  Aot  1837  (1  Viot.  o.  26),  i.  24 ; 
BuUoelt  V.  Binnett,  7  DeO.  K.  &  Q.  288,  285. 

'The  will  shows  the  testator  intended  that  it  any 
.daughter  at  any  time  married  within  the  pro- 
'UUted  deipne,  a  forfeiture  should  take  place.  A 
testator  usin^  the  word  "  shall "  means  from  the 
date  of  the  will,  not  after  his  death.  If  a  child 
had  beoome  bankrupt  after  the  date  of  the  will, 
and  the  bankruptcy  had  not  been  annulled  at  the 
date  of  the  testator's  death,  that  child's  interest 
.nnder  the  will  would  have  been  forfeited: 

Trappet  ▼.  Mtredith,  26  L.  T.  Bap.  5 ;  L.  Bep.  7 
Cb.  App.  248 ; 

./Ineona  v.  WaddtU,  40  L.  T.  Bep.  31 ;  10  Ch. 
DiT.  157  i 

Mttcalft  T,  Metcalfe  (ubi  tap.), 

'The  provision  as  to  forfeiture  both  on  bank- 
ruptcy and  on  a  prohibited  marriage  is  contained 
'in  one  clause,  and  should  be  construed  in  the  same 
.manner  as  regards  both  of  tiiem. 

W.  A.  BmmmII,  for  the  widow. 

Upjohn,  K.O.  in  reply. 

Williams,  L.J. — The  question  which  we  have 
-to  determine  in  this  case  is  really  from  what  date 
■this  will  speaks  qud  the  forfeiture  clause.  It  was 
decided  in  BtiUoek  v.  Bennett  {ubi  sup.)  that 
sect.  24  of  the  Wills  Act  1837  has  no  application 
except  so  far  as  a  will  is  speaking  as  to  property ; 
and  everyone  would  asree,  therefore,  that  in  this 
case  no  argument  can  oe  founded  upon  that  sec- 
tion, and  we  are  left  in  the  same  position  as  we 


should  have  been  in  before  the  Wills  Act    Now,  I 
go  a  step  further  than  the  decision  in  BvUoek  r. 
Bennett.    There  was  an  old  rule  before  the  Wills 
Act  as  to  tiie  time  from  which  a  will  should  speak 
■mth  regsrd  to  personalty — namely,  that  it  should 
speak   from    the  death — I    say   aj^in,  as    was 
decided  in  Bullock  v.  Bennett  with    regard  to 
sect.  24  of  the  Wills   Act  1837,  that  rule  only 
applied  to  the  property.    Therefore  we  have  to 
look  at  tbe  will  and  see  from  what  date  it  speaks. 
I  rathet   feel  that  the  true  proposition  is  that 
where  you  have  got  the  date  of  a  will,  either  on  the 
will  or,possibly  ascertained  by  evidence,  when  a 
testator  uses  words  of  futurity,  prima,  facie  those 
words  should  be  read  as  speaking  from  the  date 
ot  his  making  his  will  and  not  from  the  date  of  his 
death.     It  may  be  a  strong  presumption ;  but  if 
there  is  a  presumption  one  way  or  the  other,  I 
think  that  that  is  the  more  U^ely  pre8umi>tion. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  matters.  We  are  entitled, 
and  bound,  to  take  this  will  and  look  at  it  and 
construe  ito  clauses  and  see  from  what  date  the 
testator  intended  the  words  of  futurity  in  this 
particular  clause  ot  this  particular  will  to  speak, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  ample  here  to 
show  that  this  testator  intended  that  these  acts 
of  forfeiture  to  which  he  refers  should  be  acts  of 
forfeiture  occurring  after  his  death.    I  need  not 
go  through  all  the  clauses  again.    We  have  heard 
very  cogent  arguments  about  them ;    but,  speak-' 
ing  shortly,  the  two  instances  of  user  of  words 
(there  are  a  great  many  more  than  two)  in  this 
particular  clause  indicating    that    the  testator 
intended   that  the  acts  of  forfeiture  should  be 
acts  of  forfeiture  aEter  his  death  which  struck  me 
most  as  I  heard  them  read  were  the  words, "  then 
and  in  any  such  case  his  or  her  share,  right, 
title,  and  interest  of,  in,  and  to  my  said  trust 
estate  and  the  income  thereof  shall  thenceforth 
cease  and  determine  "  ;  and  the  other  words  are 
the  words  relating  to  the  consent  of  the  trustees. 
Here  we  have  one  forfeiture  clause,  and  I  think 
that  there  is  amply  sufficient  here  to  show  that 
the  testator  meant  that  the  acts   of  forfeiture 
should  be   acts   taking  place   after  his  death. 
Now,  if  that  is  so,  there  is  an  end   of  the  case, 
because,  when  one  arrives  at  that  construction, 
the  necessary  result  has  been  determined.    But 
I  want  to  say  a  word  or  two  abont  the  cases. 
We  have  had  our  attention  called  to  Be  Metealfe ; 
Metealfe  v.  Metealfe.    That  is  a  case  decided  in 
the  Cionrt  of  Appeal  by    Lindley,  Bowen,  and 
Fry,  li.  JJ.    Lindley,  L.J.  begins  his  judgment  b^ 
saying:    "The  first  question  on  the  appeal  is 
whether  the  lan^^uage  of  this  forfeiture  clause 
has  any  application  to  a  bankruptcy  which  took 
place  Mfore  the  death  of  the  testator.   If  we  only 
look  at  the  words  of  the  clause,  there  would  seem 
to  be  a  difficulty  in  construing  it  so  as  to  include  a 
bankruptcy    commencing    before    the  testator's 
death— that  is,  before  the  will  came  into  opera- 
tion."   In  mj    judgment,    what  Lindley,  L.J. 
means  there  is,  tbat  if  you  take  in  that  case  the 
words  of  the  will,  the  words  are  such  as  to  lead 
yon  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator  intended 
the  acts  of  forfeiture  to  be  acts  occurring  after 
his  death,  and  you  find  in  the  will  in  that  case 
various  things  pointing  to  this  intention  of  t  he 
testator,  some  of    them  resembling  very  much 
things  which  we   find  in  this    wiiL    Take,  for 
example,  the   provision  that  "my  said  trustees 
or  trustee  "  (that  means  the  trustees  or  trustee 
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of  that  will)  "  shall  npon  such  act  or  default,  or 
npon  such  op«ratioa  of  law  as  aforeaaid,  pay  or 
apply."  Having  come  to  that  coaolasion,  then 
the  oonrt  prooMded  to  aak  themselves  whether 
the  deciaion  in  Trappei  v.  Meredith  (ubi  sup.) 
applied — a  decision  which  I  understand  to  oe 
one  relating  exclusively  to  the  particular 
act  of  forfeiture  constituted  by  alienation  or 
by  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  they  held  tbat,  not- 
withatandiug  the  date  from  which  tbe  will  was 
intended  to  speak,  they  were  bound  by  tbe  deci- 
aion ot  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Trappes  v. 
Mmrediih,  overruling  James,  Y.O.,  to  hold  that, 
at  whatever  time  that  particular  act  of  forfeiture 
took  place,  whether  antecedently  to  the  date  from 
which  the  forfeiture  clause  was  to  speak  or  subse- 
quently to  it,  it  was  an  act  of  f  cwf  eiture  which 
wonld  nave  deprived  the  legatae  of  the  benefit  of 
the  eatate.  I  do  not  think  that  that  deciaion 
onght  to  be  applied  to  anything  else  but  that 
particular  act  o(  forfeiture.  I  tbink  myself  that 
u  that  particular  court  had  had  to  deal  with  this 
case,  they  would,  as  far  as  I  can  judge  from  their 
judgments,  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion 
that  I  have  arrived  at.  The  result,  in  my  opinion, 
is— first,  that  this  will  refers  to  marriages  which 
occur  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  as  heing  the 
marriages  upon  which  the  forfeiture  is  to  take 
place ;  and,  secondly,  I  think  that  there  is  nothing 
in  JBe  Meteodfe;  Metcalfe  v.  Metcalfe  (ubt  sxip.) 
which  applies  to  such  a  case  as  tbia.  I  think  tbe 
decision  tn  that  case  applies  only  k>  the  particular 
act  of  forfeiture  with  which  tbe  court  had  to  deal 
there.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  appeal  should 
be  allowed. 

StibIiINO,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  but 
I  confess  that  I  have  felt  very  great  difficulty  in 
dealing  with  the  case.  lu  this  case  the  testator, 
having  conferred  benefits  on  his  children,  sons 
and  daughters,  has  introdncad  a  forfeiture  clause, 
npon  which  the  whole  question  turns,  and  the  acts 
which  are  to  occasion  forfeiture  are  of  two  classes. 
Now,  if  there  were  no  authority  bearing  on  the 
qoeetion,  I  should  have  said  that  the  language  of 
the  gift  over  with  reference  to  the  share,  nght, 
title,  aod  interest  "thenceforth,"  which  means 
from  the  occurrence  ot  any  such  event  as  men- 
tioned in  the  prior  part  of  the  clause,  "  ahall 
thenceforth  cease  and  determine  and  my  said 
trust  estate  shall  thenceforth  go  and  be  held  in 
such  manner  as  the  same  wonld  have  been  held," 
wonld  be  strong  to  show  that  the  testator  was 
referring  to  the  occurrence  of  such  event  after  his 
death ;  out  it  appears  to  me  that,  as  regards  acts 
of  alienation,  including  bankruptcy,  it  is  not  open 
to  me  to  come  to  that  conclusion.  In  Re  Metcalfe  ; 
Metcalfe  v.  Metcalfe  [uhi  rap.),  there  was  equally 
strong  language  which  seemed  to  point  to  and 
deal  with  acts  of  forfeiture  occurring  after  the 
testator's  death ;  yet  it  was  the  view  of  the  Court 
ot  Appeal — it  may  be  a  view  taken  reluctantly — 
that  the  forfeiture  clause  applied  to  acts  done  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  Therefore  it  appears 
to  me  that,  with  reference  to  that  portion  of  the 
.forfeiture  clause,  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  say  that 
•the  events  there  contemplated  were  merely  events 
•occurring  after  the  deatn  of  the  testator.  What 
is  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  that  case  and  in 
the  cases  which  preceded  it  P  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  ground  of  decision  is  that  a  somewhat 
nnnatnral  conatruction  must  be  put  on  the 
language  of  the  will  "  in  order  to  give  effect,"  as 


Lindley,  L.J.  put  it,  "in  such  cases  to  the 
obvious  intention  of  the  testator,  which  is 
to  secure  the  personal  enjoyment  br  the 
legatee  ot  the  property  left  by  tbe  will."  I 
have  now  to  turn  to  the  other  class  of  cases  in 
which  the  testator  prescribes  tbat  a  forfeiture 
shall  take  place,  that  is  "  in  case  any  son  or 
daughter"  shall  contract  any  marriage  "for- 
bidden by  me  as  hereinafter  expressed "  in  the 
will.  What  are  the  events — the  marriages  which 
are  forbidden  ?  The  testator  says,  "  And  I 
declare  that  the  marriages  forbidden  by  me  are 
in  tbe  case  ot  son  or  daughter  marriage  with  a 
psrson  of  any  degree  of  kindred  unless  more 
remote  than  third  cousin,  and  also  in  the  case  ot 
a  daughter  marriage  contracted  without  the 
previous  written  consent  ot  the  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  or  it 
more  than  two  a  majority  ot  them.  It  is  said 
that  we  onght  to  follow  the  decisions  with  refer- 
ence to  the  bankruptcy  cases ;  and  that  it  is  as 
obvious  on  the  face  of  tbe  will  that  the  intention 
ot  the  testator  was  that  a  child  contracting  a  for- 
bidden marriage  should  be  deprived  ot  the 
benefits  which  were  otherwise  intended  for  that 
child,  as  that  it  was  his  intention  that  the  child 
ahould  enjoy  personally  the  property  given  by 
the  will.  I  think  not.  The  testator  provides  not 
merely  for  the  contracting  of  mirriage  witihin  a 
certain  degree,  but  alao,  in  the  oase  of  a  daughter, 
a  marriage  contracted  without  the  previous 
written  con.sent  ot  the  trustees.  It  is  said  that 
it  wonld  be  an  extraordinary  result  in  this  case 
that  a  son  or  daughter  who,  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  contracted  a  marriage  within  the  pre- 
scribed degree  ot  kindred  should  not  forfeit  the 
benefit  under  his  will;  while  a  child  who,  after 
the  death  oC  the  testator,  did  do  so  would  forfeit. 
That  is  a  forcible  observation,  but  it  seems  to 
me  another  observation  which  may  be  made, 
which  has  no  less  force,  is  this,  that  a  daughter 
who,  in  the  lifetime  ot  the  testator,  contracted  a 
marriage  without  his  consent  would,  upon  the 
terms  ot  this  will,  not  forfeit  any  benefit,  while 
a  daughter  who  contracted  such  a  marriage  after 
his  death,  without  the  written  sanction  of  the 
trustees,  would  forfeit.  Looking  at  ^s 
peculiarity  in  the  clause,  I  see  no  sufficient 
reason  why,  in  construing  the  will,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  forfeiture  in  the  event  of 
marriage,  we  should  not  follow  the  language 
of  the  will  as  expressed ;  and  therefore  I  tbink 
that  the  daughter  who  did  marry  in  the  lifetime 
ot  the  testator  within  the  forbidden  degree  is 
entitled  to  share. 

Oozens-Habdt,  L.J. — Although  I  have  the 
misfortune  to  differ  from  m^  Lord,  and  from 
Stirling,  L.J.,  as  to  the  way  this  appeal  should  be 
decided,  I  entirely  agree  as  to  tne  piinciplea 
which  ought  to  be  applied.  Prima  faeie  a  will 
speaka  from  the  date  of  its  execution,  except  as 
to  the  j^roperty  comprised  in  it ;  but  there  may 
be  sufficient  context  in  a  particular  case  to  show 
that  this  rule  is  not  applicable.  It  is  a  matter  of 
conatruction  whether  a  particular  clause  is  in- 
tended to  speak  and  operate  from  the  death,  and 
not  from  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  will. 
My  doubt  is  simply  whether  there  is  on  this  par- 
ticular will  sufficient  context  to  justify  ancb  a 
conclusion.  The  clause  has  been  read  before, 
and  I  will  not  read  it  again ;  I  will  only  say  this 
that  it  is  one  forfeiture  clause,  and  it  strikes  mo 
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that  it  would  be  a  strange  result  if  it  were  held  I 
that  as  to  part  it  is  retr^pective,  and  as  to  part 
it  is  not.  We  are  asked  to  read  the  clause  as 
thoni^h  it  were  "  If  any  son  or  daughter  beoomes 
bankrupt  af  tbr  the  date  of  this  my  will,  or  marries 
a  first  ooasin  after  the  date  of  my  death,  then  there 
shall  be  a  forfeiture."  I  cannot  accept  that  view. 
Being  bound,  as  we  are,  to  hold  that  a  bank- 
mptoy  or  alienation  after  the  date  of  the  will 
would  bring  the  forfeiture  clause  into  opei-ation, 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  arrive  at  the 
same  result  La  the  case  of  a  marriage  after  the 
date  of  the  will  and  before  the  tratator's  death. 
If,  therefore,  it  rested  with  me,  I  should  be  dis- 
posed to  say  that  the  view  of  Kekewich  J.  was 
correct. 

Solicitors :  Ward,  PerJcs,  and  McKay ;  John  F. 
Child. 


HIGH    COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

OHANOERT  DIVISION. 

Oct.  31,  Nov.  2,  3.  and  Dee.  21, 1903. 

(Before  Byenb,  J.) 

Wbbnbb  Motobs  Limitbd  v.  A.  W.  Gahagb 

LiHITBD.  (a) 
Detign — Begittration — Infringement — Patent  and 
regittered  detign  for  same  invention — Second 
regiitered  detign  timilar  to  previous  design — 
Marking  goods  —  Begittration  of  design  not 
known  to  tnf ringer —  Injunction  —  Damages  — 
Paients,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks  Act  1883 
(46  *  47  Viet.  e.  57),  ss.  47,  51,  58,  59,  60,  61. 
The  plainKffs  registered  a  design  for  improvements 
in  motor  cycles  between  the  time  when  they  ap- 
plied for  and  the  time  when  they  obtained  letters 
patent  for  a  similar  invention.  Subsequently 
they  registered  a  new  design,  which  in  fact  was 
similar  to  the  originally  registered  design,  and 
sold  machines  marked  toith  the  second  registra- 
tion number  only.  The  fact  of  the  registration 
was  unknovm  to  the  defendants  prior  to  the 
issue  of  the  writ  in  an  action  against  them  for 
infringement,  but  they  sold  some  machines  after 
the  writ  was  issued,  and  on  an  application  for 
an  interim  injunction  they  offered  to  keep  an 
account. 
Held,  that  a  patent  and  a  registered  design  for 
the  sam^  invention  might  co-exist,  the  rights 
conferred  did  not  clash,  and  the  registration  was 
valid ;  that  the  first  registration  was  not  for- 
feited ;  and  that  want  of  knowledge  was  not  a 
reason  why  an  injunction  should  not  be  granted, 
but  that  it  protected  the  defendants  from  pay- 
ment of  damages  in  respect  of  sales  effected  by 
them  before  wnt. 
Thb  plaintiff  company  were  the  registered  pro- 
prietors of  a  design.  No.  383,283,  for  motor 
biOTcles,  being  goods  comprised  in  class  1. 

In  Ang.  1902  they  brought  this  action  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  apply- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  sale  to  motor  cycles  the 
plaintiffs'  registered  design,  or  any  fraudulent  or 
obvioaB  imitation  thereof. 

It  appeared  that  on  the  18th  Nov.  1901  the 
plaintiss'  original  design  had  been  registered  in 
this  country  in  the  name  of  Michel  Yfemer  and 
Eugene  Werner. 

(a)  Beported  by  S.  L.  UorxiNB,  Esq.,  Bairister-at-Law, 


On  the  8th  Nov.  1901  one  A.  F.  Spooner,  as 
agent  for  Michel  and  Eugene  Werner,  applied 
for  and  eventually  obtained  letters  patent  for 
improyementa  in  frames  for  motor  cycles  alleged 
to  be  identical  with  their  design. 

In  Nov.  1902,  after  this  action  was  brought, 
the  plaintiffs  registered  a  new  design,  which  was 
very  similar  to  their  original  design.  It  was 
alleged  that  since  that  date  they  had  sold  motor 
bicycles  marked  with  the  new  registration  number 
only. 

The  defendants  by  their  defence  denied  in- 
fringement ;  alleged  want  of  novelty  in  plain- 
tiffs design;  said  they  had  not  applied  the 
pkuntiffR'  design  to  any  cycles  "knowing  that 
the  same  had  Men  so  applied  without  the  consent 
of  the  registered  proprietor";  and  contended 
that,  by  registering  the  design  as  well  as  taking 
out  the  patent,  the  plaintiffs  had  committed  » 
fraad  on  the  Crown,  and  that  the  registration  was 
invalid. 

The  action  was  tried  with  witnesses.  The 
result  of  the  evidence  is  suflSciently  stated  in  the 
judgment. 

A.  J,  Walter  and  Kerly  for  the  plaintiffs. 

T.  Terrell,  K.G.  and  X  C.  6rra/iani  for  the  defen- 
dants.— This  action  is  for  infringement  of  a 
registered  design.  The  defendants  did  not  know 
that  the  design  had  been  registered.  Knowledge 
need  not  be  proved  in  the  case  of  a  patent,  but 
under  the  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade  Marks 
Act  1883,  88.  58,  59,  such  evidence  is  indispens- 
able where  the  action  is  for  infringement  of  a 
design.  The  court  will  not  grant  an  injunction 
where  there  was  no  knowledge  of  the  registration 
of  the  design  before  the  writ  was  issued.  Any- 
thing that  has  happened  since  the  issue  of  the 
writ  is  immaterial. 

Jan  V.  6rostman,  12  Bep.  Pst.  Cm.  537. 

The  registration  itself  was  bad.  The  Statute  of 
Monopolies  reserves  to  the  Crown  only  the  right 
to  grant  a  monopoly  to  the  first  and  true  inventor. 
Here  the  plaintiffs  had  a  patent  for  the  same 
invention  as  their  registered  design  before  they 
registered  the  latter.  They  were  proprietors  of 
both  under  the  Patents,  Designs,  and  Trade 
Marks  Act  1883,  ss.  47,  60,  61.  The  fact  that 
both  grants  were  made  to  the  same  person  makes 
no  difference,  for  he  might  assign  them  to  two 
different  people,  and  two  people  cannot  have 
monopolies  of  the  same  thing.  After  the  plain- 
tiffs registered  their  new  design  they  ought  to 
have  put  both  numbers  on  the  cycles  they  sold. 
They  also  referred  to : 

LeMayx.  Welch,  51   L.  T.  Bep.  867;  28  Ch.  Div. 

24, 
Eecla  Foundry  Company  v.  Walker,  Hunter,  and 

Co.,  61  L.  T.  Bep.  738  ;  14  App.Cai.  S50. 

A.  J.  Walter  in  reply. — The  defendants  knew  of 
our  registration  when  they  were  served  with  the 
writ,  even  if  they  did  not  know  before.  At  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  they  f^reed  to  keep  an 
account,  which  implies  an  intention  to  ^  on 
selling  these  machines.  There  is  no  question  of 
prior  grant ;  design  is  a  question  of  copyright, 
and  the  Statute  of  Monopolies  has  nothing  to  do 
with  it.  The  Act  does  not  say  that  you  cannot 
have  a  patent  and  a  registered  design  for  the 
same  article. 

Cur.  adv.  vuit. 
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Dec.  21. — Btbne,  J.  read  the  following  judg- 
ment.— The    plaintiffs    are    the  registered  pro- 
prietors of  a  design  for  motor  bicycles,  being 
^oods    comprised    in  class  1.    They  sue  for  an 
injanction    to   restrain    the    defendants    from 
selling  motor  cycles  to  'which  such    design,   or 
Any  obrious  imication  thereof,  has  been  applied, 
■and    for    damages.      The  defendants    deny    in- 
frinj^ment,  and  raise  other  delences,  grounded 
on   'want    of    novelty ;    denial    of  knowledge  of 
application  of  the  design  without  the  consent  of 
the    registered  proprietors  ;    and  fraud  on   the 
Grown,  a  previous  application  for  a  patent  for 
improvements     in    frames  for    bicycles,    which 
frames  are  identical  with  the  design,  having  been 
made  ten    days   before   the  registration  of  the 
design,  and  letters  patent  subsequently  granted 
dating  back  to  the  date  of  application.     I  am 
satisfied  that  the  design  registered  was  new  and 
original.     It  represents  the  frame  of    a  motor 
bicycle,  having  the  strengthening  tube  placed  a 
^ood  deal  lowerthanusual,  joining  twotabes,  called 
on    the  lettered  reproduction  of  the   registered 
design  used  at  the  trial  (a)  and  (6),  by  means  of 
junction  pieces,  the  front  join  being  a  good  way 
do'wn  tube  (a).     There  is  also  a  continuation  of 
of  tubes  (a)  and  (h)  downwards  so  as  to  leave  an 
open  space  between,  filled  and  joined  only  by  the 
motor,  by  means  of  two  bolts ;  the  front  tube  (a) 
being  bifurcated  and  passing  outside  the  motor 
case,  the  back  one  with  stays,  not  bifurcated,  the 
bearings  of  the  pedal  crank  axle   being  shown 
sitaate  at  the  commencement  of  the  lower  back 
stay,  at  a  place  before  it  bifurcates.    A  compari- 
son of   this    drawing    with    the     drawing    of 
Chapelle'a  frame  relied  on  shows  that  the  latter 
differs  essentially.    It  represents  the  strengthen- 
ing tabe  in  the  usual  position,  and  it  represents  a 
crank  axle  in  front  of,  not  behind,  the  engine.  In 
the  representation  of  a  motor  cycle  in  the  picture 
of  Bame's  machine  in  the  Autocar — a  very  badly 
blurred  impression,  not,  I  think,  much  relied  on 
— ^there    is     no    cross    stay  shown  as    in   the 
plaintiffs'  design.    It  'was,  in  fact,  admitted  that 
the  design  of  this  machine  is  quite  different  from 
the  registered    design,  but  it  was  said  that  it 
showed  a  similar  fastening  of  motor  to  rods.    I 
cannot  say  that  I  am  persuaded  that  even  this  is 
the  case.     On  the  other  hand,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  design  of  the  machines  sold  by 
the  defendants  as  shown  in  their  drawing  is,  'with 
the  exception  of  small  and  immaterial  details, 
identical  with  the  registered  design.    In  fact  the 
two  drawings  are  different  drawings  of  the  same 
machine.    Next,  as  to  the  point  raised  that  the 
defendants  had   no  knowledge  that    the   design 
was  registered,  I  come  to  the  conclusion,  though 
not  'wi&out  a  natural  doubt,  inspired  by  a  know- 
ledge of  the  keenness  with  which  advettisements 
are  examined  by  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  see  and 
and  look  at  the    literature  connected  'with  the 
trade,  that  I  must  accept  the  evidence  given  on 
behalJE  of  the  defendants,  with  the  result  that  the 
fact  of  r^istration  was  unknown  to  those  persona 
connected  with  the  defendant  company,  whose 
duty  it  was    to   watch    and  know  about  what 
was    doing    in     the     trade     in     motor     cycles 
prior  to  t^e  issue    of  the    writ    in  the  action. 
It  is  noi  the  fault  of  the  plaintifEs  that  the  defen- 
dants did  not  know,  but,  treating  the  case  upon 
the  footing  that  notice  of  registration  has  not 
been  brought  home  to  the  draendant  company, 


what  is  the  result  ?    Only  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  entitled  to  damages  in  respect  of  sales  effected 
before  'writ.     The  relevant  sections  of  the  Act 
are  sects.  58  and  59.    The  defendants  have  not 
themselves  applied  the  design,  and  their  acts,  so 
far  as  penalty  or  damages  are  concerned,  appear 
to  be  protected  up  to  the  date  of  the  service  of 
the  writ.    This,  however,  will  not  protect  them 
against  an  injunction  unless  they  can  bring  them- 
selves within  the  exception  from  the  general  rule 
mentioned  in  Proctor  v.  Bayley  (61  L.  T.  Bep. 
752 ;  42  Ch.  Div.  390).     That  was  a  case  having 
reference  to  infringement  of  a  patent,  and  Cotton, 
L.J.  Bays :    "  Where  a  patent  is  infringed,  the 
patentee  has  a  prima  facie  case  for  an  injunction, 
for  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  an  infringer  intends 
to  go  on  infringing,  and  that  the  patentee  has  a 
right  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  his  doing  so. 
Again,  if  there  has  not  been  any  infringement, 
but  an  intention  to  infringe  has  been  shown,  an 
injunction  will  be  gi-anted.       He  then  goes  on  to 
deal  with  the  facts  of  the  particular  case  and 
comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  justified  in   believing  that  the   defendants 
intended  to  continue  the  infringement,  and  con- 
sequently an  injunction  was  Tetuaei.    The  facts 
of  that  case  were  very  special.  There  was  a  single 
and  isolated  act  of  user  nearly  five  years  before 
action,  and  the  use  of  the  machines  had  then 
been   abandoned,    because  the    defendants    had 
found  them  unserviceable.     The  defendants,  in 
their  pleadings    admitted   the    validity    of   the 
patent,  and  expressly  pleaded  that  they  never 
threatened  or  intended,  and  did  not  threaten  or 
intend,  to  use  any  apparatus  infringing  the  plain- 
tiff's patent.    The  facts  in  the  present  case  differ 
entirely.    The  defendants  put  in  an  affidavit  on 
the  interlocutory  application  for  an  injunction, 
strongly  opposing  an  injunction  on  the  ground  of 
delay  in  bringing  the  action  and  offering  to  keep 
an  account.    So  far  from  saying  they  did  not 
mean  to  repeat  the  acts,  they  in  effect  claimed  the 
right  to  repeat  them  if  they  kept  an  account,  so 
that  justice  might  be  done  at  the  trial  should 
they  prove  to  be  'wrong  in  selling  more.    They 
have    defended  attacking    the    validity    of    the 
design,  and  they  have  since  action  offered  to  sell 
though    stipulating    that    they    could    give    no 
indemnity.      Four  machines  have  also  been  sold 
since  the  writ,  and  I  have  no  doubt  at  all  but 
that  the  defendants  were  threatening  and  intend- 
ing, at  and  after  the  date  of  the  service  of  tiie 
writ,   to  sell  machines  to  which  the  registered 
design  had  been  applied.    If  on  service  of  the 
writ  they  had  written  and  said  that  they  had  been 
in  ignorance  of  the  registration  and  that  they  did 
not  mean  to  sell  any  more  machines,  or  if  on  the 
motion  they  had  offered  an  underteking  not  to 
sell  more,  the  matter  would  have  stood  on  an 
entirely  different  footing.     The  plaintiffs   had 
every  right  to  suppose  when  they  issued  the  vrrit 
that  the  defendants  must  know  of  the  registered 
design,  and  want  of  knowledge  'was  not  raised  on 
the  motion  as  a  defence.    In  Aug.  1902,  as  I  have 
said,  the  writ  was  issued,  and  in  Nov.  1902  the 
plaintiffs  registered  a  new  design  which  in  fact 
was  similar  to  the  originally  registered  design, 
except  as  to  a  matter  oi  2in.  in  some  detail,  as  it 
was  put  by  one  of  the  'witnesses.     I  am  not  sure 
thttt  I  yet  appreciate  the  argument  put  forward. 
A    man    sues    in    respect    of  infringement   of 
his    design,   and    he,    subsequently    to    action, 
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renters  another,  and  if  I  understand  the 
point  it  is  suggested  that  aub8<)qaent  sale 
by  him  of  things  according  to  the  new  design 
without  having  both  registration  numbers 
upon  them  has  occasioned  a  forfeiture  of  his 
nght  to  relief.  I  cannot  follow  the  reasoning 
I  could  understand  the  second  registration  being 
invalid  because  it  was  in  truth  a  second  registra- 
tion of  the  original  design,  but  this  is  not  the 
argument.  Sect.  51  has  reference  to  delivery  on 
saw,  and  I  have  no  sort  of  evidence  that  before 
delivery  on  sale  any  article  was  not  caused  to  be 
duly  marked.  The  remaining  x)oint  in  the  case  is 
whether  or  not  there  has  bc«n  a  fraud  upon  the 
Grown,  because,  having  registered  a  design  under 
statute,  the  Grown  has  been  induced  to  grant  a 
patent  for  a  machine  the  grant  dating  back  to  a 
period  before  the  registration  of  design.  There 
appear  to  me  to  be  several  answers  to  this.  In 
the  first  place  the  grant  from  the  Grown  was  not 
made  until  after  the  statutory  title  was  created, 
although  when  made  it  dated  back  to  an  earlier 
date  prior  to  publication  ;  in  the  second  place  it 
is  not  a  question  between  grant  and  subsequent 
gnrant  from  the  Grown;  and  in  the  third  place 
there  is  nothing  inconsistent  between  a  grant  for 
a  patent  and  a  coincident  right  and  existence  of  a 
statutory  right  to  design.  The  object  of  and 
privilege  conferred  by  letters  patent  are  wholly 
different  from  the  object  of  and  privileges  con- 
ferred by  statute  to  a  design  by  registration. 
They  may  be  co-existent  and  the  rights  conferred 
do  not  clash.  The  patent  rights  may  be  infringed 
notwithstanding  design,  and  design  may  be  in- 
fringed though  patent  righte  may  not  be  touched. 
A  design  may  be  copied  exactly  without  a  patent 
for  the  subject  being  infringed,  and  a  patent  may 
be  easily  infringed  without  touching  rights  to  a 
desi^.  The  two  righte  are  separate  and  distinct 
in  title  aa  well  as  in  substance,  and  though,  no 
doubt,  any  attempt  to  bolster  up  an  invalid 
patent,  or  to  get  the  advantage  of  an  equivalent 
to  ^tent  righte  by  the  utilisation  of  the  right  to 
register  a  design,  would  be  jealously  watohMl,  the 
righte  may  ana  do  fairly  co-exist.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tion in  the  terms  of  their  claim,  with  coste. 

Solicitors:  John  B,  and  F.  PwehoMe;  Ward, 
Perks,  and  McKay. 


Tuesday,  March  8. 

(Before  Fabwkll,  J.) 

St.  Jahbs'  ahd  Pall  Mall  Elxctric  Lioht 

OoHFANT  Limited  v.  Thb  Kino,  (a) 
.Statutory  powers — "Damage  susktiried  by  reason 
or  in  consequence  of  the  exercise^  such  powers  " 
— Compensation — Negligence — Burden  of  proof 
—TeUgraph  Act  1863  (26  £  27  Viet.  e.  112),  ss.  6, 
7— Telegraph  Act  ISfiS  (31  <fe  32  Vict.  e.  110),  s.  2. 
Where  a  public  body  wom  empoveered  by  statute  to 
carry  out  certain  works  and  it  was  provided  in 
the  same  statute  that  compensation  should  be 
paid  to  any  person  sustaining  damages  by  reason 
or  in  consequence  of  the  exercise  of  such  powers, 
it  was  held  that  if  the  public  body  relied  on  the 
negligence  of  its  agents  or  contraictors  as  relieving 
it  from  <dl  liability  under  the  statute,  it  mtut 
discharge  the  onus  of  proving  such  negligence. 

(a)  BtporM  by  H.  C-  Oaxbii,  Kiq.,  BarrUt«rHt(-Law. 


Petition  of  siaBT. 

The  Postmaster- Greneral  is  empowered  under 
the  Telegraph  Aote  1863  and  1868  to  place  and 
maintein  telegraph  wires  under  any  street  or 
public  road,  and  for  that  purpose  he  may  open 
or  break  up  any  necessary  streete. 

In  Jan.  1902  the  Postmaster- General  arranged 
to  have  certain  cables  laid  down  in  King-street, 
St.  James',  in  connection  with  the  Post  OfSce 
telephone  system. 

(m  the  3rd  Jan.  1902  the  workmen  of  the  con- 
tractors, Messrs.  Beid  Brothers,  were  engaged  in 
breaking  up  the  footway  and  making^  a  trench 
when  one  of  the  workmen  drove  a  pick  into  «  2in. 
iron  water  pipe  laid  under  the  footpath.  The 
trench  immediately  filled  with  water,  and  the 
culvert  belonging  to  the  suppliant  company, 
which  had  also  oeen  exposed  in  digging  the 
trench,  was  flooded.  This  culvert  contained  a 
bare  copper  conductor,  and  a  serious  short  circuit 
resulted.  The  dynamo  magnets  at  the  two 
stations  of  the  company  were  discharged,  and 
the  supply  stopped  from  2.45  p.m.  to  3.15  p.m. 
Besides  tnis,  the  particular  section  of  the  main 
had  to  be  replaced. 

The  suppliant  company  by  a  letter  dated  (he 
2l8t  Jan.  1902  claimed  compensation  for  tiiis. 

The  letter  was  addressed  by  the  company's 
general  manager  and  secretary  to  the  Superintend- 
ing Engineer,  Post  Office  Telegriphs,  and  was, 
so  far  as  is  now  material,  couched  in  the  following 
terms : 

On  the  3rd  inst.  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  yonr 
oontraotora,  Meisra.  K«id  Bros.,  broke  a  2in.  oast  iron 
water  pipe  in  the  footway  of  King-itreet,  near  the  St 
Jameii'  Theatre,  by  their  oarelessneas.  .  .  .  Thet» 
oan  be  no  exoose  for  the  bTsaksee  of  snoh  a  pipe  in  the 
footway  .  .  .  and  I  am  advUed  that  my  oompany 
has  a  right  to  fall  compensation  at  the  hands  of  your 
department. 

After  some  intervening  correspondence  an 
answer  was  written  on  the  31st  Jan.  1902  in  the 
following  terms : 

In  further  leferenoe  to  yonr  letter  of  the  21rt  Jan.  I 
have  to  inform  yon  that  yonr  compUint  has  been 
inqoired  into,  and  I  find  that  the  damage  complained  of 
was  done  by  the  department's  oontraotors.    .    .    . 

Only  one  other  letter  need  be  referred  to.  This 
was  a  letter  dated  the  5th  May  1902  written  by 
the  general  manager  and  secretary  of  the  sup- 
pliant company  in  which  the  following  passage 
occurs: 

.  .  .  I  wonld  point  out  that  this  ooooTTenoe  took  place 
at  the  commencement  of  January,  and  must  request  a 
prompt  settlement  of  this  claim  for  damages  caused  by 
reckless  osrelesaneM  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  Beid.  Their 
(derations  in  the  London  itieeta  have  been  of  a  nature, 
to  fnlly  justify  the  strongest  protect  on  the  part  c^  our> 
selves  and  other  parties  possessing  valuable  property 
underneath  the  streets. 

As  the  suppliant  company  was  unable  to  obtain 
satisfaction  oi  ite  claim  for  compensation,  a  formal 
notice  requiring  the  amount  of  ite  claim  to  be 
assessed  by  a  jury  in  accordance  with  sect.  68  of 
the  Lands  Glauses  Gonsolidation  Act  1845,  and 
as  provided  by  sect.  7  of  the  Telegraph  Act 
1863,  was  served  upon  the  Postmaster- Qeneral. 
Accordingly  the  Postmaster- Greneral  issued  a 
warrant  to  the  High  Bailiff  of  Westminster, 
dated  the  24th  Juy  1902,  requiring  him  to 
summon  a  common  jury  to  assess  the  amount  of 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Hay  U,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-345 


Ghah.  Dit.]     St.  Jaubs'  &  Pall  Mall  Elbctbic  Liobt  Co.  «.  Thb  Kino.    [Chan.  Dit. 


the  damage  Btistained  by  the  oompany.  Saoh 
warrant  was  issued  nnder  protest  bj  the  Fost- 
master-General,  who  entirely  denied  that  he  was 
liable. 

An  inquisition  was  subsequently  held  on  the 
13th  Aug.  1902,  and  the  damages  assessed  at 
145Z.  19*.  6d. 

As  the  Postmaster- General  still  denied  that  he 
was  liable,  and  refused  to  pay  such  sum,  this 
petition  of  right  seekine  to  recover  this  sum  from 
the  Crown  was  delirerea  on  the  16th  March  1903. 

The  petition  was  duly  indorsed  "  Let  right  be 
done,"  and  the  matter  now  came  before  the  court 
tor  hearing. 

By  the  Telegraph  Act  1863 : 

Seet  6.  Snbjsot  to  the  reBtriotioni  and  proTiaioDB 
haraiiiafter  oontained  tha  eompany  may  ezeoate  works 
as  follows :  (1)  They  may  plaoe  and  maintain  a  telegraph 
under  any  street  or  pnblio  road,  and  may  alter  or 
lamoTe  the  same ;  (3)  they  may,  for  the  pnrposee  afore- 
said, open  or  break  np  any  street  or  pnblio  road,  and 
alter  the  position  therennder  of  any  pipe  (not  being  a 
Bain)  for  the  sapply  of  water  or  gas    .    .    . 

Seat.  7.  In  the  ezeroiae  of  the  powers  given  by  the 
last  foregoing  seotioa  the  oompany  shall  do  as  little 
damage  as  may  be,  and  shall  make  fnU  oompenaation  to 
aU  bodies  and  persons  interested  for  all  damage  sns- 
tained  by  them  by  reason  or  in  oonieqaenoe  of  the 
ezeroise  of  snob  powerr,  the  amonnt  and  application  of 
sneh  compensation  to  be  determined  in  manner  provided 
by  the  Lands  Claoses  Consolidation  Act  1845    .     .    . 

By  the  Telegraph  Act  1868  : 

Sect.  2.  The  Telegn^ih  Aet  1863  shall  be  incorporated 
with  this  Act,  except  so  far  as  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  may  be  expressly  varied,  altered,  or  be  inoon- 
siatsnt  with  this  Act ;  and  the  term  "  the  oompany  "  in  the 
Telegraph  Act  1863  shall,  in  addition  to  the  meaning 
assigned  to  it  in  tliat  Aot,  mean  the  Fostmaster-Qeneral. 

Cripps,  K.C.  and  B.  J.  Parker  (Llewelyn 
Davies  with  them)  for  the  suppliant  oompany. — 
On  the  facts  we  are  clearly  entitled  to  succeed. 
The  only  defence  pleaded  by  the  respondent  is 
"  that  the  matters  complained  of  in  the  petition  of 
right  do  not  constitute  damage  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sect.  7  of  the  Telegraph  Act  1863."  Now, 
this  section,  after  saying  that  as  little  damage  as 
possible  is  to  be  done  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
in  sect.  6,  provides  that  "  full  compensation  to  all 
bodies  and  persons  interested  for  all  damage 
sustained  by  them  by  reason  or  in  consequence 
of  the  exercise  of  such  powers"  shall  be  made. 
The  only  possible  defence,  therefore,  appears  to 
he  that  the  damage  was  not  inflicted  in  the 
exercise  of  the  powers,  but  through  negligence. 
Negligence,  however,  has  not  been  specially 
pleadM,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  tha  defence 
-could  be  rightly  raised  without  such  a  plea. 
Apart  from  any  such  objection,  we  submit  that, 
where  work  is  being  done  in  exercise  of  statutoiy 
powers  it  is  immaterial  whether  tbere  be  negli- 

fence  or  not.  For  negligence  to  be  a  good 
efenoe,  there  must  have  been  such  negligence 
that  what  was  done  was  outside  or  in  ezoess  of 
the  statutory  powers : 

President  and  Councillors  and  Ratepayer!  of  Colae 

V.  Bummerfieid,  68  L.  T.  Bep.  769 ;  (1893)  A.  C. 

187, 191 ; 
Bomhy  r.  Liverpool   United  Gatlight  Oompany, 

(1883)  47  J.  P.  231 ; 
CtlUy  V.  2'odinor<Ien  Local  Board,  31  L.  T.  Bep. 

445. 


Clavell  Baiter,  E.G.  and  J.  H.  Harrie  for  the 
Crown. — The  onus  of  proof  that  the  damage  was 
effected  in  exercise  of  statutory  powers  granted  to 
the  Postmaster- Greneral  lies  with  the  plaintiff. 
This  is  clearly  shown  by 

Brierlev   HUl  Local  Board  v.  Pearsall,  51  L.  T. 
Bep.  577  ;  9  App.  Cas.  595. 

In  that  case  Lord  Fitzgerald  sajs,  at  p.  603; 
"  In  establishing  his  case  plaintiff  had  to  sustiun 
four  propositions."  The  second  of  these  propo- 
sitions is :  "  That  such  damages  had  been  occa- 
sioned by  reason  of  the  exercise  by  the  local 
authority  of  the  powers  of  the  Act."  The 
suppliant  company  suggests  that  we  have  to 
prove  that  there  was  such  negligence  that  the 
acts  complained  of  must  have  been  acta  in  excess 
of  the  statutory  powers,  the  above-mentioned 
case  shows  this  is  not  so ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is 
for  the  suppliant  company  to  show  that  the  acts 
of  which  it  complains  were  done  in  exercise  of  such 
powers.  In  our  view,  therefore,  it  is  questionable 
whether  the  suppliant  company  has  shown  any 
claim  in  law  against  the  Postmaster-(3enera]. 
Even  if  we  were  wrong  as  to  this,  the  reference  to 
negligence  oontained  in  the  suppliant  company's 
letters  amonnt  to  admission  by  it  that  the  damage 
was  inflicted  through  the  negligence  of  the  Post 
Office  contractors;  if  this  be  so,  the  claim  for 
compensation  must  be  bad  in  law.  Compensation 
is  given  by  a  statute,  to  provide  a  remedy  where, 
apurt  from  the  statute,  none  would  exist.  Where 
there  has  been  negligence,  an  action  for  tort  can 
be  brought  at  common  law,  and  therefore  no 
right  to  compensation  exists.  This  is  clear  from 
the  cases.  The  company  has  mistaken  its  remedy, 
and  this  action  must  fail.  They  then  referred  to 
the  following  cases  in  support  of  their  argument, 
which  is  not  here  set  forth  in  detail,  as  the  point 
was  not  dealt  with  in  the  judgment : 

Broadbent  v.  Impertat  Qat  Light  Company,  26  L.  J. 

276,  Ch.  J 
Be  Penny  and  Bouth-Eoitem  BaUviay  Company, 

26  L.  J.  225,  Q.  B. ; 
New  Biver  Company  r.  Johnion,  29  L.  J.  93,  M.  C. 
Lawrence  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  20 

L.  J.  293,  Q.  B. ; 
Clothier  v.  Webster,  6  L.  T.  Bep.  461 ;  31  L.  J.  316, 

C.P.J 
Clowes  V.  Btagordthire  Potteries  Waierworis  Com- 

pany,  27  L.  T.  Bep.  298,  521 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Ch. 

App.  125 ; 
Biseoa    v.    Oreat  Eastern  Bailway   Company,  L. 

Bep.  16  £q.  636 ; 
Hall  V.  Mayor  of  Batley,  ?7  L.  T.  Bep.  710. 

B.  J.  Parker  in  reply. — These  allegations  of 
negligence  in  the  correspondence  are  not  admis- 
sions ;  they  are  mere  all^nttions  in  aggravation  of 
damages  which  the  suppliant  company  now  dis- 
avows. Are  we  to  be  tied  down  to  these  state- 
ments when  the  respondent  will  not  on  his  side 
allege  negligence  ?  Then  it  is  said  that  it  is  for- 
us  to  prove  that  the  damage  was  efCected  in  the- 
exercise  of  the  statutory  powers.  This,  in  effect,, 
is  asking  us  to  prove  that  there  was  no  negligence. 
The  burden  of  proving  a  negative  cannot  be  laid 
on  the  suppliant  company,  it  is  for  the  respondent' 
to  prove  negligence  if  he  relies  on  it.  Her9  't  haa 
never  been  pleaded. 

Fabwbll,  J. — This  is  a  petition  of  right  in 
which  the  St.  James  and  Pall  Mall  Electric  Light 
Company  are  the  suppliants,  and  they  allege  tn&t 
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the  PoBtmaater-Gteneral  in  the  ooorae  of  laying 
down  certain  telegraph  wires  lias  caused  damage 
for  which  thejr  claim  compensation.  The  ques- 
tion tarns  on  the  construction  of  the  6th  and  7  th 
clauses  of  the  Telegraph  Act  of  1863,  which,  by 
the  amending  Act  of  1868,  extend  to  the  Post- 
master-Oeneral.  The  material  section  in  sect.  7. 
fHis  Lordship  then  read  the  section  referred  to.] 
In  pursuance  of  the  powers  contained  in  the  6th 
section  the  Postmaster-Gteneral  proceeded  to 
break  up  King-street,  St.  James'.  Kow,  the  first 
matter  to  which  I  always  address  myself  when  I 
try  a  case  is  to  ascertain  the  facts,  and  make  a 
finding  for  my  own  guidance.  I  must  confess 
that  the  parties  have  put  me  in  a  very  consider- 
able difficulty  in  the  present  case.  I  do  not  con- 
sider it  is  any  part  of  the  function  of  the  court 
to  deliver  pronouncements  on  law  at  large,  but  to 
adjudicate  on  facts  proved  or  admitted.  Now, 
the  only  facts  are  those  I  can  obtain  from  the 
pleadings,  correspondence,  and  proceedings  before 
the  high  bailiff  and  jury.  These  I  have  to  deal 
with  as  best  I  can  in  order  to  ascertain  the  facts. 
I  rather  protest  that  it  is  not  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  pick  out  the  facts  in  this  sort  of  way ;  they 
ought  to  be  proved  or  found.  On  the  facts,  how- 
ever, as  I  find  them,  I  eet  this.  I  have  the  letter 
of  the  Slst  Jan.  from  the  Post  Office  authorities 
in  which  there  is  the  following  statement :  "  I 
have  to  inform  yon  that  your  complaint  has  been 
inquired  into,  and  I  find  that  the  damage 
complained  of  was  done  by  the  department's 
contractors."  This  is  an  admission  made  on 
behalf  of  the  Postmastor-Geneial  which  is 
accepted  by  the  suppliante.  The  correspondence 
is  also  referred  to  by  the  Postmaster- Greneral's 
counsel  as  containing  allegations  that  the  damage 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  contractors' 
workmen,  but  these  allegations  are  not  admitted 
and  accepted  by  him ;  and  therefore  I  cannot 
regard  those  statements  that  are  disavowed  now 
by  the  suppliants,  and  are  not  adopted  by  the 
Postmaster-General,  as  facto  for  any  sort  of  pur- 
pose before  the  court.  The  only  fact  that  I  have 
got  on  such  materials  as  the  parties  have  thought 
fit  to  place  before  me,  is  this  statement  contained 
in  this  letter  of  the  Slst  Jan.,  that  the  damage 
comphuned  of  was  done  by  the  department's  con- 
tractors. Now,  it  was  done  by  their  contractors 
in  the  course  of  opening  up  King-street.  Mr. 
Clavell  Salter,  to  whom  I  am  extremely  indebted 
for  amost  interesting  ailment,  referred  me  to 
the  case  of  Brieriey  Hill  Local  Board  t. 
Pearaall  (51  L.  T.  Rep.  577 ;  9  App.  Gas.  595),  in 
which  Lord  Fitzgeralcl,  dealing  with  a  case  of 
this  sort,  says,  at  p.  603  (he  is  referring  to  the 
Public  Health  .Act  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
action,  is  practically  the  same  as  the  section  in 
the  Telegraph  Act):  "Looking  at  the  case  as 
wholly  governed  by  sect.  308  of  the  Public  Health 
Act,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  that  it  was  open 
to  the  respondent  (the  plaintiff)  to  pursue  the 
course  of  naving  the  fact  of  damage  and  the 
amount  of  compensation  settled  in  the  first 
instance  by  arbitration."  That  has  been  done  in 
the  present  case.  The  jury  have  found  the 
damage  and  assessed  the  amount  of  compensation. 
Then  Lord  Fitzgerald  proceeds:  "  In  establishing 
his  case  under  tnat  section,  the  plaintifE  had  to 
enstain  four  propositions — viz.,  first,  that  he  had 
sustained  damage;  secondly^  that  such  damage 
had  been  occasioned  by  reason  of  the  exercise  by 


the  local  authority  of  the  powers  of  the  Act; 
thirdly,  that  such  damage  arose  in  relation  to 
some  matter  as  to  which  he  was  not  himself  in 
default ;  and  fourthly,  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion to  which  he  was  properly  entitled.  Any 
dispute  as  to  the  propositions  1  and  4  is  to  be 
settled  by  arbitration.  The  fact  of  damage 
comes  first  in  the  section,  and  is  the  foundation 
of  all  the  rest."  Propositions  1  and  4  have  been 
dealt  with  by  the  jury  in  the  present  case. 
The  second — namely,  that  such  damage  has 
been  occasioned  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  the 
powers  of  the  Act — appears  to  me  to  be  in- 
volved in  the  petition  of  ri^ht,  the  letter  that 
I  have  read  and  the  proceedings  also  before  the 
arbitrator.  Now,  the  point  that  has  been  argued 
before  me  is  that  the  damage  was  really  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligent  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
the  Act.  It  is  not  said  that  there  was  anything 
ultra  viret;  neither  side  suggest  this,  but  the 
suggestion  of  the  Postmaster-General  is  that  the 
contractors'  workmen  in  carrying  out  the  powers 
of  the  Act  acted  negligently,  and  I  have  heard  a 
very  interesting  argument  and  many  cases  cited 
to  establish  the  proposition  that  for  a  negligent 
exercise  of  statutory  powers  a  common  law  right 
of  action  subsiste,  and  that  when  a  common  Diw 
right  of  action  subsiste  the  provision  for  compen- 
sation does  not  apply.  In  tne  view  that  I  take,  it 
is  unnecessary  for  me  to  express  any  opinion  as 
to  how  far  that  proposition  can  be  driven.  I 
think  the  question  before  me  turns  on  the  onus 
of  proof.  In  cases  of  this  class  it  is  obvious  that 
the  onus  of  proof  practically  goes  to  the  root  of 
the  matter.  When  the  local  authority  or  the 
Postmaster-General,  as  the  case  may  be,  breaks 
up  a  street,  the  persons  who  are  likely  to  be 
injured  cannot  or  ceitainly  do  not  keep  a  wateh- 
man  on  the  watch  to  see  whether  anything  is 
going  to  happen  so  that  they  may  have  evidence 
available  as  to  how  or  by  reason  of  whose  negli- 
gence injury  has  been  caused.  The  fact  of  damage 
is  the  only  thing  which  is  within  their  knowledge, 
and  of  thiis  the  onus  of  proof  lies  on  them.  The 
negative,  no  negligence,  is  not  for  them  to  prove. 
The  burden  of  proving  a  negative  is  never  on  the 
plaintiff.  If  the  fact  of  negligenoe  is  set  up  and 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant,  or  the  respondent 
as  the  case  may  be,  the  onus  is  on  him  to  prove 
tliat  negligenoe  affirmatively.  This  is,  to  my 
mind,  most  material  because  it  is  obvious  that 
the  respondent  might  very  well  escape  liability 
altogether,  if  he  could  say  to  the  person  claiming 
compensation,  "  Yon  have  got  to  prove  the  fact 
that  there  was  no  negligenoe,"  and  to  the  same 
person  bringing  a  common  law  action,  "  You  have 
got  to  prove  the  fact  that  there  was  negligence." 
The  result,  it  seems  to  me,  would  be  most  un- 
satisfactory ;  but  as  I  take  the  view,  that  when 
it  is  intended  to  set  up  negligence  to  that 
which  is  otherwise  a  prima  fane  case  for  com- 
pensation, the  onus  of  proving  that  negligence  or 
at  least  of  alleging  it  (so  that  it  may  be  used  as 
an  admission  in  subsequent  proceedings)  Ues  on 
the  respondent,  no  practical  difficulty  arises  in 
the  present  case.  I  am  not  concerned  witii  the 
numerous  cases  which  have  been  cited,  for  negli- 
gence has  never  been  put  in  issue  by  the  respon- 
dent in  such  a  way  that  I  need  consider  it.  The 
result,  therefore,  is  that  the  suppliante  succeed, 
and  the  respondent  must  pay  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation  found  by  the  high  bailiff  and  jury. 
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together  with  the  costs  of  this  aotion  including 
the  oosts  of  the  high  bailiff's  inqnisition. 

Solicitor  for  the  snppliant  company,  Sydney 
Morte. 

Solicitors  for  the  Grown,  S.  S.  Harris  and  Co. 


March  16, 17,  and  18. 

(Before  Fabwxll,  J.) 

East   London   Bailwat   Gompant   v.    Gon- 

sbbyatobs  of  thb  Bitbb  Thaues.  (a) 

Evidence  —  Expert's   reports — Facts    not   within 
living  memory — AdmissibUiiy. 

Where    an    engineer's    reports    are    within    the 

common  knowledge  of  engineers  and  accepted  by 

them  as  accurate,  they  constitute  evidence  which 

the  court  wUl  accept  as  to  facts  not  within  living 

memory. 
The  plaintLfFs  were  the  lessees  and  owners  of  the 
Thames  Tannel,  which  was  built  under  a  private 
Act  of  1824,  the  short  title  of  which  is  the  Thames 
Tunnel  Act  1824. 

By  the  East  London  Bailway  Act  1865  this 
tunnel,  which  had  originally  been  built  for 
passenger  traffic,  was  adapted  for  use  as  a  railway 
to  form  a  connecting  link  between  various  rail- 
ways on  the  Surrey  and  Middlesex  sides  of  the 
river  respectively. 

This  tunnel  is  built  entirely  of  brick,  and  has  a 
covering  of  soil  of  which  the  minimam  depth  is 
rather  over  13ft. 

In  1880  the  defendants,  the  Gonservators  of  the 
Biver  Thames,  had  proposed  to  dredge  the  river 
bed  adjacent  to  and  over  the  tunnel  to  a  con- 
siderable depth ;  but  that  scheme  was  abandoned 
upon  the  representations  of  the  East  London 
Bailway  Gompany,  as  that  company  alleged  that 
the  removal  of  soil  from  above  the  tunnel  would 
seriously  endanger  it. 

Prior  to  Dec.  1903,  however,  numerous  traders 
represented  to  the  conservators  the  desirability  of 
a  deep  channel  up  to  London  Bridge,  which  would 
enable  merchant  ships  of  large  tonnage  to  enter 
that  part  of  the  river  at  all  states  of  the  tide. 

In  oonsecmenoe  the  conservators  entered  into  a 
contract  in  Dec.  1902  for  the  dredging  of  the  upjper 
pool^BO  as  make  a  channel  of  the  width  of  2l0ft. 
and  of  the  depth  of  35ft.  below  Trinity  high-water 
mark.  The  contractors  were,  however,  only  to 
dredge  to  within  50  yards  of  the  tunnel. 

Dredging  was  commenced  on  the  23rd  Dec. 
1902,  and  by  June  1903  it  had  been  effected  from 
50  yards  above  the  tunnel  up  to  London  Bridge. 

The  dredging  below  the  tunnel  from  Millwall 
Dock  was  then  proceeded  with,  and  at  the  date  of 
the  hearing  of  this  action  had  been  carried  out  to 
within  170  yards  of  the  tunnel. 

In  May  1903  the  defendants  forwarded  certain 
plans  to  the  East  London  Bailway  Joint  Com- 
mittee, and  at  the  same  time  gave  notice  to  them 
as  required  by  the  Thames  Gonservancy  Act  1894 
s.  88,  that  they  proposed  to  dredge  the  bed  of  the 
river  over  the  tannel  as  shown  in  the  plans,  that 
is,  so  as  to  make  a  channel  of  210ft.  broad,  of  a 
depth  of  36ft.  below  Trinity  high-water  mark. 

In  spite  of  objections  made  by  the  committee 
the  defendants  notified  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors 
on  the  8th  Dec.  1903  of  their  intention  to  proceed 

(a)  B^portad  by  H.  0.  QAasu,  Xi(i.,  BurliMr-at-Iitir. 


with  the  dredging  operations  proposed  after  the 
expiration  of  a  week  from  the  9th  Dec.  1903. 

'The  writ  in  this  action  was  therefore  issued  on 
the  11th  Dec.  1903. 

The  plaintiffs  now  claimed  "an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendants,  their  officers,  contractors, 
agents,  or  workmen  from  deepening  or  dredging 
or  working  in  the  bed  of  the  nver  Thames  at  any 
place  within  150  yards  above  or  below  the  Thames 
Tannel  ...  or  in  any  manner  so  as  to  injure, 
endanger,  or  affect  the  said  tunnel,  or  the  roof, 
sides,  or  protections  thereof,  or  the  railway  running 
through  the  same  or  covered  thereby." 

The  defendants  put  in  issue  the  allegations  of 
the  plaintiffs  that  damage  would  be  caused  by 
the  removal  of  a  few  feet  of  soil,  as  proposed 
by  them. 

It  appeared  from  the  expert  evidence  called 
by  the  plaintiffs  that  there  would  be  grave  risk 
in  removing  any  part  of  the  soil  from  over  the 
tunnel,  if  the  soil  was  in  fact  of  a  loose  and  semi- 
fluid nature. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the  soil  rested 
almost  entirely  on  the  reports  of  the  original 
constructor  of  the  tunnel,  Sir  Isambard  Brunei. 
It  was  impossible  to  verify  the  facts  there  stated, 
for  the  prickings  of  the  soil  which  had  been 
made  in  connection  with  the  present  action  only 
went  to  show  the  nature  of  the  actual  surface  of 
the  bed  of  the  river  over  the  tunnel,  and  it  was 
not  possible  to  make  further  investigations  without 
endangering  the  tunnel.  The  reports  of  Sir  I. 
Brunei,  which,  it  appeared,  were  commonly 
accepted  by  engineers  as  a  correct  record,  stated 
that  in  making  the  tunnel,  the  material  met  with 
was  for  the  most  part^  of  a  loose  and  semi-fluid 
nature.  It  further  stated  that  there  had  been 
several  irruptions  of  black  water  in  the  tunnel 
works,  and  the  holes  so  caused  in  the  river 
bed  had  had  to  be  filled  in  with  bags  of  clay. 
The  question  as  to  whether  the  reports  were 
admissible  was  raised  by  the  defendants,  and  this 
is  the  only  point  in  the  case  which  it  is  necessary 
to  report. 
Upjohn,  E.G.  and  Waggett  for  the  pluntiffs. 
Butcher,  E.G.  and  G.  B.  Northcote  for  the 
defendants. 

Upjohn,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Fabwell,  J. — This  is  a  quia  timet  action,  and 
I  have  had  evidence  g^ven  by  experts  to  prove  the 
existence  of  danger.  Now  in  guia  timet  actions 
it  is  impossible  to  expect  a  witness  to  commit 
himself  to  a  statement  that  it  is  absolutely  certain 
that  danger  will  ensue ;  nor  is  that  necessary. 
All  that  is  required  is  that  there  be  a  strong  case 
of  probability  that  the  apprehended  mischief  will 
arise.  I  have  had  called  before  me  two  very 
eminent  experts  to  prove  the  likelihood  of  danger 
by  the  proposed  dredging  who  are  absolutely 
unbiassed  and  impartial  in  the  matter ;  but  whose 
opinion  is  baved  on  statements  made  by  the 
original  constructor  of  the  tunnel.  It  is  not 
immaterial,  therefore,  to  consider  one  or  two 
matters  of  history  with  respect  to  Sir  Isambard 
Brunei's  construction  of  the  tunnel  and  his 
memoranda  and  records  of  what  took  place.  It 
has  been  submitted  that  these  records  are  not 
proper  evidence ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am 
entitled  to  regard  them  in  the  same  way  that  I 
regard  any  otner  fact  of  histoiy  which  did  not 
take  place  within  living  memory,  if  it  is  estab- 
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lished  by  anthentio  records.  Inaamach  as  all  the 
^  engineers  whom  I  have  seen  agree  that  these 
records  are  aooeeaible  to  engineers  and  are 
accepted  by  them  as  absolutely  aocarate,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  conrt  woald  be  very 
shortsighted  to  dedine  to  take  advantage  of 
whatever  benefit  may  be  obtained  from  the 
knowledge  of  the  historioal  facts  so  aatbenti- 
oated.  [His  Lordship  then  proceeded  to  deal 
with  other  parts  of  the  case  not  dealt  with  in  this 
reiwrt] 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Wilton,  Brittowi, 
and  Carpmael. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendant,  James  Rughet. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Jan.  11  and  12. 
(Before  Lord  ALYisBTOirii,  O.J.,  Wills   and 
KlHKXDT,  JJ.) 
EsooiT  «.  Matob,  Ac,  of  Nbwpobt.  (a) 
Tre*pa*» — Statutory  righi  io  erect  pott  "  in,  over, 
or  under  any  street '  — .Ereetton  of  eleetrie  pott 
— Taking  of  land  —  Landt  Clautes  Act  1845 
(8  A  9  Viet.  c.  18)— Newport  Corporation  Aei 
1900  (63  £  64  Viet.  e.  xlii.). 
By  leet.  51  of  the  Newport  Corporation  Act  1900, 
teith  iehiek  the  Landt  Clautes  Act  1845  toat 
tneorporoted,  the    corporation    might,  for   the 
purpote  of  working  their  tramwayi,  conttruet 
and  erect  "  on,  in,  over,  or  under  any  ttreet  or 
road" poles  and  potts. 
For  the  purpose  of  working  their  tramways  the 
corporation  erected  an  iron  pillar,  about  lOtn. 
in  diameter,  i^on  the  plaintiff's  land,  whieh  by 
dedication,  subject  to  a  user  by  the  plaintiff, 
formed  part  of  the  ttreet,  tueh  piUar  being  sunk 
about  6ft.  in  the  gro%tnd. 
Held,  that  this  was  not  a  "  taking  of  land"  within 
the  Landt  Clautes  Act,  but  was  an  emereiie  of 
the  statutory  powtrs  of  the  defendants  under 
their  private  Act, 
Appbal  from  His  Honour  Judge  Owen,  sitting 
at  the  Newport  Oonnty  Court. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recorer  damages  for 
an  alleged  trespasa  by  the  defendants  upon  the 
pluntiff's  propmy  by  the  erection  on  it  of  an 
iron  pillar  for  the  purpose  of  osirrying  an  over- 
head electric  cable,  and  for  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion to  remove  the  pillar. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  not  in  dispute,  and 
were  as  follows : — 

By  a  lease  dated  the  6th  Nov.  1885  a  plot  of 
ground  upon  part  of  which  this  pillar  htA  be^i 
-erected  was  leased  to  the  plaintiffs  predecessor  in 
title  for  the  term  of  ninety.nine  years  from  the 
25th  March  1883,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the 
18th  April  1899  the  premises  were  assigned  to  and 
are  now  vested  in  the  plaintiff. 

The  lease  was  of  a  plot  of  ground  adjoining  and 
abutting  upon  the  Chepstow-road,  upon  which 
the  lessee  covenanted  to  build  and  did  build  a 
house  and  shop  now  known  as  No.  103,  Chepstow- 
road. 

There  is  a  plan  upon  the  lease  of  the  plot  of 
ground  demised  with  a  number  referring  to  an 
estate  map,  and  upon  that  estate  map  the  frontage 
building  line  of  the  house  to  be  built  is  shown, 

(a)  Beportad  by  W.  DS  B.  Hubikt,  Etq.,  BarrlMar-at-Lftw, 


between  which  line  and  the  boundary  of  the  plot 
abutting  on  the  Chepstow-road  there  is  a  space  of 
10ft.  in  width  which  was  originally  intended  as  a 
forecourt  to  the  house. 

The  plot  of  ground  demised  was  at  the  date  of 
the  lease  divided  from  the  Chepstow-road  br  a 
hedge,  which  was  included  in  the  lease.  Wnen 
tiie  lessee,  one  Page,  built  the  house  he  pulled  down 
this  hedge,  and  with  the  leave  of  the  ground 
landlord,  instead  of  using  the  piece  of  ground  in 
front  of  the  house  as  a  forecourt,  he  paved  the 
whole  of  it  from  the  house  up  to  the  roadway  in  the 
Chepstow-road,  and  he  put  down  a  line  of  kerb- 
ing  immediately  adjoiningthe  road.  This  paving 
and  kerbing  were  wholly  upon  the  plot  of  ground 
leased  to  him.  Other  houses  on  each  side  of 
Page's  house  were  from  time  to  time  built  form- 
ing a  continuous  row  of  houses  with  their  frontages 
built  up  to  the  line  shown  on  the  estate  map,  and 
such  houses  all  had  pavement  in  front  forming  a 
continuous  line  of  pavement. 

Page  carried  on  in  the  shop  which  he  so  built 
the  business  of  a  furniture  dealer,  and  he  was  in 
the  habit  of  putting  furniture  for  sale  upon  the 
pavement  in  front  of  his  shop. 

The  plaintiff  since  he  bought  the  premises  has 
carried  on  there  a  similar  business,  and  he  has  also 
put  furniture  for  sale  upon  the  pavement  in  front 
of  his  shop. 

Such  user  of  the  pavement  by  Page  and  the 
plaintiff  has  been  without  interruption  and  with- 
out any  objection  to  it,  either  by  the  defendants 
or  any  other  authority. 

Subject  to  this  user  of  the  pavement  a  right  by 
the  public  to  use  this  pavement  as  a  footpath  has 
been  acquired. 

In  1890  the  defendants  remetalled  the  Chepstow, 
road  and  straightened  the  footpaths  on  each  side 
of  it,  and  put  in  new  kerbin^  and  channelling  in 
the  same  place  as  the  kerbing  put  in  by  Page 
was.  The  defendanto  have  also  from  time  to 
time  at  the  public  ezi)ense  repaired  the  pavement 
in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  shop.  The  Chepstow- 
road  is  now  a  street  of  almost  continuous  lines  of 
houses  on  each  side  with  paved  footpaths  in  front 
of  them  leading  from  the  Newport  Bridge  over 
the  river  Usk  towards  Chepstow.  The  plaintiff's 
house  is  situated  about  a  mile  to  the  eastward 
from  the  bridge. 

In  exercise  of  the  power  given  them  by  the 
Newport  Corporation  Acts  of  1893  and  1897  the 
defendante  constructed  a  tramway  in  the  Chep- 
stow-road, passing  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's 
premises.  It  was  used  for  tram  cars  for  the  con- 
veyance of  passengers,  and  the  tramcars  were 
drawn  by  horses. 

In  1900  the  defendante  being  desirous  of  apply- 
ing electrical  power  as  the  motive  power  of  their 
tramcars,  they  were  empowered  by  the  Newport 
Corporation  Act  1900  to  use  mechanical  power  on 
their  tramways. 

The  Bvstem  adopted  by  the  defendante  was  a 
system  by  which  electrical  power  is  supplied  to 
the  tramcars  from  a  continuous  wire  cable 
mnning  along  the  tramways  and  suspended  above 
them  at  a  height  of  about  25ft.  This  cable  is 
supported  by  wires  across  the  roadway  at  fixed 
distances,  and  these  wires  are  fastened  to  hollow 
iron  pillars  on  each  side  of  the  roadway. 

One  of  these  pillars  had  without  the  plaintitTs 
consent  been  fixed  in  the  pavement  immediately 
in  front  of  his  shop,  and  it  had  been  fixed  in  a 
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place  which  is  wholly  within  the  bouadariea  of  the 
plot  of  groimd  demisei  by  the  lease  under  which 
the  plaintiff  held.  This  iron  pillar  was  31ft.  in 
height  and  abont  lOin.  in  diameter  at  the  base,  and 
about  6ft.  of  its  height  was  sank  in  the  ground. 

The  placing  this  pillar  in  .the  place  where  it 
was  fixed  was  the  trespass  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complained  in  the  action. 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  having  stated 
the  facts,  delivered  judgment  as  follows : 

The  defendants'  defenoes  to  the  aotion  are — (1)  That 
the  pilhur  oomplained  of  irai  ereoted  by  them  nnder  and 
pnisnant  to  the  anthoriiy  given  to  them  by  the  Newport 
Oorpoiration  Aot  1900,  i.  51;  and  (2)  that  the  pilUr 
having  been  ereoted  on  the  8th  A.ng.  1902  the  claim  ii 
barred  by  the  Fablic  Anthotitiei  Protection  Aot  1893, 
a.  1.  In  the  Corporation  Act  1900,  the  Landi  Clanees 
Acts  are  incorporated,  and  it  is  provided  that  the  several 
words  and  expreenons  to  which  by  the  Fablio  Health 
Acta  meanings  are  asiigned,  shall  hi  that  Aot  have  the 
same  respective  meanings,  and  it  is  provided  by  sect.  51, 
■ab-seot.  1,  that  for  the  purpose  of  worJcing  any  of  the 
corporation  tramways  by  meobanioal  power  the  corpora- 
tion may,  sabject  to  the  provisioni  of  that  Act,  *'  con- 
stmot,  lay  down,  erect,  maintain,  renew,  and  repair,  on, 
in,  over,  and  nnder  any  street  or  road  in  which  any  oor> 
poration  tramways  are  for  the  time  being  laid,"  certain 
works  and  appliance,  including  "  poles,  posts,"  and  the 
defendants  are  further  empowered  to  "  make  snoh  altera- 
tions  in  any  existing  tramways  of  the  oorporation,  and 
ezsoats  all  such  works  on  and  in  connection  therewith 
as  may  be  neceisary  or  expedient  for  adapting  the  same 
to  be  worked  by  meohanintl  power."  By  sect,  i  of  the 
Publio  Health  Aot  1875  the  word  "  street "  is  to  include 
"any  highway  (not  being  a  turnpike  road)  and  any 
pnblio  bridge  (not  being  a  county  bridge)  and  any  road, 
main  footway,  square,  court,  alley,  or  passage,  whether 
a  thoroughfare  or  not."  It  is  admitted  that  the  road- 
way i>t  the  Chepstow-rosd,  and  the  footpaths  on  eMh 
side  of  it,  axe  together  a  street  within  this  definition. 
The  defendants  contended  that  by  sect.  149  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  1875  the  Chepttow-road,  inolndiog  the  pave- 
ment in  front  of  plaintiff's  house  and  the  place  where 
the  pillar  has  been  fixed,  became  vested  in  them,  and  that 
they  are  therefore  empowered  by  sect.  51  of  their  Act 
of  1900  to  erect  the  pillar  in  question  in  the  place  where 
they  have  ereoted  it  without  obtaining  tiie  consent 
thereto  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  making  him  any 
compensation  therefor.  I  think  that  this  which  is  the 
defendant's  first  defence  to  the  action  is  disposed  of  by 
authority.  It  has  been  decided  by  a  series  of  caies 
beginning  with  Coverdale  v.  Charlton  (40  L.  T.  Bep.  88  ; 
4  Q.  B.  Div.  104).  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
1878,  to  Baird  v.  Corporation  of  Tunbridge  WMt, 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (71  L.  T.  Bsp.  211 ; 
(1894)  2  Q.  B.  867),  and  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords 
(1896),  A.  C.  434),  that  by  sect.  149  of  the  PabUc  Health 
Aot  1875  the  looal  authority  become  the  owners  of  so 
much  of  the  toil  of  a  street  as  is  necessary  for  the  ordi- 
nary user  of  the  street  as  a  street,  and  not  o!  anything 
more.  In  the  Tunhridge  WelU  case  the  streets  were 
vested  in  the  oorporation  in  the  same  way  and  nnder  the 
same  section  of  the  Public  Health  Aot  1875  as  in 
the  present  case  and  as  they  were  empowered  by  a 
special  Act  to  erect  lavatories  in  any  street  it  wai 
held  that  the  sub- soil  in  the  street  did  not  belong  to 
them,  and  that  they  had  not  any  right  to  excavate  the 
soil  and  ersot  lavatories  below  the  surfaoe  of  a  street. 
The  present  Lord  Chancellor,  speaking  of  the  section  in 
question,  said  that  it  vested  in  the  oorporation  "  The 
street  ^ud  street  and  indeed  so  muoh  of  the  actual 
soil  of  the  street  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  purposs 
of  '"><"*""<"g  it  and  using  it  as  a  street,"  and  the  late 
Lord  Hersohell  said :  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the  vesting 
of  the  street  vests  in  the  urban  authority  such  property  1 


and  such  property  only  as  is  neoessary  for  the  oontrol, 
protection,  and  maintenance  of  the  street  as  a  highway 
for  pnbUo  use."  In  the  preient  case,  I  think,  the' 
placing  of  an  iron  pillar  is  not  necessary  for  the  purposea 
so  mentioned.  Bat  then  it  is  said  that  the  defendants 
are  empowered  to  do  this  by  sect.  51  of  their  Act  of  1900. 
Upon  this  point  the  observations  of  Smith,  L.J.  in  the 
Tvnbridge  WelU  case,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  are,  I 
think,  conclusive.  His  Lordship  says:  "Now,  where 
a  statute  enacts  that  a  corporation  may  ereot  a  bnildiog 
in  a  street  over  whinh  they  have  only  a  right  of  way  as 
one  of  the  publio.  What  does  that  mean  P  Dies  it  mean 
that  they  nay  only  utilise  what  the  landowner  had 
already  dedicated  to  the  public,  or  does  it  mean  that 
they  may  take  from  the  landowner  what  he  has  not 
dedicated  to  the  publio  and  which  remains  his  own  P  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  true  answer  is,  that  it  only  entitles 
the  oorporation  to  use  whit  the  owner  has  dedicated  to 
the  public,  and  it  does  not  entitle  the  oorporation  to 
take  the  landowner's  land  for  nothing.  And  I  should, 
point  out  that  if  the  oorporation  desire  to  erect  build- 
ings upon  another  man's  land  they  can  do  so  by  paying 
for  it,  for  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts  are 
incorporated  in  the  Aot  of  1900,  and  the  Act  can  be 
brought  into  play."  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  defen- 
dants' first  defence  fails.  The  only  other  defence  is,  that 
as  this  pillar  was  ereoted  on  the  8th  Aug.  1902,  and  the 
action  was  not  begun  until  the  30th  March  1903,  the 
plaintiff  is  precluded  from  bringing  the  action  by  the 
Fablio  Authorities  Protection  Aot  1893.  Sact.  1  of  that 
Aot  provides  that  an  aotion  brought  for  any  aot  done  in . 
the  execution  of  any  Aot  of  Parliament  "shall  not  lie  or 
be  instituted  unless  it  is  commenoed  within  six  months 
next  after  the  act,  neglect,  or  default  oomplained  of  or 
in  case  of  a  continuance  of  injury  or  damage  within  six 
months  next  after  the  ceasing  thereof."  The  erection 
of  the  pillar  is,  I  think,  a  coatinuing  injury  or  damage  to- 
the  plaintiff,  and  this  defence,  I  think,  also  fails.  Th» 
plaintiff  has  therefore  succeeded.  I  think,  however, 
tliat  I  ought  not  to  grant  a  mandatory  injunction  for  the 
removal  of  the  pillar,  and  what  I  propose  to  do  is,  at 
the  plaintiff's  option,  either  to  asseas  the  damage  which 
he  has  suffered  by  the  defendant's  wrongful  aot  or  to  do 
what  was  done  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  Tuniridgt 
WelU  oase — that  is,  to  make  a  declaration  that  the 
dafendanti  are  not  entitled  to  the  soil  in  which  they 
hare  erected  the  pillar  and  that  its  ereotion  was  a 
treapass  upon  ths  plaintiff's  property.  The  defendants 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  action  upon  scale  C.  If  the 
defendants  wish  to  keep  this  pillar  upon  ths  plaintiff's 
land  they  can  do  so  by  paying  for  a  right  to  do  so  as 
provided  by  the  Lands  Clauses  Aots. 

By  the  Newport  Corporation  Act  1900  (63  &64 
Yiot.  c.  xlii.),  8.  51 : 

(1)  For  the  purpose  of  working  any  of  the  oorporation 
trwmways  by  mechanical  power  or  of  providing  access 
to  or  forming  connection  with  any  generating  or  other 
stations,  or  any  engines,  machines,  apparatus,  the 
oorporation  may,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
construct,  lay  down,  erect,  maintain,  renew,  and  repair 
on,  in,  over,  or  tuder  any  street  or  road  iu  which  any 
corporation  tramways  are  fur  the  time  biiug  laid, 
cables,  conductors,  eleotrio  mains,  wires,  poles,  posts, 
brackets,  plates,  tubes,  channels,  groores,  engines, 
apparatus,  machinery,  works,  and  appUances,  and  may 
make  and  maintain  opening  and  ways  on,  in,  over,  or 
under  any  sneh  street  or  road,  and  may  attach  to  any 
house  or  building  and  maintain  brackets,  eleotrio 
oondnctors,  wires,  and  apparatus,  and  the  corporation, 
may  also  make  such  alteratioss  in  any  existing  tram- 
ways of  the  osrporation,  and  execute  all  such  works  on 
and  in  connection  therewith  as  may  be  necessary  or 
expedient  for  adapting  the  same  to  be  worked  by 
mechanical  power,  and  may  for  those  purposes  or  any  of 
them,  subjsot  to  the  restrictions  and  provisions  con- 
tained in  part  2  of  the  Tramways  Aot  1870,  open  and 
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bresk  up  any  itreet  or  rood  in  which  the  trunwaya  ao 
to  be  worked  by  meohanioal  power  or  any  of  them  may 
be  aitoate,  and  any  sewers,  drains,  water,  or  gas  pipes, 
tubes,  wires,  telaphonio  and  telegraphio  apparatus 
therein  or  thereunder.  (2)  No  snoh  works  shall  be 
attached  to  any  honae  or  bnilding  without  in  each  case 
the  consent  of  the  occupier  of  such  house  or  building, 
and  if  there  is  no  occupier  then  of  the  lessee  entitled 
to  possession,  or  if  there  is  none  then  of  the  owner,  and 
the  consent  of  the  occupier  or  lessee  shall  not  be 
effective  after  the  termination  of  his  occnpation  or  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  his  lease,  as  the  case  may  be. 
^3)  On  the  termination  of  the  occupation  of  any  occupier 
or  lessee  the  owner  entitled  to  possesaion,  if  he  did  not 
consent  to  the  attaching  of  such  work  to  the  house  or 
building,  may  give  notice  to  the  corporation  that  he 
requires  the  same  to  be  removed,  and  the  corporation 
flhall  remove  the  same  accordingly  within  one  month 
after  receiving  snoh  notice.  (4)  Nothing  in  this  section 
ehall  extend  to  or  anthoiise  any  interference  with  any 
works  of  any  undertaken  within  the  meaning  of  the' 
Eleotrio  Lighting  Acts  1882  and  1888  to  which  the 
provisions  of  sect.  15  of  the  former  Act  apply. 

The  Lands  Clauses  Acts  were  incorporated  in 
this  statute. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Maemorran,  K.G.  and  Comer  for  the  appel- 
lants. 

A.  T.  Lawrence,  K.C.  and  John  Sarikey  for  the 
respondents. 

Lord  Altebstoxe,  C.J.  —  In  this  case  the 
learned  Couctv  Court  judge  has  held  that  the  act 
of  the  defendJEints  in  placing  this  pillar  was  a 
trespass  upon  the  plaintiffs  property.  Originally 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff  went  up  to  the  kerb, 
but  he  has  dedicated  part  of  that  property,  so 
that  the  public  have  acquired  a  right  of  passage 
oyer  it,  though  to  a  certain  extent  a  right  of 
interrupting  such  passage  has  been  maintained 
by  puttmg  out  furniture  upon  the  pavement.  It 
is  quite  clear,  however,  that  as  to  uie  surface,  at 
any  rate,  this  was  part  of  the  street.  In  that 
fltate  of  things  the  defendants,  acting  under  the 
Newport  Corporation  Act  1900,  s.  51,  placed  this 
iron  pillar  in  the  pavement  immediately  in  front 
of  his  shop,  in  a  place  which  was  wholly  within 
tlie  boundaries  of  the  land  demised  to  the  plain- 
tiff. Their  right  to  place  the  pillar  there  was  not 
'disputed,  but  it  was  said  that,  as  the  pillar  went 
-down  into  the  soil  to  a  greater  depth  than  what 
was  vested  in  the  defendants,  thereby  getting  and 
aoquiruig  support  from  the  soil,  that  was  an  entry 
upon  and  taking  of  the  plaintiff's  land  which 
constituted  a  trespass.  The  point  that  arises  is 
whether  the  erecting  of  the  pillar  under  the 
powers  conferred  by  sect.  51  of  the  Newport  Cor- 
poration Act  1900  is  a  taking  of  land  within  the 
Liands  Clauses  Act  1845,  so  that  the  formalities 
required  by  that  statute  must  be  complied  with. 
It  seems  to  me  that  sect.  51  contemplates  some- 
thing which  is  a  common  law  occupation,  but  it 
is  not  meant  to  be  a  taking  of  land  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act.  I  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  is  not  a  taking  of  land,  but  was  the 
exercise  of  an  express  statutory  power  to  erect 
on,  in,  over,  or  under  a  street  an  electric  pole  or 
post.  If,  however,  that  injuriously  affects  the 
land  then  there  is  a  remedy  under  sect.  68  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act.  I  must  hold  that  the  land 
has  not  been  taken,  but  merely  that  something 
has  been  done  under  statutory  powers. 
Wills,  J.  concurred. 


Kennedy,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
I  wish  to  adopt  the  judgment  given  by  m^  Lord, 
which  seems  to  me  a  simple  way  of  puttine  the 
case.  Under  sect.  51  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  tramways  the  defendants  may  erect  poles  or 

raats  on,  in,  over,  or  under  any  street  or  road.     As 
understand  the  findings  of  fact  in  this  case  what 
was  done  here  was  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  tramways,  and   for  that  purpose  the  pillar 
was  erected.    That  was  a  thing  strictly  within 
the  terms  of  the  section,  and  was  justified  by 
statutory  authority.    It  is  said  that  the  defen- 
dants could  do  this,  but  that  there  is  reserved  to 
the  plaintiff  the  right  to  object   to  any  inter- 
ference with  the  soil  except  with  his  permission, 
but  I  am  not  prepared  to  accept  that  as  stated. 
I  think  that,  while  no  property  passes   to  the 
defendants,  there  is  a  right  in  them  to  entor  any 
area  under  their  statutory  powers  if  such  area  is 
"  on,  in,  over,  or  under  any  street  or  road  in  which 
any  corporation  tramways  are  for  the  time  being 
laid."    The  basis  of  the  judgment  of  Chitty,  J.  in 
Fareham  Local  Board  and  Fareham,  Electric  Light 
Company  v.   Smith  (7  Times  L.  Bep.  443)  was 
stated  by  him  as  follows :  "  The  local  authority 
was  entiued  to  take  so  much  of  the  zone  above  as 
was  required  for  the  due  execution  of  its  powers 
and  the  due  performance  of  its  duties.  To  express 
the  matter  shortly,  it  was  the  area  of  user  which 
showed  what  was  vested,  and  the  street  comprised 
the   zone.    The   local  board   had  a  proprietaiy 
right  in  the  zone  above  the  surface,  or  at  any 
rate,  had  a  possession  of  so  much  above  and  so 
much  below  as  fell  within  the  objects  of  the  Act." 
There  is  nothing  there  contrary  to  any  of  the 
cases  referred  to  by  the  learned  County  Court 
judge.     In   Taylor  v.  Oldham  Corporation    (35 
L.  T.  Bep.  696;  4  Ch.  Div.  395)  it  was  held  that 
the  usual  clause  in  local  Acts  vesting  sewers  in 
the  sewer  authority  conferred  an  absolute  pro- 
perty in  that  part  of  the  subsoil  occupied  by  the 
sewer  and  not  merely  an  easement,  and  Jessel, 
M.B.,  at  p.  411,  said :  "  It  was  found  under  the 
old  law  and  it  was  sometimes  held  that  the  sewer 
authorities    .    .    .    had  only  an  easement,  and 
it  was  found  to  be  very  inconvenient,  and  conse- 
quently in  the  modem  Acts  the  property  in  the 
sewers  has  been  vested  in  the  sewer  authorities. 
That  is  to  say,  that,  instead  of  allowing  the  sub- 
soil to  remain  in  the  owner  of  the  soil  subject  to 
an  easement  or  right  of  sewerage  or  drainage,  the 
absolute  propertv  in  the  sewer  (which  means  not 
merely  the  brick  barrel  or  whatever  it  may  be 
forming  the  sewer,  but  the  whole  interior  of  the 
sewer — that  is  the  whole  of  the  space  occupied 
by  it)  is  now  vested  in  the   sewer  authorities." 
That  was  not  done  here,  but  what  was  done  was 
not  the  taking  of  the  soil  at  all,  but  merely  the 
exercise  of  a  statutory  right  in  the  nature  of  an 
easement  in  a  given  area.    That  does  not  exclude 
a  good  claim  if  the  plaintiff's  rights  have  been 
injuriously  affected.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors :  Ley,  Lake,  and  Ley,  for  llorgan  and 
Co.,  Newport ;  Cole  and  Jackson,  for  A.  A.  Neio- 
man,  Newport. 
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PBOBATB,  DIVORCE.  AND  ADMIRALTY 

DIVISION. 

ADMIBALTY    BUSINESS. 

Feb.  2  and  9. 

(Before  Sir  F.  Jsune,  President,  and  Babnes,  J.) 

The  Nobmandy.  (a) 
Damage  to  pier  by  ship — Action  by  owner  of  pier — 
County  Court  jurisdiction — Writ  of  prohibition- 
County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868 
(31  *  32  Viet.  e.  71),  «.  3,  sub-s.  3. 
By  sect,    3,    sub-seel.  3,    of   the    County   Courts 
AdmiraUy  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  it\is  provided 
that   County  Courts  having    Admiralty   juris- 
diction sAoU  have  jurisdiction  [as  to  any  claim 
for  "  damage  by  collision." 
The  plaintiffwas  the  owner  of  a  pier,  and  brought  an 
action  in  the  County  Court  against  the  defendants 
for  damage  done  by  thzir  vessel  to  his  pier.     The 
defendants  moved  for  a  writ  of  prohibition. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  under  sect.  3, 
sub-sect.  3,  for  the  County  Court  judge  to  deter. 
mine  the  action,  and  that  a  writ  of  prohibition 
must  therefore  go. 
Motion  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  steamahip 
Normandy  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  the  jndge 
of  the  County  Conrt  of  Bamstapla  to  restrain 
proceedings. 

The  plaintiif,  Reginald  Joseph  Weld,  who, 
being  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  sued  hj  his 
committees,  was  the  owner  of  a  pier  at  Ilf  racombe, 
and  the  aotion  was  brought  to  recover  200Z.  for 
damage  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the  defen- 
dants' steamship  to  the  pier.  The  action  was 
brought  nnder  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  3,  of  the  County 
Gonrta  Admiralty  Jorisdiction  Act  1868,  whicti 
^ives  to  any  County  Conrt  having  Admiralty 
jutiadiction  power  to  hear  and  determine  causes 
as  to  any  claim  for  "  damage  by  collision." 

The  defendants  contended  that  the  words 
"  damage  by  collision  "  referred  only  to  oollisioBs 
between  ships,  and  that,  although  the  amending 
Aet  of  1869  extended  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction 
of  Gonnty  Courts  to  damage  to  ships,  whether  by 
coUision  or  otherwise,  yet  it  did  not  give  the  court 
power  to  deal  with  claims  for  damage  to  a  fixed 
object  such  as  a  pier. 

Sect.  3,  sub-sect  3,  of  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict. 
0.  71)  is  as  follows : 

Any  Connty  Court  having  Admiralty  jurisdiction 
ahall  have  jniiadiotion,  and  all  powera  Hid  anthoiitieB 
lalating  thweto,  to  try  and  determine,  snbjeot  and 
■eoordiiigto  the  proTiaione  of  this  &ct,  the  following 
oanaea  (in  this  Aot  referred  to  aa  Admiralty  oanseB) : 
(3)  As  to  any  olaim  for  damage  to  cargo  or  damage  by 
oollimon — Any  came  in  which  the  amonnt  claimed  does 
not  exceed  three  hondred  pounds. 

Sect.  4  of  the  Gonnty  Courts  Admiralty  Juris- 
diction Aot  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  o.  51)  is  as 

foUows : 

The  third  section  of  the  Connty  Courts  Admiralty 
Jniiadiotion  Aet  1868,  shall  extend  and  apply  to  all 
cUinia  tot  damage  to  ships,  whether  by  collision  or 
otherwise,  when  the  amonnt  claimed  does  not  exceed 
thrae  hondred  ponnds. 

The  defendants  now  moved  the  court  for  a  writ 
vt  prohibition  to  prohibit  the  learned  County 
Court  judge  from  hearing  and  determining  the 
action. 

<a)Rq)oitedbj  Chbistofheb  Head,  Esq.,  Burlster-at-Law. 


Dawson  Miller,  for  the  defendants,  in  support 
of  the  motion. — Sect.  3,  sub-sect.  3,  of  the  Connty 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act  1868,  under 
which  the  action  ia  brought,  gives  a  Gonnty  Court- 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  causes  as  to- 
any  «laim  for  "  damage  by  collision."  Collision 
must  be  a  collision  between  ahipa.  Tha,t  is  th& 
ordinarily  understood  meaning  of  the  word  in 
the  Admiralty  Conrt : 

Rohion  V.  Owner  of  the  Kate,  59  L.  T.  Bep.  55V ;. 

6  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  330 ;  21  Q.  B.  Div.  13  ; 
Svsrard  v.  Kendall,  22  L.  T.  Bep.  408 ;  3  Har.. 
Law.  Caa.  O.  8.  391 ;  L.  Bep.  5  C.  F.  428. 
It  is  true  that  sect.  4  of  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Aot  1869  extended  the 
jurisdiction  to  damage  to  ships,  "whether  hy 
collision  or  otherwise,"  bat  that  would  not  inoIad& 
damage  by  a  ahip  to  a  structure  such  as  a  pier, 

Herbert  Chitty  and  H.  Stuart  Moore,  for  the 
plaintiffs,  contra.  —  The  language  used  in 
Mobson  T.  Owner  of  the  Kate  («ot  sup.)  is  only  a. 
dictum.  The  damage  done  there  was  to  a  pile- 
driving  machine  on  a  wharf  on  the  bank,  and  the 
ground  of  the  decision  waa  that  damage  which 
had  been  done  on  land  outside  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide  could  not  have  fallen  within  t^» 
jurisdiction  of  the  Conrt  of  Admiralty,  and 
therefore  did  not  come  within  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  3, 
of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiotioa 
Act  1868.  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  waa 
to  give  the  County  Courts  the  same  jurisdiction 
as  the  High  Court  had : 

The  Zeta,  68  L.  T.Bep.  40 ;  7  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Caa. 
369 ;  (1893)  A.  C.  468. 
The  High  Conrt  clearly  has  jurisdiction  to  try 
the  action  under  sect.  7  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
Act  1861.    That  waa  decided  in 

The  Uhla,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  89 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 
148 ;  L.  Bep.  2  A.  &  E.  29o. 
See  also 

The  Excelsior,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  87 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
0.  S.  151 ;  L.  Bep.  2  A.  &  E.  268. 
The  word  "collision"  has  been  used  with  regard 
to  other  objects  than  a  ship — e.g.,  in  the  case  of 
damage  done  by  a  ship  to  a  barge  (The  Malvina, 
6  L.  T.  Rep.  369 ;  1  Mai-  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  341; 
Lnsh.  493) ;  by  a  ship  to  a  ship  (see  The  UMa,  uH 
tup.) ;  by  a  ship  to  a  wharf  (The  Excelsior,  ubi 
sup.) ;  collision  by  a  ship  with  a  keel  (The  Sarah, 
Lush.  549) ;  and  in  Union  Marine  Ineurance 
Company  v.  Borwieh  (73  L.  T.  Rep.  156 ;  8  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  71 ;  (1895)  2  Q.  B.  279)  it  was  held 
that  a  vessel  which  was  driven  on  to  a  sloping; 
bank  formed  of  loose  boulders  to  protect  a  break, 
water  was  lost  by  collision  and  not  by  stranding,, 
and  therefore  the  loas  came  within  the  words  of 
an  insurance  policy,  "  loss  or  damage  through 
collision  with  .  .  .  piers  or  stages  or  aimi&r 
structures."    See  also 

The  Munroe,  70  L.  T.  Bep.  246  ;  7  Aap.  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  407;  (1893)  B.  248. 
They  also  referred  to 

The  Merle,  31  L.  T.  Bep.  447 ;  2  Asp.  Mar.  Law 

Cas.  402; 
RiverWear  Commissioners  v.  Aclam,ton,  37  L.  T.  Bep. 
543  ;  3  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  521 ;  2App.  Cas.  743  ; 
Reg.  V.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court,  66  L.  T. 
Bep.  135 ;   7  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  140 ;  (1892) 
1  Q.  B.  273 ; 
The  Indus,  56  L.  T.  Bep.  376;  6  Asp.  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  105;  12  P.  Div.  46; 
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The  Robert  Pom,  9  L.  T.  Rep.  237 ;  1  Mar.  L»w 

Cm.  O.  S.  392  ;  Br.  &  L.  99 ; 
The  Msrohant  Shipping  Aot  1894,  H.  418, 419- 

Dawson  Miller  in  reply. 

F«h.  9. — The  jadgment  of  the  ooort  was 
delirered  hj 

Barnes,  J. — This  is  a  motion  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition  to  the  jadge  of  the  Coonty  Oonrt  of 
Barnstaple  to  restrain  proceedings  in  a  suit  by 
the  oommitfaees  of  the  estate  of  toe  plaintiff,  the 
owner  of  a  pier  at  Ilfraoombe,  in  the  coonty  of 
Deron,  against  the  defendants,  the  owners  of  the 
steamship  Normandy  of  Liverpool.  According 
to  an  affidavit  filed  in  the  case,  the  snmmons  was 
issued  by  the  plaintiff  in  rem,  claiming  3001. 
against  the  steamship  in  respect  of  damage 
aUeged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  vessel  to  the 
pier,  no  part  of  which  is  afloat.  The  action  was 
brought  under  sub-sect.  3  of  sect.  3  of  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jorisdiction  Aot  1868,  which  is 
as  follows :  [His  Lordship  then  read  the  section.] 
It  was  contended  bv  counsel  for  the  applicants, 
the  defendants  in  the  suit,  that  the  suit  was  not 
a  cause  as  to  a  "  claim  for  damage  by  collision," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  sub-section,  and  that 
the  question  raised  was  covered  by  authority.  On 
the  other  hand,  counsel  for  the  respondent  argued 
that  the  words  in  the  snb-section,  "  damage  by 
collision,"  include  a  claim  such  as  that  made  by 
the  plaintifl!,  and  that  the  authorities  cited  on 
behalC  of  the  defendants  were  distinguishable 
from  the  present  case,  and  inconsistent  with  the 
judgments  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of 
£ke  Zeta  {ubi  eup.).  The  simple  question  is 
whether  the  words  "  damage  by  collision  "  include 
damage  done  to  a  pier  by  a  ship  striking  against 
it.  The  principal  cases  relied  on  by  the  appli- 
cants were  Everard  v.  KeTidall  {ubi  *vp.)  and 
Bobson  V.  Oumer  of  the  Kate  {ubi  tup.).  In  the 
former  case  it  was  held  that  the  Admiralty  juris- 
diction of  the  County  Court  in  oases  of  collision 
was  not  more  extensive  than  that  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  and,  as  the  Conrtof  Admiralty 
had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  a  collision  on  the 
Thames  between  two  barges  propelled  by  oars 
onl^,  the  County  Court  had  no  such  Admiralty 
jurisdiction.  In  the  course  of  his  judgment 
M ontagpe  Smith,  J.  stdd  (22  L.  T.  Bep.,  at  p.  409 ; 
3  Mar.ljaw  Cas.  O.  S.,  at  p.  392 ;  L.  Rep.  5  C.  P.,  at 
p.  432) :  "  What  is  the  meaning  of  '  damage  by 
oollision '  ?  We  have  nothing  to  guide  us  as  to 
what  damage  by  collision  is  within  the  Act, 
except  the  genend  scope  and  object  of  the  Act. 
In  common  understanding,  and  as  understood  in 
the  Court  of  Admiralty,  damage  by  collision  is 
damage  sustained  by  a  ship  from  another  ship 
coming  in  contact  with  it."  The  late  Master  of 
the  Bolls,  then  Brett,  J ,  said  the  Aot  of  1868 
"  gives  the  County  Conrt  power  to  try  in  a  par- 
ticnlar  way  questions  of  salvage,  claims  for 
towage,  necessaries  supplied  to  ships,  and  wages, 
and  claims  for  damage  to  cargo  or  damage  by 
oollision.  Damage  by  what  collisions  P  Looking 
at  sects.  7  and  22  of  the  Act  of  1868,  it 
«eem8  to  me  that  it  means  a  collision  between  two 
vessels — snoh  vessels  as  were  formerly  dealt  with 
in  the  Admiralty  Court."  These  dicta  are 
favourable  to  the  defendants'  contention  in  this 
case ;  but  the  case  is  not  conclusive  in  their 
favour,  because  the  basis  of  the  decision  appears 
to  have  been  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 


Legislature  to  give  the  County  Courts  Admiralty 
jnnsdiction  over  Admiralty  causes  other  than  those 
over  which  the  Admiralty  Court  had  jurisdiction, 
and  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  no  juris- 
diction in  respect  of  such  a  collision  as  that  in 
question    in  the  case.    It  did    not  decide  what 

Jurisdiction  the  County  Courts  have  within  their 
imit  of  amount  in  cases  of  damag>e  done  by  a 
ship  in  which  the  Admiralty  Court  has  juris- 
diction. In  Bobton]  v.  Owner  of  the  Kate  (ubi 
tup.)  it  was  held  that  damage  occasioned  to  an 
object  on  tiie  bank  of  a  river  by  contact  with  th» 
sailing  gear  of  a  vessel  afloat  in  the  river  was  not 
"  damage  by  collision  "  within  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  3, 
of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act 
1868,  so  that  a  County  Conrt  had  no  Admiralty 
jurisdiction  in  respect  of  snoh  damage.  Wills,  J. 
in  the  course  of  nis  judgment  said  (59  L.  T. 
Bep.,  at  p.  668  ;  6  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.,  at  p.  830  : 
21  Q.  B.  Div.,  at  p.  14) :  "  It  is  not  necessary  to 
define  the  word  '  collision.'  The  words  '  damage 
by  collision,'  used,  as  here,  in  an  Act  the  object  of 
which  is  to  coiner  an  Admiralty  jiuisdiotion, 
cannot  be  construed  as  including  damage  which 
has  taken  place  on  land,  outside  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide,  and  which  would  certainly  not  have 
fallen  within  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  respect  to  collision";  and 
Grantham,  J.  said :  "  In  Everard  v.  KendaU  {ubi 
tup.),  which  was  a  proceeding  by  way  of  pro- 
hibition  under  this  Act,  Montague  Smith,  J.  is 
reported  to  have  said" — he  then  quotes  the 
passage  I  have  already  referred  to,  and  adds: 
"  This  explanation  reems  to  me  well  founded,  and 
I  think  the  preceding  words  '  damage  to  cargo,' 
which  obviously  refer  to  damage  to  cargo  while 
on  board  a  ship,  tend  to  show  that  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  was  to  confine  the  newly 
conferred  jurisdiction  to  cases  of  collision 
between  ships."  The  reason  g^ven  by  the  latter 
judge  for  his  decision  is  applicable  to  the  present 
case ;  but  the  basis  of  the  judgment  of  Wills,  J. 
is  that  the  damage  was  on  land,  outside  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  whereas,  if  there  be  any 
distinction  in  the  case  before  us,  the  damage  is  to 
a  structure  which  stands  in  the  sea.  The  case 
mainly  relied  on  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  was 
The  Zeta  {ubi  tup.),  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
jurisdiction  giveu  by  sect.  3  of  the  County 
Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Aot  1868,  and 
extended  by  sect.  4  of  the  County  Courts 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Amendment  Act  1869, 
included  a  claim  tor  damage  to  a  ship  by  collision 
with  an  object  which  was  not  a  ship — e.g  ,  a  pier- 
head. That  case  turned  on  sect.  4  of  the 
amending  Act  of  1869.  The  argument  for  the 
appellants,  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board, 
which  succeeded  in  the  House  of  Lords,  was  that 
sect.  4  of  the  Aot  of  1869  had  dear  words  which 
gave  the  County  Courts  jurisdiction  in  "all 
claims  for  du  mage  to  ships,  whether  by  collision 
or  otherwise,"  and  that  the  Admiralty  Court  had 
jnriEdiction  over  snoh  oases.  The  respondents  do 
not  appear  to  have  disputed  that  the  case  fell 
within  the  language  used  in  sect.  4,  but  argued 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  confer  jurisdiction 
beyond  that  possessed  by  the  Conrt  of  Admiralty, 
and  that  the  action  was  not  within  t^t  jurisdic- 
tion. The  judgments  were  to  the  effect  that  the 
Admiralty  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  clums  of 
the  character  of  that  in  (question  in  the  case,  and 
that  the  claim  fell  withm  the  words  of  sect.  4. 
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Heference  was  also  mads  by  coansel   for  the 
plaintiif  to  expreesions  in  some   jadgments    in 
which  the  word  "collision"  has  been  used  in  a 
general  way  in  relation  to  the  impact  of  a  ship 
aeainst  another  object,  and  to  some  other  oases 
miioh  have  only  an    indirect    bearing    on    the 
present  case ;  but  in  my  opinion  little  assistance  is 
to  be  derived  from  these  references.     I  may  here 
observe  that  the  true  meaning  of  collision  is  not 
a  mere  striking  against,  but  a  striking  together; 
and  to  me  it  seems  more  correct  to  speuc  of  a 
vessel  stranding,  or  running,  or  striking  upon  or 
against  rocks  or  the  shore,. than  colliding  there- 
with ;  and  the  same,  to  my  mind,  is  true  when  the 
-contact  is  by  a  vessel  with  some  structure  erected 
on  the  rooks  or  shore,  and  I  notice  that  the  use  of 
the  word  "  collision  "  in  sects.  418  and  419  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  appears  to  refer  only 
to  collisions  between  ships.    If  this  matter  were 
clear  of  all  that  has  been  said  in  other  cases,  the 
question  would  appear  to  me  to  be  a  simple  matter 
of  construction,  and  having  regard  to  the  object 
of  the  Act  of  1868,  aud  its  general  scope,  and  the 
ordinarily    understood    meaning    of    the    words 
"  damage  by  oollision  "  in  the  Admiraltv  Court, 
where    the    term    "causes    of   damage      is  the 
general  expression   for  d  image  oases,  I  should 
«ome     to     the     conclusion     that     the     word 
"coUiaion"  referred  to  collision  between  ships. 
This  opinion  is  in  accordance  with  the   case  of 
Everard  v.    Kendall  (ubi  avp.)    and    Rohion  v. 
Oumer   of  the  Kate   (ubi    sup.),   and   there    is 
nothing  of  substance  to  conflict  with  this  view 
unless   the  argument  based  on  the  case  of  The 
Zeta  (tibi  sup.)  does  so.    That  areument  comes  to 
this,  that  the  Admiralty  Court  nad  jarisdiction 
in  1868  in  causes  of  damage  received  by  or  done 
b^  a  ship  which  included  a  case  of  the  present 
kind,  and  that  the  Act  of  1868  gave  similar  juris- 
diotioii  to  the  County  Courts  within  a  limited 
amount ;  but  in  my  opinion  that  argument  seeks 
to  establish  too  much.    It  has  been  decided  iu 
several  cases  that  the  County  Court  Acts  of  1868 
and  1869,   while  conferring  Admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion apon  County  Courts  up  to  certain  limited 
amounts,  conferred  no  greater  jurisdiction,  except 
with  regard  to  charter-parties,  than  was  possessed 
hr  the  Admiralty  Court :  (see  The  Dowse,  22  L.  T. 
Bep.  627;  3  Mar.  Law.  Cas.  O.S.  424;  L.  Bep. 
3  A.  &  E.  135  ;  Allen  v.  Garbutt,  4  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Cas.   520n. ;  6  Q.  B.  Div.  165 ;  and  Iteg.  y. 
Judge  of  the  City  of  London  Court,  ubi  sup.).  The 
arguments  and  judgments  in    these  and  other 
cases  show  that  the  question  has  in  such  oases 
not    really  been  whether   the  particular  claim 
came  witun  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words 
of   the  County  Court  Acts,    but   whether  the 
claim  was  one  in  respect  of  which  the  Admiralty 
Court  had  jurisdiction,  and,  if  not,  it  was  con- 
sidered that  it  could  not  have  been  intended  to 
confer    Admiralty  jarisdiction    in  such  a  case 
in  the  County  Courts,  as  these  Acts  were   to 
oonfer  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  though  sect.  2  of 
the  Act  of  1869  in  certain  matters  gave  a  some- 
what wider  jurisdiction :  (see  The  Alina,  u&t  sup,). 
.  I  am  not  aware  whether  the  words  "  damage  to 
cargo,"  in  sub-sect.  3  of  the  Act  of  1868,  have  yet 
been  considered :  (see  The  Victoria,  56  L.  T.  Bep. 
499;  6  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  120;  12  P.  Div.  105). 
So  also  in  The  Zeta  (ubi  sup.)  the  real  question 
was  not  whether  the  claim  fell  within  tbe  ordi- 
nary meaning  of  the  words  of  sect.  4  of  the  Act 


of  1869,  or  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "col- 
lision," but  whether  the  words  of  sect.  4  shoidd 
have  a  restricted  interpretation  on  the  ground, 
as  was  contended,  that  the  case  was  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Court.    It  was 
held,  however,  iu  the  House  of  Lords,  overruling 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  case  was  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  and  thus 
any  difficulty  in  the  construction  of  the  Act  of 
1869     was    removed.       In    the     present     case 
the   dif&cnlty  does    not   arise    upon   any  ques- 
tion   as     to     the    jurisdiction    of    the    Uieh ' 
Court.    It    is    clear  from    the    terms  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  Act  1861,  and  the  decisions 
thereon,  that  the  High    Court    has   Admiralty 
jurisdiction  in  respect  of    this  claim  as  being 
damure  done  by  a  ship  (see  The  Uhla,  itbt  sup. ; 
and  The  Excelsior,  vbt  sup.) ;  but  the  Question  is 
whether  the  wording  of  the  Act  of  I808  is  suffi- 
cient to  give  similar  jurisdiction  to  the  County 
Court  within  the  limited  amount  in  such  a  case. 
Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Acts  of  1868  and 
1869  do  not  give  Admiralty  jurisdiction  within 
the  limited  amounts  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
Admiralty  Court  has  jurisdiction.    For  instance, 
no  jurisdiotion  is  given  in  causes  of  possession, 
co-ownership  cases,  mortgage  or  bottomry,  and  it 
cannot  therefore  be  inferred   that  the  County 
Courts  were  intended  to  have  Admiralty  jurisdio- 
tion  in   all   Admiralty   causes    up   to   limited 
amounts.      On   the  contrary,  care  is  taken  to 
specify  exactly  what  causes  may   be    brought 
in  the  County  Court.  Whatever  the  old  Admiralty 
jarisdiction  was  at  the  time  when  the  Act  of  1868 
was    passed,  the  Acts  of    1840  and    1861    had 
enactad  that  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  should 
have  jurisdiotion  over  all  claims  for  "damage 
received  by  any  ship  or  sea-going  vessel,"  and 
"  over  any  claim  for  damage  done  to  any  ship," 
and  nothing  would  have  been  easier  than  to  have 
used    similar   words    in    the    County    Courts 
Admiralty   Jurisdiction   Act  of   1868,  whereas 
the  words   adopted  in  that  Act  are  "damage 
by   collision."      We    have   only,   therefore,   to 
consider  what  is  included  in  these  words.    All 
cases  of  damage  done  by  a  ship  cannot,  in  my 
opinion,  be  so  included.    It  has  been  held,  for 
instance,  that  injuty  to  a  diver  who  was  caught 
by  the  paddle-wheel  of  a  steamer  (The  Sywh, 
17  L.  T.  Bep.  519 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  37 ;  L. 
Bep.  2  A.  &  E.  24),  Approved  in  The  Beta  (20  L.  T. 
Bep.  988 ;  L.  Bep.  2  P.  C.  447),  which,  however, 
was  dissented  from  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Brovm 
(24  L.  T.  Bep.  808 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  729) ;  damatce 
done  to  a  cable  in  freeing  it  from  a  vessel's 
anchor  by  which  it  had  bran  fouled  (The  Clara' 
Killam,  23  L.  T.  Bep.  27 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S. 
463  ;   L.  Bep.   3  A.  &  E.  161) ;   and  damage  to 
a  vessel  through    grounding  to  avoid    another 
vessel  owing  to  negligence  in  the  navigation  of 
the  other  vessel  (The  Industrie,  24  L.  T.  Bep.  446 ; 
1  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  17;  L.  Bep.  3  A.  &£.  303) 
could  be  sued  for  in  the  Admiiali^  Court;   but 
clearly  these  cases  could  not  properly  be  called  cases 
of  damage  by  collision.   Other  illustrations  may  be 
put  analogous  to  the  last  case,  though  probably 
they  are  rather  cases  of  damage  received  by  a 
ship  than  of  damage  done  by  a  sMp.    Possibly  the 
plaintiffs'  argument  need  not  be  put  so  high  as  to 
include  in  damage  by  collision  all  cases  of  damage 
done  by  a  ship,  but  only  cases  of  damage  done  by  one 
ship  to  another,  or  by  a  ship  to  some  other  object 
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by  striking  against  it ;  bat  even  then  the  word 
"  collision  in  the  ordinary  meaning,  and  as  ordi- 
narily nsed  and  nnderstood  in  the  Admiralty 
Gonrt,  woald  not  be  properly  applicable  to  the 
latter  case.  Cases  of  striking  something  which  is 
not  engaged  in  navigation  are  very  rare,  and  it  is 
not  unreasonable  to  assnme  that,  in  using  the 
word  "  collision,"  the  f  ramers  of  the  Act  intended 
to  deal  with  the  class  of  case  which  forms  the 
ordinary  subject  of  a  collision  snit.  It  was  urged 
that  it  woald  be  strange  if,  as  held  in  The  Zeta 
(ubi  *wp.),  the  owner  of  a  pier  or  dock  conld  be 
•aed  in  the  Coanty  Court  for  damage  caused  to 
a  ship  by  the  negUgenoe  of  the  servants  of  snch 
owner,  and  yet  that  snch  owner  could  not  in  the 
County  Court  sue  for  damage  to  the  structure  by 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  ship's  people ;  but 
the  answer  appears  to  be  that  the  amending  Act 
of  1869  covers  the  one  case  but  not  the  other.  The 
collocation  of  the  words  "damage  by  collision" 
and  "  damage  to  cargo  "  in  the  snb-section,  to  my 
mind,  also  intends  to  show  that  the  snb-section 
was  only  dealing  with  ships,  though  what  is 
included  in  "  damage  to  cargo  "  is  not  a  subject 
for  present  consideration.  For  these  reasons  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  writ  of  prohibition  mast 
go,  and  that  the  applicants  are  entitled  to  their 
costs  of  this  motion  against  the  respondents. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicants,  Botlerell  and 
Soehe,  agents  for  John  J.  Richards,  Swansea. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents.  Eland,  Nettle- 
ship,  and  Brett,  agents  for  F/inch  and  Chanter, 
Barnstaple. 


July  13. 1903,  and  Feb.  16, 1904. 
(Before  Bucknill,  J.) 
The  Minnetonka..  (a) 
CoUUion — Both     to    blame — Damagei — Payment 
by  cargo  oumert  to  shipoionere — Bight  of  cargo 
oumer  to  recover  money  so  paid  from  wrong- 
doing vessel — Registrar  and  merchants. 
A  collision  occurred  between  the  steamship  U.  and 
the  steamship  M.,  for  which  both  vessels  were 


found  to  blame.  The  U.  had  on  board  at  the 
time  a  cargo  of  coals  shipped  by  and  the  property 
of  the  Admiralty,  and,  in  order  to  avoidprobable 
expense,  an  <igreement  was  come  to  by  which  the 
owners  of  the  XJ.  waived  their  right  to  carry  the 
cargo  to  its  destination,  and  the  coals  were  dis- 
charged and  sold.  The  owners  of  the  IT.  recovered 
against  the  oioners  of  the  M.  a  mmety  of  their 
damages.  A  claim  was  made  by  the  Admiralty, 
as  owners  of  the  cargo  on  board  the  IT.,  against 
the  owners  of  the  ilL.for  their  proportion  of  the 
sum  paid  to  the  otpners  of  the  JJ. 
Held,  affirming  the  report  of  the  registrar,  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  recover  anything,  a» 
such  a  payment  could  not  be  said  to  be  the 
natural  result  of  the  collision,  and  that,  if  the 
owners  of  the  M.  were  liable,  the  sum  recovered 
would  be  payable  to  the  owners  of  the  U.,  who' 
had  already  been  paid  a  moiety  of  all  the  losses 
they  had  incurred  by  reason  of  the  collision. 

MoTioir  in  objection  to  the  report  of  the  assistant 
registrar. 

A  collision  occurred  on  the  9th  June  1902,  in 
the  English  Channel,  between  the  steamships 
Uskmoor  and  Minnetonka.  The  Uskmoor  at  the 
time  was  on  a  voyage  from  the  Tyne  to  the 
Cape  with  a  cargo  of  coals  shipped  by  and  the 
property  of  the  Admiralty.  After  the  collision 
the  Uskmoor  pat  into  the  Thames  for  repairs,  and 
after  some  correspondence,  which  is  sufficiently 
dealt  with  by  the  learned  judge  in  his  judgment, 
the  following  letter  was  written  on  behalf  of  tb& 
Director  of  Navy  Contracts  to  the  managing 
owner  of  the  Uskmoor  .- 

Admiralty,  S.W.,  18th  .Tnoe  1902.— Oaotlemen,— 
With  referenofl  to  yonr  lettbr  of  the  13th  Jane,  I  have 
to  acqnaiDt  yon  that,  ta  minimiBe  lots  in  the  intereata  of 
all  ooooemed,  the  Admiralty  is  prepared  to  agree  to  the 
following  arrangement,  to  whioh  it  is  nnderstood  that 
yoa  and  the  nnderwiiters  have  given  yonr  oononnenoe— 
viz.:  The  vojage  to  be  terminated  and  the  ooal  sold. 
The  owners  to  be  paid  the  anm  of  lOOOi.,  to  be  appor- 
tioned as  a  inbatitnied  expense,  in  lien  of  those  whiob 
would  otberwiie  have  been  incurred,  on  the  baais  shown 
by  the  following  approximate  figures  : 


General  Average. 

.^6664     10    0     Hireof  barges ^166 

106    17     6     Shifting,  4o 53 

424     10  10 Eeahippi^g   


Cargo. 
^332     5    0 


Freight. 
.£166     2     6 
53    8    9 
424  10  10 


X1195    18    4 
.£996    15    0 


.£219  11    3     ^332    5    0    .£644    2    1 

Apportioned  in  subatitntion  tor  '' 

theabove .£182  19  11     .£276  18    4     .£536  16    9 


For  lOOOI.  the  llgnrea  will,  of  oonrae,  be  slightly 
different.  The  Velcmcor  to  load  another  oargo  on  oom- 
pletion  of  repairs,  on  same  oonditions  as  charter  of  the 
15th  May,  and  at  rate  of  freight  current  at  date  of 
signing  the  new  charter,  provided  the  owners  give 
proper  notice  to  Hessrs.  Mathwin  and  Sam,  of  New- 
castle, of  the  date  when  steamer  will  be  ready  to  load 
after  repair.  I  shall  be  glad  to  have  yonr  confirmation 
of  this  arrangement  by  return  of  post,  and  to  have  a 
letter  from  yon  agreeing  on  these  oonditions  to  allow 
the  oargo  to  be  handed  over  to  whomsoever  it  is  sold 
to.  The  name  of  the  buyers  for  insertion  in  suoh  letter 
will  be  oommnnioated  to  yon  as  soon  as  sale  is  definitely 
arranged. — I  am,  (Gentlemen,  yonr  obedient  servant, 
Fbbcy  Hinter,  for  Director  of  Navy  Contraota. — 
Messrs.  W.  Bondman  and  Co. 

(a>  Baported  by  CHaisTOPUXB  Ukad,  Esq.,  liarriiter-at-Law. 


This  was  agreed  to  by  the  owners  of  the  Usk- 
moor, and  the  cargo,  was  duly  discharged  and  sold. 

An  action  was  brought  by  the  ovmers  of  the^tn- 
netonka  against  the  owners  of  the  Uskmoor  and 
heard  before  the  President  (Sir  F.  H.  Jeune)  and 
Trinity  Masters,  and  both  vessels  were  found  to 
blame  for  the  coUision.  The  case  will  be  found 
reported  in  87  L.  T.  Rep.  55 ;  9  Asp.  Mar.  Law 
Cas.  316 ;  (1902)  P.  260. 

An  action  was  then  brought  by  the  Admiralty, 
as  owners  of  cargo  on  board  the  Uskmoor^ 
against  the  owners  of  the  Minnetonka,  but  was 
settled  upon  the  terms  of  both  vessels  being  to 
blame.  At  the  reference  before  -the  asaistent 
registrar  and  merchants  to  assess  the  damages, 
it  was  found  that  there  was  nothing  due  from 
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the    defendants   except   the   aam  of  51.  5s.  in 
respect  of  suryeys. 

The  asaistant  re^strar  in  his  report  dealt  with 
the  claim  as  follows  : 

The  first  item  of  the  claim  is  for  the  dijferenoe 
between  the  cost  of  the  ookl  and  the  prioe  realised.  It 
WBa  contended  by  the  defendants  that  nothing  waa  due 
from  them,  on  the  irronnd  that  the  cargo  owners  had 
not  acted  with  reasonable  diligence  in  not  accepting  a 
better  price  than  that  ultimately  obtained.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  defendants'  oontentioa  is  right,  and 
that  this  head  of  the  cargo  owners'  claim  mnst  be  dis- 
allowed. A.  snm  for  the  cost  of  surveys  is,  however, 
payable  to  them — namely,  51.  5«. — of  which  a  moiety  is 
reooTerable  against  the  defendants.  The  second  head 
of  the  claim  was  for  lOOOI.  agreed  to  he  paid  by  the 
Admiralty  to  the  shipowners  for  abandoning  the  voyage. 
It  la  not  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the  whole  of  this 
snm  was  to  be  paid.  In  oar  view  of  the  case,  however, 
this  doubt  is  not  material,  for  we  are  of  opinion  that 
trader  all  the  circnmstanoes  the  reasonable  and  bnsiness- 
Uke  oonrse  for  all  parties  waa  for  the  cargo  to  be  sold 
in  the  Thames,  and  the  payment  of  any  snm  to  the  ship- 
owners by  the  cargo  owners  was  not  a  consequence  of 
the  collision  for  which  the  wrongdoers  are  liable.  The 
shipowners  have  recovered  from  the  wrongdoers  the  cost  of 
repairs  and  damages  for  the  detention  of  their  ship,  and 
at  the  and  of  the  period  of  detention  they  were  in  a  posi- 
tion to,  and  did,  take  up  a  fresh  charter.  The  duty  of 
the  shipowner  being  to  carry  the  cargo  to  its  destina- 
tion, it  was  to  his  advantage  to  make  on  arrangement 
with  the  cargo  owners  whereby  ha  wonld  be  free  from 
this  duty,  and  be  able  to  take  a  new  cargo  when  the 
repaira  were  finished.  Any  payment  therefore  made 
by  the  cargo  owners  to  the  shipowners  is  not  a  natural 
and  reasonable  result  of  the  collision,  and  therefore  is 
not  reooverable  against  the  wrongdoer. — (Signed)  £,  S. 
Boa  cox.  Assistant  Registrar. — 12th  June  1903. 

The  Admiralty  appealed  on  the  ground  that 
everything  had  been  done  by  the  Admiralty  to 
minimise  the  loss  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties, 
and  tbat  they  were  therefore  entitled  to  recover 
the  snm  claimed. 

Buclmill,  J.  referred  the  case  back  to  the 
assistant  registrar  for  farther  information  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
Admiralty  bad  or  had  not  been  paid  to  the 
owners  of  the  JJakmoor. 

The  following  is  the  material  part  of  the 
further  report  of  the  assistant  registrar : 

By  the  report  dated  the  12th  Jane  1903, 1  fonnd  that 
the  cargo  owners  could  not  recover  this  snm  from  the 
owners  of  the  Jfinnetonla,  and  the  cargo  owners 
appealed  against  the  report.  The  hearing  of  the  appeal 
on  the  13th  Joly  was  adjourned  by  Bnoknill  J. 
in  order  that  I  might  report  whether  any  part  of  the 
enm  of  2761.  18«.  id.,  a  moiety  of  which  is  now  claimed 
by  the  oargo  owners,  had  been  alloired  to  the  owners  of 
the  Tlakmoor  by  the  report  on  the  claim  against  the 
Uinnetonka  dated  the  22nd  Dec.  1902.  The  claim  in 
respoot  of  this  sum  of  2761.  is  based  on  leveral  letters 
which  were  put  in  at  the  previous  reference ;  the  par- 
tioalara  of  the  claim  are  set  ont  in  the  letter  of  the 
Director  of  Navy  Contracts  dated  the  18th  June.  It  is 
to  be  noted  that  in  the  letters  of  the  13th  and  1 7th  June 
the  proposed  payment  is  spoken  of  as  being  in  respect  of 
freight,  a  word  which  would  be  proper,  since,  if  the  ship 
was  repairable,  her  owners  were  entitled  to  carry  on  the 
eaigo  and  earn  this  freight,  and  in  the  letter  of  the 
20th  Jnne  it  is  stated  that  the  sum  payable  by  the 
eatgo  owners  would  follow  the  completion  of  "the 
general  average  adjustment."  The  claim  is,  however, 
now  put  forward  as  being  in  respect  of  the  hire  of 
hargsafor  the  purpose  of  waiehoosing  the  oargo,  and 


expenses    which    would  have  been  incurred  had    the 
voyage  not  been  abandoned,  but  which  was  not  in  faot 
incurred  and  were  therefore  saved.    I  have  to  report 
that,  as  in  the  reference  on  the  claim   by  the  Uahnoor 
only  the  actual  expenses  incurred  for  discharging  the 
cargo  and  for  tfao  hire  of  barges  were  allowed  (item  No.  7), 
no  part  of  the  present  claim  has  been  dealt  with  in  the 
ship's  reference.    In  the  ship's  reference,  however,  all 
sums  in  respect  of  loss  of  freight,  and  for  expenses  at 
the  port  of  loading,   were    allowed  to  the  shipowners 
(see  item  No.  35).    At  the  further  hearing  further  argu- 
ments were  addressed  to  us  by  counsel  for  the  claimants 
and  the  defendants,  and  I  was  asked  to  make  several 
findings  on  points  submitted  to  us.    The  points  sub- 
mitted by  counsel  for  the  cargo  owners  and  oar  findings 
thereon  are  as  follows  :  (1)  That  the  voyage  was  not  com- 
meroially  at  an  end ;  we  find  that  the  voyage  was  not  coa- 
mercially  at  an  end.     (2)  That  on  the  18th  Jnne  zepaiis 
were  expected  to  take  six  weeks ;   we  find  that  the 
repairs  were   expected  to   take    six  weeks.     (3)  That 
lOOOi.  was  agreed  to  be   paid  on  terms  contained  in 
letters  of  the  18th  Jnne,  explained  by  those  of  the  19th 
and20th;  we  find  that  lOOOi.  was  agreed  to  be  paid  on  the 
terms  contained  in  these  letters.    (4)  That  the  Admiralty 
has  been  called  on  to  pay  their  share.    There  is  no  direct 
evidence  as  to  this,  but.  the  solicitor  for  the  owners  ai 
the  Vtkmoor,  who  was  present  at  the  farther  lefereooe, 
stated    that   the    cargo    owners    woold     be     oallsd 
on  to  pay  the    sum   claimed.    (5)    That    the    agree- 
ment was  beneficial  to  all  concerned,  and  a  reasonable 
and  proper  one  to  reduce  loss  which  would  have   been 
occasioned    had   the  parties    insisted    on   their  strict 
rights   to  have   voyage  conolnded.      I   find,  aa   stated 
in  the  previous  report,  that  it  was  reasonable  and  for 
the  benefit  of  all  concerned  that  the  voyage  should  be 
abandoned,  so  that  expenses  in  the  Tliames   might  be 
lessened,  and  that  there  should    be    no    risk    of  the 
deterioration  of  the  cargo.     I  further  find  the  agree- 
ment by  the  Admiralty  to  pay  lOOOl.,  or  a  part  thereof, 
was  not  a  reasonable  agreement,  because  the  object  of 
the  abandonment   of  the  voyage  was  to  save  farther 
expenses,  and  it  was  unreasonable  for  the  cargo  owners 
to  pay   any  snm   to   the    shipowners,   since  it    was 
the  daty   of   the   shipowners   to   take   all    measures 
neoesaary  to  enable  them  to    carry  the  cargo  to   its 
destination  (see  Carver  on  Carriage  by  Saa,  3rd  edit.,  seat. 
302) ;  and,  as  the  voyage  was  not  commercially  at  an  end, 
the  cargo  owners  could  have  insisted  on  their  oargo  being 
carried  to  its  destination  without  any  payment  to  the 
shipowners     except    that     of    the  agreed    freight.    I 
farther  find  that  the  agreement,  so  far  as  it  related  to 
the  payment  of  lOOOI.,  or  any  part  thereof,  was  one 
arising  ont  of  the  relation  between  ship  and  oargo,  and 
that  the  collision  was  not  the  cause  of  it,  and  that  the 
snm  claimed  is  inadmissible  as  a  head  of  damage  in  an 
action  against  the  wrongdoing  ship  :  (The  llarfma,  66 
L.  T.  Bep.  356 ;  7  Asp.   Mar.   law  Cas.   155  ;  (1891) 
P.  403).    (6)  Tliat  none  of  the  items  shown  in  the  pre- 
vioaa  reference  were  allowed  in  respect  of  the  expenses 
inoladed  in  the  276i.    The  finding  on  this  head  has 
already  been  stated.    The  points  submitted  by  oonasel 
for  the  defendante  were  :   (1)  That  by  the  arrangement 
made  in  Jnne   1902  on  the  basis  of  a  reshipment  of 
cargo,  which  was  alleged  to  be  necessary  and  reasonable, 
the  owners  of , the  Tlahnoor  recovered  from  the  owners  of 
theJIftnnetonfca  a  complete  indemnity  for  all  damages 
actually  incurred  arising  oat  of  the  collision.    I  find 
that  this  was  so.    (2)    That    that   indemnity,    being 
obtained  on   the    basis  of  voyage  being  abandoned, 
included  all  loss  of  expenses    and  all    loss  of  profits 
from  the   date   of    eleven    days  before  collision   whan 
the    VskmooT    coaimeooed  her    voyage   by    bunkering 
in  the  Tyne.  That  ondertiiese  ciroumstances  the  owneca 
of  the  Tlikmoor  could  not  claim  from  the  owners  of  the 
llinrutanka  any  farther  sum  in  respect  of  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  voyage,  and  that  therefore  the  Admiralty 
cannot  claim  any  such  sum.  '  I  find  the  facts  stated  in  the 
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affiimatiTe.  I  alio  find  that  the  owners  of  the  U$kmoor 
have  obtained  damigei  on  the  basia  of  the  Tojage  being 
abandoned,  and  that  the  owners  of  the  Utltmoor,  if  they 
leooTCr  the  som  olaimed  in  this  reference  by  the  carero 
owners  from  them,  shonld  deduct  this  amonnt  from  the 
snm  awarded  to  them  in  this  claim  against  the  Minnt- 
tonka :  (see  The  Marpessa,  ubx  lup.).  I  was  fnither  asked 
to  Tary  the  previons  order  as  to  costs,  bnt,  hafing  regard 
to  my  finding,  I  cannot  vary  the  order  as  to  the  costs  of 
the  previons  reference.  The  oosts  of  this  farther 
refsrence  I  leave  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  court. — (Sicned) 
E.  S.  BoscoB,  Assistant  Begistrar.— 20th  Not.  1903. 

Aeland,  K.C  for  the  plaintiSa.  —  The  agree- 
ment was  to  paj  a  snm  of  money  which  should  be 
a  snbstitnted  expense,  and  as  sncb  ship,  cargo,  and 
freight  would  have  to  oontribnte  if  it  was  a  case 
of  general  averaffe.  The  expense  was  a  diminu- 
tion of  a  certain  loss.  The  assistant  refpstrar  has 
found  that  the  parties  did  the  risht  thing 
under  the  circumstances,  and  that  the  course 
taken  of  discharging  and  selling  the  cargo  was  a 
reasonable  and  businesslike  one : 

Th«  Marp»t»a (ubi  tup) ; 

Carver  on  Carriage  by  Sea,  3rd  sdit.,  sect  302  ; 
Notara  r.  Henderson,  26  L.  T.  Bep.  442  ;  1  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  278 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  225. 

The  agreement  was  made  to  minimise  the  loss. 
The  expenses  of  warehousing  cargo  would  not 
have  been  general  average  losses  at  all,  as  they 
would  have  been  incurrod  after  the  ship  had 
arrived  in  a  place  of  safety.  It  may  be  that  the 
owners  of  the  Vskmoor  recovered  more  than  they 
ought  to  have  done  from  the  owners  of  the 
Mmnetoka,  but  that  is  no  answer  to  our  claim. 

AipitMU,  K.G.  {Pritehard  with  him),  for  the 
defendants,  contra. — In  The  Marpetea  (ubt  sup.) 
the  question, was  whether  the  owners  of  the  ship 
conld  recover  money  actually  paid,  and  the  Presi- 
dent (Sir  F.  H.  Jenne)  found  that  the  loss  had  not 
legally  been  caused  by  the  collision.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  there  is  the  same  class  of  claim,  bnt  the 
parties  have  come  to  an  arrangement,  and  appor- 
tioned certain  hypothetical  expenses.  The  claim 
has  first  of  all  been  made  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  loss  of  freight,  then  of  general 
average,  and  now  it  is  called  a  substituted  expense. 
It  is  really  some  sort  of  sng^sted  liability  which 
arises  out  of  the  parties  having  saved  themselves 
from  some  hypothetical  expense. 

Aeland,  K.G.  in  reply. 

BucENiLL,  J.— This  is  an  application  by  way 
of  appeal  from  the  report  of  the  registrar,  on 
the  ground  that  that  report  cannot  be  supported 
in  law.  The  matter  has  been  before  the  court  on 
two  occasions.  On  the  last  occasion  the  court 
referred  the  matter  back  to  the  registrar  to  find 
whether  any  part  of  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
Admiralty — namely,  2762. 18s.  id. — had  in  fact  been 
allowed  to  the  TTakmoor,  in  the  reference  between 
the  owners  of  the  Uekmoor  and  the  owners  of  the 
Minnetonka,  for  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
Utkmoor  in  consequence  of  a  collision  between 
those  two  ships,  for  which  they  were  found  both 
to  blame.  The  registrar  has  found  thatthisamonnt 
had  not  been  dealt  with  in  that  reference.  The 
Uskmoor  was  on  a  voyage  from  the  Tyne  to  South 
Africa,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  coal,  the  property  of 
the  Admiralty.  During  the  voyage  she  came  into 
collision  with  the  Minnetonka,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  Utkmoor  herself  was  damaged,  and 
also,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  cargo  on  board.  The 


Utkmoor  was  then  taken  to  the  river  Thames  to 
be  repaired,  and  it  was  ascertained  that  th» 
repairs  would  take,  it  was  estimated,  about  six  to 
eight  weeks,  and  the  Admiralty  and  the  ownera 
of  the  Utkmoor  very  properly  tried  to  see  what 
could  be  done  in  the  circumstances  for  the  benefit 
of  each  other.  On  the  12th  June  the  Admiralty 
wrote  to  the  owners  of  the  Utkmoor  asking  them 
what  arrangements  they  had  made  with  regard 
to  the  storage  of  the  cargo  on  shore  or  in  lighter* 
daring  the  repairs  to  the  ship.  The  letter  ended 
with  this  paragraph:  "Untu  the  receipt  of  th» 
surveyor's  (Mr.  Lewis)  report  it  will  not  be  pos- 
sible to  form  a  definite  opinion  as  to  the  best 
course  to  pursue,  but  I  should  be  glad  to  have 
your  views  as  soon  as  possible  as  to  the  advisa- 
bility of'  selling  the  coal  and  considering  the 
voyage  terminated,  so  as  to  avoid  the  expense  of 
storage  and  re- shipping."  The  expense  of  re* 
shipping  would  not  fall  entirely  upon  the  cai^o 
owners,  but  the  expense  of  storage,  subject  to 
general  average,  would  fall  upon  the  cargo 
owners.  That  letter  was  answered  by  the 
owners  of  the  Uekmoor  on  the  13th  June,  when, 
they  said  the  repairs  would  take  about  eight 
weeks,  and  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  advise 
the  Admiralty  as  to  vie  termination  of  the  voyage, 
bnt  that  if  the  Admiralty  wished  to  do  so  they 
would  do  so  for  the  consideration  of  7s.  6d.  per 
ton  "as  full  freight."  Then  on  the  17th  June 
iir.  Lewis  wrote  to  the  Admiralty,  amongst  other 
things,  this :  "  Messrs.  Bunoiman  will  now  aoceDt 
lOOOl.  in  respect  of  the  freight^  which  is  a  trifle 
more  than  Messrs.  Hopkins,  Son,  and  Gookes  had 
advised  you.  They  had  written  their  letter  to  you 
before  they  conld  make  sure  whether  it  was  9961. 
or  lOOOZ.  All  that  is  wanted  from  yon  now  is  a 
letter  to  Messrs.  Bunciman  stating  that  yon 
offer  them  1000/.  in  respect  of  the  freight  and 
stating  that  you  will  give  them  another  cargo  to 
replace  the  present  one  at  the  IGt.  rate  oi' 
more  if  the  freights  should  rise  in  the  mean- 
time, of  course  they  giving  ^on  proper  and 
sufficient  notice  when  the  vessel  is  expected  to  b» 
ready,  and  Messrs.  Bunciman  to  have  the  option 
of  refusing  the  offer."  On  ^he  same  day  Messrs. 
Hopkins,  Son,  and  Cookes  wrote  to  Mr.  Lowrey, 
the  secretary  of  the  Salvage  Association,  and  they 
put  the  case  in  this  way :  "  We  beg  to  inform  you 
that  we  have  carefully  considered  the  facts  and 
circumetences  of  this  case,  and  assuming  the 
voyage  is  terminated  in  London  and  the  ship- 
owners are  paid  4g.  6d.  per  ten,  equal  9962.  15s., 
this  amonnt  will  be  apportioned  as  per  annexed 
sheet  as  a  substituted  expense  in  lieu  of  hire  of 
barges:  Six  weeks  6642.  10*.,  shifting  ditto 
1062. 17s.  6d .  re- shipping  cargo  4242.  10s.  lOci, 
total  11952. 18i.  id. ;  and  in  addition  to  the  abovA 
expenses  which  will  be  saved,  the  expected 
deterioration  by  breakage  of  coal,  estimated  by 
Mr.  Lewis  at  about  10  per  cent,  at  least  on  Cape 
Town  values,  and  2  per  cent,  for  loss  of  weight,  is 
avoided.  It  will,  of  course,  be  necessary  to  obtain 
the  agreement  of  all  intereste  to  this  arrange- 
ment. Then  Mr.  Lowrey  wrote  on  the  18th  June 
to  Messrs.  Hopkins,  Son,  and  Gookes:  "The  ship 
underwriters  have  approved  our  suggestion  that 
the  coals  should  be  sold  in  London  and  that  the  loss 
of  freight  should  be  treated  as  a  substituted 
expense."  The  kevnote  of  this  case  is  that  the  losa 
of  freight  shoula  be  treated  as  a  substituted 
expense.    Then  comes  the  letter  of  the  18th  June> 
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setting  oat  the  figures  of  general  average  and 
freight,  and  there  is  the  final  letter  from  the  Admi- 
ralty on  the  20th  Jnne  to  Messrs.  Bnnciman  : 
"  Yonr  expression  '  to  pay  the  shipowners  the  sam 
of  10002.'  18  understood  as  meaning  that  the  sum 
of  10002.  will  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  stated  in 
my  letter  of  the  ISth  Jane,  and  a  claim  made  by 
the  owners  upon  the  Admiralty  for  the  portion 
thereof  falling  upon  the  cargo  when  the  general 
average  adjustment  is  completed."  When  this 
case  first  went  before  the  registrar  and  merchanta 
it  was  put  in  this  way :  That  the  shipowners  and 
the  Admiralty  had  agreed  that  the  sum  of  10002. 
was  to  be  paid  for  freight.  To-day  the  claim  is 
not  for  freight  at  all.  It  is  not  pnt  as  having 
anything  to  do  with  freight.  That  part  of 
the  case  has  been  put  on  one  side.  It  is  put  in 
this  way :  That  the  Admiralty  have  entered  into 
an  obligation,  binding  upon  them,  to  pay  to  the 
owners  of  the  ship  2762.  odd,  and  that  there  was 
a  good  consideration  for  that  binding  contract 
between  them  for  the  abandonment  of  the  voyage. 
When  one  comes  to  test  the  claim,  to  eee  what  it 
leally  means,  it  comes  to  this,  that  if  the  voyage 
had  not  been  abandoned  and  if  the  cargo  had 
remained  in  barges,  and  if  the  Admiralty  had 
become  responsible  to  pay,  as  they  wonld  have 
become,  for  the  hire  of  the  barges,  the  amonnt 
would  certainly  have  exceeded  2762.  It  may  be 
that  this  is  a  sum  of  money  which,  in  the  dream- r 
stances  of  this  case,  the  shipowners  could  recover 
from  the  Admiralty — I  do  not  say  it  would  be  ro 
or  would  not  be  so — but  it  does  not  follow  that, 
because  the  Admiralty  would  be  liable  to  the 
shipowners,  therefore  the  Admiralty  can  pnt  that 
liability  over  on  to  the  backs  of  the  owners  of  the 
MinneUmka,  the  wrongdoing  ship.  The  only  way 
in  which  the  Admiralty  can  recover  against  the 
owners  of  the  Minnetonka  here  is  by  showing  a 
certain  loss,  or  a  sum  of  money  lost ;  that  is,  a 
certain  loss  in  consequence  of  a  reasonable 
arrangement  by  the  person  having  a  claim 
minimising  the  claim  which  he  has  against  the 
wronfifdoer.  Bat  it  must  be  a  loss  and  a  liability 
arising  directly  in  consequence  of  the  wrong- 
doing act  of  the  Minnetonka.  If  it  is  not,  then 
it  is  not  recoverable.  Is  that  the  case  here?  I 
think  not.  The  real  facts  as  I  find  them  to  be 
and  as  I  understand  them  to  be,  and  as  to  them 
there  is  really  no  contradiction,  are  these :  Tfie 
voyage  was  abandoned.  As  between  the  ship- 
owners, the  JJskmoor,  the  cargo  owners,  and  the 
Admiralty,  a  sum  of  money  greater  than  2762. 
was  agreed  to  be  paid.  It  is  now  said 
that  that  sum  of  money  is  a  sum  of  money 
for  which  the  Admiralty  would  have  been 
liable  in  an  event  which  has  not  in  fact  occurred, 
and  that  is  a  sum  which  directly  represents  a 
loss  by  the  Admiralty  occasioned  by  the  wrong- 
doing of  the  Minnetovka.  I  think  all  these  sug- 
gestions are  not  according  to  the  real  facts — that 
what  really  has  happened  is  this,  that  the  parties 
have  pnt  their  heads  together  and  come  to  some 
hypothetical  figure  not  based  npon  fact,  and  not 
representing  a  direct  loss  or  damage  suffered  by 
the  Admiralty  [in  consequence  of  the  collision; 
and  that  therefore  the  Admiralty  cannot  make 
good  this  chum  as  against  the  owners  of  the 
MinneUmka.  Bat  there  is  something  else  which, 
though  not  absolutely  conclusive,  is  very  im- 
portant to  be  considered,  and  that  is  that 
this  2762.,  if  the  Admiralty  could  make  the 
VoL  XC,  2323. 


owners  of  the  ilinnetonka  pay  it,  would  be  pay- 
able to  the  Uskmoor,  and  the  owners  of  the  Uak- 
moor  have  already  been  paid  all  the  loss  they 
have  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  collision ;  and 
although  it  is  possible  to  conceive  a  case  where 
the  owners  of  a  ship  may  make  a  profit  by  the 
wrongdoing  of  the  other  party,  in  this  case  I 
thiok  the  owners  of  the  Uikmoor  would  not  be 
entitled  to  make  such  a  profit,  although,  of 
course,  the  Admiralty  could  not  make  that 
aoswer  if  they  had  undertaken,  for  good  con- 
sideration, to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  the  Usk- 
moor. In  conclusion,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
case  fails,  because  it  has  not  been  made  out  in 
law  or  in  fact  to  be  a  loss  sustained  by  the 
Admiralty  directly  in  consequence  of  the  wrong- 
doing act  of  the  Minnetonka.  Therefore  my 
judgment  must  be  against  the  appellants,  and  I 
confirm  the  report  No.  1  of  the  registrar,  and  also 
report  No.  2,  with  the  result  that  those  who  have 
succeeded  must  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal, 
and  also  of  the  Be«ond  reference. 

Solicitors  for  the  pltuntiffs,  Freshfieldt. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Pritchard  and 
Son$. 


— ♦ — 

COURT   OF    APPEAL. 

Thursday,  Feb.  25. 

(Before  Collins,  M.R„  Romee,  and 
Mathew,  L. JJ.) 

Baeteam  and  Sons  v.  Lloyd,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOU  THE  KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Prineipcd  and  agent — Secret  commission — Corrupt 
bargain — Confirmation  by  principal — Eoidenee 
— Necessity  of  fuU  knowledge  of  aU  facts. 

The  defendant,  acting  through  his  agent,  entered 
into  a  contract  loith  the  plaintiffs,  who  were 
shipbuilders,  for  the  building  of  a  ship.  Before 
the  contract  was  arranged  the  plaintiffs  secretly 
agreed  to  give  a  commission  to  the  defendant's 
agent. 

At  an  interview  which  afterwards  took  place 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  as  to  the 
payment  by  him,  of  money  due  under  this  con- 
tract, the  plaintiffs  informed  him  that  they  had 
agreed  to  pay  commission  to  the  agent,  and  the 
defendant,  after  being  so  informed,  paid  them  a 
small  sum  on  account.  The  plaintiffs  afterwards 
brought  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  due  to 
them. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  Bruce,  J.  held  that,  by 
reason  of  the  plaintiffs'  secret  agreemsnt  to  give 
a  commission  to  the  defendant's  agent,  the  con- 
tract was  one  which  entitled  tlie  defendant  to 
repudiate,  but  that  by  what  had  occurred  at  his 
interview  unth  tlie  plaintiffs  he  had  confirmed 
the  contract  and  debarred  himself  from  repudiat- 
ing it :  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  286).     On  appeal : 

Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  Bruce,  J.,  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  not  shown  that  there  had  been  a 
full  disclosure  to  the  defendant  of  all  the  circum- 
stance* in  connection  with  the  plaintiffs'  agree- 
ment to  pay  commission  to  the  agent,  and   Hiai 

(•)  nep9r;ed  b;  E.  Mixmy  Svith,  E«q.,  B«rrister-»t-L«w. 
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therefore  there  had  been  no  such  confirmation  by 
the  defendant  of  hit  contract  as  debarred  him 
from  repudiating  it. 

APFKAii  by  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of 
Bmoe,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 

The  action  was  broa(;bt  to  recover  a  sum  of 
7144{.  as  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

The  plaintiffs  were  shipbuilders  at  Sunderland, 
and  the  defendant  was  a  solicitor  at  Swansea. 

By  a  contract  dated  the  16th  July  1901  the 
defendant  a|^eed  to  purchase,  and  the  plaintiffs 
agreed  to  build,  a  steamer  for  40,1752. 

The  defendant,  being  unable  to  carry  out  the 
contract,  asked  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  the  steamer 
for  the  best  price  that  could  be  obtained,  and 
agreed  that  the  balance  of  loss  nn  the  resale 
should  be  paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs. 

On  account  of  this  loss  the  defendant  bad  paid 
to  the  plaintiffs  312.  only,  and  the  sum  of  7144L 
was  now  claimed  as  damages  due  to  the  plantiffs. 

The  defence  raised  was  in  substance  that  the 
defendant  wcw  entitled  to  treat  the  contract  as  not 
binding  upon  him  on  the  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiffs surreptitiously  and  without  the  knowledge 
and  in  fraud  of  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  to 
one  Thomas  Oampbell,  who  was  acting  as  agent 
for  the  defendant,  a  percentage  by  way  of  com- 
mission on  the  purchase  price  of  the  steamer. 

It  appeared  that  Oampbell  carried  on  business 
as  a  broker  for  the  sale  of  ships,  but  he  was  also 
employed  by  the  defendant  to  act  aa  his  expert 
adviser  in  connection  with  the  steamer  which  was 
the  subject  of  the  contract  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  defendant. 

On  the  11th  June  1901  Oampbell  wrote  to  the 
plaintiffs,  inclosing  j)articular8  of  a  proposed 
steamer  and  asking  the  plaintiffs  to  make  a 
tender.  He  added :  "  My  friend  now  requests  me 
to  obtain  prices  and  see  the  contract  carried 
through.  Of  course,  he  wishes  me  to  obtain  prices 
from  several  other  firms." 

On  the  12tb  June  the  plaintiffs  replied,  quoting 
the  price  of  40,0002.  on  a  cash  basis.  They  added : 
"  Price  also  includes  1  per  cent.  commiEsion." 

On  the  13th  June  Oampbell  wrote  to  the  plain- 
tiffs acknowledging  their  letter,  and  said :  "  I  will 
be  pleased  if  you  could  send  me  another  quotation 
without  mentioning  commission." 

On  the  14th  June  the  plaintiffs  accordingly 
wrote  to  Campbell  a  letter  in  precisely  the  same 
terms  as  their  letter  of  the  12th  June,  save  that 
no  mention  was  made  of  commission. 

On  the  16th  June  the  contract  was  signed. 

In  Sept.  1902  the  arrangement  was  made  by 
which  the  plaintiffs  were  to  sell  the  steamer  for 
the  best  price  that  could  be  obtained,  and  the 
defendant  was  to  pay  them  the  balance  of  loss  on 
the  resale. 

On  the  19th  Kot.  the  defendant,  being  unable 
to  pay  this  sum,  went  to  Newcastle-upon-Tyne  and 
had  an  interview  with  the  plaintiffs.  At  this 
interview  the  plaintiffs  told  the  defendant  that 
Oampbell  was  claiming  commission  from  them  in 
Inspect  of  the  contract  of  the  16th  June  1901, 
and  they  pressed  the  defendant  to  pay  them 
something,  however  small,  as  an  instalment  of 
the  money  due  to  them  from  him. 

The  defendant  then  paid  them  12.,  and  they 
served  on  him  the  writ  of  summons  in  the  present 
action. 


At  the  trial  ot  the  action  Bruce,  J.  was  of 
opinion  that  the  work  done  by  Oampbell  in  con- 
nection with  the  contract  of  the  16th  June  1901 
exceeded  the  work  ordinarily  done  by  a  broker, 
and  that  in  consequence  of  the  agreement  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  pay  him  a  secret  commission,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  repudiate  his  contract 
with  the  plaintiffs  as  soon  as  he  was  informed  of 
the  agreement  to  pay  commission.  But  the 
learned  judge,  after  dealing  with  the  evidence, 
said :  "  I  therefore  find  that  the  defendant,  with 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  relating  to  the 
dealings  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Oampbell, 
chose  to  approbate  his  contract  with  the  plaintiffs, 
and  on  this  ground  the  defendant  cannot  now 
be  allowed  to  rescind  the  contract  sued  upon.  I 
must  therefore  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  amount  claimed." 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  286. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

The  defendant  in  person. — The  correspondence 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  Oampbell  before  the 
completion  of  the  contract  of  the  16th  June  1901, 
with  their  agreement  before  that  date  to  pay  him 
commission  and  their  re-writing  of  their  offer,  bat 
omitting  the  mention  of  the  commission,  was  not 
disclosed  to  me  at  the  interview  in  Nov.  1902,  nor 
did  I  know  of  it  till  I  obtained  discovery  in  this 
action.  There  was  no  complete  disclosure  of  all 
the  facts  such  as  was  necessary  to  enable  the 
plaintiffs  to  rely  upon  an  alleged  confirmation  by 
me  of  the  contract  which  Bruce,  J.  has  found  that 
I  was  entiUed  to  repudiate : 

Morse  v.  Boyal,  12  Ves.  355 ; 

Cockerell  v.  Cholmeley,  1  Baas.  &  My.  418  ; 

Moxon  V.  Payne,  L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  App.  881. 

He  referred  also  to 

Wood  V.  Downs,  18  Ves.  120  ; 
Barron  v.  Willis,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  729;  (1900)  2  Ch. 
121. 

Arthur  PoiBeU,  K.O.  and  Adair  Roche  for  the 
plaintiffs. — The  agreement  by  the  plaintiffs  to 
pay  commission  to  Campbell  was  not  of  such  a 
nature  sjb  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  repudiate  his 
contract  with  the  plaintiffs  as  being  brought 
about  corruptly : 

Oreat  Western  Insurance  Company  v.  Cunliffs,  30 
L.  T.  Bep.  113,  661 ;  L.  Bep.  9  Cli.  App.  S2S  ; 
■  Baring  v.  Blanton,  35  L.  T.  Bep.  652 ;  3  Ch.  Div. 
502. 

[Collins,  M.R. — There  is  abundant  evidence 
here  that  Campbell  was  not  a  mere  broker,  but 
was  known  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  acting  as 
engineering  expert  and  adviser  to  the  defendant.] 
Assuming  that  the  defendant  was  entitied  to 
repudiate  the  contract,  yet  the  fact  that  it  was 
induced  by  fraud  would  not  render  the  contract 
void.  It  continued  valid  until  the  defendant 
determined  his  election  by  avoiding  it : 

Clough  V.  London  and  North-Western  Railway 
Company,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  708  ;  L.  Bsp.  7  Ex.  26. 
Here  the  defendant  was  informed  at  his  interview 
with  the  plaintiffs  in  Nov.  1902  that  they  had 
agreed  to  pay  commission  to  Campbell,  and, 
knowing  that,  he  paid  them  part  of  the  money 
they  claimed  from  him.  That  was  an  election  by 
him,  and  his  election  is  final : 

Scarf  T.   Jardine,  47  L.  T.  Bep.  258 ;  7  App.  Cas. 
345. 
After  an  election  has  once  been  made,  the  right 
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to  repudiate  a  contract  is  not  afterwards  revived 
hy  the  discovery  of  another  incident  in  the  same 
frand  : 

CamfheU  T.  Fleming,  1  A.  .<fc  £.  40. 
The  question  whether  an  election  has  been  made 
is  one  of  fact,  and  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial, 
on  that  question  of  fact,  has  come  to  a  conclusion 
faronrable  to  the  plaintiffs : 

Curti*  ▼.  Williamson,  31  L.  T.  Bep.  678 ;  L.  Bep. 
10  Q.  B.  57. 

They  (nted  also 

Biclch-y-Phcm  Lead  Mining  Company  v.  Baynet, 

16  L.  T.  Bep.  597  ;  L.  Bep.  2  £x.  324 ; 
Coopir  T.  Phibbs,  16  L.  T.  Eep.  678  j  L.  Bep.  2  H.  L. 

149; 
Earl  Beauchamp  v.  Winn,  L.  Bep.  6  H.  L.  223. 

Collins,  M.R. — This  is  an  appeal  by  the 
defendant  from  the  judj^ment  of  Bruce,  J.  at  the 
trial  of  the  action.  The  plaintiffs  are  shipbuilders, 
and  the  defendant  who  was  formerly  a  solicitor 
was  concerned  in  a  business  connected  with  ships. 
Through  an  agent,  of  the  name  of  Campbell, 
the  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
plaintiffs  by  which  they  ^reed  to  build  a  ship  for 
him  for  40,000{.  Before  the  ship  was  finished  the 
defendant  found  that  in  consequence  of  changes 
that  bad  taken  place  in  the  conditions  of  the 
shipping  trade  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to 
obtain  any  co-adventurers  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  profit  on  the  vessel.  Thereupon  he 
made  an  arrangement  with  the  plaintiffs  under 
which  they  were  to  sell  the  ship  and  he  was  to 
pay  them  the  difference  between  the  40,0002.  and 
the  price  that  they  could  get  on  the  sale.  The 
plaintiffs  accordingly  sold  the  ship  and  have 
brought  this  action  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  snm  of  71442.  being  the  amount  of  the  dif- 
ference between  the  40,0002.  and  the  price  realised 
by  the  sale  of  the  vessel.  The  defence  raised  to 
the  action  is  this :  the  defendant  says  that  his 
contract  with  the  plaintiffs  for  the  building  of 
the  vessel  was  made  through  Campbell  acting  on 
his  behalf,  and  that  since  action  brought  he  has 
ascertained  that  the  plaintiffs  had  secretly  agi-eed 
to  pay  Campbell  a  commission  and  he  therefcre 
repudiates  the  contract  as  having  been  brought 
about  corruptly.  Bruce,  J.  found  at  the  trial  that 
Campbell  in  making  the  contract  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  with  the  plaintiffs  had  not  acted  merely 
as  an  ordinary  broker,  that  is,  as  an  intermediate 
agent  for  two  parties,  but  that  there  was  a  special 
relation  between  the  defendant  and  Campbell 
which  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs  and  which 
made  it  improper  for  Campbell  to  receive  a  com- 
mission from  them.  The  learned  jiidge  was  of 
opinion  that  the  agreement  by  the  plaintiffs  to 
give  Campbell  a  commission  was  such  as  would 
have  debarred  them  from  succeeding  in  the 
present  action  but  for  certain  matters  which 
happened  after  the  making  of  the  contract,  and 
it  was  in  view  of  these  subsequent  matters  that 
the  learned  judge  ultimately  gave  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  Now,  it  appeared  that 
in  Nov.  1902  the  defendant  had  admitted  to  the 
plaintiffs  his  inability  to  pay  the  sum  they 
claimed  from  him  and  he  went  to  Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne  to  see  them  and  try  to  settle  the  affair.  It 
was  at  the  interview  that  he  had  with  them  there 
that  the  writ  in  this  action  was  served  upon  him. 
Bmce,  J.  found  that  during  the  discussion  which 
took  place  at  this  interview  the  plaintiffs  informed 


the  defendant  that  Campbell  was  entitled  to  be 
paid  a  commission  by  them,  and  the  learned  judge 
was  of  opinion  that  as  the  defendant,  after  being 
so  informed,  had  been  induced  by  the  plaintiffs 
tx)  pay  them  12.  as  an  instalment  of  the  money 
due  from  him,  this  act  of  the  defendant  amounted 
to  a  confirmation  by  him  of  the  contract  which 
otherwise  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  repudiate 
as  having  been  obtained  from  him  corruptly.  He 
therefore  held  that  the  defendant  had  debarred 
himself  from  taking  advantage  of  the  fact  that 
the  contract  had  been  brought  about  improperly 
by  the  plaintiffs.  The  real  question  that  arises 
on  this  appeal  is  whether  or  not  Bruce,  J.  was 
right  in  his  conclusion  of  fact  as  to  what  hap- 
pened at  the  interview  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  defendant  and  whether  anything  that  occurred 
there  debars  him  from  relying  on  the  defence 
that  he  has  raised.  Now  aeverEil  authorities  have 
been  cited  to  us,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  law  that 
the  adoption  or  ratification  or  confirmation  by  a 
person  of  a  contract  which  he  has  the  right  to 
repudiate  must  be  made  with  full  knowledge  of 
all  the  facts  of  the  case.  That  is  not  denied.  It 
is  said  that  Bruce,  J.  found  that  the  defendant 
was  aware  that  the  plaintiffs  had  agreed  to  pay  a 
commission  to  Campbell,  but  I  think  he  has  not 
found  that  the  defendant  had  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts.  [His  Lordship  referred  to  the 
evidence,  and  said  that  though  the  defendant  was 
told  that  the  plaintiffs  had  agreed  to  pay  a  com- 
mission to  Campbell  he  was  not  told  that  the 
arrangement  as  to  the  commission  was  made  at 
the  inception  of  the  matter  with  the  view  of  in- 
ducing Campbell  to  make  the  contract  for  the 
defendant,  nor  was  he  told  of  the  correspondence 
as  to  the  commission  which  passed  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  Campbell,  or  of  the  other  facts  on 
which  the  agreement  was  founded.]  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  defendant  not  being  aware  of 
all  the  facts  as  to  the  making  of  the  contract, 
has  he  bound  himself  by  what  he  did  at  the  inter- 
view? Bruce,  J.  has  found  that  the  plaintiffs' 
agreement  to  pay  commission  to  Campbell  was 
improper,  Campbell  not  being  a  mere  broker  but 
acting  as  expert  adviser  to  the  defendant,  aa  the 
plaintiffs  well  knew.  It  seems  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  aware  of  a  flaw  in  their  position  and  pre- 
vailed on  the  defendant,  at  the  interview,  to  pay 
them  12.  as  evidence  of  a  confirmation  by  him  of 
the  contract.  I  think  that  this  payment  was 
made  by  him  without  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  that  it  does  not  deprive 
him  of  his  right  to  repudiate  the  contract.  It 
appears  that  he  did  not  really  know  the  facts 
until  he  obtained  discovery  in  the  action.  I 
think  that  the  effect  of  the  half  disclosure  of 
the  facta  waa  not  before  the  mind  of  Bruce,  J., 
or  his  decision  would  have  been  the  other  way. 
For  this  reason  I  think  that  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

BoMEB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
agree  that  the  plaintiffs'  agreement  to  pay  com- 
mission to  Campbell  was  impi-oper,  and  such  as 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  repudiate  the  contract. 
But  the  plaintiffs  rely  on  what  occurred  at  the 
interview  in  November  as  a  confirmation  by  the 
defendant  of  the  contract.  I  think  that  in  order 
to  make  out  a  proper  confirmation  the  plaintiffs 
must  establish  a  disclosure  of  all  the  material 
facts  entitling  the  defendant  to  repudiate,  and 
the  disclosure  should  be  such  as  fairly  to  bring 
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home  to  the  mind  of  the  defendant  a  proper 

appreciation  of  the  facta  so  as  to  pat  him  to  ais 
election.  The  plaintiffs  hare  not,  in  my  opinion, 
satisfactorily  established  any  sach  disclosure. 
The  words  of  Lord  Erskine,  L.G.  in  Morse  t. 
Boyal  (12  Yes.  355,  at  p.  373)  seem  to  me  very 
opposite.  He  says  :  "  As  to  the  doctrine  of  con- 
firmation, it  stands  npon  several  aathorities ; 
where  a  man,  having  Men  defranded,  with  com- 
plete knowledge  chooses  to  come  again  in  contact 
with  the  person  who  defrauded  him  ;  abandons  his 
right  to  abrogate  the  contract ;  and  enters  into  a 
plain,  distinct,  transaction  of  confirmation.  Bat 
when  the  original  fraud  is  clearly  established  by 
circumstances  not  liable  to  doubt,  a  confirmation 
of  such  a  transaction  is  so  inconsistent  with 
justice,  so  unnatural,  so  likely  to  be  connected 
with  fraud,  that  it  ought  to  be  watched  with  the 
utmost  strictness,  and  to  stand  only  upon  the 
'  clearest  evidence ;  as  an  act,  done  with  all  the 
deliberation  that  ought  to  attend  a  transaction, 
the  effect  of  which  is  to  ratify  that,  which  in 
justice  ought  never  to  have  taken  place."  Those 
words  are  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  present 
case.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  defen- 
dant could  have  had  such  a  knowledge  of  the 
facts  as  to  take  upon  himself  deliberately  the 
loss  he  would  suffer  under  the  contract.  There 
was  no  possibility  of  his  taking  any  benefit 
whatsoever  by  ratifying  the  contract.  It  is  sug- 
gested that  the  de^ndant  deliberately,  and 
without  any  consideration,-  and  without  askins  for 
any  consideration  for  what  he  was  doing,  chose 
to  say  that  he  would  pay  a  sum  which  he  was 
not  bound  to  pay.  Under  these  cicamstances  it 
is  difficult  to  believe  in  an  alleged  confirmation 
of  the  contract.  It  cannot  be  said  that  it  was 
from  a  sense  of  honour  that  he  took  upon  himself 
the  liability  under  the  contract.  He  did  not  know 
of  the  letters  that  had  passed  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  Gampbell,  and  if  he  had  known  of  them, 
it  would  be  impossible  for  anyone  to  say  that  be 
was  bound  upon  any  ground  of  honour  to  take 
the  liability  upon  himself.  I  think  that  the 
appeal  mnst  be  allowed,  and  judgment  entered 
for  the  defendant. 

Mathew,  L.J.  concurred.       jpp,«uffo «,«<£. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Pritehard  and  Son$, 
agents  for  James  Wallace,  Sunderland. 


Friday,  March  4. 

(Before  Collins,  M.R.,  Bomer  and 
Mathew,  L.JJ.) 

BOABD  OF  TbADE  V.  SAILING  SHIP  GlENFABK 

Limited,  (a) 
appeal  fbom  the  king's  bench  division. 

Shipping  —  Seamen  —  "  Distressed  seaman  "  — 
Provisions  for  relief — Evidence  of  distress — 
Receipt  of  wages  by  seaman  —  Merchant 
Shippitia  Act  1894  (57  &  58  Vict.  c.  60).  ss.  190, 
191,  193  —  Merchant  Shipping  [Mercantile 
Marine  Fund)  Act  1898  (61  &  62  Viet.  e.  44), 
s.  4. 

The  question  whether  a  seaman  who  has  been 
shipwrecked  abroad  is  a  "distressed  seaman" 

(a)  Baported  by  E.  Mamlit  Suite,  Eiq.,  Barriat«iv»t-Lair. 


within  the  msaning  of  sects.  190, 191,  and  193 
of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  is  a  question 
of  fact. 

A  "  distressed  seaman  "  does  not  of  necessity  cease 
to  be  a  "  distressed  seaman  "  on  his  being  paid 
the  wages  due  to  him,  when  such  wages  are 
enough  to  pay  the  expenses  of  his  maintenance 
abroad  and  passage  home. 

Decision  of  Bigham,  J.  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  693 ;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  324)  affirmed. 

Quaere,  whether  the  "  sufficient  evidence "  of  ex- 
penses incurred  for  his  benefit  which  is  provided 
for  by  sect.  193,  sub-sect.  3,  means  "  conclusive 
evidence." 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  company  from  the 
judgment  of  Bigham,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action 
without  a  jury. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
against  the  owners  of  the  sailing  ship  Glenpark 
to  recover  the  sum  of  997.  18g.  lid.,  being  the 
balance  of  moneys  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect 
of  the  maintenance  and  relief  of  certain  seamen 
alleged  to  have  been  "  distressed  seamen  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894. 

In  May  1900  the  Glenpark  left  Barry  (Gardifl) 
on  a  voyage  to  Cape  Town  and  (or)  any  ports  or 
places  within  the  limits  of  75  degrees  north  and 
60  degrees  south  latitude,  the  maximum  time  to 
be  three  years'  trading  in  any  rotation  and  to 
end  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  Continent  of 
Europe  between  the  Elbe  and  Brest  inclusive  at 
master's  option. 

On  the  29th  Jan.  1901  the  Glenpark,  in  the 
course  of  her  voyage,  left  Port  Germein,  in  South 
Australia,  on  a  voyage  to  Algoa  Bay,  her  crew 
consisting  of  twenty- six  hands  all  told — namely, 
master,  two  mates,  cook,  steward,  carpenter,  sail- 
maker,  boatswain,  five  apprentices  (one  of  whom 
acted  as  third  mate),  twelve  A.B.s,  and  one  ordi- 
nary seaman. 

On  the  1st  Feb.  1901  the  Glenpark  struck  on  a 
sunken  rock  near  Wedge  Island,  in  Spencer 
Gulf,  South  Australia,  and  became  a  total  wreck. 
The  crew  lost  the  whole  of  their  effects  except  the 
clothes  they  were  wearing,  but  were  saved  and 
taken  in  the  ship's  boats  to  Fort  Victoria,  in 
South  Australia,  arriving  there  on  the  2nd  Feb. 
1901.  The  log  and  the  agreement  with  the  crew 
were  lost  with  the  vessel. 

Between  the  2nd  and  the  4th  Feb.  1901  the 
crew  were  subsisted  at  Port  Victoria  by  the 
Governor  of  South  Australia  on  behalf  of  the 
Grown,  acting  by  the  Marine  Board  of  South 
Australia,  at  a  cost  (excluding  that  incurred  in 
respect  of  the  master)  of  132.  Is. 

On  the  4th  Feb.  1901  the  crew  were  provided 
with  passages  from  Port  Victoria  to  Port  Adelaide 
by  the  same  authority  at  a  cost  (excluding  that 
incurred  in  respect  of  the  master)  of  20<.  16s. 
The  crew  on  their  arrival  on  the  4th  Feb.  at 
Port  Adelaide  were  (except  the  master)  subsisted 
there  by  the  same  authority  at  a  cost  of  261.  5s., 
and  were  also  provided  by  the  same  authority 
with  necessary  clothing. 

On  the  6th  Feb.  1901  the  repieientatives  of  the 
owners  of  the  Glenpark  at  Port  Adelaide,  in  the 
presence  of  the  superintendent  of  the  Mercantile 
Marine  Board  of  South  Australia,  paid  each 
member  of  the  crew  the  balance  of  wages  due  to 
him  under  the  agreement  with  the  crew  up  to  the 
time  the  vessel  was  lost. 
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'  The  majority  of  the  crew  obtained  employment 
At  Port  Adelaide,  but  eight  members  thereof  failed 
to  obtain  any  employment  and  were  provided  with 
passages  to  the  United  Kingdom  by  the  same 
authority  at  a  cost  of  632.  28.  od. 

The  total  expenses  incurred  on  behalf  of  the 
crew  (excluding  the  master)  by  the  said  authority 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  2362.  5«.  Id. 

The  Board  of  Trade,  on  behalf  of  the  Grown, 
.paid  the  sum  of  2362.  5*.  Id.  to  the  said  authority 
as  money  due  to  them  in  respect  of  expenses 
incarred  on  account  of  distressed  seamen  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  193  of  the  Merobant  Ship> 
ping  Act  1894,  and  the  Board  of  Trade  con- 
tended that  they  were  entitled  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown  to  recover  the  whole  of  that  sum  from  the 
defendants  under  the  same  section. 

The    defendants    paid   to    the   plaintiffs,  and 
■the  plaintiffs  accepted,   both  without  prejudice, 
Tarions  sums  amounting  in  all  to  1362.  6«.  2d.  in 
respect  of  the  expenses  of  members  of  the  ctew, 
fourteen  in  number,  and  with  regard  to  the  ex- 
penses of  these  members  the  defendants  admitted 
liability ;  and  no  question  of  further  payment 
in  reference  to  such  members  now  arose.    As 
regards  these  fourteen  members  of  the  crew,  the 
wages  80  paid  to  them  were  in  every  case  less 
thui  the  amount  expended  on  their  behalf  as 
iiereinbefore  mentioned.    The  sum  of  1362.  6«.  2d. 
'Was  in  fact  gieater  by  12.  5«.  6d.  than  the  amount 
of  the  said  expenses,  but  the  difference  was,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  treated  as  immaterial. 
The  balance  of  the  total  sum  of  2362.  bs.  Id.— viz., 
^l.  18s.  Ilc2.— had  never  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs 
by  the  defendants  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  the 
jtlaintiffs  now  claimed    that    balance  from  the 
-defendants  in  the  present  action.    That  balance 
represented    the    amount    of    expenses  incurred 
on    behalf   of    the    eleven    remaining    members 
of    the    crew   other   than    the    fourteen    mem- 
bers above-mentioned,  the  wages  paid  to  whom 
were  in  every  case  gieater  than  the  expenses  so 
Incurred. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  Bigham,  J.  held  that 
the  eleven  seamen  in  question  were  "  distressed 
seamen"  within  sect.  193  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1894  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  wages 
jMiid  to  them  were  in  excess  of  the  expenses  of 
their  maintenance  abroad  and  passage  home.  The 
learned  judge  a.lBO  held  that  under  sect.  193, 
sub-sect.  3,  the  production  of  the  account  of 
expenses  there  mentioned  and  proof  of  payment 
were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  right  of  the  Board 
«f  Trade  to  recover  such  expenses. 

The  learned  judge  therefore  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Rep.  693 ;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  324. 

The  defendants  appealed. 
The  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  (67  &  58  Vict. 
«.  60)  contains  the  following  provisions  under  the 
headini},  "  Distressed  Seamen  " : 

SMt  190.  The  Board  of  Trade  mft;  mske  rf  ^nlationi 
ifith  respect  to  the  relief,  maintenanoe,  aod  Bending 
liome  of  teamen  and  apprentices  found  in  diatresa  abroad, 
and  may  by  thoae  regnlationa  (in  this  Aot  referred  to  as 
the  distreesed  seamen  relations)  make  saoh  condi- 
tions as  tbey  think  fit  with  regard  to  that  relief,  main- 
tenanoe,  and  sending  borne,  and  a  neaman  shall  not  have 
any  right  to  be  relieved,  maintained,  or  sent  home  :znept 
in  the  caees  and  to  the  extent  and  on  the  conditions 
{ttoiided  by  those  legnlations. 


Seot  191  (I).  The  following  authnitiee,  that  is  to 
■sy,  govemora  ot  Britiah  poaeeMions,  .  .  .  may,  in 
aoooidanoe  with  and  in  the  oonditione  prescribed  by 
the  diatreased  aeamen  ragulationa  provide  for  the 
maintenance,  until  a  passage  home  can  be  procured, 
of  the  following  seamen  and  apprentices  (who  are  in 
this  Aot  included  in  the  term  diatresBed  seamen) 
namely,  (a)  aeamen  and  apprentices  to  the  sea  service, 
whether  aubjeota  of  Her  Majesty  or  not,  who  by  reason 
of  having  been  diEchargad  or  left  behind  abroad  or  ship- 
wrecked from  any  Britiah  ship, or  any  of  Her  Majsaty'a 
■hipa,  are  in  diatrtaa  in  any  plaoa  abroad ;  ... 
(4)  The  authority  ahall  be  paid  in  re«peot  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  maintenance  and  conveyance  of  diatieated 
aeamen  anoh  tnmaaa  the  Board  of  Trade  may  allow,  and 
thoee  anma  ahall,  on  the  prodnotion  of  the  bills  of 
dikboraementa,  with  the  proper  vonshera,  be  paid  as 
hereinafter  provided. 

Sect.  193,  sub-sect.  1,  as  amended  by  sect.  4  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  (Mercantile  Marine  Fund) 
Act  1898  (61  &  6i  Vict.  o.  44)  provides  that  when 
expenses  on  account  of  a  distressed  seaman  for 
maintenance,  necessary  clothing,  and  conveyance 
home  are  incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Grown, 
these  expenses  shall  be  a  charge  upon  the  ship, 
whether  British  or  foreign,  to  which  such  dis- 
tressed seaman  or  apprentice  belonged,  and  shall 
be  a  debt  to  the  Grown  from  the  master  of  the 
ship  or  from  the  owner  of  the  ship  for  the  time 
being. 

Sub-sect.  2  provides : 

The  debt,  in  addition  to  any  flaea  which  may  have 
been  iacnrred,  may  be  recovered  by  the  Board  of  Trade 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown  either  by  ordinary  pT009Ba  of 
law,  or  in  the  cjurt  and  manner  in  wbiob  wages  may  bs 
recovered  by  aeamen. 

Snb-sect.  3  provides: 

In  any  prooeeding  for  anch  reoovery,  the  production 
of  the  aooonnt  (if  any)  of  the  expenaea  furniahed  in 
acrordance  with  this  Ac^,  or  the  dittreaaed  aeamen 
legnlationa,  and  proof  of  payment  of  the  eipensea  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  Board  ol  Trade,  shall  be  sufScient: 
evidence  that  the  expenaes  were  incarred  or  repaid 
under  this  Act  by  cr  on  behalf  of  the  Croirn. 

Danekwert$,  E.G.  and  Maurice  Hill  for  the 
defendants. — To  justify  the  payment  of  money 
for  the  relief  of  a  distressed  seaman  under  this 
Act,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that .  the  seaman 
was  "discharged  or  left  behind  abroad  or  ship- 
wrecked," it  must  also  be  shown  that  he  was 
"  in  distress."  "  Distressed  "  means  "  in  want" — 
i.e.,  in  want  of  something  necessary  which  he  is 
unable  to  procure  for  bimself,  as  was  .£neas 
after  his  shipwreck :  "  Ipse  ignotns  egens  Libya) 
deserta  peragro":  (.£a.  I.  3s4).  In  the  case  of 
these  eleven  seamen  they  received  wages  which 
in  each  case  were  largely  in  excess  of  the  expendi- 
ture which  was  actually  necessary  for  their 
maintenance.  With  reference  to  sect.  193,  sub- 
sect.  3,  "  suflScient  evidence  "  does  not  there  mean 
"  conclusive  evidence  " : 

Barrnclough  v.  Greenough,  8  B.  &  S.  623 ;  L.  Sep. 
2Q  B.  612. 
"  Sufficient"  means  pri;na /acie  sufficient : 
R.  V.  Fordham,  L.  Bep.  8  Q.  B.  501. 

An  enactment  altering  the  law  as  to  evidence, 
and  creating  statutory  evidence  whereby  the 
rights  of  parties  may  be  defeated,  must  be 
construed  strictly : 

Northard  v.  Pepper,  10  L.  T.  Eap.  732 ;  17  C.  B. 
N.  S.  39,  at  p.  50. 
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The  Attorney-General  (Sir  R.  B.  Finlay,  K.C.) 
(the  Solieitor-Qeneral  (Sir  E.  Carson,  K.C.)  and 
Henry  Sutton  with  him)  for  the  Board  of  Tiade. 
— There  was  some  evidence  before  Bieham,  J. 
that  these  seamen  were  in  distress,  and  no  evi- 
dence was  ofiered  in  opposition.  It  would  be 
monstrous  to  say  that  a  seaman  abroad  is  not  in 
distress  merely  because  his  wages  are  enough  to 
pay  for  a  passage  home,  and  to  land  him  penniless 
in  Eneland.  He  may  have  a  wife  and  family 
dependant  on  his  eamini;s.     [He  was  stopped.] 

Maurice  Hill  replied. 

Collins,   ICB.— This  is   an  appeal   from  a 
decision  of  Bigham,  J.,  and  the  principal  point 
raised  is  a  very  short    one.      The    question  is 
whether,  under  the  particular  circumstances  of 
this  case,  certain  persons  were  "  distressed  sea- 
men" within  the  meaning  of  sect.  191   of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894.    Now  the  question 
arises  in  this  way  :  These  sailors  were  shipwrecked 
near  Australia,  and  they  succeeded  in  getting  in 
the  first  instance  to  Port  Victoria,  from  which 
place  they  found  their  way  ultimately  to  Adelaide. 
In  the  wreck  they  lost  all  their  kit,  in  fact  every- 
thing except  the  clothes  in  which  they  stood,  but 
when  they  got  to  Adelaide  the  wages  due  to  them 
m  to  that  date  were  paid  them  by  the  agents  of 
the  shi^wners.    Now,  it  is  not  disputed  that  up 
to  the  time  that  the  wages  were  paid  at  Adelaide 
these  men  were  "  distressed  seamen,"  but  it  is 
contended  by  the  shipowners  that  from  and  after 
the  time  that  the  wages  were  paid  these  men 
ceased   to    be    "  distressed  seamen,"    and    were 
therefore  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  Mer- 
chant  Shipping    Act    1894,    which    entitle    the 
British  representative  at  the  place  whore  a  "  dis- 
tressed seaman  "  may  be  to  furnish  him  with  the 
means  for  maintenance  and  to  supply  him  with  a 
passa^  home.    Now  the  words  under  which  the 
qnestion  arises  are  in  sect.  191.     [His  Lordship 
read  it.]    It  is  said  that  these  shipwrecked  sea- 
men do  not  come  within  the  class  of  seamen  there 
referred  to  because,  having  received  their  wages, 
they  were  not  "  in  distress."    It  seems  to  me  uiat 
the  question  whether  they  were,  or  were  not,  "  in 
distress,"  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  had 
received  their  wages,  is  a  question  of  fact.    It 
seems  to  me  to  be  perfectly  possible  that  a  sea- 
man  who  has  lost  everything  except  what  he 
stands  up  in,  and  who  has  upon  hia  shoulders  the 
burden  of  a  family,  may  very  well  be  "  in  distress," 
although  he  has  just  been  paid  his  wages.    Wa^es 
paid  to  him  in  a  foreign  country  afford  him  no 
provision   for  getting  home  again  except  at  his 
own  cost,  and  leave  him,  as  I  have  said,  with  the 
burden  of  his  family  at  home.     On  my  reading 
of  the  section  the  fact  that  a  man  is  shipwrecked 
is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  his  being  "  in  dis- 
tress."  As  was  pointed  out  by  my  brother  Homer 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  a  shipwrecked 
person  may  be  a  millionaire  with  plenty  of  money 
actually  in  his  pocket  so  that  he  stands  in  no 
need  of  assistance  from  a  banker  or  anyone  else. 
Ton  could  not  say  that  such  a  person  was  a  "  dis- 
tressed seaman,"  and  entitled  under  the  Act  to  be 
maintained  and  provided  with  a  passage  home. 
Therefore  the  question  whether  a  seaman  who  has 
been  shipwrecked  is  "  in  distress "  seems  to  me 
to_  be  one  of  fact.    That  being  so,  what  is  the 
evidence  in  the  present  case?    The  evidence  is 
that  which  I  have  stated,  and  then  by  sect.  193, 


sab-sect.  3,  the  production  of  the  account  of  the 
expenses  furnished  in  accordance  with  the  Act  or 
the  distressed  seamen  regulations,  and  proof  of 
payment  of  the  expenses  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Board  of  Trade  is  "  sufficient  evidence  "  that  the 
expenses  were  incurred  or  repaid  under  the  Act- 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  Bigham,  J.  seemed 
to  think  that  "  sufficient  evidence  "  was  eqnivalent- 
to  "conclusive  evidence."  Without  giving  any 
opinion  on  that  point,  it  seems  to  me  that  the- 
evidence  is  certainly  sufficient,  if  it  is  not  contra- 
dicted. In  the  present  case  I  think  that  there 
was  plenty  of  evidence — in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing more  to  the  contrary  than  the  fact  that 
wages  of  a  certain  amount  were  paid — upon  which 
the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  was  justified  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that  these  men  were 
"distressed  seamen"  within  the  meaning  of  the- 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  In  fact,  on  the 
evidence  that  was  before  him,  I  should  have 
arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  myself.  Therefore 
on  the  facts  of  the  case  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
is  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  decision  of 
Bigham,  J.  On  the  question  whether  the  word» 
"  sufficient  evidence "  in  sect.  193,  sub-sect.  3, 
mean  "  conclusive.evidence  "  it  is  unnecessary  that. 
I  should  {^ve  any  decision,  and  I  therefore  desire- 
to  reserve  my  opinion. 

RoMEB,    L.J. — I  am    of    the    same    opinion. 
Whether  a  shipwrecked  sailor  is  or  is  not  at  a. 
particular  port  a  "  distressed  seaman  "  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact.    He  is  not  of  necessity  a  "  distressed 
seaman  "  because  he  has  been  shipwrecked.    For 
example,  as  was  pointed  out  by  my  Lord,  a  man 
who  had  been  shipwrecked  could    not  fairly  be 
called  a  "  distressed  seaman  "  if  he  arrived  with 
5002.  in  his  pocket  at  a  place  like  Port  Adelaide 
where  every  necessity  can  be  obtained.     On  the 
other  hand,  I  certainly  am  not  prepared  to  hold 
that  a  shipwrecked  sailor  who  has  lost  everything,, 
coming  to  a  place  like  Port  Adelaide,  ceases  to  be 
a    "  distressed  seaman "   because  he  is    paid  hia 
wages,  even  if  those  wages  turn  out  to  have  been 
sufficient  to  pay  for  the  expenses  of  his  main- 
tenance there,  and  his  shipment  back  to  England. 
I  do  not  think  that  a  man  could  be  said  to  be  of 
necessity  a   distressed  seaman  because  he  may 
have  been  paid  his  expenses  to  England,  landing 
him  there  without  a  penny  or  without  enough  to- 
enable  him  to  keep  himself  at  all,  even  for  the 
shortest  possible  time  on  his  arriving  in  England,, 
especially  bearing  in  mind,  as  has  been  pointed 
out,  that  he    may  have  -  a  family  in  England 
dependant  on  him.    It  'b  a  question  of  fact.  Now, 
in  the  present  case  we  have  what  the  statute  calls 
"  sufficient  evidence "  that  these    seamen    were 
"  distressed    seamen  "    at  the  time  in  question. 
Against  that  sufficient  evidence  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  l>e  placed.    That  being  so,  I  come 
to  the  conclusion,  on  the  question  of  fact,  that 
these  seamen  were  "distressed  seamen."    Like 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls,   I  express  no  opinion, 
because  it  is  unnecessary  that   I  should  do  so, 
upon  the  point  whether  "  sufficient  evidence  "  in 
sect.     193,      sub-sect.     3,     means     "  conclusive 
evidence." 

Mathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
was  not  disputed  that  if  the  wages  paid  to  the 
seaman  were  less  than  the  amount  necessary  to 
bring  him  back  to  England  he  would  be  a  "  dis- 
tressed seaman."    He  would  certainly  be  so,  if  h» 
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wero  in  that  position.  If  that  he  so,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  a  qnestion  of  fact  to  be  determined 
by  the  court  how  fai'  wages  paid  to  a  man  nnder 
those  circumstances  were  available  for  the  pur- 
pose of  bringing  him  home.  As  I  pointed  out,  it 
makes  a  serious  alteration  in  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  shipowner  and  the  seaman. 
2Tow,  trhat  is  the  evidence  here  ?  We  have  before 
VB  the  account  upon  which  the  authorities  in 
Australia  acted,  and  that  account,  it  is  said,  is 
evidence  that  they  must  have  been  satisfied  as 
regards  each  of  these  men  that  they  continued  to 
be  "  distressed  seamen."  If  the  case  were  that  a 
«eaman,  shipwrecked  abroad,  mnst  arrive  destitute 
in  this  country  if  his  wages  were  to  be  chargeable 
with  the  expense  of  bringing  him  home,  I  should 
approve  of  the  judgment  of  the  official  who  said 
that  a  seaman  does  not  cease  to  be  a  "  distressed 
seaman  "  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  if  his  wages 
were  paid  at  once  he  would  be  able  to  discharge 
his  present  obligations.  As  to  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  "  sufficient  evidence  "  in  sect.  193,  sub- 
sect.  3,  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion 
whether  or  not  the  words  mean  "conclusive 
evidence,"  because  there  was  undoubtedly,  in  the 
present  case,  evidence  before  the  court  upon  which 
the  court  was  entitled  to  act,  as  it  remained 
unanswered  on  the  part  of  the  shipowners.  For 
these  reasons   I   agree  that  the  appeal  must  be 

■dismissed.  ,         ,  j.  _, 

Appeal  atsmusea. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs,  Solicitor  to  the  Board 
■of  Trade. 

Solioitoi-8  for  the  defendants,  Rovoeliffes,  Bawle, 
and  Co.,  for  Hill,  Diekinaon,  and  Co.,  Liverpool. 


Tuesday,  March  8. 

(Before   Collins,   M.B.   Bombb   and 
Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 

Tatlob  v.  Hamstbad  Collibbt  Company 

LiMITBD.  (a) 
APPEAL  FBOH  THB    KINO's  BENCH  SIYISION. 

Employer  and  workman — Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation — Scheme  under  Workmen's  Com,- 
pensation  Act  1897 — Bar  to  a  right  of  action 
for  damages  for  negligence — Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  1897  (60  *  61  Vict.  c.  37),  «.  1, 
sub'S.  2  (6) ;  s.  3,  sub-s.  I. 

By  a  scheme  which  had  been  duly  certified  by  the 
Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies  under  sect.  3, 
sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897,  a  society  was  established  to  raise  funds  by 
the  contributions  of  the  employers  and  the  work- 
men  at  certain  collieries  to  make  provision  for 
the  workm,en  in  ease  of  accidents ;  and  the  rules 
of  the  society  provided  that  the  contributions 
made  by  the  employers  to  the  society  were  to  be 
in  lieu  of,  and  to  exempt  them  from,  any  further 
claivM  which  otherwise  the  members  of  the  society 
might  be  entitled  to  prosecute  as  the  resuU  of 
accidents  occurring  during  their  employment. 

A  workman  who  had  accepted  this  scheme  and 
become  a  member  of  the  society  met  with  an 
injury  by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  which  resulted  in  his 
death. 

(a)  Beported  bj  W.  W.  Ork  uid  £.  Makley  Suite,  Eaqrs., 
Barriaters-at-Lan- 


His  widow,  after  receiving  certain  sums  as  com- 
pensaiion  under  the  terms  of  the  scheme,  brought 
an  action  against  the  deceased's  employers  under 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880  to  recover 
damages  for  the  death  of  her  husband. 

Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Divisional 
Court  (Wilu  and  Kennedy,  JJ.),  that  under 
sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (b),  of  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897  the  acceptance  of  the  scheme  was 
a  bar  to  her  action  for  damages. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  company  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Wills  and 
Kennedy,  JJ.),  reversing  a  decision  of  the  judge 
of  the  Birmingham  County  Court. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  widow  of  a 
deceased  workman  under  the  Employers'  Liability 
Act  1880  and  the  Fatal  Accidents  Act  1846. 
to  recover  damages  from  the  defendants,  the 
employers  of  the  deceased  workman,  in  respect  of 
an  accident  caused  by  the  aUeged  negligence  of 
the  defendants  whereby  the  workman  was  killed. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  County  Court  judge 
the  defendants  took  certain  preliminary  objec- 
tions— namely,  that  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  a 
registered  scheme  under  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897 ;  that  the 
representatives  and  dependants  of  the  deceased 
workman  had  received  and  were  then  receiving 
payment  under  that  scheme ;  that  that  relief  was 
substituted  for  relief  under  sect.  1  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act,  and  that  therefore, 
under  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (b),  this  action  could  not 
lie. 

The  learned  judge  required  evidence  to  be 
given  of  the  facts  necessary  to  raise  this  point, 
and  after  hearing  such  evidence  he  found  as  facts 
(1)  That  there  was  a  duly  certified  scheme  within 
sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act  1897  ;  (2)  that  the  deceased  workman  had 
accepted  the  scheme  willingly  and  under  no  com- 
pulsion whatever,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  its 
terms,  in  substitution  for  and  in  place  of  the 
benefits  he  might  claim  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act;  (3)  that  this  was  a  legal  and 
efCectnal  contract  with  the  deceased  workman 
and  the  defendants ;  (4)  that  the  plaintiff  had 
received  up  to  the  week  before  the  hearing  ot  the 
action,  was  receiving,  and  would  in  future 
receive,  the  full  benefits  under  the  scheme  tirns 
contracted  for. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  pay- 
ments were  made  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  colBery 
company  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  on  the 
company  handing  the  receipts  for  the  same  to  the 
fund,  the  fund  repaid  the  employers  the  money 
they  had  paid  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  learned  County  Court  judg^  held  that  this 
compensation  under  the  scheme  was  compensa- 
tion nnder  sect.  3,  sub- sect.  1,  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act,  which  the  deceased  workman 
had  elected  to  claim,  if  and  when  occasion  aroee, 
and  that  consequently  the  employers  were,  under 
sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (6),  not  liable  both  to  pay  that 
compensation  (which  as  a  fact  they  had  paid  and 
were  paying)  and  also  to  proceedings  under  the 
Employers  Liability  Act;  that  the  fund  repaid 
the  employers  was  part  of  the  contract  by 
which  the  workmen  contracted  to  take  payments 
out  of  the  fund  in  place  of  the  compensation 
which  otherwise  they  could  have  claimed  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act ;  and  that  to  allow 
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them  to  recover  in  addition  coaipeneation  under 
the  Emplojers'  Liability  Act  would  be,  it  appeared 
to  the  jud(;e,  to  alloir  them  to  recover  compensa- 
tion twice  over  —  the  very  thing  forbidden  by 
sect.  1,  Bub-aeot.  2  (6),  of  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act,  and  would  set  aside  (without  any 
evidence  whatever  of  fiaud  or  unfairness)  the 
contract  expressly  meant  to  protect  the  em- 
ployers against  liability.  Consequently  he  decided 
that  the  action  would  not  lie — the  word  "  work- 
men "  including  by  the  interpretation  clause  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  in  the  case  of 
death,  "  his  legal  personal  representative,  or 
dependants,  or  person  to  whom  compensation 
would  be  payable  " — and  he  dismissed  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897 
(60  &  61  Vict.  c.  37)  provides  : 

Sect.  1  (1).  If  in  any  employment  to  which  this 
Act  appUflS  penonal  injory  by  accident  uiaingf  ont  of 
and  in  the  oonrae  of  the  emplojment  is  oansed  to  a 
workman,  hie  rmpioyer  aball,  nibieot  aa  hereinafter 
mentioned,  be  liable  to  pay  compensation  in  acooidanoe 
with  the  first  gcbedule  to  this  Act.  (2)  Frorided  that 
(b)  When  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  peraonal  ntgU- 
genoe  or  wilful  act  of  the  employer,  or  of  some  person 
for  whose  act  or  defanit  the  employer  is  responsible, 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  affect  any  civil  liability  of  the 
employer,  bnt  in  that  case  the  workman  may,  at  bis 
option,  either  claim  compeniation  nnder  this  Act,  or 
take  the  same  proceedings  as  were  open  to  him  before 
the  oommencement  of  this  Act ;  bnt  the  employer  shall 
not  be  liable  to  pay  compensation  for  icjary  to  a  work- 
man by  accident  ailsicg  ont  of  and  in  the  oonrse  of  the 
employment  both  independently  of  and  also  nnder  this 
Act,  and  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  proceedings  inde- 
pendently of  this  Act,  except  in  oaee  of  such  personal 
negligence  or  wilfnl  act  as  aforesaid. 

Sect.  3  (1).  If  the  Begiitrar  of  Friendly  Societies, 
after  taking  steps  to  asoertain  the  views  of  the  em- 
ployer and  workmen,  certifies  that  any  scheme  of 
compensation,  benefit,  or  inanranoe  for  the  workmen 
of  an  employer  in  any  employment,  whether  or  not 
snoh  scheme  includes  other  emplojers  and  their  work- 
men, is  on  the  whole  not  less  favourable  to  the  general 
body  of  wotkmen  and  their  dependants  than  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Aot,  the  employer  may,  until  the  certifi- 
cate is  revoked,  conttaot  with  any  of  those  workmen 
that  the  provisions  of  the  soheme  shall  be  substituted 
for  tiie  provisions  of  this  Aot,  and  therenpon  the 
employer  shall  be  liable  only  in  accordance  with  the 
scheme,  bnt,  save  as  aforesaid,  this  Aot  shall  apply  not- 
withstanding any  contraot  to  the  contrary  made  after 
the  oommencement  of  this  Act. 

Jamei  Wilton  for  the  appellant. — The  learned 
judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the  action  was 
barred.  The  deceased  workman  never  exercised 
the  option  given  to  him  by  the  Act  in  sect.  1, 
sub-sect.  2  (o).  There  was  not  a  valid  election 
by  him  which  would  have  prevented  him  from 
proceeding  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act 
when  an  accident  arose,  if  the  injury  had  not 
resulted  in  his  death.  That  being  no,  there  is  no 
bar  to  the  claim  of  the  widow  in  this  case.  The 
acceptance  of  a  scheme  under  sect.  3  of  the  Act 
does  not  debar  a  workman  from  briDging  an 
action  independently  of  the  Act,  the  effect  of 
adopting  sut  h  a  scheme  being  merely  to  substi- 
tute it  for  the  compensation  provided  in  sched.  1 
of  the  Act.    [He  was  stopped.] 

C.  E.  Allan  (Shaketpeare  with  him)  for  the  re- 
spondents.— The  County  Court  judge  was  right. 


It  is  submitted  that  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (b),  is  a  bar 
to  this  action  being  brought.  That  sub-section 
says  that  where  the  injury  was  caused  by  the- 
personal  negligence  of  the  employer  nothing  in 
the  Act  should  affect  any  civil  liability  of  the. 
employer,  but  in  that  case  the  workman  mighU. 
"  at  his  option,"  either  claim  compensation  under 
the  Act,  or  take  such  proceedings  as  he  could: 
have  taken  before  the  Act.  It  is  contended  that 
the  workman  did  exercise  his  option  in  this  case 
to  take  compensation  under  the  Act,  and  that 
therefore,  if  he  had  not  been  killed,  he  could  not>- 
have  maintained  any  claim  outside  the  Act.. 
Sect.  3  provides  for  a  scheme  of  compensation  or 
insurance  to  be  certified  and  approved  by  the- 
Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies,  and  also  provides, 
that  the  employer  may  contract  with  a  workman, 
that  the  provisions  of  the  scheme  shall  be  substi- 
tuted for  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  the  section 
says  that "  thereupon  the  employer  shall  be  liable 
only  in  accordance  with  the  scheme."  The  learned, 
judge  has  found  as  a  fact  that  there  was  in  this  case 
a  duly  certified  scheme  within  sect.  3,  sub-sect  1^ 
of  the  Act,  and  has  also  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
deceased  workman  had  accepted  the  soheme  and 
that  there  was  an  effectual  contract  between  the 
deceased  workman  and  the  employers.  It  follows, 
from  that,  by  sect.  3,  sub-eect.  1,  that  the  scheme 
becomes  substituted  for  the  Act,  and,  rending, 
this  substitution  into  the  provisions  of  sect.  1^ 
sub-sect.  2  (b),  "  the  workman  may,  at  his  option^ 
either  claim  compensation  under  this  Act  or  take 
the  same  prooeediDgs  as  were  open  to  him  before^ 
the  commencement  of  this  AcC"  The  workman 
has  got  an  option ;  he  has  got  an  election  as  to 
which  he  will  choose,  compensation  nnder  the  Act> 
of  1897  or  compensation  outside  and  apart  fronk 
that  Act.  Bnt  he  cannot  elect  to  take  both  ;  he 
cannot  in  respect  of  the  same  injury  both  take 
compensation  under  the  Act  of  1897  and  then 
claim  compensation  outside  the  Act,  as  under  the- 
Employers'  Liability  Act.  The  scheme  beings 
Bubstitnted  for  the  Act,  bv  acceptance  of  the 
scheme  and  by  taking  the  benefits  under  it  the 
deceased  workman  exercised  his  option  to  claiuk 
compensation  under  the  Act  of  lw7,  and  if  th» 
accident  had  not  resulted  in  his  death  he  conld< 
not  have  claimed  compensation  ontside  the  Aot. 
The  widow  of  the  deceased  can  be  in  no  better 
position  than  the  workman  himself  was  in.  She> 
also  took  the  benefits  of  the  scheme,  and  if  she 
can  sue  nnder  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  the 
defendants  would  be  bound  to  pay  compensation 
twice  over  for  the  came  injury,  but  by  sect.  1, 
sub-sect.  2  (b),  the  employer  is  not  liable  to  pay 
compensation  "  both  independently  of  and  also- 
nnder  this  Act."  The  point  is  a  new  one,  not 
having  been  raised  before  in  this  country,  bnt  it 
was  considered  by  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land in  the  case  of  Little  v.  MacLellan  (2  Fraser, 
387),  where  it  was  held  that  where  there  had 
been  a  receipt  of  payments  as  compensation 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897 
the  workman  could  not  afterwards  bring  an 
action  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act. 
[Wills,  J. — That  case  does  not  seem  to  touch 
tfae  present  case  at  all.  All  it  shows  is  that  if 
there  is  an  election  to  take  compensation  under 
the  Act  of  1897  it  is  a  bar  to  proceedings  under 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act.]  Yes ;  that  ia 
all. 
James  Wilson  was  not  called  apon  to  reply;. 
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WiLLa,  J. — This  oaee baa  been  very  well  argaed, 
-and,  shortlj  pnt,   the  contention  for  the  defen- 
■dants  comes  to  this,  that  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  of  1897,  s.  1,   snb-s.  2,  the 
plaintifC,  who  complains  of  injury  caused  by  the 
personal  negligence  of  the  employers    or  of  a 
-servant  of  the  employers  for  whom  the  employers 
«re  liable,  which  gave  rise  to  a  cause  of  action, 
has  a  choice  of  two  remedies — the  one  a  remedy 
ior  compensation  under  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897,    and   the  other  a  remedy  by  a 
proceeding  independently  of  the  Act,  which,  for 
brevity,  may  be  called  the  common  law  action. 
So    far   as    that   proposition    is  concerned,  we 
«re    entirely    in    agreement    with    coansel    for 
the  defendants  in  his  contention.    But  his  con- 
iantion    went    further,    and    it    was   said    that 
although  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  had  not  pro- 
<<;eeded  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act, 
yet  she  had  proceeded  under  and  availed  herself 
of  the  benefit  of  a  scheme  which  would  have 
Axdnded  the  operation  of  the  Act,  and  that  there- 
fore the  state  of  circnmstances  is  exactly  the  same 
as  if  she  had  proceeded  n^der  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act.    If  the  Act  had  intended  that 
the  acceptance  of  b^jnefits  under  a  scheme  should 
be  on  the  same  footing  as  compensation  under  the 
Act,  it  would  have  been  pasy  for  the  Legislature 
to  have  said  so.    But  the  Legidatnre  has  not  said 
«o,  and  there  appears  to  me  to  be  no  satisfactory 
ground  for  taking,  that  view,  and   there  is  no 
ground  for  saying  that  a  person  taking  a  benefit 
under  a  scheme  for  compensation  is  in  the  same 
position  as  a  person  taking  compensation  under 
-the  Act.      On  looking  at  sect.  1,  sub-s.  2  {b),  we 
«ee  that  that  was  not  the  meaning  or  intention  of 
the  Legislature.    That  sub-section  says  that  the 
-employer  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  compensation 
for  injury  "  both  independently  of  and  also  under 
this  Act,"  showing  that  it  was  the  taking  compen- 
sation under  this  Act,  which  was  to  be  the  bar  to 
proceedings   taken    independently    of    the  Act. 
Then  as  to  the  scheme  of  compensation,  sect.  3, 
-sub-sect.  1,  does  not  cay  that  the  scheme  is  to  be 
-compensation  under  the  Act ;  the  scheme  is  not 
-compensation  under  the  Act,  but  is  to  "  be  sub- 
stituted "  for  the  compensation  which  the  Act 
provides,  and  when  we  look  at  what  the  registrar 
has  to  take  into  account  in  certifying  a  scheme 
under  that  section,   we  see  that   there  may  be 
schemes  which  may  be  adopted  which  are  not  what 
the  Act  calls  compensation.     I  think,  therefore, 
that  we  should  not  be  justified  in  reading  into  the 
Act  a  qualification  that   the    acceptance    of    a 
-scheme  should  be    equivalent    to  compensation 
under  the  Act,  a  qualification  which  is  not  in  the 
Act.    When  the  question'  arises    as  to  whether 
what  the  plaintiff  has  received  under  the  scheme 
can  be  taken  into  consideration  in  estimating  the 
damages,  it  may  be  that  the  sums  she  has  received 
under    the    scheme    ought    to    be    taken    into 
account.    But  however  that  may  be,  it  seems  to 
me    that    the    receipt   of  such   sums  is  not  an 
answer  to  the  common  law  remedy  in  respect  of 
the  injury. 

KiMirBDT,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My 
brother  Wills  has  so  accurately  expressed  my 
Tiews  on  the  subject  that  it  is  not  necessary  for 
me  to  add  anything,  except  to  say  that  I  am  not 
quite  sure  whether  compensation  received  under 
a  scheme  of  insurance  would  not  be  an  answer  as 
to  the  quantum  of  damages;  but  on  the  grounds 


upon  which  we  decide  this  case,  I  so  agree  with 
my  brother  Wills  that  I  do  not  wish  to  add  any- 
tning.  Appeal  allowed.  Leave  to  appeal. 

The  defendant  company  appealed. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  reference  was 
made  to  the  rules  of  the  society  of  which  the 
deceased  workman  had  become  a  member  on  his 
acceptance  of  the  scheme  above  mentioned. 

The  society  was  called  the  South  Staffordshire 
and  £aat  Worcestershire  Mining  District  Com- 
pensation Pand,  and  was  composed  of  an  un- 
limited number  of  ordinary  members  above 
twelve  years  of  age  employed  in  or  about  the 
collieries  and  ironstone  mines  of  the  South 
Staffordshire  and  East  Worcestershire  mining 
district. 

It  was  registered  as  a  friendly  society  in  1899, 
under  the  Friendly  Societies  Act  1896,  and  the 
scheme  was  certified  by  the  Begistrar  of  Friendly 
Societies  to  be  on  the  whole  not  less  favourable 
to  the  general  body  of  workmen  and  their  depen- 
dants than  the  provisions  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897. 

The  printed  rules  of  the  society  contained  the 
following  rule : 

Bnle  3.  The  objeots  of  this  sooiety  are  the  nusirg  of 
fnnda  by  oertain  apeoifled  oontribationa  from  the  em- 
ployeia  and  workmen  of  the  ooUietiea  and  ironstone  mines 
of  the  Ssuth  Staff ordahlre  and  But  Worcestershire 
mining  dletriot,  to  make  provision  in  oases  of  fital  and 
non-fatal  accidents,  aa  followa  : — (a)  a  anm  at  the  death 
of  any  member ;  (6)  a  weekly  alio  vanes  to  the  widoira 
and  obildren  of  married  members  whose  death  was  the 
result  of  an  aooident ;  (e)  a  weekly  allowanoe  to  the 
dependants  of  members  over  sixteen  years  of  age  whose 
death  is  the  result  of  an  aooident,  anoh  dependants  being 
members  of  a  workman's  family  aa  speoified  in  the 
Fatal  Aooidents  Act  1846 ;  (d)  a  weekly  allowanoe  to 
members  who  suffer  from  non-fatal  aocidenta.  The 
society  ia  formed  under  the  powers  given  by  sect.  3  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  and  the  oontri- 
butiona  made  by  the  employers  to  this  society  are  to  be 
in  lien  of  and  to  exempt  them  from  any  further  claims 
which  otherwise  the  membera  of  this  society  may  be 
entitled  to  proaecnte  aa  the  reanlt  of  accidents  oocar- 
ring  dnriog  their  employment. 

W.  Shake^eare  (Arthur  Powell,  K.C.  with  him) 
for  the  defendants. — The  deceased  workman  ac- 
cepted this  scheme  as  one  of  the  terms  of  his 
contract  of  employment.  By  that  scheme  he  has 
contracted  himself  out  of  the  Employers'  Lia- 
bility Act  1880,  and  in  place  of  the  benefits  of  that 
Act  has  accepted  the  benefits  of  the  scheme.  A 
workman  may  lawfully  contract  himself  out  of 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880 : 

OrifUha  v.  Sari    of  Dudley,  47   L.  T.   B«p.  10 ; 
9  Q.  B.  Div.  357. 

His  widow  is  bound  by  his  agreement  under  that 
Act.  Secondly,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  the  accept- 
ance of  the  scheme  is  a  bar  to  any  other  remedy 
being  pursued  in  respect  of  an  injury  by  accident 
which  ia  the  subject  of  compensation  under  that 
Act.  Under  sect.  1,  sub-seot.  2  (b),  an  injured 
workman  who  is  entitled  to  compensation  must 
elect  between  his  right  to  compensation  under 
the  Act  and  any  other  legal  right  of  action  which 
he  may  have.  The  omy  case  in  which  he  is 
entitled  to  pursue  two  different  remedies  is  a 
case  where  an  action  for  damages  is  brought  and 
fails,  and  the  workman  then  and  there  asks  the 
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jndge  that  compensation  may  be  assesBed  nnder 
the  Act : 

Xdwards  r.  Oodfrey,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  672;  (1899) 
2  Q.  B.  338. 

That  case  haa  been  discussed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Ireland  : 

Becldey  t.  Scott  and  Co.,  (1902)  2  I.  K.  504. 

By  mle  3  of  the  scheme,  and  by  sect.  3,  sub- 
sect.  1,  of  the  Act,  compensation  under  the  scheme 
is  Bubatitnted  for  compensation  under  the  Act,  and 
a  workman  by  accepting  the  proviaiona  scheme  in- 
stead of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  has  exercised  the 
option  which  he  has  under  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (6). 
Aiter  electing  to  rely  on  the  scheme  he  is  in  the 
same  position  aa  if  ne  had  elected  to  rely  upon 
his  right  of  compensation,  and  consequently 
cannot,  after  that,  pursue  any  other  remedy 
which  otherwise  he  may  have  had.  The  claim 
under  the  scheme  which  waa  made  in  pursnance 
of  the  provisions  of  sect.  3  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897,  is  a  claim  "under  the 
Act,  and  not  a  claim  made  "  independently  of 
the  Act,"  within  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (S). 

Jamet  Wihon  for  the  plaintiff. — Compensation 
nnder  the  acheme  ia  not  compensation  "  under  the 
Act."  The  scheme  merely  prevents  the  workmen 
from  claiming  compensation  under  the  Act.  It 
does  not  pro^aa  to  do  anything  more  than  that, 
and  has  no  reference  whatever  to  any  right  of 
action  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act.  I 
admit  that  the  sum  received  under  the  scheme 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  assessing  the 
damages  in  the  action  that  has  been  brought,  but 
submit  that  the  scheme  is  no  bar  to  the  action. 
The  plaintifE  has  never  exercised  any  option  in 
accepting  benefits  from  the  fund  as  an  alternative 
to  her  right  of  action. 

CoitLiKS,  M.B. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Divisional  Court  overruling  a  decision 
of  Judge  Whitehorn  at  the  Birmingham  County 
Court.  The  appeal  raises  a  question  of  consider- 
able importance,  because  the  point  in  dispute  is 
one  which  concerns  a  great  many  collieries  in  the 
Midlands.  A  workman  in  the  service  of  the 
defendant  ooUiery  company  met  with  his  death  by 
an  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.  His  widow  has  brought  an 
action  against  the  company  under  the  Employers' 
Liability  Act  1880.  At  the  hearing  of  that  action 
before  the  County  Court  judge  it  appeared  that 
at  the  defendant  company's  collieries  a  scheme 
had  been  adopted  which  provided  a  method  for 
compensation  in  the  case  of  injuries  or  deaths  of 
workmen  employed  there.  The  defendant  com- 
pany took  the  point  that  the  existence  of  this 
scheme  was  an  answer  to  the  action.  The 
County  Court  judge  arrived  at  certain  findings  of 
fact,  and  he  held  that  the  agreement  of  the 
deceased  workman  to  the  scheme  and  the  accept- 
ance by  the  plaintiff  of  compensation  under  it  was 
a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  action.  The  County  Court 
judge's  findmgs  of  fact  and  hia  holding  in  law 
vere  as  follows:  [His  Lordship  read  them.] 
Now,  the  enactment  upon  whish  the  judgment  of 
the  Divisional  Court  turned  was  sect.  1,  sub- 
sect.  2  (6),  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897.  That  section  is  an  expression  by  the  Legis- 
lature that  when  injury  has  been  caused  to  a 
workman  by  the  negligence  of  his  employer, 
or    of   someone    for    whom    the    employer    is 


responsible,    the    three    remedies  open   to   the 
workman — namely,  hia  remedy  at  common  l&w, 
his  remedy  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act 
1880,  and  his  remedy  under  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation   Act  1897 — are    not  concurrent,    bat 
separate,  remedies,  and  the  workman  must  exer- 
cise his  right  of  option  between  them  and  choose 
which  one  he  will  pursue.     That  was  the  view 
which  was  taken  of  that  section  by  this  court  in 
Edwards  v.  Godfrey  {ubi  sup).     The  headnote  to 
that  case  in  the  Law  Reports  runs  thus  :  "  Where 
a  workman,  who  has  been  injured  by  an  accident 
arising  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, bi-ings  an  unsuccessful  action  to  recover 
damages  against  his  employer,  and  is  desirous  of 
having  compensation  for  hia  injury  assessed  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  he  muat 
follow  the  procedure  prescribed  by  sect.  1,  sub- 
sect.  4,  of  that  Act,  and  must  apply  then  and 
there  to  the  judge  trying  the  action  for  an  assess- 
ment of  compensation ;  he  cannot  at  a  subsequent 
date  initiate  independent  proceedings  against  hi» 
employer  by  a  request  for  arbitration  under  that 
Act."      Smith,    L.J.    said    that    sect.    1,    snb- 
sect.  2  (b),  gives  to  a  workman,  in  cases  where 
he    would    previously    have    had    a    right    of 
action,    an  option,    which  he   may  exercise    as 
he  likes,  of  bringing  an  action  at  common  law,  or- 
of  resorting  to  the  procedure  for  the  assessment 
of  compensation  given  by  the  Act  itself.    He 
said :    "  The   respondent   has  availed  himself  of 
the  right  given  him  by  that  sub-aection ;  he  has- 
ezerciaed  hia  option  in  favour    of    bringing    & 
common  law  action,  which  haa  failed.      Having 
been  defeated  in  this  action,  there  would,  but  for 
the  proviaions  of  aect.  1,  sub-sect.  4,  have  been 
an  end  of  any  claim  by  the  respondent  against  the 
appellant  in  respect  of  the  injury.    That  sub- 
aection,  however,  is  in  favour  of  the  workman, 
and  gives  him  a  very  great  advantage  where  he 
'  has  exercised  his  option  and  finds  too  late  that^ 
he  has  exercised  it  in  the  wrong  way ;  it  gives  hink 
a  locus  pcenitentix,  and  enables  the  County  Court, 
jndge  before  whom  the  action  is  tried,  if  applied 
to  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time,  to  assess  oompen- 
aation    under  the  Act."      That  judgment    waa 
concurred  in   by  Williams  and    Bomer,    L.JJ. 
Therefora  that   is  a  decision  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  that  a  remedy  by  action  and  a  remedy  by 
arbitration  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  1897  are  in  a  sense  inconsistent,  and  that  a, 
workman    mnst    elect    which    remedy    he    will 
pursue,  and,  having  pursued  one  course,  he  cannot- 
afterwards  pursue  the  other.      I  now  come  to 
sect.  3  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897, 
which  deals  with  the  power  of  a  workman  to  con- 
tract himself  out  of  the  Act.    Sub-sect.  1  provides 
that  a  scheme  of  compensation  may  be  drawn  up, 
and,    if    it    complies    with    certain    conditions, 
it    may    be     certified     by    the     iiegistrar     of 
Friendly   Societies,  and  then  the  employer  may 
contract  with  his  workmen  that  the  provisions  of 
the  scheme  shall  be  substituted  for  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  and  thereupon  the  employer  shall  be 
liable  only  in  accordance  with  the  scheme.    The 
County  Court  judge  has  found  that  the  scheme 
at  the  defendants'  collieries  has  satisfied  the  con- 
dition of  the  Act  and  has  been  certified  by  the 
Registrar  of   Friendly  Societies,   and  that  the 
deceased   workman    had    accepted    the    scheme 
wUlinely  and  without  compulsion.    That   being 
80,    the   provisions   of    the    scheme    are    sub- 
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«tituted  for  the  proviBions  of  the  Act.  If 
the  widow  here  had  claimed  compensation 
under  the  Act  she  could  not  afterwards  have 
taken  proceedings  under  the  Employers'  Lia- 
bility Act  1880.  But  it  is  said  that  she  has 
not  received  comx>ensation  under  the  Act,  but 
was  only  in  receipt  of  benefits  under  the  scheme. 
The  answer  is  that  the  scheme  is  substituted  for 
the  provisions  of  the  Act.  It  seems  to  me  that  a 
workman  who  has  accepted  the  benefits  of  a 
scheme  as  a  substitute  for  his  rights  under  the 
Act  is  in  precisely  the  same  position  as  if  he  had 
taken  the  rights  given  him  by  the  Act.  The 
Divisional  Court  decided  this  case  on  a  different 
ground.  They  referred  to  sect.  1,  sab-sect.  2  (b), 
at  the  end  of  which  it  is  enacted  that  "the 
«mployer  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  compensation 
for  injury  to  a  workman  by  accident  arising  out 
of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employment  both  inde- 

rtly  of  and  also  under  this  Act,  and  shall  not 
liable  to  any  proceedings  independently  of 
this  Act  except  in  case  of  such  personal 
ne{;ligence  or  wilful  act  as  aforesaid."  They  said 
that  an  action  under  the  Employers'  Liability 
Act  1880  is  a  remedy  which  is  independent  of  the 
Act  of  1897,  and  therefore  it  would  exclude  a  claim 
for  compensation  under  the  latter  Act ;  but  then 
they  said  that  a  claim  under  this  scheme  is  not  a  pro- 
ceeding under  the  Act,  but  one  which  stands  upon 
its  own  merits;  and  therefore  they  said  there 
is  no  incompatibility  between  an  action  under  the 
Employers'  Liability  Act  1880  and  the  accept- 
ance of  benefits  under  the  scheme.  But,  though 
a  claim  for  compensation  under  the  scheme  is  not 
a  proceeding  under  the  Act,  yet  the  acceptance 
of  compensation  under  €b»  scheme  is  un- 
donhtedly  a  bar  to  proceeding^  for  compensation 
under  the  Act,  because  its  provisions  are  sub- 
atitnted  for  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  a  work- 
man who  has  taken  the  advantages  of  the  scheme 
is  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  received  com- 
pensation under  the  Act.  Here  the  deceased 
workman  before  the  accident  happened  had  by  his 
-contract  with  the  defendant  company  accepted 
the  scheme,  and  his  widow  has  received  pay- 
ments under  it.  She  is  in  no  better  position 
in  this  respect  than  he  would  have  been,  and 
she  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  she  had  insti- 
tuted proceedings  under  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  1897  and  had  obtained  compen- 
sation. I  agree  with  the  decision  of  the  learned 
County  Court  judge,  and  I  think  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  must  be  re- 
versed. 

RoiKER,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When 
a  scheme  has  been  certified  by  the  Registrar  of 
Friendly  Societies  under  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  and  a 
contract  between  the  employer  and  his  workmen 
such  as  is  referred  to  in  that  sub-section  has  been 
entered  into,  then,  in  my  opinion,  the  workman, 
and  those  claiming  through  him  under  the  pro- 
Tisions  of  the  scheme,  are  bound  by  that  contract 
to  accept  the  provisions  of  the  scheme  as  snbsti- 
tnted  for  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  are  in 
the  same  position  as  if  he  and  they  had  availed 
himself  or  themselves  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  by  claiming  compensation  under  it,  and  in 
such  a  case  they  cannot  afterwards  avail  them- 
selves of  any  other  remedy  which  they  might  have 
had  either  at  common  law  or  under  any  statute 
passed  before  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 


1897.  That  appears  to  be  so  from  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  which  have  been  referred  to  by  my  Lord, 
and  in  particular  from  the  words  at  the  end  of 
sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  that  "  the  provisions  of  the 
scheme  shall  be  substituted  for  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  and  thereupon  the  employer  shall  be  liable 
only  in  accordance  with  the  scheme."  In  the 
present  case  there  is  a  scheme  that  has  been  certi- 
fied by  the  Registrar  of  Friendly  Societies,  and 
rule  3  of  that  scheme  is  as  foUows  :  [His  Lordship 
read  it.]  The  defendant  company  contributed 
to  the  funds  of  the  society,  and  the  deceased 
workman  was  a  member  of  the  society,  so  that 
this  clause  applies  here.  The  scheme  carried 
out  in  substance  the  provisions  of  sect.  3  of 
the  Act,  and  indeed  we  have  the  findings 
of  the  County  Court  judge  that  the  deceased 
workman  accepted  the  scheme  willingly  and  under 
no  compulsion  whatever,  and  with  full  knowledge 
of  its  terms,  in  substitution  for,  and  in  place  of, 
the  benefits  which  he  might  claim  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  So  that  there  is 
nothing  which  prevents  the  scheme  from  being 
part  of  a  binding  and  valid  contract  between  the 
workman  and  his  employers.  Then,  at  the  end  of 
rule  3,  we  find  it  provided  that  the  contributions 
made  by  the  employers  to  the  society  are  to  be  in 
lieu  of  and  to  exempt  them  from  any  further 
claim  which  otherwise  the  members  of  the 
society  may  be  entitled  to  prosecute  as  the  result 
of  accidents  occurring  during  their  employment. 
The  meaning  of  those  words  cannot  be  cut  down. 
They  mean  what  they  say,  and  they  carry  out 
that  which  is  enacted  in  sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the 
Act.  They  are,  therefore,  valid  and  binding.  It 
follows  that  those  who  claim  under  the  deceased 
workman  to  be  encitled  to  the  benefits  of  the 
scheme  are  debarred  from  bringing  an  action 
under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880.  The 
deceased  workman  has  expressly  contracted  that, 
by  the  benefits  of  the  scheme  being  taken, 
the  defendants  shall  be  exempted  from  any 
other  claim  in  respect  of  an  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employment. 
As  has  been  obuerved,  the  point  upon  which 
we  are  now  deciding  this  case  was  not  really 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Divisional 
Court,  and  therefore  was  not  dealt  with  in  their 
judgment.  I  offree  that  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Sect.  3,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act  1897  points  out  the  terms  and  conditions 
under  which  a  workman  may  contract  himself 
out  of  the  benefits  of  the  Act.  The  County  Court 
judge  has  found  that  a  scheme  which  satisfied 
the  requirements  of  the  section,  and  which  was 
duly  certified  by  the  Registrar  of  Friendly 
Societies,  was  accepted  by  the  deceased  workman. 
In  doing  that  the  workman  exercised  the  option 
which  was  offered  him  by  sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (b), 
of  the  Act,  and  he  and  his  widow  are  bound 
thereby.  Having  exercised  his  option  to  rely 
upon  the  benefits  given  by  a  scheme  certified  under 
the  Act,  a  workman  cannot  afterwards  claim  a 
right  to  any  of  Lis  alternative  remedies.  He 
must  abide  by  his  election.  Sub-sect.  4  of  sect.  1 
gives  a  workman  a  right,  in  case  he  should  bring 
an  action  for  damages  and  the  action  should  bia 
dismissed,  to  claim  compensation  under  the  Act 
of  1897,  subject  to  certain  conditions.  That  is 
the  only  case  in  which,  after  making  his  election. 
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he  is  entitled  to  make  nae  of  an  alternative 
remedy.  This  is  a  very  important  provision  to 
employers,  becaase  it  gets  rid  of  any  liability  on 
their  part  to  be  subjected  to  a  sucoession  of 
proceedings  in  respect  of  one  matter.  We  are 
oonnd  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Edwards 
T.  Oodfrey  (ubt  <up.)>  and  it  would  be  impossibln 
to  g^ve  effect  to  tiiat  decision  unless  we  held  that 
the  option  of  the  workman  is  limited,  and  must 
be  exercised  in  the  way  that  I  have  mentioned. 
The  deceased  workman  and  his  widow  were  un- 
doubtedly bound  by  his  acceptance  of  the  scheme. 
With  reference  to  the  case  of  Beckley  v.  Seott 
and  Co.  (ubi  sup.),  I  will  only  add  that  I  have  been 
much  struck  with  the  cogent  reasoning  of  the 
judgment  of  Holmes,  L.J.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  A.  H.  Amovid  and 
Son,  for  Stanbury-Eardley,  Birmingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  TimbreU  and 
DeighUm,  for  W.  Shakespeare  and  Co.,  Birming- 
ham. 


Wednesday,  March  9. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bohbb  and 

Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 

Fbank  Wabb  and  Co.  Limited  v.   London 

Countt  Council,  (a) 

appeal  fbom  the  kino's  bench  ditision. 

Compensation — Bight  to  supply  refreshments  in  a 
theatre — Use  of  cellars — Right  to  let  spaces  for 
advertisements- — Licence — "  Interest  in  land  " — 
Lands  Clauses  Coneolidation  Act  1845  (8  £  9 
Vict.  c.  18),  «.  68. 

The  lessees  of  a  theatre  by  a  written  agreement 
granted  to  a  refreshment  contractor  at  a  fixed 
weekly  rental,  for  the  term  of  the  leeue  of  the 
theatre,  the  free  and  ewclusive  right  to  sell 
refreshments  there,  laith  the  necessary  use  of  the 
refreshment-rooms,  bars,  doahroom*,  and  cellars 
of  the  theatre,  together  with  the  right,  during 
the  usual  hours,  of  free  access  thereto  as  might 
be  necessary  and  luual  and  proper  for  the  pur- 
pose of  esaereising  the  rights  thus  granted,  and 
also  the  sole  and  exclusive  privilege  during  the 
term  of  advertising  and  letting  spaces  for  adver- 
tisements in  the  refreshment  and  cloak  rooms. 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J., 
reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  689),  that  the  agreement 
dtd  not  create  any  "  interest  in  land  "  within 
the  meaning  of  seel.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  1845,  so  as  to  entitle  the 
refreshment  contractor  to  compensation  on  the 
theatre  being  taken  over  under  the  Act. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
Wright,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 

jury- 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
25682.  9<.  which  had  been  awarded  in  an  arbitra- 
tion under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
1845  as  the  amount  of  purchase  money  and  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  plaintiffs'  interest  (if  any)  in 
the'Globe  Theatre,  London,  which  had  been  pur- 
chased compulsorily  by  the  defendants  under 
their  statutory  powers. 

On  the  3rd  May  1900  the  Countfss  of  Kilmorey 
demised  to  William  Greet  and  Edward  Coryton 

i»)  Bsportcd  by  £.  Mahlit  Skitb,  £aq.,  B«rriaMt-at-Law. 


Engelbaoh  the  premisea  situated  in  Newca8tle>- 
street  and  Wyon-street,  Strand,  known  as  the- 
Globe  Theatre,  for  the  term  of  twenty-on» 
years  at  the  rent  and  subject  to  the  covenants- 
and  conditions  set  out  in  the  indenture  of  lease. 

On  the  16th  June  1900  W.  Greet  and  E.  C. 
Engelbach  entered  into  the  following  agreement- 
with  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  action,  who 
carried  on  business  as  refresnment  contractors  : 

An  acrreement  made  this  16th  day  of  Jnne  190(h 
between  Mesan.  W,  Greet  and  E.  C.  Eogrelbaob,  leraeea- 
of  the  Globe  Theatre,  Newcaetle- street,  Strand,  London 
(hereinafter  called  the  landlords  for  themeelvei,  their 
heir,  exeonton,  or  adminiatrators),  of  the  one  part  and 
Frank  Warr  and  Co.  Limited,  refreshment  oontraotors, 
of  No.  6,  Dake-etreet,  Adelphi,  Strand,  London  (herein- 
after called  the  tenants  for  themselves,  their  exeontota 
and  administrators)  of  the  other  part  witnesaeth  that  {!)• 
the  landlords  hereby  grant  and  let,  and  the  tenants  hereby 
take,  for  the  term  of  the  landlords'  leaae  oommenoingr 
the  Ist  day  of  Sept.  1900  the  free  and  exolaaive  right, 
to  sell  refreshments  at  the  Globe  Theatre,  Newoaatle- 
atreet.  Strand,  London,  with  the  neoesaary  nse  of  th» 
refreahmant-rooma  and  bare  and  oloakrooma  and  wine 
oellars  of  the  aaid  theatre,  together  with  the  frae  right, 
during  the  oanal  hoora,  of  the  tenants,  their  servant» 
and  agents,  of  free  access  to  and  from  all  parts  of  the 
honse,  inclnding  the  front  of  the  theatre  and  premiaea, 
•s  may  be  necetsary  and  is  nsnal  and  proper  aooording- 
to  the  castom  ot  the  theatres  for  the  pnrpose  of  exercis- 
ing the  rights  granted  by  thia  agreement,  and  also  the 
free  and  exolutive  right  daring  the  aforesaid  term  of 
suppljing  to  the  visitors  and  other  people  attending  the. 
theatre  wines,  spirits,  liqnenrt,  cigars,  cigarettes,  flowers,, 
scent,  and  refreshments  of  all  kinds,  programmes,  hooka 
of  words,  books  of  mnsic,  opera  glasses,  and  all  other 
articles,  and  of  providing  cloakrooms  and  other  aooom- 
modation,  and  also  the  sole  and  exolaaive  privilege 
daring  the  aforeaaid  term  of  advertising  and  letting 
spaces  for  advertisements  which  shall  be  oonflned  to  th» 
refreshment  and  cloak-rooms  and  on  all  programmes 
need  and  offered  for  sale  at  the  said  theatre.  (2)  The 
tenants  shall  pay  to  the  landlords  in  respect  of  theiaicl 
rights  hereby  granted  the  weekly  rental  of  35i.  and  21. 
for  each  matiniSe.  (3)  The  tenants  shall  sapply  at 
their  oirn  expense  anitable  programmea  for  the  nae  of  the 
audience  of  the  aaid  theatre  to  be  approved  by  the  land- 
lorda  ;  the  advertisements  in  the  theatre  shall  be  confined 
to  the  refreshment  bars  and  rooms  and  cloakrooms, 
and  such  advertisements  shall  be  of  snch  a  natnra  as  will 
not  injnre  the  character  of  the  theatre  and  as  are 
nsnally  found  in  first-olsaa  theatres.  (4)  The  tenants 
shall  provide  and  maintain  a  proper  and  e£Soiant  staff 
of  attendants  for  the  service  of  the  refreshment  bare  and 
rooma  and  cloakrooms,  and  for  the  sale  of  programmes, 
books  of  words,  mo  sic,  and  other  artiolea.  (5)  In  th» 
event  of  any  inoivility,  miacondoct,  or  breach  of  any  of 
the  rules  and  regdations  of  the  theatre  on  the  part  ot 
any  of  the  employees  of  the  tenants,  the  landlords  or 
their  representativea  to  have  poirer  to  call  upon  th» 
tenants  to  discharge  any  such  employee.  (6)  Th» 
tenants  shall  be  entitled  to  oharge,  receive,  and  retain  all 
reasonable  and  osual  fees  and  profits  for  the  sale  of 
refreshments,  programmes,  books  of  words,  music, 
cloakroom  and  other  articles  supplied  to  the  andienoe 
and  others  of  the  said  theatre,  and  for  the  letting  of 
advertiiicg  spaces.  There  is  to  be  a  fixed  charge  for 
programmes  as  follows :  for  boxer,  stalls,  dress  and 
npper  circle,  the  oharge  is  to  be  6<i. ;  and  for  the  pit 
and  gallery  the  charge  to  be  2d. ;  and  the  cloakroom 
oharge  to  be  6d,  (7)  The  winee,  liqueurs,  and  other 
refreshments  som>Ued  by  the  tenants  shall  be  of  good 
quality,  and  the  refreshment  bars  and  rooms  and  cloak 
rooms  shall  be  conducted  in  a  proper  and  orderly 
manner  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  theatre  and 
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the  onatoms  of  the  refnabment-roomB  in  fint-cIaBS 
theatna.  (8)  If  from  any  cause  whatever  no  perform- 
anoe  aball  be  ^ven  in  the  theatre  on  any  day  or  daya 
other  than  a  Sunday  in  any  week,  the  tenants  afaall  be 
entitled  in  reapeot  of  eaoh  inch  day  or  daya  on  whiob  no 
ptrformanoe  ahall  be  given  to  a  rem'tfanos  of  one  sixth 
part  of  the  week's  rent,  snob  remittance  to  be  dednoted 
and  allowed  from  the  next  payment  of  rent.  (9)  Tbe 
tenants  agree  to  print,  provide,  and  diatribate  at  their 
own  cost  programmes  free  of  charge  on  tbe  first  night 
performanoe  of  any  new  or  revised  piece,  bnt  not  on  any 
opening  piece  or  faroe  except  a  principal  piece.  (10) 
The  landlords  agree  that  they  will  not  distribute  or 
allow  to  be  distribnted  any  printed  slip  containing  the 
fnll  cast  or  synopsis  of  scenery,  or  anything  that  oonld 
be  nssd  instead  of  a  programme.  If  at  any  time  dnring 
the  term  herein  granted  any  difference  shall  arise 
between  the  landlords  and  the  tenants  in  regard  to  the 
oonstniotion  ot  this  agreement,  inch  difference  shall  at 
once  forthwith  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  all  respects 
pnrsnant  to  the  Arbitration  Act  1889  or  any  statutory 
modification  thereof.  As  witness  the  hands  of  tbe  said 
parties.    .     .    . 

From  the  let  Sept.  1900  tintil  immediately 
iMfore  tbe  defendants  took  possession  of  the 
Globe  Theatre,  tbe  plaintiffs  nsed  and  occapied 
tbe  refreshment  -  rooms,  bars,  cloakrooms,  and 
inne  cellars  as  and  when  they  reqnired  them,  and 
exercised  the  rights,  powers,  and  privileges  con- 
ferred npon  them  by  this  agreement  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  agreement. 

On  the  17th  Feb.  1902  tbe  defendants  gave  to 
the  plaintiffs  a  notice  in  writing  that  by  virtue  of' 
an  Act  of  62  &  63  Yict.  c.  cclzvi.,  entitled  an  Act 
to  empower  tbe  London  County  Council  to  make 
a  new  street  from  Holbom  to  the  Strand,  &o.,  the 
defendants  required  to  take  for  the  purpose  of 
the  works  the  premises  mentioned  and  described 
in  the  schedule  to  such  notice.  The  property 
mentioned  and  described  in  tbe  schedule  included 
tiie  refreshment-rooms  and  bars,  cloakrooms,  and 
wine  cellars  at  the  Globe  Theatre.  By  the  notice 
the  defendants  required  particulars  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' estate  and  interests  in  the  premises  and  of 
the  claims  made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect 
thereof.  The  defendants  further  gave  the  plain- 
tiffs notice  that  .they  were  willing  to  treat  for  the 
purchase  of  the  said  premises,  and  as  to  the 
compensation  to  bo  made  for  the  damage  that 
might  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  execution  of 
the  works. 

On  the  4th  Uarch  1902  the  plaintiffs,  in  par- 
sance  of  the  notice,  served  on  the  defendants  a 
notice  in  writing  by  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed 
oompensation  for  their  estate,  share,  or  interest 
in  the  premises  which  the  defendants  required 
under  their  notice.  The  estate,  share,  or  interest 
in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  was  the 
exclusive  right  to  sell  refreshments  together  with 
the  necessary  use  of  tbe  refreshment-rooms  and 
bars,  cloakrooms,  and  wine  cellars  held  by  them 
under  tbe  agreement  of  the  16th  June  1900.  The 
plaintiffs  also  claimed  compensation  for  the  bar 
and  other  fittings,  fixtures,  and  furniture  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  premises. 

On  or  about  the  Ist  April  1902  the  defendants 
nnder  their  statutory  powers  took  possession  of 
the  Globe  Theatre,  in  consequence  of  which  the 
plaintiffs  became  unable  to  exercise  any  of  the 
rights,  powers,  and  privileges  granted  and  let  to 
them  by  the  agreement  of  the  ISth  June  1900. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  April  1902,  and 
made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants, 


tbe  plaintiffs  and  defendants  agreed  to  appoint  an 
arbitrator  to  determine  the  amount  of  purchase 
money  and  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  defen- 
dants to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  interest  (if  any)  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  land  and  hereditaments,  and 
also  the  amount  of  damage  (if  any)  for  disturb- 
ance or  loss  of  value  in  furniture  and  fixtures,  or 
expenses  of  removal  or  other  loss  incidental  to 
or  by  reason  of  the  taking  by  the  defendants  of 
the  lands  and  hereditaments  to  which  the  plain- 
tiffs might  be  entitled  by  reason  of  the  exercise 
by  tbe  defendants  of  their  statutory  powers.  It 
was  recited  in  the  indenture  that  the  defendants 
did  not  admit  that  the  plaintiffs  bad  any  interest 
in  the  lands  and  hereditaments,  but  that  they 
concurred  in  tbe  appointment  of  the  arbitrator 
without  prejudice  to  their  right  to  dispute  in  any 
action  or  other  proceedings  their  liability  to  pay 
any  purchase  money  or  compensation  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  or  by  reason  of  the  taking  of  such, 
lands  and  hereditaments. 

On  or  about  the  27th  May  1902  an  arbitration, 
was  held  to  determine  the  amount  of  purchase 
money  and  compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  defen- 
dants to  the  plaintiffs. 

On  the  28th  July  1902  the  arbitrator  pnblished 
his  award  in  writing  by  which  he  awarded  to  tbe 
plaintiffs  the  sum  of  25861.  9«.  as  purchase  money 
and  oompensation  to  be  paid  by  tbe  defendants 
to  the  plaintiffs  tor  the  plaintiffs'  interest  (if  any) 
in  the  lands  and  hereditaments,  and  the  amount 
of  damage  (if  any)  for  disturbance  and  loss  in 
value  of  furniture  and  fixtures  and  expenses  of 
removal  and  other  loss  incidental  to  or  by  reason 
of  the  taking  by  the  defendants  of  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  in  exercise  of  the  statutory  powers 
conferred  on  them. 

The  defendants  refused  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  sum  of  25682.  9«.  or  any  part  thereof,  and  thia 
action  was  brought  to  recover  that  amount. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  before  Wright,  J., 
without  a  jury  the  learned  judge  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  not  acquired  under  the  agreement 
of  the  16th  June  1900  any  interest  in  land  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Con-- 
solidation  Act  1845,  and  he  therefore  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants. 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  689. 

Tbe  plaintiffs  appealed. 

The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845  (8 
&  9  Vict.  o.  18)  provides  as  follows : 

Sect.  68.  If  any  party  ahall  be  entitled  to  any  oom- 
penaation  in  respect  of  any  lands,  or  of  any  interest 
1  herein,  which  (ball  have  been  taken  for  or  injarionsly 
affected  by  tbe  ezecntion  of  the  works,  and  for  which  the 
promoters  of  the  nndertaking  shall  not  have  made  satis- 
faction mider  the  provisions  of  this  or  the  special  Act, 
or  any  Act  incorporated  therewith,  and  if  the  oonpen- 
sation  claimed  in  such  case  shall  exoeed  the  mm  o(  fifty 
pounds,  such  party  may  have  the  same  settled  either  by 
arbitration  or  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.    .    . 

Witt,  K.C.  and  /.  D.  Crawfori  for  the  plain- 
tiffs.— Under  the  agreement  of  the  16th  June 
1900  the  plaintiffs  acquired  an  "  interest  in  land  " 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  68  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Ccnsolidation  Act  1845.  "  Interest " 
is  a  word  of  wide  signification,  and  means 
something  more  than  "  estate."  The  plaintiffs 
have  the  us3r  of  a  defined  piece  of  ground,  at  all 
times  when  it  can  be  used,  for  a  fixed  period  of 
I  years,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  there  a 
I  business  with  a  view  to  making  a  profit,  and  the 
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fact  that  a  profit  ia  made  is  shown  hy  the  award 
of  the  arbitrator.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  profit  issues  out  of  the 
land.  The  expression  pro^t  d  prendre  is  used  in 
some  of  the  older  cases,  not  in  its  technical  mean- 
ing, but  descriptive  of  a  licence  enabling  a 
licensee  to  do  on  land  something  out  of  which  he 
may  make  a  profit,  and  therefore  allowing  him 
to  exercise  the  licence  by  means  of  his  servants 
and  agents,  as  distinguished  from  a  licence  to  do 
something  for  pleasure,  a  licence  of  that  kind 
being  pnrely  personal : 

Wiclcham  t.  Hairier,  7  M.  &  W.  63. 

In  that  case  a  grant  to  a  person,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  of  free  liberty  with  servants  or  otherwise 
to  come  upon  certain  lands  and  there  hawk, 
hunt,  fish,  and  fowl,  was  held  to  be  a  licence 
of  profit  and  within  sect.  2  of  the  Prescrip- 
tion Act  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71).  A  licence  to 
search  for  and  raise  metals  and  carry  them  away 
and  convert  them  to  the  licensee's  own  use 
passes  an  interest  which  is  capable  of  being 
assigned : 

Mutkett  V.  Bill,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  694. 
A  grant  of  a  right  to  shoot  over  land  and  take 
away  part  of  the  game  has  been  held  to  be  aa 
interest  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds : 

WtbbtT  V.  Let,  47  L.  T.  Bep.  215 ;  9  Q.  B.  Div. 
315. 

The  same  has  been  held  with  refei-ence  to  a  right 
under  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  building 
materials  to  be  taken  down  and  removed  by  the 
purchaser : 

Lavery  v.  Purtiell,  58  L.  T.  Bep.  846  ;  39  Cb.  Piv. 
508. 

A  right  granted  to  the  lessee  of  certain  mines  and 
minerals  to  sink  a  pit  anywhere  within  certain 
limits  in  land,  the  surface  of  which  was  not 
demised,  has  been  held  to  be  an  interest  which 
entitled  the  lessee  of  the  mine  to  compensation 
nnder   the   Lands    Clauses    Consolidation   Act 

1845: 

Re  Arbitration  between  Master'  and  Great  Weitem 
Railway  Company,  84  L.  T.  Eep.  515 ;  (1901) 
2  Q.  B.  84. 

They  referred  also  on  this  point  to 

Temple  Pier  Company  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of 

Worlta,  12  L.  T.  Rep.  369  ; 
Wettmintter  Corporation  v.  Johnson,  89  L.  T.  Hep. 
562;  (1904)  1  K.B.  19. 
There  is  no  case  directly  in  point  against  the 
plaintiffs'  contention,  but  two  cases  were  relied 
upon  in  the  court  below  as  being  in  the  defen- 
dants' favour : 

Bird  V.  Great  Eattem  Bailicay  Company,  13  L.  T. 

■Rep.  365 ;  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  268 ; 
Edwardes    v.    Barrington,    85     L.    T.   Eep.    650, 
affirmiDg-  tbe  deoieion  of  tbe  Court  of  Appeal  ia 
Daly  V.  Edwardes,  83  L.  T.  Eep.  548. 

It  is  true  that  in  Bird  v.  Chreat  Ecuiern  Eailway 
Company  the  liberty  granted  to  the  plaintiff  of 
shooting  and  fishing  over  a  certain  piece  of  land 
for  the  term  of  three  years  was  held  by  the  Court 
of  Commons  Fleas  not  to  be  an  interest  in  land 
which  conld  be  the  subject-  matter  of  compen  sation 
under  sect.  68.  But  there  the  plaintiff  had 
nothing  more  than  an  equitable  right,  which  in 
1865  was  not  a  matter  for  compensation.    And 


Willes,  J.  put  it  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
could  have  had  no  right  of  action  against  his 
landlord  if  the  landlord  had  done  what  the 
railway  company  was  doing.  Edwardet  v. 
Barrington  is  distinguishable.  That  was  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  landlord  was  entitled  to  re-enter 
on  a  forfeiture  by  a  breach  of  covenant.  There 
the  leaning  of  the  court  was  against  declaring 
anything  a  forfeiture  unless  compelled  to  do  so. 
Here  the  question  arises  under  a  statute  passed 
with  the  object  of  giving  compensation  to  persons 
whose  rights  have  been  interfered  with,  and  the 
court  ought  to  try  and  give  a  construction  of  the 
Act  which  will  compensate  the  plaintiffs,  whose 
rights  have  undoubtedly  been  injured  by  the  acts 
of  the  defendants.  From  another  point  of  view 
this  agreement  gives  an  interest  in  land.  It  gives 
the  plaintiffs  the  "  necessary  use  "  of  the  refresh- 
ment-rooms and  cellars.  That  must  be  equiva- 
lent to  "  exclusive  use."  The  cellars,  where 
large  quantities  of  wines  and  spirits  are  kept, 
must  of  necessity  be  kept  locked,  and.  in  fact, 
the  plaintiffs  have  always  had  a  key.  That  is  in 
evidence.  The  plaintiffs  are  therefore  in  sole 
occupation  of  the  cellars.  Even  if  the  theatre  be 
closed,  the  lessees  would  have  no  power  under  this 
agreement  to  turn  them  out.  The  cellars  have 
in  fact  been  demised  to  the  plaintiffs.  There 
was  also  a  demise  to  them  of  the  walls  of  the 
refreshment-rooms,  &o.,  for  the  purpose  of  exer- 
cising their  right  to  fasten  advertisements  on 
them. 

Dickens,  K.C.  and  Edward  Morten,  for  the 
defendants,  were  not  called  upon. 

Collins,  U.B.. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  Wright,  J.  in  an  action  upon  an  award 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  a  claim  by  them  for 
compensation  under  sect.  68  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  1845  in  respect  of  an  interest  in 
land  which  tbey  saylhas  been  taken  or  injuriously 
affected  by  the  London  County  Council.  The 
arbitrator  has  assessed  the  damages  as  upon  an 
interference  with  the  plaintiffs'  rights,  and  the 
question  in  this  action  is  whether  there  was  such 
an  interference  with  the  plaintiffs'  rights  as  to 
entitle  them  to  any  compensation  under  the  Act. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  from  the  language  of  sect.  68 
that  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiffs'  right  to 
compensation  is  —  to  pat  it  at  its  lowest  —  an 
interest  in  land.  The  plaintiffs  say  that  they 
have  an  interesii  in  cei-tain  lands — namely,  the 
Globe  Theatre — an  interest  arising  under  the 
agreement  whereby  they  acquired  tbe  richt  to  sell 
rofreshmeuts,  and  other  ipoidental  privileges,  at 
the  theatre.  The  question  is  whether  or  not  that 
agreement  was  one  which  conferred  on  them  an 
interest  in  land.  It  has  been  pressed  upon  us 
that  under  that  agreement  the  plaintiffs  took 
something  more  than  a  mere  licence  or  privilege, 
bat,  notwithstanding  the  very  able  argument  that 
has  just  been  addressed  to  us,  I  am  bound  to  say 
that  I  see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion  at  which 
Wright,  J.  has  arrived,  and  I  agree  with  him  that 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Edwardet 
V.  Barrington  (ubi  sup.),  which  tamed  upon  the 
effect  of  an  agreement  very  like  the  one  we  have  to 
deal  with,  is  conclusive  and  binding  upon  us  in 
this  case.  Tbe  question  in  Edwardes  v.  Barrington 
was  whether  a  certain  agreement  conferred  an 
interest  in  land.  The  case  before  us  in  some 
respects  different  from  that  before  the  House  of 
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Lorda.  The  agreement  in  the  present  case  is  mnoh 
more  artificially  drawn,  because  it  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  drawn  by  someone  who  understood 
the  terms  he  was  using,  whereas  in  Edwardes  v. 
Banringion,  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  pointed  out, 
the  chief  difficulty  arose  from  the  fact  that  the 
person  who  drafted  the  agreement  obviously  did 
not  really  understand  the  meaning  of  the  words  he 
used.  Notwithstanding  that  words  purporting  to 
confer  an  interest  in  land  were  nsed  in  that 
agreement,  the  House  of  Lords  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that,  taking  the  whole  agreement  together, 
no  interest  in  land  was  given  to  the  so-called 
tenant.  The  question  in  that  case  was  whether 
the  transaction  which  the  House  'of  Lords  held 
was  not  a  demise,  but  gave  a  privilege  to  the 
grantee,  was  or  was  not  a  breach  of  covenant 
which  would  amount  to  a  forfeiture  of  a  lease. 
The  words  of  the  covenant  were  these  :  "  Not  at 
any  time  during  the  term  hereby  granted  to 
assign,  demise,  or  otherwise  part  with  this  in- 
denture"— that,  of  course,  means  that  which  is 
comprised  in  this  indenture — "or  any  estate  or 
interest  therein  for  all  or  any  part  ot  the  said 
term  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  without 
the  licence  of  the  lessor  or  his  assigns  first  had 
and  obtained."  The  question  was  whether  what 
had  been  done  nnder  the  agreement  that  had 
since  been  made  was  a  parting  with  an  interest  in 
land  the  subject  of  the  indenture.  The  point  was 
therefore  really  the  same  as  that  which  has  arisen 
in  the  case  now  before  us,  although,  as  Mr. 
Crawford  very  properly  pointed  out,  it  arose  on 
the  question  wuether  or  not  there  had  been  a 
breacn  of  covenant  resulting  in  a  forfeiture. 
Unless  the  House  of  Lords  had  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  it  did  not  pass  an  interest  in  land,  they 
could  not  have  held  that  there  was  no  breach  of 
covenant.  Is  thera,  then,  any  substantial  dif- 
ference between  the  agreement  we  have  now  to 
construe  and  the  agreement  in  that  case?  It 
seems  to  me  that,  so  far  as  there  is  any  difference 
between  them,  this  agreement  is  expressed  much 
more  clearly  than  that  in  limiting  what  is  granted 
to  a  privilege  as  distinguished  from  a  demise.  It 
is  carefully  drawn  so  as  to  exclude  the  inference 
that  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  demise  was 
granted.  [His  Lordship  read  clauses  1,  2,  and  8 
of  the  agreement.]  Though  the  word  "  let "  is 
used,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  subject-matter  of 
the  letting  is  most  carefully  defined  so  as  to  ex- 
clude any  interest  in  the  land.  The  lessees  of 
the  theatre  do  not  let  the  cellars,  but  provide  for 
the  use  of  the  cellars ;  instead  of  letting  the 
refreshment-rooms,  they  provide  for  the  privilege 
of  nsing  them ;  and  so  on.  So  far  as  the  words 
go,  care  seems  to  have  been  taken  to  avoid  any 
implication  of  a  grant  of  any  interest  in  land. 
There  are  certain  clauses,  such  as  those  with  regard 
to  the  advertisements,  to  which  Mr.  Crawford 
has  particularly  called  our  attention.  It  was 
sngK6sted  that  the  claase  as  to  the  advertisements 
mignt  involve  the  right  to  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  parts  of  the  wall  on  which  the  advertisements 
were  hung,  but,  even  if  it  could  be  thought  that 
primd  facie  a  demise  of  the  land  might  be  thereby 
mvolved,  yet  I  think  that  the  claase  must  be  read 
with  its  context.  To  get  at  the  true  object  of  the 
parties  the  agreement  must  be  read  as  a  whole, 
and,  taking  the  whole  thing  together,  it  seems  to 
me  that  toe  inevitable  conclusion  is  that  what 
was  intended  to  be  carried  out  by  this  agreement 


was  to  convey,  not  an  interest  in  the  land,  but 
only  a  privilege.  Now,  the  agreement  in  Edwardes 
v.  Barrington  (ubi  sup.)  was  one  of  the  same  class 
of  privilege — namely,  the  right  to  sell  rofreah- 
ments  in  a  theatre — and,  if  it  differs  from  the 
agreeement  in  the  present  case,  it  differs  in  this 
only,  that  there  was  more  indication  there  than 
here  of  an  intention  to  grant  a  demise  of  the 
premises.  Nevertheless  the  House  of  Lords 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  what  was  granted 
was  not  an  interest  in  land,  but  a  privilege.  The 
House  of  Lords  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  (Daly  v.  Edwardes,  83  L.  T.  Rep.  548), 
and  there  Bigby,  L.J.  said :  "  On  the  whole,  I  think 
that  the  proper  conclusion  is  that  Frank  Warr- 
and  Co.  took  no  estate  or  interest  in  land,  but- 
that  they  were  entitled,  for  all  reasonable  pur- 
poses, to  consider  themselves  as  having  an  exclu- 
sive licence  to  provide  refreshments,  and  all  that 
follows  from  that  privilege,  and  nothing  else  at 
all."  And  Williams,  L.J.  said :  "  No  one  ha» 
contended,  so  far  as  I  can  understand,  that  the 
grant  of  a  licence  and  right  to  the  use  of  all 
the  refreshment-rooms,  bars,  smokerooms,  <&o., 
during  the  term  of  this  agreement  would  amount 
to  an  assignment  or  demise  of  any  estate  or 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  principal 
indenture,  if  in  truth  and  in  fact  such  grant  of  a 
licence  and  right  was  a  grant  upon  the  basis  that- 
the  landlord  should  in  fact  retain  dominion  and. 
control  over  the  whole  of  the  premises.  In  my 
judgment,  although  the  lawyers  have  chosen  to 
dress  up  this  grant  of  a  licence,  or  grant  of  a 
privilege,  in  the  dress  of  a  lease  of  land,  yet  when 
one  comes  to  look  closely  at  the  provisions  of  this 
document  it  is  plain  that  it  is  really  a  grant  of  a 
privilege  and  licence  merely  masquerading  as  a 
lease."  Those  words  apply  exactly  here  except  that, 
in  my  judgment,  this  agreement  does  not  even 
masquerade  as  a  lease.  It  does  not  on  its  face 
suggest  that  it  is  a  demise  of  an  interest  in  land. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was 
approved  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  indistinguishable  in  any  sense  favour- 
able to  the  appellants  from  their  case,  and  that  we 
are  therefore  concluded  by  that  authority  and 
that  it  decides  this  case.  That  relieves  me  from 
discussing  in  any  detail  the  arguments  of  Mr. 
Crawford  and  bin  learned  leader,  Mr.  Witt,  as  to 
the  distinction  between  a  mere  licence  to  go  on 
land  and  a  licence  to  take  a  profit  out  of  that 
land ;  the  distinction  between  a  profit  a  prendre 
and  an  ordinary  licence.  It  seems  to  me,  although 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it  here,  that  Mr. 
Witt's  principal  proposition  upon  that  matter 
breaks  down.  He  was  obliged  to  contend  that  a 
licence  to  make  a  profit  on  the  land  by  trading  on 
the  land  was  iu  itself  equivalent  to  a  right  to  a 
profit  a  prendre.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  it 
is.  I  think  that  the  profit  must  be  a  profit  out 
of  the  land  itself,  and  it  is  because  it  is  something 
out  of  the  land  itself  that  a  licence  to  a  profit  a 
prendre  has  been  held  to  be  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  as  being  an  interest  in  land.  I  have  not 
seen  any  authority  which  shows  that  a  profit  a. 
prendre  includes  a  right  to  make  a  profit  by  carry- 
ing on  a  trade  under  a  particular  licence  on  a 
particular  piece  of  land.  For  these  reasons  I 
think  that  this  appeal  fails. 

BoMES,  L.J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On 
the  question  of  the  construction  of  the  document 
under  which  the  plaintiffs  claim,  I  think  that,  like 
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the  document  wbisli  had  to  be  constmed  in 
Edwardes  v.  Barrington  (uhi  $up.),  it  only  gave  a 
licence,  strictly  and  properly  so  called,  to  the 
perBons  claiming  nnder  it.  It  did  not  create  any 
estate  or  interest  in  land  in  their  faTonr.  Cer- 
tainly the  docament  created  no  demise  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiffs,  nor  did  it  amount  to  a  parting 
with  the  possession  which  the  lessees  of  tbe 
theatre  had  at  the  time  when  they  made  the 
agreement  in  question.  The  possession  of  the 
theatre,  and  every  part  of  it,  to  my  mind, 
remained  with  the  lessees,  subject  only  to  such 
rights  to  use  certain  parts  of  it  for  certain  pur- 
poses as  were  conferred  upon  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  agreement.  In  tbe  next  place,  there  was  no 
easement,  properly  so  called,  created  over  the 
land  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs ;  no  grant  of  any 
profit  a  prendre  out  of  the  land ;  no  incorporeal 
heraditament  of  any  kind  that  I  can  see ;  in  fact, 
nothing  at  all  which  at  law  or  in  equity  would 
constitute  a  known  estate  or  interest  in  the 
land.  The  true  object  and  effect  of  the  document 
was  very  clearly  pointed  out  by  Bigby,  L.J., 
referring  to  the  document  which  he  had  to  con- 
strue, in  the  passage  which  my  Lord  has 
read  from  his  judgment  in  Daly  v.  Edwardes 
"i'U'hi  tup ).  In  arriving  at  that  conclusion,  I  have 
not  forgotten  the  argument  that  was  based  by 
the  appellants  on  the  words  "necessary  use  of 
tbe  cellars."  To  my  mind,  it  would  not  have 
made  any  difference  if  the  "  exclusive  use  "  had 
been  conferred  on  the  plaintiffs  instead  of  the 
-"necessary  use,"  because  the  words  "exclusive 
use  "  were  used  in  the  document  which  was  relied 
upon  in  Edwardes  v.  Barrington  {Kbi  sup.).  But, 
as  a  matter  ot  fact,  the  words  "  necessary  use " 
only  mean  use  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  plaintiffs  to  supply  refresh- 
ments in  the  theatre  on  proper  occasions  when 
the  theatre  is  being  used  for  its  ordinary  pur- 
poses, and  certainly  in  this  document  those  words 
cannot  be  said  to  have  created  an  absolute 
parting  with  the  possession  of  that  cellar  from 
the  lessees  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  fact  that  the 
plaintiffs  may  have  had  confided  to  them  a  key 
tor  the  purpose  of  preventing  strangers  coming 
in  does  not,  to  my  mind,  make  the  slightest 
difference.  It  appears,  so  far  as  the  construc- 
tion of  the  document  is  concerned,  to  have 
been  a  voluntary  act  on  the  part  ot  the  lessees, 
and  certainly  could  not  amount  to  the  creation 
of  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  land  in  favour 
ot  the  plaintiffs  which  was  not  conferred  by 
the  document  itself.  Kow,  if  this  document 
only  created  a  licence  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs, 
as  I  think  it  did,  it  may  be  as  well  (since  the 
effect  of  a  licence  has  been  discussed  in  the  argu- 
ment) to  refer  to  what  was  said  as  to  the 
general  effect  of  a  licence,  properly  so  called,  in 
tbe  notes  to  tbe  case  of  Thomas  v.  Sorrell 
(Vanghan,  330,  at  p.  351).  It  is  there  said :  "  A 
dispensation  or  licence  properly  passeth  no 
interest,  nor  alters  or  transfers  property  in  any- 
thing, but  only  makes  an  action  lawful  which 
without  it  had  been  unlawful."  Then  the  learned 
writer  gives  instances,  and  then  proceeds  to  point 
out  how,  in  addition  to  a  licence,  there  may  be 
given  a  right  to  take  something  ont  of  the  land 
He  instances  {inter  alia)  "  a  licence  to  hunt  in  a 
man's  park,  and  carry  away  the  deer  killed  to  his 
own  use ;  to  cnt  down  a  tree  in  a  man's  ground, 
and  to  carry  it  away  the  next  day  after  to  his 


own  use,"  and  then  he  says  that  these  "axe 
licences  as  to  the  acts  ot  hunting  and  cutting 
down  the  tree,  but  as  to  the  carrying  away  of 
the  deer  kill'd,  and  tree  cnt  down,  they  are 
grants."  That  is  to  say,  that  in  those  two  cases 
the  person  not  only  had  a  licence  properly  so 
called,  but  also  a  right  to  profits  a  prendre  ;  that 
is  to  say,  a  right  to  take  something  out  ot  the 
soil.  Now,  in  the  present  case  let  me  see  shortly 
it  the  licence  here  extends  at  all  beyond  what  I 
have  called  a  licence  strictly  and  properly  so 
called.  The  only  part  ot  the  document  which 
can  be  referred  to  as  supporting  that  contention 
is  that  which  gives  the  right  to  use  the  cellars 
and  to  put  up  advertisements  in  certain  rooms. 
Are  not  these  licences  properly  so  called,  or  do 
they  amount  to  an  interest  created  in  the  land,  to 
a  grant  of  something  coming  ont  of  the  land  P  It 
is  clear  to  my  mind  that  they  create  nothing 
more  than  a  licence  properly  so  called.  The  pos- 
session of  the  cellars  not  being  parted  with,  the 
right  to  use  them  could  be  exercised  without  any 
grant  of  any  right  or  interest  in  the  cellars.  The 
right  to  put  up  advertisements  in  certain  parts 
ot  the  theatre  could  be  enjoyed  as  a  licence 
without  implying  the  necessity  of  a  grant  of  any 
part  of  the  wiuls  o£  the  rooms.  Nothing  is 
necessary  under  this  document  in  order  to  give 
full  effect  to  such  rights  as  were  conferred  on 
the  plaintiffs,  which  would  imply  any  grant  or 
creation  of  any  estate  or  interest  in  land  in  their 
favour,  or  any  profits  d  prendre  ont  ot  the  land. 
But  then  it  is  said  that,  admitting  that  licences, 
generally  speaking,  create  no  interest  in  land,  a 
distinction  ought  to  be  drawn  between  licences 
which  are  merely  to  be  exercised  for  the  purpose 
of  pleasure  and  licences  which  are  to  be  exercised 
for  purposes  ot  profit.  Now,  nndoutedly  there  is 
a  difference  between  the  two  in  two  respects.  If 
a  licence  is  granted  merely  to  go  on  land  for  the 
purposes  ot  pleasure,  that,  if  construed  striotly 
and  in  the  absence  of  a  sufficient  context,  will  not 
be  held  to  confer  anvthing  but  a  personal  licence 
— that  is  to  say,  it  will  not  extend  to  the  licensees' 
servants  or  agents.  But  where  you  find  that  the 
intention  was  that  the  licensee  should  do  some- 
thing which  may  result  in  obtaining  a  profit,  the 
licence  will  be  construed  as  extending  not  only  to 
the  licensee  personally  (I  am,  of  courRO,  excepting 
special  cases),  but  also  to  his  servants  and  pos- 
sibly also  to  his  agents.  There  is  another  dis- 
tinction, which  depends  on  the  meaning  to  be 
given  to  the  word  "profits."  There  is  the 
undoubted  distinction,  which  I  have  already 
pointed  out,  between  a  licence  to  go  on  land  for 
pleasure  and  a  licence  to  go  on  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  profit,  if  you  mean  by  that  profits  to  be 
obtained  out  of  the  land.  But  if  the  profits  are 
to  be  obtained  merely  by  something  which  the 
licensee  may  do  in  the  exercise  of  the  licence, 
and  nothing  has  to  come  out  of  the  land,  then  all 
I  can  say  is  that  I  cannot,  either  on  principle  or 
on  authority,  see  any  distinction  that  can  be 
drawn,  or  that  ought  to  be  drawn,  between  a  licence 
for  pleasure  and  a  licence  for  purposes  which  may 
result  in  profits ;  and  I  think  that  the  attempt 
ot  the  appellants  to  draw  a  distinction  between 
them  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  entirely  fails. 
It  could  not  ba,  for  example — and  it  is  not  at  all 
a  bad  test^that  whereas  a  licence  to  oerbain 
persons  to  come  on  a  field  to  play  cricket  is  a 
licence  creating  no  interest  in  land,  a  licence  to 
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«  person  also  to  come  on  the  cricket  field  and  sell 
Tcireelimenta  to  those  engaged  in  the  game  is  a 
licence  which  creates  an  interest  in  land.  I  think 
no  BQch  distinction  ought  to  be  drawn,  and,  as  I 
hare  said,  it  is  not  supported  either  by  principle 
or  authority.  That  decides  this  case.  But  it 
may  be  that,  although  there  is  no  interest 
in  land  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  68  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845  for  which 
the  defendants  are  bound  to  compensate  the 
plaintiffs,  it  does  not  of  necessity  follow  that 
there  may  not  be  breaches  of  the  contract 
with  the  plaintiffs  for  which  they  may  not 
have  some  right  of  action  against  someone. 
That  may  be  so;  I  do  not  say  that  it  is  so; 
-and  certainly  nothing  that  I  am  saying  here  must 
be  held  to  encourage  the  plaintiffs  in  bringing 
any  such  action  against  anybody.  One  reason 
why  I  should  think  that  it  would  be  doubtful,  to 
eay  the  least  of  it,  whether  any  such  action  would 
be  successful  is  this :  As  far  as  I  can  see, 
although  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point  in 
the  present  case,  there  is  nothing  in  the  agreement 
with  the  plaintiffs  to  compel  the  lessees  to  keep 
the  theatre  open  as  a  theatre,  or  to  use  it  as  a 
theatre,  dnring  any  defined  portion  of  their  term. 
All'  I  want  to  point  out  is  that  there  may  be  a 
distinction  between  a  contract  giving  an  interest 
in  land  which  may  be  the  subject  of  com- 
pensation under  sect.  68  and  a  contract  which 
gives  an  interest,  though  not  an  interest  in 
land,  which  if  interfered  with  may  give  rise  to 
an  action  for  damages.  I  only  say  that  to  pre- 
sent there  being  any  misunderstandine  upon 
that  point.  With  these  observations  1  leave 
the  case,  and  I  agree  that  the  appeal  should  be 
dismissed. 

Hathsw,  L.J. — I  am  of   the  same  opinion. 
The  document  of  the  16th  June  1900  did  not 
Amount  to  a  demise,  but  only  created  privileges 
and  licences  to  do  certain  things.    The  case  of 
JBdieardes  v.  Barrington  {ubi  »np.),  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  offered'  an  awkward  obstacle  to  the  appel- 
lants, and  a  new  line  was  taken  in  their  argu- 
ment.    It  was  said  that  the  agreement  granted 
certain  privileges  from  which  the  appellants  could 
derive  profits  d  prendre,  and  that  that  was  enough 
to  give  an  interest  in  land  within  sect.  68  of  the 
Lands  Glauses    Consolidation   Act  1845    which 
would  entitle  them  to  be  compensated  by  the 
defendants.    No  single  authority  was  cited  in 
«npport  of  the  proposition  thus  put  forward  by 
Mr.  Witt.    He  said  that  it  was  only  necessary  to 
look  at  the  language  of  aect.  68  to  see  that  such 
an  interest  as  was  conferred  upon  the  pluntiffs 
hj  this  agreement  was  intended  to  be  protected 
by  the  section.    The  section  speaks  of  an  interest 
in  land   "  which   shall  have  been  taken  or  in- 
juriously affected  by  the  execution  of  the  works." 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  impossible  to  read  those 
words  without  seeing  that  a  contract  &uch  as  this 
out  of  which  profite  may  come  from  the  use  of  land 
is  not  within  the  language  of  the  section.    Then 
Mr.  Crawford  argued  that  there  was  enough  in 
the  agreement  to  show  that  there  was  a  demise, 
'   or  that  there  was  an  intention  to  create  a  lease. 
In  my  opinion  the  language  used  in  this  docu- 
ment could  not  be  further  from  that  purpose. 
The  agreement,  by  clause  1,  gives  the  appellante 
'"  the  necessary  use  of  the  refreshment-rooms  and 
bars  and  cloakrooms."      It   was  not  contended 
that  that  amounted  to  a  demise  of  those  rooms. 


But  then  come  the  words  "  and  wine  cellars." 
It  was  contended  that  that  was  quite  a  different 
matter,  and  that  the  interest  created  in  the  wine 
cellars  was  an  interest  in  land.  The  first  observa- 
tion to  be  made  is  that  there  is  clearly  no  exclu- 
sive ^rant  or  demise  of  the  cellars,  because  all 
that  IS  g^ven  is  the  "  necessary  use "  of  them. 
That  phrase  cubs  down  any  interest  in  the 
cellars  which  might  otherwise  be  given  by  this 
agreement,  and  limits  it  to  what  is  wanted  for 
the  subordinate  purpose  of  enabling  the  agreement 
in  other  respects  to  be  carried  out.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  use  of  the  word  "  necessary  "  abso- 
lutely negatives  any  implication  that  there  is  a 
demise  of  the  cellars,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  if  the  plaintiffs  had  used  these  cellars  for 
any  purpose  other  than  the  purposes  of  this 
theatre  they  would  have  been  violating  their 
agreement,  and  practically  would  be  trespassers. 
So  much  for  that.  Then  there  was  another 
argument  of  the  same  kind  based  upon  the  right 
of  advertising  and  letting  spaces  for  advertise- 
mente  in  the  refreshment  and  cloak  rooms.  In 
the  first  place  what  is  given  is  described  in  the 
agreement  as  a  "  privilege."  That  certainly 
excludes  the  notion  of  any  demise  of  the  walls  of 
the  refreshment  and  cloak  rooms  to  be  used  for 
any  purpose  of  advertising,  and  the  whole  agree- 
ment appears  to  me  to  be  properly  and  con- 
sistently construed  it  this  particlar  privilege  be 
treated  as  subordinate  and  subsidiary  to  the 
main  purpose  of  the  agreement.  The  case  of 
Edwardes  v.  Barrington  (ubi  sup.),  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  was  a  more  formidable  case  than  this ; 
that  is  to  say,  it  was  more  difficult  there  to  avoid 
construingthe  document  as  containing  a  demise. 
But  the  House  of  Lords  felt  no  hesitation  in 
saying  that  the  whole  scope  of  the  agreement 
was  obvious,  and  that  the  clauses  particularly 
relied  on  must  be  treated  as  subordinate  to  that 
paramount  purpose.  That  being  so,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords  is  con- 
dusive,  and,  for  these  reasons  and  the  reasons 
given  by  my  learned  brethren,  I  agree  that  the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors    for    the    plaintiffs,    Hannay    and 
Reynolds. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendante,  W.  A.  Blamland. 
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July  28,  Aug.  4,  and  Nov.  12, 1903. 
(Before  Btbne,  J.) 
Be  Ibo  Intbstmbnt  Tbttst  Limitbs.  (a) 

Companies — Winding-up  —  Petition — Taxations- 
Copies  of  evidence — Costs  of  eontributories  »hc- 
eessfully  opposing. 

Upon  a  winding-up  petition,  where  charges ,  of 
fraud  were  brought  against  director  cankribu- 
tories,  the  common  order  as  to  costs  was  made 
in  dismissing  the  petition.  The  contributorieM 
who  had  successfully  opposed  claimed  that  they 
were  entitled  to  recover  Jrom  the  petitioner  the 
costs  of  taJcing  copies  of  the  evidence  fUed  by 

(a)  Bsported  by  H.  M.  Ohabtsbb  MAcrBlBSOMi  Eiq., 
Bwriater-at-Law. 
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him,  and  objected  to  the  registrar's  disallowanee 
of  them. 
Held,  that,  unlete  a  special  order  as  to  costs  were 
meide  at  the  hearing,  eontributories  appearing  to 
oppose  were  not  entitled  to  such  costs. 

SniiMONS  to  review  taxation. 

In  Oct.  1902  a  shareholder  presented  a  petition 
for  the  compulsory  winding-np  of  the  Ibo  Invest- 
ment  Trust  Limited,  and  the  petition  contained 
many  charges  of  fraud  against  the  directors  of 
the  company  and  personal  charges  against  share- 
holders. The  petition  was  successfully  opposed 
by  the  company,  by  creditors,  and  by  two  seta  of 
oontribntories,  directors  and  non- directors,  and 
in  dismissing  it  on  the  10th  Dec.  1992  Byrne,  J. 
gave  costs  to  the  company,  and  one  set  of  costs 
only  to  the  oontribntories  opposing. 

The  registrar  in  taxing  the  bill  of  costs  of  one 
set  of  eontributories  disallowed  the  following 
items :  (1)  payment  for  copies  of  evidence  in 
snpport  of  the  petition,  in  opposition  thereto, 
and  in  reply ;  (2)  perusals  of  snch  evidence ; 
(3)  copies  of  such  evidence  for  counsel ;  (4)  fees 
to  counsel. 

Objections  were  taken  to  these  disallowances 
on  the  following  grounds  : 

The  ground  of  the  objeotion  is  that,  personal  charges 
of  fraud  having  been  made  against  the  oontribntories 
both  in  the  petition  and  in  the  evidenoe  in  snpport 
thereof  and  the  nugnitnde  of  the  interests  involved,  the 
oontribntories  were  entitled  to  defend  theq^selves  and 
their  interests  against  the  petitioner's  personal  attack 
on  them,  and  it  was  impossible  for  connsel  representing 
them  to  adequately  oppose  the  petition  without  having 
the  evidenoe  in  snpport  of  opposition  and  reply,  and  it 
was  therefore  neoeasary  to  take  copies  of  snoh  evidenoe 
and  supply  copies  to  connsel,  and  to  mark  an  ade- 
quate fee  to  counsel  with  his  papers.  It  is  submitted 
that  a  petitioner  is  in  the  same  position  as  a  plaintiff  in 
aa  action  (see  Annual  Praotioe  1903,  vol.  2,  pp.  450,  451), 
and,  where  fraud  is  charged,  the  persons  against  whom 
the  charges  are  made  are  entitled  to  take  copies  of  all 
evidence  filed  in  support  or  opposition.  The  petition 
having  been  dismissed  with  costs,  it  is  submitted  that 
the  taxing  officer  is  in  error  in  adopting  the  same  prin- 
oiple  of  taxation  as  where  costs  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
assets  and  only  allowing  a  nominal  turn  for  snooessfnl 
oontribntories,  the  result  of  the  taxation  in  this  oase 
being  that  the  whole  amount  allowed  is  not  sufficient  to 
pay  one  of  their  junior  counsel's  fees,  and  that,  although 
one  set  of  costs  only  has  been  allowed  by  the  order,  it 
should  be  a  proper  and  a  fnll  bill. 

The  registrar's  answer  to  the  objections  was  as 
follows : 

1,  2,  3,  and  4.  It  is  not  the  practice  to  allow  oon- 
tribntories or  creditors  appearing  on  a  petition  the 
usual  oharges  consequent  on  taking  oopies  of  the  evi- 
denoe filed  by  the  petitioner  and  the  company,  unless 
for  some  reason  such  evidence  has  to  be  ansirered  by, 
or  is  in  answer  to,  evidenoe  filed  by  snoh  oontribntories 
or  creditors,  or  unless  some  other  sufficient  grounds  are 
shoivn  for  the  allowance  of  snoh  charges.  In  this  oase 
allegations  were  made  with  reference  to  the  oondnct  of 
the  company  by  its  directors,  and  the  defence  of  suoh 
charges  was  undertaken  by  the  company,  all  the  evi- 
dence in  answer  to  such  charges  being  prepared  and 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  the  costs  relating 
thereto  have  been  allowed  in  the  company's  bill  of  costs. 
The  hearing  of  a  petition  to  wind-up  a  company  in 
which  oharges  are  made  against  it  by  reason  of  the 
act  of  its  directors  is  not  a  proceeding  like  an  action 
in  which  fraud  is  alleged  against  defendants,  who  have 
consequently  to  defend  themselves,  but  the  allegations 


are  made  against  the  company,  and  the  company  alone 
is  respondent  to  the  petition;  the  directors  need  not 
appear  at  all,  and  if  they  do  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the 
court  to  go  into  and  adjudicate  npon  their  conduct  in 
the  same  way  as  it  would  were  the  court  trying  an 
action  in  whioh  the  directors  were  defendants  charged 
with  fraud.  I  know  of  no  case  in  which  the  winding-np 
judge  haa  allowed  directors  appearing  on  a  winding-up 
petition  in  whioh  fraud  was  alleged  any  extra  costs  for 
defending  their  oondnct  as  directors.  It  is  the  usual 
practice  to  allow  them  (if  the  petition  is  nnsncoesafnl)  a 
set  of  oosts  as  eontributories  or  a  share  in  such  set  of 
costs,  as  was  done  in  this  oase.  These  directors  applied 
at  the  hearing  of  this  petition  for  a  separate  set  of 
oosts,  but  that  was  refused,  and  they  were  told  they 
would  gtt  a  share  of  the  eontributories'  oosts.  Were 
eontributories  and  creditors  allowed  the  charges  oonse- 
qnent  on  taking  copies  of  evidence  filed  by  the  petitioner 
and  company,  there  would  be  several  sets  of  solicitors 
taking  copies  of  the  same  evidenoe — clearly  an  extrava- 
gant practice.  It  is  not  usual  for  the  oontribntories  and 
creditors  to  answer  such  evidence,  and  they  did  not  do 
so  in  this  case.  The  petition  itself  nesrly  always 
contains  sufficient  information  to  enable  oontribntories 
and  creditors  to  decide  whether  they  will  snpport  or 
oppose,  and  that  is  all  they  are  reqoired  to  do.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  the  petition  in  ifus  case  was  deficient 
in  such  information.  Wright,  J.  long  ago  laid  down  the 
practice  that  he  would  not  hear  long  speeohes  onbehalf 
of  oontribntories  or  creditors  on  the  merits,  but  made 
them  confine  themselves  to  either  supporting  or  opposing' 
the  petition.  The  fight  is  between  the  petitioner  and 
the  company.  In  this  oase  the  directors  are  represented 
by  the  same  soUoitors  as  the  company.  In  aocordance 
with  the  usual  practice,  their  names  ought  to  have  been 
put  on  the  company's  brief :  (see  R«  Brighton  Mann* 
Palace  and  Pier  Company ;  (1897)  W.  N.  12).  When 
they  applied  for  a  separate  set  of  costs  and  were 
refused,  the  jndge  intimated  that  as  eontributories  they 
would  get  a  share  of  the  eontributories'  set  of  oosts. 
It  was  not  brought  to  the  judge's  attention  (the  official 
in  court  not  being  aware  of  it  at  the  time)  that  the 
same  solicitor  represented  the  company  and  directors,  or 
doubtless  the  usual  practice  would  have  been  followed, 
and  the  directors  would  then  have  had  no  share  in  the 
oontribntories'  set  of  costs.  The  fact  that  the  same 
solicitors  represented  the  directors  and  the  company 
was  noticed  when  the  order  came  to  be  settled ;  but, 
having  regard  to  the  judge's  intimation  when  deciding 
the  question  of  costs,  the  order  was  settled  in  accord- 
ance with  snoh  intimation.  I  have  disallowed  the 
objections. 

This  summons  was  accordingly  taken  out  by 
the  eontributories,  asking  that  these  objections 
might  be  allowed,  and  that  the  certificate  might- 
be  varied  accordingly. 

Gatey  for  the  summons. — These  costs  should  be- 
allt>wed,  as  the  applicants  were  bound  to  defend 
themselves  against  the  charges  of  fraud  brought 
against  them  in  this  evidence. 

Buckmaster,  K.C.  and  Kirby  for  the  petitioner. 
—These  objections  should  be  disallowed,  and  tht*- 
ordinary  rule  as  to  one  set  of  costs  followed,  no 
special  order  having  been  made  at  the  hearing  of 
the  petition,  which  would  only  be  under  very 
special  circumstances. 

Gatey  replied. 

Btbnb,  J.  stated  the  nature  of  the  application, 
and  of  the  objections  to  the  registrar's  disallow- 
ances, and  continued : — The  petition,  as  I  have 
every  reason  to  remember,  was  one  which  I  do 
not  think  I  should  describe  unfairly  if  I  sud 
that  it  was  stuffed  with  charges  of  fraud. 
Counsel   for   the   petitioner    in  nis   discretion 
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selected  six  obarges  of  fraud,  and  certain  portions 
only  of  the  evidence  relating  to  those  charges  was 
read,  and  the  whole  of  it  was  not  gone  into  before 
the  conrt.  Counsel  for  the  applicants  is  entitled 
to  say  that  it  was  a  petition  containing  charges 
of  fraad  against  certain  directors  and  contribn- 
tories.  The  petition  came  on  and  was  dismissed. 
An  application  was  made  to  me  at  the  time  to 
allow  a  separate  set  of  costs  for  the  director 
contribntories  appearing.  I  declined  to  do  so, 
and  only  one  set  of  costs  was  allowed  in  the 
ordinary  form  to  the  contribntories.  [His  Lordship 
read  the  order,  and,  after  shortly  stating  the  facts 
as  to  the  taxation,  continued :]  The  learned  regis- 
trar, in  answer  to  the  objections  of  the  contriba- 
tories,  has  pointed  out  (and  justly)  that  the  pro- 
ceedings by  petition  for  winding-up  a  company, 
in  which  charges  are  made  against  the  directors, 
is  not,  as  respects  persons  appearing  upon  the 
petition  other  than  the  company,  analogous  to  an 
ordinary  action  in  which  fraud  is  charged  against 
defendfoits.  The  case  has  to  be  made  out  by  the 
petitioner,  and  the  defence  to  the  petition  falls 
open  the  company,  which  has  to  adduce  eyidence 
for  that  purpose.  In  this  case  the  contribntories 
did  what  appears  to  me  to  have  been  the  right 
thinK  to  do — they  swore  affidavits  in  support  of 
the  opposition  by  the  company.  As  the  company 
gets  all  the  proper  costs  of  the  evidence  furnished, 
and  of  all  proper  payments  and  charges  in  respect 
of  giving  evidence  for  the  party  to  any  litigation, 
payment  for  giving  evidence  is  a  matter  between 
the  party  taking  the  evidence  and  the  witness 
giving  it.  When  the  case  came  on,  the  company 
contested  it,  and  they  opposed  the  petition  with 
the  evidence  so  furnished  to  them.  The  contri- 
bntories and  creditors  may  appear,  if  they  like, 
apon  the  petition,  at  the  risk,  of  course,  of  having 
to  bear  their  own  costs,  for  the  purpose  of  express- 
ing their  [approval  or  disapproval  of  the  peti- 
tioner's application,  and  opposing  or  supporting 
it,  as  the  case  may  be;  but,  beyond  that,  any 
hearing  by  the  conrt  of  evidence  in  support  of 
the  merits  of  the  case  is,  I  apprehend,  quite  a 
matter  of  discretion.  I  am  told  it  was  the  practice 
of  one  of  my  predecessors  never  to  allow  parties  so 
appearing  to  oehearduponthemerits,butthey  were 
merely  to  be  heard  to  say  whether  they  supported 
or  opposed.  Now,  I  lay  down  no  general  rule  on 
the  subject,  but  I  want  to  point  out.  before  adding 
more,  that  it  would  be  a  carious  thing  if  a  peti- 
tioner, in  making  a  necessary  allegation  against 
the  company  to  support  his  petition,  had  to  make 
charges  involving  other  persons  that  those  persons 
shoud  have  conferred  on  them  the  same  rights 
as  they  wonld  have  had  if  they  were  defendants 
to  an  action  brought  against  the  company  and 
themselves.  The  petitioner  would  have  no  right 
to  get  costs  against  them,  whereas  they  would, 
on  the  footing  of  their  being  aUowed  their  costs 
-as hostile  litigants,  be  entitled,  if  the  court  should 
to  direct,  to  get  costs  against  the  petitioner.  I 
do  not  want  to  lay  down  any  rule  as  to  what  the 
discretion  of  the  conrt  may  be  in  a  matter  of  costs 
<^  persons  appearing  on  the  hearing  of  the  peti- 
tion; but  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  common 
order  does  not  give  to  contribntories  so  appear- 
ing any  other  costs  than  those  the  registrar  is 
prepared  to  allow  in  the  present  case,  and  that,  if 
more  is  wanted,  it  must  be  asked  for  at  the  time 
of  the  hearing  of  the  petition.  In  my  judgment 
the  reasons  given  by  the  learned  registrar  appear 


to  be  sufficient  for  the  course  he  has  taken,  and 
I  cannot  accede  to  the  demand  for  a  review  of  the 
taxation  nn^er  the  circumstances.  I  therefore 
dismiss  the  application. 

Solicitors:     Pritohard    and     Sons;    Ashunt, 
Morris,  Crisp,  and  Co. 


Saturday,  Feb.  6. 
(Before  Fakwell,  J.) 
MoBTON  V.  Bank  of  Enoland.  (a) 
Local  authority — Formation  of  school  district  and 
incorporation  of  board  of  managers  —  Sale  of 
property  belonging  to  board  of  managers  and 
investment  of  proceeds — Dissolution  of  district 
by  Local  Government  Board — Postponement  of 
dissolution — Transfer  of  Consols — Bank  of  Eng- 
land— Orders  of  Local  Government  Board — Poor 
Law  Amendment  Act  1844  (7  <£  8  Vict.  c.  101)— 
Metropolitan  Poor  Act  Amendment  Act  1869 
(32  &  33  rut.  c.  63),  s.  1— Dissolved  Boards  of 
Management  and  Guardians  Act  1870  (33  <£*  34 
Viet.  c.  2)— National  Debt  Act  1870  (33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  71),  s.  22. 

The  Local  Government  Board  made  an  order  dis- 
solving a  metropolitan  school  district  under  the 
Metropolitan  Poor  Act  Amendment  Act  1869  as 
from  a  date  therein  mentioned. 

By  subsequent  orders  the  date  of  dissolution  was 
further  extended,  but  ultimately  the  district  was 
dissolved. 

At  the  date  of  dissolution  a  sum  of  Consols  was 
standing  at  the  Bank  of  England  to  the  credit  of 
the  board  of  managers  of  the  dissolved  union.  The 
Local  Government  Board  made  an' order  direct- 
ing the  last  acting  managers  of  the  dissolved 
district  to  transfer  the  Consols  to  certain  poor 
law  authorities  in  the  order  named  in  the  pro- 
portions therein  mentioned. 

The  Bank  of  England  refused  to  recognise  the 
validity  of  the  order  or  the  powers  of  the  last 
acting  m,anagers  to  transfer  the  Consols,  insist- 
ing that  if  the  corporate  board  of  managers  was 
in  existence  it  could  only  transfer  the  Consols 
under  its  seal,  and  that  if  it  was  not  in  existence 
a  vesting  order  was  required. 

An  action  having  been  brought  by  the  last  acting 
managers  for  a  declaration  of  their  right  to 
transfer : 

Held,  that,  on  the  dissolution  of  a  district  constituted 
under  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  AetlSia,  the  cor- 
porate board  of  such  district  constituted  under 
sect.  45  of  that  Act  continues  to  exist,  while  the 
Dissolved  Boards  of  Management  and  Guardians 
Act  1870,  s.  12,  does  not  automatically  vest  the 
property  of  the  district  in  the  last  acting 
managers,  and  consequently  that  the  plaintiffs 
could  transfer  the  Consols  under  their  seal  as  a 
corporate  board. 

It  is  doubtful  whether,  when  once  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  has  dissolved  a  district  under  the 
Dissolved  Boards  of  Management  and  Guardians 
Act  1870,  it  has  power  to  set  it  up  again  or  to 
continue  the  managers  for  more  than  a  period 
of  twelve  months  except  for  a  certain  purpose 
specified  on  the  face  of  the  order. 

Witness  action. 
By  an  order  under  the  hands  and  seal  of  the 

Poor  Law  Board  (which  is  now  represented  by 

(a)  Beported  by  J.  Abthpb  Fbioi,  Eaq.,  Burlat«r-at-l«w. 
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the  Local  Government  Board),  bearin;;  date  the 
12th  March  1849,  and  made  under  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  1844  (7  &  8  Vict.  o.  101),  the  St. 
Olave's  Union  and  the  respective  parishes  of  St. 
Mary  Maedalene,  BermondseT ;  St.  Giles,  Camber- 
well  ;  and  St.  Mary,  Rothei-hithe,  were  combined 
into  a  district  designated  "  The  South  Metro- ' 
politan  School  District "  for  the  management  of 
classes  of  infant  poor  therein  specified,  and  a 
board  of  management  was  oonstitated  for  the 
district,  and  the  number  of  members  to  be  elected 
on  snch  board  from  the  unions  and  parishes  of  the 
district  was  thereby  fixed.  The  members  of  the 
board  were  incorporated  under  sect.  45  of  the 
Act. 

By  farther  orders  dated  the  10th  Oct.  1849, 
the  .Srd  July  1854,  the  8th  June  1868,  the  27th 
Aug.  1869,  the  13th  Jan.  1870,  and  the  11th  March 
1873,  and  issued  by  the  Poor  Law  Board  and  by 
the  Local  Government  Board  respectively,  the 
constituent  parts  of  this  school  district  were 
varied,  and  on  the  30th  March  1898  it  oom^sed 
the  Greenwich,  St.  Olave's,  Stepney,  and  Wool- 
wich Unions,  and  the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  Camber- 
well. 

'  This  board  of  management,  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  of  the  Local  Government  Board  bearing 
date  the  loth  Oct.  1897,  sold  certain  property 
belonging  to  them.  The  net  proceeds  of  this  sale, 
which  amounted  to  16,0102.  lOs.  lOd.,  were  directed, 
by  an  order  of  the  Local  Government  Board 
dated  the  27th  Oct.  1898,  to  be  forthwith  invested 
in  the  purchase  of  Two  and  Three-quarter  per 
Cent.  Consols  in  the  name  of  the  board  of  manage- 
ment, and  on  the  22nd  Nov.  1898  a  request  to  open 
a  corporate  stock  account  impressed  with  the 
common  seal  of  the  board  of  management  was 
lodged  with  the  chief  accountant  of  the  Bank  of 
England. 

In  Sept.  1902  the  sum  of  14,4852.  Os.  5d.  Consols 
represented  the  proceeds  of  this  investment,  and 
there  was  a  further  sum  of  8442.  13«.  Consols 
transferred  to  the  same  account  by  an  order  of 
Byrne,  J.  dated  the  27th  Oct  1902),  making 
together  15,3292.  13*.  5d.  Two  and  a  Half  per 
Cent.  Consolidated  Stock. 

By  the  order  of  the  Local  Government  Board 
of  the  27th  Oct.  1898  it  was  ordered  and  declared 
as  follows : 

And  we  declare  that  the  said  board  of  mana^remeiit 
shall  stand  poBBesaed  of  the  said  atook,  when  pnrohaied, 
upon  trust  to  transfer  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and  the 
principal  moneys  thereby  secured,  in  Buoh  manner  for 
the  permanent  advantage  of  the  Sonth  Metropolitan 
School  District  as  we  by  an  order  under  our  seal  of  ofSoe 
mi^  direct. 

By  the  order  of  Byrne,  J.  on  the  28th  Nov. 
1902  it  was  ordered  as  follows : 

That  the  funds  in  court  [that  is  to  say,  the  before- 
mentioned  sum  of  8441.  13<.  Two  and  a  Half  per  Cent. 
New  CoDBoU]  be  dealt  with  as  directed  in  the  Bohedule 
thereto  by  the  Local  Government  Board  by  mekOB  of  an 
order  nnder  sect.  1  of  the  Metropolitan  Poor  Act  Amend- 
ment Act  1869. 

These  Consols  were  in  1903  standing  in  the 
books  of  the  Bank  of  England  in  the  name  of  the 
South  Metropolitan  District  School  Board. 

By  an  order  of  the  Local  Government  Board 
bearing  date  the  30th  March  1898  the  South 
Metropolitan  School  District  was  ordered  to  be 
di  ssolved  as  from  the  30th  Sept.  1899. 


By  subsequent  orders,  dated  repectively  the 
let  Sept.  1899,  the  20th  Sept.  1900,  the  22nd 
March  1901,  and  the  23rd  Aug.  1901,  the  date  of 
dissolution  was  altered,  and  the  school  district- 
was  finally  dissolved  as  from  and  after  the  29th. 
Sept.  1902. 

Upon  the  dissolution  of  the  district  the  real 
and  personal  property  of  the  board  other  than  the 
afore- mentioned  Consols  were  realised  under  the 
authority  of  the  Local  Grovemment  Board,  and 
the  liabilities  of  the  board  of  management  were 
disharged  The  Consols  represented  the  board's- 
surplus  assets. 

By  an  order  bearing  date  the  10th  Aug.  1903,. 
and  made,  as  stated  therein,  "  in  pursuance  of  th» 
powers  given  to  it "  by  the  statutes  in  that  behalf, 
the  "  last  acting  managers  "  were  directed  to  pay 
forthwith  the  sum  which  each  of  the  nniona- 
and  parish  named  in  the  schedule  to  the  order 
were  directed  to  receive  thereunder. 

The  schedule  was  as  follows : 

£    ».    i. 
To  the    Guardians  of   the   Poor    of 

St.  Giles,  Camberwell,  Parish  8234  19     0 

To  the    Guardians  of    the   Poor  of 

Greenwich  Union 2294    4     7 

To  the   GnardianB   of  the   Poor    of 

St  Olavea  Union   2523    4  11 

To  the   Guardians  of    the    Poor  of 

Stepney  Union 957  14    * 

To   the   Gnardiani    of  the   Poor    of 

Woolwich  Union 1269    Oil 


15,329  13    5 


By  an  order  bearing  dite  the  22ad  Sept.  1903 
the  Local  Government  Board  made  an  order 
declaring  that  the  persons  who  were  acting  as  the 
managers  of  the  school  district  at  the  time  of 
dissolution,  or  the  survivors  of  them,  should  be- 
empowerod  to  act  in  all  matters  lawfully  intrusted 
to  them  for  a  further  period  not  extending  beyond 
the  25th  Dec.  1903. 

The  clerk  to  the  board  of  acting  managera 
wrote  on  the  26  th  May  1903  to  the  Bank  of 
England  in  reference  to  tiie  transfer  of  the^ 
Consols,  and  a  long  correspondence  ensued. 

The  bank  ref  ased  to  recognise  the  validity  of 
the  order  of  the  Local  Government  Board  of  th& 
10th  Aug.  1903,  or  the  right  of  the  members  o£ 
the  board  of  management  to  transfer  the. 
Consols. 

The  managers  accordingly  issued  a  writ  by 
which  they  claimed  [inter  alia)  a  declaration  that^ 
they  were  entitled  as  joint  tenants  to  the 
Consols,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  require 
the  bank  to  transfer  them  into  their  joint  names ;. 
and,  alternatively,  that  they  were  entitled  as  last 
acting  managers  of  the  dissolved  school  district 
to  transfer  the  Consols  in  the  books  of  the 
bank  into  the  names  of  the  several  seta  of  poor 
law  guardians  mentioned  in  the  order  of  the 
Local  Government  Board  of  the  10th  Aug.  1903 
in  the  shares  and  proportions  respectively  men- 
tioned in  this  order. 

The  defendants  in  their  defence  submitted  that- 
the  Local  Government  Board  had  no  power  to 
make  the  order  of  the  10th  Aug.  1903,  and  that,  if 
the  Local  Grovemment  Board  had  such  power,  the- 
order  did  not  operate  to  dissolve  the  corporation 
created  by  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1844- 
(7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101),  8.  45— viz.,  the  South  Metro- 
politan District  Board  of  Management— but  only 
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the  South  Metropolitan  School  District;  that  if 
this  corporation  was  undissolved  the  Consols  could 
onlj  be  transferred  under  its  corporate  seal,  and 
that  if  in  fact  it  was  dissolved  the  Consols  could 
only  be  transferred  by  an  appointment  of  new 
trustees  and  a  vesting  order  under  the  Trustee 
Act  1893. 

Tbe  Metropolitan  Poor  Act  Amendment  Act 
1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  63),  s.  1,  provides : 

The  Poor  Law  Board  ai  and  whrn  they  gball  gee  fit 
may  diaiolve  an  asylnm  or  lohocl  digtriot  contained 
wboUy'oT  partly  in  the  metropolis,  and  npoa  gnob  disgo- 
Iniion  shall  adjust  the  rightg  and  liabilities  of  parishes 
and  nnions  oomprised  therein  respectively,  and  provide 
for  the  oompensation  of  the  officers  and  other  persons 
employed  therein  respeotively  in  like  manner  as  when  a 
union  is  dissolved  under  the  anthority  of  the  thirty-second 
■eotion  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1834,  and  so 
mnoh  of  that  section  ai  requires  the  concurrence  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  guardians  in  the  dissolution  of  any  union 
is  hereby  repealed ;  and  prior  to  issuing  any  order  dis- 
■olviDg  sooh  district,  the  laid  board  may  by  their  order 
empower  the  managers  of  any  such  district  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  any  land,  buildings,  or  other  property  belong- 
ing to  them  and  apply  the  prooseds  thereof  in  the  dis- 
charge of  the  debts  and  liabilities  then  ontstanding 
■gainst  such  managers,  and  tn  distribute  the  eurplus 
which  may  remain  among  the  parishes  or  unions  com- 
prised therein,  according  to  their  original  proportions ; 
and  if  the  said  distziot  shsU  be  dissolved  before  tbe 
same  shall  bs  sold,  the  said  board  may  by  their  order 
empower  tbe  persons  who  were  the  managers  of  tbe 
district  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution,  or  the  major  part 
of  them,  to  make  suoh  sale  and  convey  the  land  to  the 
pnrohaser  thereof  and  to  apply  and  distribute  the  pro- 
duce aooordingly. 

The  Dissolved  Boards  of  Mana^i^ment  and 
Guardiamg  Act  1870  (33  &  34  Vict  c.  2) : 

Seei.  1.  When  the  Poor  Law  Board  shall  have  dissolved 
or  shall  dissolve  any  district  the  component  parts  whereof 
shall  not  have  been  formed  into  one  union  or  shall  have 
dissolved  or  shall  dissolve  any  union,  or  shall  have  added 
or  shall  add  any  parish  in  which  the  relief  to  the  poor 
shall  be  or  shall  have  been  administered  by  a  board  of 
guardians  to  a  nniou  or  to  another  pariah,  the  persons 
who  were  acting  as  managers  or  guardians  at  the  time 
of  dissolution  or  addition  and  the  survivors  of  them 
shall  continue  in  office  for  the  purpose  of  pacing  and 
discharging  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  such  district, 
onioD,  or  parish,  and  of  receiving  and  reoovering  moneys 
or  other  property  due  to  the  said  district,  union,  or 
pariah,  as  tbe  case  may  be,  in  like  manner  as  the  hoard 
of  management  or  board  of  guardians  could  have  done 
it  no  dissolution  or  addition  had  taken  place  ;  and  the 
said  managers  or  guardians  shall  be  empowered  to  make 
all  necessary  orders  for  oontribntions  upon  the  parishes 
oomprised  within  the  district  or  union  so  dissolved,  or 
upon  the  proper  authorities  of  the  parish  so  added,  as 
the  ease  may  require,  and  to  enforce  the  same  as  the 
board  of  management  or  board  of  guardians  could  have 
done  previous  to  the  dissolution  or  addition  respectively  ; 
provided  that  the  limitation  of  time  for  the  payment  of 
debts  imposed  by  the  statute  of  the  twenty-second  and 
twenty-third  Victoria,  chapter  forty-nine,  shall  not  apply 
to  the  oases  of  districts  or  unions  dissolved,  or  pf 
parishes  added  to  a  union,  before  the  passing  of  tills  Act, 
where  such  limitation  had  not  taken  effect  previous  to 
the  dissolution  or  addition  thereof  as  aforesaid ;  and 
provided  that  no  snob  managers  or  guardians  shall  be 
empowered  to  aot  in  the  manner  aforesaid  for  a  longer 
period  from  the  date  of  dissolution  or  addition^  unless 
the  Poor  Law  Board  by  their  order  shall  authorise  them 
to  oontinne  to  aot  for  some  special  purpose. 

Seot.  12.  Upon  the  dissolution  of  any  district  or 
nnioD,  or  the  addition  of  any  parish  in  which  the  relief 


to  the  poor  shall  have  been  or  shall  be  administered  by 
a  board  of  guardians  to  a  union  or  to  another  parish,  the 
real  and  personal  estate  vested  in  the  managers  or 
guardians  of  such  district,  union,  or  parish  respectively 
shall  be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  persons  who 
wsre  acting  as  managers  or  guardians  respectively  at 
the  time  of  such  dissolution  or  addition,  to  be  held  by 
them  as  joint  tenants  according  to  the  nature  of  snob 
property  and  in  trust  for  the  parishes  oomprised  in 
such  district  or  union  or  for  the  parish,  as  the  case  may 
be,  until  the  same  shall  be  sold,  let,  or  otherwise  dis- 
pneed  of  under  the  anthority  of  the  third  section  of  the 
Union  and  Parish  Property  Aot  1835,  and  any  Aot 
extending  the  same :  Provided  that  nothing  herein 
contained  shsjl  apply  to  any  parish  provided  for  by 
the  fifth  section  of  the  Metropolitan  Poor  Act  Amendment 
Aot  1869,  or  by  a  looal  Aot. 

BramuBell  Davis,  E.G.  and  /.  B.  Matthews  for 
tbe  plaintiffs. — Under  sects.  44  and  45  of  ,th» 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act  1844  a  district  board 
constituted  a    corporation    under    the  Act    has 

Sower  to  purchase  and  hire  property.  Under  the 
lissolved  Boards  of  Management  and  Guardians 
Aot  1870,  SB.  1,  2,  which  deals  with  the  property 
of  dissolved  disia'icts  and  unions,  the  property  of 
any  dissolved  district  or  union  is  to  be  transferred 
to  and  vested  in  the  persons  who  were  acting  aa 
managers  or  guardians  respectively  at  the  time 
of  such  dissolution,  and  its  effect  is  to  vest  th» 
property  automatically  in  these  last  acting  mana- 
gers, and  accordingly  in  this  case  these  managers 
have  power  to  execute  a  transfer  : 

Corporotton  of  Hyde  v.  Banlc  of  England,  46  L.  T. 
Eep.  910;  21Ch.  Div.  176. 
It  would  be  ridionlons  to  suppose  that  the  district- 
was  dissolved,  and  that  the  board  of  management- 
continued  to  exist. 

Uppjohti,  K.C.  and  Howard  Wright  for  the- 
defendants. — The  effect  of  the  order  of  the  Local 
Government  Board  was  to  dissolve,  not  the  board 
of  managers,  but  the  district.  The  board  of 
managers  still  continues  to  exist,  and  can  only 
properly  transfer  the  Consols  by  its  corporate- 
seal: 

Dissolved  Boards  of  Managemsnt  aud  Guardians 
Aot  1870,  s.  II. 

The  plaintiffs'  argument  is  opposed  to  sect.  12 
of  this  Act,  which  provides  that  the  property  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  last  acting, 
managers,  which  clearly  implies  a  vesting  order.. 
The  defendants  do  not  admit  the  validity  of  the- 
order  of  the  10th  Aug.  1903. 
Bramwell  Davis,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Faswbll,  J. — It  is  by  no  means  easy  to  find 
one's  way  through  the  maze  of  these  Acts  of  Par- 
liament ;  but  I  have  come  to  a  dear  conclusion 
on  the  one  before  me,  which  is  the  only  one- 
with  which  I  am  concerned.  By  the  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  1840,  s.  40,  the  commissioners 
formed  school  districts.  By  sect.  42  it  is  provided 
that  a  board  shall  be  constituted  for  eve^  dis- 
trict. Now,  these  are  obviously  two  different 
and  distinct  things.  The  district  is  one  thing,  and 
the  board  for  the  district  is  another.  By  sect.  45- 
every  such  district  board  is  incorporated  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  property  and  of  suing  and  being 
sued.  Then  the  Metropolitan  Poor  Aot  Amend- 
ment Act  of  1869  authorises  tbe  Poor  Law  Board,, 
as  aiid  when  they  shall  see  fit,  to  dissolve  any 
school  district.  Now,  that  is  obviously  the 
district  and  not  the  board  or  the  inoorporated 
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entity.  Then  tbe  Dissolved  Boards  of  MEinas;e- 
ment  and  Guardians  Act  1870  contains  a  preamble, 
"  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  better  provision 
should  be  made  for  the  proceedinj^s  of  boards  of 
management  and  boards  of  guardians,  when  the 
districts  or  unions  for  which  they  have  acted 
respectively  are  dissolved."  That  clearly  again 
treats  the  board  as  existing  after  the  dissolution 
of  the  district.  It  provides  that  when  the  Poor 
Law  Board  shall  have  dissolved  any  district,  the 
persons  who  were  acting  as  managers  at  the 
time  of  dissolution  shall  continue  in  o£Sce  for 
the  purpose  of  practically  winding-up  the 
aflairs  of  the  district,  and  paying ^  its  debts, 
and  receiving  and  recovering  its  property, 
with  a  proviso  that  "  No  such  managers  or 
guardians  shall  be  empowered  to  act  in  the 
manner  aforesaid  for  a  longer  period  than  twelve 
months  from  the  date  of  dissolution  or  addition, 
unless  the  Poor  Law  Board  by  their  order  shall 
authorise  them  to  continue  to  act  for  some  special 
purpose."  Then,  by  sect.  12  of  that  Act  (down 
to  this  point  the  district  being  dissolved,  but  the 
corporate  board  remaining),  it  is  provided  that, 
upon  the  dissolution  of  any  district,  the  real  and 
personal  estate  vested  in  the  managers  shall  be 
transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  persons  who  were 
acting  as  managers  at  the  time  of  such  dissolu- 
tion, to  be  held  by  them  as  joint  tenants  in  trust 
for  the  parishes  comprised  in  sach  district.  Now, 
obviously  the  meaning  of  that  is,  the  district  is 
dissolved  by  splitting  it  into  its  various  component 
parts,  all  of  which  would  have  some  share  in  the 
property  which  had  formerly  been  held  by  the 
corporate  body  in  trust  for  the  district.  Then 
the  provision  is  that  the  real  and  personal  estate 
vested  in  the  managers  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
^strict.  The  phrase  is  a  little  unfortunate, 
because  it  is  not  strictly  accurate  to  say  that  it 
is  vested  in  the  managers ;  it  is  vested  in  the 
board  of  management,  which  has  been  incorpo- 
rated ;  but  I  think  that,  inasmuch  as  there  may 
be  cases  in  which  the  managers  are  not  incorpo- 
rated, because  the  Act  extends  to  various  other 
districts,  asylums,  and  unions,  the  reasonable 
oonstruction  is  that  the  property  vested  in  the 
managers,  whether  it  be  vested  in  them  as 
individuals  or  as  a  corporation,  shall  be  trans- 
ferred and  vested.  Now,  in  my  opinion,  that  is 
not,  as  has  been  argued,  an  automatic  vesting 
order,  with  the  phraseology  of  which  we  are 
familiar.  The  words  in  such  an  order  are  "  shall 
vest  in,"  and  we  all  understand  what  that  means. 
But  when  you  say  "shall  be  transferred  and 
vested  in,"  it  is  the  expression  "  vested  in," 
instead  of  "  vest  in,"  which  points  to  an  act  to  be 
done  by  the  persons  mentioned,  who  are  ordered 
to  do  the  acts  necessary  for  that  purpose.  That 
appears  to  me  to  be  a  simple  and  reasonable  solu- 
tion of  the  matter.  It  has  been  suggested  that  it 
is  absurd  to  have  the  corporate  body  still  existing. 
I  do  not  see  the  absurdity.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
property  on  the  dissolution  of  the  district  mast  be 
somewhere  or  other,  and  that,  if  you  ipso  facto  dis- 
-solve  both  district  and  board  at  the  same  moment, 
the  title  to  the  real  estate  in  land  would,  I  suppose, 
vest  in  the  Crown,  and  the  title  to  the  Consols 
in  the  bank  would  vest— I  do  not  know,  but  I 
suppose — also  in  the  Crown  as  bona  vacantia. 
But,  at  any  rate,  the  Legislature  appears  to  me 
to  have  adopted  a  much  more  convenient  coarse 
by  keeping  the  corporate  body  In  existence  either 


by  implication  from  the  Ist  section  of  the  Act 
of  187U  for  BO  long  a  period  as  there  remains  - 
anything  to  be  done,  or,  according  to  the  common 
law  rule,  so  long  as  any  one  of  the  corporate 
body  remains  alive.  I  should  prefer  myself,  if  it 
were  necessary  to  decide,  that  it  was  the  first.  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  on  this 
occasion  to  determine  to  whom  the  property  is  to 
be  transfen-ed.  On  the  face  of  it,  it  is  to  be  to 
the  persons  who  were  acting  as  managers  at  the 
date  of  the  dissolution.  Now,  the  order  of 
dissolution  in  this  case  is  dated  the  29th  March 
1898,  and  it  directs  the  dissolution  to  take  place 
as  from  the  30th  Sept.  1899.  A  question  has 
been  raised,  which  is  one  of  very  considerable  im- 
portance, as  to  the  power  of  the  local  government 
board  to  nndo  that  dissolution  and  set  up  the  board 
again,  and  then  to  dissolve  it  again  or  to  continue 
the  managers  for  a  period  of  more  than  twelve 
months,  except  for  a  special  purpose  specified  on 
the  face  of  the  order.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  determine  that,  because  I 
think  that  it  is  sufiSoient  for  me  to  declare  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  claim,  as  they  do, 
that  the  property  is  vested  in  them  under  this 
particular  section ;  but  that  it  would  be  necessary 
for  the  transfer  to  be  executed  under  the  corpo- 
rate seal  of  the  board,  and  therefore,  when  that 
transfer  is  presented  to  the  Bank  of  England,  the 
bank  will  no  doubt,  with  their  nsnal  care  and 
skill,  consider  whether  the  persons  to  whom  the 
trajisfer  is  proposed  to  be  made  are  the  right  and 
proper  persons.  But  I  hope  that  they  will  not 
come  to  me  again.  [His  Lordship,  at  the  request 
of  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  prefaced  the  order 
by  a  declaration  that  the  court,  "  being  of  opinion 
that  the  corporation  created  by  sect.  4  of  the  Act 
of  1844  was  still  subsisting,"  dismissed  the  action 
with  costs.  His  Lordship  expressed  an  opinion 
that  it  would  be  well  if  the  Local  Government 
Board  considered  whether  tho  second  proviso  in 
the  Act  33  &  34  Yict  o.  2  enabled  the  Local 
Government  Board  to  continue  managers  for  any 
purpose  or  only  for  a  special  purpose.  ELis  Lord- 
ship fuither  expressed  his  view  that  the  Local 
Government  Board  might  consider  whether,  when 
they  iiad  once  made  an  order  for  dissolution,  they 
had  power  to  make  such  further  orders  as  they 
had  made  in  this  ca^e.]  ^^,.^  dismisBed. 

Solicitors  :  B.  Avery ;  Freshfielda. 


Tue$day,  Feb.  23. 
(Before  Swinfen  Eadt,  J.) 
Be  Fbench-Brewstbb's  Settlement; 
Waltebs  v.  Pbench-Bbewsteb.  {a) 
Merger — Settlement — Charge   of  portions — Devo- 
lution of  unraited  portion  upon  owner  of  estate 
charged  therewith — Benefit  of  owner  of  estate. 
By.  a  marriage   settlement    real   estates    of   the 
husband  were  settled  upon  trusts  for  the  husband, 
the  wife,  and  the  children  of  the  marriage,  and 
portions  for  the  younger  children  were  charged 
on  the  estates  and  secured  by  a  term  created 
thereon,  the  ultimate  limitation  of  the  estates 
being  to  the  settlor  in  fee,  who  covenanted  that,  so 
long  as  the  interests  and  terms  thereby  created 
should   subsist,   the    estates  comprised    in    the 


(a;  Beported  by  J.  iKVSnAM,  Esq.,  BarriBter-«t-Lair. 
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aefUement  thmdd  continue  to  be  of  a  ipeeified 
anwtcU  ooZtM.  On  the  death  of  a  younger  child, 
lohote  portion  hctd  vested,  but  had  not  been  raised, 
intestate  and  unmarried,  the  portion  devolved 
upon  the  settlor  as  sole  next  of  kin,  but  he  did 
not  take  out  administration  to  his  son's  estate, 
and  on  his  death  his  testamentary  dispositions 
(which,  hoxeever.  were  executed  at  a  date  prior 
to  his  son's  death)  contained  no  reference  to  the 
portion. 

On  an  originating  summons  taken  out  by  the 
trustees  of  his  voiU,  the  question  was  raised 
toheOier  the  portion  which  devolved  upon  him 
on  the  death  of  his  son  sank  into  the  estates  upon 
which  it  was  charged  and  of  which  the  settlor 
teas  absolute  owner  subject  to  the  interests  and 
terms  created  by  the  settlement,  or  whether  it 
continued  to  subsist  and  formed  part  of  hie 
personal  estate : 

Held,  that  it  toae  for  the  benefit  of  the  settlor  that 
the  portion  should  sink  into  the  estates,  and 
that  it  had  merged  in  the  inheritance  thereof. 

Be  BaddUEe;  BadoHffe  v.  Bevrea  (66  L.  T.  Bep. 
363;  (1892)  1  Ch.  227)  distinguished. 

Bt  a  aetUement  of  the  27th  Sept.  1876,  made  on 
the  marriaf^  then  intended  and  shortly  after- 
wards solemnised  between  Robert  Abraham 
Brewster  Frenoli>BrewBter  and  Geraldine  French- 
Brewster,  then  and  therein  described  as  Gieraldine 
Cooper,  certain  estates  in  Ireland  belonging  to 
Bobert  Abraham  Brewster  French-Brewster  were 
Tested  in  trustees  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
years  from  the  solemnisation  of  the  marriage 
npon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  and  subject 
thereto  to  the  use  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster  French- 
Brewster  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  use 
that  Geraldine  French-Brewater  should  receive 
the  yearly  rentcharge  of  10002.,  and  subject  and 
chafed  as  thereinbefore  mbntioned  to  the  use  of 
trustees  for  the  term  of  100  years  from  the 
death  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster  French-Brewater 
npon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared,  and  subject 
thereto  to  the  nse  of  trustees  for  the  term  of 
1000  years  from  the  death  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
declared,  and  subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  Bobert 
A.  Brewster  French-Brewster,  his  heirs  and 
aamg^.  And  it  was  thereby  declared  that  the 
premises  were  limited  to  the  trustees  of  the  term 
of  ninety-nine  years  npon  trust  that  thpy  should 
during  the  joint  lives  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  and  Greraldine  French-Brewster 
pay  her  such  sum  as  would  make  up  the  annual 
snm  of  300Z.  by  way  of  pin  money.  And  it  was 
thereby  declared  that  the  premises  were  limited 
to  the  trustees  of  the  term  of  100  years  upon  trust 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  rentcharge  of  10002. 
And  it  was  thereby  declared  that  the  premises 
were  limited  to  the  trustees  of  the  term  of  1000 
years  npon  trust  that  if  there  should  be  any  child 
or  children  of  the  then  intended  mamage  (other 
than  a  first  or  only  son  or  any  other  son  or  sons  for 
the  time  being  entitled  to  the  first  estate  in  tail 
in  the  lands  therein  mentioned)  who  being  a  son 
or  sons  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters  should  attain 
that  ag^  or  marry,  then  the  tmstees  should  after 
the  death  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster  Fi-ench-Brewster 
by  mortgage  or  sale  as  therein  mentioned  raise 
for  the  portion  or  portions  of  such  child  or  chil- 
dren as  aforesiud  other  than  a  first  or  only  or 


other  son  or  sons  so  entitled  as  aforesaid  such 
sum  of  money  as  was  thereinafter  mentioned 
(that  was  to  aay):  If  there  should  be  but  one 
such  child  (other  than  as  aforesaid),  the  sum  of 
10,0002.  to  be  paid  to  such  child  at  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter  at  her  age 
of  twenty-one  years  or  day  of  marriage,  which 
should  first  happen,  if  the  same  should  happen 
after  the  death  v  of  Bobert  A.  Brewster  French- 
Brewater,  and  if  the  same  should  happen  in  his 
lifetime  then  immediately  after  his  death.  And 
if  there  should  be  but  two  such  children  (other 
than  as  aforesaid),  the  sum  of  15,000Z.  And  if 
there  should  be  three  or  more  such  children  (other 
than  aa  aforesaid),  the  sum  of  20,0002.,  the  said 
snm  of  15,0002.  or  20,0002.,  as  the  event  might 
happen,  to  be  paid  to  all  or  such  one  or  more 
exclusively  of  the  other  or  others  of  the  children 
for  whose  portions  the  same  should  be  raised  as 
aforesaid  at  such  age  or  time  or  reapective  ages 
or  times  (not  previous)  aa  to  a  son  to  his  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  aa  to  a  daughter  to 
her  attaining  that  age  or  marrying,  which  ahould 
firat  happen,  as  Bobert  A.  Brewater  French- 
Brewater  ahoald  by  deed  or  will  or  codicil  appoint, 
and  in  default  of  auch  appointment  in  equal 
aharea. 

And  the  settlement  contained  a  covenant  by 
Bobert  A.  Brewster  French-Brewater  that  he 
had  power  to  grant  and  assign  all  the  premises 
thereinbefore  expressed  to  be  granted  and  aaaigned 
to  the  usea  and  upon  the  trusts  thereinbefore 
declared,  and  that  the  same  premises  then  were 
and  ahould  oontinvie,  so  long  as  the  estates  and 
terms  of  years  thereby  created  or  any  of  them 
should  subsist,  to  be  of  the  full  clear  yearly  value 
of  18002. 

There  waa  issue  of  the  marriage  between 
Bobert  A.  Brewster  French-Brewater  and  Geral- 
dine French-Brewater  four  sons-  and  no  other 
children — viz.,  Bobert  A.  French-Brewster,  who 
attained  twenty-one  in  his  father's  lifetime ; 
Henry  Gerald  French-Brewster,  who  also  attained 
twenty-one  in  his  father's  lifetime,  and  died  in 
Jan.  1901  intestate  and  unmarried,  leaving  his 
father  his  sole  next  of  kin  ;  Arthur  Ord  French- 
Brewster,  who  attained  twenty-one  in  June  1903 ; 
and  another  son,  who  died  in  infancy  in  his  father's 
lifetime. 

In  1891  the  marriage  was  dissolved,  and  by  a 
deed  of  covenant  dated  the  2nd  June  1891  Bobert 
A.  Brewster  French-Brewster  covenanted  to  pay 
Geraldine  French-Brewster  an  annual  sum  of 
25002.  for  life  in  lieu  of  the  money  payable  to  her 
under  the  settlement  of  the  27th  Sept.  1876,  and 
securities  of  the  value  of  41,2982.  13«.  9d.  were 
vested  in  trustees  to  becure  the  annual  payment 
of  the  additional  15002. 

Bobert  A.  Brewster  French-Brewster  then 
married  his  second  wife,  Annie  Veronica  French- 
Brewster,  but  there  was  no  issue  of  his'  second 
marriage. 

By  his  will  and  codicil,  both  executed  in  1895, 
neither  of  which  contained  any  reference  to  the 
charge  on  his  Irish  estates  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment of  the  27th  Sept.  1876,  Bobert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  gave  his  second  wife  an  annuity 
of  10002.  for  life,  divided  his  real  estates  among 
his  sons  then  living,  and  bequeathed  all  his  resi- 
duary personal  estate  and  efEecta  to  his  trustees 
upon  trust  to  pay  his  debts  and  legacies  and  to 
invest  the  residue  in  the  purchase  of  lands  to  be 
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settled  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son  for  life,  vith 
Temainder  to  his  sons  in  tail,  with  divers  remainders 
•OTer. 

On  the  death  in  Jan.  1901,  intestate  and  nn- 
married,  of  Henry  Gerald  French-Brewater,  the 
'saoond  son  of  Robert  A.  Brewster  French- 
Brewster,  7oOO{.,  one  moiety  of  the  anraised  sum 
•of  15,000!.  charged  on  his  Irish  estates  by  the 
marriage  settlement  of  the  27th  Sept.  1876  in 
iavonr  of  the  younger  children  of  his  first 
marriage,  devolved  apon  Robert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  as  sole  next  of  kin,  bnt  he  did 
not  take  out  letters  of  administration  to  his  son's 
estate. 

Robert  A  Brewster  French-Brewster  died  on 
the  20th  May  1901,  and  hie  will,  with  the  codicil 
thereto,  was  proved  in  Nov.  1901.  His  executors 
then  took outadministration  to  Robert  A.  French- 
Brewster. 

After  his  death  the  rents  of  his  Irish  estates 
oomprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  27th  Sept.  1876, 
together  with  the  income  of  the  securities  vested 
in  the  trustees  of  the  deed  of  covenant  of  the 
2nd  June  1891,  proved  insufficient  to  satisfy  the 
annuity  of  2500Z.  payable  to  Mrs.  Geraldine 
French-Brewster,  and  it  was  a  disputed  point 
whether  the  uncertain  value  of  those  Irish  estates 
-amounted  to  the  yearly  sum  of  18002. ;  also  the 
property  passing  under  his  will  was  insufficient 
for  payment  of  the  annuity  of  10002.  bequeathed 
to  Mrs.  Annie  Teronica  French-Brewster. 

In  July  1902  an  originatina:  summons  was 
taken  out  by  Mrs.  Annie  Veronica  French- 
Brewster  for  the  administration  of  his  estate, 
and  judgment  was  obtained  on  the  12th  Aug. 
1902. 

This  was  an  originating  summons  taken  out  on 
the  17th  July  1903  by  the  trustees  of  the  marriage 
settlement  of  the  27th  Sept.  1876  and  the  deed  of 
-covenant  of  the  2ad  June  1891,  the  defendants 
being  Mrs.  Geraldine  French-Brewster,  the  ezecn- 
tors  and  trustees  of  the  will  of  Robert  A. 
Brewster  French-Brewster,  Robert  Abraham 
French-Brewster  and  Arthur  Ord  French- 
Brewster,  the  two  surviving  sons  of  Robert 
A.  Brewster  French-Brewster,  who  were  the  de- 
visees under  bis  will,  asking  (inter  aMa)  whether 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  Henry  Gerald  French- 
Brewster,  a  younger  child  of  Robert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster,  leaving  his  father  his  sole  next 
of  kin,  the  sum  of  75002.  (being  that  moiety  of 
the  unraised  portions  charge  of  15,0002.  mentioned 
in  the  marriage  settlement  which  became  vested 
in  Henry  Gerald  French-Brewster)  had  merged 
in  the  fee  simple  of  or  other  estate  and  interest 
in  the  hereditaments  and  premises  settled  by 
the  marriage  settlement  which  (subject  to  the 
jointure,  rentoharge,  and  portions  charge  thereby 
created)  belonged  absolutely  to  Robert  A. 
Brewster  French-Brewster,  or  whether  it  was 
still  raisable  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal  estate. 

Eoe,  K.G.  and  B.  J.  Elgood,  for  the  plaintiff 
trustees,  stoted  the  facts. 

Martelli  for  Mrs.  Geraldine  French-Brewster. 

Vernon  Smith,  K.C.  and  A.  E.  BuMell  for  the 
-executors  and  trustees  of  the  will  of  Robert  A. 
Brewster  French-Brewster. 

J3.  H.  Hodge  for  Arthur  Ord  French-Brewster. 
—The  75002.  to  which  Robert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  became  entitled  on  the  death  of 
his  son  Henry  Gerald  French-Brewster  sank  into 


the  Irish  estates  out  of  which  it  was  raisable. 
Where  the  owner  of  the  fee  simple  of  an  estate 
becomes  entitled  to  a  charge  thereon,  prima  facie 
the  charge  merges  in  the  inheritance  unless  the 
owner  does  some  act  to  keep  it  alive : 

Sviinftn  v.  Swinfen  (No.  3),  29  Bskv.  199. 
The  presumption  that  the  charge  merges  in  the 
inheritance  may  be  rebutted  by  showing  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  owner  that  it  should 
not  merge,  and  three  tests  have  been  stated  as 
applicable  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  owner  entertained  such  intention:  First, 
any  actual  expression  of  such  intention,  which 
does  not  exist  in  the  present  case;  secondly, 
whether  the  acts  done  oy  the  owner  are  only 
consistent  with  the  charge  being  kept  on  foot,  bnt 
there  is  no  such  act  by  Robert  A  Brewster 
Frenoh-Brewater;  and,  thirdly,  whether  it  is  for 
the  interest  of  the  owner  that  the  charge  should 
be  kept  on  foot,  which  is  not  the  case  here : 

Tj/ruihitt  v.  Tyrwhitt,  32  Bear.  214. 
In  the  present  case  all  indications  of  intention 
are  in  favour  of  the  merger  of  the  charge — ^viz., 
the  fact  that  the  will  of  Robert  A.  Brewster 
French-Brewster  contains  no  reference  to  the 
charge ;  the  fact  tluit  he  did  not  take  out  letters 
of  administration  to  his  son's  estate;  and  the 
fact  that  it  is  for  his  benefit  that  the  charge 
should  mei^  in  the  Irish  estates,  as  he  cove- 
nanted that  their  annual  value  should  amount 
to  18002.,  and  created  other  subsequent  charges 
upon  them : 

Otter  V.  Lord  Vaux  and  othtrt,  6  De  G.  IC.  &  O. 
638. 
Hon.  Frank  Bussell  for  Robert  Abraham 
French-Brewster. — The  charge  of  75002.  forms 
part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  has 
not  merged  in  the  estates  upon  which  it  is  charged, 
because  that  charge  and  the  estates  were  not  held 
by  the  testator  in  the  same  right,  as  he  was  only 
entitled  to  the  charge  upon  taking  out  adminis- 
tration to  his  son,  and  subject  to  payment  there-, 
out  of  his  son's  debts  and  liabilities : 

Re  RadcUie ;  RadeUffe  v.  Beicet,  66  L.  T.  Bep.  363 
(1892)  1  Ch.  227. 

It  appears  from  the  case  of  Be  Somes ;  Smith  v. 
Somes  (74  L.  T.  Rep.  49  ;  (1896)  1  Cb.  250)  that  in 
the  case  of  Be  Badeliffe ,-  Badcliffe  v.  Bewes  (vbi 
tup.)  there  were  practically  no  debts  owing  by  the 
son,  and  that  the  father  was  to  receive  a  sub- 
stantial benefit,  so  that  by  executing  the  release 
of  his  power  the  father  augmented  the  interest  he 
already  took  under  his  son's  intestacy,  he  being 
sole  next  of  kin. 

B.  H.  Hodge  in  reply. — In  the  present  case  the 
father  did  not  take  out  administration  to  his  son's 
estate,  but  he  became  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
75002.,  and  that  was  sufficient  to  cause  it  to  merge 
into  tiie  estate  on  which  it  was  charged  and  to 
which  the  father  was  entitled : 

8wab»y  v.  Swabey,  15  Sim.  106 ; 

Porbts  T.  Moffatt,  18  Yes.  Jan.  384  ;  11  B.  B.  222  ; 

Swinfen  v.  Bwinfen,  (vbi  sup.). 

SwiHFEN  Eadt,  J. — ^The  only  remaining  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  portion  of  75002.,  which  vested, 
bnt  which  the  father  became  beneficially  entitled 
to,  on  the  decease  of  his  second  son  intestate  in 
the  father's  lifetime,  has  sunk  into  the  land  out  of 
which  it  was  to  be  raised  or  must  be  treated  as 
still  subsisting  and  forming  part  of  the  father's 
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personal  estate.     In  my  opinion  ifc  was  clearly 
lor  the  benefit  of  the  father  that  it  ahoald  sink 
into   the  estate,  having  regard  to  the  father's 
covenant  that  the  premises  should  continao  to  be 
of  the   fall  clear  yearly   valne  of  180O2.      The 
extinction  of  this  charge  would  reduce  the  father's 
liability  upon  this  covenant,  and  the  lands  charged 
would  become  a  better  security  for  the  remaining 
moiety  of  the  portion  of  15,0002.     Again,  the 
father  never  manifested  any  intention  of  keeping 
alive  the  charge,  and,  although  the  son  died  in 
Jan.  1900  and  the  father  not  until  the  20th  May 
1901,  the  father  did  not  take  out  any  letters  of 
administration  to  the  son.    The  objection  urged 
to  the  merger  or  extinguishment  of  the  charge  is 
that  the  father  did  not  own  the  estate  and  the 
charge  in  the  same  right — he  was  entitled  to  the 
estate  beneficially,  hot  was  only  entitled  to  the 
charge    upon  taking  out   administration   to   his 
son,  and  that  any  debts  of   the  son  would  first 
have  to  be  paid  Mfore  the  title  of  the  father  to 
the   residue  was    cleared.      The  answer  to  this 
objection  is  that  no  question  of  merger  arises 
until  all  debts  aod  other  chums  (if  any)  against 
the  son's  estate  have  been  discharged.    It  is  only 
in  respect  of  the  interest  which  the  father  takes 
beneficially    in    the    eon's    estate   that    merger 
arises,  so   that  no  prejudice  can  be  occasioned 
to    third    parties.    It    is    not    claimed    that    if 
the   father  had   taken  out  letters  of  adminis- 
tration to  his  son   merger  would   at  once  have 
taken  place,  irrespective  of  any  liabilities  of  the 
son.    The  father  would  not  in,  that  case  have 
been   entitled  to  tbe  land   and   the    charge  in 
the  same  right,  and  there  would  not  have  been 
any  merger  to  the  prejudice  of  the  son's  creditors : 
{Be  Sadeliffe  ;  Radeliffe  v.  Bewea,  uhi  »up.).  This, 
however,  does  not  afiect  the  question  before  me, 
which  is  whether    the    father's    own  beneficial 
interest  in  the  7500{.,  as  the  sole  next  of  kin  of 
the  son,  has  not  merged,  and  in  my  opinion  it 
has.    Having  once  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  father  that  it  should 
merge,  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the  extinguish- 
ment of  the  charge  taking  place.    It  is  established 
by   unquestionable    authority    that    where    the 
owner  of  land  becomes  entitled  beneficially  to  a 
charge  thereon  as  next  of  kin  of  a  person  entitled 
to  the  charge,  the  charge  will  sink  if  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  land  that  it 
should,  even  although  some  person  other  than 
the  owner  of  the  land  becomes  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  the  owner  of  the  charge,  and 
even  although  the  charge  be  secured  by  an  out- 
standing term  vested  in  trustees  for  the  purpose 
tA  raising  the  charge.    This  was  decided  by  Lord 
Loughborough,  in    1793,  in 'the  case    of    Lord 
Compton  V.  Oxenden  (2  Yes.  Jun.  261).    In  that 
case  a  lunatic  was  entitled  to  land,  and  his  sister, 
Elizabeth  Blomfield,  was  entitled  to  two  sums 
of  15002.  each  secured  upon  it,  one  of  which  two 
sums  was  secured  by  a  trust  term.    She  died 
intestate,  leaving  her  brother  her  sole  next  of  kin. 
After  the  lunatic's  deatli,  a  bill  was  filed  by  his 
next  of  kin  claiming  that  these  two  sums  of  15002. 
each  formed  part  of  the  lunatic's  personal  estate 
and  had  not  sunk  into  the  land,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  was  insisted  by  Sir  Henry  Oxenden,  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  lunatic,  that  he  inherited  the  land 
free  from  any  charge  in  favour  of  the  personal 
estate.    It  was  ui^ed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
that  the  two  sums  of  15002.  each  would  have  been 


liable  for  the  debts  of  Elizabeth,  and  that,  in  th» 
absence  of  any  election  by  the  lunatic,  it  ought 
not  to  be  held  that  the  charge  had  merged  meiely 
because  as  sole  next  of  kin  ot  his  sister  the  lunatic 
had  become  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  charge. 
Lord  Loughborough,  however,  held  that  the  heir 
took  the  land,  discharged  from  the  burden  which 
had  become  merged  in  the  inheritance;  and  that 
it  made  no  difference  that  one  of  the  two  sums 
was  secured  by  a  trust  term.  This  case  is 
precisely  in  point,  and  the  circumstances  are> 
undistingnishable  from  the  present.  Again,  in. 
Forbes  v.  Moffatt  (ubi  tup.)  Sir  William  Grant 
said :  "  Upon  the  subject "  (of  merger  or  ex- 
tinguishment of  a  charge)  "  a  court  of  equity 
is  not  guided  by  the  rules  of  law.  It  will  some- 
times hold  a  chai'ge  extinguished  where  it  would 
subsist  at  law  and  sometimes  preserve  it,  when 
at  law  it  would  be  merged."  Again,  in  Sieabe^ 
V.  Swabey  {ubi  sup.)  it  was  held  by  Shadwell,  Y.O. 
that  certain  charges  on  real  estate  were  kept 
alive  so  far  as  was  necessary  for  the  payment  of 
certain  debts  and  legacies  and  subject  thereto 
sink  into  the  inheritance,  and  that  the  next  o£ 
kin  had  no  equity  to  have  the  balance  of  the 
amount  of  the  charges  raised  and  paid  to  them. 
Accordingly  I  decide  that  the  75002.  in  question 
in  this  ca«e  has  sunk  into  the  inheritance. 

Solicitors:   Gush,  PhUlips,  Walters,  and  Wil- 
liams ;  Martineau  and  Beid ;  Bobert  Todd. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Feb.  1  and  2. 

(Before  Lord  Altbbstonb,  C.J.,  Wills  and 

Ebknbdt,  JJ.) 

Bex  v.  Justices  of  West  Bidimo  of  Yobe- 

shibb  ;  Ex  parte  Ellis,  (a) 
Justices — Quarter  sessions— Appeal  from  licensing 
justices  —  County  solicitor  —  VisaUowance  of 
profit  costs  of  justices  :lerh. 
A  county  solicitor  was  appointed  for  the   West 
Biding  of  Yorkshire,  and  paid  a  salary  out  of 
the  county  funds.    His  duty  was  to  represent 
the  justices  in   all  judicial   business  affecting 
their  acts  as  justices,  including  the  defence  of 
appeals  from  their  decisions  under  the  licensing 
Acts. 
Held,  that  the  quarter  sessions  toere  not  entitled- 
to  disallou!  the  profit  costs  of  a  clerk  to  justices, 
who  had  been  retained  to  act  for  stieh  justices- 
upon  an  appeal  against  a  decmon  under  the- 
Licensing  Acts,  merely  because  he  was  employed 
by  the  justices  instead  of  the  county  solicitor. 
Cause   shown  against  orders  nisi  for  writs  of 
mandamus  and  certiorari  by  the  justices  of  the 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  West  Biding  of  York- 
shire. 

On  the  5th  Feb.  1903  the  jnstioes  of  the  East 
Morley  division  refused  to  grant  the  certificate 
by  way  of  renewal  of  the  full  licence  of  the  Crown 
Point  Hotel.  The  licensee  gave  notice  ol  appeal 
to  the  quarter  sessions,  wnich  appeal  was  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

The  justices  duly  retained  their  clerk  as  their 
solicitor  to  act  on  their  behalf  in  the  conduct  of 
the  appeal 

The  justices  for  the  East  Morley  division  having 
also  refused  to  grant  their  certificate  by  way  of 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  Di  B.  IIUMBT,  Emi.,  B«rtl«t«r«t-Ltw. 
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renewal  of  the  White  Hart  Hotel  the  licensee 
duly  appealed,  and  the  jasticea  at  quarter  aessions 
allowed  the  appeal. 

The  justices  duly  retained  their  olerk  in  this 
case  also  to  act  on  their  behalf  in  the  conduct  of 
this  appeal. 

It  has  been  the  custom  for  more  than  a  century 
in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  to  appoint  a 
county  solicitor,  and  that  officer  is  now  api>ointed 
under  sect.  66  of  the  Local  Government  Act 
ISSS.  It  is  the  duty  of  that  solicitor,  who 
receives  a  salary  out  of  the  county  funds,  to  repre- 
aent  the  justices  in  all  judicial  business  affecting 
their  acts  as  justices,  including  the  defence  of 
appeals  from  their  decisions  under  the  Licensing 
Acts ;  and  the  fact  that  such  was  the  duty  of  the 
solicitor  was  published  in  the  records  of  the  court, 
and  was  well  known  to  all  the  justices  and  justices 
clerks  in  the  Biding,  and  as  a  matter  of  practice 
the  county  solicitor  had  always  acted  for  the 
justices  on  appeals  from  their  decisions,  and  this 
practice  was  sanctioned  by  quarter  sessions. 

In  the  case  of  the  Crown  Point  Hotel  the 
quarter  sessions  ordered  the  appellant,  the 
licensee,  to  pay  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 
time  being  of  the  Biding,  to  be  by  him  paid  over 
to  the  justices,  the  parties  entitled  to  the  same,  a 
certain  sum  by  way  of  costs,  which  sum  was,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  sufficient  to  indemnify 
the  justices  from  all  costs  they  had  been  put  to 
by  reason  of  the  appeal,  and  it  was  "further 
ordered  that  .  .  .  it  be  an  instruction  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  ascertaining  the  amount  to 
be  paid  to  the  said  justices  to  exclude  the  personal 
professional  charges  "  of  the  clerk  to  the  justices, 
who  had  been  employed  instead  of  the  county 
solicitor. 

In  the  case  of  the  White  Hart  Hotel  the 
treasurer  of  the  Biding  was  ordered  to  pay  to  the 
justices  such  stim  as  was  sufficient  to  indemnify 
them  from  all  costs  and  expenses  to  which  they 
were  put  in  consequence  of  the  appeal,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  personal  professional  profit 
charges  of  the  clerk  to  the  justices  should  be 
excluded  "  as  being  costs  not  properly  incurred 
by  the  said  justices  in  the  said  matter,  and  not 
necessaiT  or  pro^r  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  to 
indemnify  the  said  justices." 

By  the  Alehouse  Act  1828  (9  Geo.  4,  c.  61), 

8.29: 

In  every  ease  where  notice  of  appeal  a^ost  the  judg- 
ment of  any  jngtioe  in  or  oonoeming  the  exeontion  of 
this  Act  shall  have  been  given,  and  snoh  appeal  shall 
have  been  diamisaed,  or  the  jadgment  go  appealed 
against  shall  have  been  affirmed,  or  snoh  appeal  shall 
have  been  abandoned,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  oonrt  to 
whom  snoh  appeal  shall  have  been  made,  or  intended  to 
be  made,  and  euoh  oonrt  is  hereby  xeqnired  to  adjadge 
and  order  that  the  party  so  baring  appealed,  or  given 
notice  of  his  intention  to  appeal,  shall  pay  to  the  jnstice 
to  whom  Buoh  notice  shall  have  been  given,  or  to  whom- 
soever he  shall  appoint,  gncb  earn  by  way  of  costs  ag 
shall  in  the  opinion  of  snoh  oonrt  be  gnffioient  to  indemnify 
snoh  jnatice  from  all  oost  and  charge  whatsoever  to 
which  such  jaetice  may  have  been  put  in  consequence  of 
his  having  had  served  upon  him  notice  of  the  intention 
of  snoh  party  to  appeal ;  and  if  such  party  shall  refuge 
or  neglect  forthwith  to  pay  such  sum,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  oonrt  to  adjadge  and  order  that  the  party  so 
refusing  or  negleotiog  ghall  be  committed  to  the  common 
gaol  or  house  of  coneotion,  there  to  remain  nntil  snoh 
gum  be  paid.  And  in  every  oaae  in  which  the  judgment 
BO  appmled  against  shall  be  reversed,  it  shall  be  lawful 


for  snoh  ooart,  if  it  shall  think  fit,  to  adjudge  and  ordar 
that  the  treasurer  of  the  county  or  place  in  and  for 
which  such  jugtioes  whose  judgment  shall  have  been  bo 
reversed  ahall  have  acted  on  the  oocation  when  he  shall 
have  given  snoh  judgment,  shall  pay  to  such  justioe  or 
to  whomsoever  he  ahall  appoint  anch  sum  as  shall  in 
the  opinion  of  such  court  be  sufficient  to  indemnify  snoh 
justice  from  all  costs  and  ohargea  whatsoever  to  whioh 
such  jnatice  may  have  been  so  put ;  and  the  said 
treasurer  ia  hereby  authorised  to  pay  the  same  whioh 
shall  be  allowed  to  him  in  his  aooonnts. 

And  by  the  Licensing  Act  1902  (2  Edw.  7.  c.  28), 
8.20: 

In  every  case  of  appeal  against  the  decision  of  any 
licenaing  joatioe  the  court  to  whioh  anoh  appeal  is  made 
shall  adjudge  and  order  that  the  treaanrer  of  the  oonnty 
or  place  in  and  for  whioh  such  justice  whoae  deoision  is 
appealed  against  shall  have  acted  on  the  occasion  when 
he  gave  euoh  decigion,  shall  pay  to  snoh  justice  such 
sum  as  in  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt  ahall  be  sufficient  to 
indemnify  such  justioe  from  all  costs  and  charges  what- 
soever to  whioh  anch  jnatice  may  have  been  so  put,  and 
which  cannot  be  recovered  from  any  other  person,  and 
the  said  treasurer  is  hereby  authorised  to  pay  the  tame, 
whioh  shall  be  allowed  to  him  in  his  aooonut.  The 
order  of  the  appellate  oonrt  may  be  made  either  at  the 
gassions  when  the  appeal  is  heard  or  at  the  next  ensuing 
aesaiona,  and  the  costs  may  be  taxed  either  in  or  ont  of 
sessions. 

Danekwerts,  K.G.  (Compaton  with  him)  showed 
cause. — The  justices  in  quarter  sessions  have, 
under  the  statutes,  to  give  the  licensing  justices 
who  appear  upon  the  appeal  such  costs  in  their 
opinion  as  are  sufficient  to  indemnify  them.  The 
two  sections  that  have  reference  to  these  cases 
are  sect.  29  of  the  Alehouse  Act  1828  and 
sect.  20  of  the  Licensing  Act  1902.  The  first 
applies  where  the  appeal  has  been  dismissed,  and 
the  second  where  the  appeal  has  been  suooessfnl. 
In  both  sections  the  sum  to  be  allowed  is  what  is 
sufficient  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  to  indemnify 
the  justices  for  costs  properly  incurred.  If  the 
justices  of  the  Licensing  Sessions  can  employ 
their  own  clerk  where  a  county  solicitor  is  pro- 
vided, the  county  has  to  pay  twice  over  as  it  is 
liable  for  its  solicitor's  salary  as  well.  This  office 
of  county  solicitor  has  existed  for  a  very  large 
number  of  years,  and  the  solicitor  is  now  ap- 
pointed under  sect.  66  of  the  Local  Government 
Act  1888.     He  referred  to 

Beg.  V.  Winder,  83  L.  T.  Eep.  171 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B. 

666; 
RobtrU  V.  Jones,  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  194. 

It  was  held  in  Reg.  ▼.  Justices  of  London  (62  L.  T. 
Bep.  211;  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  616)  that  when  an 
appeal  is  dismissed  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
has  a  discretion  ns  to  the  costs  of  justices  who 
make  themselves  party  to  the  appeal,  and  that  if 
they  have  exercised  their  discretion  by  refusing 
to  give  the  costs  of  their  appeal  to  licensing 
justices  the  High  Court  cannot  interfere  by 
mandamus.  The  present  case  is  not  one  for 
mandamus,  for  the  justices  have  exercised  their 
discretion  and  have  given  such  costs  as  they  think 
are  necessary  to  properly  indemnify  the  licensing 
jaatices.  Further,  they  have  not  exceeded  their 
jurisdiction  and  therefore  it  is  not  a  matter  for 
certiorari.     He  also  referred  to 

Reg.  V.  Middlesex  Justices,  35  L.  T.  Bep.  402 ;  2 

Q.  B.  Div.  516; 
Huxley  v.  West  London  Extension  Batltrat^,  60  Ii.  T. 

Bep.  642  ;  14  App.  Cas.  26. 
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Brttee  WiUiamaon,  for  the  licensee  of  the  Crown 
Point  Hotel,  did  not  contest  the  rules. 

Maemorran,  E.G.  {Qreenwood  with  him)  for  the 
licensing  jnsticea. — The  Bum  to  be  allowed  must 
be  what  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions  have 
considered  to  be  sufficient  to  indemnify  the 
justices.    He  referred  to 

Reg.  T.  Worentanhire  Jtuticet,  83  L.  T.  Bep.  272  ; 

(1900)  2  Q.  B.  576  ; 
Beg.  T.  Winder  (tup.). 

Whatever  costs  are  reasonable  ehould  be  paid  to 
the  jnstices  by  way  of  indemnity,  but  here  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  took  upon  themselTes 
to  give  a  direction  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  with 
reference  to  the  principle  upon  which  he  was  to 
tax  which  is  beyond  ther  jurisdiction.  The  orders 
are  bad  on  their  face  in  so  far  as  they  contain 
directions  which  are  ultra  vires  and  so  certiorari 
is  an  appropriate  remedy.  With  regard  to  the 
rules  for  the  writs  of  mandamus  the  justices  at 
quarter  sessions  hare  not  in  fact  exercised  their 
statutory  powers.  [Danckwerts,  K.C.  referred  to 
Henderson  v.  Merthyr  Tydfil  Urban  District 
CouneU  (1900)  1  Q.  B.  434.] 

Lord  Alvbrstone,  C.J. — This  case  is  by  no 
means  free  from  difficulty,  but,  having  heard  the 
arguments  on  each  side,  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  these  orders  go  too  far  and  cannot  be 
supported.  It  was  admitted  that  the  effect  of 
sectk  20  of  the  Licensing  Act  1902  was  to  place 
justices  in  the  same  position  with  regard  to  being 
indemnified  from  the  costs  incurred  when  their 
decisions  were  reversed  as  they  were  under  sect.  29 
of  the  Alehouse  Act  1828  when  their  decisions 
were  upheld.  The  two  cases  before  the  court  are 
therefore  in  the  same  position,  and  it  is  only 
necessaiT-  to  refer  to  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1828. 

iHis  Lordship  read  that  section  and  continued :] 
think  Mr.  Sanckwerts  has  made  good  his  posi- 
tion that  if  the  justices  must  be  taken  to  have 
acted  under  that  section  and  had  fixed  a  sum, 
ascertained  by  them  or  their  clerk  for  them, 
which  in  their  opinion  would  indemnify  the 
licensing  justices  from  the  costs  which  they  had 
been  put  to  in  consequence  of  having  been  served 
with  the  the  notice  of  appeal,  this  court  could  not 
have  interfered  by  certiorari  or  mandamus.  In 
that  case  the  justices  would  have  exercised  their 
discretion,  and  the  court  could  not  therefore 
interfere.  But  looking  at  the  orders  and  affidavits 
I  do  not,  however,  think  that  that  was  the  way  in 
which  the  case  comes  before  us,  or  was  intended 
to  come.  I  agree  that  the  same  question  arises 
on  botii  the  orders,  except  that  I  may  say  that 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  the  same  reason  for 
making  the  order  in  the  case  where  the  appeal 
was  unsuccessful  as  in  that  of  a  successful  appeal, 
for  in  the  latter  case  the  justices'  costs  would 
have  had  to  be  paid  out  of  the  public  funds.  The 
form  of  the  order  made  in  the  unsuccessful  appeal 
shows  that  it  was  not  an  ordinary  order  as  to 
costs,  but  was  an  order  made,  as  was  stated  on 
the  face  of  it,  "  in  view  of  particular  matters 
brought  before  the  court."  It  is  now  clear  on  the 
affidavits  what  is  meant  by  "  in  view  of  particular 
matters  brought  before  the  court."  It  appears 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  order  is  not  a  taxa- 
tion of  the  costs  of  the  justices,  but  is  a 
special  order  because  the  court  thought  that 
the  licensing  jnstices  should  have  engaged  the 
county  solicitor  to  act  for  them  on  the  appeals. 


It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  case  is  taken 
out  of  the  mere  question  of  taxation,  and  raises 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  can  take  the  case  out  of  the  section  (29), 
because  the  justices  have  employed  a  solicitor 
other  than  the  county  solicitor.  The  question 
raised  is  whether  there  is  a  legal  obligation  on 
the  licensing  justices  to  employ  the  county  solici- 
tor. I  have  no  doubt  that  there  is  no  statute  or 
rule  of  law  which  compels  the  licensing  justices 
to  employ  a  particular  solicitor.  Sect.  66  of  the 
Local  Government  Act  1888  cannot  affect  the 
rights  given  by  sect.  29  of  the  Act  of  1828.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  order  drawn  up  nnder  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  is  not  an  order  under 
sect.  29,  and  so  is  in  excess  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  quarter  sessions,  and  therefore  the  objections 
raised  against  the  rules  being  made  absolute  do 
not  hold  good.  The  order  must,  therefore,  be 
quashed,  and,  since  the  magistrates  have  not 
considered  the  question  of  costs,  the  matter  must 
be  sent  back  to  them. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  satisfied  that  the  magistrates 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  force  the  licensing  justices 
to  employ  a  particular  solicitor  to  act  for  them. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  licensing  justices  cannot 
be  deprived  of  their  right  to  be  indemnified  as  to 
their  costs  merely  because  they  did  not  employ  a 
special  solicitor.  The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
has  assumed  certain  powers  which  they  do  not 
possess.  What  has  been  done  as  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  orders  themselves  was  not  a  matter 
of  taxation,  but  was  an  application  of  a  false 
principle. 
Kennedy,  J. — ^I  agree,  and  I  have  nothing  to 

Orders  absolute. 

Solicitors  :  Farmer,  Eawson, and  Co.;  Clements, 
WiUiam.s,  and  Co.,  for  Trevor  Edwards,  Wake- 
field ;  Walker  and  Bowe,  for  E.  0.  Wooler,  Burrows, 
and  Burton,  Leeds  and  Morley. 


Friday,  Feb.  5. 
(Before  Lord  Alvbkstone,  C.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 
Lewis  (app.)  v.  Dubham  Union  (resp3.).(a) 

Bating — Volunteer  drill  hall  and  storehouse — 
Part  occasionally  let  for  other  purposes — Exemp- 
Hon  from  rates — Crown  purposes. 

Certain  premises  were  used  as  a  storehouse,  drill 
hall,  &c.,fora  volunteer  battalion,  the  whole  of 
the  property  being  in  the  occupation  of,  and 
vested  in,  this  commanding  officer.  Certain  por- 
tions of  the  premises  were  occasionally  let  for 
lectures,  balls,  (£-c.,  but  such  letting  was  subser- 
vient to  the  use  of  the  premises  for  military  pur- 
poses. 

The  appellant  was  the  caretaker,  and  did  not 
reside  on  the  premises,  but  the  musical  and 
dramatic  licences  were  taken  out  in  the  name 
of  the  appellant.  The  appellant  was  rated  in 
respect  of  such  portions  of  the  premises  as  were 
let  out  for  the  above-mentioned  purposes. 

Held,  that,  although  the  appellant  was  not  the 
proper  person  to  be  rated,  as  he  was  only  a  ser- 
vant, yet  those  portions  of  the  premises  which 
were  let  out  were  properly  rateable. 

(a)  Beponed  by  W.  de  B.  Herbskt,  Eaq.,  BurUter-M-lAw. 
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Case  atatod  by  the  order  of  Bucknill,  J.  parauant 
to  12  &  13  Yiot.  c.  45,  a.  li,  jndgment  in  confor- 
mity with  the  decision  of  the  ooart  to  be  entered 
on  motion  by  either  party  at  the  Durham  Qaarter 
Sessions. 

The  facta  were  as  follows : — 
The  question  to  be  raised  concerns  the  rate- 
ability  of  certain  premises  situated  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Giles,  in  the  city  of  Durham,  and  being 
numbered  40,  41,  and  42,  in  the  street  of  Giles- 
^te,  used  as  a  storehouse,  drill  hall,  sergeant 
instructors'  i-esidence,  officers'  and  non-com  mis- 
'Sioned  ofiBcers'  quarters. 

The  whole  of  the  property  is  m  the  occupation 
of  the  officer  commanding  the  4th  Yolnnteer 
Battalion  the  Durham  Light  Infantry,  the  appel- 
lant being  only  a  caretaktr,- whom  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  for  the  parish  sntered  as  the  occupier 
in  the  rate-book. 

The  appellant  is  a  servant  and  is  paid  a  weekly 
wage  for  attending  to  the  premises,  and  does  not 
reside  on  the  premise. 

The  whole  of  the  property  is  freehold  and  is 
vested  in  the  commanding  officer  for  the  time 
bsing  of  the  4th  Volunteer  Battalion  Durham 
Light  Infantry,  which  consists  oi  about  1000 
officers  and  men.  It  is  subject  to  a  mortgage  of 
60001 ,  granted  to  the  Public  Works  Loan  Board 
under  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
War. 

The  buildings  in  question  consist  of  two  floors 
and  a  basement,  with  a  large  drill  hall  between 
the  front  and  back  portions  thereof  extending  to 
the  roof.  The  primary  purpose  of  the  premises 
is  that  of  a  drill  hall  and  storehouse  for  rifles, 
clothing,  and  other  arms  and  property,  such  as 
camp  equipment,  of  the  battalion. 

The  premises  have  been  duly  certified  as  a  store- 
house by  the  authorities  under  26  &  27  Yict.  c.  65, 
a.  26. 

The  owners  have  a  music  licence  from  the 
Durham  city  justices  and  a  dramatic  licence 
from  the  Durham  county  justices  in  respect  of 
80  much  of  the  premises  as  are  used  for  music  or 
theatrical  purposes,  and  these  licences  are  in  the 
same  of  the  appellant. 

Certain  portions  of  the  premises  are  occa- 
sionally let  for  lectures,  trade  exhibitions,  con- 
certs, balls,  dramatic,  and  other  performances, 
such  letting  is  subservient,  however,  to  the  use 
of  the  premises  for  military  purposes.  The 
portions  so  let  come  into  competition  with  other 
buildings  in  the  city  of  Durham  which  are  let  in  the 
same  way.  These  buildings  are  rated  according 
to  their  annual  value. 

The  respondents  have  rated  such  portions  of 
the  premises  as  are  let  for  the  above  purposes  on 
a  gross  estimated  rental  of  602.  and  a  rateable 
value  of  502 ,  the  portions  of  the  premises  ueed 
exclusively  for  volunteer  or  military  purposes  are 
not  raced. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  whole  of  the 
premises  are  exempt  from  rateability  under 
sect.  26  of  26  &  27  V  ict.  c.  65,  and  that  they  are 
also  exempt  as  being  in  the  occupation  of  the 
Grown  for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown,  that  the 
premises  were  erected  and  are  primarily  used  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Crown,  and  the  letting  being 
only  a  secondary  or  subsidiary  use  thereof  when 
not  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown,  and 
that  the  premises  are  not  liable  to  be  rated  for 
any  amount  whatever,    fie  also  contended  that 


as  the  profits  obtained  from  the  letting  of  the 
hall  are  appropriated  to  the  repayment  of  the 
60002.  borrowed  from  the  Public  Works  Loan 
Board,  there  is  no  beneficial  occupation  of  the 
premises  to  render  them  liable  to  be  rated ;  and, 
further,  that  the  person  so  rated  is  not  the  occu- 
pier nor  in  any  way  beneficially  interested  in  the 
premises. 

The  respondents,  on  the  other  hand,  contended 
that  to  entitle  the  premises  to  be  exempt  from 
rateability  under  the  section  above  referred  to 
they  must  be  occupied  exclusively  as  a  storehouse, 
or  for  some  purpose  reasonably  incident  thereto, 
and  must  also  "  be  occupied  "  merely  for  public 
purposes,  that  such  portions  of  the  premises  as 
are  let  are  not  so  occupied,  and  that  the  exemp- 
tion, therefore,  does  not  exiiend  to  these  portions. 
They  further  contended  that  when  so  let  they 
are  not  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown,  that 
the  appellant  is  the  licensee  of  the  premises  and 
responsible  for  their  proper  management  when 
used  under  the  licences,  and  that  be  is  therefore 
properly  rateable  in  respect  thereof ;  and  that  to 
the  extent  of  the  sums  received  for  the  letting 
there  is  a  beneficial  occupation  which  renders 
him  liable  to  be  rated  irrespective  of  the  purposes 
to  which  these  sums  are  applied. 

Byde  for  the  appellant. — These  premises  are 
occupied  for  Crown  purposes,  and  so  are  exempt 
from  the  rate.  The  mere  fact  that  some  part  of 
the  premises  are  let  for  other  purposes  does  not 
dn  away  with  the  exemption.  Liability  to  be 
rated  depends  upon  occupation,  and  here  the 
premises  are  occupied  for  Crown  purposes.  In 
Homsey  Urban  Dittrict  Council  v.  Her.nell  (86 
L.  T.  Rep.  423 ;  (1902)  2  K.  B.  73)  it  was  held 
that  premises  used  as  the  headquarters  of  and 
for  the  purposes  of  a  volunteer  battalion  were 
owned  and  occupied  by  the  commanding  officer 
as  a  servant  of  the  Grown,  and  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Grown.    He  also  referred  to 

Jonet  V.   Uersey  Dockt  and  Harbour  Board,   11 
H.  of  L.  Cas.  413  ; 

Smith  V.  Birmittghim  Ouardians,  7  El.  &  BI. 
483. 
Any  profit  that  is  made  from  these  premises  being 
let  goes  to  the  Grown,  and  is  applied  to  Crown 
purposes — that  is,  the  expense  of  the  battalion. 
The  mere  fact  that  money  is  made  in  this  way 
does  not  do  away  with  the  exemption.  Rayner 
v.  Drewitt  v82  L.  T.  Rep.  718)  cannot  be  relied 
upon  as  an  authority  against  the  appellant  here, 
for  the  point  taken  in  this  case  could  not  have 
been  taken  there,  for  it  was  a  summons  to  enforce 
the  rate,  and  not  an  appeal  against  the  rate. 
He  also  referred  to 

Coomber  v.  Bgrithire  Jutiicee,  47  L.  T.  E«p.  687 ; 
50  L.  T.  Bep.  405  :  9  Q.  B.  Div.  17;  10  Q.  B. 
Div.  267;  9  App.  C*a.  61. 

The  appellant  is  not  the  proper  person  to  be 
rated,  as  the  occupation  of  the  servant  is  the 
occupation  of  the  master : 

Rex  V.  Tynemouth,  12  East,  46. 

Simey  for  the  respondents. — The  appellant  here 
is  rightly  rated  because  so  far  as  the  premises  are 
rateable  as  being  let  for  these  other  purposes  the 
licences  for  these  other  purposes  are  in  his  name. 
As  to  the  other  point,  these  premises  are  not  exclu- 
sively used  for  Crown  purposes,  and  pro  tanto  they 
are  not  occupied  by  the  Crown  or  used  for  Crown 
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purposes  and  so  they  are  rateable.  He  referred 
to 

Peanon  t.  Aiteiimtnt  Committee  ofHolbom  Union, 
68  L.  T.  Bep.  351 ;  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  389. 

TFhis  case  is  covered  by  the  decision  in  Bayner  t. 
Dretoitt  (82  L.  T.  Bep.  718),  and  there  is  no  dis- 
-tinction  between  tLat  case  and  this  one.  Here 
there  is  an  occupation  in  two  capacities.  In 
respect  of  the  first  the  premises  are  not  rateable 
and  have  not  been  rated.  In  respect  of  the  second 
they  are  clearly  not  exempt,  and  it  can  make  no 
difference  that  the  proceeds  of  these  lettings  are 
nsed  for  the  purpose  of  repaying  the  loan.  He 
referred  to 

Reg.  ▼.  Fuller,  8  £1.  &  Bl.  365  : 

Homtey  Urban  Dittrict  Council  v.  Bennell,  86 
L.  T.  Bep.  423 ;  (1902)  2  Q.  B.  73  ; 

Lancathire  JuMcet  v.  Uheetham,  8  B.  &  S.  543 ; 
L.  Bep.  3  Q.  B.  14. 

Byde  in  reply. — The  case  of  Lancashire  Justices 
T.  Cheetkam  {tup.)  is  the  only  one  against  me, 
and,  since  the  case  of  Coomber  v.  Berkshire 
Justices  (svep.),  it  is  clear  that  Cockbam,  C.J. 
misapprehended  the  effect  of  Jones  t.  Mersey 
Docks  and  Harbour  Board  (sup.). 

Lord  Alvbestonb,  C.J. — I  think  that  Mr.  Byde 
has  endeavoured  to  get  us  to  adopt  a  test  and 
reject  a  test  inconsistent  with  the  decided  cases. 
I  thought  at  one  time  during  the  argument  th»t 
if  you  had  occupation  of  premices  for  Crown 
purposes,  and  a  utilisation  of  those  premises  for 
other  than  Crown  purposes,  such  a  user  was  not 
the  same  as  an  occupation  and  the  exemption  of 
the  premises  was  not  done  away  with.  But,  having 
gone  through  the  cases,  I  have  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  we  have  to  distinguish  between  Crown 
property  and  property  used  for  Crown  purposes, 
and  the  view  I  have  expressed  was  the  rightone,  that 
the  proper  word  is  '"  used"  and  not  "occupied." 
Now,  the  case  of  Pearsons.  Assessment  Committee 
of  Holbom  Union  (68  L.  T.  Eep.  351;  (1893) 
1  Q.  B.  339}  decides  that  premises  occupied  by  a 
volunteer  corps,  and  being  reasonably  necessary 
for  such  service,  are  occupied  by  servants  of  the 
Crown  for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown  and  there- 
fore are  exempt  irom  rates.  I  agree  with  Mr. 
Byde  that  that  case  shows  that  the  exemption  is 
not  limited  to  the  specific  portion  of  the  premises 
that  is  used  as  a  storehouse  for  the  depositing  and 
safe  keeping  of  arms  and  ammunition,  but 
includes  all  such  parts  of  the  promises  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  service  of  the  corps, 
but,  as  Collins,  J.  points  out,  "  they  are  exempt  as 
being  in  the  occupation  of  servants  of  the 
Crown  for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown."  That 
case  established  that  premises  could  be  exempt 
if  used  for  volunteer  purposes.  One  must  go 
back  and  consider  whether  mere  occupation  by 
tbe  servants  of  the  Crown  is  the  sole  test, 
and  one  must  consider  whether  there  must 
be  something  amounting  to  occupation  for 
other  purposes  by  other  persons  before  the 
'exemption  is  got  rid  of.  Lord  Blackburn  in 
Jones  y.  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board 
(11  H.  of  L.  Cas.  443),  at  p.  464,  says  :  "  Long 
series  of  cases  have  established  that  where 
property  is-  occupied  for  the  purposes  of  the 
government  of  the  country,  including  under  that 
head  the  police  and  the  administration  of  justice, 
no  one  is  rateable  in  respect  of  such  occupation. 
And  this  applies  not  only  to  property  occupied 


for  such  purposes  by  the  servants  of  the  great 
departments  of  State,  such  as  the  Post  Office, 
Smith  V.  Birmingham  (7  El.  &  Bl.  483);  the 
Horse  Guards,  Lord  Amherst  v.  Lord  Somers  (2 
T.  R.  372) ;  or  the  Admiralty,  Beg.  v.  Stewart 
(8  El.  &  Bl.  360),  in  all  which  cases  the  occupiers 
might  strictly  be  called  the  servants  of  the 
Crown,  hut  also  to  property  occupied  by  local 
police,  Justices  of  Lancashire  v.  Shelford  (Ell. 
Bl.  &  Ell.  225) ;  to  courts  and  buildings  occupied 
for  the  assizes  and  for  the  judges'  lodgings, 
Hodgsen  v.  Local  Board  of  Carlisle  (8  El.  &  Bl. 
116) ;  or  occupied  as  a  county  court,  B^g.  v. 
Manchester  (3  El.  &  Bl.  336) ;  or  for  a  jail.  Beg.  v. 
Shepherd  (1  Q.  B.  170).  In  these  latter  cases 
it  is  difficult  to  maintain  that  the  occupants 
are,  strictly  speaking,  servants  of  the  Sovereign, 
so  as  to  make  the  occupation  that  of  Her  Majesty, 
but  the  purposes  are  all  public  purposes  of  that 
kind,  which,  by  the  Constitution  of  this  country, 
fall  within  the  province  of  Government,  and  are 
committed  to  the  Sovereign,  so  that  the  occupiers, 
though  not  perhaps  s&ictly  servants  of  the 
Sovereign,  might  be  considered  in  eonsimUi  easu." 
The  enunciation  of  that  proposition  affords 
ground  for  the  rule  that  it  must  be  an  occupation 
for  the  purposes  of  the  Crown,  in  order  to  give 
the  exemption.  But  it  is  said  that  if  you  have  that 
occupation  you  do  not  lose  the  exemption  by  a 
user  of  the  premises  for  other  purposes.  Lord 
Cairns  in  Greigv.  University  of  Edinburgh  (L.  Rep. 
1  H.  L.  Sc.  3^)  says :  "  The  general  principle,  as 
I  understand  it,  approved  of  by  your  Lordships  in 
these  cases  is  this,  that  the  Grown,  not  being 
named  in  the  English  and  Scotch  statutes  on  the 
subject  of  assessment,  and  not  being  bound  by 
statute  when  not  expressly  named,  any  property 
which  is  in  tbe  occupation  of  the  Crown,  or  of 
persons  using  it  exclusively  in  and  for  the  service  of 
the  Crown,  is  not  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor." 
In  that  case  Lord  Cairns  lays  down  the  test  that 
where  tbe  property  is  used  by  other  persons,  and 
not  by  the  Crown  itself,  the  use  of  such  other 
persons  must  be  exclusively  in  and  for  the 
service  of  the  Crown.  Then  the  case  of  Lancashire 
Justices  V.  Oheetham  (L.  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  14),  if  not 
inconsistent  with  the  other  cases,  is  binding  on 
us.  It  may  not  be  a  right  decision,  but  it  was 
there  held  that,  justices  who  by  a  local  act  were 
empowered  to  build  assize  courts  and  to  let  them 
for  other  purposes,  were  rateable  in  respect  of  the 
net  profits  so  made  by  such  letting  as  to  that 
extent  they  had  a  beneficial  occupation  within  the 
principle  established  by  the  case  of  Jones  v. 
Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  {sup.).  It  may 
be  that  that  case  is  open  to  criticism,  but  it  is 
an  instance  of  a  user  by  servants  of  the  Crown  of 
premises  for  purposes  other  than  the  Crown  pur- 
poses for  which  they  were  built.  Then  the  case 
of  Worcestershire  County  Council  v.  Worcester 
Union  (76  L.  T.  Bep.  139;  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  480) 
lays  it  down  that  county  buildings  which  are 
used  partly  but  not  exclusively  in  and  for  the 
service  of  the  Crown  are  rateable  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  in  order  to 
geb  rid  of  the  exemption  for  rates  the  user  for 
other  purposes  must  amount  to  an  occupation.  I 
also  think  that  Bayner  v.  Drewitt  (82  L.  T.  Bep. 
718)  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  view  I  am 
now  taking.  Applying  those  principles  to  these 
facts,  I  think  that  on  the  main  point  which  has 
been  argued  before  ns  the  decision  was  right  that 
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this  property  was  liable  to  be  rated,  for  I  cannot 
think  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  money  obtained 
by  letting  the  hall  was  used  to  repay  the  loan 
from  tbe  Public  Works  Loan  Board  can  make 
that  nseof  the  premises  a  use  for  Crown  purposes. 
With  regard  to  the  other  point,  the  appellant 
here  was  not  the  person  rateable  in  respect  of  the 
premises.  It  is  clear  that  the  occupation  of  the 
servant  is  the  occupation  of  tbe  master,  and 
nothing  in  the  present  case  shows  that  there 
should  be  any  exception  to  the  rule.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  licences  for  these  premises  have  been 
granted  to  the  appellant  does  not  make  him 
rightly  rateable. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Where 
the  occupation  of  property  is  only  constructively 
a  Crown  occupation,  the  exemption  from  rating 
only  exists  where  the  whole  beneficial  occupation 
enures  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  Crown.  Where  it 
enures  for  another  purpose,  then  to  that  extent, 
pro  tanto,  the  premises  are  rateable. 

Kkknbdt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
I  think  that  this  case  is  substantially  decided  by 
the  decision  in  Worcestefshire  County  Council  v. 
Worcetter  Union  (76  L.  T.  Eep.  139 ;  (1897)  1  Q.  B. 


480). 


Appeal  allowed. 


Solicitors :  Crotsman,  Pritehard,  Crossman,  and 
Block,  for  W.  H.  Oliver,  Durham ;  George  Reader 
and  Co.,  for  WiUiam  Lisle,  Durham. 


Friday,  Feb.  5. 

(Before  Lord  Altbbstokb.  O.J.,  Wills  and 

Kbnnbdy,  JJ.) 

Bago  (app.)  V.  CoLQUHOUN  (resp,).  (a) 

Summary  jurisdiction — Practice — Justices  divided 

in  opinion — Adjournment — Case  reheard  by 

further  justices — Jurisdietion. 

An  information  having  been  heard  before  two 
justices  they  retired  to  consider  their  decision. 

Upon  their  return  to  court  they  announced  that 
they  were  divided  in  opinion,  and  they  decided 
to  adjourn  the  hearing  to  a  future  day  to  be 
heard  before  themselves  and  other  justices. 

Held,  that  the  intimation  that  they  were  divided  in 
opinion  did  not  preclude  the  justices  from 
adjourning  the  hearing  of  the  information. 

Cask  stated  by  five  justices  on  an  information 
preferred  by  the  respondent  against  the  appellant 
under  the  Licensing  Acta  1872-4  for  selling  and 
exposing  for  sale  intoxicating  liquor  during  the 
time  that  the  premises  were  directed  to  be  closed. 
The  information  first  came  on  for  hearing  on 
Tuesday,  the  18th  Au?.  1903,  before  two  of  the 
before-mentioned  five  justices,  and,  after  hearing 
the  whole  of  the  evidence  in  examination  and 
cross-examination  then  adduced  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent  and  appellant  respecti'rely,  the  two 
justices  retired  to  consider  their  decision,  and 
upon  their  return  they  announced  in  open  court 
that  they  were  divided  in  opinion.  Whereupon 
the  solicitor  appearing  for  the  appellant  asked 
that  the  information  snonld  be  dismissed,  but  the 
two  justices  decided  that  a  more  satisfactory 
decision  conld  only  be  arrived  at  upon  rehearing 
with  other  of  their  fellow-justices,  and  they  agreed 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  oa  B.  Hehbiht,  Esq.,  Barrlatei-at-Lkw. 


to  adjourn  the  information  to  a  future  day,  when 
they  and  other  justices  on  the  rota  for  that  day 
would  be  convened  to  rehear  the  information. 

In  reply  to  the  solicitor  for  the  appellant,  who 
asked  whether  they  were  unanimous  in  agreeing 
to  the  adjournment,  they  stated  that  they  were. 

The  imormation  again  came  on  for  hearing- 
on  Tuesday,  the  15th  Sept.  1903,  when  the  two- 
justices  who  had  previously  heard  the  informatiotk 
and  faUed  to  arrive  at  a  catisfactory  decision  and 
three  other  justices  who  were  on  the  rota  for  that- 
day  were  present,  and  the  informatinn  was  heard 
and  determined,  and  the  appellant  was  convicted 
of  the  offence. 

When  tbe  information  was  called  on  for  hearing 
on  the  15th  Sept.,  counsel  who  appeared  for 
the  appellants  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justices  then  present  to  rehear  the  information,  as 
it  had  been  heard  and  determined  by  tbe  two 
justices  on  the  18th  Aug.  last,  and  that,  as  the 
two  justices  could  not  agree,  and  as  the  informa- 
tion was  a  criminal  information  upon  which  the 
defendant  and  present  appellant  could  have  been 
fined  on  conviction  and  in  default  of  distress 
could  have  been  imprisoned,  they  could  not  or 
should  not  have  adjourned  the  information,  but 
should  then  have  dismissed  it,  and  he  cited  in 
support  of  this  contention  the  following  cases  : 
Beg.  V.  Ashplant  (52  J.  P.  474)  and  Kinnis  v. 
Graves  (78  L.  T.  Rep.  602). 

The  solicitor  who  appeared  for  the  appellojit 
replied  on  the  point  of  law,  and  contended  that, 
although  it  was  a  criminal  information,  it  was 
competent  for  the  two  justices  who  were  divided 
in  opinion  to  adjourn  the  hearing  to  a  future 
date,  when  the  information  could  be  reheard  by 
them  and  any  other  justices  then  present,  and 
that  no  decision  or  determination  was  come  to  by 
the  two  justices  when  they  agreed  to  adjourn  the 
information,  and  in  support  of  his  contention  he 
cited  the  following  cases :  Beg.  v.  Ashplant  (52 
J.  P.  474)  and  Ex  parte  Evans  (58  J.  P.  260). 

The  five  justices  determined  that  they  had 
power  to  rehear  the  information,  and  counsel  who 
appeared  for  the  appellant  thereupon  asked  them 
to  state  a  case  and  adjourn  further  proceedings 
sine  die  until  such  case  was  disposed  of,  but  they 
refused  to  do  so  and  determined  to  hear  the 
evidence,  whereupon  counsel  who  appeared 
for  the  appellant,  not  consenting  to  the  exercise 
of  their  jurisdiction,  retired  from  the  case,  and  the 
respondent  called  and  examined  one  witness,  who 
was  not  cross-examined  by  the  appellant's  counsel, 
and  the  justices  convicted  the  appellant  as  before- 
mentioned. 

After  the  appellant  bad  been  convicted,  counsel 
for  the  appellant  again  applied  to  the  justices  to 
state  a  case,  which  they  agreed  to  do. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  although  the 
information  was  a  criminal  one,  punishable  after 
conviction  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  they  had  a 
right  tc  rehear  the  information;  that  the  two 
justices  who  had  previously  heard  it  had  nob 
determined  the  matter  of  the  information,  but 
had  agreed  to  adjourn  tbe  same  for  rehearing 
before  themselves  and  others  of  their  brother 
justices  BO  that  a  more  satisfactory  determination 
could  be  arrived  at ;  and  that,  as  the  evidence 
given  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  -was  not  dis- 
pnted,  they  decided  that  the  appellant  was  guilty 
of  the  offence  with  which  he  was  charged,  and  so 
they  convicted  him  accordingly. 
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8.  T.  Evans,  K.C.  {IvorBowen  with  him)  for  the 
appellant. — The  powers  of  jn>)tice8  to  adjonm  are 
contained  in  sect.  16  of  the  Sammary  Jurisdiction 
Act  1848  (11  &  12  Vict.  o.  43),  which  says  that 
"before  or  durint^  snch  hearing  of  any  such 
information  or  complaint  it  shall  be  lawful "  to 
adjourn  the  hearing  of  the  same,  and  the  same 
powers  are  conferred  npon  a  oonrt  of  enmrnary 
jurisdiction,  when  not  a  petty  sessional  court,  by 
sect.  20  (11)  of  the  Summary  Juris^ction  Act 
1879  (42  &  43  Vict.  o.  49),  This  adjournment  was 
not  "  before  or  during  such  hearing,"  but  after 
tiie  hearing.  Where  justices  are  divided  equally, 
the  summons  ought  to  be  dismissed.  He  referred 
to 

Beg.  T.  Athplant,  52  J.  P.  474  ; 

Ex  parte  Morgan  Evans,  8  Times  L.  Bep.  641 ;  on 
appeal,  70  L.  T.  Bep.  45 ;  (1894)  A.  C.  16. 
[Kennedy,  J.  referred  to  Jones  t.  WiUiams  (36 
L.  T.  Rep.  559)  and  Lord  ALysBSTONE,  G.J.  to 
KinwU  V.  Graves  (78  L.  T.  Rep.  602).] 

Avory,  K.O.  (Leuns  M.  Biekards  with  him)  for 
the  respondent. 

Lord  Alybbstone,  G.J.— In  this  case  no  ques- 
tion of  mandatnru  to  rehear  arises.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  words  "  before  or  during  such 
hearing "  include  what  in  the  ordinary  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  would  take  place  before  a  final 
deinmon  was  given.  It  would  be  lamentable  if, 
when^  josticea  announced  that  they  were  divided 
in  opinion,  that  would  be  such  a  termination  of 
the  hearing  that  they  could  not  deal  any  further 
with  the  case.  An  intimation  that  they  were 
di'nded  in  opinion  would  not  preclude  them  from 
adjonming  tbe  case  any  time  before  their  decision 
was  drawn  up. 

Wills,  J. — I  adhere  to  the  opinion  that  I 
expressed  in  Kinnis  v.  Graves  (78  L.  T.  Rep. 
503),  where,  the  Bench  being  equally  divided,  the 
justices  on  the  advice  of  their  olirk,  dismissed 
the_  information.  I  there  said  :  "  I  cannot  help 
saying,  however,  that  in  my  opinion  such  a  course 
was  not  quite  wise.  What  would  have  been  done, 
had  the  case  been  before  the  High  Court,  would 
have  been  to  adjonm  the  summons  and  reconsti- 
tute the  court  so  as  to  obtain  a  decision  which 
would  be  the  decision  of  a  majority — an  effective 
decision."  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  power  of  the 
jostices  to  adjourn  the  matter  was  not  taken  away 
by  the  words  "  during  such  hearing." 

Eermbst,  J.  agreed.  .        ,  , .  , 

^  Appeal  dtsiMssed. 

Solicitors :  Riddell  and  Co.,  for  Viner,  Leeder, 
and  Morris,  Swansea;  Helder,  Roberts,  and  Co., 
for  Laurence  Richards,  Swansea. 


Friday,  Feb.  5. 

(Before  Lord  Alyebstonb,  C.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 

Hbhhbh  (app.)  V.  Long  (resp.).(a) 

^ooi  and  drugs — Milk — Warranty — Addition  of 

preservative  by  purchaser — Sate  of  Food  and 

Drugs  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  63),  ss.  6,  25. 

A  purchaser  of  milk  with  a  written  warranty,  who 
has  added  a  preservative  to  such  milk,  cannot 
rely  upon  sect.  25  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs 
Act  1875,  even  although  the  addition  of  such 

(«)  Bepoited  by  W.  db  B.  Ezkbxbt,  Esq.,  B&rrI«t«r-«t-Law. 


preservative  is  not  complained  of  as  an  adultera- 
tion. 

Case  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
appellant  against  the  respondent  under  sect.  6  of 
the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1875. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  the 
following  facts  were  admitted  or  proved  in  evi- 
dence before  the  justices  :— 

On  the  10th  June  1903  the  appellant  purchased 
one  pint  of  new  milk,  for  which  he  paid  '2d.,  from 
the  respondent. 

The  appellant  then  divided  the  milk  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Act,  and  one  part  he  took  to  the 
public  analyst,  whose  certificate  showed  that  the 
sample  was  deficient  in  fat  to  the  extent  of  3  per 
cent.,  and  contained  added  water  to  the  amount 
of  5'2  per  cent,  at  least,  and  that  the  sample 
contained  boric  acid  as  a  preservative. 

On  the  9th  July  1903  the  appellant  received 
from  the  respondent's  solicitors  a  written  notice 
that  on  the  hearing  of  the  information  tbe  respon- 
dent would  rely  on  the  defence  that  the  respon- 
dent purchased  the  milk  in  question  as  the  same 
in  substance  and  quality  as  that  demanded  of 
him  by  the  appellant,  and  with  the  written 
warranty — namely,  that  it  was  new  milk  unadul- 
terated and  with  all  its  cream — to  that  effect, 
and  that  he  had  no  reason  to  believe  at  the  time 
he  sold  the  milk  that  it  was  otherwise,  and  that 
he  sold  the  milk  in  tbe  same  state  as  he  pur- 
chased it.  The  notice  also  gave  the  name  of  the 
person  from  the  respondent  received  the  milk. 

The  respondent  gave  evidence,  and  he  admitted 
that  he  hail  put  into  the  milk  in  question  an  ounce 
of  milk  preservative  to  each  ten  gallons  of  milk. 
He  stated  that,  although  by  the  directions  on  the 
packet  in  which  the  milk  preservative  so  used  by 
him  as  aforesaid  was  contained  it  appeared  that  the 
preservative  should  be  dissolved  in  water  before 
being  put  into  milk,  he  had  not  followed  the 
directions,  but  had  put  the  same  into  the  milk 
in  a  dry  condition  without  dissolving  the  same. 
The  respondent  stated  that  he  had  not  discovered 
that  the  preservative  left  any  sediment. 

It  was  proved  by  the  borough  analyst  on  behalf 
of  the  appellant  that  dry  boric  acid  would  dissolve 
in  milk  but  slowly,  and  would  very  likely  leave  a 
sediment,  but  that  there  was  no  sediment  in  the 
sample  of  milk  in  question  and  which  he 
analysed. 

The  respondent  contended  that  the  agreement 
was  a  warranty,  and  was  a  complete  defence 
under  sect.  25  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act 
1875. 

The  appellant  contended  that  sect.  25  of  the 
Act  of  1875,  required  the  respondent,  relying  on 
the  agreement  as  a  warranty,  to  prove  also  that 
he  had  no  reason  to  believe  at  the  time  he 
sold  it  that  the  milk  was  other  than  of  the 
nature,  substance,  and  quality  demanded  by  the 
appellant,  and  that  he  sold  it  in  the  same  state  as 
when  he  purchased  it ;  that  by  the  respondent's 
own  admission  the  milk  in  question  was  not  in  the 
same  state  as  when  he  purchased  it,  by  reason  of 
his  having  added  matter  thereto  as  aforesaid ;  and 
that  the  warranty  was  therefore  not  an  answer  to 
the  charge,  and  the  respondent  was  not  entitled 
to  be  discharged  from  the  prosecution. 

The  justices,  being  equally  divided  as  to 
whether  the  warranty  constituted  under  the 
circumstances  a  defence  entitling  the  respondent 
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to  be  dischari^  from  the  proa'catioo,  dismiBBed 
the  information. 

iSf.  B.  Emawiel  for  the  appellant. 

The  respondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  AxvBRSTONB,  C.J. — ThiB  case  mnst  ko 
back  to  the  jostices.  It  was  said  that  the 
warranty  was  a  defence,  as  only  boric  acid  was 
added,  and  the  milk  was  sold  in  the  same  state  as 
when  it  was  purchased,  because  the  boric  acid  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  adulteration  alleged. 
When,  however,  one  looks  at  sect.  25  of  the  Sale 
of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1875,  it  is  not  the  written 
warranty  only  that  affords  a  defence,  but  the 
defendant  must  show  the  other  matters  required 
by  the  section.  When  it  was  found  that  the 
respondent  had  put  in  boric  acid,  the  case  to  be 
tried  was  not  under  sect.  25,  but  under  the  protec- 
tive words  of  sect.  6.  The  milk  here  was  not 
sold  in  the  same  state  as  the  respondent  purchased 
it,  and  the  justices  ought  not  to  have  held  that  the 
warranty  was  a  defence. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
only  desire  to  add  a  few  words.  Sect.  25  of  the 
Act  is  plain  that  the  article  must  be  sold  in  the 
same  state  as  when  the  defendant  purchased  it, 
and  no  question  can  be  raised  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  substance  or  matter  added  did  any  harm 
or  not.  If  the  warranty  is  going  to  be  relied  on, 
the  defendant  must  show  that  what  was  sold  was 
exactly  what  was  purchased. 

Kennbdt,  J. — ^I  think  the  section  is  qnite  clear, 
and  I  do  not  see  how  there  is  any  doubt  about 
the  matter.  In  order  that  a  defendant  may  be 
discharge!  from  the  prosecution,  he  must  prove 
that  he  purchased  the  article  in  question  as  the 
same  in  nature,  substance,  and  quality  as  that 
demanded  of  him  by  the  prosecutor  and  with  a 
written  warranty  to  that  effect ;  that  he  had  no 
reason  to  believe  at  the  time  when  he  sold  it  that 
it  was  otherwise ;  and  that  he  sold  it  in  the  same 
state  as  when  he  purchased  it.  If  a  man  adds 
boric  acid  to  milk  after  he  has  received  it,  how 
can  he  sell  it  in  the  same  state  as  when  he  pur- 
chased it  when  he  sells  milk  plus  acid  P 

Appeal  aUowei. 

Solicitors :  Prior,  Church,  and  Adams,  for 
II.  B.  LitUhorne,  Southampton. 


Friday,  Feb.  6. 

(Before  Lord  Altbbstonb,  O.J.,  Wills  and 

Eennedt,  JJ.) 

Linzbll  (app.)  V.  Fblixstowb  and  Walton 

Urban  District  Council  (resps).  (a) 
Local  government — By-law — Building — "  Place  of 
habitual  employment  for  any  person  in    any 
business  " — Stables  of  building  contractor. 
By  by-law  No.  2  certain  buildings  which  shotild 
not  be  constructed  or  adapted  to  be  used  "  as  a 
place  of  habitual  employment  for  any  person  in 
any  manufacture,  trade,  or  business  "  toere   to 
be  exempt  from  the  by-laws  relating  to    new 
buildings. 
Held,  thai  a  building  divided  into  three  parts,  con- 
sisting of  a  rain  goods  store,  a  timber  store,  and 
stables,  used  by  a  building  contractor,  teas  not  a 
building  used  "  as  a  place  of  habitual  employ- 
la)  B«ported  by  W.  dkB.  Uk&bkbt,  £iq.,  B«iTl>t«r-at-L«w. 


mentfor  any  person  in  any  manufacture,  trade, 

or  business '   even  although  part  consisted  of  th» 

stables. 
Casb  stated  on  an  information  preferred  on 
behalf  of  the  respondents  charging  the  appellant 
with  having  erected  a  new  building  contrary  to- 
by-law 10  of  the  by-laws  in  force  of  the  urban 
district  of  the  respondents. 

By  by-law  2 : 

The  following^  bnildiogs  shall  b«  exempt  from  th» 
operation  of  the  by-latra  ralatiDgr  to  new  itreeta  and 
bnildings  :...(<)  Any  bailding  which  shall  not 
.  .  .  be  oonstmoted  or  adapted  to  be  need  either 
wholly  or  partly  for  human  habitation  or  aa  a  plaoe  o! 
habitual  employment  for  any  person  in  any  mannfao- 
tnre,  trade,  or  bugineu.     .     .     . 

By-law  10  related  to  new  buildings. 

The  appellant  was  a  building  contractor,  and 
the  building  in  question,  which  was  erected  in 
timber  and  roofed  in  wood,  was  divided  by  par- 
titions whish  did  not  extend  above  the  eaves  of 
the  roof.  One  end  was  used  as  a  cement  store 
and  rain  goods  store,  the  middle  portion  was  used 
aa  a  timber  store,  and  the  other  end  was  a  stable. 
In  this  stable  the  horses,  employed  by  the  appel- 
lant in  his  trade,  were  kept. 

The  respondents  contended  that  the  bnilding 
was  constructed  or  adapted  to  b  e  used  as  a  place 
of  habitual  employment  for  any  person  in  any 
manufacture,  trade,  or  business,  and  that  there- 
fore it  was  not  exempted. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  building 
was  not  exempted  under  the  by-law,  and  they 
therefore  convicted  the  appellant. 

Ashton  for  the  appellant. 

B.  Cunningham  Glen  for  the  respondents. 

Lord  Alvebstonb,  C.J. — ^This  case  seems  t» 
be  a  striking  instance  of  the  absolute  necessity  of 
nsing    some    discretion    ami    common   sense  in 
drafting  these  by-laws.    I  nympathise  very  much, 
if  I  may  be  allowed  to  say  bo,  with  Mr.  Glen's 
contention.    I  think  it  is  ridiculous  that  stables 
should  be  exempt  from  drainage  regulations.    It- 
is  most  desirable  that  stables  should  be  subjected 
to  drainage  regulations ;  but,  in  the  name  of  all 
that  is  common  sense,  why  cannot  the  by-laws 
say  stables  if  they  mean  stables  ?   When  you  look 
at  the  framing  of  this  by-law,  it  does  not  tend 
to  assist  the  builder  or  anybody  else  to  know  what 
they  may  do.     By-law  10  begins  by  including 
every  building.    So  far   there  is  no   difficulty. 
Then  there  are  a  long  series  of  exemptions  in 
by-law  2,  and  any  building  is  exempted  which 
shall  not  exceed  30ft.  in  height  and   does  not 
contain  more  than  125,000  cubic  feet.    We  then 
get  a  general  exemption  which  exempts  certain 
bnildings.    The  buildings  in  question  consist  of 
one    structnre  in   timber,  roofed  in  wood,  and 
divided  by  partitions.      One  end  is  used  as  a 
cement  store,   the  middle   portion  as  a  timber 
store,  and  the  other  end  as  a  stable.    It  is  stated 
by  the  respondents  that  no  part  of  the  buildingr 
except  the  stables,  is  adapted  to  be  used  for  the 
habitual  employment  of  a  person  in  a  manufac- 
tnre,  trade,  or  business.    I  think  the  magistrates 
have  stated  this  case  not  as  a  finding  on  the  factSr 
but  they  have  stated  the  facts  as  regards  the 
bnilding,  and  ask  whether  they  come  within  the 
words  of  the  by-law.    It  seems  to  me  the  building 
is  not  within  the  words  "  a  place  for  the  habitual 
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employment  of  a  person  in  a  mannfactnre,  trade, 
or  bQBinees,"  because  horses  are  fp'oomed  and 
kept  by  a  horsekeeper,  who  is  employed  by  the 
builder.  I  must  say  if  the  building  is  exempt 
tmder  the  portion  of  the  by-law  relating  to 
30ft.,  in  order  to  bring  it  in  again  nnder  some 
other  words,  they  oaght  to  be  more  reasonably 
clear  than  "  as  a  place  adapted  to  be  used  for  the 
habitual  employment  of  any  person  in  a  manu- 
facture, trade,  or  business."  It  cannot  be  that 
because  a  man  grooms  a  horse  that  that  is  a  trade 
or  business.  While  I  agree  that  it  is  desirable 
that  there  should  be  by-laws  which  should  include 
the  drainage  of  stables,  I  think  this  by-law  is  not 
sufficient  to  make  out  that  this  building,  which 
is  not  30ft.  high,  comes  within  it.  I  think,  there- 
fore, the  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  agree. 

Kknnedt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors :  Field,  Boscoe,  and  Co.,  for  Leighton 
and  Aldout,  Ipswich ;  Baker,  Lees,  and  Co.,  for 
F.  B.  Jenninge,  Felixstowe. 


♦ 

COURT    OF   APPEAL. 

Friday,  Feb.  12. 

(Before  Yauohak   Williaus,   Stiblino,  and 

Cozens.Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Hancock  ;  E»  parte  Hilleabt.  (a) 

appeal  in  bastkbuptct. 

Sankrupley — Right  to  annnl  adjudication — Debtor 
presenting  his  own  petition — Eadeavour  to  avoid 
eommittai  order — Abuse  of  process  of  court — Pro- 
perty vesting  in  trustee — Personal  earnings  of 
debtor  —  Weekly  wages  —  Commission  —  Bank' 
ruptey  Act  1883  (48  *  47  Vict.  c.  52j,  s.  4t. 

The  weekly  wages  and  commission  earned  by  a 
bankrupt  between  the  eovimeneement  of  his 
bankruptcy  and  his  discharge  are  personal  earn- 
ings of  the  bankrupt  and  belong  to  his  trustee, 
except  so  much  as  is  necessary  for  the  maiaten- 
avee  of  the  bankrupt  and  hisjamily. 

Re  Roberts  (81  L.  T.  .Be/).  467;  (1900j  1  Q.  B.  122) 
followed. 

A  debtor,  with  the  intention  of  evading  a  committal 
order  made  against  him  vpon  a  judgment  sum- 
mons, presented  his  oivn  bankruptcy  petition, 
upon  which  a  receiving  order  was  made.  His 
income  was  about  SOOL  a  year  from  weekly 
wages  and  commission,  and  the  judgment  creditor 
wcu  his  only  creditor,  the  debt  amminting  to 
about  2002.,  being  the  balance  of  a  judgment 
obtained  against  him,. 

Held,  that  the  presentation  of  the  petition  by  the 
debtor  was  not  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the 
court. 

Appeal  by  certain  creditors  from  the  refusal  of 

the  registrar  to  rescind  a  receiving  order  founded 

on  the  bankrupt's  petition. 

The  bankrupt  was  in  employment  as  a  salesman 

in  a  cabinet  factory,  and  received  a  weekly  salary 

ra>  Beportnt  by  W.  C.  Biss,  Eiq.,  Buriater-at-Lair. 
VoL  XC,  2324. 


of  51.  and  certain  commission,  his  total  income 
amounting  to  about  300Z.  a  year. 

In  1899  the  creditors  obtained  judgment  against 
the  debtor  for  2142.  and  costs,  and  they  afterwards 
obtained  an  order  against  him  for  payment  of 
that  sum  by  instalments  of  42.  a  month. 

On  three  occasions  committal  orders  were 
obtained  against  the  debtor  in  default  of  payment 
of  amounts  due  in  respect  of  the  42.  a  month,  and 
he  then  paid  the  amounts  due. 

On  the  8th  Aug.  1903  a  further  committal 
order  was  obtained  in  respect  of  an  overdue 
instalment,  and  on  the  14th  Aug.  he  presented  his 
petition  under  sect.  8  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883, 
alleging  he  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
was  afterwards  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  a 
receiving  order  was  made. 

The  only  creditors  who  proved  were  the  judg- 
ment creditors,  and  for  the  balance  of  the  judgment 
debt. 

H.  Seed,  E.G.  and  Stephen  Lynch  for  the  appel- 
lants.— The  presentation  of  this  petition  by  the 
debtor  was  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court. 
It  was  done  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  committal 
order.  Unless  there  was  proof  that  he  had  means, 
the  order  would  not  have  been  made.  The  case 
of  Ex  parte  Paintei- ;  Be  Painter  (71  L.  T»  Rep. 
581 ;  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  85)  is  in  favour  of  the  debtor, 
but  that  case  was  distinguished  in  Be  Betls ; 
Ex  parte  Official  Beceiver  (84  L.  T.  Rep.  427; 
(1901)  2  K.  B.  39),  which  is  a  similar  case  to 
this,  and  there  the  receiving  order  was  rescinded. 
The  debtor  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  avoid 
the  committal  order  made  against  him  by  filing 
a  petition  in  bankruptcy.  Here  the  debtor's. 
weekly  wages  cannot  be  administered  in  the 
bankruptcy.  [Vauohan  Williams,  L. J.— After 
payment  of  what  is  necessary  for  the  support  of 
the  debtor  and  his  family,  the  trustee  will  be- 
entitled  to  the  balance :  (Bi  Oraydon,  74  L.  T. 
Rep.  175;  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  417).]  The  report  of 
the  trustee  is  that  there  are  no  assets.  They 
also  referred  to 

Bankrnptcj  Act  1883,  as.  7,  8,  9,  53. 

Muir  Mackenzie  for  the  debtor. — This  case  is- 
within  Ex  parte  Painter  {ubi  sup.),  and  there  has- 
been  no  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court.  Be  Betts 
(ubi  sup.)  was  a  very  different  case.  There  the- 
coui-t  considered  that  the  debtor  bad  been  committ- 
ing a  series  of  frauds  on  his  creditors,  he  having 
twice  before  at  short  intervals  presented  a  bank- 
ruptcy petition  with  the  object  of  evading  com- 
mittal orders.  This  is  a  very  different  case. 
The  debtor  owes  a  debt  of  2002.,  which  he  cannot 
pay,  and  it  is  no  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court 
to  seek  the  protection  of  the  Bankruptcy  Acts 
and  BO  avoid  being  sent  to  prison  and  perhaps 
losing  his  employment.  The  trustee  will  be 
entitbd  to  retain  for  the  creditors  so  much  of  the 
debtor's  earnings  as  is  not  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  of  himself  and  his  family : 

Re  Oraydon,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  175 ;  (1896)  1  Q.  B. 

417; 
fie  Robert*,   81  L.  T.  Eep.   467;  (1900)  1    Q.  B. 

122; 

BUolbrsdv.  RoUtU,  83  L.  T.  Eep.  37;  (1900)  2 

Q.  B.  497 ; 
fie  Shine,  66  L.  T.  Bep.  146 ;  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  522. 

Beed,  K.  C.  in  reply. 

Yauoban  Williams,  L.J. — I  think  the  decision 
of  the  registrar  was  perfectly  right,  and  that  there 
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is  no  ground  for  sayinz  that  the  making  of  the 
receiving  order  or  the  adjudication  on  the  debtor's 
own  petition  was  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the 
oonrt.  In  Be  Roberts  (u&t  sup.)  it  was  decided 
that  under  sect.  44  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883, 
which  vests  in  the  trustee  all  property  belonging 
to  the  bankrupt  at  the  commencement  of  the 
bankruptcy  or  acquired  by  him  before  discharge, 
iill  personal  earnings  oi  the  bankrupt  between 
the  commencement  of  his  bankruptcy  and  his 
discharge  belong  to  his  trustee,  save  only  what  is 
necessary  for  the  support  of  the  bankrupt  and 
his  family.  Having  regard  to  that  decision,  which 
was  by  no  means  tne  hrst  decision  to  that  effect, 
it  is  qnite  plain  that  these  creditors  can  obtain 
payment  of  their  debt  out  of  the  balance  of  the 
personal  earnings  of  the  bankrupt  after  payment 
of  what  is  necessary  for  the  support  of  himself 
and  his  family,  and  nothing  brought  about  by 
this  adjudication  ought  to  prejudice  the  credi> 
tors  in  any  degree.  The  very  money  which  they 
seek  to  get  from  time  to  time  by  committal 
orders  will  come  to  them  by  reason  of  this  adjudi- 
cation. Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to 
me  impossible  to  say  that  the  presentation  of 
this  petition  was  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the 
•court.  It  is  true  the  result  of  the  receiving  order 
will  be  that  the  debtor  will  not  be  liable  from 
time  to  time  to  the  pressure  of  a  committal  order, 
bat  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  the  Legislature  did 
not  intend  that  a  debtor  who  was  being  subi'ected 
to  such  pressure  might  relieve  himself  by  ob- 
taining an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  against 
MmseB.  But,  as  I  have  already  pointed  out,  this 
is  not  a  case  in  which  the  debtor  could  thereby 
achieve  the  result  of  relieving  himself  from  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  due  to  his  only  creditors.  On 
the  contrary,  that  debt  will  or  may  be  paid  to 
these  creditors  by  the  statutory  means  which  the 
Legislature  intended  to  apply  in  a  case  such  as 
this.  I  think,  therefore,  tnat  it  is  impossible  in 
the  present  case  to  say  that  the  presentation  of 
this  petition  was  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the 
«oart. 

Stibuno   and    Gozens-Habdy,   L.JJ.    con- 
curred. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  E.  J.  Oooeh. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Tkomti  Charles. 


Wednesday,  Feb.  17. 

(Before  Vauohan   Williams,  Stiblino,  and 

Cozbks-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Robbbxson  v.  Buchanan,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOU  THE  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Covenant — Sale  of  medical  practice — Covenant  not 
to  set  up  in  practice  toithin  certain  distance— 
Residence  beyond  distance — Attending  former 
patients  within  distance. 

Where  on  the  sale  of  a  medical  practice  the  vendor 
covenants  not  to  "  set  up  in  practice  "  tcithin 
the  distance  of  two  mues  from  the  house  at 
which  he  carried  on  the  practice  sold,  he  does 
not  commit  a  breach  of  that  covenant  by  attend- 
ing at  their  request  for  remuneration  two  or 
three  of  his  former  patients  within  that  distance, 
though  it  is  not  essential  to  the  breach  of  such 
a  covenant  that  the  vendor  should  reside  within 
the  prohibited  area;  he  may  reside  beyond  the 

(a)  B«porwd  br  W.  C.  Bias,  £w|.,  BkrrUternit-IjftW. 


distance  and  yet  commit  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
by  acts  done  within  it. 
Decision  of  Joyce,  J.  affirmed. 

Bt  an  indenture  dated  the  14th  March  1901,  and 
made  between  J.  Buchanan  of  the  one  part  and 
J.  Robertson  of  the  other  part  (after  reciting  a 
lease  of  Ko.  337.  Brizton-road,  and  its  alignment 
to  J.  Buchanan,  and  that  J.  Buchanan  had  agreed 
to  sell  and  assign  to  J.  Robertson  the  premises 
together  with  the  practice  of  a  physician  and  sur- 
geon then  or  lately  carried  on  by  J.  Buchanan 
upon  the  premises  at  the  price  of  7502.),  J. 
Buchanan,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of 
7502.,  assigned  to  John  Robertson  the  residue  of 
the  said  lease  of  No.  337,  Brixton-road,  and  also 
his  practice  as  a  physician  and  surgeon  carried  on 
by  him  at  that  address,  and  the  goodwill,  benefits, 
and  advantages  thereof;  and  Buchanan  cove- 
nanted with  Robertson 

That  he  the  said  John  Bochanan  will  not  for  a  period 
of  ten  years  oompntod  from  the  14th  d^y  of  Febrnary 
iMt,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  said  John  Robertson, 
set  np  in  practioe  a*  a  pfaysioian  and  anrgeon  either  alone 
or  jointly  with  any  other  person  or  penona  whomaoever 
within  the  diatanae  (aa  the  crow  fliet)  ot  two  miles  of 
No.  337,  Brixton-road  aforetaid. 

At  the  beginning  of  1903  J.  Buchanan  took  up 
his  residence  at  No.  259,  Yauxhall  Bridge-road, 
which,  it  was  alleged,  was  only  554  yards  outside 
the  prescribed  radius,  and  practised  as  a  physician 
and  surgeon,  having  plates  with  his  name  on 
them  on  the  door  and  gate  of  the  premises. 

Robertson  afterwards  commenced  this  action 
against  Buchanan,  and  alleged  that  the  defen- 
dant had  since  been  soliciting  and  attending 
some  of  his  old  patients  within  the  prescribed 
radius,  and  claimed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  setting  up  in  practice  as  a 
physician  or  snrgeon  within  two  miles  of  No.  337, 
Brixton-road,  in  breach  of  the  covenant  contained 
in  the  indenture  of  the  14th  March  1901,  and 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
soliciting  or  canvassing  the  former  patients  of 
the  defendant  in  his  practice  of  physician  and 
surgeon  sold  by  him  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  then  moved  for  an  interim  injunc- 
tion. 

In  his  affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion  the 
plaintiff  relied  on  two  ca^es  in  which  he  alleged 
the  defendant  had  solicited  two  old  patients. 

The  defendant  in  his  affidavit  denied  that  he 
had  solicited  any  of  his  old  patients.  He  deposed 
that  he  had  attended  one  lady  only  at  her 
express  written  request.  As  to  the  other  case,  he 
said  the  lady  was  a  personal  friend  on  whom  be 
happened  to  call,  and  at  her  request  he  gave  her 
a  prescription  and  received  no  fee  for  doing  so. 

The  defendant  also  deposed  that  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  he  refused  to  enter  into  a  covenant 
restraining  him  from  carrying  on  practice  within 
a  certain  limit,  but  offered  not  to  set  up  in 
practice  within  a  radius  of  two  miles  if  the 
plaintiff  agreed  that  he  might  carry  on  practioe 
by  visiting  patients  if  requested  without  restric- 
tion ;  and  that  he  expressly  pointed  out  to  the 
plaintiff  that  under  the  proposed  arrangement  he 
would  be  entitled  to  attend  the  plaintiff's  next- 
door  neighbour  if  requested,  though  he  could  not 
have  a  honse  or  surgery  for  practice  within  the 
radius. 

This  was  dented  by  the  plaintiff. 
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The  motion  came  before  Joycs,  J.  on  the  17th 
Dec  1903,  when  no  order  was  made  except  that 
the  coets  be  costs  in  the  canee. 

The  plaintifi  apjiealed,  and  the  notice  of  appeal 
claimed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  setting  np  in  practice  or  practising  as  a 
physician  or  snrgeon  within  the  prohibited  area. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  appeal  should  be  treated 
a«  the  trial  of  the  action. 

Hamillon,  K.G.  and  G.  Lawrence  for  the  appel- 
lant.— The  defendant,  having  covenanted  not  to 
"  set  np  in  practice  "  within  this  radins,  is  not 
entitled  to  take  a  honse  jast  outside  it  and  attend 
patients  within  it.  A  covenant  not  to  "  set  np  " 
in  practice  is  equivalent  to  a  covenant  not  to 
start  and  carry  on  practice.  A  general  prac- 
titioner may  practise  in  more  than  one  place ; 
that  is,  he  may  have  his  residence  at  one  place 
and  also  carry  on  practice  at  another  place. 
This  covenant  can  be  broken  by  the  defendant 
attending  patients  within  the  radins  although  he 
resides  outside  it : 

Miichea  v.  Hmder,  23  L.  J.  273,  Q.  B. 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  practice  ot  a  snrgeon 
or  physician  that  he  should  have  any  honse 
at  all : 

Palnwr  v.  UaVlett,  58  L.  T.  B;p.  64 ;  36  Cb.  Div. 
411: 

Turner  v.  £t>an«,  2  De  6.  M.  *  G.  740 ;  2  Ell.  k  B. 
512. 
It  JB  immaterial  whether  the  words  used  are  "  set 
np  "  or  "  compete."  The  covenant  means  that  the 
defendant,  having  sold  his  practice  to  the  plaintiff, 
will  not  destroy  the  value  of  what  he  has  sold. 
Tha  purchaser  is  entitled  to  the  practice  he  has 
paid  for : 

Bogeri  v.  Drury,  57  L.  J.  504,  Ch. 

Younger,  K.C.  and  E.  Q.  Palmer  for  the  defen- 
dant.— All  the  plaintiff  has  purchased  is  the  right 
of  the  defendant  to  set  np  in  practice  within  the 
limited  district,  and  to  eolicit  his  old  patients. 
The  sale  of  the  goodwill  prevents  the  solicitation  ; 
the  covenant  does  not — it  only  refers  to  the  under- 
taking of  the  defendant  not  to  place  himself 
within  two  miles  of  the  old  address.  The  pro- 
pinquity of  a  doctor  to  his  patients  is  of  import- 
ance. "  Set  np "  does  not  mean  the  same  as 
"  carry  on."  In  the  cases  referred  to,  the  words 
were  "  carry  on."  The  defendant  has  not  set  up  in 
practice  within  two  miles  of  the  old  address.  In 
Trego  v.  Hunt  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  514;  (1896)  A.  C.  7) 
it  was  held  that  where  the  goodwill  of  a  business 
is  sold  (without  further  provision),  the  vendor 
may  set  nn  a  rival  business  though  he  may  not 
canvass  the  iMistomers  of  the  old  firm,  and  this 
covenant  was  lo  provide  against  that.  They  also 
referred  to 

Kemp  V.  Bird,  37  L.  T.  Rep.  53 ;  5  Ch.  Div.  974  ; 

Oophir  Diamond  Company  v.  Wood,  86  L.  T.  K«p. 
801  ;  (1902)  1  Cb.  950  ; 

Key  and  Elphioitone's  Precedents  in  Convsjraoeiag, 
AgTMment  to  lerre  as  an  Aesistant  to  Medical 
Praotitionen,  sect.  7,  7th  edit,  p.  29 ; 
Hamilion,  K.O.  in  reply. 

VAroHAN  Williams,  L.J.  —  The  parties,  I 
understand,  have  agreed  this  appeal  shall  be 
treated  as  the  trial  of  the  action.  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  am  very  pleased  that  that  is  the 
case,  because  I  have  no  doubt  that,  when  the 
parties  agreed  that  that  should  be  so,  they  in- 


tended to  obtain,  and  thought  that  they  wonld 
obtain,  in  our  jud(;ment  on  this  appeal  a  con- 
struction of  this  agreement  which  would  prevent 
all  disputes  in  the  future.  I  am  rather  afraid 
ikat,  having  regard  to  the  evidence  and  the  posi* 
tion  taken  np  by  the  two  parties,  there  may  still 
be  matters  on  which  these  two  gentlemen  may  fall 
out  if  not  guided  by  common  sense  and  a  friendly 
spirit.  If  these  two  gentlemen,  in  respect  of  the 
particular  words  of  this  covenant,  intend  to  give 
on  the  one  side  and  the  other  true  effect  to  the 
bargain  made  between  them,  each  side  giving  fnll 
measure,  I  do  not  think  that  they  will  find  much 
difficulty ;  but  if  after  our  judgment  they  ap- 
proach it  in  a  litigious  spirit,  1  thmk  it  may  yet  be 
open  to  them  to  throw  away  a  good  deal  of  money. 
What  has  happened  here  ?  There  has  been  a  sale 
of  this  business  formerly  carried  on  by  the  respon- 
deat at  No.  337,  Brixton-road.  No  doubt  something 
was  intended  to  be  sold,  and,  having  regard  to  the 
view  which  the  law  has  taken  of  what  passes  on 
the  sale  of  the  goodwill  of  a  business,  purchasers 
have  to  protect  themselves  by  express  covenants 
Otherwise  they  may  find  that  as  a  matter- 
of  law  what  the  one  intended  to  sell  and  the 
other  to  buy  does  not  actually  paas.  ,  Onr 
dnty  is  to  look  at  this  covenant  and  see  what- 
it  Bays.  The  business  is  the  business  which 
the  respondent  carried  on  as  recited  in  the 
indenture.  [His  Lordship  read  the  recital  and 
assignment  contained  in  the  indenture,  and  con- 
tinued :]  There  undoubtedly  is  a  sale  of  the- 
practice  then  carried  on  by  the  respondent  at  this 
particular  house  in  the  iorixton-road.  I  do  not 
suppose  that  either  party  wonld  suggest  for  a 
moment  that  it  was  not  the  intention  on  both 
sides  that  the  respondent  should  sell,  and  the 
appellant  should  buy,  the  connection  which  the 
respondent  had  formed  during  the  time  that  he- 
had  resided  and  carried  on  business  as  a  general 
practitioner  at  No.  337,  Brixton-road,  and  I 
assume  that  both  parties  intended  to  give  effect 
to  that  sale.  Then  I  turn  to  the  covenant.  [Hia 
Lordship  read  it,  and  continued  :]  What  is  the- 
meaning  of  those  words,  not  to  "  set  up  in  prac- 
tice "  P  I  do  not  think  that  they  mean  the  same 
thing  as  not  to  "  practise  "  simply.  I  think  if 
the  words  had  been  not  to  "  practise "  it  would 
have  been  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  the 
respondent  to  justify  attending  a  single  patient 
for  remuneration  within  the  limits  named.  I  think 
that  the  parties  had  this  intent  in  their  minds, 
and  I  am  partly  confirmed  in  that  conclusion  by 
the  evidence.  The  defendant  did  not  covenant 
not  to  "  practise,"  but  covenanted  not  to  "set  up 
in  practice."  In  my  judgment  they  are  very  dif- 
ferent things,  and  a  man  may  well  commit  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  practise  by  an  act 
which  would  not  constitute  a  breach  of  a  covenant 
not  to  set  up  in  practice;  and  I  believe  that 
distinction  was  present  to  the  minds  of  the 
parties.  Then,  on  the  evidence  before  ns,  has 
there  been  a  breach  of  this  covenant?  In  my 
opinion  there  has  been  no  breach.  It  is  plain  on 
t£e  respondent's  evidence  that  in  the  case  of  the 
two  patients  whom  he  did  attend  he  went  at  their 
own  invitation  because  he  bad  been  their  medical 
adviser  previously,  and  under  these  circumstances, 
though  he  did  practise,  he  did  not  set  up  in 
practice  within  the  prescribed  limits.  I  invited 
counsel  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  to  do  some- 
thing, which  I  still  hope  the  respondent  wiU  be 
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willing  to  do— viz ,  to  give  an  aasurance  that  it 
was  not  his  intention  to  carry  on  a  practice  by 
any  acts  of  hia  own  within  this  district.  I  cannot 
doabt  that  if  the  respondent  were  to  drive  about 
daily  in  this  district  so  as  to  fall  in  with  those 
who  are  well  acquainted  with  him  the  result  may 
be  that  he  would  speedily  get  back  the  whole  of 
his  former  patients  by  informing  them  of  the  fact 
that  he  was  living  only  just  over  two  miles  from 
T^o.  337,  Brizton-road.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  he 
acted  in  this  way  or  in  a  similar  way,  though 
falling  short  of  actual  solicitation,  he  would  oe 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  this  covenant  even  if  he  did 
not  reside  or  keep  a  place  of  business  within  the 
district.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  conclusion  is 
entirely  consistent  with  the  natural  grammatical 
meaning  of  these  words.  Counsel  for  the  respon- 
dent, who  ai-gned  for  a  more  restricted  meaning 
of  the  covenant,  never  succeeded  in  getting^ 
through  with  a  translation  of  the  covenant  with- 
out using  the  word  "  sat  up  "  as  a  transitive  verb 
with  the  house  as  its  object.  Here  it  is  clear  that 
the  word  is  not  transitive,  but  is  used  in  the 
middle  sense.  It  is  the  speaker  himself  who  is 
netting  himself  up,  and,  in  my  judgment,  he  does 
it  If  ne  goes  and  habitaally  practises  in  the 
-district,  quite  irrespectivelr  of  whether  he  has  a 
4iouse  or  not.  Therefore,  though  I  think  that  the 
respondent  is  entitled  on  the  evidence  before  us 
to  say  that  there  is  no  case  at  present  for  an 
in j  notion,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  it  is 
only  on  the  basis  that  his  real  intention  is 
not  to  set  up  practice  in  this  district,  but  only  to 
attend  an  old  patient  here  and  there,  from  doing 
which  he  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  debarred  by  his 
-covenant. 

Stiblino,  L.J. — The  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
the  purchaser  of  a  medical  practice,  seeks  for  an 
injanction  to  restrain  the  defendant,  the  vendor, 
from  committing  a  breach  of  a  covenant  contained 
in  the  conveyance.  The  covenant  is  this :  [His 
Zjordship  read  it,  and  continued.]  I  desire  to 
■eonKne  mysalf  to  the  facts  in  evidence,  and  what 
'the  defendant  has  done  is  to  visit  two  or  thi-ee 
■old  patients  who  invited  him  to  attend  them 
professionally  without  any  solicitation  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant.  Does  that  in  itself  consti- 
tute a  breach  of  this  covenant  ?  I  think  not.  I 
think  that  a  man  who  visits  two  or  three  old 
patients  is  not  setting  np  in  practice  within  the 

Srosoribed  area.  Bat  a  passage  in  the  defen- 
ant's  affidavit  was  referred  to  in  which  the 
defendant  states  his  version  of  what  took  place 
when  the  covenant  was  under  discussion,  and, 
according  to  his  affidavit,  he  pointed  out  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  attend  the  plaintiff's  next- 
door  neighbour,  and  it  is  said  that  that  is  a  claim 
un  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  attend  every 
persoa  who  invites  him  to  do  so,  and  it  is  said 
that  that  is  evidence  that  the  defendant  threatens 
and  intends  to  visit  in  the  way  which  is  pointed 
out,  and  that  therefore  an  injunction  ought  to 
be  granted.  I  think  not.  1  think  we  must  look 
at  this  as  a  matter  of  common  sense.  I  think  I 
am  at  liberty  to  take  this  into  consideration,  that 
people  who  five  two  miles  from  a  doctor  do  not 
send  for  him  except  under  special  circumstances. 
But  I  do  not  say  that  if  the  defendant  received 
from  a  large  number  of  persons  resident  within 
the  area  invitations  to  visit  them  professionally,  he 
might  not  by  responding  to  them  commit  a 
breach  of  this  covenant.    I  think,  therefore,  that 


it  has  not  been  established  that  the  defendant 
has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  this  contract,  or 
that  he  threatens  or  intends  to  do  so,  and.the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

CozENS-HaBDT,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Solicitors :  Baker,  Blaker,  and  Hawes ;  Dotener 
and  Joktuon, 


Friday,  Feb.  26. 

(Before  Yauohan  Willtams,  Stiblino,  and 
Gozbns-Habdt.  L.JJ.) 

Be  Oldpield  ;  Oldfibld  v.  Oldfibld.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOU  TBB  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Will—Preeatory  iruet — Abeolute  gift  follovoed  by 
expreteion  of  de»ire. 

The  deeitioni  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  B» 
Digglee  (59  L.  T.  Sep.  884 ;  39  Ch.  Biv.  253), 
Be  Hamilton  (72  L.  T.  Bep.  748  i  (1895)  2  Ch. 
370^.  and  Be  Williams  (76  L.  T.  Bep.  600) ; 
(1897)  2  Ch.  12)  are  not  ineoniiaient  with  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Alvanley  in  Malim  v. 
Eeighley  (2  Ve$.  333,  335)  as  to  what  ereatet  a 
trust  in  the  ease  of  a  gift,  which  was  approved 
of  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Knight  v.  Boughton 
(11  CI.  &  F.  513.  548). 

Testatrix  devised  and  bequeathed  all  her  real  and 
personal  property  equally  amongst  her  two 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common  for  their  own 
absolute  use  and  benefit,  and  appointed  them 
her  executrixes.  She  then  continued:  "My 
desire  is  that  each  of  my  said  two  daughter* 
shall  during  the  lifetime  of  my  ton  pay  to  him 
one.  third  of  the  respective  income*  of  my  said 
two  daughters  accruing  from  the  money*  and 
investments  under  this  my  will." 

Held,  that  the  expression  of  the  te*talrix'*  desire 
was  not  sufieient  to  cut  down  the  former  absolute 
gift,  and  no  trust  was  created  in  favour  of  the 
son. 

Decision  of  Kekewich,  J.  affirmed. 

Makt  Oldfibld,  of  Crawford,  Barley- in- Wharf- 
dale,  in  the  county  of  York,  widow,  by  her  will 
provided  as  follows : 

I  hereby  revoke  all  te»tament*ry  iostrameota  herato- 
fora  made  by  me.  I  give,  devise,  and  beqaeath  all  my 
real  and  perional  property  over  which  I  have  any  power 
of  appolntmeat  or  otheririse  onto  and  equally  amongst  my 
two  daoghten  Kate  Oldfield  and  Sarah  Florenoe  Oldfleld 
as  tenants  in  oommon  for  their  own  absolata  nee  and 
bsneflt,  and  I  appoint  my  said  two  daoc^hterB  Eat* 
Oldfield  and  Sarah  Florenoe  Oldfield  to  be  the  exeon- 
trixei  of  this  my  will.  My  deiire  is  that  eaoh  of  my 
said  two  danghten  ahall  daringr  the  lifetime  of  my  son 
pay  to  him  one-third  of  the  respective  incomes  of  my 
said  two  daaghter*  acorning  from  the  moneys  and 
inveatmenta  under  thia  my  will. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1903,  leaving  personal 
estate  only. 

After  her  death  a  summons  was  taken  ont  by 
J.  B.  Old&eld,  the  son  mentioned  in  the  will,  to 
have  it  decided  whether  the  will  created  an 
effectual  trust  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  during 
his  life  of  one  third  share  in  the  income  of  the 
estate  of  the  testatrix. 

The  summons  was  heard  by  Eekewich,  J.,  who 
held  there  was  no  trust  in  favour  ot  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  appealed. 

W  Bsported  by  W,  O.  Biaa,  Eiq.,  Bwcbterat-Laia 
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Levett,  £.C.  and  Oaiey  for  the  appellant. — On 
the  words  of  this  will  there  is  a  presumption  ol  a 
trost,  and  the  respondents  mast  show  no  trnst 
was  created.  The  last  clause  of  the  will  is  snffi- 
oienfc  by  itself  to  create  a  trast.  It  comes  within 
the  role  stated  bj  Lord  Alranley,  M.B.  in  Malim  t. 
Xeighl«y  (2  Yes.  333 ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  lb.  529a), 
which  was  approved  of  br  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Knight  r.  Boughton  (11  01.  &  F.  513,  548). 
The  old  decisions  were  not  followed  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Be  Hamilton  (72  L.  T.  Bej).  748 ; 
(1896)  2  Oh.  370),  Be  Williams  (76  L.  T.  Rep. 
«00 ;  (1897)  2  Oh.  12).  and  Be  Digqles  (59  L.  T.  Rep. 
€61;  39  Oh.  Div.  253) ;  and  in  Be  Hamilton  (ubi 
mtp.)  Lindley,  L.J.  purports  to  overrule  Ifalim  v. 
-KeighUy  (ubi  $up.).  the  case  of  Knight  v.  Boughton 
(ubi  (up.)  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  which  it  is 
4t.pproved,  not  having  been  cited  to  him.  They 
jiiao  referred  to 

White  and  Tador'*  Lsadiiig  Csses  in  Equity,  7th 
edit,  ToL  2,  p.  335  ; 

Harding  v.  Olyn,  1  Atk.  469; 

^•leg  V.  Parry,  2  M.  &  K.  138  ; 

Maton  r.  Limbury,  cited  Amb.  p.  4 ; 

Crmeyt  v.  Colnum,  9  Vea.  319  ; 

Liddaird  v.  Liddard,  28  Beav.  266 1 

Knight  v.  Knight,  3  Bear.  148,  172. 

rCozENs-HABDT,  L.J.  referred  to  HUl  v.  HiU  (76 
Li.  T.  Bep.  103;  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  483).] 

Zagpen,  £.0.  and  E.  Ford  for  the  respondents. 
— There  is  a  complete  will  here,  including  the  ap- 
pointment of  executrixes,  by  which  the  property 
18  given  absolutely  to  the  respondents.  Then 
folio  irs  the  expression  of  a  desire  that  they  will 
pay  a  part  of  their  respective  incomes,  not  out  of 
the  income  from  the  testatrix's  estate,  to  the 
appellant.  Where  there  is  an  absolute  gift  it 
reqnires  a  very  strong  evidence  of  intention  to 
«reate  any  trust : 

he  DiggXet  {ubi  (up.)  ; 
B«  Wxlliama  (ubt  »up.). 

Levett,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Yavohah  Williams,  L.J. — In  my  opinion  this 
«ppeal  must  be  dismissed.  I  will  say  a  word  or 
two  in  the  first  place  upon  the  case  in  the  House 
of  Lords  of  Knight  v.  Boughton  {ubi  sup.),  to 
which  our  attention  was  called.  It  was  argued  by 
oounsel  for  the  appellant  that,  though  it  is  quite 
true  to  say  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  Be  Hamilton  {ubi  tup.),  and  also  in 
Be  WiUiami  {ubi  lup.),  and  also  in  Be  Digglet 
(■ubi  (up.),  departed  from  the  old  decisions  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  catalogue  of  words  in  a 
will,  one  of  which  was  "  desire,"  without  more, 
raised  a  trust  unless  there  was  something  in  the 
will  expressly  to  negative  that  construction,  yet 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  all  those  oases  was 
mistaken;  that  it  had  not  been  called  to  their 
attention  that  the  case  of  Malim  v.  Keighley 
(ubt  (up.),  in  which  Lord  Alvanley,  M.R.  laid 
^own  the  rule  that  "  wherever  any  person  gives 
property  and  points  out  the  object,  the  property, 
and  the  way  in  which  it  shall  go,  that  does  create 
a  trust  unless  be  shows  clearly  that  his  desire 
expressed  is  to  be  controlled  by  the  party  and 
that  he  shall  have  an  option  to  defeat  it,"  was 
affirmed  expressly  by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Knight  v.  Boughton  {ubi  sup.).  Now,  I  may 
point  out  that  Malim  v.  Keighley  was  brought  to 
the  notice  of  Lindley,  L.J.  in  Be  Hamilton  (ubi 
sup.),  and    that    he    purported   to  overrule  it 


Counsel  says  be  would  not  have  done  so  if  he 
had  been  aware  that  Malim  v.  Keighley  had  been 
affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Knight  v. 
Bouahton  {ubi  sup.).  No  doubt  the  House  of 
Lords  affirmed  the  passage  I  have  just  quoted 
from  the  judgment  in  McUim  v.  Keighley,  and 
which  is  also  quoted  in  Be  Hamilton  {ubi  tup.), 
but  it  all  depends  on  how  you  read  the  words 
of  Lord  Alvanley.  If  you  read  those  words  as 
meaning  "  the  way  in  which  the  property  shall 
go  "  (in  the  imperative),  there  is  nothing,  to  my 
mind,  in  any  of  those  cases  to  show  that  that 
would  be  contrary  to  what  was  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Knight  v.  Boughton  {ubi  tup.). 
Having  said  that,  I  will  now  de<u  with  the  case 
before  us.  [His  Lordship  then  read  the  first 
clause  in  the  will,  comprising  the  gift  to  the 
daughters  absolutely,  and  continued :  1  Thus 
far  we  have  very  strong  words  to  snow  the 
intention  of  the  testatrix  was  that  these  two 
l&diM  should  not  only  have  the  legal  estate  in 
everything  she  had  to  leave,  but  should  have 
that  leg^l  estate  for  their  own  absolute  use  and 
benefit.  That  being  so,  if  I  found  that  any  express 
trust  had  been  intended  to  be  created  controlling 
the  use  of  the  property  by  these  two  daughters,  I 
should  have  expected  to  find  clear  and  verr  strong 
words  to  that  effect.  What  are  the  words  which 
are  said  to  create  a  trust  ?  They  aru  these :  "  Mv 
desire  is  that  each  of  my  said  two  daughters  shaU. 
during  the  lifetime  of  my  son  pay  to  him  one- 
third  of  the  respective  incomes  of  my  said  two 
daughters  accruing  from  the  moneys  and  invest- 
ments under  this  my  will."  Now,  in  the  first 
place,  I  would  point  out  that  the  income  with 
regard  to  which  the  testatrix  has  expressed  her 
"  desire  "  does  not  extend  to  real  property ;  and,  in 
the  next  place,  it  does  not  extend  to  the  estate  of 
the  testatrix — to  that  which  she  was  leaving — but 
to  the  income  which  would  come  to  the  daughters 
raepectirely  "  from  moneys  and  investments  under 
this  my  wilL"  Those  "  investments  "  cannot,  in 
my  opinion,  mean  the  investments  belonging  to 
the  testatrix  up  to  the  time  of  her  death  in  the 
sense  of  money  being  property  with  regard  to 
which  a  trust  was  to  be  raised  before  anything 
came  to  the  daughters.  This  is  a  desire  expressed 
with  regard  to  the  income  of  the  share  which 
each  daughter  was  to  take  absolutely  under  the 
first  clause  of  the  will.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, one  has  to  ask  oneself  this:  Would 
anyone  desiring  to  create  a  trust  have  oreateu  it 
by  the  use  of  such  language  as  is  used  by  this 
testatrix  ?  Is  it  not  more  probable  that,  if  she 
had  intended  to  create  such  a  trust,  she  would 
have  left  her  property  to  the  daughters,  charging 
one-third  of  the  income  of  the  property  with  a 
trust  in  favour  of  the  son,  and  then  have  given 
the  residue  of  the  income  or  ot  the  property, 
subject  to  the  life  interest  to  the  son,  to  the 
daughters  ?  In  my  judgment  there  is  nothing  in 
this  expression  of  .desire  sufficient  to  out  down 
the  absolute  gift  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
daughters  which  is  comprised  in  the  first  part  of 
the  will.  Accordingly.  1  am  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  of  the  learned  judge  should  be  affirmed 
and  the  appeal  dismissed. 

Stislino,  L.J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
With  regard  to  the  law,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary 
for  the  decision  in  this  case,  there  does  not  seem 
to  be  much  difficulty.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to 
the  recent  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Be 
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Williams  (ubt  tup.),  and  I  do  so  because  tbere 
waa  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  learned 
nudges  in  that  case  in  the  application  of  the  law ; 
but,  lookinc;  at  the  judgments  of  Lindlny  and 
Bigby,  L.J^.,  although  they  differed  in  opinion 
upon  the  construction  of  the  will  before  them, 
what  they  lay  down  as  being  the  law  is  substan- 
tially the  same.  Lindley,  L.J.  save  this  (76  L.  T. 
Bep.  602 ;  (1897)  2  Gh.  18) :  "  Thei«  can  be  no 
doubt  that  equitable  obligations,  whether  trusts 
or  conditions,  can  be  imposed  by  any  language 
which  is  clear  enough  to  show  an  intention  to 
impose  an  obligation,  and  is  definite  enough  to 
enable  the  court  to  ascertain  what  the  precise 
obligation  is  and  in  whose-  favour  it  is  to  be  per- 
formed. There  is  also  abundant  authority  for 
saying  that,  if  property  is  left  to  a  person  in 
confidenoe  that  he  will  dispose  of  it  in  a  particular 
way  as  to  which  there  is  no  ambiguity,  such 
words  are  amply  sufficient  to  impose  an  obliga- 
tion." Then,  after  referring  to  the  cases,  ne 
proceeds  :  "  But  still  in  each  case  the  whole  will 
must  be  looked  at;  and  unless  it  appears  from 
the  whole  will  that  an  obligation  was  intended  to 
be  imposed,  no  obligation  will  be  held  to  exist ; 
yet,  moreover,  in  some  of  the  older  cases  obliga- 
tions were  inferred  from  language  which  in  modem 
times  would  be  thought  insufficient  to  justify 
such  an  inference."  Then,  when  I  turn  to  what 
Bigby,  L.  J.  says,  I  find  that  he  cites  (76  L.  T. 
Bep.  605  ;  (1897)  2  Gh.  29)  the  passage  which  was 
quoted  to  us  from  the  jn^ment  of  Lord  Langdale 
in  Knight  t.  Knight  (3  Beay.  172)  in  which  the 
general  role  is  stated  to  be  that  a  trust  is  created, 
first,  if  the  words  are,  on  the  whole,  to  be 
considered  as  imperative ;  secondly,  if  the  subject 
of  the  recommendation  or  wish  is  certain ;  and, 
thirdly,  if  the  objects  or  persons  intended  to 
have  the  benefit  of  the  recommendation  or  wish 
are  also  certain ;  and  an  instance  is  given  of  the 
application  of  the  rule.  Upon  that  passage  from 
Lord  Langdale's  judgment  Bigby,  L.J.  comments 
thus :  "  In  the  instance  so  given  by  Lord  Langdale 
it  is  to  be  assumed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
will  to  prevent  the  words  of  request  from  being 
imperative.  Yery  slight  indications  throwing 
doubt  upon  this  might  be  sufficient  to  lead  to  a 
contrary  construction."  Now,  those  two  propo- 
sitions, one  stated  by  Lindley,  L.J.  and  the 
other  by  Bigby,  L.  J.,  seem  to  coincide  as  regards 
the  law  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  and  all  we 
have  to  consider  is  whether  the  expression  "I 
desire"  is  such  as  to  impose  an  obligation  on 
the  defendants  in  this  case.  The  testatrix  com- 
menced her  will  in  these  words :  [His  Lordship 
then  read  the  first  clause  of  the  will,  and  con- 
tinued :]  Under  those  words  the  two  daughters 
take  as  tenants  in  common  and  not,  as  trustees 
usually  do,  as  joint  tenants ;  they  take  for  their 
own  absolute  use  and  benefit — that  is,  with  fuU 
power  to  deal  with  the  property  as  they  may  think 
tit.  Then,  after  appointing  them  executrixes,  the 
testatrix  goes  on  thus  :  [His  Lordship  then  read 
the  clause  commencing  "  my  desire,  and  con- 
tinned  :]  Now,  does  that  create  a  trust  P  If  so, 
it  is  entirely  incoasistent  with  the  previous  clause 
by  which  this  property  is  given  to  the  two  ladies 
for  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit.  Ifja  trust 
is  created,  what  is  it  P  It  does  not  impose  a  joint 
obligation  upon  these  two  ladies,  as  would  be  the 
case  if  they  were  trustees,  bat  each  daughter  is 
to  pay  the  son  out  of  her  own  income,  so  that,  if 


it  were  a  trust,  it  would  be  a  separate  obligation 
upon  each  daughter  to  take  her  own  income  and 

fay  out  of  it  one-third  to  the  son  during  his  life, 
cannot  think  that  this  is  what  was  meant. 
Looking  at  the  whole  will,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
was  only  intended  to  express  a  wish  ;^  and  that 
it  was  intended  each  daughter  should  have  the  use 
and  enjo3mient  of  her  own  income,  and  that  th» 
expression  of  the  wish  should  not  impose  aa 
obligation. 

Cozens-Hasdt,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Solicitors :  Church,  Bendell,  and  Co.,  agents  for 
A.  F.  Seldon,  Barnstaple;  C.  W.  Bommetl  and 
Son,  agents  for  F.  B.  Paull,  Harrogate. 


Tuesday,  Feb.  9. 
(Before  YxvoKkfi  Williams,  L.J.,  sitting  in 

Lunacy.) 
Be  PuBYiB  (a  Person  of  Unsound  Mind),  (a) 

OBIOIKAL  APPLICATION. 

Lunacy— Praetiee — Vesting  order — Direction  to- 
transfer  stock — Title  of  proceedings — Lunacy 
Act  1890  (53  Vict.  c.  5),  ».  116,  sub-s.  1  {d\ 
ss.  133,  2S2— Bides  in  Lunacy  1892,  rr.  9,  57,. 
58,  schedule,  form  1. 

An  order  in  Lunacy  containing  a  direction  mad» 
under  sect.  133  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890  should 
he  intituled  "  In  the  matter  of  the  Lunacy  Act» 
1890  and  1891,"  as  well  as  in  the  matter  of  the 
particular  lunacy.  But  this  is  not  to  apply  to  a- 
case  under  sect.  116,  sub-sect.  1  (d),  where  the  title 
contains  a  reference  to  the  statutes  53  Vict.  c.  S 
and  54  &  55  Viet.  c.  65. 

Air  order  was  made  by  a  master  in  Lunacy 
directing  (inter  alia)  that  certain  stock  which  waa- 
standing  in  the  name  of  Peregrine  Purvis,  a. 
person  of  unsound  mind,  in  the  books  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  should  be  tr<insferred  into 
court. 

The  order  was  intituled  "In  the  matter  of 
Peregrine  Purvis,  a  person  of  unsound  mind  " ;. 
but  the  title  did  not  contain  any  reference  to  the 
Lunacy  Acts. 

The  bank  objected  to  acting  on  the  order,  upoft 
the  ground  that  they  would  not  be  protected 
under  sect.  833  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890,  unlesa 
the  order  contained  a  reference  to  the  statute. 

An  application  was  accordingly  made  to  compel 
the  bank  to  act  upon  the  order,  which  applica* 
tion  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Williams,  L.J., 
sitting  in  chambers  as  judge  in  Lunacy. 

Buckmaster,  K.C.  and  Walters  for  the  appli> 
cants. 

Latham,  K.G.  and  Soward  Wright  for  the 
respondents,  the  bank. 

Yauohan  Williams,  L.J.  (without  deciding 
any  question  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties)  said 
that  it  would  be  expedient  that  in  future  an  order 
in  Lunacy,  containing  a  direction  made  under  the 
authority  of  sect  133  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890, 
should  be  intituled  in  the  matter  of  the  Lunacy 
Acts  1890  and  1891,  as  well  as  in  the  matter  of 
the  particular  lunacy ;  but  that  this  was  not  to 
apply  to  a  case  under  sect.  116,  sub-sect.  1  (d),  of  a 
person    who,    through  mental   infirmity  arising 

(a)  iteportad  by  £.  A.  ScBiTciii.EY,£aq.,  Barriilar-ftt-Lkw. 
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Kkith  v.  R.  Gancia  awd  Co.  Limited. 

[Ot.  of  Apf. 

from  disease  or  ag^,  is  incapable  of  managing  hia 
affairs,  where  the  title  contained  a  reference  to 
5i  Yict.  c.  5  and  54  &  55  Vict.  c.  65. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicants,  Marehant,  Ben- 
foell,  and  Marehant. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Freshfields. 


Jan.  12, 13,  and  March  7. 

(Before  Yavohan  Williams,  Bomeb,  and 
Stibliko,  L.JJ.) 

Kbith  v.  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited,  (a) 

APPEAL  FKOM  THE   OHANCSST  DIVISION. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Mortgage — Lease  by  mort 
gagor  after  mortgage — Foredoture — Payment  o 
reTtt  to  mortgagee — Licence  to  tenant  to  grant 
wnderUoM — Sale  by  mortgagee  tubjeet  to  tenancy 
— Estoppel  in  pais. 

A  lessee  mortgaged  leaseholds  by  lubdemise  in 
1881,  and  in  1892  granted  an  ■underlease  to  a 
third  party.  In  1894  the  mortgagee  foreclosed, 
and  the  underleesee  paid  rent  to  him.  In  1899 
(fce  mortgagee  died,  and  his  executors  granted  to 
the  underussee  licence  to  grant  a  sublease  of 
part  of  the  prem.ises,  which  he  accordingly  did. 
In  1900  they  sold  the  premises,  the  assignment 
being  made  sul^ect  to  tne  underlease. 

field,  that  the  mortgagee's  executors  having  led  to 
the  belief  that  the  reversion  expectant  upon  the 
determination  of  the  underlease  was  vested  in 
them  were  estopped  from  averring  the  contrary ; 
and  that  therefore  the  purchaser  was  not  entitted 
to  say  that  the  underlease  was  not  binding  upon 
him. 

Decision  of  Joyce,  J.  affirmed, 

St  a  lease  dated  the  11th  Dec.  1880  certain  vatdts 
situated  nnder  the  Frincess'  Theatre,  Oxford- 
«treet,  and  the  offices  belonging  thereto,  were 
(with  other  hereditaments)  demised  to  Walter 
Gooch,  as  to  part  thereof  for  a  term  of  sixty  and 
a  qnatter  years  from  the  6bh  April  1880,  as  to 
another  part  thereof  for  the  t<)nn  of  sixty  years 
from  the  9th  Jnly  1880,  and  as  to  the  residue 
thereof  for  the  term  of  fifty-nine  and  a  quarter 
years  from  the  6th  April  1881,  at  the  rent  theiein 
mentioned. 

By  a  deed  dated  the  9th  March  1881  Walter 
Gooch  demised  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
lease  of  the  11th  Dec.  1880,  to  W.  T.  Neve  for  the 
residue  of  the  eereral  terms  of  years  eranted 
thereby,  except  the  last  three  days  of  each  term, 
by  way  of  mortgage  for  secnring  payment  of 
30,0(X>2.,  with  interest  thereon. 

The  deed  gave  the  mortgagee  a  power  of  sale, 
and  it  was  provided  that  in  the  event  of  a  eale  the 
mortgagor  would  stand  possessed  of  the  last  three 
days  of  the  terms  respectively  in  trust  for  the 
pnrehaser. 

The  premises  comprised  in  the  lease  became 
before  the  24th  March  1892  vested  in  Harriet 
€kxx:h  for  the  residue  of  the  several  terms  of 
years,  but  subject  to  the  mortgage  to  Neve. 

By  an  underlease  dated  the  24th  March  1892 
Harriet  Gooch  purported  to  demise  the  vaults  and 
offices  (part  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  lease 
of  the  11th  Dec.  1880)  to  the  defendant  companv 
{B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited),  from  the  25th  March 

(a)  BtporMd  tiy  E.  A.  Scbatchlit,  Esq.,  BaiTlster-at-I«w. 


1892,  for  twenty-one  years  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
.  140/. 

This  deed  provided  that  if  the  defendant  com- 
pany should  be  wound-up  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Companies  Acts  the  lessor  might  re-enter  upon 
the  demised  premises,  and  thereupon  the  term 
thereby  granted  should  absolutely  determine. 

The  defendant  company  entered  into  possession 
of  the  premises  thus  demised  to  them. 

On  the  21st  March  1895,  in  an  action  by  Neve 
against  Harriet  Gooch  in  the  Chancery  Division, 
an  order  was  made  that  she  should  thenceforth 
.  stand  absolutely  foreclosed  from  all  right  and 
equity  of  redemption  of  and  in  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  mortgage  of  the  9th  March  1881. 

From  the  date  of  that  order  until  the  death  of 
Keve  the  defendant  company  paid  to  him  the  rent 
of  1402.  reserved  by  the  lease  of  the  24th  March 
1892; 

Neve  died  on  the  8th  March  1899. 

On  the  9th  Aug.  1900  Neve's  executors  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff,  U.  F.  Keith,  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  lease  of  the  11th  Dec.  1880  for  the 
residue  then  unexpired  of  the  several  terms  of 
years  therebv  granted  (except  the  last  three  days 
of  each  of  the  terms),  and  for  all  such  estates 
and  interests  in  the  nominal  reversions  expectant 
on  the  determination  of  the  same  terms  respec- 
tively as  the  executors  had  power  to  assign ;  and 
the  assignment  was  expressed  to  be  made  subject 
(as  to  such  parts  of  the  premises  as  were  subject 
thereto)  to,  hut  with  the  benefit  of,  the  deed  of 
the  24th  March  1892. 

Subsequently  to  the  9th  Aug.  1900  the  defendant 
company  paid  the  rent  of  1402.  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  8th  Oct.  1902  an  order  was  made  by  the 
High  Court  for  the  winding-up  of  the  defendant 
company  under  the  Companies  Acts. 

On  the  27th  Nov.  1899  the  defendant  company 
had  executed  a  sublease  of  part  of  the  premises 
comprised  in  the  underleaee  of  the  24th  March  1892 
to  the  defendant  Sinclair  from  the  25th  Dec.  1899 
for  a  term  of  thirteen  years  and  three  months 
lees  ten  days  then  next  ensuing  at  the  rent  of 
240L 

This  sublease  was  made  in  pursuance  of  a 
licence  dated  the  13th  Oct.  1899,  by  which  the 
executors  of  Neve,  describing  themselves  as  "  the 

Sersons  in  whom  the  reversion  expectant  on  the 
elermination  of  the  term  granted  by  the  lease 
of  the  24th  March  1892  is  now  vested,"  granted  a 
licence  to  the  defendant  company  to  demise  to 
the  defendant  Sinclair  the  vaults,  &c.,  for  the 
residue  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  thereby 
granted,  less  the  last  ten  days  thereof. 

The  defendant  Sinclair  was  in  possession  under 
this  sublease. 

The  London  and  Westminster  Bank  were,  as 
equitable  mortgagees  of  the  defendant  company,  in 
possession  ot  ttie  remainder  of  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  underlease  of  the  24th  March  1892. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  claiming 
possession  of  the  vaults  and  premises  comprised 
in  the  underlease  of  the  24th  March  1892, 
on  the  ground  that,  by  reason  of  the  winding-up 
order,  a  right  had  accrued  to  him  to  re-enter  on 
the  vaults  and  premises  and  to  determine  the 
tenancy  of  the  defendant  company,  and  that  he 
bad  served  a  notice  upon  them  demanding 
possession  accordingly. 

The  defendant  Sinclair  counter-claimed  under 
the  provisions  of   the    Conveyancing    Aot  and 
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Law  of  Property  Act  1881  relief  from  the  for- 
feiture, and  asked  for  an  order  that  the  vanlts,  &0.,. 
comprised  in  the  sublease  of  the  27th  Not.  1899 
should  Test  in  him  for  the  residue  of  the  term 
thereby  (granted  and  upon  the  conditions  thereof. 

The  other  defendants  also  took  out  a  summons 
asking  for  relief  against  the  forfeiture ;  and  on 
the  1st  April  1903  this  summons  came  on  for 
hearing,  with  the  trial  of  the  action  and  counter- 
claim, before  Joyce,  J.,  when  the  following 
judgment  was  delirered  : — 

JoTCB,  J. — The  first,  and  praotically,  I  think, 
the  only  question  that  really  arises  in  this  case, 
is  as  to  the  effect  of  what  took  place  between  the 
parties  in  Oct.  and  Not.  1899.  Now  at  that  time 
Neve  had  foreclosed,  and  he  was  dead,  and  the 
claim  under  the  foreclosure  was  Tested  in  his 
executors,  NeTe  and  fiuttanshaw.  They  weie 
receiving  from  B.  Gancia  and  Oo.  Limited  thn 
same  rent  as  was  reserved  by  the  doonment  which 
has  been  called  the  "  underlease."  Suppose  at 
that  time  that  the  executors  of  Neve  and  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  and  Sinclair  had  entered 
into  a  tripartite  agreement  which  recited  that  the 
execntom  of  Neve  were  the  reversioners  of  the 
underlease  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  ;  that 
they  had  been  asked  to  conceal  under  the  terms 
of  that  underlease  to  the  granting  of  the  sub- 
lease by  B.  Grancia  and  Co.  Limited ;  and  that  B. 
Gancia  and  Go.  Limited  had  thereby  agreed 
expressly,  with  such  consent,  to  grant  the  sab- 
lease  to  Sinclair.  If  such  a  document  as  that  had 
been  made  and  executed  by  the  three  parties,  to 
my  mind  it  is  absolutely  clear  that  the  executors 
of  NeTe  could  not,  after  that,  have  turned  round 
and  asserted  their  paramount  title  as  mortgagess 
or  as  representing  mortgagees,  and  have  asserted 
or  objected  that  B.  Gancia  and  Oo.  Limited  had 
no  underlease  at  all.  Nor  could  they  have 
asserted  that  either  as  againbt  B.  Gancia  and  Go. 
Limited  or  as  against  Sinclair,  who  took  under 
the  sublease.  Now,  upon  carefully  considering 
what  really  did  happen,  and  looking  at  the 
correspondence  and  documents,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  what  happened  is  really  eqaivalent  to  such 
an  agreement  in  fact.  And  1  hold  that  the 
execators  of  Neve,  whose  testator  had  foreclosed, 
were,  as  raversioners  of  the  underlease  to  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited,  in  truth  and  substance 
parties  to  the  sublease  to  Sinclair,  and  fully  con- 
curred in  it.  Now  what  took  place  next  was  the 
sale  and  assignment  to  Keith  in  Aug.  1900. 
Upon  that  sale  it  appears  perfectly  clear  to  me 
that  all  the  parties  had  full  knowledge — not 
merely  notice  but  fall  knowledge — of  CTerything 
that  occarred,  and  knew  exactly  how  matters 
stood.  When  it  was  completed  the  counterpart 
of  the  underlease  appears  to  have  been  hauded 
over  to  the  purchaser,  Keith.  In  my  opinion 
the  true  construction  of  that  assignment,  when 
jon  come  to  examine  it,  is  not,  as  in  the  case 
referred  to  before  Cotton,  L.J.,  that  the  lease,  or, 
rather,  that  the  underlease  was  actually  excepted 
from  the  coTenaut  against  incumbrances.  There 
was  no  express  covenant,  I  think,  in  this  case. 
Probably  it  was  implied.  But,  in  my  opinion, 
it  really  amounts  to  an  agreement  between  the 
Tendc  rj  and  the  execators  of  Nere,  who,  in  my 
opinion,  had  undertaken  or  incurred  a  respon- 
sibility both  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited 
and  to  Sinclair.    It  amounted  to  an  agreement 


between  them  and  the  purchaser  Keith  that 
that  sublease  and  the  underlease  should  con- 
tinue to  subsist  At  all  events,  if  I  am  wrong 
in  this,  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  Keith, 
the  purchaser  at  that  sale,  was  not  and  could 
not  be,  as  against  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited 
or  Sinclair,  in  a  better .  position  than  the  execu- 
tors of  Neve  themselves  were.  The  result  of  all 
this  is  to  my  mind  that  the  present  plaiatiff 
cannot  successfully  contend  tnat  as  against 
him  tbe  8ublea.sH  is  not  sabsisting,  nor  can  he 
contend  that  as  against  him  the  underlease  is 
not  subsisting,  and  that  that  was  the  Tiew 
which  Keith,  the  purchaser,  and  his  adTisera 
took  of  the  matter  is  plain  from  their  notice  to 
inspect  the  dilapidations,  and  from  their  notice 
which  purported  to  forfeit  tbe  underlease.  Tha>t 
really  disposes  of  the  action.  Perhaps  I  may  say 
one  word  with  reference  to  the  general  law  as  t» 
leases  granted  by  a  mortgazor  after  the  mort- 
gage. I  think  the  result  of  the  oases  is  that 
although  the  mere  payment  and  receipt  of  rent 
as  between  the  lessee  and  the  mortgagee  may 
oonTert  the  lessee  into  a  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
it  does  not  to  my  mind  follow  from  that  alone 
that  the  lessee  holds  upon  the  terms  of  the  lease 
so  far  as  they  are  applicable  to  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year.  I  think,  as  stated  in  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  and  in  other  text-books,  in  every 
case  it  is  a  matter  of  evidence  or  inference  (whicti 
is  the  same  thing)  from  what  is  done.  When  a 
new  tenancy  is  thus  created  I  agree  that  the 
terms  of  such  new  tenancy  must  be  proved  by 
evidence ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  tenant  is 
paying  rent  to  the  mortgagee  after  notice  is  no 
evidence  that  the  tenancy  is  to  be  on  the  sam» 
terms  as  those  on  which  the  tenant  held  under 
the  mortgagor.  To  my  mind  that  is  made  oat 
distinctly  by  the  judgments  of  Wills  and  Black- 
burn, J  J.,  in  the  case  of  Oakley  v.  Monek  (14 
L.  T.  Bep.  20 ;  L.  Bep.  1  Ex.  159).  The  plaintiflE 
says  the  result  was  that  there  was  an  agree^ 
ment,  or  I  think  he  says  that  eTen  without  aa 
agreement  B.  Gancia  and  Go.  Limited  held 
upon  the  tarms  of  the  lease  as  tenant  from  year 
to  year.  Upon  those  terms,  so  far  as  applicable 
to  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  I  am  unable  to 
see  anything  from  which  I  can  infer  any  such 
agreement.  Bnt  I  do  see  my  way  to  infer  a  a 
agreement,  and  I  think  that  there  was  in  effect 
an  agreement,  that  the  underlease  should  con- 
tinue to  subsist  and  the  sublease  should  cod- 
tinne  to  subsist.  Tbei-efore  it  appears  to  me,  as 
I  have  already  said,  that  the  action  fails.  The 
order  as  drawn  up  declared  that  the  underlease 
of  the  21th  March  1892,  was  binding  on  th» 
plaintiff,  and  ordered  that  the  defendants  be 
relieved  against  the  forfeiture  of  that  underlease 
occasioned  by  the  winding-up  of  B.  Gancia  and 
Co.  Limited. 

From  that  decision  the  plaintiff  now  appealed. 

Levett,  K.C.  and  E.  B.  Simpson  for  the 
appellant. — The  mortgage  to  Neve  having  been 
executed  on  the  9th  March  1881  before  the  date  of 
the  coming  into  operation  of  sect.  18  of  the  Con- 
veyancing and  Law  of  Property  Act  1881 — whereby 
a  mortgagor  in  possession  is  authorised,  as  against 
every  incumbrancer,  to  m  ake  from  time  to  time  any 
such  lease  of  tbe  mortgagedproperty  a9isdescrit>ed 
in  that  section — the  underlease  of  the  24th  March 
1892,  which  was  granted  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co- 
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Limited  bj  the  representative  of  the  mortgagor 
withont  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee,  was  invalid 
and  not  binding  upon  the  mortgagee.  The  effect 
of  the  payment  of  rent  by  B.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited  to  the  mortgagee  and  his  acceptance 
thereof  was  only  to  create  a  tenancy  from  year 
to  year  npon  the  terms  of  the  underlease  and  so  far 
as  they  were  consistent  with  a  yearly  tenancy : 

Doitgal  T.  MeCarthy,  88  L.  T.  Bep.  699;  (1893) 
1  Q.  B.  736  J 

Do«  d.  Hughet  t.  Buckntil,  C  C.  ft  P.  566. 
It  ia  a  matter  of  evidence,  and  the  court  hns  to 
decide  npon  the  evidence,  whether  there  was  an 
intention  that  the  yearly  tenancy  should  continue 
upon  the  terms  of  the  former  demise.  [Bombs, 
L.J. — There  are  some  observations  of  Tindal,  C.J. 
in  Brown  v.  Storey  (1  Man.  &  Or.  117,  .it  p.  126j 
that  may  assist  you,  as  they  appear  i)  be  dis- 
tinotly  in  your  favour.]  The  plaintiff  was  there- 
fore enabled  to  determine  the  tenancy  npon  the 
making  of  ih?  winding-up  order  against  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited.  The  licence  to  sublet 
given  to  B.  Gancia  and  Go.  Limited  could  not 
operate  as  a  new  lease  or  an  agreement  by  the 
mortgagee  to  grant  a  lease  to  B.  Garcia  and  Co. 
Limited  for  both  a  lease  and  an  agreement  to 
grant  a  lease  must  be  in  writing : 

Statute  of  Fninds,  s.  1 ; 

Beal  Property  Aot  1845,  a.  7  ; 

Sfaelford'i  Beal  Property  Statates,  9bh  edit,  p.  516. 

Theplaintiff  hasthelegalestate.  There  being  some 
estate  in  the  defendant  Sinclair,  the  court  cannot 
enlarge  that  estate  by  means  of  estoppel.  The  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  by  consent  does  not  apply  to  such 
acase  as  the  present.  The  defendant  Sinclair  had 
the  same  means  of  knowledge  as  the  plaintiff  had, 
and  there  was  not  sufficient  to  create  estoppel  by 
condnci.  It  was  never  intended  that  a  lease 
should  be  allowed  to  be  created  by  mere  estoppel : 

Barton's  Compendiam,  p.  850  ; 

Co.  Litt.,  p.  45b  ; 

Piehard  v.  Scarf,  6  Adol.  ft  £11.  4C9 ; 

Willmott  V.  Barktr,  43  L.  T.  Bep.  95,  15  Ch.  Div. 
96,  at  p.  105. 

Hughes,  £.C.  and  F.  L.  Wright  for  the 
teapondents,  the  defendant  company  and  the 
bank.— We  submit  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
appliee  to  the  present  case  ;  and  that  the  execu- 
tors of  the  mortgagee  by  their  conduct,  and  in 
particular  by  the  terms  of  the  licence  to  sub- 
demise  given  by  them  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited,  are  estopped  from  denying  the  validity 
of  the  underlease  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  LimitecL 
We  rely  mainly  upon  the  licence,  for  we  submit 
thatttiat  constitutes  an  estoppel  inpaii.  The 
anthoritiM  which  support  the  proposition  that 
we  are  now  presenting  to  the  court  are 

Htaik  V.  Pvgh,  44  L.  T.  Bep.  327  ;  6  Q.  B.  Div. 
345  ;  on  appeal,  46  L.  T.  Bep.  321 ;  7  App.  Cat. 
235; 

Caimeroti  v.  Lorrimer,  3  Maoq.  857  ; 

Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654  ; 

Piekard  v.  Sean  (uiri  tup.). 

{jYAiraHAN  Williams,  L.J. — Is  not  an  estoppel 
in  pai*  limited  to  the  extent  upon  which  it  has 
been  acted  ?]  The  cases  which  we  have  cited  show 
that  it  is  not  so  limited.  A  person  is  estopped 
from  denying  representation  when  that  repre- 
sentation has  been  acted  upon.  Moreover,  by 
Tirtne  of  the  order  for  foreclosure  absolute,  the  I 
mortgagee  became  bound  by  the  estoppel  which  1 


bound  the  mortgagor.  That,  we  say,  has  the 
effect  of  the  foreclosure  decree.  Where  a  lease 
has  been  granted  by  a  mortgagor  there  is  no  diffi- 
culty in  the  mortgagee  affirmmg  the  lease,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  lessee  : 

Corbeit  V.  PlowUn,  50  L.  T.  Bip.  740 ;  25  CU.  Div. 
678. 
We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  executors  of  the 
mortgagee  were  able,  if  thpy  chose,  to  affirm  the 
underlease  granted  by  the  mortgagor's  repre- 
sentative to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limits,  and  that 
they  have  in  fact  done  so  in  the  present  case. 
[Vauohan  Williams.  L.J.  referred  to  Wood- 
fall's  Law  of  Landlord  and  Tenant.  11th  edit., 
1877,  p.  201 ;  13th  edit.,  1836,  p.  233.]  These 
defendants  did  not  set  up  a  new  lease  or  an 
agreement  to  grant  a  new  lease.  There  was  only 
a  ratification  by  the  mortgagee  ot  an  act  done  on 
his  behalf  by  his  agent,  the  mortgagor's  repre- 
sentative.   They  referred  also  to 

Tarn  v.  Turner,  59  L.  T.  B>p.  742 ;  39  Cb.  Div. 
456. 

Younger,  K.C.  (with  him  Elward  Ford)  for 
the  respondent  Sinclair. — The  absence  of  any 
direct  authority  upon  the  present  point  is  strongly 
in  favour  of  the  vie «r  that  there  is  no  distinction 
between  a  lease  granted  by  a  mortgagor  by  way 
of  subdemise  and  a  lease  granted  hy  way  of 
assignment.  It  merely  operates  by  way  of 
estoppel.  It  is  a  lease  by  estoppel.  [Vauohan 
Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Foa  on  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  3rd  edit.,  ch.  6,  citing  Cuthherison  v. 
Irving,  4  H.  &  N.  742.] 

Levett,  K.O.,  in  reply,  referred  to 
Ashbnrnar's  Law  of  Mortgage,  p.  211. 
[Bombs,  L.J. — If  a  person  conveys  simply  there 
is  no  estoppel.    But  if  he  recit«s  that  he  is  seised 
in  fee  and  purports  to  convey  in  fee,  he  is  estopped 
from  denying  that  he  is  not  so  seised.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

March  7. — The  following  written  judgments 
were  delivered : — 

Vauohan  Williams,  L.J.— [His  Lordship 
stated  the  facts  of  the  case  substantially  as 
above  set  forth,  and  continued :]  Now  Joyce,  J., 
in  dealing  with  the  action,  puts  it  in  this  way. 
He  says,  suppose  that  in  Nov.  1899  (that  is 
to  say,  before  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff) 
the  executors  of  Neve  and  B.  Gancia  and 
Co.  Limited  and  Sinclair  had  entered  into  a 
tripartite  agreement  which  recited  that  the 
ezeoutors  of  I^eve  were  the  reversioners  of  the 
underlease  to  B.  Gancia  and  Go.  Limited,  and 
that  they  had  been  asked  to  consent  under  the 
terms  of  that  underlease  to  the  granting  of  the 
sublease  by  B  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited,  and  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  had  thereby  agreed 
expressly  to  grant  the  sublease  to  Sinclair.  He 
goes  on  to  say  that  if  such  document  as  that  had 
been  made  and  executed  by  the  three  parties,  t^ 
his  mind  it  is  absolutely  clear  that  the  executors 
of  Neve  could  not  after  that  have  turned  round 
and  asserted  their  paramount  title  as  mortgagees, 
or  as  representing  mortg^tgees,  and  have  asserted 
or  objected  that  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  had 
no  underlease  at  all.  Nor  could  they,  he  adds, 
have  asserted  that  either  as  against  B.  Gancia 
and  Co.  Limited  or  as  against  Sinclair.  The 
learned  judge,  having  said  this,  goes  on  to  say 
that  in  his  opinion  w^t  happened  is  really  eqniva- 
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lent  to  such  an  a(;reeinent  in  fact,  and  he  held  that 
the  executors  of  Nere,  whose  testator  had  fore- 
closed, were,  as  reversioners  of  that  underlease,  in 
truth  and  in  substance  parties  to  the  sublease  to 
Sinclair  and  follj  concurred  in  it.  I  am  not 
quite  sure  what  this  means.  In  the  first  place,  I 
assume  that  in  the  supposed  tripartite  agreement 
the  learned  judge  means  that  R.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited  had  agreed  to  grant  a  sublease,  and  that 
the  executors  had  agreed  that  B.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited  should  do  so,  and  that  he  does  not  mean 
by  the  supposed  agreement  that  the  executors 
agreed  themselves  to  grant  a  lease  to  Sinclair. 
If  I  am  right,  the  supposed  agreement  would  have 
been  carried  out,  so  far  as  the  grant  of  the  lease 
by  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  to  Sinclair  is  con- 
cerned ;  and  the  only  agreement  which  it  could 
have  been  said  that  the  executors  bad  broken 
would  have  been  an  implied  agreement  that  they 
would  not,  in  contravention  (h  the  recitals,  deny 
that  they  were  reversioners  of  the  underlease  to 
B.  Gancia  and  Co,  Limited,  and  invalidate  the  con- 
sent which  they  purported  to  give,  as  reversioners 
of  the  underlease  to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited, 
to  their  sublease  by  the  assertion  of  a  paramount 
title  inconsistont  with  the  subsistence  of  the  sub- 
lease. But  this  view  of  the  tripartite  agreement, 
even  if  it  can  be  supported,  is  hardly  consistent 
with  the  result  indicated  by  Joyce,  J .  as  following 
on  the  assumption  that  what  happened  was 
equivalent  to  snch  an  agreement  in  fact,  because 
he  says :  "I  hold  that  the  executors  of  Neve, 
whose  testator  had  foreclosed,  were,  as  rever- 
sioners of  the  underlease  to  R.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited,  in  truth  and  in  substance  parties  to  the 
sublease  to  Sinclair,  and  fully  concurred  in  it.*' 
Such  a  result  would  not  follow  as  the  consequence 
of  a  -breach  of  an  impBed  covenant  not  to  invali- 
date the  sublease  to  be  granted  by  B,  Ganda 
and  Co.  Limited  to  Sinclair.  Such  an  implied 
covenant  would  not  make  the  executors  parties  to 
the  sublease  or  make  them  concur  in  it,  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  that  word.  I  am  not  quite 
sure  that  the  learned  judge,  in  the  passages  wnich 
I  have  quoted,  has  not  somewhat  confused  the 
agreement  which  he  snegeste  with  the  estoppels 
arising  on  it,  which  I  wiU  consider  presently. 
But  it  is  sufficient  to  say  at  present  that  no 
estoppel  preventing  the  executors  from  denying 
that  they  were  the  reversioners  of  the  underlease 
to  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited,  could  operate  as  a 
grant  by  tbem  of  a  lease  to  Sinclair  on  the  terms 
of  the  sublease  granted  by  B.  Gancia  and  Co. 
Limited  to  Sinclair.  There  is  the  difficulty  also 
that  the  sublease,  whoever  grante  it,  requires  by 
the  Beal  Property  Act  1815,  and  that  any  agrea- 
ment  relating  to  land  has,  by  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  to  be  in  writing ;  and  it  is  not  easy  to 
extract  from  the  documents  any  implied  agree- 
ment which  would  support  the  learned  judge's 
view.  Moreover,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  any 
agreement  can  be  suggested,  as  having  been 
entered  into  without  writing,  which  could  be 
supported  by  part  performance  and  which  would 
afford  a  defence  in  this  action.  I  propose 
now  to  deal  with  the  question  whether  estoppel 
will  enable  the  defendante  to  successfculy 
defend  this  action.  If  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintifE  enables  the  defendant  to  do  so,  I  do  not 
trouble  myself  about  the  exact  form  of  the 
pleadings.  It  is  plain  that  all  parties  came  into 
court  prepared  to  tay  the  question  of  what  is  the 


effect  of  the  plaintiff's  asanming  the  character  of 
reversioner  and  inducing  the  dSendante  to  alter 
their   position.    That  being   so,   all   necessary 
amendments  must  be    treated  as    made.    Thafe 
there  is  an  estoppel  preventing  Neve's  executors^ 
Keitli's  predecessors  in  title,  and  therefore  Keith, 
from  averring  as    against  B.  Gancia  and    Co. 
Limited,  or  Sinclair  that  he  really  was  not  such 
reversioner  I   do  not  doubt,  for  it  seems  to  me- 
plain   that  the  executors,  by  their    words  and 
conduct,  wilfully  caused  both  B.  Gancia  and  Go. 
Limited  and  Sinclair  to  believe  in  the  existence- 
of  a  state  of  things,  and  induced  them  to  act  on 
that  belief,  so  as  to  alter   their  own   previous 
position ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  Keith,  who 
claims  through  the  executors,  is  concluded  from 
averring    against    either    B.     Gancia    and    Go. 
Limited  or  Sinclair  a  different  state  of  things  as 
existing  at  the  same  time.    Now  it  is  true  that, 
where  one  has  an  estoppel  in  pate  of  this  sort, 
the  estoppel  cannot  go  further  than  to  prevent 
the  party  estopped  from  putting  the  party  who 
has    acted    on    his    ^presentation    in  a    worse 
position  than  he  would  have  been  if  that  repre- 
sentation had  been  true.    Then  what  would  have 
been  the  position  of  Sinclair  if  Neve's  executors- 
had  really  had  vested  in  tbem    the    reversion, 
expectent     upon     the    determination    of    Mrs. 
Gobch's  lease  to  B.  Gancia  and    Co.  Limited. 
(And    observe  this  is  quite  a  possible  steto  of 
things,  because    there    is  no    reason  why  they, 
being  the  assignees  by  way  of  subdemise  of  Mrs. 
Gooch's  lease  of  the  11th  Dec.  1880  from  Bailey, 
should  not  have  taken  an  assignment  from  her  of 
the  reversion  expectant  upon  the  determination 
of  the  underlease  granted  by  her  to  B.  Gancia 
and  Co.  Limited.)    I  take  it  that  Neve's  execu- 
tors, as  the  assignees  of  Mrs.  Gooch,  would  no. 
more  have  been  entitled,  as  between  B.  Gancia 
and    Co.  Limited  and  themselves,  to  deny  Mrs. 
Gooch's  title  than  Mrs.  Gooch  herself  would  have- 
been.    The  result  of  this  is  that  the  plamtiff'a 
action  &ils.    He  is  not  entitled  to  recover  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  because  he  is  estopped^ 
from  denying  that  he  is  reversioner  in  respect  of 
the  lease  granted  by  Mrs.  Gooch  to  B.  Ganoia 
and  Co.  Limited,  and  not  the  less  so  because  at 
the  time  he  represented  himself  as  such  he  wa» 
as  mortgagee  entitled  to  say  that  the  lease  by 
Mrs.  Grooch  to  B.  Gancia  and  Go.  Limited,  did 
not  bind  him.    I  think  that  this  estoppel  against 
the  plaintiff  arises  equally  as  between  himself 
and  Sinclair   and   as   between  himself  and  B. 
Gancia  and  Go.  Limited.    Both  Sinclair  and  B. 
Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  altered  their  positions 
by  reason  of  the  assertion  by  Neve's  executora 
that  the  reversion  attendant  upon  the  determina- 
tion  of  the  underlease   to  B.  Gancia  and  Go. 
Limited  was  vested  in  them.    By  reason  of  this 
assertion  B.  Gancia   and  Co.   Limited  granted 
and  Sinclair  accepted  the  sublease.    This  did  not 
make  either  B.  Gancia  and  Co.  Limited  or  Sin- 
clair   the    tenant    of    Neve's    executors.     Th» 
estoppel    simply    prevente  Neve's   executors,  or 
their  successor,   the  plaintiff,  from  denying  that 
Mrs.   Gooch's  reversion  was  vested  in  them  as 
alleged  by  them,   or  from   setting  up  an  over- 
riding title  inconsistent  with  the  licence  by  them 
as    reversioners    authorising    the    sublease    to 
Sinclair.    Moreover,  the  conduct  both  of  Neve's 
executors  and  of  the  plaintiff  since  the  granting 
of  the  sublease  of  1899  is  only  consistent  with  & 
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OGntinned  assertion  bj  them  respectively  of  their 
position  as  reversioners  and  the  validity  of  the 
sublease.  I  refer  to  the  assignment  to  Keith 
being  expressly  sabjeot  to  the  sublease  of  189?. 
and  to  the  plaintiff's  notice  to  B.  Gancia  and 
CSo.  Limited  to  repair.  I  do  not  think  that  it 
makes  the  slightest  difforence  that,  on  the 
admitted  facts,  and  in  particular  the  payment 
of  the  rent  reserved  nnder  the  underlease  of  1892 
to  Neve's  executors  and  to  Keith,  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  nnder  Ifeve's  executors  or  Keith 
would  ordinarily  be  inferred.  This  would  be  only 
part  of  the  truth  which  the  plaintiff  would  be 
«8topped  from  denying.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  that  B.  Gancia  and  Go.  Limited  was 
aware  of  the  true  position  of  affairs.  For  the 
reasoiiB  which  I  have  given  I  think  that  the  judg- 
ment of  Joyce,  J.  ought  to  be  supported,  and  this 
appeal  dismissed  with  costs.  I  should  wish  to 
add  that  I  entirely  agree  with  the  judgment  so 
isr  as  it  relates  to  the  relief  against  urfeitare. 
And  with  regard  to  the  counter-claim  by  Sinclair 
for  a  vesting  order,  which  Joyoe,  J.  had  ordered 
to  stand  over,  I  see  at  present  no  reason  why 
such  order  should  not  be  made  under  sect.  4  of 
the  Act  of  1892. 

BoMBB  and  Stiblino,  L.JJ.  conoarred. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for   the  appellant,  Batten,  Proffitt, 
and  Scott. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Charles  Mylne 
Barker ;  Bouth,  Stacey,  and  Castle. 


Wednesday,  March  9. 
(Before   Yjlvquks  Williams,  Stiblino,  and 

Cozems-Habdy,  L.JJ.) 
Be  LxcoKFiBLD ;  Wtkohau  V.  Leconfield.  (a) 

appeal  fbom  the  chancebt  division. 
Beveniu — Estate  duty — Sueeesiion  duty — Will 
charging  residue  with  duties  payable  on  testa- 
tor's death  on  property  of  which  he  was  tenaiit 
for  life — Succession  duty  on  proceeds  of  sale  of 
timber  cut  by  succeeding  tenant  for  life — Heir, 
looms  of  national  intere^ — Finance  Ad  1896 
(59  &  60  Vict.  c.  28),  «.  20— Stt««e«won  Duty  Act 
1853  (16  &  17  Yicl.  e.  51),  «.  23. 

By  his  will,  dated  in  1900,  a  testator,  who  died  in 
1901,  directed  the  trustees  to  pay  out  of  the 
residuary  proceeds  of  his  estate  (1)  so  much  of  the 
estate  duty  and  other  death  duties  which  under 
the  Finance  Act  1894,  or  any  amending  statute, 
*hould  become  payable  upon  or  by  reason  of  his 
death  in  respect  of  all  the  estates  and  property 
of  which  he  should  immediately  before  his  death 
be  tenant  for  life  under  a  certain  vnll  or  resettle- 
ment as  the  capital  mmveys  and  investments 
subject  thereto  should  he  insufficient  to  pay  ; 
and  (2)  all  such  succession  duty  as  snould 
become  payable  upon  his  death  in  reject  of  the 
same  estates  and  property. 

Held,  that,  as  to  the  duty  in  respect  of  the  sale  of 
certain  timber,  the  provision  of  the  toill  was 
applicable  to  duty  payable  in  respect  of  a  suc- 
cession on  the  death  of  the  testator,  which  duty 
waspayable  out  of  his  residuary  estate. 

Held,  also,  that,  as  to  certain  heirlooms  of  national 
itUerest,  the  duty  did  not  become  payable  upon 

(a)  Beported  by  £.  A,  Susatcbliy,  Eaq.,  BkrrliMMt-Ltw. 


the  death  of  the  testator,   and  would  not  until 
the  happening  of  the  event  mentioned  in  sect.  20 
of  the  Finance  Act  1896. 
Decision  of  Joyce,  J.  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  434)  reversed. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  10th  Sept.  1834,  George 
O'Brien,  last  Earl  of  £gremont,  devised  freehold 
and  copyhold  estates  of  great  extent  and  value  in 
the  counties  of  Oomberland,  York,  Sussex,  and 
Sonthampton,  to  the  use  of  Greorge,  afterwards 
created  Baron  Leoonfield,  during  Us  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  son  ot  the  latter, 
Henry,  afterwards  second  Baron  Leconfield, 
during  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  the  second  baron  successively  in 
tail  male  ;  and  he  bequeathed  certain  leaseholds 
on  trust  that  the  rents  and  profits  should  be 
received  by  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates. 

The  testator  also  bequeathed  certcun  chattels  of 
great  value,  known  as  the  Petworth  House  heir- 
looms, upon  trust  that  they  should  devolve  as 
heirlooms  with  the  estates. 

The  testator  died  on  the  14th  Nov.  1837. 

George,  first  Baron  Leconfield,  died  on  the 
18th  March  1869. 

The  Hon.  Creorge  O'Brien  Wyndham,  eldest 
son  of  Henry,  second  Baron  Leconfield,  and 
first  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will,  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  father  on  the  13th  Jan.  1895,  a 
bachelor  and  intestate,  having  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  but  not  having  barred  his 
estate  tail. 

His  father,  Henry  Baron  Leconfield,  took  out 
lettws  of  administnition  to  his  estate  on  the  23rd 
Miurch  1895,  and  thus  became  absolutely  entitled 
to  Uie  heirlooms. 

On  the  6th  Dec.  1897  Henry  Baron  Leconfield 
and  his  eldest  surviving  son,  the  Hon.  Charles 
Henry  Wyndham,  executed  a  disentailing  assur- 
ance of  the  settled  estates,  and  on  the  7th  Deo. 
they  executed  a  resettlement  of  them,  under 
whioh  (subject  to  a  power  of  appointing  uses  and 
to  the  payment  of  a  rentcharge  to  the  Hon.  0. 
H.  Wyndham)  they  were  limited  to  the  ose  ot 
Henry  Baron  Leconfield  for  life  in  restoration  of 
his  life  estate  under  Lord  Egremont's  will,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  Hon.  C.  H.  Wyndham 
tor  life  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with 
divers  remainders  over. 

The  moneys  and  investments  subject  to  the 
settlement  had  been  disentailed  by  another 
assurance  of  the  6th  Dec.  1887,  and  by  the 
resettlement  were  settled  on  the  trusts  of  capital 
moneys  arising  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts  to  be 
applied  primarily  in  the  purchase  ot  lands  to  be 
settled. 

Certain  of  the  heirlooms  were  also  included  in  the 
resettlement,  and  were  settled  to  devolve  as  heir- 
looms with  the  settled  estates,  and  the  remainder 
of  the  heirlooms  were  settled  in  the  same  way 
by  another  settlement  dated  the  15th  June  1898, 
with  a  proviso  in  both  cases  that  they  should  not 
vest  absolutely  in  any  tenant  in  tail  unless  he 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  19th  April  1900,  Henry 
Baron  Leconfield  gave  certain  settled  legacies, 
and  declared  his  intention  land  will  to  be  that  all 
settlement  estate  duty  payable  on  his  death  under 
or  by  virtue  ot  the  Finance  Act  1894,  or  any  Act 
ot  Parliament  amending,  extending,  or  modifying 
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it,  by  reason  of  the  settlement  thereinbefore  made 
of  saoh  settled  legaoies,  as  well  as  all  other  estate 
duty  payable  on  his  death  nnder  or  by  virtne  of 
any  snch  Aot  in  respeot  of  his  estate,  should  be 
borne  by  his  general  estate  in  exoneration  of  any 
legatee  or  benefioiary  under  any  of  the  preceding 
gifts  or  dispositione. 

The  tes^tor  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  general 
trustees  of  his  will  on  trust  for  sale  and  conver- 
sion, and  he  directed  tbem  to  pay  out  of  the 
moneys  arising  therefrom  and  tbe  mDneys  of 
which  he  should  be  possessed  at  his  decease  his 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts, 
and  to  pay  and  provide  for  legacies  to  a  daughter 
and  younger  sons,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
residue  of  the  same  moneys  (thereinafter  referred 
to  as  "  the  said  residuary  proi5eeds  ")  upon  the 
trusts  and  for  the  purposes  thereinafter  declared 
and  expressed  concerning  the  same. 

The  will  (after  certain  provisions  as  to  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  meet  the  legacies)  then 
proceeded  as  follows : 

And  I  deolue  that  my  general  truitsei  or  trnjtfe 
Rhall  stand  poaiessed  of  the  said  reiidaary  prooeeda 
upon  tmat  with  all  oonvenient  speed  after  my  death  to 
apply  the  same,  or  an  adeqoate  part  thereof,  in  pay- 
ment and  satisfaotion  of  (firstly)  so  muoh  of  the  estate 
duty  and  other  death  dnties  (if  any)  inclading  any 
interest  wbioh,  under  or  by  vixtne  of  the  Finanoe  Act: 
1894,  or  any  statnte  amending,  extending,  or  modifying 
the  same,  shall  become  payable  upon  or  by  reason  of 
my  death  in  respect  of  all  the  estates  and  property 
(inolnding  as  well  real  estate  as  leaseholds,  moneys, 
f andi,  stookf ,  shares,  and  sscarities)  of  whioh  I  shall 
immediately  before  my  death  be  seised  or  entitled  as 
tenant  for  life  under  or  by  virtue  of  or  by  reference  to 
the  will  of  the  lata  Bight  Hon.  George  O'Brien,  E  al 
of  Egtemont,  or  the  said  resettlement  [meaning  thereby 
the  resettlement  of  the  7ch  Deo.  1897J  as  the  capital 
moneys,  stocks,  fnnds,  shares,  and  seonrities  (if  any) 
which  at  my  death  may  be  subject  to  such  will  or 
resettlement,  and  as  such  might,  nnder  sect.  8,  sab- 
scot.  7,  of  tbe  Finance  Aot  1891,  or  any  saoh  other 
statute  as  aforesaid,  be  expended  in  paying  suoh  estate 
'  duty  or  other  death  duties  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  ; 
and  (secondly)  all  such  suooession  duty  as  shall  become 
payable  upon  my  death  in  respect  of  the  same  estates  and 
property. 

The  ultimate  surplus  of  the  residuary  proceeds 
the  teistitor  gave  in  trust  for  such  of  his  younger 
sons  as  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  in 
equal  shares. 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  Jan.  1901,  leaving 
him  surviving  bis  son  the  Hon.  Charles  Henry 
Wyndham,  who  succeeded  as  third  Baron  Lecon- 
field  and  tenant  for  life  in  possession  of  the 
settled  estates  and  property,  and  four  younger 
sons,  of  whom  two  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years. 

His  will  was  proved  on  the  16th  April  1901. 

The  amount  of  his  residuary  estate  was  vety 
large,  and  the  capital  moneys,  stocks,  funds, 
shares,  and  securities  subject  to  the  resettle- 
ment being  insuSicient  to  pay  the  estate  duty 
on  tbe  estates  and  property  of  which  the  testa- 
tor was  immediately  before  his  death  tenant 
for  life,  a  large  sum  had  been  applied  out  of 
the  residuary  proceeds  in  payment  of  estate  duty 
and  succession  duty,  and  a  large  surplus  of  the 
residuary  proceeds  remained  after  makiug  these 
payments. 


Questions  arose,  however,  in  the  administration 
of  the  estate  with  regard  to  the  estate  duty  on  the 
heirlooms,  having  regard  to  sect.  20,  sub-sect.  1, 
of  the  Finanoe  Act  1^6  (59  &  60  Yict.  c.  28). 

Application  was  made  to  the  Treasury  with 
regard  to  the  heirlooms,  and  the  greater  part  of 
them,  amounting  to  the  value  of  149,600!.,  were 
exempted  from  duty  nnder  the  provisions  of  the 
sub-section,  nntU  they  should  be  sold  or  should 
be  in  the  possession  of  some  person  competent  to 
dispose  of  them. 

Doubts  were  entertained  whether  the  genera) 
trustees  of  Henry  Baron  Leconfield's  wul  were 
bound  to  provide  out  of  the  residuary  proceeds 
of  his  estate,  for  the  payment  of  the  estate  duty 
on  the  exempted  heirlooms,  if  it  should  become 
payable;  and  a  further  question  arose  with 
regard  to  succession  duty. 

It  sppeared  that  the  timber  on  the  settled 
estate  was  of  great  value ;  a  considerable  quantity 
was  ripe  for  cutting  at  the  death  of  Henry  Baron 
Leoonfield,  and  more  had  matured  since,  and  the 
present  tenant  for  life,  Charles  Henry  Baron 
Leconfield,  not  being  impeachable  for  waste,  had 
cut,  and  intended  from  time  to  time  to  cat,  por- 
tions of  the  timber. 

Under  the  provisions  of  sect.  23  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Viot.  c.  51), 
he,  as  present  tenant  for  life,  was  chargeable  with 
Bucce?sion  duty  as  sncoessor,  upon  his  interest  in 
the  net  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  timber,  and  as  he 
was  a  stranger  in  blood  to  Lord  Egremont,  from 
whom  his  interest  was  derived,  the  duty  was 
leviable  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  nnder 
sect.  10. 

This  duty  also  he  claimed  that  the  residuary 
proceeds  ought  to  bear,  and  the  general  trustees 
of  Henry  Bai-on  Leconfield's  will  accordingly 
took  out  an  originating  summons,  asking,  among 
other  things,  for  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether,  upon  tbe  true  construction  of  the  will 
they,  as  such  general  trustees,  were  bound  to 
retain  in  their  hands  during  the  lifetime  of 
Charles  Henry  Baron  Leconfield,  or  for  any  and 
what  period,  a  sufficient  part  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate  to  meet  all  or  any  and  what  part 
(a)  of  the  estate  duty  which  would,  upon  the 
happening  of  the  first  of  the  events  mentioned 
in  sect.  20  of  the  Finance  Act  1896,  become,  in 
respect  of  such  of  the  heirlooms  as  were  exempted 
from  est&to  duty  on  the  ground  of  their  national  or 
historic  interest ;  and  (b)  of  the  succession  duty 
which  would,  in  the  event  of  the  timber  com- 
prised in  the  succession  being  cut,  become  pay- 
able in  respect  of  the  successor's  interest  in 
the  proceeds  thereof. 

The  defendants  to  the  summons  were  Charles 
Henry  Baron  Leconfield,  as  the  present  tenant 
for  life;  the  trnstees  of  the  i-esettlements  of 
1897  and  1898 ;  and  the  younger  sons  of  Henry 
Baron  Leconfield,  as  residuary  legatees  under 
his  will. 

The  summons  was  adjourned  into  court,  and 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  Joyce,  J.  on  the  6tb 
Nov.  1903,  when  his  Lordship  decided  (89  L.  T. 
Bep.  434)  that  the  trustees  were  bound,  during 
the  lifetime  of  Lord  Leconfield  as  the  present 
tenant  for  life  or  until  further  order,  to  set  aside 
a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  tbe  estate  duty  on  the 
heirlooms :  but  that  for  the  succession  duty  on 
the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  timber  they  were  not 
bsund  to  make  any  provision. 
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From  the  decision  as  to  the  proceeds  of 
■ale  of  the  timher  Lord  Leconfield,  and  as  to 
the  exempted  heirlooms  the  residuary  legatees, 
xespectirely  now  appealed. 

The  appeal  by  Lord  Leconfield  was  first 
argued. 

Younger,  K.G.  and  JWaeMullan  for  the  appellant. 
— ^This  daty  is  saccesaion  dnty  chargeable  on  the 
late  Lord  Leconfield's  death ;  and  the  direction 
contained  in  the  wiU,  as  to  the  payment  ont  of 
residne  of  succession  duty  payable  on  his  death, 
therefore  covers  it.  The  direction  in  the  will 
ought  to  be  interpreted  not  as  meaning  "  upon 
the  moment  of  my  death,''  but  "  in  reepect  of  the 
BQCoenion  thereby  created."  They  reterred  to 
Xiord  Advotate  t.  3fargut«  of  Ailia,  9  Sco.  Seis.  Cas. 

4th  leiies  40 ; 
SaoMuion  Dn^  Aot  1853,  H.  1, 2,  3,  21,  22,  23 ; 
Ciutoiaa  and  Inland  B«T«nne  Aot  1881,  •.  21. 

Hughe*,  K.G.  and  the  Hon.  Frank  Russell  for 
the  respondents  the  residuary  legatees. — This 
dnty  does  not  become  payable  on  the  late  Lord 
Leconfield's  death,  and  may  never  become 
payable  at  all.  It  is  a  duty  which  only  becomes 
chargeable  on  the  successor  when  the  successor 
cnts  the  timber  in  respect  of  his  interest  in  the 
sale  moneys  of  the  timber. 

Aueten-Carimell  for  the  respondents  the 
general  trustees  of  the  will. 

A.  L.  EUit  for  the  respondents  the  trustees  of 
the  resettlements  of  1897  and  1898. 

The  appeal  by  the  residuary  trustees  was  then 
argued. 

Hughee,  K.G.  and  the  Hon.  Franlc  Bussell,  for 
the  appellaats,  contended  that  the  heirlooms 
came  within  the  Finance  Act  1896,  s.  20,  and  that 
accordingly  no  duty  was  payable  thereon. 

Younger,  K.G.  and  MaeMullan,  for  the  respon- 
dent. Lord  Leconfield,  eonird. 

Vauqhan  Williams,  L.J.— I  will  deal  with 
these  two  appeals  separately,  although  both 
appeals  really  turn  on  what  is  one  passage, 
divided  into  sections,  in  the  will  of  the  late  Lord 
Leconfield.  Perhaps  I  had  better  read  the 
passage  in  the  will  as  a  whole  first.  [His  Lord- 
ship did  so,  and  continued :]  Now,  the  question 
raised  by  the  first  appeal  that  we  have  to  deter- 
mine here  is  this :  We  have  to  say  whether  or 
not  snooession  duty,  payable  in  respect  of  succes- 
sion to  land  which  is  covered  with  timber,  is, 
having  regard  to  the  terms  of  sect.  23  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act  1853,  a  duty  which  the 
trustees  under  this  will  are  directed  to  pay. 
Joyce,  J.,  in  delivering  his  judgment,  says  tnis : 
"  i  am  not  sure  what  the  testator  intended  by  the 
words  beginning  '  secondly '  in  reference  to  the 
particular  question  that  has  arisen,  or  what  he 
would  have  said  if  the  point  bad  been  called  to 
his  attention;  but  upon  the  whole  I  think  the 
right  way  of  dealing  with  this  question  is  to  read 
the  words  beginning  '  eecondly '  literally ;  and 
therefore  I  think  that  with  respect  to  timber  it 
is  unnecessary  to  make  any  provision,  and  that  in 
my  opinion  would  be  a  fairer  and  more  convenient 
result  to  all  parties  concerned."  Now,  in  order  to 
understand  that  judgment  one  has  to  turn  to  the 
Act  which  deals  with  succession  dntiee — that  is, 
the  Snccession  Duty  Aot  1853.  It  is  best  here,  I 
think,  first  to  look  at  sect.  2  of  that  Act,  and  one 
finds  by  that  section  :  "  Every  past  or  future  dis- 


position of  property,  by  reason  whereof  any 
person  has  or  shall  become  beneficially  entitled  to 
any  property  or  the  income  thereof  apon  the 
death  of  any  person  djing  after  the  time 
appointed  for  the  commencement  of  this  Act, 
either  immediately  or  after  any  interval,  either 
certainly  or  contingently,  and  either  originally  or 
by  way  of  substitutive  limitation,  and  every 
devolution  by  law  of  any  beneficial  interest  ia 
property,  or  the  income  thereof,  upon  the  death  of 
any  person  dying  after  the  time  appointed  for  the 
commencement  of  this  Act,  to  any  other  person,  in 
possession  or  expectancy,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
conferred  or  to  confer  on  the  person  entitled  by 
reason  of  any  such  disposition  or  devolution,  a 
■  succession ' ;  and  the  term  '  successor '  shall 
denote  the  person  so  entitled ;  and  the  term  '  pre- 
decessor '  shall  denote  the  settlor,  disponor,. 
testator,  obligor,  ancestor,  or  other  person  from' 
whom  the  interest  of  the  successor  is  or  shall  be 
derived."  One  gets  there  a  definition  really  of 
what  a  "succession"  is.  And  then  when  one- 
turns  to  sect  10  one  finds  that  section  provides :. 
"  There  shall  be  levied  and  paid  to  Her  Majesty  in 
respect  of  every  such  succession  as  aforesaid  " — 
that  really  is  the  Euccession  on  death — "  according 
to  the  vaJue  thereof,  the  following  duties";  and 
then  the  section  sets  ont  the  various  duties.  Then 
we  have  to  arrive  at  the  duty  to  be  levied  on  suC' 
cession,  and  we  see  by  sect.  2  what  the  succession 
ie — that  is,  succession  on  death.  That  being  so, 
if  one  turns  to  sect.  20  one  finds  that :  ''  The  duty 
imposed  by  this  Act  shall  be  paid  at  the  time 
when  the  successor,  or  any  person  in  his  right  or 
on  his  behalf,  shall  become  entitled  in  possession 
to  his  succession,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  income 
and  profits  thereof."  I  do  not  thick  I  need  read 
more  of  that  section;  but  I  wish  to  point  out 
that  what  sect  20  does  is — the  duty  having  been 
created  on  the  succession  —  to  deal  with  the 
tame  when  that  duty  shall  be  paid,  and  with 
the  interest  really  out  of  which  it  is  to  be 
paid.  Then  sect.  21  provides  that .-  "  The  interest 
of  every  successor  except  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, in  real  property,  shall  be  considered  to  bo 
the  value  of  an  annuity  equal  to  the  annual 
value  cf  such  property,  after  making  such  allow- 
ances as  are  cereinaiter  directed,  and  payable 
from  the  date  of  his  becoming  entitled  thereto  in 
possession,  or  to  the  receipts  of  the  income  or 
profits  thereof  during  the  residue  of  his  life,  or 
for  any  less  peiiod  during  which  he  shall  be 
entitled  thereto  ;  and  every  such  annuity,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  be  valued  according  to 
the  tables  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  this  Act ; 
and  the  dnty  chtirgeable  thereon  shall  be  paid  by 
eight  equal  half-yearly  instalments,  the  first  of 
such  instalments  to  be  paid  at  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months."  Then  the  section  goes  on  and 
makes  provision  that  "  if  the  successor  shall  die 
before  all  such  instalments  shall  have  become 
due,  then  any  instalments  not  due  at  bis  decease 
shall  cease  to  be  payable,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
successor  who  shall  have  been  competent  to  dis- 
pose by  will  of  a  continuing  interest  in  such  pro- 
perty." I  call  attention  to  sect.  21  in  order  to 
show  that  it  really  provides  for  a  valuation  of  the 
interest,  and  also  provides  for  the  time  of  pay- 
ment. One  observes  that  under  this  section — us 
indeed  I  think  we  may  say  under  all  these  other 
sections — that  never  really  is  the  duty  due  and 
payable  as  a  whole  immediately  on  death,  but  it 
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is  neveitheless  a  dnty  which  is  imposed  by  this 
Act  on  succession,  and  although  not  immediately 
due  and  payable  is  a  duty  payable  from  the  time 
of  the  death.  Then  if  one  turns  to  sect.  22  one 
finds  that  that  deals  with  the  rules  for  valuing 
houses  and  land;  and  sect.  23,  which  is  the 
immediately  material  section  in  this  case,  pro- 
vides that  "where  timber,  trees,  or  wood,  not 
being  coppice  or  underwood,  shall  be  comprised 
in  any  succession,  the  successor  shall  be  charge- 
able with  duty  upon  his  interest  in  the  net 
moneys,  after  deducting  all  necessary  outgoings 
for  the  year,  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be 
received  from  any  sales  of  such  timber,  trees,  or 
wood,  and  shall  account  for  and  pay  the  same 
yearly ;  provided  that  no  money  shall  be  payable 
on  the  net  moneys  received  from  the  sale  of 
-timber,  trees,  or  wood  in  any  one  year,  unless 
«nch  net  moneys  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  102. ; 
provided,  that  if  the  successor  shall  be  desirous 
■ot  commuting  the  duty,  and  shall  deliver  to  the 

■  commissionera  an  estimate  of  the  net  moneys 
obtainable  by  him  from  the  sale  of  such  timber, 
ti'ees,  and  wood  as  may,  in  a  prudent  course  of 
management  of  the  property,  be  felled  by  such 

.successor  daring  his  life,  the  commissioners,  if 
satisfied  with  such  estimate,  shall  accept  the 
same  and  assess  the  duty  accordingly.  Here 
again  the  section  to  my  mind  obviously  treats 
succession  dut^  as  being  a  duty  which  is  imposed 
on  the  succession  on  the  death.  The  whole  of 
sect  23  is  merely  a  provision  for  valuation  and 
for  the  time  when  the  duty  shall  become  due  and 
payable.    In  my  judgment  the  provision  at  the 

'  end  of  the  section  for  the  commutation  of  the 
duty  itself  points  very  strongly  to  the  same  con- 

-olueion.  I  mean  that  it  points  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  not  true  to  say — as  was  put  to  us  in 

■  argument — that  the  duty  only  becomes  charge- 
■able  in  each  year  upon  the  event  of  a  sale,  but  it 
is  really  a  duty  which  I  think,  in  the  more 
accnrate  user  of  the  word  "chargeable,"  is 
chargeable  immediately  upon  the  death  at  the 
succession.  At  all  events,  whether  you  use  that 
word  or  not,  to  my  mind  it  is  perfectly  plain  that 
the  duty  is  imposed  from  the  death,  and  I  think  that 
the  provision  for  the  commutation  goes  sti  ongly  to 
negative  the  suggestion  that  the  duty  is  really 
only  a  duty  which  becomes  imposed  upon  the 
happening  of  the  contingency  of  a  sale.  I  think 
that  the  duty  here  is  a  duty  which  arises  on  the 
succession  on  the  death,  and  that  it  is  not  true  to 
say  that  it  is  a  duty  which  arises  on  the  death 
plos  any  contingency — to  wit,  a  sale.  Sect.  24, 
which  is  the  section  that  deals  with  advowsons, 
seems  to  me  to  point  in  the  same  direction. 
Under  these  circumstances,  having  regard  to 
the  provisions  in  the  statute  with  regard  to  suc- 
cession duty,  and  in  particular  to  sect.  23,  which 
is  relied  on  by  the  respondents  to  the  first  appeal, 
I  now  say  that  I  read  these  words,  "  all  such 
succession  duty  as  shall  become  payable  upon  my 
death  in  respect  of  the  same  estates  and  pro- 
perty," not  as  meaning  due  and  payable,  for  it 
one  BO  read  them  the  words  would  oe  useless  and 
fntile,  as  there  is  no  succession  duty  which 
becomes  due  really  immediately  upon  death. 
But  I  read  the  words  as  if  they  nad  run :  "  All 
such  succession  duty  as  shall  become  payable  in 
respect  of  any  succession  upon  my  death  in 
respect  of  the  same  estates  and  property."  And 
although  I  have  added  those  words  in  order  to 


make  my  meaning  more  plain,  I  must  not  be 
supposed  to  cny  that  I  consider  thut  it  is 
necessary  to  iuii  odnce  those  words  to  cause  this 
clause  in  the  will  to  have  the  meaning  which  I 
attribute  to  it.  In  my  judgment,  if  you  take 
the  words  as  they  stand,  "all  such  succession 
duty  as  shall  become  payable  upon  my  death  in 
respect  of  the  same  estates  and  property,"  and 
put  upon  them  their  natural  interpretation,  they 
mean  only  what  I  have  just  said.  In  my  judg- 
ment, therefore,  so  much  of  the  judgment  o( 
of  Joyce,  J.  as  decides  that  the  trustees  of  the 
will  had  not  the  duty  and  the  right  to  pay  the 
duty  in  leapect  of  the  succession  out  of  the 
residnanr  estate  ought  to  be  reversed  and  a 
declaration  made  to  the  contrary.  Having  now 
dealt  with  what  I  have  called  the  first  appeal,  I 
will  deal  with  the  second  appeal,  which  is  an 
appeal  that  depends  upon  the  first  half  of  that 
cbiose  in  the  will  which  I  have  read  already,  and 
which  I  need  not  read  again.  Now,  in  respect  of 
this  part  of  the  case,  Joyce's,  J.  judgment  is  as 
follows :  "  This  point  is  one  of  some  difficulty, 
but  it  seems  to  me  to  stand  in  this  way,  that, 
prima  facie,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Finance 
Act  1894,  all  the  heirlooms  subject  to  that 
resettlement  are  liable  to  duty,  and  became  liable 
to  du^  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  late 
Lord  Leconfield ;  but  that  as  to  a  particular  class 
of  heirlooms  they  are  within  the  specific  pro- 
visions of  the  Aot  of  Parliament,  which  says  that 
for  heirlooms  and  chattels  of  that  particular 
character  the  payment  of  this  duty  is  postponed, 
or,  rather,  they  are  to  be  exempt  dui-ing  a  certain 
period  and  under  a  certain  event.  Upon  the 
whole,  I  think  that  the  proper  thing  to  decide 
is,  and  I  do  decide,  and  I  think  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  that  a  sufficient  sum 
shall  be  set  aside  for  the  pui-pose  of  providing  for 
the  payment  of  this  duty,  to  be  retained  during 
the  life  of  Lord  Leconfield,  or  until  further  order, 
with  liberty  to  apply.  If  any  event  happens  on 
which  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  this  is  not  wanted 
the  parties  may  come  again.  I  do  not  say  pay 
the  money  into  court,  or  anything  of  the  sort. 
Of  course  the  .residnary  legatees  will  have 
the  income  on  the  sum  set  aside  in  the  mean- 
time." I  am  sorry  to  say  that  in  respect 
of  this  appeal  also  I  cannot  see  my  way  to 
agreeing  with  Joyce,  J.  Really  this  appeal 
depends  npon  the  words  of  the  28th  section 
of  the  Finance  Act  1896.  That  section  says: 
"  Where  any  property  passing  on  the  death  of  a 
deceased  person  consists  of  such  pictures,  prints, 
books,  manuscripts,  works  of  art,  scientihc  col- 
lections, or  other  things  not  yielding  income  as 
appear  to  the  Treasury  to  be  of  national,  scientiQ.c, 
or  historic  interest,  and  is  settled  so  as  to  be 
enjoyed  in  kind  in  succession  by  different  persons, 
such  property  shall  not,  on  the  death  of  such 
deceased  person,  be  aggregated  with  other  pro- 
perty, but  shall  form  an  estate  by  itself,  and, 
while  enjoyed  in  kind  by  a  person  not  competent 
to  dispose  of  the  same,  be  exempt  from  estate 
duty,  but  if  it  is  sold  or  is  in  the  possession  of 
some  person  who  is  then  competent  to  dispose  of 
the  same,  shall  become  liable  to  estate  duty." 
Then  "  (2)  The  person  selling  the  same,  or  for 
whose  benefit  the   same  is   sold,  and   also  the 

S Arson  being   in   possession  and  competent  to 
ispose  of  the  same,  shall  be  accountable  for  the 
duty,  and  shall  deliver  an  account,  in  accordance 
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-with  sect.  8  of  the  principal  Act,  in  the  case  of  a 
sale  within  one  month  after  the  sale,  and  in  the 
case  of  a  person  coming  into  possession  .  .  ." 
I  do  not  think  that  I  need  read  anything  more 
from  the  sub-section.  Now,  in  my  opinion  the 
effect  of  sect.  20  is  to  exemjpt  heirlooms  of  this 
character  from  this  datj.  It  is  qnite  true  that 
only  heirlooms  which  "  appear  to  the  Treasury  to 
te  of  national,  scientific,  or  historic  interest," 
are  so  exempt.  But  there  is  no  question  here 
bat  that  these  heirlooms  are  heirlooms  which 
do  so  appear  to  the  Treasury.  And  in  my  judg- 
ment it  would  not  be  true  to  say  that  the  finding 
— if  I  may  use  the  expression — by  the  Treasury 
would  not  relate  to  the  time  of  the  death.  These 
heirlooms  have  all  alonp  had  this  characteristic  of 
being  of  national  or  historic  interest,  although 
they  might  not  be  so  certified  by  the  Treasury 
until  a  later  period.  But  I  have  to  deal  with  the 
words  of  the  will,  bearing  in  mind  that  what 
sect.  20  of  the  Act  of  1896  does  is  to  exempt  this 
property  until  the  happening  of  a  particular  event. 
It  is  not  like  sect.  15  of  the  Act  of  1894,  in  which 
the  Treasury  have  power,  in  respect  of  certain 
subject-matter,  to  remit  the  duty.  Here  the  duty 
is  exempt  until  something  has  happened.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is 
not  a  duty  which  comes  within  the  terms  used 
in  the  first  part  of  the  clause  in  the  will.  Those 
words  are,  "  so  much  of  the  estate  duty  and  other 
death  duties  (if  any)  as  .  .  .  shall  become 
payable  upon  or  by  reason  of  my  death  in  respect 
of  .  .  ."  Then  the  clause  details  the  estates. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  duty  does  not  become 
payable  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  testator ; 
but  the  truth  of  that  matter  is  that  at  the  death 
of  the  testator  these  heirlooms  are  exempted  from 
dnty,  and  it  is  only  when  that  event  happens 
which  is  defined  by  sect.  20  of  the  Act  of  1896 
that  the  dnty  becomes  payable.  The  event  so 
defined,  as  we  have  already  seen,  is  that  the  heir- 
looms are  sold  when  they  are  in  possession  of 
some  person  competent  to  dispose  of  the  same. 
When  that  happens,  then  the  section  in  terms  says 
that  they  shall  become  liable  to  estate  duty. 
Under  those  circumstances  I  think  that  in  respect 
of  these  heirlooms  there  is  no  duty  and  no  right 
in  the  trustees  to  provide  out  of  the  residuary 
funds  money  for  estate  duty. 

Stibling,  L  J. — Those  two  appeals  arise  out 
of  a  direction  which  is  given  by  the  will  of  the 
late  Lord  Leconfield  as  to  the  payment  of  estate 
dnty  and  succession  duty  out  of  certain  property 
of  great  value  to  which  his  eldest  son  became 
entitled  as  tenant  for  life  upon  the  testator's 
death.  The  questions  are  of  some  difficulty 
having  regard  to  the  language  in  which  the 
testator  has  expressed  himselfl  Now  the  first 
appeal  relates  to  a  direction  given  in  respect  of 
the  payment  of  succession  duty.  It  runs  thus. 
[His  Lordship  read  the  clause,  and  continued :] 
Among  the  estates  and  properties  specified  is 
the  very  large  real  estate,  of  which  a  part  is 
covered  with  valuable  timber  which  is  said  to 
produce  by  its  cutting,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
management,  an  income  of  something  like 
between  3000L  and  40002.  a  year.  The  question 
which  arises  is  whether  the  succession  duty 
payable  on  that  is  included  in  the  direction  or 
notb  Joyce,  J.  has  held  that  it  is '  not,  but  with 
the  greatest  respect  I  have  come — though  not 
without  considerable    hesitation — to  a  different 


conclusion.  The  duty  in  question  is  imposed  by 
sect.  10  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act  1853,  which 
says  this :  "  There  shall  be  levied  and  paid  to  Her 
Majesty  in  respect  of  every  such  succession  as 
aforesaid,  according  to  the  value  thereof,  the 
following  duties."  Then  when  the  successor 
shall  be  the  lineal  issue  or  lineal  ancestor  of  the 
predecessor,  "  a  duty  at  the  rate  of  11.  per  centum 
upon  such  value,"  and  so  on,  there  being  a 
number  of  other  provisions  raising  the  amount  of 
duty  or  the  percentage  mainly  out  of  regard  to 
the  distanca  of  the  relationship  between  tlie  pre- 
decessor and  the  successor.  The  succession  is 
defined  in  the  early  part  of  the  Act,  and  the 
main  definition  is  to  be  found  in  sect.  2,  and  from 
that  it  is  to  be  gathered  that  a  succession,  speak- 
ing broadly — but  sufficiently  for  the  present  pur- 
pose— is  a  beneficial  interest  in  property  arising- 
upon  the  death  of  some  person  after  the  date 
appointed  for  the  commencement  of  the  Act. 
Now,  the  duty  being  so  imposed,  there  are  in 
certain  parts  of  the  Act  directions  as  to  the 
assessment  and  payment  of  the  duty.  Sect.  20  - 
gives  a  general  direction  that  the  dnty  is  to  be 
paid  when — speaking  broadly  again — the  suc- 
cessor becomes  entitled  in  possession.  Sect.  21 
says  how  the  duty  is  to  be  assessed  and  pud  aa 
regards  real  estate  and  provides  as  follows:  [His 
Lordship  read  that  section  and  continued :]  Upon 
that  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  first  instalment 
becomes  payable,  not  at  the  death,  but  twelve 
months  after  the  death,  and  that  therafore,  if 
the  successor  dies  before  any  instalment  be- 
comes payable,  there  is  nothing  payable.  Then 
we  come  to  sect.  23,  which  deals  with  the  timber, 
and,  reading  it  shortly,  it  has  reference  to- 
where  timber  shall  be  comprised  in  any  succes- 
sion. Therefore  it  applies  to  timber  included  in 
the  succession,  which  is  the  case  here;  and  it- 
provides  that:  "The  successor  shall  be  charge- 
able with  duty  upon  his  interest  in  the  net  moneys^ 
after  deducting  all  necessary  outgoings  for  the-  ' 
year,  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be  reoeived- 
from  any  sales  of  such  timber,  trees,  or  wood,  and 
shall  account  for  and  pay  the  same  yearly."  So 
that  the  successor  pays  the  duty  from  time  to 
time  as  the  timber  is  sold  in  the  course  of  the 
management  of  his  estate.  Now,  it  is  contended, 
and  that  vie  w  has  been  adopted  by  the  learned  judge 
in  the  court  below,  that  seeing  that  the  duty  is  not 
payable  until  a  sale  takes  place,  and  then  from 
time  to  time  yearly  as  sales  do  take  place,  that  is 
not  succession  duty  which  became  payable  upon  the 
death  of  the  testator  in  the  preseat  case.  Now, 
the  objection  to  that  is  this,  that  if  that  reasoning 
be  sound,  then  it  would  seem  equally  clear  that 
duty  which  is  payable  under  sect.  21  m  respect  of 
the  aimual  value  of  the  property  otherwise  than 
from  timber  is  also  open  to  the  same  objection, 
and  It  does  not  fall  within  the  direction  in  the 
will.  Yet  it  is  admitted  that  the  direction  does 
apply  to  the  succession  on  the  ordinary  annual 
value  of  the  estate  apart  from  the  timber.  As  I 
have  said,  the  words  do  give  rise  to  difficulty, 
but  the  succession  takes  place  on  death — takes 
place  upon  the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  seeing 
that  it  is  admitted — I  think  rightly  admitted — 
that  the  direction  in  the  will  extends  to  the  annual 
value  of  the  real  estate,  apart  from  the  timber,  I 
do  not  see  my  way  to  draw  any  distinction  between 
the  two.  Therefore  I  think  that  the  direction 
ought  to  be  held  to  apply  equally  to  the  timber 
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also.  The  other  question  is  one  of  a  different  kind 
altof^ether,  and  it  relates  to  some  very  valuable 
heirlooms  which  are  the  subject  of  family  settle- 
ment. The  direction  by  the  testator  with  regard 
to  those  is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship  read  tlie 
clause  of  the  will,  and  continued :]  Tlie  estete  duty 
and  other  death  duties  which  are  to  be  paid  under 
this  direction  are  such  as  become  payable  upon  or 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  testator.  Now 
these  heirlooms  fall  under  sect.  20  of  the  Finance 
Act  1896,  which  deals  with  pictures  and  other 
thin|;8  not  yielding  income  which  have  appeared 
to  the  "  Treasury  to  be  of  national,  scientific,  or 
historic  interest,"  which  are  settled  so  as  to  b« 
enjoyed  in  kind  in  succession  by  different  persons. 
That  being  so,  the  Act  provides  that  the  property 
shall  not,  on  the  death  of  the  deceased  persoa,  be 
^aggregated  with  other  property,  but  shall  form 
:4m  estate  by  itself,  and,  while  enjoyed  in  kind  by 
jtL  person  not  competent  to  dispose  of  the  same, 
,jAiail  be  exempt  from  estate  duty.  That  is  the 
j>osition  of  the  property  in  the  present  case,  and 
-^erefore  no  estate  duty  is  now  assessable  or 
•payable  in  respect  of  these  heirlooms.  Then  the 
Act  goes  on  to  provide  that  if  the  property  is 
sold,  or  is  in  the  possession  of  some  person  who  is 
-then  competent  to  dispose  of  the  same,  it  shall 
become  liable  to  estate  duty.  It  is  said  'that  the  duty 
is  not  payable  upon  the  death  of  Lord  Leconfield, 
but  that  it  will  or  mav  become  hereafter  payable 
'by  reason  of  his  deatfi.  I  do  not  think  that  that 
is  so  within  the  meaning  of  the  language  used  in 
the  will.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  will  only  become 
payable  by  reason  of  the  heirlooms  either  being 
.  sold  or  coming  into  the  possession  of  someone 
who  is  competent  to  dispose  of  the  property. 
That  event  has  not  arisen,  and  therefore  I  think 
'that  no  provision  ought  to  be  made  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  estate  duty. 

Cozens-Hakdt,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same 
-opinion,  and  I  have  very  little  to  add.  Under 
"the  Succession  Daty  Act  1853,  succession  duty  is 
levied  and  made  payable  in  respect  of  one  entire 
succession.  On  the  succession  of  the  present  Lord 
ijeconfield  upon  his  father's  death,  in  respect  of 
■  different  portions  of  the  property  comprised 
'In  the  succession,  duty  is  payable  at  different 
times  and  has  to  be  ascertained  by  different 
-methods.  But  it  is  a  succession  duty  payable  in 
respect  of  one  entire  succession,  and  I  think — 
though  perhaps  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  a 
concmded  opinion  upon  it — that  the  succession 
duty  payable  in  respect  of  any  part  of  the  suc- 
cession is  meant  by  sect.  22  of  the  Act  of  1853  to 
fall  upon  the  whole  interest  of  the  successor. 
Now,  if  that  be  the  true  view  of  the  Act,  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  can  make  no  difference  at  all  that  in 
the  particular  class  of  property  with  which  we  are 
now  dealing — namely,  timber — there  is  a  provision 
that  you  are  to  ascertain  the  amount  by  reference 
to  the  actual  sales  or  by  reference  to  the  commu- 
tation which  the  commissioners  are  bound  to 
allow.  That  being  so,  I,  for  the  reason  stated  by 
my  Lord,  and  by  Stirling,  L.J. — though  with 
great  respect  to  the  learned  judge  in  the  court 
below — come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  my 
brethren.  I  think  that  this  succession  duty  is 
payable  "  upon  my  death  in  respect  of  the  same 
eatotes  and  property."  With  reference  to  the 
other  point,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  must  come  to 
the  conclusion  that,  under  seot.  20  of  the  Finance 
Act  1896,  the  duty  is  not  a  duty  which  is  liable  to 


be  remitted  by  the  Treasury,  but  that  the 
heirlooms  form  property  which  is  altogether 
exempt  from  duty.  It  seems  to  me  impossible, 
that  being  the  true  view,  in  reading  the  lanfiua^e 
of  the  will,  that  estate  duty  shall  be  payable  in 
respect  of  the  heirlooms.  It  is  true,  no  doubt, 
that  the  Treasury  authorities  did  not  ascertain 
and  settle  which  particular  heirlooms  were 
exempt ;  but  when  they  do  ascertain  that,  the 
exemption  would  obviously  tako  effect  as  from 
the  death  of  Lord  Leconfield.  For  these  reasons 
I  think  that  the  appeals  ojght  to  be  allowed. 

Appeal*  allcwed. 
Solicitors   for    all    parties:    Milles,  Jenninyi, 
White,  and  Foster. 


Monday,  March  7. 
(Before  Bomeb  and  Mathkw,  L.JJ.) 

GbAY  and  OTHEBS  tl.  BONSALL.  (a) 

appeal  fbok  the  kino's  bench  division. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Forfeiture — Nonpayment 
of  rent — Judgment  for  poMession  against  assignee 
of  lease — Applieation  by  sublessee  for  relief — 
Conveyancing  Act  1892  (55  &  56  Vict.  e.  13),  (.  4. 

The  court  hat  jurisdiction  to  grant  relief  to  an 
underlessee  under  sect.  4  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act  1 892  m  case  of  forfeiture  of  the  original 
le  ate  for  nonpayment  of  rent. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of 
Bucknill,  J.  made  at  chambers. 

In  Sept.  1858  a  lease  of  a  yard  in  Moorgate- 
street,  in  the  City  of  London,  wa«  granted  by  the 
predecessor  of  the  plaintiffs  to  Woods  for  a  term 
of  sixty  years  at  the  yearly  rent  of  300Z. 

On  the  same  day  the  same  lessor  granted  to 
Woods  a  lease  of  an  hotel  adjoining  the  yard  for 
a  term  of  sixty  years  at  the  yearly  rent  of  800'. 
This  lease  contained  a  proviso  that  if  the  rent  of 
3002.  reserved  by  the  lease  of  the  yard  should  at 
any  time  be  uapaid,  the  amount  in  arrear  should 
be  added  to  the  rent  reserved  for  the  hotel  and 
be  subject  to  the  conditions  and  provisoes  con- 
tained in  the  lease  of  the  hotel. 

The  leases  contained  provisoes  for  re-entry  npon 
nonpayment  of  the  rent  reserved. 

Shortly  after  the  lease  was  granted  Woods 
subdemised  the  yard,  at  the  same  rent  of  300!.,  to 
the  Midland  Railway  Company  for  the  whole  of 
the  term,  less  the  last  fourteen  days  thereof. 

Subsequently  Woods  assigned  all  the  premises, 
both  the  hotel  and  the  yard,  for  all  the  residnes  ot 
the  terms  to  the  defendant  Bonsall. 

The  reversions  upon  both  the  leases  were  vested 
in  the  plaintiffs. 

The  rents  due  under  the  leases  not  having  been 
paid,  the  plaintiffs  brought  this  action  against 
Bomall  to  recover  possession  of  all  the  premispit 
under  the  provisoes  for  re-entry  on  nonpayment 
of  rent,  and  they  obtained  judgment  for  pos- 
session in  default  of  appearance. 

The  Midland  Railway  Company  therea^n 
applied  to  Bucknill,  J.  at  chambers  for  relief, 
neither  Woods  nor  the  defendant  Bonaall  being: 
made  parties  to  the  application.  The  plaintiffs 
waived  any  objection  upon  the  ground  that 
Bonsall  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  application. 

The  learned  judge  made  an  order  granting 


W 


Beportad  by  J  H  WiLuiiis,G*q.,  BarrlMw-tt'LaH. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


May  23.  19M.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 405 


Ct.  0¥  App.] 


Orat  and  others  v.  Bonsall. 


[Ot.  op  App. 


relief  to  the  Midland  Railway  Company   npon 
payment  of  coats  and  of  all  arrears  of  rent. 

The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860  (23  & 
24  Vict.  c.  126)  provides : 

Sect  1.  la  the  case  of  any  ejeotment  for  a  forfeit  are 
€or  nonpayment  of  rent,  the  oonrt  or  a  jod^  shall 
have  poirer,  apon  role  or  RammonB,  to  give  relief  in  a 
sammary  manner,  bat  eabjeot  to  appeal  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  up  to  and  within  the  like  time  after  ezeon- 
tion  exeoated,  and  subjeot  to  the  same  terms  and  con- 
ditions in  all  respects  as  to  payment  of  rent,  costs,  and 
otherwise,  as  in  the  Conrt  of  Chancery ;  and  if  the 
lessee,  his  exeouton,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall 
upon  snoh  proceeding  be  relieved,  he  and  tbey  shall  hold 
the  demised  lands  accsrding  to  the  lease  thereof  made, 
without  any  new  lease. 

The  Gonveyanoinp;  Act  1881  (44  &■  45  Yict. 
c  41)  provides : 

Sect.  14  (2).  Where  a  lessor  ia  proceeding  by  action 
or  otherwise  to  enforce  snoh  a  right  of  re-entry  or  for- 
f  eitnre,  the  lessee  may  in  the  lersor's  action,  if  any,  or 
in  any  action  broagbt  by  himself,  apply  to  the  oonrt  for 
relief,  and  the  oonrt  may  grant  or  refnse  relief,  as  the 
oonit  having  regard  to  the  proceedings  and  conduct  of 
the  parties  under  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  to  all  the  other  oiroumatanoes,  thinks  fit,  and 
in  case  of  relief  may  grant  it  on  snoh  terms,  if  any,  as 
to  ooats,  expenses,  damages,  compensation,  penalty  or 
otherwise,  including  the  granting  of  an  injunction  to 
lestrain  any  like  breach  in  the  future,  as  the  court  in 
the  cireumstances  of  each  case  thinks  fit.  (8).  This 
cection  shall  not  affect  the  law  relating  to  re-entcy  or 
forfeiture  or  relief  in  case  of  nonpayment  of  rent. 

The  Conveyancing  Act  1892  (55  &  56  Yict. 
«.  13)  provides : 

Scot.  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  .  .  .  and  the 
Conveyancing  and  Ijaw  of  Property  Act  1881  and 
this  Act  shall  be  read  together,  and  may  be  cited  to- 
other as    .    .    . 

Sect.  4.  Where  a  lessor  is  proceeding  by  action  or 
otherwise  to  enforce  a  right  of  re-entry  or  forfeiture 
nnder  any  covenant,  proviso,  or  stipulation  in  a  lease 
the  court  may,  on  application  by  any  person  claiming  as 
nnderlessee  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  [property  com- 
prieed  in  the  lease  or  any  part  thereof,  either  in  the 
lessor's  action,  if  any,  or  in  any  action  brought  by  such 
person  for  that  purpose,  make  an  order  vpsting  for  the 
whole  of  the  term  of  the  lease  or  any  less  term  the 
property  comprised  in  the  lease  or  any  part  thereof  in 
any  person  entitled  as  underlessee  to  any  estate  or 
intereet  in  such  property  upon  such  conditions  as  to  the 
execution  of  any  deed  or  other  document,  payment  of 
rent,  costs,  expenses,  damages,  compensation,  giving 
ceonrity  or  otherwise,  as  the  csnrt  in  the  circumstances 
-of  each  case  shall  think  fit,  but  ia  nu  case  shall  any 
«nah  underlessee  be  entitled  to  require  a  lease  to  be 
irranted  to  him  for  any  longer  term  than  he  had  nnder 
fais  original  sublease. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Lu$h,  K.C.  and  B.  A.  Cohen  tor  the  appellants. 
— ^The  learned  judge  had  no  power  to  grant  relief 
to  the  onderlessees  npon  this  application.  The 
application  for  relief  was  made  under  sect.  1  of 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860,  and  under 
that  statute  relief  cannot  be  granted  to  an  under- 
lessee  unless  he  brings  the  original  lessee  before 
the  court,  because  the  effect  of  granting  relief 
onder  that  statute  is  to  restore  the  original  lease 
And  the  liability  of  the  original  lessee  : 

ftare  T.  Elms,  68  L.  T.  Hep.  223 ;  (1893)  1  Q.  B. 
604. 
In  this  case  the  two  leases  granted  on  the  same 
day  mnst  be  treated  as  being  one  lease  by  reason 


of  the  provision  as  to  payment  of  rent  of  the 
yard  contained  in  the  lease  of  the  hotel.  If 
relief  ia  granted  at  all,  it  onght  to  be  upon  the 
terms  that  all  the  premises  are  vested  in  the 
underlessee.  The  provisions  of  sect.  4  of  the 
Conveyancing  Act  1892  do  not  apply  at  all  in 
cases  of  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  lent. 
Under  sect.  14  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  1881  an 
underlessee  had  no  right  to  relief  at  all  in  cases 
which  came  within  that  Act.  The  Act  of  1892 
was  passed  to  remedy  that  state  of  the  law  ao  far 
as  concerned  nnderlessees,  and  to  enable  them  to 
obtain  relief  in  oases  which  came  within  sect.  14 
of  the  Act  of  1881.  Sect.  1  of  the  Act  of  1892 
provides  that  it  ia  to  be  read  together  with  the 
Act  of  1881,  and  then  by  sect.  4  provides  that  an 
underleaaee  may  apply  for  relief  when  the  lessor 
ia  proceeding  to  enforce  a  forfeiture.  By  Bab- 
sect.  8  of  sect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1881  it  la  pro- 
vided that  "  this  section  shall  not  affect  the  law 
relating  to  re-entry  or  forfeiture  or  relief  in  case 
of  nonpayment  of  rent."  Therefore,  as  sect.  4 
of  the  Act  of  1892  must  be  read  together  with 
aect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1881,  relief  cannot  be 
given  under  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892  in  cases  of 
nonpayment  of  rent : 

CholmeUy  School,  Highgate  ▼.  Sevoell,  71  L.  T. 
Bep.  88 ;  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  906. 

[Roues,  L.J.  referred  to  Imray  v.  OdkBhette  (76 
L.  T.  Rep.  632;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  218.]  That  case 
was  decided  npon  the  terms  of  sub-sect.  6  of 
aect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1881,  which  are  very  dif- 
ferent from  the  terms  of  sub-sect.  8 ;  and,  farther, 
there  was  no  other  statute  in  operation  in  respect 
of  the  matters  dealt  with  by  sub-sect.  6  as  there 
ia  in  the  oaae  of  sub-sect.  8..  It  would  be  a 
strange  result  if,  although  the  lessee  himself 
cannot  apply  for  relief  under  the  Act  of  1881  in 
case  of  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  rent,  but 
only  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  yet 
an  underlessee  can  apply  under  the  Act  of  1892, 
or  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act.  There 
are  such  important  differences  between  the  pro- 
viaiona  aa  to  relief  in  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act  and  those  in  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892  that  it 
is  impossible  to  suppose  that  it  can  have  been 
intended  that  relief  could  be  given  under  either 
Act  in  cases  of  nonpayment  of  rant.  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  says  that  no  new 
lease  is  to  be  made,  whereas  under  the  Act  of 
1892  the  underlessee  may  be  ordered  to  execute 
a  new  lease.  In  the  case  of  London  Bridge 
BuUdinga  Company  v.  Thomson  and  others  (89 
L.  T.  Rep.  50),  Dsfore  Joyce,  J.,  this  point  was  not 
taken. 

Neville,  E.G.  and  C.  E.  Sargant  for  the 
reepondents. — It  is  true  that  the  application  to 
the  learned  judge  was  made  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act  1860,  but  the  order  can  be 
supported  in  this  court  upon  any  other  ground. 
The  underleasees  could  obtain  relief  under  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860.  It  was  not 
neceaaary  in  this  caee  to  bring  the  original  lessee 
before  the  court,  and  the  appellants  waived  any 
objection  upon  the  ground  that  the  assignee  was 
not  before  the  conrt.  In  Hare  v.  Elm^  (ubt  sup  )  the 
original  lessee  had  not  assigned  his  lease  at  all, 
and  the  effect  of  granting  relief  would  have  been 
to  restore  the  privity  of  estate  between  him  and 
the  leaaor;  in  thia  case  the  original  leaaee  had 
assigned  ail  his  estate  to  BonealT,  and  therefore 
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an  order  for  relief  would  not  reimpose  any 
burden  upon  him.  The  person  in  whose  shoes  the 
nnderlesaee  onght  to  be  made  to  stand  is  the 
person  in  whom  the  term  was  rested  at  the  time 
of  the  forfeiture : 

Webher  y.  Smith,  2  Vemon,  lOS. 
The  effect  of  the  order  which  the  learned  judge 
has  made  is  that  the  underlessees  are  put  in  the  place 
of  Bonsall,  the  assignee.  The  Conveyancing  Act 
1892  is  a  perfectly  general  Act,  and  the  provisions 
of  sect.  4  are  not  a  mere  amendment  of  sect.  14  of 
the  Act  of  1881.  These  proTiaions  are  in  terms 
applicable  to  all  cases,  whether  within  sect.  14  of 
the  earlier  Act  or  not,  and  the  former  jurisdiction 
to  grant  relief  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act  is  left  untouched.  The  decision  of  this 
court  in  Imray  ▼.  Oahthette  (ubi  »up.)  is  a  clear 
authority  that  the  provisions  of  sect.  4  of  the  Act 
of  1892  are  not  limited  by  the  exceptions  con- 
tained in  sect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1881.  These  two 
leases  cannot  possibly  be  taken  to  be  all  one  lease 
of  one  property.  The  respondents  are  willing  to 
execute  any  proper  lease  or  deed  of  covenant  in 
respect  of  the  yard. 

Lwtk,  E.C.  in  reply. — ^The  respondents  ought 
not  to  be  relieved  except  upon  the  terms  of 
making  good  any  breaches  of  covenant — for 
instance,  the  repairing  covenant;  and  also  of 
paying  an  inoreasisd  rent,  as  was  done  in  Ewavt  v. 
IVyer  (83  L.  T.  Rep.  651 ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  499). 

BouBB,  L.J. — ^I  think  that  in  substance  the 
learned  judge  was  right  in  holding  that  relief 
should  be  given  to  the  underlessees  in  this  case ; 
but  I  am  not  satisfied  that  he  has  given  relief  in 
quite  the  right  form.  On  the  question  which  was 
argued  before  us,  which  I  think  was  really  the 
only  question  of  much  substance — that  is,  whether 
the  lease  of  this  yard  was  to  be  considered  as  a 
separate  lease — I  think  that  the  contention  of  the 
appellants  must  fail.  So  far  as  persons  claiming 
under  the  lease  of  the  yard  are  concerned,  I 
think  that  that  lease  must  not  be  connected  with 
the  lease  of  the  hotel,  and  not  the  less  because  in 
the  lease  of  the  hotel  there  was  a  special  provision 
enabling  the  lessor  to  re-enter  and  determine  the 
lease  of  the  hotel  if  the  rent  payable  under  the 
lease  of  the  yard  fell  into  arrear.  That  was  a 
provision  which  might  affect  all  persons  claiming 
under  the  lease  of  the  hotel,  but  it  was  not  a 
provision  which  could  affect  any  person  claiming 
under  the  lease  of  the  yard.  Therefore  1  think 
that  it  was  quite  right  for  the  learned  judge  to 
hold,  as  I  gather  that  he  did  in  effect  hold,  that 
for  ttie  purpose  of  this  application  the  lease  of 
the  yara  was  the  only  lease  to  be  considered. 
Now,  it  is  clear  to  my  mind  that  relief  could  have 
been  granted  to  the  underlessees  of  this  yard 
either  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
1860  or  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  4  of  the 
Conveyancing  Act  1892.  According,  however,  to 
the  terms  which  would  have  to  be  imposed  if  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860  were  to  be 
applied,  diflSculties  would  have  arisen  which  are, 
I  think,  wholly  got  rid  of  it  we  simply  apply 
the  provisions  of  sect.  4  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act  1^2.  Those  difficulties  would  arise  from 
considering  what  would  be  the  position  of  the 
original  lessee  and  of  the  assignee  of  the  lease  if 
a  vesting  order  were  not  made  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Act  of  1892,  or  the  underlessee  made  to  execute 
a  proper  deed  so  as  to  create  a  privity  of  contract 


and  of  estate  as  between  the  underlessee  and  the 
lessor.  If  relief  of  the  ordinary  kind  were  granted 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860 — 
that  is,  simple  relief  f  j-om  forfeiture  and  no  more 
— the  effect,  or  at  any  rate  the  probable  effect, 
would  be  simply  that  the  original  lease  would 
stand,  and  that  the  underlessee  would  simply 
remain  in  his  position  of  underlessee,  but  under 
no  direct  liability  to  the  lessor.  In  that  case  the 
old  term  that  existed  before  and  the  old  liability 
of  the  original  lessee,  and  possibly  of  the  assignee, 
would  remain.  I  think  that  that  would  nave 
been  an  inconvenient  course  to  adopt,  especially 
as  the  original  lessee  was  not  before  the  court> 
and  the  assignee  was  not  before  the  court,  the 
lessors  having  waived  the  necessity  of  his  pre- 
sence. Still,  his  absence  did,  in  my  opinion, 
create  a  difficulty  in  applying  the  provisions  of 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1860  in  the 
ordinary  way.  That  being  so,  I  think  that  the 
general  power  conferred  upon  the  court  by  sect.  4 
of  the  Conveyancing  Act  1892  ought  to  be  put  in 
force,  and  that  the  provisions  of  that  section  are 
those  which  can  be  most  ueetully  applied  in  a 
case  like  this.  It  was  contended  that  sect.  4  of 
the  Conveyancing  Act  1892  does  not  enable  the 
court  to  grant  any  greater  relief  to  an  under- 
lessee  than  could  have  been  granted  to  an  under- 
lessee  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  its  old 
jurisdiction,  or  by  the  courts  of  common  law 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedare  Act  1860. 
That  contention  was  founded  upon  the  provision 
contained  in  sub-sect.  8  of  sect.  14  of  the  Con- 
veyancing Act  1881,  which  enacts  that  "this 
section  shall  not  affect  the  law  relating  to  re-entry 
or  forfeiture  or  relief  in  case  of  nonpayment  of 
rent."    It  was  argued  that  we  must  import  thafc 

fi-ovision  into  sect.  4  of  the  Conveyancing  Aot 
892,  and  that  under  sect.  4  the  court  has  no 
farther  power  in  the  case  of  forfeiture  for 
nonpayment  of  rent  on  the  application  of 
an  underlessee  than  it  would  have  had  under 
the  law  existing  before  the  Conveyancing; 
Act  1881.*  In  my  opinion  that  contention 
is  not  well  founded.  I  think  that  sect.  4  of 
the  Act  of  1892  is  not  a  mere  amendment  of 
sect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1881.  On  the  contrary, 
I  think  thatsect.  4  is  what  it  purports  to  be — that 
is,  a  general  enabling  clause  empowering  the 
court  to  give  relief  to  underlessees  in  case  of 
forfeiture  of  the  superior  lease  under  any  circum* 
stances  and  upon  such  terms  as  appear  to  the 
court  to  be  just,  having  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  I  think  that  this  view  is  in 
substance  supported  by  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Imray  v.  0(tk$hette  (76  L.  T.  Bep. 
632  ;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  218).  in  which  a  similar  ques- 
tion  arose.  In  sub-sect.  6  of  sect.  14  of  the  Con- 
veyancing Act  18^  there  is  a  provision  that 
sect.  14  shall  not  apply  to  a  covenant  or  condition 
against  assigning,  underletting,  parting  with  the- 
possession,  or  disposing  of  the  land  leased  ;  and 
in  Imray  v.  Oak$hette  (tibi  sup.)  it  was  contended 
that,  that  being  so,  the  court  could  not  grant 
relief  to  an  underlessee,  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Conveyancing  Act  1892,  in  cases  in  which  relief 
could  not  be  granted  to  the  lessee  under  sect.  14 
of  the  Act  of  1881.  It  was  argued,  as  it  haa 
been  argued  in  this  case,  that  sect.  4  of  the  Aot 
of  1892  is  a  mere  amendment  of  sect.  14  of  tiie 
Act  of  1881,  but  that  argument  failed,  and  it  was 
decided  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  under 
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eect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892  to  relieve  an  under- 
lessee  againat  a  forfeiture  of  the  original  lease, 
though  such  forfeiture  was  occasioned  by  breach 
of  a  covenant  not  to  assign  or  underlet  without 
licence,  and  therefore  could  not  be  relieved 
ajtainat  in  favour  of  the  lessee  under  the  Act  of 
1881,  notwithstanding  the  provision  that  the  Act 
of  1881  and  the  Act  of  1892  were  to  be  read  to- 
gether. If  the  judgments  of  Lopes  and  Iligbj, 
L.JJ.  in  that  case  are  looked  at,  it  will  be  seen 
that,  after  carefully  considering  the  two  sec- 
tions in  the  two  Acts,  they  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892  is,  as  I  have  said  it 
is,  a  substantive  section  in  itself,  unlimited  in  its 
application,  and  is  not  to  be  reearded  as  a  mere 
amendment  of  sect.  14  of  the  Act  of  1S81  so  far 
as  the  nnderlessee  is  concerned.  Upon  these 
grounds  I  think  that  the  objection  in  law  to  the 
application  of  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892  to  the 

f  resent  case  falls  to  the  ground.  That  being  so, 
think  that  the  proper  course  to  be  adopted  here 
is  to  give  relief  to  the  uuderlessee  under  the 
provisions  of  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of  1892,  and  I 
think  that  that  ought  to  be  done  by  vesting  in 
the  nnderlessee  the  term  of  the  underlease,  and 
making  the  nnderlessee  covenant  with  the 
lessors  to  pay  the  rent  of  the  yard  during  the 
term,  which  in  this  case  I  think  ought  clearly  to 
be  3001.  a  year,  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease,  and 
to  observe  and  perform  the  covenants  contained 
in  the  original  lease  with  regard  to  the  demised 
premises.  In  that  view  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
will  certainly  be  unnecessary  to  bring  either  the 
lessee  or  the  assignee  hef ore  the  court ;  in  fact,  I 
think  that  the  appellants  do  not  dispute  that,  if 
relief  is  given  in  that  form  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Act  of  1 892.  It  is  said  on  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lants that  there  may  have  been  breaches  of  the 
covenants  to  repair,  and  that,  before  the  vesting 
order  is  made  and  a  proper  deed  executed  by 
the  underlessees,  the  repairs  ought  to  be  done. 
I  ag^ree  that,  if  that  be  so,  the  repairs  ought 
to  he  made  good  as  a  term  or  condition  to  be 
imposed  by  the  court  upon  the  underlessees 
in  granting  relief  against  forfeiture.  Bat, 
as  X  am  not  satisfied  that  there  have  been 
any  breaches  of  the  covenants  to  repair,  I 
think  that  it  is  best  to  refer  the  matter  back  to 
the  conrt  below  to  investigate  that  question.  If 
it  turns  out  that  there  have  been  such  breaches,  it 
will,  as  I  have  said,  be  a  condition  that  these 
breaches  be  made  good.  If  there  have  not  been 
any  such  breaches,  then  relief  will  be  granted 
upon  the  terms  which  I  have  indicated  ;  but  the 
details  of  the  deed  to  be  executed,  and  the  form 
of  the  order  as  to  vesting,  ought  to  be  settled 
by  the  court  below  when  the  final  order  comes 
to  be  made.  The  order  of  the  learned  judge  will 
be  discharged  and  the  matter  referred  back  to  be 
dealt  with. 

Mathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
must  say  that  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  that,  if  the 
rights  of  the  underlessees  depended  only  on  the 
provisions  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
1860,  it  is  an  imperative  rule  that  a  person  in  the 

C'tion  of  the  original  lessee  in  this  case  must  be 
ight  before  the  court.  That  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  question  of  discretion.  The  original  lessee, 
Woods,  parted  with  his  interest,  in  this  property 
'  to  Bonaall,  and  it  is  difficult  to  conjecture  what 
interest  Woods  could  possibly  have.  It  is  said 
that,  because  under  the  Common  Law  Procednre 


Act  1860  no  new  lease  has  to  be  granted,  bat  the 
old  lease  is  set  up,  difficulties  may  arise.  All 
difficulties,  however,  seem  to  me  to  be  effectively 
and  finally  dealt  with  by  sect.  4  of  the  Con- 
veyancing Act  1892.  Construing  that  section 
reasonably  and  without  reference  to  the  supposed 
effect  of  the  incorporation  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act  1881,  it  is  an  independent  enactment  directed 
to  get  rid  of  difficulties  and  grievances,  and  it  must 
be  construed  according  to  its  terms.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  there  ought  to  be  a  vesting  order 
and  the  execution  of  such  a  deed  by  the  under- 
lessees  as  is  mentioned  in  sect.  4  as  one  of  the 
conditions  u^n  which  relief  may  be  granted. 
The  suggestion  that  there  ought  to  be  any 
increase  of  rent  cannot  be  entertained.  As  to 
any  other  conditions,  we  do  not  know  what  cir- 
cumstances may  be  brought  before  the  learned 
judge  to  show  that  particular  stipulations  may 
be  required.  Order  varied. 

Solicitors  for  the  appelhtnts,  Druces  and  Attlee. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Beale  and  Co. 


Wednetday,  March  23. 
(Before  Colliks,  M.B.,  Bomeb  and 
Mathew,  L.JJ.) 
Be   AN     Abbitbation    between     C.    Tbaae, 
fob    the     Ownebs    of     the    Steamship 
Bikabd  Nobdbaak,  and  Lennabd  and  Sons 
Limited,  (a) 

APPEAI.  FBOU  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DITISION. 

8hvp— Charter-party — Sire — Suspension  of  hire- 
Detention  by  ice  "  caused  by  breakdown  of 
steamer  " — Vessel  detained  owing  to  repairs 
made  necessary  by  stranding. 

By  a  charter-party  it  was  provided  by  one  clause 
that,  in  the  event  of  loss  of  time  from  damage 
preventing  the  worhingof  the  vessel,  the  payment 
of  hire  should  cease  until  she  should  again  be  in 
an  efficient  state  to  resume  her  service,  and  by 
another  clause  that  "  detention  by  ice  should  be 
for  account  of  charterers  unless  caused  by 
breakdown  of  steamer," 

During  the  voyage  the  vessel  stranded ;  the 
necessary  repairs  were  effected  and  she  resunied 
her  voyage ;  owing,  however,  to  the  delay  thus 
caused  she  was  unable  to  proceed  to  the  destined 
port  before  it  was  closed  by  ice,  and  she  was 
consequently  detained  at  an  int  ermediate  port. 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  BidJey,  J.),  that 
there  was  a  detention  by  ice  "  caused  by  break- 
down of  steamer,"  and  that  payment  of  hire 
ceased  during  that  detention. 

Appeal  of  G.  Traae  from  the  judgment  of 
Bidley,  J.  upon  a  special  case  stated  by 
arbitrators. 

The  arbitrators  appointed  under  a  eabmission 
contained  in  a  charter-party,  dated  the  Ist  Oct. 
1902,  stated  a  special  case  for  the  opixuon  of  the 
court  which,  so  far  as  is  material,  was  as  follows  .- 

By  the  charter-party,  dated  the  Ist  Oct.  1902, 
it  was  agreed  between  C.  Traae,  for  the  owners 
of  the  steamship  Bikard  NorAraak,  hereinafter 
called  "  the  owners,"  and  J.  M.  Lennard  and  Sons 
Limited,  hereinafter  called  "  the  charterers,"  that 
the  owners  should  let  and  the  charterers  should 

(a)  Bcported  by  J.  H.  Willuiis,Bi4.,  BarriaMr  tt-La^. 
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hire  the  steamship  for  the  term  o(  ahont  two 
calendar  months  from  the  day  on  which  she  was 
placed  with  a  'clear  hold  at  the  disposal  of  the 
charterers  at  CardifE,  Barry,  Fenarth,  Newport, 
Swansea,  or  Fort  Talbot,  as  therain  mentioned, 
to  be  employed  on  a  voyage  to  Spain  and 
Portugal,  thence  to  the  Baltic,  and  back  to 
TTnited  Kingdom  or  the  Continent,  as  chai-terers 
or  their  agents  shoold  direct,  upon  the  following 
(among  other)  conditions : 

Clause  1.  That  the  owners  sbonld  maintain  the 
vessel  in  a  thoroughly  efficient  state  in  hull  and 
machinery  for  and  during  the  service. 

Clause  3.  That  the  charterers  should  pay  for 
the  use  and  hire  of  the  vessel  at  the  rate  of  370Z. 
per  calendar  month,  commencing  on  and  from 
the  day  of  her  delivery  to  charterers  as  aforesaid, 
and  at  and  after  the  same  rate  for  any  part  of 
a  month  used  to  complete  a  voyage,  hire  to  con- 
tinue from  the  time  specified  for  terminating 
the  charter  until  her  delivery  to  owners  (nnless 
lost)  in  the  same  good  order  and  condition  as 
when  accepted  (fair  wear  and  tear  only  excepted) 
at  a  port  in  United  Kingdom  or  on  the  Continent 
between  Bordeaux  and  Hamburg. 

Clanse  14.  That  in  the  event  of  loss  of  time 
from  deficiency  of  men  or  stores,  breakdown  of 
machinery,  or  damage  preventing  the  working  of 
the  vessel  for  more  than  twenty-four  rnnning 
hours,  the  payment  of  hire  should  cease  until  she 
should  be  again  in  an  efficient  state  to  resume  her 
service ;  but  should  the  vessel  be  driven  into  port 
or  to  anchorage  by  stress  of  weather  or  from  any 
accident  to  the  cargo,  such  detention  or  loss  of 
time  should  be  at  the  charterers'  risk  and 
expense. 

Clause  16.  The  act  of  Qodl,  perils  of  sea,  fire, 
barratry  of  the  master  and  crew,  enemies,  pirates, 
and  thieves,  arrests  and  restraints  of  princes, 
mlers,  and  people,  collisions,  stranding,  and 
other  accidents  of  navigation  excepted,  even  when 
occasioned  by  negligence,  default,  or  error  in  judg- 
ment of  the  pilot,  master,  mariners,  or  other 
'  servants  of  the  shipowner. 

Clause  26.  Detention  by  ice  to  be  for  account 
of  charterers  unless  caused  by  breakdown  of 
steamer. 

The  steamship  was  duly  placed  at  the  disposal 
of  the  charterers  under  the  charter-party,  and 
proceeded  under  the  charter-party  to  Fomaron,  in 
Spain,  where  she  loaded  a  cargo  under  the  charter- 
party,  for  which  bills  of  lading  were  signed  for 
delivery  of  the  said  cargo  at  St.  Petersburg. 

The  steamship  sailed  from  Fomaron  for  St. 
Petersburg  on  the  19th  Oct.  1902. 

On  the  28th  Oct.  1902,  while  in  the  course  of 
the  voyaga  to  St.  Petersburg,  the  steamship 
grounded  at  or  near  Fairmnnde,  in  the  Baltic, 
and  thereby  received  such  damage  as  to  render 
her  unfit  to  continue  the  said  voyage  without 
repair.  The  captain  accordingly  put  back  to 
Copenhagen  for  repairs,  where  the  vessel  arrived 
on  or  about  the  Ist  Nov.  1902,  and  the  necessary 
repairs  were  completed  on  the  Ist  Dec.  1902.  The 
cargo,  or  part  oi  it,  had  been  discharged  for  the 
purpose  of  the  repairs.  It  was  reloaded  after  the 
repairs  were  completed,  and  the  vessel  sailed 
from  Copenhagen  on  the  Ist  Jan.  1903,  and 
arrived  at  Bevel,  at  the  entrance  of  the  Gulf  of 
Finland,  on  the  6th  Jan.  She  put  into  and 
stayed  at  Revel  because  she  was  unable  to  pro- 
ceed further  towards  St.  Petersburg  by  reason  of 


ice.  She  is  still  at  Bevel,  not  frozen  in,  but 
awaiting  the  breaking  up  of  the  ice  at  St  Peters- 
burg and  the  approaches  thereto. 

In  these  cironmstances  a  dispute  aroee  be- 
tween the  owners  and  the  charterers  under  th» 
charter-party  as  to  the  period  for  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  charter-party, 
the  payment  of  hire  should  cease  in  conseqnenco 
of  the  damage  received  by  the  steamship  by 
grounding  as  aforesaid,  and  whether  hire  is  pay- 
able by  uie  charterers  under  the  charter-party 
during  the  period  of  the  detention  of  the  ship  afc 
Bevel. 

The  arbitrators  found  and  awarded  that  no 
hire  was  payable  by  the  charterers  to  the  owners 
under  the  charter-party  for  the  period  from  th» 
28th  Oct  1902  until  the  20th  Dec.  1902  inclusive, 
but  that  hire  was  payable  by  the  charterers  to 
the  owners  in  respect  of  the  period  from  the 
20th  Dec.  1902  until  the  6th  Jan.  1903  inclusive. 

They  found  as  a  fact  that  the  port  of  St. 
Petersburg  became  closed  by  ice  on  the  26th  Nov. 
1902,  and  not  before,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
ice  it  wab  practically  impossible  for  the  steam- 
ship, after  completion  ot  her  repairs  as  afore- 
said, to  get  nearer  to  St.  Petersburg  than  the 
port  ot  Bevel,  where  she  now  lies.  They  further 
found  as  a  fact  that,  if  the  steamship  had  not 
grounded  on  the  28th  Oct.  1902  and  received 
damage  as  aforesaid,  she  could  easily  have 
reached  St.  Petersburg  and  have  discharged  her 
cargo  and  have  got  away  from  that  port  before 
the  26th  Nov.,  and  before  the  port  of  St.  Peters- 
burg was  closed  by  ice. 

In  these  circumstances  it  was  contended  before 
the  arbitrators  on  behalf  of  the  charterers  that 
the  detention  of  the  ship  at  Bevel  was  a  deten- 
tion by  ice  caused  by  breakdown  of  steamer,  and 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
charter-party,  the  hire  ceased  during  the  period  of 
such  detention.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  owners  that  the  detention 
at  Bevel  was  not  a  detention  by  ice  at  all,  or  that 
in  any  case  it  was  not  a  detention  by  ice  caused 
by  breakdown  of  the  steamer,  and  that  therefore 
the  hire  continued  to  run  during  the  period  ot 
such  detention. 

If  and  so  far  as  it  vras  a  question  ot  tactr 
the  arbitrators  awarded  and  determined  that  th» 
detention  of  the  steamship  at  Bevel  was  a  deten- 
tion caused  by  breakdown,  and,  subject  to  th» 
opinion  of  the  court  on  the  question  hereinafter 
submitted,  they  awarded  and  determined  that  the 
hire  ceased  under  the  charter-party  daring  tbot 
period  of  such  detention. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  canrt  was  .- 

Whether  upon  the  facts  stated  and  n^on  the- 
true  construction  of  the  charter-party  hire  was 
and  would  be  payable  by  the  charterers  to  the- 
owners  under  the  charter  during  the  detention  of 
the  ship  at  Bevel  awaiting  the  opening  of  the 
port  of  St.  Petersburg. 

If  the  court  should  answer  this  question  in  the' 
negative,  then  the  award  as  above  stated  was  to- 
stand. 

If  the  court  should  answer  the  question  in  th& 
affirmative,  then  the  award  as  above  stated  was  to 
be  set  aside,  and  in  that  case  the  arbitrators 
awarded  and  directed  that  the  hire  continued  to 
run  at  the  rate  stipulated  by  the  charter-party, 
notwithstanding  the  detention  of  the  steamer  at 
Bevel. 
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Waltbk  «.  Bkwickx,  Moreing,  and  Co. 

[Ot.  of  App. 

The  Bpeoial  case  was  argned  before  Ridley,  J., 
and  ihe  learned  judge  held  that  the  deoision  of  the 
arbitrators  was  right,  and  gave  judgment  in 
favoor  of  the  charterers. 

The  shipowners  appealed. 

Sims  William$  for  the  appellants.  —  The 
decision  of  the  learned  jndge,  holding  that  the 
award  of  the  arbitrators  must  be  upheld,  was 
wrong.  Under  this  charter-party  the  liability  to 
pay  hire  would  not  cease  in  any  case  except  upon 
the  happening  of  one  of  the  events  specified  in 
danse  14.  The  detention  of  the  vessel  at  Reve  1 
was  not  caused  by  any  one  of  those  events.  Th  e 
vessel,  as  soon  as  she  was  repaired,  was  again  in 
an  efficient  statp,  and  the  liability  to  pay  hire 
would  ag^in  arise.  It  had  been  decided  that  hire 
did  not  cease  to  be  payable  because,  owing  to 
aocident,  the  vessel  was  delayed  for  repairs : 

Havtloei  v.  Oeddet,  10  Esst,  S55 ; 
Inman  8t»amship  Company  v.  Bi$ehojf,  47  L.  T. 
Bep.  581 ;  7  App.  Cas.  670. 

In  oonsequence  of  those  decisions  this  clause  was 
inserted  in  charter-parties.  In  Hogarth  v.  Miller 
Brother  and  Co.  (64  L.  T.  Rep.  205 ;  (1891)  A.  0. 
48)  this  clause  came  np  for  consideration,  and  it 
was  held  that  there  was  a  suspension  of  hire  only 
dnring  the  time  that  the  vessel  was  actually 
inefficient  for  service.  Even  if  this  detention  can 
be  said  to  have  been  caused  by  the  stranding  of 
the  vessel,  "  stranding  "  is  one  of  the  excepted 
perils  specified  in  clause  16.  Clause  26  does  not 
provide  that  the  payment  of  hire  shall  cease  if 
there  is  a  detention  by  ice  caused  by  breakdown 
of  steamer.  It  is  an  entirely  separate  and  dis- 
tinct clanse,  and  a  provision  for  the  cesser  of  hire 
ought  not  to  be  read  into  it.  If  the  charterers 
have  any  remedy  under  clause  26,  it  is  a  remedy 
in  damages  only.  This  detention  by  ice  was  not 
"  cansed  by  breakdown  of  steamer."  The  vessel 
after  she  was  repaired  was  not  broken  down  at 
all,  and  was  able  to  proceed  on  the  voyage.  She 
'  was  not  detained '  by  ice,  for  she  was  not  frozen 
in  at  all.  At  Revel  her  cargo  could  have  beeta 
discharged  and  forwarded  by  land  to  St. 
Petersburg. 

Serutton,  E.C.  and  JET.  W.  Loehnia,  for  the 
respondents,  were  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

G0X.LINS,  M.R. — I  think  that  this  appeal  must 
fail.  It  seems  to  me  that  clause  26  of  the  charter- 
party  means  what  it  plainly  says  :  "  Detention  by 
ice  to  be  for  account  of  charterers  unless  caused 
by  breakdown  of  steamer."  The  steamer  was 
woken  down,  and  by  reason  of  that  breakdown 
she  was  so  long  delayed  that  she  was  unable  to 
proceed  on  the  voyage  as  far  as  St.  Petersburg  by 
reason  of  that  port  being  blocked  by  ice.  There- 
fore there  was  a  "  detention  by  ice,"  which  was 
not  to  be  "  for  account  of  charterers,"  but  was  to 
be  for  account  ot  the  shipowners.  Therefore 
the  payment  of  hire  was  suspended  during  that 
detention.  This  appeal  fails,  and  must  be  dis- 
missed. 

RoHEB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Mathkw.  L.J.-I  agree,     j^^^^i  ^^i.^^..^^. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Boiterell  and 
Boehe. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Doiomn^r,  Bolam, 
and  Co. 


Tiutday,  March  29. 

(Before  Collins,  1I.R.,  Roueb  and 
Mathew,  L. JJ.) 

Walteb  v.  Bewicke,  Mobbino,  and  Co.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM    THE   KING'S    BENCH  DIVISION. 

Practice — Cottt — Action  tettled — "  Record  with- 
drawn.  No  eoste  on  either  tide  " — Costs  of 
interlocutory  proceedings  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  plaintiff — Uight  of  defendant  to  tax  after 
settlemeni  of  action. 

During  the  progress  of  an  action  several  orders 
were  ■made,  upon  interlocutory  applications, 
that  the  plaintiff  shovld  pay  the  defendants' 
costs,  in  some  cases  "  in  any  event." 

The  action  teas  subsequently  settled  upon  the 
terms,  indorsed  on  the  briefs  of  counsel, 
"  Record  withdrawn.  No  costs  on  either  side," 
the  question  of  the  costs  of  the  interlocutory 
proceedings  not  being  present  to  their  minds. 

Hild  {dismissing  the  appeal),  thai  after  the  settle- 
ment oj  the  action  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  taxation  and  payment  of  their  costs  of  the 
interlocutory  proceedings  which' the  plaintiff 
had  been  ordered  to  pay. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  Buck- 
nill,  J.  made  at  chambers. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
dama{^  from  the  defendants  for  an  alleged  libel. 

Danne  the  progress  of  the  action  there  were 
several  interlocutory  applications,  in  chambers 
and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  defendants, 
in  some  cases  "  in  any  event." 

Before  the  action  was  tried  it  was  settled  by 
the  parties  upon  the  following  terms :  "  Reoora 
withdrawn.  No  costs  on  either  side."  The 
counsel,  who  came  to  this  agreement  and  indorsed 
their  briefs  with  the  terms  above  stated,  said  that 
the  question  of  the  costs  of  the  interlocutory 
applications  was  not  present  to  their  minds  when 
.they  BO  settled  the  action. 

The  defendants  applied  to  the  master  for  an 
order  to  tax  their  costs  of  those  interlocutory 
applications,  but  the  master  refused  to  make  an 
order. 

Upon  appeal,  Bucknill,  J.  at  chambers  made 
an  order  for  the  taxation  of  the  defendants'  costs 
of  those  interlocutory  applications. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Ernest  Pollock  for  the  appellant. — The  learned 
judge  had  no  power  to  order  the  taxation  of  these 
costs.  Ihe  terms  of  settlement  mean  that  there 
shall  be  no  taxation  of  any  costs  at  all  of  any 
kind ;  that  there  shall  be  a  complete  truce  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  no  further  proceedings  of 
any  sort  or  kind  between  them.  W  ben  the  record 
is  withdrawn  there  is  nothing  left  in  the  court  at. 
all,  and  nothing  upon  which  any  order  of  any 
kind  can  be  made.  Therefore  there  cannot  be- 
any order  for  taxation  of  any  costs,  or  any  taxB> 
tion  of  costs : 

Stodhart  v.  Johnson,  3  T.  B.  657  ; 

Burdon  v.  Flower,  7  DouL  P.  C.  786. 

The  withdrawal  of  the  record  ought  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  waiver  of  all  claims  to  costs  to  which 
a  party  may  have  been  entitled  before  the  settle- 
ment. The  master  refused  to  make  an  order,  in 
accordance  with  the  well-settled  practice  of  all  the 

(.a)  Bcportel  by  J.  H.  Wiluahs,  E(q.,  BwTi«ter-at-LkV. 
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masters  to  ref  ase  to  tax  any  coats  when  the  record 
has  heen  withdravTn.  [Bokbb,  L.J.  referred  to 
Order  LXV.,r.  33.] 

Norman  Craig,  tor  the  respondents,  was  not 
called  npon  to  argne. 

Collins,  M.B. — It  appears  to  me  that  there  is 
no  ground  whatever  for  this  appeal.  During  the 
progress  of  the  action  orders  were  made  that  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  costs  to  the  defendants,  in 
some  cases  "  in  any  event."  Those  orders  cannot 
be  got  rid  of  unless  the  parties  have  clearly  agreed 
that  those  costs  shall  not  be  paid.  In  this  case 
it  was  agreed  that  the  record  should  be  with- 
drawn, and  it  is  sud  that  that  foregoes  all 
rights  to  any  costs  under  orders  previously 
made.  In  my  opixiion  no  implication  arises  in 
point  of  law  from  that  agreement  that  it  was 
agreed  to  forego  such  costs.  In  those  circum- 
stances the  orders  made  for  payment  of  the 
defendants'  costs  were  left  as  they  were,  and  the 
defendants  have  a  right  to  have  those  costs  taxed 
and  paid.  This  appeal  therefore  fails,  and  must 
be  dismissed.' 

BoMBB,  L.J. — I  agree.  Taxation  of  the  costs 
under  these  orders  follows  as  a  matter  of  course 
when  the  order  has  been  made  and  the  proper 
time  arrives,  without  any  further  order  to  tax, 
though  I  think  that  in  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  it  was  a  proper  course  to  take  to  apply  for  an 
order  to  tax. 

Mathew,  L.J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
According  to  the  old  practice,  when  an  order  was 
made  dismissiag  an  application  with  costs,  the 
encoessf  ul  party  might  tax  his  costs  at  once,  and 
it  could  not  be  said  that  a  subsequent  settlement 
could,  apart  from  express  agreement,  affect  the 
right  to  such  costs.  In  the  present  case  the  costs 
were  not  to  be  taxed  and  paid  at  once,  but  that 
cannot  make    any  difference.    I  agree  that  the 


appeal  must  be  dismissed. 


Appeal  di»mu$ed. 


Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Pakeman  and  Bead. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Bompas,  Bisehoff, 
and  Co. 


HIGH    COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION. 

Nov.  25, 26,27, 28,  Dee.  1,5, 15,  1903,  and  Jan.  20, 
1904.    . 
(Before  Joyce,  J.) 

Xniqht  v.   Islb  of  Wight  Elbctbic  Light 
and  powib  oohpant  limited,  (a) 

Nuisance — Noise,  vibration,  and  smell — Electrical 
works — Generating  statioKi — Injunction. 

By  a  provisional  order  made  under  the  Electric 
Lighting  Acts,  and  duly  confirmed  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  the  corporation  o/B.  «o«re  authorised 
to  supply  electrical  energy  for  pMic  and 
jprivaie  purposes  toithin  the  area  of  the  borough ; 
i<  beiTig  provided  by  the  order  that  nothing 
therein  should  exonerate  the  undertakers  from 
any  indictment,  action,  or  other  proceedings 
for  nuisance  in  the  event  of  any  nuisance  being 
caused  or  permitted  by  (Asm.  The  corporation 
entered  into  arrangements  with  the  defendant 
company  for  the  erection,  maintaining,  and  work- 
It)  Beported  bf  Sidkit  Davit,  Eiq.,  Burliwr-M-Lkw. 


ing  of  a  generating  station  within  the  borough; 
and  the  defendant  company,  in  pursuance  of 
tueh  arrangements,  acquired  as  a  site  for  the 
proposed  works  a  piece  of  land  adjoining  the 
garden  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  ajid  proceeded  to 
erect  therein  the  requisite  engines,  dynamos,  and 
other  machinery. 

The  plaintiff,  who  occupied  her  house  as  a  ladies' 
school,  complained  of  various  annoyances  to  the 
inmates  of  her  estdblishmsnt  by  noise,  vibration, 
and  offensive  smells  or  vapours  produced  by  the 
operation  of  the  defendant  company's  works, 
and  instituted  an  action  for  an  injunction  and 
damages  in  respect  of  the  alleged  nuisance. 

The  court  being  of  opinion  that  the  annoyances 
complained  of  were  not  trivial  or  a  kind  to  be 
expected  from  any  ordinary  and  reasonable  use 
by  the  defendant  company  of  the  land  they 
had  acquired,  and,  further,  that,  in  spite  of  a 
diminution  in  intensity  and  frequency  of  the 
annoyances  complained  of  since  the  commence- 
m«nt  of  the  adion,  yet  even  at  the  date  of 
the  trial  such  annoyances  had  repeatedly  and 
recently  recurred,  an  injunction  and  damages 
were  granted  accordingly. 

Action  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  de- 
fendant company  from  so  working  thmr  engines 
and  carrying  on  their  works  as  to  interfere  with 
the  enjoyment  of  certain  premises  occupied  by 
the  pluntiff  for  the  purposes  of  her  business,  or 
so  as  in  any  way  to  cause  annoyance,  nuisance,  or 
danger  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  persons  inhabiting 
or  frequenting  the  said  premises. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  lessee  and  occupier  of  a 
lai^  house  and  garden  at  Ryde,  in  the  Isle  of 
Wight,  where  she  had  for  some  time  been  carry- 
ing on  a  ladies'  school.  The  defendants  had 
recently  acquired  a  piece  of  land  adjoining  the 
school  premises,  and  had  erected  thereon  exten- 
sive works  for  the  supply  of  electric  light  and 
energy. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  running  of  the 
engines  and  machinery  used  in  the  works  caused 
vibration  and  noise  which  seriously  interfered 
with  the  rest  and  repose  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
inmates  of  her  house,  and  that  the  defendants 
also  caused  or  permitted  offensive  smells  of  great 
intensity  and  injurious  to  health  to  be  emitted 
from  their  works  and  to  come  upon  the  plaintiff's 
premises.  In  respect  of  these  acte  she  claimed 
an  injunction  and  damages. 

The  facts  will  be  found  more  fully  set  out  in 
his  Lordship's  judgment. 

Hughes,  E.G.  and  /.  W.  Manning  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Ybunyer,  K.C.  and  /.  F.  Waggett  for  the 
defendants. — Even  though  the  acts  complained 
of  by  the  pluntiff  would  ordinarily  constitute  a 
nuisance,  such  acte  are  here  of  a  temporary 
character,  and  are  due  to  the  incompleteness  of 
the  works,  and  accordingly  an  injunction  should 
not  be  granted : 

Attomey-Gsneral  v.  Sheffield  Oa*  Company,  3  D» 

G.  M.  &  Q.  304,  320,  340 ; 
Harrison  v.  Southwark  and  VauxhaU  Water  Com- 
pany, 64  L.  T.  Bep.  864 ;  (1891)  2  Cb.  409  : 
Aitomey-Oeneral  v.  Preston  Corporation,  13  Times 

L.  Bep.  14 ; 
Attorney-General  v.   Cambridge    Consumers'  Oas 
Company,  19  L.  T.  Bep.  508 ;  L.  Bep.  4  Ch.  71. 
81. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


May  28,  ISM.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 411 


Chan.  Drv.]     EmaHT  v.  Islk  op  Wight  Elbcteic  Light  ahd  Poweb  Oo.    [Chan.  Dit. 


Again,  there  is  no  proof  of  injury  to  the  plaintifTs 
property  of  a  stmctnral  character,  bo  that  the 
ease  does  not  come  within  the  law  as  laid  down 
by  Lords  Westbnry  and  Cran worth  in  St.  Helen's 
Smelting  Company  v.  Tipping  (12  L.  T.  Rep. 
776 ;  11 H.  of  L.  Gas.  642, 650).  They  also  referred 
to  the  cases  of 

Ckmnt  r.Fiinn«y,27 L.  T.  Bep.  569 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Ch. 
8,13; 

Coole  T.  Forbe$,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  371 ;  L.  Bep.  5  Eq. 
166; 

Shtlftr  T.  City  of  London  Eleetrie  Lighting  Com- 
pany, 72  L.  T.  B»p.  34  ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  287,  310, 
313. 

Hiighe»,  E.C.  in  reply. — Although,  undoubtedly, 
occupiers  of  property  must  all  to  some  degree 
BufFer  slight  inconyenienoes  caused  by  their 
neighbours  in  the  reasonable  and  ordinary  enjoy- 
ment of  their  property,  nevertheless  an  occupier, 
as  here,  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  when  the 
annoyances  arise  from  an  unusual  use  of  pro- 
perty: 

Fnta  T.  Hohion,  42  L.  T.  B«p.  225 ;  14  Ch.  Dir.  542, 
556; 

Bamford  r.  Tamiey,  3  B.  &  S.  62 ; 

Fleming  t.  Bidop,  11  App.  Caa.  686,  697 ; 

Ball  T.  Bay,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  346  ;  L.  Hep.  8  Ch.  467. 

Even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  annoyances 
are  only  occasional,  that  is  not  snf&cient : 

Inehbald  ▼.  Robinson,  20  L.  T.  B«p.  259  ;  L.  Bep. 

4  Ch.  388 ; 
Lambton  r.  MelUsh,  71  L.  T.  Bep.   385 ;  (1894) 

3  Ch.  163. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

JoTCE,  J. — The  plaintiff  is  the  lessee  for  the 
residue  of  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  from 
Michaelmas  1900  at  a  rent  of  2502.  of  a  house, 
garden,  and  grounds  in  the  borough  of  Ryde,  and 
she  carries  on  tiiere  a  high-class  boarding  school 
for  young  ladies.  In  1899  the  corporation  of 
Ryde  obtained  a  provisional  order  under  the 
Electric  Lighting  Acts  authorising  them  in  the 
usual  way  to  supply  electrical  energy  for  public 
and  private  purposes  within  the  area  of  the 
borough.  By  clause  69  of  that  order  it  was  pro- 
vided that  nothing  in  the  order  should  exonerate 
the  undertakers  trom  any  indictment,  action,  or 
other  proceedings  for  nuisance  m  the  event  of  any 
nuisance  being  caused  or  permitted  by  them. 
This  order  was  duly  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment. The  corporatdon  afterwards  entered  into 
arrangements  with  the  defendants  for  the 
erection,  maintaining,  and  working  of  a  generating 
station  within  the  borough.  In  pursuance  of  such 
arrangements  the  defendants,  in  the  early  part  of 
1903,  acquired,  as  a  site  for  the  purpose  of  the 
proposed  works,  a  piece  of  land  adjoining  the 
garden  of  the  plaintifTs  house,  and  proceeded  to 
erect  tiiereon  the  requisite  engines,  dynamos,  and 
other  machinery.  The  engines  were  driven  by  gas 
produced  upon  the  premises  by  a  system  of  the 
character  known  as  the  Dowson  process,  for  one  of 
the  terms  under  which  the  defendants  held  the 
site  precluded  them  from  erecting  any  tall 
chimney  shaft  thereon.  The  plaintiff's  house  was 
upon  a  higher  level  than  the  defendants'  generat- 
in{B|  station,  and  there  were  no  intervening 
buildings.  The  works  were  opened  on  the  1st 
Oct.  1903,  and  from  that  date,  if  not  before,  they 
had  been  supplying  the  energy  for  the  production 
of  electric  light  to  customers.    It  was,  of  course, 


hoped  by  the  defendants  and  the  corporation,  and 
it  was  to  be  expected,  that  the  demand  for  this 
supply  would  constantly  and  greatly  increase,  and 
that  consequently  from  time  to  time  considerable 
additions  and  extensions  would  have  to  be  made . 
to  the  plant  and  machinery  at  present  installed 
upon  the  premises  of  the  defendants.    Before  the- 
formal  opening  of  the  works  the  manufacture  of 
gas  for  working  the  engines  and  the  machinery 
generally  had  been  in  operation,  and  in  particular 
upon  one  occasion  in  September  for  a  period  of 
ninety  hours  the    engines    and    dynamos   were 
working  without  any  intermission.    The  plaiotifC, 
complaaning  of  various  annoyances  to  the  inmates 
of   her   establishment  by  noise,  vibration,   and 
offensive    smells  or  vapours  produced    by   the 
operation  of  the  defendants'  works,  instituted  this 
action  on  the  29tb  Sept.,  claiming  an  injunction 
and  damages  in  respect  of  the  alleged  nuisance. 
The  action  was  tried  upon  several  days  during 
the  Michaelmas  Sittings,   and   a  large  body  of 
evidence  was  adduced  upon  both  sides.    Having 
regard  to  the  positive  testimony  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  witnesses  called  by  her,  whose  veracity 
and  substantial  accuracy  thei-e  is  no  reason  to 
doubt,  and  to  the  acts  admitted  by  some  of  the 
defendants'  witnesses,  I  consider  it  to  have  been 
suffioientlT  proved  before  me  that  at  various  times 
during    ^ptember,   and  for  not  inconsiderable 
periods,  the  works  of  the  defendante   were  so 
carried  on  as  by  noise,  offensive  smells,  and,  in 
some  degree,  by  vibration  to  occasion  a  serious 
interference  with  the  ordinary  comfort  of   the 
plaintiff  and  the  inmates  of  her  house,  and  the 
carrying  on  of  her  school.      There  was  some 
ground  for  suspecting  that  these  annoyancas,  or 
some  of  them,  were  injurious  to  the  health  of 
some  of  the  ladies  in  the  plaintiff's  house ;  but  I 
do  not  consider  that  to  nave  been  established. 
Generally  the  annoyances  actually  experienced 
were  not,  in  my  opinion,  trivial  or  of  a  kind  to  be 
expected  from  any  ordinary  and  reasonable  use 
by  the  defendants  of  the  land  they  had  acquired. 
Nor  were  they  by  any  means  such  as  would  only 
be   complained   of    by    unreasonable    or  over- 
fastidious  persons.    STo  doubt  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  the  defendants  have,  by  the 
adoption  of  various  expedients  known  to  mecha- 
nical engineers  and  men  of  science,  and,  perhaps, 
under  pressure  of  these  proceedings,  by  exercise 
of    special    care    in    the    management,    greatly 
diminished  the  intensity  and  frequency  of  the 
annoyances  complained  of.      The   engines    and 
machinery  are  not  now  worked  later  than  11  p.m., 
as  they  were  at  one  time.  There  is  room  for  further 
improvement  in  the  works,  and  the  most  skilful 
and  careful  management  will  always  be  necessary 
to  prevent  the  annoyance  complained  of  from 
constantly    recurring.    At    times    there     is    no 
annoyance  to  complain  of.    Still,  at  the  date  of 
the  trial  such  annoyance    had   repeatedly   and 
recently  recurred.    Even  then  the    works  were 
not  in  such  perfect  order,  if  that  perfection  were 
attainable,  as  to  remove  altogether  the  plaintiff's 
just  grounds  of  complaint.    In  my  opinion,  sub- 
ject to  a  question  to  be  mentioned  presently,  the 
plaintiff  had  ample  justification  for  the  institution 
of  the  action,  and  I  hold  that  the  repeated  and 
not  merely  momentary  annoyances  occasioned  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendante'  works  amounted 
to  an  actionable  nuisance,  unless   the  defendants 
can  make  out  that  tuey  were  in    point  of  law 
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jastified  or  to  be  excused.  The  defendants  con- 
tended that  they  were  to  be  so  excased,  and  in 
ETupport  of  that  contention  they  relied  upon  the 
jadgment  of  Yanghan  Williams,  L.J.  (then 
vauehan  Williams,  J.)  in  Harriton  v.  South. 
warK  and  VceuxhaU  Water  Company  (64  L.  T. 
Bep.  864;  (1891)  2  Ch.  409),  where  he  said:  "In 
the  first  place,  it  seems  to  me  that,  if  the  defen- 
dants had  without  statutory  authority  sunk  this 
«haf t  and  done  this  pumping  for  any  lawful  and 
ordinary  purpose  in  the  exercise  of  their  powers 
as  private  owners  of  the  land,  they  would  not 
have  been  responsible  as  for  a  nuisance.  It  fre- 
'quently  happens  that  the  owners  or  occupiers  of 
land  cause,  in  the  execution  of  lawful  works  in 
the  ordinaiy  user  of  land,  a  considerable  amount 
■at  temporary  annoyance  to  their  neighbours,  but 
they  are  not  necessarily  on  that  account  held  to 
be  guilty  of  causing  an  unlawful  nuisance.  The 
i>usines8  of  life  could  not  be  carried  on  if  it  were 
«o.  For  instance,  a  man  who  pulls  down  his 
house  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  new  one  no 
doubt  causes  a  considerable  inconvenience  to  his 
next-door  neighbours  during  the  process  of 
<lemolition ;  but  he  is  not  responsible  as  for  a 
nnisance  if  he  uses  all  reasonable  skill  and  care 
to  avoid  annoyance  to  his  neighbour  by  the  works 
of  demolition.  Nor  is  he  liable  to  an  action,  even 
though  the  noise  and  dust  and  the  consequent 
.annoyance  be  each  as  would  constitute  a  nuisance, 
if  the  same,  instead  of  being  created  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  demolition  of  the  house,  had  been 
oreated  in  sheer  wantonness  or  in  the  execution  of 
works  for  a  purpose  involving  a  permanent  con- 
tinuance of  the  noise  and  dust.  For  the  law,  in 
Judging  what  constitutes  a  nuisance,  does  take 
into  consideration  both  the  object  and  duration 
of  that  which  is  said  to  constitute  the  nuisance." 
Now,  accepting  that  statement  of  the  law,  it  must 
be  observed  that  the  nuisance  or  annoyances  com- 
plained of  in  the  present  case  did  not  arise  from 
acts  of  the  nature  referred  to  in  the  passage  which 
I  have  read.  The  plaintiff  had  submitted  to  any 
inconvenience  that  arose  from  the  mere  construc- 
tion of  the  defendants'  works.  What  she  com- 
plained of  was  what  she  had  suffered,  and  was 
from  time  to  time  still  suffering,  from  the  working 
of  the  generating  station,  and  the  operations 
oarried  on,  and  which  would  continue  to  be  carried 
on.  there.  These  I  hold  to  be  not  an  ordinary 
nse  of  the  defendants'  property,  or  in  any  sense 
reasonable,  if  serious  annoyance  is  thereby  occa- 
sioned to  the  occupiers  of  the  adjoining  house  and 
-garden.  Another  excuse  set  up  was  that  the 
annoyances  were  only  temporary  and  occasional. 
The  judgment  of  Bramwell,  B.  in  the  leading 
case  otBamford  v.  Turnley  (3  B.  &  S.  62)  furnishes 
a  sufficient  answer  to  that.  The  defendants  do 
not  allege,  nor  has  it  been  shown,  that  their 
works  could  not  have  been  established  and  set 
permanently  in  operation  without  occasioning  a 
nuisance  if  the  neoessaiy  and  reasonable  precau- 
tions had  been  carefully  taken  in  the  first 
instance.  Further,  what  is  complained  of  is  not 
by  anv  means  what  happened  in  some  cases  that 
have  been  referred  to,  where,  once  in  a  way,  for  a 
public  purpose,  there  was  a  breaking  up  of  a 
portion  of  a  road  for  some  two  or  three  days, 
«fter  which  there  was  an  end  of  the  matter. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  hold  (1)  that  the  acts  complained 
of  have  from  time  to  time,  and  frequently,  been 
snch  as,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  and 


surroundings  of  the  defendants'  property,  are  in 
excess  of  the  natural  and  ordinary  course  of 
enjoyment  of  that  property ;  and  (2)  that  tbesA 
acts  had  up  to  the  trial  materially  interfered  with 
the  ordinary  comfort  of  existence  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  her  household.  Consequently  there  must 
be  an  injunction,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
plaintiff's  lease,  to  restrain  the  defendant  com- 
pany,  its  directors,  servants,  and  agents,  from 
using  or  working,  or  causing  or  permitting  to  be 
used  or  worked,  in  or  upon  their  generating 
station  and  other  works  adjacent  to  the  plaintiff's 
garden,  any  engines,  dynamos,  or  other  machinery, 
or  from  there  carrying  on  the  manufacture  of 
gas  or  any  other  process,  in  such  a  manner  as  by 
the  production  of  noise,  noxious  or  offensive 
smells,  vibration,  or  otherwise  to  be  or  occasion 
nuisance  or  injury  to  the  plaintiff  as  lessee  or 
occupier  of  the  house,  garden,  and  premises  com- 
prised iu  her  lease.  There  will  also  be  an  inquiry 
as  to  dauiages. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Beale  and  Payne, 
for  J.  Robinson,  Byde. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Clarkton,  Green- 
icell,  and  Co. 


March  7  and  19. 
(Before  Joyce,  J.) 
Be  GLA.8DIK   Copper   Mines  Limited;   Eno- 
LisH     Elkctbo-Meiallursical    Compant 
Limited     v.     Glabdib      Gofpeb       Mines 
Limited,  (a.) 

Landlord  and  tenant — Tenant's  fixtures — Removal 
by  mortgagee  after  forfeiture  of  lease. 

In  June  1896  the  defendant  company  issued 
debentures  charging  teith  the  payment  of  the 
moneys  advanced  its  undertaking  and  all  its 
property  whatsoever,  both  present  and  future. 

In  July  1896  the  defendant  company  took  a  lease 
of  certain  premises,  the  lease  containing  a  clause 
that,  if  the  company  should  become  bankrupt  or 
insolvent  or  go  into  liquidation,  the  term  should 
cease  and  determine  and  be  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes ;  and  upon  that  there  was  power  of 
re-entry. 

On  the  8th  Feb.  1901,  in  a  debenture-holders' 
action  brought  on  behalf  of  the  debenture- 
holders  to  enforce  their  charge,  a  receiver  and 
manager  was  appointed  of  the  undertaking  of 
the  defendant  company,  and  of  all  the  present 
property  whatsoever  or  wheresover  comprised  in 
or  subject  to  the  security. 

On  the  8th  July  1903  an  application  was  made  tn 
the  debenture-holders'  action  that  certain  trade 
fixtures  upon  the  premises,  which  were  the 
subject  of  the  lease  of  July  1896,  might  be  sold 
by  the  receiver,  and  that  the  receiver  might  be  at 
liberty  to  renhove  the  same  from  the  premises  of 
the  defendant  company ;  and  on  the  21(fc  Aug. 
1903  an  order  wom  made  accordingly. 

On  the  \^th  Oct.  1903  the  defendant  company 
passed  an  extraordinary  resolution  for  a  volun- 
tary winding-up. 

On   the  13th  Nov.   1903   the  reversioner  of  the 
premises,  which  were  the  stibject  of  the  lease  of  , 
July  1896,  applied  to  the  receiver  for  delivery 
and  possession  of  the  same. 

Upon  an    application  by  the  reversioner  for  an 

(a)  Beported  bj  Sydkit  Dirir,  Eaq.,  Burtitar-at-Law. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Hay  28,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC— 41S 


Ch.  Div.]    English  i!iLECTBO-METAi.i.TTBaiCAL  Go.  v.  Giasdib  Goffer  Mines  Lih.  [Gh.  Dit. 


inquiry  (u  to  her  intere$t  in  the  premitet  and 
the  buHdinge  and  fixturet  thereon,  and  for 
delivery  of  postession  of  the  premises  by  the 
receiver  to  the  reversioner  : 
Held,  that  the  interest  of  the  receiver  in  the 
premitet  teat  not  concluded  by  the  resolution  of 
the  16th  Oct.  1903,  but  that  the  receiver  still 
retained  the  right  to  remove  the  fixtures  during 
a  reaeonable  time. 
Pugh  V.  Arton  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  865 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Eq. 

626)  distinguished. 
Motion    wherein    the  question  vaa   raised  and 
determined  as  to  whether  tenant's  fixtures  are 
removable  by  a  mortfragee  of  the  lessee  after  the 
determination  of  the  leaBe  by  forfeiture. 

The  facts  will  be  found  set  forth  at  length  in 
hia  Lordship's  judgment. 

A.  F.  Peterson  for  the  applicant. — Tenant's 
fixtures  must  be  removed  during  the  oontinnance 
of  the  term,  or  within  such  time  afterwards  as  the 
tenant  may  properly  consider  himself  the  tenant 
of  the  landlord : 

Weeton  r.  Woodcock,  7  H.  A  W.  14 ; 

Ptigh  T.  Arton,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  865  ;  L.  Bsp.  8  Eq. 

626; 
BarJfY.Probyn,  73  L.  T.  Eep.  118. 

Frank  Wright  {Hughes,  KG.  with  him)  for  the 
debenture-holders. — The  proviso  in  the  lease,  that 
the  term  should  cease  and  determine  in  the  event 
of  the  company  becoming  bankrupt,  or  insolvent, 
or  going  into  liquidation,  only  has  the  eSect  of 
rendering  the  lease  void  at  the  option  of  the 
lessor ;  and  accordingly,  if  in  fact  a  reasonable 
time  ought  to  be  allowed  the  receiver  for  the 
removal  of  the  fixtures,  that  time  should  be  taken 
to  run  from  the  receipt  of  the  letter  dated  the 
13th  Nov.  1903.  No<v,  whatever  may  be  the  rule 
as  to  the  removal  of  tenant's  fixtures  generally, 
where  there  is  an  agreement  in  a  lease  to  the  effect 
that  the  tenant  shall  be  at  liberty  to  remove  his 
fixtures,  he  will  be  allowed  a  reasonable  time  in 
which  to  remove  the  same  : 

F«woett,  Landlord  and  Tenant,  p.  493. 
And  we  submit  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
agreement  is  in  the  lease  or  elsewhere.  In  this 
case  the  order  made  by  the  master  was  equivalent 
nnder  the  circumstances  to  an  agreement  by  the 
applicant  that  the  receiver  should  be  at  liberty  to 
remove  the  fixtures.  Moreover,  the  right  of  the 
receiver  to  remove  the  fixtures  could  not  be  pre- 
judiced by  the  company's  voluntarily  going  into 
liquidation.  A  sarrender  by  a  leasee  cannot 
aCect  the  rights  of  a  third  party ;  and  accordingly 
a  mortgagee  of  tenants'  fixtures  still  retains  the 
right  to  remove  the  same,  notwithstanding  a  sur- 
render, provided  that  he  does  so  within  a  reason- 
able time : 

Saint  V.  Pilley,  83  L.  T.  Bsp.  93 ;  L.  Bep.  10  Ex. 
137. 
See  also 

Fawoett,  Landlord  and  Tenant,  pp.  460,  461. 
And  we  submit  that  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
same  principle  should  not  apply  to  the  present 
case. 

A.  Adams,  for  the  receiver,  adopted  the  argu- 
ments adduced  on  behalf  of  the  debenture- 
holders. 

Peterson  in  reply. — The  order  of  the  master 
simply  operates  as  an  admisfciin  by  the  applicant 
that  ac  the  date  of  the  order  she  had  no  interest 


in  the  premises;  it  cannot  be  construed  as  an 
agreement  by  the  applicant. 

Joyce,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  is  with 
reference  to  certain  fixtures — that  is  to  sa^,  certain 
articles  which,  though  annexed  to  the  soil,  do  not 
thereby  become  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the 
freehold,  but  are  removable  by  the  tenant.    Th»' 
question  I  have  to  decide  is  whether  these  articles 
may  be  removed  by  a  purchaser  or  mortgagee 
from  the  lessee  aftev  the  lease  has  been  aeter- 
mined  by  forfeiture.    In  the  month  of  June  189& 
the  defendant  company  (then  bearing  a  different 
title)  issued  debentures   and  charged  with  tho 
payment  of  the  moneys  advanced  its  undertak- 
ing and  all  its  property  whatsoever  and  where- 
soever both  present  and  future,  constituting  in 
point  of  fact  a  floating  charge.   Then  in  the  month 
of  July  1896  the  defendant  company  took  a  lease 
from  the  predecessor  of  the  present  applicants  ; 
and  in  that  lease  is  a  clause  which  provides  that, 
"if    the    company,  their    suooeasors    or  lawful 
assigns,  shall  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  go 
into  liquidation,  or  shall  not  truly  and  faithfully 
and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  ot 
these  presents  observe,  perform,  and  keep  all  and 
singular  the  covenant*,"  and  so  on,  the  term  "  shall 
cease,  determine,  and  be  void  to  all  intents  and 
purpoEea,  but  not  as  regards  the  right,  power,  and 
authority  of  the  lessor,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to 
enforce  tbe  due  performance  of  all  thecovenants"  i 
and  then  upon  that  there  is  a  power  to  re-enter. 
Subsequently   there   was   a    debenture-holders' 
action  brought  on  behalf  of  the  debenture-holders 
to  enforce  their  charge,  and  in  that  action,  on  tho 
8tb    Feb.    1901,    a  lese'.ver    and    manager   was 
appointed  of  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant 
company  and  of  all  the  present  property  whatso- 
ever and  wheresoever  comprised  in  or  subject  to 
the  security.    Thereupon  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
debenture- holders,  as  mortgagees,  became  entitled 
to  the  same  rights  in  respect  of  any  fixtures  as 
the    lessee  had    formerly  possessed,   and   could 
remove  the  same  in  the  same  manner  as  the  lessee 
had  previously  been  entitled  so  to  do.    On  the 
20th  June  19l>3  a  petition  to  wind-up  was  pre- 
sented ;  so  that,  if  an  order  had  been  made  upon 
that  petition,  there  would  have  been  a  forfeiture 
nnder  the  terms  of  the  lease,  and  the  commence- 
ment of  the  winding-up  would  have  been  on  the 
presentation  of  the  petition.    No  order  to  wind-up 
has  been  made,  and  the  petition  is  either  still 
pending  or  has  been  struck  out  by  the  judg^  in 
chambers.    Then  on  the  8th  July  an  application 
was   made  by  the    plaintiffs    in  the  debenture- 
holders'  action  that  the  trade  fixtures  in  question, 
the  boilers  and  engines  and  so  on,  not  including 
any  patented  machinery  which  could  only  be  used 
by  tbe  defendant  company   under   the    licence 
granted  to  them,  might  be  sold  by  the  receiver, 
and  that  the    receiver  might  be  at    libarty  to 
remove  the  same  from  the  premises  of  the  defen- 
dant company.    That  summons  came  before  the 
master  on  several  occasions,  and  ultimately  tbe 
landlord  or  the  representative  of  the  landlord — I 
do  not  know  whether  the  original  landlord  was 
dead  then  or  not — was  served ;  and  the  landlord 
or  his  representative  (as  the  case  was)  appeared 
by  a  solicitor.    Unfortunately  the  order  made  was 
not  drawn  up.    I  am  not  sure  that  it  would  be 
necessary  to  draw  this  order  up,  because  it  is  an 
order  with  reference  to  an  officer  of  the  court ; 
but  in  the  presence  of  the  solicitor  of  the  landlord 
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the  snmmoiu  waa  disposed  of,  and  the  note 
indorsed  by  the  master  is  in  these  terms  :  "  Leave 
to  the  receiver  to  sell  the  plant  mentioned  in  para- 
graphs 1  (sub-sects.  1  to  6)  and  2  of  the  said  affidavit 
of  John  Sevan,  filed  the  20th  Jnly  1903.  The  land- 
-  lord  claims  no  interest  in  this  plant.  Reserves  to  be 
fixed  by  the  receiver."  That  order  havint;  been 
made  on  the  16th  Oct.  following — the  receiver,  of 
course,  beine  in  posses8ioi| — the  company  passed 
an  extraordiBary  resolution  for  a  voluntary 
winding-up.  Tus  did  not  terminate  the  lea«e, 
because,  as  I  pointed  out,  or  as  was  pointed  out 
to  me  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  it  is  well 
settled  that  expressions  of  the  und  such  as  there 
are  in  this  lease  only  mean  that  the  tenancy 
ehall  determine  at  the  option  of  the  lessor,  that 
it  shall  be  voidable  and  not  void,  and  a  fortiori, 
when  it  is  added — as  it  is  in  this  case — that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  thereupon  to  re> 
enter,  it  follows,  where  the  proviso  makes  the 
lease  voidable,  the  landlord  must,  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  it,  do  some  unequivocal  act  notified 
to  the  lessee  indicating  his  intention  to  avail 
himself  of  his  option.  After  this  the  receiver, 
acting  under  the  order  of  the  24th  Aug.,  issued 
advertisements  for  the  sale  of  the  fixtures  in 
question  on  the  26th  Nov.  In  consequence  of 
uiis  advertisement,  and  knowing  it  had  been 
issued,  8nd  after  money  had  been  expended 
towards  carrying  out  the  order,  the  landlord 
formally  demanded  possession  on  the  13th  Nov.,  or 
rather  the  solicitor  or  agent  wrote  to  the  receiver 
as  follows :  "  I  am  instructed  by  my  client,  Mrs. 
Yaughan,  to  apply  to  you  as  receiver  for  delivery 
and  possession  of  the  premises  comprised  in  and 
demised  by  the  lease,  the  reversion  of  the 
premises  beins  now  vested  in  Mrs.  Yaughan 
under  the  wiU  of  her  husband,  the  late  John 
Yaughan."  That  was  on  the  13th  Nov.  On  the 
17th  Nov.  notice  was  given  in  the  motion  which 
is  now  before  me.  That  was  on  behalf  of  the 
representative  of  the  landlord,  asking  that  an 
inquirr  be  made  whether  Mrs.  Yaughan  has  any 
and  what  interest  in  the  lands  and  mines — that 
is,  the  lands  and  mines  demised — and  the  build- 
ings and  fixtures  thereon  taken  possession  of  by 
the  receiver  and  manager,  and  that  directions 
may  be  given  to  the  receiver  to  deliver  up  pos- 
session to  the  applicant  of  the  said  lan&  and 
mines,  boildings,  and  fixtures,  or  that  the  appli- 
cantmay  be  at  liberty  to  commence  proceedings 
against  the  said  receiver  to  recover  possession  m 
the  usual  way.  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  receiver  from  gointr  on  with  the  sale  or  re- 
moving the  fixtures.  Now,  the  applicant's  con- 
tention is  that — the  receiver  not  now  holding  the 
premises  under  a  right  still  to  consider  himself  as 
tenant  (the  words  used  in  Weeton  v.  Woodcock 
<7  M.  &  W.  14)  and  Mackintosh  v.  Trotter  3  M.  &  W. 
184) — the  landlord  was  entitled  to  re-enter,  and 
that  the  interest  of  the  receiver  and  debenture- 
holders  is  at  an  end.  Upon  those  two  oases  and 
that  mle,  I  observe  that  Thesiger,  L.J.  in  Ex 
parte  Brook  (39  L.  T.  Bep.  458 ;  10  Ch.  Div.  100) 
says:  "It  is  not  easy  to  define  precisely  what 
was  meant  by  the  propositions  to  which  we  have 
just  referred,  and  we  observe  that,  as  regards  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Weeton  v.  Woodcock,  the  diffi- 
culty which  we  feel  in  understanding  its  exact 
meaning  was  shared  in  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas,  as  stated  by  Willes,  J.  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  that  court  in  Leader  t.  Homewood 


(5C.  B.N.  S.  546)";  and  he  goes  on  to  say  :  "It 
may  be  that  in  cases  where  a  tenant  holds  over 
after  the  expiration  of  a  term  certain  under  a 
reasonable  supposition  of  consent  on  the  part  of 
his  landlord,  or  in  the  case  where  an  interest  of 
uncertain  duration  comes  suddenly  to  an  end  and 
the  tenant  keeps  possession  for  such  reasonable 
time  only  as  would  enable  him  to  sever  his  fix- 
tures and  to  remove  them  with  his  goods  and 
chattels  off  the  demised  premises,  or  even  in  cases 
where  the  landlord  exercises  a  right  of  forfeiture 
and  the  tenant  remains  on  the  premises  for  such 
reasonable  time  as  last  referred  to,  the  law  would 
presume  a  right  to  remove  tenant's  fixtures  after 
the  expiration  or  determination  of  the  tenancy." 
Then  he  says  the  case  before  them  Is  a  different 
case,  and  that,  at  all  events,  the  rule  does  not 
apply  to  that  cajse.  Now,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  question  here,  it  appears  to 
me  that  I  have  not  to  decide  whether — as  is 
stated  in  some  of  the  books,  or  as  suggested 
Yrr  North,  J.  in  Cwmierland  Union  Banking 
Company  v.  Marypori  Hematite  Iron  and  Uteel 
Company  (66  L.  T.  Eep.  108 ;  (1892)  1  Ch.  415)— 
no  propo^y  at  all  in  the  fijxtnres  vests  in  the 
landlord  until  the  term  comes  to  an  end,  or 
whether  the  property  in  the  fixtures  does  sub 
modo  vest  in  the  lancQord  when  they  are  affixed 
and  the  tenant  retains  only  a  power  coupled  with 
an  interest.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  well 
settled  that  where  the  tenant,  toe  lessee,  surren- 
ders his  interest  to  the  landlord,  that  does  not 
deprive  the  mortgagees  or  purchasers  of  the 
rights  they  then  possessed  (the  previous  pur- 
chasers of  course)  in  reference  to  fixtures  situated 
such  as  these  are,  and  that  they  still  retain  the 
right  to  remove  them  during  a  reasonable  time. 
The  authorities  for  that  are  London  and  West- 
minster  Loan  and  Discount  Company  v.  Drake 
(6  C.  B.  N.  S.  798)  and  Saint  v.  FilUy  (33  L.  T. 
Bep.  93 ;  L.  Bep.  10  Ex.  137) ;  and  there  are  also 
other  cases.  Here  the  passing  of  the  extra- 
ordinary resolution  was  a  voluntary  act  on  the 
part  of  the  lessees  in  which  the  mortgagees  did 
not  concur,  and  therefore  the  passing  of  such 
resolution,  in  my  opinion,  cannot  vest  the  abso- 
lute property  in  chattels  belonging  to  a  mortgagee 
in  the  reversioner  or  take  away  the  purchaser's 
power  to  remove  any  more  tnan  such  power  or 
such  right  (whatever  it  may  be)  would  k>e  taken 
away  in  the  case  of  the  surrender  of  a  lease  by  the 
lessee.  I  was  properly  pressed  with  the  case  of 
Pugh  V.  Jrton  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  865 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Eq. 
626),  before  Malins,  Y.C.,  where  it  was  held, 
according  to  the  marginal  note,  that  "  in  the 
absence  of  special  contract,  tenants'  fixtures  cannot 
be  removed  after  the  termination  of  the  lease,  and 
this  rule  applies  whether  the  lease  determines  by 
effluxion  of  time  or  by  re-entry  on  forfeiture. 
In  my  opinion,  that  marginal  note  goes  beyond 
the  decision,  and  is  not  in  accordance  with  the 
law.  That  may  be  very  true  so  far  as  concerns  a 
power  to  remove  by  the  tenant  himself,  though  I 
trust  the  Court  of  Appeal,  whenever  the  case 
comes  to  be  discussed  there,  will  come  to  a 
different  conclusion.  But,  at  all  events,  this  only 
concerns  the  tenant  himself,  and  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  case  of  a  mortgagee  or  purchaser 
from  the  tenant  before  the  forfeiture  aocroes; 
and  in  this  particular  case  of  Pugh  v.  Arton  the 
person  who  was  claiming  the  fixtures  and  whose 
claim  was  disallowed  was  a  person  whose  only 
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claim  was  as  a  Tolnnteer,  and  it  vas  under  and 
hj  virtue  of  the  aamgnmentfrom  the  leasee,  which 
assignment  was  in  itself  the  act  of  forfeiture.  In 
my  opinion,  the  authorities  enable  me  to  decide 
this  case  in  a  way  which  is  consonant  with  reason 
and  justice,  and  I  hold  that  the  mortgagees,  the 
debenture-holders,  have  a  reasonable  time  within 
which  to  remove  these  fixtures. 

Solicitor  for  the  applicant,  W.  Wildinc/  Jones. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff  company,  Goldberg, 
Barrett,  and  Newdll. 

Solicitors  for  the  receiver,  Oodden,  Son,  and 
Holme. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Monday,  Feb.  22. 
(Before  Cbannbll,  J.) 
Pabeik  e.  London  Countt  Council,  (a) 
Pvhlie  attthority — Limitation  of  action — Tramway 
acquired  and  worked  by  county  council  under 
stattUory  powers — Public    Authorities  Protec- 
tion Act  18tf3  (56  <fc  57  Viet.  c.  61), «.  1. 

The  London  County    Council    by    two  private 

atatuiee  were  empowered  to  acquire  and  work  a 

certain  tramway. 
An  oeMdeut  having  happened  to  a  passenger  on  one 

of  the  tramcars  owing  to  the  alleged  negligence 

of  the  council  or  their  servants  : 
Held,   that,  the  action  must  be  commenced  within 

six  months,  as  sect.  1  of  the  Public  Authorities 

Protection  Act  1893  applied. 

Point  of  law  raised  on  the  pleadings. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  suffered 
while  he  was  a  passHiger  on  a  tramcar,  owing,  it 
was  alleged,  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendants 
or  their  servants. 

The  accident  happened  on  the  16th  June  1902, 
and  the  writ  in  the  action  was  issued  on  the  12th 
Jan.  1903. 

The  tramway  upon  which  the  accident  occurred 
was  acquired  from  the  London  Tramways  Com- 
pany by  the  London  Tramways  Company  Act 
189<>  (59  &  60  Yict.c.  clxzzix.),  and  power  was  con- 
ferred upon  the  defendants  to  work  the  same  by 
the  London  County  Tramways  Act  1896  (59  & 
60  Vict.  c.  IL). 

For  the  purpose  of  the  at^ment  it  was 
admitted  that  the  accident  happened  in  the  course 
of  the  working  of  the  tramway. 

It  was  contended  by  the  defendants  that  the 
action  was  barred  by  the  Public  Authorities  Pro- 
tection Act  1893  (56  &  67  Vict.  a.  61),  as  it  was 
not  commenced  within  six  months. 

By  that  statute  it  is  provided  by  sect.  1 : 

Where,  after  the  oommenoement  of  thii  Aot,  any  aotion, 
pnMeoBtion,  or  other  proceeding  ia  oommenoed  in  the 
United  Kin^om  agfainat  any  person  for  any  aot  done 
in  pmrsnanoe  or  exeontion  or  intended  execution  of  any 
Act  of  Parliament,  or  of  any  public  daty  or  authority,  or 
in  respect  of  any  alleged  negleot  or  default  in  the  execu- 
tion of  any  such  aot,  duty,  or  authority,  the  following 
proriaioni  shall  have  effect :  (a)  I'he  action,  prosecution, 
or  prooeeding  shall  not  lie  or  be  instituted  nnleea  it  is 
oommenoed  within  six  months  next  after  the  aot,  neglect, 
or  defanlt  complained  of,  or,  in  case  of  a  oontinuanoe  of 
iniorjor  damage,  within  six  months  next  after  the  ceasing 
tlMTCOf.     .     .      . 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  DS  B.  Hssbskt,  Esq.,  Bwiiste>-at-Law. 


Moyses  for  the  plaintiff. — The  question  raised 
here  is  whether  the  Public  Authorities  Protection 
Act  1893  will  avail  the  defendants  when  they  are 
acting  in  the  capacity  as  carriers  of  pasceagers 
and  the  proprietors  of  tramways.  I  submit  that 
qua  carriers  of  passengers  they  are  not  entitled 
to  set  up  this  statute.  In  Carpue  v.  London  and 
Brighton  Bailvmy  Company  (5  Q.  B.  747; 
D.  &  M.  608)  the  company  by  their  Act,  7  Will.  4, 
&  1  Vict.  c.  czix.,  were  empowered  to  make  the- 
railway,  to  provide  accommodation  for  the  con- 
veyance of  passengers,  and  to  make  charges  for 
such  conveyance.  It  was  further  provided  "  that 
no  action,  suit,  or  information,  or  any  other  pro- 
ceeding of  what  nature  soever,  shall  be  brought, 
commenced,  or  prosecuted  against  any  person 
or  corporation  for  anything  done  or  omitted  to 
be  done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  or  in  the 
exeontion  of  the  powers  or  authorities  or  any 
of  the  orders  made,  given,  or  directed  in,  by, 
or  under  this  Act,  unless  twenty  days'  previona 
notice  in  writing  has  been  given."  An  accident 
having  happened  owing  to  a  carriage  having 
been  thrown  oS  the  rails  and  the  plaintiff 
injured,  it  was  held  that  no  notice  of  action  wa» 
necessary,  the  company  being  sued  in  their  capa- 
city of  carriers  and  not  for  anything  done  or 
omitted  under  the  special  authority  of  the  Act. 
He  also  referred  to 

Palmer  v.  Orand  Junction  Railwa]/  Company,  4 
M.  &  W.  749. 

[Channell,  J.  —  The  point  seems  to  be  this, 
whether  when  a  statute  empowers  a  public  body 
such  as  this  to  carry  on  what  is  really  a  trading 
enterprise,  the  empowering  them  to  do  it  thereby 
preventing  it  being  ultra  vires  makes  what  they 
do  things  specified  to  be  done  in  the  exeontion  of 
the  Act.] 

Doldy  for  the  defendants. — ^These  tramways 
were  acquired  by  the  county  oooncil  out  of  tne 
rates.  They  were  equipped  ont  of  the  rates  and 
any  liability  for  an  accident  must  be  met  out  of 
the  rates.  The  defendants  are,  therefore,  under  a 
public  duty  with  regard  to  the  management  of 
these  tnunways.    He  referred  to 

.  Ambler  and  Sons  v.  Bradford  Corporation,  87  L.  T. 
Bep.  217  ;  (1902)  2  Ch.  585 ; 
Chamberlain  and  Bookham  Limittd  v.  Bradford 
Corporation,  83  L.  T.  Bep.  518. 

These  cases  show  that  if  the  work  done  by  the 
public  authority  was  the  execution  of  a  publio 
duty  or  authority,  negligence  in  carrying  out  that 
work  would  be  within  the  protection  afforded  by 
the  statute.    He  referred  to 

The  Tramways  Aot  1870  (33  &  34  Viot.  o.  78), 

S.43; 
London  Comi^  Council  Tramways  Act  1896  (59  & 

60  Yiot.  0.  li.) ; 
London    Tramways    Aot    1896     (59    &    60   Viot. 
0.  clxxxix.). 
Under  those  Acts  the  defendants  have  power  both 
to    purchase    and    work    these    tramways.     He 
referred  to 

Attorney-General  v.   Margate   Pier   and  Harbour 
Company,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  448  ;  (1900)  1  Ch.  749 ; 
The  Tdun,  81  L.  T.  Eep.  10  ;  (1899)  P.  236  ; 
Markey  v.   ToUeorth  Itolation  Hospital,  83  L.  T. 
Bep.  28  ;    (1900)  2  Q.  B.  454. 

There  is  a  case  in  which  the  London  County 
Council  in  exercising  their  tramway  powers  were 
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treated  as  beioe  within  the  protection  of  the 
Fnhlio  Anthorities  Protection  Act  1893.  It  is 
the  case  of  North  MetropoHlan  Tramway  Com,' 
pany  t.  London  County  Council  (78  L.  T.  Bep. 
711 ;  (1898)  2  Oh.  145).  It  was  there  held  that 
the  London  County  Council  acting  under  their 
tram  ways  Acts  were  entitled  to  have  their  costs 
taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client  because  they 
came  within  the  statute.    He  also  referred  to 

Smith  T.   NorthUach   Sural  Di»lrict  Council,   85 

L.  T.  Bep.  449 ;  (1902)  1  Cb.  197 ; 
Edniarda  t.  St.  Mary,  ULington,  60  L.  T.  Bep,  725; 

22  Q.  B.  Dir.  388  ; 
Oarty  T.  Bermondiey  Borough  Council,  67  J.  P.  447. 

The  defendants  here  in  working  these  tramways, 
having  regard  to  the  private  Acts  to  which  1 
have  referred,  are  under  a  public  duty  and  are 
«xerciaing  a  public  authority.  This  failure — 
though  it  be  a  failure  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of 
the  tram — is  just  as  much  a  neglect  or  default 
in  the  execution  of  such  duty  or  authority  as  it 
the  defendants  had  themselves  neglected  to 
provide  a  competent  driver  to  dtive  the  tram. 

Moy$et  in  reply. 

Channbi,!,,  J. — For  a  considerable  portion  of 
this  argument  I  was  inclined  to  think  that  there 
were  grounds  upon  which  I  could  decide  this 
point  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff ;  but  I  have  now 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  matter  is  really 
concluded  by  authority,  and  that,  whatever  my 
opinion  upon  it  may  be,  I  am  bound  on  the  point 
that  has  been  argued  before  me  to  give  judgment 
for  the  defendants.  Now,  the  facts  are  these : 
The  London  County  Council  have  obtained 
ander  the  combined  operations  of,  I  think  I  may 
say,  several  Acts  of  Parliament  tl:e  power  to 
acquiie,  and  when  acquired  to  work,  certain  tram- 
ways, and  in  partioalivr  a  tramway  somewhere  in 
Tootiog  upon  which  this  accident  occurred,  and 
the  plainUff  brings  his  action  in  respect  of  an 
accident  happening  to  him  when  a  passenger 
upon  the  tramway.  I  think  the  negugenoe  is 
alleged  against  the  drivers  of  two  tramoars. 
Now,  the  question  is  whether  that  is  an  action  to 
which  the  protection  of  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act  applies.  The  case  of  Atlomty- 
Oeneral  v.  Margate  Pier  and  Harbour  Company 
(etfp.),  before  Kekewich,  J.,  shows,  if  it  were 
necessary,  and  I  think  thera  are  many  other 
authorities  which  will  show  it  also,  that  a  tram- 
way company  would  have  no  such  protection; 
they  would  be  a  commercial  carrying  company 
jnst  as  a  railway  company  does  a  business  in 
which  in  one  sense  the  public  are  to  a  certain 
extent  interested  in,  because  it  is  a  public 
business.  But  it  does  not  make  them  persons 
acting  in  the  execution  of  statutory  or  other 
public  duties  when  they  are  carrying  on  that 
business,  although  the  public  are  interested  in  it. 
Hera  it  is  what  I  may  call  a  municipal  body 
that  is  carrying  it  on  and  the  general  principle 
in  reference  to  matters  that  have  to  be  paid  for 
out  of  the  ra'es  is  that  each  body  of  ratepayers 
for  the  time  being  should  bear  its  own  burdens, 
and  that  they  should  not  be  borrowing  money 
without  authority  and  putting  the  burden  unfairly 
on  posterity,  nor  should  they  leave  their  own 
things  unpaid  for  in  their  own  time  in  order  that 
they  might  be  paid  for  in  after  years.  That  is 
the  reason  why  the  Legislature  may  have  given 
this  sort  of  protection  to  anybody  administering 


the  rate ;  but  I  do  not  find  anything  of  that  sort 
in  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and 
although  that  may  be  a  very  good  and  practical 
reason  why  it  should  have  been  done,  I  myself  do 
not  go  on  that.  In  point  of  fact  I  think  the 
Legislature,  when  they  passed  this  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, was  not  contemplating  the  case  of  a  muni- 
cipal body  carrying  on  a  commercial  enterprise 
at  all.  The  question  is.  What  is  the  effect  or  the 
words  that  they  have  used?  Now,  here  the 
complaint  is  negligence  in  the  course  of  working 
the  tramway.  I  should  have  been  inclined  myself, 
but  I  think  now  I  should  have  been  wrong,  no 
doubt,  because  I  find  that  the  contrary  has  been 
laid  down  by  other  learned  judges,  to  have  said 
that,  although  the  municipal  body  might  have 
the  protection  of  this  Act  of  Parliament  in 
reference  to  matters  which,  they  did  in  the  course 
of  the  construction  of  the  works  of  making  a 
tramway,  or  of  laying  down  pipes,  or  inter- 
fering with  the  road  ior  the  purpose  of  doing 
either  of  those  thingp,  they  would  not  have  the 
protection  of  the  Act  merely  in  carrying  on  the 
work  itself  afterwards.  It  would  not  have  been 
within  these  words  "  neglect  or  default  in  the 
execution  of  such  duty  or  authority "  merely 
because  the  act  which  they  were  doing  was  an 
act  which  would  have  been  uUra  viret  unless 
there  had  been  statutory  authority  for  that  body 
to  do  it.  As  I  have  said,  I  thought  there  was 
a  great  deal  in  that  argument  myself,  but  when 
I  looked  into  the  cases,  a  good  many  of  which 
hive  a  more  or  less  indirect  bearing  upon  it,  to 
which  I  have  been  referred  by  Mr.  Baidy,  there 
is  this  particular  case  of  The  Ydun  (81  L.  T.  Bep. 
10;  (1899)  P.  236).  It  was  an  Admiralty  case, 
and  the  municipal  corporation  had  become  a 
harbour  authority,  and  had  acquired  the 
statutory  power  to  take  tolls,  and  their 
harbour  master  had  been  negligent,  and  his 
negligence  had  caused  damage  to  a  ship.  The 
exact  point  that  I  have  been  considering  waa 
argued  there,  and  the  President  in  giving  judg- 
ment said  :  "  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  corporation  of 
Preston  in  carrying  out  under  statutory  authority 
its  enterprise  of  the  Bibble  navigation,  a  water 
highway  to  Preston,  acts  as  a  public  authority 
exercising  a  public  duty  as  much  as  when  it  makes 
or  maintains  the  land  highways  within  the  ambit 
of  the  municipality.  I  think,  further,  that  the 
point  is  covered  by  authority."  Then  he  refers 
to  Harrop  v.  Mayor  of  Onett  (78  L.  T.  Bep.  387 ; 
(1898)  1  Ch.  625),  North  Metropolitan  Tramway 
Company  v.  London  County  Council  (78  L.  T.  Bep. 
711 ;  (1898)  2  Ch.  145).  and  Fielding  v.  Morley 
Corporation  (79  L.  T.  Bep.  231 ;  (1899)  1  Ch.  1), 
which  he  says  "  are  instances  in  which  this  Act  was 
held  to  apply  to  municipal  corporations  carrying 
out  works  outside  the  scope  of  strictly  municipal 
duties.  An  endeavour  was  made  before  me  to 
distinguish  those  decisions  on  the  ground  that 
they  apply  to  the  construction  of  works  and  not  to 
the  carrying  oat  of  a  business  by  contract  with 
private  individuals.  But  I  see  no  ground  for  this 
distinction.  Whether  a  corporation  is  construct- 
ing  a  work  or  using  it,  whether,  for  example,  it 
is  Duildin^  an  aquednct  and  laying  pipes  from  it 
or  supplying  a  consumer  from  ths  aquednct  by 
means  of  the  piping,  it  appeara  to  me  to  be 
equally  engaged  in  executing  the  duties  imposed 
upon  it  by  Act  of  Parliament,  and,  though  it 
may  be  asked  why  a  corporation  so  acting  should 
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remve  privileged  advantages  in  litigation,  I 
cannot  doabt  that  the  Aot  in  question  has  con- 
ferred them."  Now,  that  is  the  exact  point  in 
this  case,  and  it  was  so  held  by  the  President  of 
the  Admiralty  Division  in  that  case.  The  case 
went  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  in  that  court 
the  same  arguments  were  addressed  to  the  court 
by  Mr.  Bobson,  K.C.,  Mr.  Carver,  K.C.  and  Mr. 
Stokes,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  their 
argument  was  repeated  to  the  eSect  that  there  was 
a  distinction  between  the  carrying  on  of  works  and 
the  construction  of  them,  but  the  Court  of  Appeal 
decided  against  them.  Their  Lordships  do  not 
in  their  judgment  go  fully  into  that  particular 
distinction  that  was  taken,  but  it  must  nave  been 
present  to  their  minds,  because  it  is  put  forward 
clearly  in  the  arguments,  and  they  decided  that 
in  a  proceeding  to  recover  damages  for  the 
negligence  of  the  harbour  master  in  admitting  the 
ship  into  the  harbour  when  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient water  for  her,  that  that  was  a  matter  in 
which  the  municipal  corporation  were  entitled  to 
the  protection  of  the  statute,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  fchat  is  a  decision  on  the  only  point  in  regard 
to  the  matter  on  which  I  had  any  real  doubt.  The 
authorities  to  which  Mr.  Moyses  has  referred  me 
are  rather  old.  There  are,  of  course,  some  points 
of  law  with  regard  to  which  the  older  the  authority 
is  the  better,  but  in  regard  to  some  other  points 
that  is  not  so,  and,  with  regard  to  these  points 
about  notice  of  action,  statute  of  limitations,  and 
public  duties,  and  so  on  the  law  has  been  con- 
siderably altered  within  the  last  sixty  years,  I  do 
not  tliink  anyone  can  doubt  that,  and,  conse- 
quently an  authority  sixty  jears  old  is  not  so 
reliable  as  one  in  1899.  In  that  case  there  was 
an  action  brought  against  what  was  undoubtedly 
a  trading  company,  and,  according  to  the  modem 
decisions,  that  would  not  have  brought  them 
within  the  protection  of  this  Aot  of  Parliament 
any  moi«  than  if  it  came  within  the  protection  of 
the  old  Aot  of  Parliament  which  was  in  existence 
at  that  time.  I  think,  therefore,  that  I  cannot 
regard  that  as  an  authority  which  prevents  my 
acting  on,  or  justifies  me  in  not  acting  on,  the 
recent  authority  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  On 
these  grounds  I  think  that  I  must  hold  that  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  the  piotection  of  this 
statute.  Judgment  for  the  defendawh. 

Solicitors :  Senry  L.  Sydnev ;  W.  A.  Blaxland. 


Thursday,  March  3. 

(Before  Lord  Alteustonb,  C.J.,  Wills  and 
Eennbdy,  JJ.) 

Jackson  (app.)  v.  Wimbledon   Ukban   Dis- 
trict Council  (reaps.),  (a) 

Fuhlic  health — Drain  on  private  ground — Drain- 
ing several  houses — Drain  or  setoer — "Single 
private  drain  "—Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  <fc 
39  Viet.  c.  55) ».  41 — Public  Health  Acts  Amend- 
ment Act  1890  (53  &  54  Viet.  c.  59)  «.  19. 

J.  leaf  the  oicner  of  twelve  houses,  at  the  rear  of 
tohieh  runs  a  main  or  common  drain  with  which 
each  of  the  houses  connects. 

The  sewage  is  conveyed  from  the  main  or  comTnon 

(a)  B«poTt«d  by  W.  Dl  B.  Hikbibt,  Eiq.,  Burl«tar-M-Law. 


drain  through  a  branch  drain  into  the  publie 
sewer. 

The  sewage  of  four  other  houses,  belonging  to  tieo 
other  oumers,  is  conveyed  by  the  main  or  a.  mmon 
drain,  which  also  runs  at  the  rear  of  those  four 
houses,  into  the  said  branch  <2ratn. 

Both  the  main  or  common  drain  and  the  branch 
drain  are  constructed  wholly  on  private  pro- 
perty, and  it  was  admitted  that  the  branch 
drain  was  a  "  single  private  drain  "  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.   19  of  the  Public  Health  Acts 

'  Amendment  Act  1890. 

Held,  that  the  main  or  common  drain  running  at 
the  rear  of  J.'s  houses  was  a  sewer  and  was  not 
a  "  single  private  drain  "  toithin  sect.  19  of  the 
Public  Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  of  1890. 

Cask  stated  on  the  hearing  of  a  summons  pre- 
ferred by  the  respondents  against  the  appellant 
for  that  he,  the  appellant,  did  on  the  29th  April 
1903,  or  on  some  day  or  days  within  six  months 
then  last  past,  make  default  in  payment  of  the 
sum  of  35(.  1*.  due  and  owing  from  the  appel- 
lant to  the  respondents,  being  the  amount  of 
expenses  incurred  by  the  respondents  in  the 
execution  of  certain  works  in  relaying  the  main 
drain  at  the  rear  of  Nos.  51  to  73  (odd  numbers), 
Hartfield-crescent,  Wimbledon,  and  also  did  make 
default  in  payment  of  132.  7a.  5d.,  being  a  pro- 
portion of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  re- 
spondents in  the  execution  of  certain  works  in 
re-laying  a  single  private  drain,  connecting 
No.  73,  Hartfield-crescent  and  a  certain  other 
hoaee,  No.  75,  Hartfield-crescent,  belonging  to  a 
different  owner,  with  a  certain  public  sewer. 

On  the  north  side  of  Hartfield-crescent,  in  the 
respondents'  district,  are  sixteen  houses,  num- 
bered with  odd  numbers  from  51  to  81,  both  in- 
clusive. The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  twelve  of 
the  houses — namely,  the  houses  numbered  51  to 
73  inclusive.  One  Holliday  is  owner  of  the  house 
No.  75,  and  a  Mrs.  Eysoldt  is  the  owner  of  the 
three  houses  Nos.  77,  79,  and  81. 

At  the  rear  of  the  sixteen  houses  runs  a  mun 
or  common  drain,  which  is  connected  with  the 
public  sewer  in  Hartfield-crescent  by  a  branch 
drain,  which  runs  between  the  house  numbered 
73  and  the  house  numbered  75  at  about  right 
angles  to  the  road,  under  a  narrow  piece  of  land 
between  'be  two  houses,  which  is  unbuilt  upon. 
Each  of  the  sixteen  houses  connects  with  the 
main  drain  or  common  drain  by  means  of  branch 
drains,  which  convey  the  sewage  from  each  of  the 
houses  to  the  main  or  common  drain,  and  thence 
through  the  branch  drain  into  the  public  sewer 
in  the  Hartfield-crescent. 

The  plan  set  out  below  formed  part  of  the 
case. 

The  main  or  common  drain,  from  D  to  C,  and 
the  branch  drain,  B  to  A,  are  oonstrnoted 
wholly  upon  private  property. 

Part  3  of  the  Pablic  Health  Acts  Amend- 
ment Act  1890,  which  includes  sect.  19  of  the 
Act,  has  been  adopted  in  the  respondents' 
district. 

On  the  26th  Nov.  1902  a  written  application  was 
made  by  certain  persons  to  the  respondents  acting 
as  thr>  local  authority  under  the  Public  Health 
Act  1875,  statiug  that  the  drains  on  or  belonging 
to  the  premises  Nos.  77  to  85  (odd  numbers) 
inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent,  were  a  nuisance  and 
inj  urions  to  health,  and  requesting  the  respdndents, 
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in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  to 
empower  their  surveyor  or  inspector  of  nuisances 
to  enter  the  premises  with  or  without  assistants, 
and  cause  the  {;px>und  to  be  opened  and  examined 
after  due  notice  to  the  occupiers  of  such  premises. 

Acting  in  pursuance  of  sect.  41  of  the  Act,  the 
respondents,  as  such  local  authority,  did,  on  the 
10th  Dec.  1902,  by  writing,  empower  their  inspector 
of  nuisances,  niter  twenty-four  hours'  written 
notice  to  the  occupiers  of  the  premises,  and  such 
other  premises  as  might  be  by  him  found  necessary, 
to  enter  such  premises  with  or  without  assistants 
and  cause  the  ground  to  be  opened  and  examine 
such  drains. 

In  pursuance  of  such  authority,  the  inspector 
of  nuisances  did  open  up  the  drains — namely,  the 
drains  at  the  rear  of  Nos.  77  to  86  (odd  numbers) 
inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent — after  giving  twenty- 
four  hours'  due  notice  to  the  occupiers  of  such 
premises,  and  upon  such  examination  found  that 
it  was  necessary  for  the  drain  at  the  rear  of  Nos. 
75  and  51  to  73  (odd  numbers)  inclusive,  Hart- 
field-crescent, to  be  also  opened  up  and  examined. 
Being  empowered  by  the  respondents  to  open  up 
such  other  drains,  the  inspector,  after  due  notice 
to  the  occupiers  of  Nos.  75  and  51  to  73  (odd 
numbers)  inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent  aforesaid, 
did  enter  such  premises  and  open  up  such  drains. 

The  whole  of  the  main  or  common  drain 
appeared  to  be  in  a  bad  condition  and  to  require 
alteration  and  amendment,  and  the  inspector  duly 
represented  such  fact  to  the  respondents.  The  re- 
spondents, acting  upon  such  representation,  forth- 
with caused  notice  in  writing  to  be  given  to  the 
owners  or  occupiers  of  the  sixteen  houses,  requiring 
them  forthwith  or  within  a  reasonable  time  therein 
specified  to  do  the  necessary  works. 

The  owners  of  the  premises  Nos.  75,  77,  79,  and 
81,  Hartfield-crescent  duly  executed  the  works 
required  by  the  respondents  to  their  satisfaction 
so  far  as  such  works  affected  the  main  or  common 
drain  at  the  rear  of  their  premises,  but  made 
default  in  executing  the  works  required  to  the 
branch  drain  between  the  points  A  and  B  on  the 
plan. 

The  appellant,  as  the  owner  of  the  houses  Xos. 
51  to  73  (odd  numbers)  inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent, 
did  not  comply  with  such  notice,  but  made  default 
in  executing  the  works  so  required  to  be  done  to  the 
branch  dram  A  and  B,  and  the  main  or  common 
drain  between  the  points  B  and  Q,  and  the  respon- 
dents duly  executed  such  works,  and  their  sur- 
veyor duly  made  an  apportionment  of  the  expenses 
of  such  works  by  apportioning  the  expense  of  the 
branch  drain  A  andB  amongst  the  owners  of  the 
sixteen  houses— 'namely,  upon  the  appellant  in 
respect  of  his  ownership  of  the  houses  Nos.  51  to 
73  (odd  numbers)  inclusive,  upon  Holliday  in 
respect  of  the  ownership  of  the  house  No.  75,  and 
upon  Mrs.  Eysoldt  in  respect  of  her  ownership  of 
the  houses  Nos.  77,  79,  and  81,  and  also  appor- 
tioned the  cost  of  the  works  executed  to  the  main 
or  common  drain  at  the  rear  of  51  to  73  (odd 
numbers)  inclusive  upon  the  appellant. 

The  appellant  did  not,  witbin  the  required 
statutory  period  of  three  months,  dispute  such 
apportionment,  and  the  same  has  now  become 
mndicgand  conclusive. 

Formal  demand  was  duly  made  by  the  respon- 
dents acting  as  the  local  authority  on  the 
appellant  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  35Z.  1«., 
being  the  amount  of  the  apportionment  in  reepect 


of  the  works  executed  to  the  main  or  common 
drain  at  the  rear  of  51  to  73  (odd  numbers) 
inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent,  shown  as  between 
the  point  marked  B  and  G  on  the  plan,  and  the 
sum  of  132.  7<.  5d.  as  his  proportion  of  the  expenses 
of  the  works  executed  to  the  branch  drain  shown 
as  between  the  points  A  and  B  on  the  plan. 

The  appellant  made  default  in  complying 
with  such  demand,  and  the  respondents,  on  the 
8th  Aug.  1903,  duly  laid  their  complaint. 

There  was  no  dispute  between  the  parties  as  to 
the  amounts  claimed  by  the  respondents,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  this  case  they  were  to  be  taken  as 
agreed. 

By  sect.  41  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  it 
is  provided  that : 

On  the  written  applioation  of  mny  person  to  a  loosl 
authority  itating  that  any  drain,  water-olbiet,  earth- 
oloaet,  privy,  ash-pit,  or  oeeepool,  on  or  belonging  to  any 
premiaei  within  the  district,  ie  a  nniianoe  or  injarioui  to 
health  (bnt  not  otherwiie),  the  looal  authority  may  by 
writing  empower  t^firanrvejor  or  inspector  of  nnisanoei, 
after  twenty-four  houre'  written  notice  to  the  ooonpier  of 
inch  premieee,  or  in  oaae  of  emergency  without  notioe, 
to  enter  such  premise!  with  or  without  assistants,  and 
cause  the  ground  to  be  opened  and  examine  such  drain, 
water-closet,  earth-oloeet,  privy,  aeb-pit,  or  cesipool.  If 
thedrain,  water- oloaet,  earth-closet,  privy,  ash-pit,  or  cRBS- 
pool  on  examination  is  found  to  be  in  proper  condition, 
he  ihall  cause  the  ground  to  be  closed  and  any  damag* 
done  to  be  made  good  ai  sQon  as  can  be,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  works  shall  be  defrayed  by  the  loM^ 
authority.  If  the  drain,  water-cloeet,  earth-cloaet,  privy, 
ash-pit,  or  oeiipool  on  examination  shall  appear  to  be  in 
bad  condition  or  to  require  alteration  or  amendment,  tbs 
local  authority  ihill  forthwith  cause  notice  in  writing  to 
be  given  to  the  owner  or  ooonpier  of  the  premises 
requiring  to  forthwith  or  within  a  reaeonable  time  therein 
specified  to  do  the  neoeseaty  irorka,  and  if  snoh  notice 
is  not  complied  with  the  perion  to  whom  it  is  given  sball 
be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  ezeeeding  lOj.  for  every  day 
during  which  be  continues  to  make  default,  and  the 
looal  authority  may,  if  they  think  fit,  exeonte  socb 
works,  and  may  recover  in  a  summary  manner  from  the 
owner  the  expensea  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing,  or  may 
by  order  declare  the  same  to  be  private  improvement 
ezpensei. 

By  sect.  4  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875 : 

"  Drain  "  means  any  drain  of  and  used  for  drainage  of 
one  building  only  orpremieea  within  the  same  cartilages, 
and  made  merely  for  the  purpose  of  communicating 
therefrom  with  a  cesspool  or  other  like  leoeptaole  for 
drainage,  or  with  a  sewer  into  which  the  drainage  of  two 
or  more  buildings  or  premises  occupied  by  different 
persons  is  conveyed. 

"  Sewer "  includes  sewers  and  drains  of  every 
description  except  drains  to  which  the  word  "drain' 
interpreted  as  aforesaid  applies,  and  except  drains  vested 
in  or  under  the  control  of  any  authority  having  the 
management  of  roads  and  not  being  a  looal  authority 
under  this  Aot. 

By  sect.  19,  snb.sect.  1  of  the  Public  Health 
Acts  Amendment  Act  1890  it  is  provided  that : 

Where  two  or  more  houses  belonging  to  different 
owners  are  connected  to  a  public  sewer  by  a  single 
private  drain  an  application  may  be  made  under  sect.  41 
of  the  Pablic  Healih  Aot  1875  (relating  to  oomplaintsae 
to  nuisances  from  drains),  and  the  looal  authority  may 
recover  any  ezpenses  incurred  by  them  in  executing  any 
works  under  the  powers  conferred  on  them  by  tbw 
section  from  the  owners  of  the  homes  in  sncfa  shares  and 
proportions  as  sfaall  be  settled  by  their  surveyor  or  m 
case  of  dispute  by  a  court  of  summary  joiisdiction. 
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And  by  sab-sect.  3  it  is  provided  that : 

For  the  parpoaes  of  this  aeotioii  the  expression 
■■ati^  "  inclades  a  drain  nied  for  the  drainage  of  more 
than  one  bnildiog'. 

The  question  for  decision  was  whether,  having 
regard  to  all  the  facts,  the  main  or  ooinmon 
drain,  B  to  0,  used  for  the  drainage  of  houses 
Nob.  51  to  73  (odd  numbers)  inclusive,  all  of  which 
houses  belonged  to  the  appellant,  was  a  single 
private  drain  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  19  of 
the  Public  Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890. 

At  the  hearing  it  was  admitted  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant  that  the  branch  drain,  A  to  B,  was 
a  "  single  "  private  drain  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1890,  but  it  was  contended 
on  his  behalf  that  the  main  or  common  drain, 
B  to  G,  was  a  sewer  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  4  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  and  not  a 
single  private  drain  connecting  two  or  more 
houses  belonging  to  different  owners  with  a  public 
sewer  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  19  of  the  Act 
of  1890. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  in  support  of 
these  contentions : 

Travit  V.  VttUy,  70  L.T.Eep.  242;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.   I 
233; 


Self  r.    Hove  CommUaion«r$,  72  L.  T.  Eep.  234 ; 

(1895)  1  Q.  B.  685  ; 
Bradford  v.  l^ayor  of  Ecutbourna,  74  L.  T.  Bep. 

762  ;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  205  ; 
Ktrthaw  v.    Taylor,  73  L.  T.  Eep.  274  ;  (1895)  2 

Q.  B.  471 : 
Holland  v.  La»ariu,  66  L.  J.  285,  Q.  B. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended 
that  it  was  necessary  to  have  regard  to  the  entire 
system  of  drainage  discharging  into  the  public 
sewer  at  the  end  of  the  branch  drain  nearest  the 
public  sewer,  marked  A,  and  that  such  system  of 
drainage  comprehends  the  drainage  of  the  whole 
of  the  sixteen  houses,  Nos.  51  to  81  (odd  num- 
bers) inclusive,  Hartfield-crescent,  which  houses 
belong  to  different  owners,  and  form,  in  fact,  one 
entire  drain  connecting  the  whole  of  the  sixteen 
houses  with  the  public  sewer,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  main  or  common  drain,  D  to  C,  behind 
all  the  sixteen  houses,  and  the  branch  dnun,  B  to 
A,  are  capable  of  being  dealt  with  under  sect.  19 
of  the  Public  Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890 
as  a  single  private  drain  within  the  meaning  of 
that  section.  Seal  v.  Merthyr  Tydfil  Urban  Dis- 
trict Council  (77  L.  T.  Rep.  303;  (1897)  2  Q.  B. 
543)  was  cited  on  behalf  of  the  respondents. 

The  justices  decided  in  favour  of  the  con- 
tention of  the  respondents. 


r39»«>. 


A  to  B.— Branch  drain  from  faonaea  balosgingr  to  Mrs.  Eysoldt  (77  to  81),  Mr.  HoUiday  (75),  and 

Mr.  Jaokion  (51  to  73). 
B  to  C. — Brain  from  Mr.  Jaokaon's  houses. 
B  to  D. — Prain  from  Mrs.  £;soldt'a  and  Mr.  Holliday's  honsea. 


Sylvain  Mayer  for  the  appellant. — It  is  con- 
tended by  the  respondents  that  B  to  C  is  a  single 
private  drain  within  sect.  19  of  the  Public  Health 
Acts  Amendment  Act  1890.  It  is  really  a  sewer, 
for,  so  far  as  this  portion  of  the  main  or  common 
dndn  is  concerned,  it  does  not  connect  two  or 
more  houses  belonging  to  different  owners  with 
the  public  sewer.  It  is  not,  therefore,  a  single 
private  drain  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
Sect.  4  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  is  also  in 
my  favour.  If  the  contention  of  the  respondents 
is  correct  there  would  be  no  sewers  left.  He 
referred  to 

Bradford  v.  Mayor  of  Eastloume,  74  L.  T.  Eep.  762 ; 
(1896)  2  Q.  B.  205  ; 

Beg.  V.  Kayor  of  Hatting*,  75  L.  T.  Eep.  377 ;  ( 1897) 
1  Q.  B.  46. 

ilaemorran,  K.C.  {George  Humphreyg  with 
him)  for  the  respondents. — Apart  from  the  Public 


Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890,  the  entire 
system  is  a  system  of  sewers.  That  statute  did 
not  alter  what  was  a  drain  or  a  sewer,  but  merely 
made  the  owners  liable  for  the  repairs  to  a 
"single  private  drain"  which  connected  two  or 
more  houses  belonging  to  different  owners  with  a 
public  sewer.  For  the  purposes  of  sect.  19  of  the 
Act  of  1890  a  "  drain  "  includes  a  drain  used  for 
the  drainage  of  more  than  one  building,  and  so 
for  that  purpose  a  sewer  may  be  a  "  drain."  He 
referred  to 

Bradford   v.  Mayor  of  Eattboume  (tup ),    judg- 
ment of  Wills,  J.,  at  p.  215. 

The  facts  of  this  case  would  lead  to  an  absurdity 
unless  the  contention  of  the  respondents  is  the 
right  one.  There  cannot  be  a  sewer  leading  into 
a  single  private  drain  and  then  into  a  sewer. 
These  drains  are  made  by  the  statute  single 
private  drains  because  they  are  on  private  ground. 
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and  the   public  authority  omnofc  get  at  them. 
The  case  of  Reg.  v.  Mayor  of  Ea»ting»  (tup.)  is 
not  in  point,  and   the  decision  there  does   not 
affect  this  case. 
Mayer  in  reply  referred  to 

Seal  T.  Merlhyr  Tydfil  Urban  DUlriet  Council,  77 
L.  T.  Bep.  803 ;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  543. 

Lord  Alvbestone,  C.J. — I  hope  that  the  day 
Trill  arrive  when  no  question  can  arise  as  to  what 
is  a  sewer  and  what  is  a  drain.  Really,  the 
difficulty  of  dealing  with  these  questions  is  such, 
and  the  courts  have  had  such  difficulty  that  one 
does  hope  that  something  may  be  done  in  the 
way  of  a  declaratory  Act  or  an  amending  Act  to 
put  these  questions  beyond  the  range  of  dis- 
cussion. The  difficalty  probably  arises,  and  the 
difiBcnlty  in  legislating  probably  arose,  from  the 
fact  that  here  you  are  applying  modern  proTisions 
as  to  sanitation  and  repairs  of  drains  to  old 
methods  of  drainage  that  have  been  built  up 
under  all  kinds  of  systems.  Now,  the  main 
proposition  for  which  Mr.  Macmorran  contends 
is  this:  Once  get  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1890  to 
apply,  you  are  entitled  to  go  back  to  the  end  of 
all  the  drains  and  sawers — for  this  purpose  I  will 
call  them  drains  so  as  sot  to  beg  the  question — 
that  connect  with  your  private  drains,  and  to 
bring  them  all  within  the  purview  of  sect.  41  of 
the  Act  of  1875.  I  think  stated  in  that  w?y  the 
proposition  goes  too  far.  I  have  had  a  great  deal 
of  trouble  in  this  c«se  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
it  is  admitted  that  from  A  to  B  is  a  single  private 
drain  within  sect.  19,  and  therefore  in  respect  to 
that  part  of  i*-,  at  any  rate,  proceedings  could  be 
taken  under  sect.  41.  -But  I  think  that  the  main 
contention  of  Mr.  Macmorran  goes  too  far.  It 
does  not  follow  that  yon  can  be  entitled  to  go  to 
the  end  of  every  pipe  and  say  that  they  are  all  of 
them  private  drains  because  they  happen  to  con- 
nect. One  can  put  a  number  of  cases,  although  I 
do  not  know  that  very  much  light  is  thrown  by  try- 
ing to  put  cases.  But  it  does  seem  to  me,  to  take 
one  case,  that  if  that  were  so,  a  person  who  was  in 
possession  of  an  undoubted  sewer,  or  through 
whose  land  there  went  a  sewer,  the  obligation  of 
repairing  such  sewer  having  fallen  upon  the 
local  authority,  might  be  deprived  of  those  rights 
by  the  action  of  third  persons  without  bis  consent 
at  all.  Therefore  I  think  the  proposition  is  too 
wide.  Under  these  circumstances  what  is  the 
real  question  we  have  to  decide  ?  From  C  to  B, 
it  is  admitted,  would  be  a  sewer  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  if  it  had 
discharged  into  a  sewer  at  the  point  B,  or  if  it 
had  been  connected  by  a  pipe  (which  was  not  a 
single  private  drain)  which  ran  from  the  point  B 
into  the  sewer.  At  first  I  was  inclined  to  think  it 
was  difficult  to  contend  that  a  sewer  could  com- 
municate with  a  single  private  drain,  but,  after 
the  consideration  this  case  undergone  and  the 
argument  that  has  been  addressed  to  us,  I  think 
that  that  view  of  mine  was  not  well  founded  and 
went  too  far.  The  scheme,  as  far  as  one  can  see 
there  is  a  scheme  of  legislation,  originally  pro- 
vided that  where  there  was  a  drain  which  drained 
more  than  two  houses  or  more  than  two  buildings 
within  the  definition  (sect.  4  of  the  Public  Health 
Act  1875)  it  became  a  setrer  because  it  was  not  a 
drain.  I  can  well  imagine  that  there  may  be  a 
strnoture,  as  in  this  case,  dealing  with  a  long  row 
of  houses  as  to  which  it  could  not  be  denied  that 


thev  would  be  sewers.  They  do  in  fact  empty 
on  both  sides  in  this  case  into  that  which,  for  tliis 
purpose,  mast  be  taken  as  being  a  single  private 
drain.  I  do  not  think  that  the  admission 
of  a  single  private  drain  ought  to  be  con- 
strued as  being  an  admission  that  the  whole 
of  it  is  a  single  private  drain,  because  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  reasons  for  the  ad- 
mission, or  however  it  came  to  be  made,  the 
point  was  distinctly  raised  that  from  C  to  B 
was  a  sewer.  Does  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1S90, 
which  enables  the  local  authority  to  apply  sect.  41 
of  the  Act  of  1875,  involve  the  proposition  and 
enable  one  to  say  that,  because  that  you  find  that 
there  is  a  tiugle  private  drain,  the  connectiona 
with  that  must  be  part  of  the  single  private 
drain,  and  are  to  be  so  regarded  ?  As  I  have 
already  pointed  out,  that  might  involve  the  loss 
of  rigats  and  the  change  of  obligations  which 
undoubtedly  existed  prior  to  the  A.ct  of  1890,  and 
it  would  require  clear  and  distinct  words  in 
order  to  bring  about  that  result.  The  words  of 
sect.  19  are :  "  Where  two  or  more  houses,  be- 
longing to  different  owners,  are  c^junected  with  a 
public  sewer  by  a  single  private  drain."  I  am 
fully  conscious  of  the  difficalty  of  understanding 
what  was  meant  by  a  single  private  drain,  having 
regard  to  the  fact  that  if  a  drain  does  drain  two 
houses  it  would  become  a  sewer  by  virtue  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875.  But  at  the  same  time 
the  Legislature,  I  think,  certainly  did  not  mean 
to  sweep  away  the  distinction  bietween  a  drain 
and  a  sewer  for  all  purposes  in  that  particalar 
case,  nor  does  Mr.  Macmorran  contend  that.  He 
says  that  for  some  parposes  the  distinction  wilt 
remain.  If  it  deals  with  nuisance  and  repair,  I 
do  not  know  what  there  is  substantial  left  beyond 
ventilation,  which  Mr.  Macmorranreferred  to.  At 
any  rate,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  purview  of  the  sec- 
tion is  to  confine  the  operation  of  sect.  41  to  that 
which  is  a  single  private  drain,  and  T  point  out 
that  in  the  case  which  has  been  of  great  assist- 
ance to  us  and  which  certainly  discussed  the 
matter  more  oarefu'ly  than  any  other  case  that  I 
know — I  mean  the  case  of  Bradford  v.  Mayor  of 
Eattboume  (74  L.  T.  Rep.  762 ;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  205) 
— it  was  not  contended  in  the  case,  nor  was  it  any 
part  of  the  decision,  that  the  obligations  and 
rights  extended  to  more  than  that  it  was  a  single 
private  drain  in  fact.  It  was  not  any  part  of  that 
decision  to  decide  that  that  which  was  connected 
with  a  single  private  drain  must  of  necessity 
have  been  a  single  private  drain  itself,  or  part  of 
it.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  language  of 
the  most  careful  judgment  (if  he  will  permit  me 
to  say  eo)  of  my  brother  Wills  rather  ezcludea  the 
idea  that  the  matter  was  in  any  way  considered 
by  the  court  beyond  the  particular  question  as  to 
what  was  the  meaning  of  "  a  single  private  drain" 
nnder  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1890.  Therefore  I 
think  that  we  are  entitled,  notwithstanding  the 
admission,  to  say  that  that  which  was  a  sewer 
may  still  remain  to  be  a  sewer,  and  that  the  fact 
that  it  connects  with  a  single  private  drain  does 
not  make  a  difference.  It  would  have  been  a 
sewer  had  it  connected  with  the  main  sewer  by 
means  of  that  which  was  itself  a  sewer,  or  by  a 
continuation  of  its  own  pipe.  I  do  not  think  the 
fact  that  it  does  happen  to  pour  out  into  a  single 
private  drain  between  the  points  A  B,  and 
thereby  gets  to  the  sewer,  makes  any  difference 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  what  is  the  character 
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of  the  pipe  -which  runs  from  C  to  B.  Of  course, 
in  this  case  Mr.  Macmorran  says  jou  find  a 
private  drain ;  you  find  the  different  owners,  and 
therefore  a  case  under  sect.  19  arises.  I  think 
that  is  perfectly  true  so  far  as  the  portion  of  the 
pipe  or  conduit  is  concerned  which  is  found  to  be 
a  single  private  drain  into  which  the  other  drains 
or  sewers  may  connect ;  but  I  can  see  no  reason 
why  a  sewer  should  not  connect  with  the  single 
private  drain  and  then  with  another  sewer,  li'or 
these  reason?,  which  I  admit  are  difficult  to 
express  clearly,  having  regard  to  the  difficulty 
of  the  subject,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  magisti-ates  were  wrong  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  portion  of  the  drain 
or  conduit  between  G  and  B  was  a  drain  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Public  Health  Act  and 
not  a  sewer;  and  that  this  appeal  oaght  to  be 
allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
though  with  considerable  difficulty,  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  to  reconcile  sect,  li)  of  the  Act 
of  1890  with  the  general  legislation  on  this  sub- 
ject is  a  work  of  extreme  difficulty.  The  court  of 
which  I  was  a  member  attempted  to  do  it  in  the 
Eastbotime  case,  and  I  think,  so  far  as  the  Eait- 
lourne  case  was  concerned,  the  attempt  was  not 
altogether  unsuccessful.  But  now  it  comes 
to  be  applied  to  a  different  set  of  circum- 
stances, and  that  brings  one  to  a  fresh  diffi- 
culty and  one  as  to  which  the  considerations 
of  policy  appear  to  me  to  be  pretty  evenly 
balanced ;  so  there  is  a  very  great  difficulty 
in  saying  that  there  is  any  particular  reason 
why  one  should  incline  to  one  class  of  construc- 
tion rather  than  another  for  reasons  of  public 
convenience  or  general  policy.  What  appears  t3 
me  to  be  the  determining  factor  really  is  that 
when  yon  come  to  look  at  sect.  19  and  suppose 
that  it  does  apply  to  what  has  happened  in  this 
case,  the  facts  which  are  disclosed  in  this  case 
would  seem  to,  prima  faeii,  bring  us  to  say  that 
this  was  a  case  in  which — under  certain  circnm- 
slances,  at  all  events — sect.  19  might  apply, 
because  there  are  two  or  more  houses  which  belong 
to  different  owners — namely,  those  on  the  right- 
hand  side  and  those  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the 
passage-way  through  which  A  to  B  is  carried. 
They  are  connected  with  the  public  sewer  by  that 
single  private  drain  A  B,  and  then  one  has  got 
to  see  when  that  is  granted  what  the  conse- 
quences are  those  being  the  facts.  The  conse- 
quences are  that  application  may  be  made  under 
sect.  41,  of  the  principaJ  Act,  and,  when  you  return 
to  sect.  41, 1  think  it  is  very  deai  that  the  drain 
in  respect  of  which  complaint  is  to  be  made  and 
the  .drain  ii  respect  of  which  the  local  authority 
has  the  power  of  calling  upon  the  owner  to  do  the 
work,  and  may  do  it  themselves  if  the  owner 
does  not  do  it,  is  the  same  in  each  case.  If  that 
is  the  case,  then,  inasmuch  as  the  obstruction  did 
not  lie  between  A  and  B,  sect.  41  would  not 
apply.  There  seems  to  be  a  certain  sort  of  intelli- 
gent groundwork  for  snch  a  view  in  this  con- 
sideration, that  if  the  obstruction  does  arise 
between  A  and  B,  generally  speaking,  it  is  almost 
impossible  to  say  which  of  the  varions  effluents 
which  meet  in  A  and  B  is  the  one  that  does 
the  mischief,  and  therefore  it  is  reasonable 
enough  that  the  expense  of  putting  things  right 
shonld  be  shared  amongst  all  the  people  who  use 
A  and  B.    That,  of  course,  does  not  apply  when 
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you  are  dealing  with  B  to  0,  because  from  B  to 
C  the  other  houses  which  are  necessary  to  bring 
in  the  operation  of  sect.  19  of  the  Act  of  1890  do 
not  come  in  at  all.  and  because,  excepting  for  the 
purposes  of  sect.  19,  from  B  to  G  is  undoubtedly 
a  sewer.  I  do  not  tay  that  these  reasons  are 
satisfactory.  I  very  much  doubt  whether  com- 
pletely satisfactory  reasons  could  be  given  for  any 
decision  any  way  upon  any  question  almost  of 
those  which  have  come  under  my  notice  under 
this  sect.  19 ;  but  I  think,  upon  the  whole,  for  the 
reasons  which  I  have  mtntioned,  that  the  decision 
which  my  Lord  has  announced  is  the  correct  one. 

Eemnbdt,  J. — I  think  so  too.  I  quite  agree 
that  it  is  very  difficult  to  'lome  to  any  satisfactory 
solution  of  the  difficulties  which  are  presented  on 
one  side  or  the  other  in  connection  with  this  case ; 
but  it  stems  to  me  that  the  least  difficult  is  the 
one  which  my  Lord  has  presented.  I  will  only 
add  just  this :  The  section  which  is  invoked  by 
the  respondents  here  is  sect.  19  of  the  Public 
Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890.  To  what 
does  that  relate  ?  To  put  it  shortly,  it  relates  to- 
the  rights  or  duties  of  repairing  and  of  bearing 
expense  connected  with  a  single  private  drain 
which  connects  two  or  more  houses  belonging  to- 
different  owners  with  a  sewer.  Does  any  poi-tioa. 
of  B  to  G — that  is  what  we  have  got  to  deal  with 
— fulfil  that  condition  P  Clearly  not.  B  to  G  is  a 
complete  length,  which  would  be  asewerandrepair- 
able  by  the  public  authority  for  the  whole  dis- 
tance, because  it  is  a  length  of  conveyance  of 
sewage — to  avoid  the  words  "drain"  and 
"  sewer'' — not  from  different  owners  but  from  the 
same  owner.  Does  A  to  B  satisfy  it  ?  I  think 
myself  it  does,  and  no  question  arises  as  to  A  to- 
B.  Thei-e  from  B  to  A  you  have  got  the 
different  owners ;  yon  have  got  them  connected 
by  what  certainly  may  be  described  as  a  single 
private  drain.  Does  the  fact  then  that  A  to  B- 
may  be  a  single  private  drain  and  does  collect 
from  houses  owned  by  different  persons,  carry 
with  it,  so  to  speak,  the  right  to  treat  as  a  single- 
private  dj  ain  within  the  section  a  tract,  I  will 
call  it,  or  a  ran^te  of  drainage  which  clearly  does- 
satisfy  it,  and  the  connection  of  which  at  B  is 
one  of  the  elements,  but  one  which  by  itself  would 
be  insufficient  to  make  A  B  a  single  private  drain. 
A  B  only  becomes  a  single  private  drain  because 
of  the  connection  with  different  houses  which  is 
involved  in  the  connection  of  B  npt  only  with 
B  0,  but  with  B  D.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is 
the  mostsimple  because  the  most  natural  explana- 
tion of  the  words,  and  also  the  one  which  on  the 
whole  least  conflicts  with  the  consideration  that 
arises  from  the  fact  that  this  is  an  amending 
Act,  and  has  to  be  read  with  the  provisions  of  the 
earlier  legislation,  which  undoubtedly  did  protect 
the  private  owner  in  respect  of  these  things. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors;  W.    W.   Young,    Son,  and    Ward; 
B.  E.  S.  Bittteruiortk. 
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fi^ousf  of  ILortiDS. 

March  3  and  4 
(Before    tbe     Lobd    Chancellor  (Halsbary), 
Lords    Macnaohtkn,    Davey,    Bobestson, 
and  LiNDLKT.) 

Beid  v.  Macbeth  and  Gbat.  (a) 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE   FIRST  DIVISION    OF 
THE  UOUBT  OF  SESSION  IN  SCOTLAND. 
Safe  of  goodi — Sfaterialt  for  ship   in   course   of 
eon$bruetion  —  Bankruptcy    of   shipbuilder  — 
Property  in  goods, 

A  firm  of  shipbuilders  contracted  to  build  a  ship 
for  the  respondents,  to  be  claiied  100  A  1  at 
Xloyd's,  and  built  under  their  superintendence. 
The  contract  contained  a  clause  to  the  effect  that 
""  The  vessel  as  she  is  constructed,  and  all  her 
engines,  boilers,  and  machinery,  and  all  mate- 
rials from  time  to  time  intended  for  her  or  them, 
whether  in  the  building  yard,  workshop,  river, 
or  elsewhere,  shaU  immediately  as  the  same 
proceeds  become  the  property  of  the  purchasers, 
and  shaU  not  be  within  the  ownership,  control, 
or  disposition  of  the  builders,  but  the  builders 
shaU  at  all  times  have  a  lien  thereon  for  their 
unpaid  purchase  money."    The  contract  further 

nidea  that  tn  default  of  delivery  it  should 
rmpetent  for  the  owners  to  take  possession 
of  the  vessel,  and  of  all  m,aierials  intended  for 
her,  and  to  complete  her  themselves.  Before 
the  vessel  was  completed  the  shipbuilders  became 
bankrupt.  At  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy  there 
was  in  the  shipbuilding  yard  a  quantity  of 
plates  intended  for  use  in  the  construction  of  the 
ship.  They  had  been  passed  by  Lloyd's  sur- 
veyor at  the  makers'  roorks,  and  had  been  marked 
with  the  number  of  the  ship  for  which  they  were 
intended,  and  with  the  position  which  they  were 
to  occupy  in  her.  They  had  been  seen  in  the 
shipbuilding  yard  by  the  shipowners  so  marked, 
but  had  not  been  specially  inspected  or  approved 
by  them. 

Held,  that  the  case  was  governed  by  the  decision 
in  Seath  v.  Moore  (54  L.  T.  Rep.  690 ;  11  App. 
Cas.  S50),  'and  was  not  affected  by  the  Sale  of 
Goods  Act  1893  (56  <t  57  Viet.  e.  71),  and  that 
the  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy  uas  entitled  to 
the  plates  as  against  the  shipowners. 

Judginent  of  the  First  Division  of  the  Court  of 
Session  in  Scotland  reversed. 

Appeal  frooi  a  jadgment  of  the  First  DiTision  of 
tbe  Court  of  Seaaion  in  Scotland  (the  Lord  Presi- 
dent (Balfoar)  and  Lords  Adam,  M'Laren,  and 
£innear),  reported  41  Sc.  L.  Bep.  369,  who  had 
reversed  a  judgment  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  (Lord 
Low),  considering  themselves  bound  hy  a  decision 
of  the  Second  Division  of  tbe  court  in  an  action 
between  the  same  parties,  i-eported  4  F.  345 ;  39 
So.  L.  Bep.  188. 

The  question  was  whether  Bobert  Beid, 
trustee  of  the  sequestrated  estate  of  Car- 
michael,  Maclean,  and  Co..  shipbailders,  Greenock, 
or  Macbeth  and  Gray,  shipowners,  Glasgow,  were 
entitled  to  a  sum  of  1957!.  198.  Id ,  oeing  the 
value  of  certain  materials  purchased  by  Car- 
michael,  Maclean,  and  Co.,  from  Young  and 
Alexander,  iron  merchants,  Glasgow,  to  be  used 
in     the     construction    of    a    steamship,    which 

(a)  B«por<«d  by  C.  £,  Malden,  Eiq„  Banltt«r«t-L»w. , 


Carmichae),  Maclean,  and  Go.  had  contracted  to 
build  for  Macbeth  and  Gray. 

Young  and  Alexander  also  claimed  the  sum  in 
question  on  the  ground  that  tbe  materials,  of 
which  the  price  had  not  been  paid,  had  been 
stopped  by  them  in  transitu,  but  that  claim  was 
repelled  by  tbe  Lord  Ordinary,  and  was  not  now 
insisted  on. 

The  sole  question,  therefore,  was  whether  tbe 
trustee  of  the  sequestrated  estate  of  the  builders, 
or  the  shipowne^^  for  whom  the  ship  was  being 
built,  had  right  to  the  sam  in  question. 

By  art.  4  of  the  agreement  for  the  building  of 
the  ship,  entered  into  between  Carmichae],  Mac- 
lean, and  Co.  and  Macbeth  and  Gray,  dat«d  the 
27th  Oct.  1898,  it  was  provided  that : 

The  vessel,  as  ihe  ii  oonittuoted,  and  all  her  engrines, 
boilert,  and  maobiner;,  and  all  materials  from  time  to 
time  intended  for  her  or  them,  whether  in  the  bnUdin^ 
;ard,  workshop,  river,  or  elaewhere,  shall  immediately 
ai  the  same  proceeds  beoome  the  property  of  the  por- 
ofaaaers,  and  shall  not  be  within  the  ownership,  oontrol, 
or.diapotition  of  the  bnilders,  bat  the  builders  shall  at  all 
times  have  a  lien  thereon  for  the  ir  unpaid  porohaae 
money. 

And  by  art  5  it  was  declared  that : 

In  the  event  of  the  bnilders  making  default  in  the  prose- 
ontion  of  the  oonstrnotion  of  the  resiel,  engines,  boilers, 
and  maohinery,  or  making  defanlt  in  her  delivery  by  the 
date  stipnlated,  it  shall  be  competent  for  (but  not 
inonmbent  upon)  the  purchasers  to  take  possession  of 
the  vessel  in  her  then  state,  and  of  all  her  engines, 
boilers,  and  maohinery,  and  all  materials  intended  for 
her  ot  them  ai  before  mentioned, 
and  to  complete  the  vesseL 

To  enable  them  to  build  the  steamship  in  ques- 
tion, Carmichael,  Maclean,  and  Co.  entered  into  a 
contract  with  Young  and  Alexander  for  the 
requisite  quantities  of  iron  or  steel  materials.  By 
this  contract  the  place  of  delivery  was  stated  to 
be  "  free  on  trucks,  Greenock,"  and  the  materials 
were  sent  to  Greenock  by  railway,  intimation  of 
their  arrival  being  made  to  Carmichael,  Maclean, 
and  Co.,  whose  storekeeper  wen  t  to  the  station 
and  selected  the  portions  which  were  immediately 
raquired.  These  were  sent  on  to  the  shipbuilding 
yard,  and  tbe  remainder  were  allowed  to  remain 
in  the  station  yard  until  they  were  needed. 

The  superintendent  engineer  in  the  employment 
of  Macbeth  and  Gray  visited  Carmichael,  Maclean, 
and  Co.'s  yard  and  saw  the  materials  there.  It 
was  his  custom  to  go  round  the  yard  from  time  to 
time  for  this  purpose. 

He  stated  that  when  he  was  shown  the  materials 
he  Raw  that  No.  29  (the  number  of  tbe  steamship) 
was  painted  or  otherwise  marked  upon  them,  and 
that  tho  places  which  they  were  to  occupy  in  tbe 
ship  were  also  so  marked,  and  that  he  also  saw  the 
materials  which  were  lying  at  the  station. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  materials  were 
examined  and  passed  by  Lloyd's  surveyor  before 
they  came  to  the  shipbuilders'  yard  or  the  station, 
having  been  tested  by  him  at  the  mills  at  which 
they  were  made  before  being  sent  out. 

In  his  jadgment  the  Lord  Ordinary  said  that  it 
was  admitted  that  the  question  raised  in  the 
present  appeal  would  be  raled  by  the  ultimate 
decision  in  another  case  then  pending,  in  which 
tbe  question  was  whether  the  property  in  the 
materials  which  had  been  taken  into  the  ship- 
building yard  had  passed  to  Macbeth  and  Gray 
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nader  the  same  contract  as  that  under  which  the 
present  qnestion  was  raised,  and  this  question  was 
desided  in  the  afBrmative  hy  the  Second  Division 
o(  the  coart. 

Ure,  K.C.  (of  the  Scotch  Bar)  and  LoehtiU 
apx>eared  for  the  appellant,  and  contended  that, 
though  the  court  below  had  considered  themselTes 
bound  to  follow  the  judgment  of  the  Second 
Division,  the  case  was  really  indistinguishable 
from  that  of  Seath  v.  Moore  (54  L.  T.  Rep.  690  ;  11 
App.  Gas.  350).  The  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  a 
completed  ship.    They  also  referred  to 

Wood*  V.  BuM«U.  5  B.  &  Aid.  942  ;  24  R.  K  621 ; 
6on  ▼.  Quintan,  3  M.  &  G.  825 ;  60  B.  B.  616  ; 
Wood  V.  Btll,  5  E.  &  B.  772  ;   on  appeal,  6  E.  &  B. 

355; 
Clarke  ▼.  Spmce.  4  A.  &  E.  448  :  43  B.  B.  395  ; 
Tripp  V.   ArmUage,   4  M.  &  W.  687;    51  B.  B. 

762; 
Laidler  T.  Burlinson,  2  M.  &  W.  602 ;  44  B.  B. 

717. 
The  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1893  (56  &  67  Vict.  c.  71) 
does  not  affect  the  case. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Scott  Dickson,  K.C.  of  the 
Scotch  Bar)  and  Muir  Mackenzie,  for  the  respon- 
dents, argued  that  Seath  v.  Moore  and  the  other 
cases  cited  were  distinguishable.  Here  the 
course  of  business  implies  that  the  property 
passed  to  the  respondents  when  the  materials 
were  passed  by  Lloyd's  surveyor,  which  brings 
the  case  within  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1893.  See 
Benjamin  on  Sales,  book  2,  chap.  3,  p.  293,  4th 
edit.  1888,,  and  chap.  5,  pp.  318,  330,  332,  and  the 
eases  there  cited.    See  also 

MeBain  ▼.  Wallace,  45  L.  T.  Bep.  261  ;  6  App. 
Cas.  523  ; 

Jones  and  Co.'s  Trustee  T.  AUan,  4  F.  374;  39 
So.  L.  Bep.  263. 

Ure,  K.C.  was  heard  in  reply. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships gave  judgment  as  follows  : — 

The  Lord  Ohancbllob  (BUdsbury),  —  My 
Lords:  In  this  case  I  think  that  I  might  say 
that  the  qnestion  is  covered  by  authority  for  a 
reason  which  I  will  give  in  a  moment,  but,  looking 
at  it  as  if  it  were  ret  integra,  I  think  that  the 
difBcnlty  in  the  way  of  the  Lord  Advocate  is 
that  in  my  view  there  is  no  sale  at  all  in  this 
contract  except  the  sale  of  a  complete  ship.  I 
think  that  the  observations  made  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  appellant  are  very  cogent,  that 
those  articles  upon  which  reliance  has  been  placed 
— ^namely,  arts.  4  and  5 — lack  every  element  of 
sale  of  these  things.  What  they  do  I  will  say 
a  word  upon  in  a  moment,  but  therts  is  no  sale  of 
these  things.  It  is  an  abuse  of  language  to  speak 
of  these  sections  as  a  sale  of  things  to  wnioh 
they  refer.  My  own  view  of  those  spcuions  is  that 
they  were  intended  by  the  partit-H  to  form  a 
security.  I  daresay  it  was  an  ineffectual  attempt 
by  the  parties  to  form  a  seoarity,  but  that  which 
is  cold  is  a  complete  ship.  The  whole  foundation 
of  the  judgment  at  whicn  I  invhe  your  Lordships 
to  arrive  is  that  there  is  no  sale  of  these  things 
at  all ;  the  only  thing  sold  is  the  ship.  It  seems 
to  me  rather  an  extraordinary,  and  I  think  I 
may  say  an  incomprehensible,  view  that  the 
inspection  by  Lloyd's  of  the  materials  is  an  accept- 
ance by  the  bayer  of  the  ship  of  those  particular 
things  which  are  to  form  portions  of  the  ship 


when  sold.  There  is  no  such  provision  in  the 
contract;  there  is  nothing  in  the  relation  of  the 
parties  which  to  my  mind  suggests  the  agency 
of  Lloyd's  as  taking  the  place  of  the  person  who 
is  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser.  It  is  said 
that,  simply  because  Lloyd's  in  the  management 
of  their  business  think  it  right  to  say  that  they 
will  not  give  a  certificate  that  a  ship  is  A  1  at 
Lloyd's  without  themselves  having  an  opportunity 
of  inspecting  and  passing  materials  of  which  the 
ship  is  to  consist,  therefore  the  person  who  con- 
tracts that  he  will  supply  a  ship  A  1  at  Lloyd's 
thereby  places  Lloyd's  in  the  position  of  a  person 
who  is  entitled  to  act  on  the  pnrohaser's  t>ehalf 
as  inspector  and  ascertainer,  if  I  may  so  describe 
him,  of  those  goods  which  are  to  form  the  ship  in 
the  ultimate  result.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  most 
monstrous  proposition,  and,  if  there  were  nothing 
more,  I  should  say  that  it  was  a  proposition  for 
which  no  authority  is  to  be  found.  But  further 
than  that,  in  the  very  contract  in  which  the  ship, 
being  A  1  at  Lloyd's,  is  the  thing  sold  by  one 
party  and  accepted  by  the  other,  other  persons 
representing  the  purchaser  are  to  have  rights- 
inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  Lloyd's  certificate 
of  these  different  plates  would  be  a  conclusive 
acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  of  the 
ship  of  the  goodness  of  the  quality  of  the  material. 

I  think  that  of  itself  would  be  sufficient  to  dispose 
of  the  case,  but,  as  I  said  just  now,  I  think  that 
the  matter  is  really  concluded  by  authority, 
because  your  Lordships'  House  has  had  before  it 
in  the  case  of  Seath  ▼.  Moore  (54  L.  T.  Rep.  690 ;. 

II  App.  Gas.  350)  a  contract  which  it  would  be 
vain  to  attempt  to  distinguish  from  that  in  the 
present  case.  The  only  distinction,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  which  is  insisted  upon  is  this,  that  what 
was  there  in  five  contracts  is  here  in  one.  It  is 
said  that  a  different  view  would  have  been  taken 
by  the  noble  and  learned  Lords  who  decided  that 
case  if,  instead  of  being  in  five  different  contracts, 
it  had  all  been  on  the  same  piece  of  paper.  I 
cannot  find  the  least  foundation  for  that  in  any 
part  of  the  judgments  delivered  by  their  Lord- 
ships in  that  case  ;  and  what  seems  to  me  to  be 
absolutely  conclusive,  and  to  cover  the  case  now 
before  your  Lordships,  is  what  Lord  Watson 
said  in  Seath  v.  Moore  :  "  There  is  another  prin- 
ciple which  appears  to  me  to  be  dedncible  trom 
these  authorities,  and  to  be  in  itself  sound, 
and  that  is  that  materials  provided  by  the  builder, 
and  portions  of  the  fabric,  whether  wholly  or 
partially  finished,  although  intended  to  be  used 
in  the  execution  of  the  contract,  cannot  bo 
regarded  as  appropriated  to  the  contract,  or  as 
'  sold,'  unless  they  have  been  affixed  to,  or  in 
a  reasonable  sense  made  part  of,  the  corpus." 
It  seems  to  me,  considering  that  Lord  Watson 
was  dealing  with  a  contract  substantially  the 
same  as  that  which  we  are  considering,  that  it 
wonid  be  an  extraordinary  thing  if  your  Lord- 
shipB  were  to  depart  from  the  principles  there 
laid  down.  Accordingly,  aa  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  sale  here  at  all  of  these  materials 
as  distinguished  from  a  contract  of  sale  of  the 
ship,  and  that  there  was  no  acceptance  of  these 
materials  in  any  sense  which  can  be  relied  upon, 
except  in  a  sense  which,  as  I  have  said,  is  inap- 
plicable to  the  purpose — namely,  the  certificate  of 
Lloyd's  as  to  the  goodness  of  the  materials — it 
seems  to  me,  with  all  respect  to  the  learned  judges 
who  have  decided  the  case  in  the  court  below. 
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that  their  decision  was  wrong,  aad  ought  to 
be  reversecl,  and  I  mora  your  Lirdshipi  Jao- 
cordingly. 

Lord  Ma.cn  AOHTB  H.— M/ Lirda:  Tarn  of  the 
same  opinion.  I  think  that  the  case  is  K^'^^rned 
by  the  decision  in  Seath  v.  Moore,  and,  so  far  as 
it  may  not  be  governed  by  that  case,  I  entirely 
agree  with  the  reasons  which  have  been  git^en  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor. 

Lord  Dayet. — l£y  Lords :  I  put  the  same  con- 
struction upon  the  contract  which  is  before  your 
Lordships  as  the  Lord  Ohanocllor  has  put  upon 
it,  and  I  need  not  repeat  what  he  hai  said  upon 
that  head.  I  will  only  add  this  to  what  he  has 
said  with  regard  to  art.  4,  as  to  the  ezprersion 
about  which  we  heard  so  much  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  "as  the  same  proceeds."  1  think 
that  "  the  same"  must  mean  either  "  as  the  ship 
proceeds,"  or  "as  the  construction  of  the  ship 
proceeds  " ;  but,  whether  you  put  the  one  or  the 
other  of  these  meanings  upon  the  words,  it  is 
clear  that,  whatever  else  m»j  be  obscure  in  this 
4th  article,  the  goods  in  question  are  not  to 
become  the  property  of  the  purchaser  except  as 
the  construction  of  the  ship  proceeds.  From  that 
1  should  cerl  ainly  understand,  as  I  think  was  the 
view  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  article,  it  was  only  when 
the  chattels  in  question  were  applied  for  the  use 
of  the  ship,  and  became  part  of  the  stmctnre  of 
the  ship,  that  it  was  intended  that  those  words 
vesting  the  property  should  operate.  But,  quite 
indei>endently  of  that  question,  supposing  that 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  Lord 
Advocate  were  correct,  I  still  think  that  it  would 
be  impossible  to  uphold  the  judgment.  I  entirely 
agree  with  what  has  been  Sriid  as  to  the  decision 
in  Seath  v.  Moore,  and  upon  that  I  would  merely 
add  that  the  only  suggestion  which  I  heard  by 
which  an  attempt  was  made  in  any  way  to  get 
rid  of  the  authority  of  that  case  was  that  at  that 
time  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1893  had  ijofc  been 
passed.  I  am  unable  to  see  in  that  any  solid 
ground  for  distinguishing  the  case.  At  the  time, 
as  was  pointed  out  in  the  judgments,  although  a 
contract  of  sale  created,  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland,  only  a  jui  ad  rem  against  the  goods 
until  delivery,  still,  having  regard  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act, 
which  was  then  in  force,  the  distinction  was  only 
a  question  of  words,  and  not  of  substance.  But  I 
turn  to  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  and  I  find  that  the 
material  sections  are  those  referred  to  by  the 
learned  judges  of  the  Second  Division — namely, 
sects.  16,  17,  and  18.  I  will  read  only  sect.  16, 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  the  material  one: 
"  Where  there  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  un- 
ascertained goods,  no  property  in  the  goods  is 
transferred  to  the  buyer  unle-s  and  until  the 
goods  are  ascertained  " ;  and  then  in  rula  5  of 
sect.  18  it  says,  "  Where  there  is  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  unascertained  or  future  goods  by 
description,"  and  so  forth,  the  property  in  the 
goods  passes  to  the  buyer  on  ascercainment  hy 
the  buyer  and  the  seller.  It  appears  to  me  that 
those  sections  have  no  application  whatever  to  the 
case  before  your  Lordships,  for  the  simple  reason 
which  was  mentioned  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
that  here  there  was  no  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  these  material*.  The  learned  counsel,  and  also 
the  learned  judges  in  the  court  below,  seem  to  me 


to  have  proceeded  on  the  supposition  or  hypothesis 
that  this  contract  contained  not  only  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  ship,  but  a  separate  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  materials  also ;  and 
that  seems  to  me  to  be  a  complete  fallacy.  There 
is  only  one  contract,  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
the  snip.    There  is  no  contract  for  the  sale  or 

Enrchase  of  these  materials,  and,  unless  yon  can 
nd  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  these  chattels  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  sections  of  that  Act  have  no  appli- 
cation whatever  to  the  case.  I  think,  thei^ore, 
that  the  case  is  exactly  covered  by  the  decision 
given  by  your  Lordships'  House  in  the  case  of 
oecUh  T.  Moore,  and  I  will  only  express  my  entire 
concurrence  in  the  judgments  given  in  that  case 
by  those  very  learned  Lords,  Lord  Blackburn  and 
Lord  Watson. 

Lord  BoBEBTsON. — My  Lords :  I  have  only  6o 
add  that  I  cannot  find  in  this  contract  any  con- 
tract to  buy  materials,  or  to  buy  anything 
except  a  completed  ship.  Art.  4  seems  to  me 
to  fall  exactly  within  sect.  61,  sub-sect.  4,  of  the 
Sale  of  Goods  Act  1893 — thac  is  to  say,  it  "  is 
intended  to  operate  by  way  of  mortgage,  pledge, 
charge,  or  other  security."  The  circumstance 
that  it  is  inserted  in  what  is  a  sale  of  a  completed 
ship  will  not  avail  to  make  it  a  sale  in  the  sense 
of  thA  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1893.  In  fact  art.  4 
does  not  even  purport  to  express  a  sale.  It 
merely  asserts  that  to  be  the  property  of  the 
purchaser  of  the  ship  which  has  no  more  relation 
to  it  than  that  it  was  intended  by  the  builder  for  the 
ship.  That  as  it  stands  is  impossibly  wide,  and  I 
agree  with  your  Lordships  that  the  respondents' 
attempt  to  make  those  materials  "  specific "  in 
the  sense  of  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  by  saying  that 
they  had  been  passed  by  Lloyd's  surveyor,  is  not 
warranted  by  the  terms  of  the  contract.  The 
reference  to  Lloyd's  in  the  first  article  cannot  be 
strained  to  this  extent.  The  truth  is  that  art  4 
is  simply  a  bold  attempt  to  sweep  into  the  net  the 
whole  of  the  materials  required  for  the  ship 
The  judgments  of  this  House  in  Seath  v.  Moore 
negative  the  possibility  of  that  being  legally 
done. 

Lord  LiNDLBT. — My  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion,  and  cannot  uaef ally  add  anything. 

Interloeutort  appealed  against  reverud. 
Reapondenti  to  pay  to  the  appellant  hi$ 
costs  both  here  aiid  below. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  McKenna  and  Co., 
for  Drummond  and  Bind,  Edinburgh,  and  Donald- 
son and  Alexander,  Glasgow. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Thomas  Cooper 
and  Co.,  for  /.  and  /.  Ross,  Edinburgh,  and 
Maclay,  Murray,  and  Spent,  Glasgow. 
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MooKB  «.  Bishop  of  Oxfobd. 

[Peiv  Go. 

Suliicial  (Hommitttt  of  t|)e  ^ttbg  Council. 


March  16  and  17. 

(Present:  The  Right  Hons.  the  Lord  Chan- 
CKLLOB  (HalBbnij),  Lords  MA.oirAaHTEN, 
James  of  Hebefobd,  Datey,  XjIndlky,  and 
RoBKBTsoiT.  Ecclesiastical  AsBessors :  The 
Abchbishop  of  Cantebbuby  (Davidson) 
-Had  the  Bishops  of  Southwell  (Ridding) 
and  RiFON  (Boyd- Carpenter). 

MooBB  V.  Bishop  of  Oxfobd.  (o) 

OS  APPEAL  FBOU  THE  CON8I8TOBT  COURT  OF 
THE  DIOCESE  OF  OXFOBD. 

JEeele»ia»tienl  law — Clergy    DiieipUne  Ael  1892 

(55  Jt  56  Vict,  c.d^)— Immoral  habit  of  swear  ing 

and  ribaldry. 
The  oeeasional  use  of  objectionable  language  by  a 

dergyman,  under  eircamstunces  of  great  prove- 

cation,  upon  rare  occasions  extending  over  a 

period  of  three  years  .- 
Held,  not  to  amount  to   an  immoral   habit  "  of 

swearing  and  ribaldry  "  within  the  meaning  of 

the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  1892. 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed. 

A  FPEAL  by  a  beneficed  clergyman  in  the  Diocese 
of  Oxford  from  a  decision  of  the  Conbistory 
Oonrt  of  the  diooese  convicting  him  under  the 
Clergy  Discipline  Act  1892  in  i-espect  of  alleged 
immoral  intercourse  with  a  woman  of  the  name 
lit  Johnson,  and  of  an  immoral  habit  of  swearing 
und  ribaldry. 

Duke,  E.G.  and  Cecil  Walsh  appeared  for  (he 
appellant. 

Adand,  E.G.  and  Saagge  for  the  respondent. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argaments  their  Lord- 
«bipB'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

The  LoBD  Chancbllob  (Halsbnry). — Their 
LiOrdships  are  of  opinion  that  the  main  charge 
in  this  case  has  broken  down.  The  statements  of 
l.be  only  witness  who  is  relied  upon  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  the  charge  are,  in  the  opinion  of 
Cheir  Lordships,  uncorroborated  by  any  conduct, 
Act,  or  proof ,  and  their  Lordships  aie  unable  to 
«oncur  with  the  Consistory  Courc  in  thinking  that 
there  is  any  corroboration  by  the  correspondence 
or  otherwise  in  favour  of  the  accusation  which  has 
l>een  made.  Apart  from  any  technical  rule  upon 
the  subject,  it  woald  be  a  most  dangerous  thing 
¥or  any  court  to  allow  an  accusation  of  this  sort 
to  prevail  when  there  is  no  corroboration ;  and 
prooably  no  court  would  be  indaoed  to  do  so.  In 
those  circumstances  their  Lordships  think  it 
impossible  to  confirm  the  finding  that  the 
«videoce  of  the  witness,  uncoi7x>borated  as  it  is, 
And  discredited  by  her  own  version  of  the  trans- 
action, can  be  accepted  as  conclusive  against  the 
elei^man  whom  she  accuses.  With  reeard  to 
the  other  charge,  of  having  been  "  habitually 
jfnilty  of  swearing  and  ribaldry,"  there  is  a 
body  of  evidence  relating  to  three  or 
four  occasions,  which  undouhtedly  establishes 
i(as  the  court  below  has  found)  that  on  those 
occasions  language  was  used  which  certainly 
ooald  not  be  defended,  the  nse  of  which  would  be 
xlisgraceful  to  anybody,  whether  clergyman  or 
Jayman.    Bat  the  question  upon  this  part  of  the 

(a)  Bapsrted  by  C.  E.  Maldu,  Eiq.,  Burii(«t^kt-L*w. 


case  is,  whether  the  defendant  va,?,  or  was  not, 
guilty  of  the  charge  made — and  properly  made— 
in  pursuance  of  the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  1892, 
B.  i,  which  speaks  of  a  clergymaa  "  alleged  to 
have  been  guilty  of  any  immoral  act,  immoral 
conduct,  or  immoral  habit,"  the  words  "  immoral 
habit  "  being  the  words  contained  in  the  charge. 
Where  on  occasions  of  considerable  provccation 
words  are  uted  honerer  discreditable  and  dis- 
graceful to  the  person  who  used  them — and 
certainly  no  words  could  be  too  severe  in  con- 
demnation of  language  such  as  that  found  to  have 
been  used  by  the  appellant,  even  allowing  for 
exaggeration  in  the  views  of  some  of  the  witnesses 
who  used  such  words  themselvee,  and  attributed 
them  to  the  appellant — ^yet  the  question  would 
still  remain  wheiuer  or  not,  the  clergyman  having 
bion  proved  in  circumstances  of  provocation  to 
have  used  such  words  on  three  or  four  occasions 
in  the  course  of  three  years,  it  is  true  to  say  that 
he  is  guilty  of  the  offence  contemplated  by  the 
statute.  The  uoe  of  language  of  that  sort  can 
hardly  be  described  as  an  "  immoral  act"  in  the 
sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  Clergy 
Discipline  Act.  Immoral  conduct  and  immoral 
habit  are  probably  the  eame  thing.  What  is 
charged— and  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  properly 
charged  in  accordance  with' the  statute — is  that 
the  appellant  has  "  during  the  past  five  years 
been  guilty  of  offences  against  the  laws  ecclesias- 
tical (t>eing  offences  against  morality  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Clergy  Discipline  Act  1892)  in 
that  he  had  habitually  been  guilty  of  swearing 
and  ribaldry."  Their  Lordships  certainly  do  not 
mean  to  give  any  countenance  to  the  supposed 
innocence  of  the  use  of  such  words,  even  on 
special  occasions  of  extraordinary  provocation. 
As  has  been  already  said,  no  words  are  too  severe 
to  condemn  such  language.  But  the  view  which 
their  Lordships  entertain  is  that  the  offence 
contemplated  by  the  statute — namely,  of  being 
habitually  guilty  of  swearing  and  ribaldry — is 
not  made  out.  Even  although  the  appellant  may 
have  sometimes  used  such  language,  it  is  not 
established  that  he  has  been  habitually  guilty  of 
such  conduct.  The  evidence  is  spread  over  a 
period  of  three  years,  and  the  Euggestion  on  the 
appellant's  behalf  is  that  objectionable  language 
was  only  used  on  rare  occasions  of  great  provo- 
cation. Under  these  circumstances  their  Lord- 
ships are  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  ought  to  be 
allowed  with  respect  to  both  charges.  It  is  satis- 
factory to  their  Lordships  to  find  that  the  views 
which  they  entertain  are  shared  by  the  most 
reverend  and  right  reverend  prelates  who  have 
been  good  enough  to  give  them  their  assistanoe 
on  this  occasion.  Their  Lordships  desire  to  add 
that  they  entirely  concur  in  the  observation  of 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  that,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  Bishop  of  Oxford  could 
not  have  taken  any  other  course  in  this  case  than 
that  which  he  has  pursued.  The  result,  thera- 
fore,  is  tbat  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise 
His  Majesty  to  allow  the  appeal,  but  under  Uie 
circumstances  their  Lordships  feel  that  it  is  not 
a  case  in  which  coats  should  ba  given,  and  there 
will,  thereforp,  be  no  order  as  to  costs  on  either 
side,  either  before  this  board  or  in  the  court 
below. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Bryant  and  HaU, 
for  A.  Walsh,  Oxford. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Mallam  and  Co. 
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Be  Sussex  Bbick  Oompant. 


[Ct.  of  App. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Friday,  Feb.  12. 

(Before  Vauohan   Williams,    Stiblino,  and 
Gozens-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Sussex  Bbick  Goupant.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  CHANCEBY  DIVISION. 

Company — BegUtration  of  iranafer  of  aharei — 
IThreofonabis  delay — Beeonetraction  of  company 
—Date  on  tohieh  transfer  to  be  treated  as  regis- 
tered—Companies Act  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  e.  89), 
««.  35, 161. 

The  court  hcu  power  under  sect.  35  of  the  Com- 
panies Act  1862  to  rectify  the  register  of 
members  after  the  liquidation  of  the  company 
has  commenced ;  and  suchpoioer  is  not  lim^ited  by 
sect.  98  to  rectificatioii  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
the  list  of  eoniributories. 

Where  there  had  been  unnecessary  delay  in 
registering  a  transfer  of  shares,  and  in  con- 
sequence it  had  not  been  registered  when  the 
company  went  into  voluntary  liquidation  for  the 
purpose  of  reconstruction  under  sect.  161  of  the 
Companies  Act  1862,  the  court,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  transferee,  ordered  the  transfer  to  be 
registered  as  of  a  date  prior  to  the  tcinding-up, 
which  rendered  valid  a  notice  of  dissent  given 
by  the  transferee  under  sect.  161  after  the  date 
on  which  the  transfer  ought  to  have  been,  but 
was  not,  registered. 

Be  Joint  Stock  Diaconnt  Company;  ITation's 
case  (15  L.  T.  Bep.  308;  L.  Bep.  3  Eq.  77) 
followed. 

Application  by  the  transferor  and  transferees 
of  certain  shares  in  the  Suasex  Brick  Company  to 
have  the  register  of  ahareholdera  rectified  by 
patting  the  names  of  the  transferees  on  the 
register  in  place  of  that  of  the  transferor  on  the 
ground  that  the  change  had  not  been  made  in 
consequence  of  mmeoessary  delay  on  the  part  of 
the  company. 

The  facts  appear  sufficiently  in  the  judgment  of 
Buckley,  J.,  delivered  the  30th  July  1903. 

BucKLET,  J. — This  is  an  application  in  which 
Belcher,  the  transferor,  and  Brown  and  Pollock, 
the  transferees,  of  two  blocks  of  shai-es,  all 
concur  in  seeking,  to  put  it  shortly,  to  obtain  a 
rectification  of  uie  register  by  putting  the  trans- 
ferees' names  on  in  ueu  of  that  of  the  trans- 
feror. The  shares  are  all  fnlly  paid.  On  the 
12th  March  1903  there  was  sent  by  Brown,  one  of 
the  transferees,  a  transfer  which  is  dated  the  3rd 
March  for  17,234  shares.  He  sent  the  certificate 
and  the  transfer,  and  asked  for  an  acknowledg- 
ment and  a  new  certificate.  On  the  14th  March 
the  secretary  wrote  in  reply  sending  a  receipt. 
The  reply  is  simply :  "  Herewith  inclosed  please 
find  transfer  receipt  17,234  shares  in  the  company 
from  Belcher's  name  to  Brown  and  Pollock. 
That  was  marked  in  the  comer,  "  One  inclosure." 
Unfortunately  that  inclosure  is  not  forthcoming, 
but  it  is  what  is  called  a  transfer  receipt.  1  have 
the  form  of  it  because  I  have  it  as  regards  the 
other  transfer.     It  bears  in  print  at  the  foot : 

(c)  Beported  by  Vf.  C.  Biss,  Eaq.,  Buriatsr-at-Law, 


"  Certificate  in  exchange  for  this  i-eceipt  will  be 
ready  about  (blank)."  From  a  subsequent  letter 
it  would  seem  that  that  must  have  been  so 
filled  in  as  to  read  thus  :  "  Oertificato  in  ex- 
change for  this  receipt  will  be  ready  about  the 
28th  inat"— that  is,  the  28th  March.  On  the 
27th  March  Brown  wrote  and  sent  to  the 
secretary  a  letter  inclosing  the  certificate  of 
5000  other  fully-paid  shares,  and  the  transfer  of 
them  which  had  been  executed  as  long  ago  a» 
Jan.  1901,  and  asked  for  a  new  certificate  of  those 
shares.  On  the  let  April  the  secretaiy  wrote 
back  saying :  "  As  you  are  aware  the  books  have 
been  closed  until  after  the  meeting  to-morrow." 
That  would  be  the  2ad,  and  I  infer  that  meana 
they  would  be  open  again  on  the  3rd  April.  On 
the  4th  Brown  writes  again :  "  As  we  presume 
the  books  of  the  company  are  now  open,  we  shall 
be  glad  to  receive  reply  to  our  letter  of  27tb 
uU,"  which  was  the  letter  I  mentioned  before. 
On  the  4th  the  secretary  writes  acknowledging 
the  receipt  of  the  transfer  for  the  5000  shares,. 
and  stating  that  he  woald  place  it  before  the 
directors  at  the  next  board  meeting,  "  when  a, 
certificate  will  be  made  out  and  signed  and  for- 
warded to  you."  On  the  4bh  Brown  wrote  again 
acknowledging  receipt  of  that  letter,  and  saying  : 
"  Tou  do  not,  however,  say  anything  about  tne 
17,234  shares  the  receipt  for  which  we  inclose, 
and  the  certificate  for  which  was  to  have  been 
ready  28th  ult.  May  we  take  it  that  this  certifi- 
cate will  be  sent  to  us  with  the  others  P  "  On  the 
7th  the  secretary  writes  again  :  "  In  reply  to  yours 
of  the  4th,  the  transfers  of  17,234  shares  will  be 
placed  before  the  directors  together  with  the 
transfer  of  the  5lK)0  at  their  next  board  for  regis- 
tration, and  when  registered  I  will  forward  the 
certificate  to  yon.  Formal  receipt  for  the  500O 
sharea  herewitn  inclosed."  That  is  the  document 
I  referred  to  just  now,  and  that  has  at  the  foot 
"A  certificate  in  exchange  for  this  receipt  will 
be  ready  aboat  the  27th  inst."  So  that  the  trans- 
action throughout  was  this :  Fully-paid  shares, 
no  possible  o  bjection  to  registering  the  transfer, 
and  no  objection  is  suggested  or  raised,  but  the 
reply  which  is  always  made  is,  "At  our  next 
board  meeting  the  matter  will  be  carried 
through,  and  you  shall  have  your  certificate 
back.       In   fact  on  the  2nd    April  the    com- 

Sany  passed  a  resolution  for  voluntary  liqui- 
ation,  and  on  the  20th  it  was  confirmed.  I  will 
take  the  two  transfers  separately.  The  transfer 
sent  in  on  the  12th  March  should  have  been  before 
the  board  which  was  held  on  the  21st  March,, 
and  it  was  not  brought  before  that  board.  Why 
it  was  not,  I  do  not  know;  there  was  no- 
reason  why  it  should  not  be.  The  only  reason 
suggested  is  that  the  secretary  had  resigned,, 
and  there  had  been  a  new  secretary.  The  new 
secretary  ought  to  have  informed  himself  of  what 
was  going  on,  and  the  matter  ought  to  have  been 
brought  before  the  board.  The  next  transfer, 
which  was  lodged  on  the  27th  March,  was  after 
the  date  of  that  board  meeting,  but  according  to 
the  letters  which  passed  it  would  have  been  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  the  company's  business  to 
have  convened  a  board  which  would  have  passed 
the  transfer  and  issued  a  new  certificate.  Before 
the  27th  April — viz.,  on  the  20th — the  company 
was  wound  up.  I  suppose  the  fact  is  at  that 
particular  time  a  voluntary  liquidation  being  in. 
contemplation  the  board  was   not   meeting  aa 
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regularly  as  it  otbermse  would  have  met,  and 
there  was  a  delay  occasioned  by  that.  I  do  not 
say  an  improper  delay,  but  a  delay  in  point  of 
fact,  and  the  transfers  ought  to  have  been  regis- 
tered, I  think,  before  the  winding-up  on  the  20th 
April.  However,  they  have  not  been  registered, 
«jid  the  application  now  is,  the  company  being  in 
liquidation,  to  register  them  notwithstajiding  the 
winding-up.  Under  sect.  131  of  the  Companies 
Act  1862  no  doubt  the  sanction  of  the  liquidator 
is  required  for  the  registration  of  a  transfer,  but 
I  have  power  under  sect.  198,  coupled  with  138, 
to  rectify  the  register,  notwithstanding  the 
winding-up,  if  I  think  there  has  been  improper 
delay.  It  seems  to  me  there  has  been  a  delay 
under  sect.  35,  and  these  transfers  ought  to  be 
registered.  I  therefore  make  the  order  tor  rectifi- 
«ation  of  the  register  by  substituting  the  names 
of  the  transferees  for  that  of  the  transferor,  and 
the  company  must  pay  the  costs. 

His  Lordship,  having  refused  to  order  the 
register  to  be  rectified  by  dating  the  transfer  as 
of  an  earlier  date  than  the  date  of  his  order,  the 
transferees  appealed,  asking  that  the  order  might 
be  varied  by  providing  that  the  rectification  of 
the  company  s  register  should  have  effect  as 
regarded  the  17,234  shares  as  at  and  from  the 
20th  March  1903,  and  as  regarded  the  5000  shares 
as  at  and  from  the  4th  Apnl  1903. 

Jlfttir  Mackenzie  for  the  appellants. — The  order 
of  Buckley,  J.  does  not  go  far  enough.  He  orders 
the  register  to  be  rectified  as  of  Uie  date  of  his 
order,  instead  of  nunc  pro  tune  as  in  Be  Joint 
StoeJc  Discount  Company ;  Nation's  case  (15  L.  T. 
Bep.  308;  L.  Rep.  3  Eq.  77).  The  registration  of 
these  transfers  ought  to  date  as  from  the  date 
when  they  ought  to  have  been  registered.  The 
-effect  en  the  appellants  of  the  order  of  Buckley,  J. 
is  serious.  Under  this  voluntary  winding-up 
there  was  a  scheme  of  reconstraction,  and  the 
appellants  object  to  that  scheme  and  desire,  under 
«ect.  161  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  to  give 
notice  dissenting  from  it,  which  would  give  them 
the  right  to  have  their  holding  in  the  company 
valued,  and  the  value  paid  to  them.  But  not 
being  on  the  register  their  notice  was  ineffectual, 
and  the  transroror  has  fpven  no  such  notice. 
Under  sect.  161  that  notice  must  be  given  by  a 
•nember  of  the  company  within  seven  days  alter 
the  passing  of  the  resolution.  Here,  as  Buckley,  J. 
held,  the  appellants  ought  to  have  bsen  put  on 
the  register  on  the  2lBt  March  and  the  4th  April 
1903  respectively,  and,  therefore,  the  registration 
ought  to  be  ante-dated  to  those  dates,  for  on  the 
20th  April,  when  the  resolution  for  a  voluntary 
winding-up  was  passed,  they  were  the  persons  in 
fact  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  proviso  in 
eect.161. 

Oore-Browne,  K.C.  and  /.  E.  Sarman  for  the 
liquidator. — The  liquidation  of  the  company 
having  commenced,  the  appellants  are  not 
entitled  to  have  their  names  put  on  the  register 
of  members  on  a  date  anterior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  winding-up.  The  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  under  sect.  35  of 
the  Companies  Act  1862.  The  case  of  Be  Joint 
Stock  Discount  Company ;  Nation's  case  {ubi  sup.) 
and  other  similar  cases  were  decided  under  sect.  98 
of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  which  links  together 
for  this  purpose  the  settling  of  the  list  of  con- 
tribntories,  and  the  rectification  of  the  register 


under  sect.  35 ;  and  under  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  the  list  of  contributories,  the  court  has 
power  even  after  a  liquidation  to  rectify  the 
register  of  members  by  taking  off  the  name 
of  a  person  who  ought  not  to  be  on,  and  putting 
on  the  name  of  a  person  which  ought  to  be  on. 
Before  liquidation  the  court  will  rectify  the 
register  under  sect.  35,  after  liquidation  has  com- 
menced, it  will  only  do  so  under  sect.  98. 
[Cozbns-Habdt,  L.J. — Sect.  131  seems  to  con- 
template a  transfer  of  shares  after  a  voluntary 
liquidation,  and  not  merely  the  settlement  of  a 
list  of  contributories.]  Only  with  the  consent 
of  the  liquidators.  After  liquidation  the  list 
of  contributories  is  the  important  list.  If 
a  call  is  made  it  is  not  made  on  those  on 
the  register  of  members  of  the  company, 
but  on  those  on  the  list  of  contributories. 
[Vatjohak  Williams,  L.J. — In  Buckley  on  the 
Companies  Acts  (8th  edit),  pp.  322,  323,  in  the 
note  to  sect.  98,  it  is  stated  affirmatively  that 
after  a  liquidation  the  power  of  rectification  under 
sect.  35  is  not  limited  to  merely  settling  a  list  of 
contributories,  and  reference  is  made  to  Be 
Scottish  Universal  Finance  Bank ;  Breckenridge's 
case  (12  L.  T.  Rep.  796 ;  2  H.  &  M.  642),  Beese 
Biver  Silver  Hining  Company  v.  Smith  (L.  Rep. 
4  E.  &  I.  App.  64),  and  Be  London,  Hamburg, 
and  Continental  Exchange  Sank ;  Ward  and 
Henry's  case  (16  L.  T.  Rep.  254;  L.  Rep.  2  Ch. 
App.  431). J  The  effect  of  that  passage  is  that 
after  the  liquidation  has  commenced  sect.  35  only 
applies  so  far  as  is  provided  by  sect.  98.  If  the 
appellants  are  to  be  treated  for  all  purposes  as  if 
they  had  become  members  before  the  2nd  April, 
it  involves  not  only  that  they  are  entitled  to  give 
notice  of  dissent  under  sect.  161,  but  that  they 
were  entitled  to  have  notice  of  the  meetings,  and 
then  the  special  resolutions  passed  at  the  meetings 
would  be  invalidated  as  notice  was  not  given  to 
them.  [Yaughan  Williams,  L.J. — I  think  not. 
The  statute  is  complied  with  by  the  issue  of  the 
notice  to  the  shareholders  whose  names  then 
appear  on  the  register.  The  validity  of  the 
meeting  or  the  validity  of  any  proceedings  will 
not  be  affected  by  the  order  asked  for.]  Sup- 
posing the  tranferor  had  given  notice  of  dissent, 
then  he  must  have  been  treated  as  the  person 
entitled  to  do  so. 

VAtTGHAN  Williams,  L.J. — I  think  this  appeal 
must  be  allowed.  I  propose  to  deal  with  this  case 
as  a  case  in  which  there  has  been  an  unfortunate 
accident  which  resulted  in  very  unnecessary  delay 
in  putting  the  names  of  these  gentlemen,  Messrs. 
Brown  and  Pollock,  upon  the  register.  Sect.  35 
of  the  Companies  Act  1862  says :  "  If  the  name 
of  any  person  is,  without  sufficient  cause,  entered 
in  or  omitted  from  the  register  of  members  of 
any  company  under  this  Act,  or  if  default  is  made 
or  unnecessary  delay  takes  place  in  entering  on 
the  register  the  fact  of  any  person  having  ceased 
to  be  a  member  of  the  company,  the  person  or 
member  aggrieved,  or  any  member  of  the  com- 
pany, or  the  company  itself,  may,  as  respects 
companies  registered  in  England  or  Ireland,  by 
motion  in  any  of  His  Majesty's  superior  courts  of 
law  or  equity,  or  by  application  to  a  judge  sitting 
in  chambers,  or  to  the  Vice- Warden  of  the  Stan- 
naries in  the  case  of  companies  subject  to  his 
jurisdiction,  and  as  respects  companies  registered 
in  Scotland  by  summary  petition  to  the  Court  of 
Session,  or  in  such  other  manner  as   the  said 
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courts  may  direct,  apply  for  an  order  of  the  court 
that  the  register  may  be  rectified,  and  the  court 
may  either  refuse  such  application,  -with  or 
without  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  applicant,  or  it 
may,  if  saUsfied  of  the  justice  of  the  case,  make 
aa  order  for  the  rectification  of  the  register,  and 
may  direct  the  company  to  pay  all  the  costs  of 
such  motion,  application,  or  petition,  and  any 
damages  the  party  aggrieved  may  have  sustained." 
Now,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  names 
of  these  gentlemen  ought  to  have  been  on  the 
register  at  an  earlier  date;  and,  so  far  as  this 
case  is  concerned,  at  a  date  earlier  than  the  time 
of  the  holding  of  the  meetings  with  regard  to 
the  reconstruction  of  this  company.  Under  those 
circumstances  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  case 
of  Be-  Joint  Slock  Discount  Company ;  Nation's 
case  {uhi  sup.)  is  an  authority  for  the  proposition 
that  when  it  is  right  that  an  order  for  rectification 
should  be  made  (and  Lord  Bomilly  there  draws 
no  distinction  between  an  order  for  rectification 
by  taking  the  name  off,  or  by  putting  a  name 
on,  the  register),  the  court  may  make  an 
order  not  only  that  the  right  name  shall 
be  put  on  or  taken  off  tne  register  as 
the  case  may  be,  bat  that  the  register  shaJl 
be  treated  as  if  the  name  had  been  on  or 
off  the  register  when  it  ought  to  have  been 
on  or  off  the  register.  But  it  has  been  argued 
here  that  it  is  quite  true  that  may  be  done  in  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  given  by  sect.  35  of  the 
Act  of  1862;  but  the  power  wnioh  was  actually 
exercised  by  Lord  Somilly  in  that  case  was  a 
power  exercised  in  respect  of  a  list  of  contribn- 
tories,  and  after  the  commencement  of  this 
liquidation  the  onlv  power  under  which  the 
register  can  be  modified  is  under  the  98th  section, 
and  the  35th  section  no  longer  applies.  The  98th 
section  says :  "  As  soon  as  may  be  after  making  an 
order  for  winding-up  the  company  the  court  shall 
settle  a  list  of  contributories,  with  power  to  rectify 
the  register  of  members  in  all  cases  where  such 
rectification  is  required  in  pursuance  of  this  Act, 
and  shall  cause  the  assets  of  the  company  to  be 
collected  and  applied  in  discharge  of  its  liabili- 
ties." It  is  said  that  after  the  liquidation  reotifioa- 
tion  is  not  ordered  under  sect.  35,  bnt  nnder 
sect.  98  ;  and  that  under  thebe  circumstanoes  this 
rectification  ought  not  to  be  made  nunc  pro  tune. 
On  that  point  there  is  a  decision  of  Wood,  Y.G.  in 
the  oase  of  Be  Scottish  Universal  Finance  Bank  ; 
Brechenridge's  case  (uhi  sup.),  and  it  is  clear  that 
this  particular  point  was  raised  there.  Oonnsel 
is  there  reported  to  have  said  in  argument :  "  The 
98th  section  of  the  Act  is  a  positive  direction 
as  to  the  course  which  is  to  m  pursued.  The 
court  is  to  settle  a  list  of  contributories  with 
power  to  rectify  the  register  for  that  purpose,  and 
IS  bound  to  rectify  the  register  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary."  When  the  learned  Vice- Chancellor 
gave  j  jdgment  he  said :  "  It  is  said  in  opposition 
to  the  motion  that  it  is  irregular  after  a  winding- 
up  order  has  been  made,  because  the  whole 
matter  is  then  in  the  hands  of  the  court,  and  I 
am  referred  to  the  98th  section  of  the  Act  to  show 
that  the  rectification  of  the  register  is  after 
such  an  order  a  matter  merely  auxiliary  to 
the  settlement  of  the  list  of  contributories. 
But  theie  is  nothing  in  that  section  to  prohibit 
the  court  from  acting  in  respect  of  the  share 
register  of  the  company  in  any  manner  in  which 
it  might  have  acted  had  that  section  not  existed. 


I  and  I  cannot,  therefore,  hold  that  the  hands  of 
the  court  are  in  any  manner  tied  by  that  section." 
That  decision  of  Wood,  V.O.  seems  to  me  to  be 
exactly  in  point,  and  to  negative  the  argument 
which  counsel  for  the  liquidator  submitted  to  us. 
I  see  that  view  is  taken  in  Buckley  on  the  Oom- 
panies  Acts,  8th  edit.,  at  p.  322,  where  several  other 
authorities  besides  Breekenridqe's  case  [ubi  sup.y 
are  referred  to ;  and  it  is  sa'd  there :  "  After  a. 
winding-up  order  has  been  made  the  power  o£ 
rectification  given  to  the  court  by  sect.  35  is  not 
cut  down  and  reduced  to  a  mere  power  of  rectifi- 
cation in  the  settling  of  the  list  of  contributories. 
It  is  open  to  a  contributory,  after  the  order  has 
been  made  and  before  the  list  of  contribatorie» 
has  been  settled  to  move  for  rectification  under 
this  section  and  the  35th  section."  I  have  on)  j 
to  add  this,  that  1  do  not  mean  for  a  moment  to 
suggest  that  anyone  is  entitled  to  such  an  order 
ex  Mbito  juslitise ;  it  is  a  matter  in  the  discretioA 
of  the  judge,  and  there  might  be  cases  in  whicli 
the  learned  judge,  although  he  considered  >t> 
essential  to  completely  putting  in  order  th» 
righte  of  the  applicant,  might  refuse  to  do  s» 
because  he  thought  it  would  work  injustice  iu 
respect  of  other  people.  Jf  I  thought  hero 
that  it  would  work  injustice  to  other  people, 
and  especially  if  I  thought  it  would  work 
injustice  to  persons  who  ara  not  in  any  way 
bound  to  bear  the  mistakes  of  the  company,  £ 
should  have  carefully  considered  the  matter  betor& 
I  made  this  order.  But  in  the  present  case  there 
is  no  evidence  that  any  injustice  will  be  caused 
at  all.  It  has  been  suggested  that  if  we  mak» 
this  order  we  shall  invalidate  the  resolutions. 
because  the  meetings  will  not  have  been  pro- 
perly called;  and  a  variety  of  otLer  sugges- 
tions of  that  sort  were  made  in  the  course 
of  the  argument.  As  the  matter  stands,  we  can 
do  justice  and  prevent  any  wrong  accruing  to 
those  two  gentlemen,  Mr.  Brown  and  Mr.  Pollock, 
without  doing  any  injustice  to  anyone  else.  Under 
these  cironmstences  I  think  that  the  order  for 
rectification  ought  to  be  treated  as  an  order  of 
some  date  immediately  before  the  holding  of  the 
meeting. 

Stiblino,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  first  objection  raised  in  this  case  to  the 
exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  which  is  conferred  on 
the  court  by  sect.  35  of  the  Companies  Act  1863, 
is  an  argument  that  the  court  is  deprived  of  the 
power  of  exercising  that  jurisdiction,  except  for 
tbe  purpose  of  settling  the  list  of  contributories. 
That  objection  is  based  on  the  wording  of 
of  sect.  98.  [His  Lordship  read  the  section  and 
continued :  j  It  is  said  that  the  power  of  rectifica- 
tion which  is  derived  under  sect.  35  is  confined  to 
the  settlement  of  the  list  of  contributories.  I 
think  that  is  entirely  contrary  to  previous 
decisions.  There  is  not  only  the  case  to  which 
my  Lord  has  referred — namely,  Sreekenridgefs 
case  (ubi  sup.) — but  I  observe,  on  looking  at 
another  case  which  is  cited  in  Buckley  on  the 
Companies  Acts — namely,  Beete  Biver  Silver 
Mining  Company  v.  Smith  (ubi  sup.) — there  i» 
the  high  authority  of  Lord  Cairns  for  the  pro- 
position which  Was  laid  down  by  Sir  William 
Page- Wood  in  the  case  which  has  already  beea 
cited.  Lord  Cairns  says :  "  Notwithstanding  the 
winding-up,  the  court  under  the  98th  section  isto 
rectify  the  register  of  members  in  all  cases  where 
such  rectification  is  required  in  pursuance  of  the 
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Act — that  is  to  say,  at  all  events  in  those  cases 
pointed  out  by  the  35th  section."  Now  the 
present  case  falls  within  the  35th  section,  because 
tL8  the  leai-ned  judge  has  found,  and  the  finding  of 
fact  is  really  not  disputed,  in  the  language  of  the 
Act  "  unnecessary  delay  "  has  taken  place  in  the 
entering  on  the  register  the  fact  of  a  person 
having  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  company, 
and  he  has  also  found  that  the  names  of  the 
applicants  Brown  and  Pollock  have  been  omitted 
without  sufiSdieut  cause  from  the  register.  Tbat 
being  so,  the  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  order 
as  Buckley,  J.  has  made  exists,  and  the  order, 
therefore,  mnst  be  sustained  as  far  as  it  goes. 
But  the  object  of  this  appeal  is  to  fis  the  date  at 
which  the  change  on  the  register  is  to  be  opera- 
tive ;  and  it  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  liqui- 
d  itor  that  the  court  under  sect.  35  has  no  power 
to  do  that.  There  again,  it  seems  to  me  we  have  the 
(fnidance  of  authority  so  old  as  the  decision  of  Lord 
Homiliy  in  Be  Joint  Stock  Discount  Company  ; 
Nations  case  {ubisup.)  which  was  decided  in  1866. 
That  order  was  made  by  the  Master  ot  the  Rolls, 
no  doubt  having  regard  to  sect.  98.  in  the  exercise 
of  the  powers  conferred  by  sect.  35.  It  is  there- 
fore an  authority  that  in  a  proper  case  the  court 
has  power  to  fix  a  date  at  which  the  change  in  the 
register  is  to  be  made.  But  then  after  that  there 
oomes,  no  doubt,  a  serious  question.  The  application 
of  the  appellant  is  in  substance  that  the  registration 
be  made  nunc  pro  tunc.  Now,  when  an  applioa.- 
tion  of  that  sort  is  made,  the  court  ought  to  be 
vetT  careful  to  see  that  it  does  no  injustice  by 
making  the  registration  retrospective.  I  may 
point  ont  that  the  power  which  is  conferred  by 
sect.  35  is  not  inoperative.  All  that  it  provides 
is  that  the  court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  make  an 
order  for  rectification.  Therefore  the  court  has 
full  discretion  to  deal  with  every  particular  case 
which  comes  before  it  in  such  a  way  as  may  prd- 
dnce  complete  justice  ;  but  in  the  present  case  I 
fail  to  see  that  any  injustice  is  to  be  done  if  the 
alteration  is  made  as  is  asked.  These  gentlemen, 
the  present  applicants,  pressing  to  have  their 
transfers  registered,  and  seeking  their  certificates 
as  early  as  possible,  get  answers  from  the  secre- 
tary of  the  company  which  led  them  to  believe 
that  by  the  date  of  the  last  meeting  the  register 
wonld  be  altered,  and  they  would  appear  as 
members.  Supposing  this  had  been  done, 
ulthongh  they  nad  not  received  their  certificates, 
they  sent  in  notices  of  dissent  from  the  special 
resolution  in  the  way  prescribed  by  sect.  161  of 
the  Companies  Act  1862.  That  gave  the  liquidatoi- 
full  notice  of  the  position  that  the^  took  in  the 
matter,  and  he  chose  to  disregard  it.  Then  this 
application  is  made  to  Buckley,  J.  with  the  result 
that  the  register  is  altered  in  favour  of  the  appli- 
'Cants.  There  is  no  evidence  before  ns  to  satisfy 
me  in  any  way  that  any  injustice  is  likely  to 
accrue  from  the  alteration  of  the  register  being 
<)ated  so  as  to  cover  the  notice  which  was  given 
l>y  the  present  appellants  in  the  exercise  of  the 
rights  which  they  had  as  members  under  sect.  161. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  order  ought  to  be 
casde. 

Cozens-Habdt,  L.J.  —  I  am  entirely  of  the 
«ame  opinion.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  argu- 
ment for  the  respondent  is  really  based  on  this 
hypothesis ;  that  the  register  of  members  is  a 
thing  which  ceases  to  have  any  real  operation  or 
existence  after  the  winding-up  order;  that  the 


only  right  which  can  be  dealt  with  after  a 
winding-up  order  is  to  be  given  effect  to  by 
making  some  change  in  the  list  of  contributories. 
But,  if  the  scheme  and  method  of  the  Act  is 
looked  at,  the  register  of  members  is  one  thing, 
and  the  list  of  contributories  is  an  entirely 
different  thing.  The  list  of  contributories,  to 
mention  one  distinction,  what  is  known  as  list  A 
and  list  B  is  something  larger  than  and  different 
from  the  register  of  members,  and  the  Act  itself, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  indicates  in  no  doubtful  manner 
that,  notwithstanding  a  winding-up,  the  register 
of  members  and  the  status  of  members  may  be 
altered.  Now,  sect.  131,  the  very  section  under 
which  Buckley,  J.  has  acted,  or  under  which  he 
has  partly  acted,  says  this :  "  Whenever  a  com- 
pany is  wound-up  voluntarily  the  company  shall, 
from  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  such 
winding-up,  cease  to  carry  on  its  business  except 
in  to  far  as  may  be  i-equired  for  the  beneficial 
winding-up  thereof,  and  all  transfers  of  shares, 
except  transfers  made  to  or  with  the  sanction  of 
the  liquidators,  or  alteration  in  the  status  of  the 
members  of  the  company,  taking  place  after  the 
commencement  of  such  winding-up,  shall  be  void." 
That  section  asserts  that  there  may  be  after  a 
winding-up  transfers  of  shares  with  the  sanction 
of  the  liquidators.  That  being  so,  it  seems  to 
me  that,  quite  apart  from  any  list  of  contribu- 
tories, there  is  a  register  of  members  to  which  all 
the  provisions  of  sect.'  35  of  the  Act  of  1862 
ought  to  be  applied.  The  authority  to  which  my 
Lord  has  called  attention,  and  also  the  authority 
to  whioh  Stirling,  L.J.  has  called  attention,  seem 
to  me  conclusively  to  show  that  the  power  given 
by  sect.  35  is  Independent  of  that  which  is  found 
by  reference  under  sect.  98.  I,  therefore,  cannot 
doubt  that  the  court  has  the  right  to  exercise 
eveiy  power  which  is  conferred  by  eeot.  35  where 
there  has  been  an  undue  delay  in  registering  a 
transfer.  That  there  has  been  undue  delay  here 
is  found  as  a  fact  by  the  learned  judge,  and  the. 
accuracy  of  that  finding  is  really  not  disputed. 
Then  we  have  authority  sro'mg  back  to  the  very 
early  days  of  the  Companies  Act  1862  that  uader 
sect.  35  in  a  proper  case  an  order  having  a  retro- 
spective effect  may  be  made — may  be  made  not 
must  be  made — and  may  be  made  imposing  such 
conditions  as  the  court  thinks  necessary  to  protect 
the  righte  of  any  third  persons ;  but  in  a  casg 
like  this,  where  there  has  been  no  really  serious 
suggestion  of  any  ill  result  or  any  unjust  conse- 
quence which  would  follow  from  dating  the 
transfers  as  of  the  date  when  they  ought  to  have 
been  made,  I  can  see  no  ground  for  imposing 
any  condition  whatever.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
order  proposed  by  my  Lord  is  quite  right. 

Muir  Mackenzie. — It  will  be  sufiBcient  for  the 
appellante  if  the  registration  of  each  transfer  ia 
carried  back  t:>  the  4tb  April  1903. 

YAuaHAN  Williams,  L.J. — Then  let  that  be 
the  date. 

Harman.  —  The  notice  of  the  confirmation 
meeting  of  the  20th  April  will  not  be  invalidated 
in  consequence. 

Vattqhan  Williams,  L.J. — It  will  not  affect 
that  notice  at  all.  The  notice  was  in  accordance 
with  the  register  as  it  then  stood. 

Solicitors:  Ingle,  Holmes,  Sons,  and  Pott; 
Morris,  Fuller,  and  Co, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


430— Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[June  4,  1904. 


K.B.  DiT.] 


SeINHIEB  v.  HiTKT  and   OTHBB8. 


[K.B.  DiT. 


HIGH   COURT  OF  JUSTICE. 

KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Thursday,  Jan.  21. 

(Before  Bidlbt,  J.) 

Seinneb  v.  Hunt  and  oTHEBs.(a) 

Landlord  and  tenant — Covenant  by  tenant  to  pay 
aU  charges — Paving  expenses — Notice  to  tenant 
to  pay — Payment  by  tenant — Deduction  of 
amount  paid  from  rent — Landlord's  right  to 
distrain  for  amount  deducted  —  Metropolis 
Management  [Amendment)  Act  1862  (25  <£  26 
Vict.  c.  102),  «.  96. 

The  lease  of  a  house  contained  a  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  free  of  aU 
dedueOona  except  landlord's  property  tax,  and 
to  pay  all  rates,  taxes,  and  assessments  whatso- 
ever, and  all  charges  imposed  by  any  local 
authority  upon  the  frontagers  in  respect  of  the 
taking  over  and  the  making  and  repair  of  the 
roods  abutting  on  th3  premises.  The  local 
authority,  having  incurred  expenses  in  paving 
the  road  and  having  apportioned  the  expenses 
among  the  frontagers,  gave  the  tenant  notice, 
under  sect.  96  of  the  Metropolis  Management 
{Amendment)  Act  1862,  not  to  pay  his  rent 
without  first  deducting  the  amount  of  the  paving 
expense*  due  to  the  local  authority  from  the 
landlord  as  owner  of  the  house.  The  amount  of 
the  expenses  so  claimed  from  the  tenant  ex- 
ceeded the  whole  sum.  which  he  owed  to  his  land- 
lord a*  rent,  and  the  tenant  paid  to  the  local 
authority  the  whole  rent  then  due,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  notice.  The  landlord  then  de- 
manded the  rent  from  the  tenant,  which  the 
tenant  refused  to  pay,  and  thereupon  the  land- 
lord distrained  upon  the  tenant  for  the  rent, 
the  whole  amount  of  which  the  tenant  had  paid 
to  the  local  authority. 

Held,  that  the  tenant  having  paid  the  whole  amount 
of  the  rent  to  the  locM  authority,  as  he  was 
bound  under  the  section  to  do,  that  payment 
was,  under  tlie  section,  to  be  taken  as  a  payment 
of  the  rent,  and  that  therefore  the  rent  was  gone 
and  the  landlord  had  no  right  to  distrain  for 
the  same,  though  by  the  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  section  the  landlord's  rights  under  the 
tenant's  covenant  to  pay  all  such  diarges 
remained. 

Action  tried  before  Ridley,  J.  with  a  oommon 
jury. 

The  action  -was  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
an  alleged  wrongful  distress,  and  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  50Z.  damages. 

Upon  the  admitted  facts  the  case  was  argued 
upon  the  points  of  law  arising  under  sect.  96  of 
the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1862.  The 
facts  were  as  follows  : 

The  plaintiff  was  tenant  and  occupier  of  a  shop 
under  a  lease  from  one  Jacob  Budd,  for  a  term 
of  twenty-one  years,  at  a  rent  of  402.  a  year,  pay- 
able quarterly  free  of  all  deductions  except  land- 
lord's property  tax. 

The  lease  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  all  rates,  taxes,  and  assess- 
ments whatsoever,  and  all  charges  imposed  by 
any  local  authority  upon  the  frontagers  in  respect 
of   the    taking    over   the    roads    and  footpaths 

(a)  Beportsd  by  W.  W.  Oaa,  Esq.,  Eftrrliter-at-Law. 


abutting  upon  the  said  premises,  or  the  making 
or  repair  thereof. 

On  the  22nd  Feb.  1903  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
ceived notice  that  the  defendants  had  been 
appointed  receivers  of  the  rents  of  the  plaintifTs 
premises,  and  they  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  his  rent  to  them. 

On  the  18th  Dec.  1902  the  plaintiff  received  a. 
notice  from  the  Wandsworth  Borough  Council 
not  to  pay  his  rent  without  first  deducting  tho 
sum  of  342. 19s.  2d.,  due  to  the  council  under  an 
apportionment  of  the  estimated  cost  of  paving 
the  road  and  footpaths. 

On  the  20th  Jan.  1903  the  plaintifE  pud  th» 
borough  council  lOZ.,  being  one  quarter's  rent,  doe 
on  the  25th  Dec.  1902,  and  he  informed  the 
defendants  that  he  had  done  so. 

On  the  22nd  Jan.  1903  the  defendants  demanded 
payment  of  the  rent  due  on  the  25th  Dec.  1902, 
which  was  not  paid,  and  on  the  12th  Feb.  1903 
they  put  in  a  distress  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises 
for  that  rent. 

The  present  action  was  then  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  alle^g  that  the  distress  was  a  wrongful 
distress. 

The  defendants  oounterclaimed  for  the  rent. 

Sect.  96  of  the  Metropolis  Management 
(Amendment)  Act  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  o.  102) 
provides : 

The  two  hnndrad  and  (eventeentli,  two  hundred  and 
eighteenth,  and  two  hundred  and  nineteenth  aeotions  of 
the  firstly  reoited  Act — that  is,  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Aot  1855 — are  hereby  repealed ;  and  in  lien  thereof 
be  it  enaated,  that  it  shall  be  Uwf  ol  for  any  vestry  or  dia- 
triot  board,  at  their  diioretion,  to  require  the  payment  of 
any  oosts  or  expenses  which  the  owner  o{  any  premises 
may  be  liable  to  pay  under  the  said  reoited  Aot  or  this 
Act,  either  from  the  owner  or  from  any  person  who  then 
or  at  any  time  thereafter  oconpiea  BOoh  premises,  and 
snoh  otrner  or  ooonpier  ehall  be  liable  to  pay  the  same, 
and  the  same  shall  be  recovered  in  manner  authorised  by 
the  reoited  Act  and  this  Act ;  and  the  owner  ehkll  allow 
snoh  oconpier  to  deduct  the  enma  of  money  which  he  so 
pays  ont  of  the  rent  from  time  to  time  becoming  dne  in 
respect  of  the  said  premises  as  if  the  same  had  been 
actnally  paid  to  such  owner  as  part  of  such  rent :  Pro- 
vided always,  that  no  snoh  occupier  shall  be  leqnired  to 
pay  any  further  sum  than  the  amount  of  rent  for  the 
time  being  dne  from  him,  or  which,  after  inch  demand 
of  such  costs  or  expenses  from  such  occupier,  and  after 
notice  not  to  pay  his  landlord  any  rent  without  first 
deducting  the  amount  of  suoh  coats  or  expenses, 
becomes  payable  by  such  occupier,  nnleas  he  refuse,  on 
application  being  made  to  him  tor  that  purpose  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  vestiy  or  district  board,  truly  to  dis- 
close the  amount  of  his  rent,  and  the  name  and  address 
of  the  penon  to  whom  such  rent  is  payable,  but  the 
burden  of  proof  that  the  sum  demanded  from  any  such 
occupier  is  greater  than  the  rent  dne  by  him  at  tiie 
time  of  such  notice,  or  which  has  sinoe  accrued,  shal) 
lie  upon  such  occupier :  Provided  also,  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  be  taken  to  affect  any  contract 
made  or  to  be  made  between  any  owner  and  occupier  of 
any  house,  building,  or  other  property  whereof  it  is  or 
may  be  agreed  that  the  oconpier  shall  pay  and  discharge 
all  rates,  dues,  and  sums  of  money  payable  in  respect  of 
such  house,  building,  or  other  property,  or  to  affect  any 
contract  whatsoever  between  landlord  and  tenant. 

Sawke  for  the  defendants. — The  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  maintain  the  action,  as  the  distress  was 
a  lawful  distress  for  the  rent  due.  The  lease 
under  which  the  plaintiff  held  contained  a  cove- 
nant on  the  plaintiff's  part  that  he  would  pay  all 
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oharges  imposed  by  any  local  authority  in  respecfc 
of  the  making  up  or  repair  of  the  roads.  The 
tenant  was  bound  by  his  covenant  to  pay  thede 
-charges,  and,  that  being  so,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  deduct  them  from  the  rent.  He  was  bound  to 
pay  the  rent  to  the  landlord  free  of  all  these 
-charges,  and  that,  when  taken  in  conjunction  with 
the  covenant  to  pay  all  charges  imposed  by  the 
local  authority  for  the  making  up  of  the  roads, 
amounted  to  a  contract  on  his  part  that  he  would 
not  deduct  the  amount  of  the  charges  from  the 
rent.  Having  no  power  to  deduct  the  charges, 
the  rent  was  due,  and  the  distress  was  conse- 
quently lawful. 

Sweet  T.  Beager,  29  L.  T.  Bep.  O.  S.  109 ;  2  C.  B. 

N.  S.  119; 
Thompton  v.  Lapworth,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  507 ;  L. 

Bep.  3  C.  P.  149. 

S.  G.  Luthington  tor  the  plaintiff. — By  sect.  105 
of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  1855  the 
liability  to  the  expenses  of  paving  new  streets  is 
-cast  upon  the  owners  of  the  houses  forming  such 
street ;  and  by  sect.  77  of  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Amendment  Act  1862,  that  liability  is 
-extended  to  "  the  owners  of  the  land  bounding  or 
abutting  on  such  street."  So  that  by  these  two 
sections  the  liability  to  the  charges  incurred  in 
this  case  by  the  local  authority  in  paving  the  roads 
is  cast  upon  the  defendants  as  the  owners  of  the 
land  bounding  or  abutting  on  the  road.  It  is  a 
charge  upon  the  owner  and  not  a  charge  upon  the 
occupier.  Then  sect.  96  of  the  Act  of  1862  enables 
the  local  authority  to  recover  this  charge,  which  is 
the  landlord's  charge,  from  the  occupier  or  tenant, 
t>y  requiring  such  tenant  to  pay  the  charge  out 
oi  the  rent.  The  local  authority  are  enabled  to  go 
to  the  tenant  and  demand  payment  from  him  of 
these  expenses  out  of  the  rent,  and  the  tenant  is 
liable  to  pay,  but  only  to  the  extent  of  the  rent 
which  he  then  owes  to  his  landlord.  There  was 
the  same  procedure  adopted  under  the  Income 
Tax  Act  1842,  which  provided  that  if  the  tenant 
had  to  pay  a  landlord's  tax  he  was  enabled  to 
deduct  it  from  the  rent,  and  the  payment  operated 
as  a  payment  pro  tanio  of  the  rent,  and  could  be 
pleaded  as  such.  The  same  principle  applies 
wherever  the  amount  of  the  rent  is  claimed  irom 
the  tenant  by  a  right  paramount  to  that  of  the 
landlord.  When  the  tenant  paid  the  amount  to 
the  local  authority  the  payment  was  the  same  as 
if  he  had  paid  the  rent  to  the  landlord.  The  rent 
was  gone  and  with  it  the  right  of  the  defendants 
to  distrain.  The  distress  was  therefore  wrongful, 
as  thera  was  no  i-ent  due.  [He  was  stopped.]  He 
referred  to 

Jones  r.  Morris,  3  Ex.  742 ; 

ByanY.  Thompson,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  506;  L.  Bep.  3 
C.  P.  144 : 

Thompson  v.  Lapworih  (ubi  sup.). 

RiDLET,  J. — I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  I  think 
that  the  section  which  has  to  be  applied  in  this 
case  is  one  which  requires  a  little  consideration. 
The  question  raised  is  whether,  where  the  local 
authority,  under  sect.  96  of  the  Metropolis 
Management  (Amendment)  Act  1862,  have  taken 
stops  to  recover  from  the  tenant  or  occupier  the 
amount  of  the  expenses  due  in  respect  of  the 
making  and  repair  of  roads,  there  still  remains 
to  the  landlord  the  right  to  distrain  for  the  rent, 
in  respect  of  which  the  local  authority  have  made 


their  demands.    Sect.  96  itself  is  a  replacement 
of  sects.    217,  218,  and  219   of  the   Metropolis 
Management  Act  of  1855,  under  which  there  had 
been  a  decision  nearly  in  point  with  the  present 
case  which    was  cited  by  counsel    for    the   de- 
fendants.   But   before   I   refer  to  that  I  ought 
to  say  in  a  few  words  the  way  in  which  I  read 
the  effect  of  this  enactment.    The  Act  of  1862 
itself  contains  other    provisions  in  an  earlier 
section — sect.   77 — by  which  there  is  given   to 
the   local    authority  a  right  to   recover    from 
the  owner  these   expensef,   which   are    matters 
wholly  for  the  owner.    The  local  authority  may 
recover  them  in  the   County  Court,  or  b^  pro- 
ceeding in  a  summary  manner  before  a  justice 
of    the    peace;  but   sect.   96   proceeds    to   give 
them  a  further  power,  and  it  is  a  power  which 
gives  them  a  right  to  go  to  the  owner  or  to  the 
occupier  in  enforcement,  in  point  of  fact,  of  their 
right    to   get   back   from    not   only  the    owner, 
whose  liability  it  is,  but  also  from  the  occupier, 
who  is  only  interested  in  the  matter  as  tenant  of 
such  owner,  the  expenses  to  which  they  have  been 
put.    [His  Lordship  read  sect.  96,  including  the 
proviso  at  the  end,  and  proceeded.]    It  is  upon 
the  words  of  the  section  that  I  have  read  that  the 
main  argument  arises.    Counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
says  that  the  rent  is  gone  ;  that  it  is  enacted  that 
the  money  which  is  demanded  from  the  tenant, 
and  which  he  pays,  shall  be  actually  paid  as  part 
of  such  rent ;  that,  therefore,  it  is  gone  as  rent, 
and  with  it  the  right  of  distraining  for  it ;  and, 
further,  that  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  section 
only  keeps  alive  such  contracts  as  may  exist  be- 
tween   the    landlord    and   the    tenant,    chiefly, 
according  to  the  words  of  the  statute,  in  respect 
of  the  payment  of  such  rates,  and  that  the  words 
"  any  contract  whateoever  "  would  have  relation 
to  a  contract  of  a  similar  nature  to  those  already 
specified — namely,  an  agreement  "  that  the  occu- 
pier shall  pay  and  discharge  all  rates,  dues,  and 
sums  of  money  payable  in  respect  of  such  house." 
Counsel  for  the  defendants,  on  the  other  hand, 
contends  that  that  is  not  so,  and  that  the  tenant 
has  no  such  right  as  is  contended  for.    It  is  said 
that  the  tenant  has  a  right  to  deduct  the  expenses 
paid  by  him  unless  there  is  an.  agreement  to  the 
contrary,  and  that  here  there  is  an  agreement  to 
the  contrary,  because  there  is  an  agreement  to 
this  effect  that  the  sum  of  money  due  in  respect 
of  the  roads  shall  be  paid  by  him.    It  is  said, 
therefore,  that  there  existe  an  agreement  to  the 
contrary,  or  an  agreement  which  is  in  effect  to 
the  contrary,   because    there    is    an    agreement 
which    says      that     the     tenant     is     to    pay 
all    charges    imposed    by    the    local    authority 
in    respect    of    the    teking    over    and   paving 
the  roads  and  footpaths  abutting  upon  the  pre- 
mises, and  that  therefore  he  loses  his  right  of 
deducting  these  charges  from  the  rent ;  and  that 
he  can  only  deduct  these  charges  from  the  rent 
if  the  burden  of  paying  for  those  roads  falls  upon 
the  landlord  only,  and  not  upon  the  tenant  him- 
self.   Therefore  counsel  for  the    defendante  has 
contended  that,  according  to  the  proper  meaning 
of  this  section  and  the  authorities  which  he  has 
cited,  there  is  an  agreement  here  to  the  contrary 
under  the  closing  proviso,  and  that,  consequently, 
the  occupier  has  not  the  right  to  deduct  what  he 
has  paid  from  the  rent.    That  is  the  difference 
between  the  contentions  on  either  side  as  to  the 
meaning  of  this  section.    When  I  come  to  look  at 


Digitized  by 


Google 


482-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[June  4,  1904. 


K.B.  DiT.] 


SkINNKR  r.   H(TMT  AND  OTHBB8. 


[K.B.  DiT. 


the  section  I  think  the  words  are  too  strong  with 
regard  to  the  payment  off  the  amount  of  rent  to 
admit  of  the  defendants'  construction.  The  sec- 
tion says  that  the  payment  by  the  tenant  to  the 
local  authority  is  to  be  taken  "  as  if  the  same  had 
been  actually  paid  to  such  otraer  as  part  of  such 
rent."  Now,  if  it  had  been  paid  to  the  owner  as 
part  of  such  rent,  and  if  the  whole  amount  of  the 
rent  had  been  thereby  paid,  then  the  rent  would  be 

fone,  and  if  the  rent  is  gone  the  landlord  cannot 
tstrain  in  respect  of  it.  It  iras  not  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  the  statute  that  the  words  should 
have  been  so  precise.  They  might  have  been 
enacted  in  a  much  less  specific  way,  but  when  we 
see  that  a  payment  when  made  shall  be  taken  to 
have  been  actually  paid  on  account  of  that  rent, 
it  appears  to  me  that,  prima  facie,  the  rent  is 
gone.  It  may  not  have  been  within  the  idea  or 
purview  of  those  who  drew  the  statute  that  it 
should  be  so,  but  I  think  the  proper  effect  to  be 
given  to  those  words  is  what  I  have  stated,  that 
nie  rent  is,  prima,  facie,  gone.  That  being  so,  is 
there  anything  in  the  proviso  to  show  that  the 
contrary  was  the  meaning  of  the  Legislature  P  I 
think  not.  If  we  look  at  the  section  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  this : 
The  Legislature  gave  the  local  authority  a  remedy 
for  this  purpose  against  both  ovrner  and  occupier ; 
the  remedy  against  the  occupier  was  a  remedy 
against  him  in  respect  of  the  rent  which  he  held 
in  his  hands  and  which  he  owed  to  the  owner ; 
they  gave  the  right  to  take  that  rent  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  occupier  and  away  from  the  owner, 
and  they  took  from  the  owner,  therefore,  the 
right  to  the  rent.  The  right  to  the  rent,  there- 
fore— that  is,  so  much  of  the  rent  as  the  ten3At 
bad  had  to  pay  to  the  local  authority — was  gone. 
But  then  the  Legislature,  having  done  that, 
thought  that  they  must  make  some  provision  as 
t  what  might  be  the  state  of  things  between  the. 
1  ndlord  and  the  tenant  according  to  the  lease  or 
the  agreement  of  tenancy  which  existed  between 
them.  Therefore  they  put  in  a  proviso  at  the  end 
of  the  section  which  had  this  effect :  If  it  be  the 
fact  that  the  tenant  is  bound  to  his  landlord 
either  by  lease  or  by  some  covenant  or  agreement 
to  pay  these  expenses,  that  right  of  the  landlord 
is  still  to  survive.  Therefore  the  Legislature  put 
in  the  proviso  that  nothing  therein  contained 
shonld  "  affect  any  contract  whatsoever  between 
landlord  and  tenant" — ^any  contract,  I  mean, 
relating  to  matters  of  this  kind.  It  might 
possibly  be  argued  by  an  astute  tenant  that  it 
this  sum  of  money  bad  once  been  paid  by  the 
tenant  in  respect  of  the  demand  made  upon  him 
for  the  rent  by  the  local  authority  it  had  been 
paid  already  ;  and  if  the  landlord  were  to  come  to 
the  tenant  and  say :  "  Fay  me  that  which  is  due 
under  your  covenant  for  the  expenses  of  these 
roads,"  the  tenant,  if  he  were  astute,  might  say, 
"  I  have  paid  it.  You  may  call  it  rent,  but  I  have 
paid  it  already  as  the  amount  of  my  rent."  There- 
fore it  was  necessary  to  put  in  some  provision  to 
the  effect  that  the  tenant  should  still  remain  liable 
to  perform,  as  regards  his  landlord,  that  burden 
which  the  lease  cast  upon  him.  The  tenant  has 
relieved  himself  of  the  duty  of  paying  the  rent 
to  the  landlord.  He  has  been  ordered  to  pay  it  to 
somebody  else,  and  as  rent  it  is  gone,  out  the 
landlord  has  left  to  hi  m  the  right  U>  say :  "  You  have 
paid  the  rent  and  no  doubt  you  have  got  rid  of 
that,  but  yon  are  still  liable  to  me  to  pay  that 


which  nnder  yoor  oovenant  you  have  got  to  pay ; 
therefore  under  the  proviso  in  the  section,  which 
is  put  in  for  that  purpose,  I  have  got  a  right  to 
saj  to  yon,  pay  me  the  expenses  which  have  been 
laid  upon  my  shoulders  by  the  authorities."    I 
think  that  satisfies  the  meaning  of  the  section, 
and  is  more  in  accordance  with  it  than  to  say,  a» 
counsel  for  the  defendants  argued,  that  the  tenant 
has  not  a  right,  where  this  proceeding  has  been 
put  in  force,  to  come  and  say  that  the  rent  has 
been  paid.    He  contends  that  any  agreement  of 
the  kind  which  I  have  referred  to  takes  away 
from  the  tenant  the  right  to  say  that  he  has  so 
far  paid  the  amount  of  the  rent.    It  seems  to  ma 
that  if  we  give  that  construction  to  the  proviso 
we  should  be  violating  the  actual  and  natural 
meaning  of  the  words  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
section ;  whereas,  if  we  take  the  other  meaning,  it- 
is  more  consonant  with  the  section,  and  it  is  com- 
pletely as  just ;  for  I  cannot  quite  see  that  ther» 
IS    any   greater   reason   for   preserving  to  th» 
landlord  a  right  to  distrain  for  that   which  i» 
gone  than  there  is  for  the  other  view,  which,  a» 
it  seems  to  me,  would  be  an  equally  just  provi- 
sion.   The  landlord  has  lost  his  rant  because  it 
has  had  to  be  paid  to  somebody  else,  but  the  rest 
of  the  burden  which  fell  upon  the  tenant  the 
landlord  has  still  got  the  right  to  enforce.     I 
cannot  see  any  objection  to  that  interpi-etation  of 
the  section.    There  is  another  part  of  the  section 
which  I  have  left  out  for  the  time.    I  must,  how- 
ever, refer  to  it  with  the  view  to  discussing  the 
decision  which  was  cited  for  the  defendants,  the 
caee  of  Sweet  v.  Seager  {vhi  sup.),  which  is  the 
nearest  in  point  of  any  of  the  cases  which  have 
been  cited,  although  decided  upon  the  earlier 
statute  of  1855.    It  appears  to  me,  in  the  first 
instance,  that  that  case  was  not  argued  upon  this 
point.    That  gives  rise  to  a  suspicion  in  my  mind 
that  the  point  did  not  arise,  because,  whichever 
way  it  in  decided,  it  is  certainly  a  point  worth 
arguing.    Yet,  if  that  is  so,  it  is  singular  that 
neither  of  the  learned  counsel  engaged  in  the  case 
dealt  with  the  matter,  nor  did  the  court.    When 
I    look    at    the   facts  of  that  case  I   see  that, 
according  to  those  facts,    it    was    not    a   pro- 
ceeding   similar    to    this    at   all,    but   it    was 
some  other  proceeding.      The  facts  there  were 
these:    "On  the  16th  Dec.  1856    the    plaintiff 
was  required  by  the  board  to  pay  and  did  pay  to 
the  board  the  sum  of  272.  16«.  8d.,  being  the 
amount  of  the  expenses  paid  by  the  board  for  tho 
works.  On  the  25th  Dec.  1856  the  sum  of  222. 10«. 
became  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
for  a  quarter's  rent  for  the  house  and  premises 
reserved  by  the  underlease.    The  plaintiff  claimed 
to  retain  the  said  sum  of  222. 10«.  in  part  satisfac- 
tion of  the  sum  of  272. 16ii.  8d.  paid  to  the  board 
of  works.     On  the  22nd  Jan.  1857  the  defendant 
distrained    the   goods  of   the   plaintiff  on    the 
demised  premises  for  the  said  sum  of  222.  10s." 
Therefore  I  do  not  understand  how  that  oonid 
have  been  inrespect  of  a  similar  proceeding  to  this. 
As  to  the  amount  due,  in  dealing  with  the  amount 
which  -the  tenant  has  got  to  pay — and  this  is  th» 
part  of  the  section  which  I  left  out  at  first — the 
section  says  this  :  "  Provided  always,  that  no  such 
occupier  shall  be  required  to  pay  any  further  sum 
than  the  amount  ol|  the  rent  for  the  time  being 
due  from  him."    That  is  the  main  provision  and 
effect  of  the  section.    It  would  not  be  right  that 
the  occupier  should  be  ordered  to  pay  more  than 
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is  aotnally  dne  from  him  to  tiie  owner ;  but  there 
is  another  oonaideration  which  comes  in  and 
which  made  it  necessary  to  add  a  few  words  to 
meet  this  contingency.  The  notice  is  given  first 
of  all,  bat  some  rent  may  become  dne  between 
the  time  when  the  notice  is  given  and  the  time 
when  the  payment  is  made.  Then  the  proviso  says' 
that  for  such  rent  which  may  aoome  due  daring 
those  few  days,  there  still  shall  be  the  right  and 
the  authority  to  proceed  under  the  section  as  far 
as  that  amount  of  rent  may  go.  I  think  the 
words  of  the  proviso  clearly  mean  that.  The  pro- 
viso says  :  "  Bent  which  is  for  the  time  being  dne, 
or  which,  after  such  demand  .  .  .  and  after  notice 
not  to  pay  his  landlord  .  .  .  becomes  payable  by 
such  occupier  " — that  is  to  say,  which  may  accrue 
due  in  that  interval.  Further  on  the  section 
says :  "  But  the  burden  of  proof  that  the  sum 
demanded  from  any  such  occupier  is  greater  than 
the  rent  due  by  him  at  the  time  of  such  notice, 
or  which  has  since  accrued,  shall  lie  upon  such 
occupier."  I  think,  therefore,  that  that  is  the 
meaning  of  those  words.  That  being  so,  I 
cannot  see  how  Sieeet  v.  Seager  (tibi  tup.)  could 
really  have  been  decided  upon  this  point,  though 
it  may  be  so.  I  think  it  must  have  been  other- 
wise, and  that  my  reading  of  those  words  is 
according  to  the  natural  sense,  which,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  is  the  sense  I  have  indicated, 
lliere  was  one  other  decision  cited  for  the  de- 
fendants, the  case  of  Thompton  v.  Lapworth.  {ubi 
mp.].  The  point  of  that  case,  as  counsel  for  the 
d^endants  said,  is  not  immediately  this  point, 
but  incidentally  the  subject  was  discussed  by 
WiUes,  J.,  who  fays  :  *■  The  effect,  therefore,  of 
the  96th  section  is  to  give  a  remedy  against  the 
tenant,  who  is  to  be  allowed  to  recoup  himself  out 
of  the  rent  due  from  him  unless  there  be  some 
agreement  between  himself  and  his  landlord  to 
the  contrary."  There  seems  to  me  nothing  in 
those  words  which  is  contrary  to  what  I  have  said. 
The  learned  judge  is  there  dealing  generally 
with  the  effect  of  the  section,  and  it  cannot  be 
suggested  that  he  was  thinking  of  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  landlord  still  had  a  right  to 
distrain.  What  he  says  is  that  there  is  a  remedy 
against  the  tenant,  that  is  true  ;  that  the  tenant 
has  a  right  to  recoup  himself  out  of  the  rent  due 
from  him,  and  that  is  also  true  in  a  general  sense, 
in  accordance  with  what  I  have  said  in  this  case, 
unless  there  be  some  agreement  between  himself 
and  his  landlord  to  the  contrary.  In  that  case  he 
could  not  recoup  himself  because  he  etill  would 
remain  liable  to  the  covenant  by  which  he  is  com- 
pellable to  pay  the  expenses.  The  case  is  one 
which  is  capable  of  argument,  but  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  in  this  case  the  right  of 
distraint  is  gone.  Therefore  there  will  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  for  50Z.,  the  amount  found 
by  the  jury ;  and  also,  the  defendants  will  fail  to 
recover  the  202.  which  they  claim  to  be  due  for 

"*"*•  Judgment  for  the  plainHff. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Alexander  Pope. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Todd,  Dennet, 
and  Lamb, 


Tuetday,  Jan.  26. 
(Before  Wills  and  Kknhedt,  JJ.) 
Blake  v.  Midland  Railway  Cohfady.  (a) 
Employer  and  workman  —  Injuries  by  accident — 
Compeneation  —  Agreement    for    payment  of 
weekly  turn — Subsequent  acceptance  of  work  at 
reduced  wages  —  Application    ly  workman  to 
have   memorandum  of  agretmtnt  registered — 
"  Qenuinenest"  of  memorandum —  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897  (60  &  61   Vict.  e.  37), 
sehed.  2,  clause  8. 

A  workman  received  injuries  by  accident  which 
rendered  hint  for  a  time  totally  incapable  of 
work.  He  agreed  to  accept  compensation  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  and  an 
agreement  was  duly  entered  into  between  him 
aind  his  employers,  by  which  he  was  to  receive 
half  hi*  average  weekly  earnings  at  the  time  of 
the  accident.  Me  partially  recovered,  and  was- 
offered  and  accepted  from  hit  employers 
lighter  work  at  reduced  wages.  On  his  resump- 
tion of  work  at  the  reduced  wages,  he  admitted 
that  he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  the  former- 
weekly  sum  as  compensation,  and  negotiations 
took  place,  but  no  new  agreement  was  come  to 
as  to  the  weekly  amount  of  compensation  he  was 
to  receive  in  addition  to  his  reduced  wages. 
The  workman  subsequently  applied  to  a  County" 
Court  to  have  the  memorandum  of  the  agree- 
ment registered  under  sehed.  2,  clause  8,  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  but  the 
County  Court  judge  refused  to  register  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  vpon  the  ground 
that  the  memorandum  was  not  then  applicable 
to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  that  therefore  the 
agreement  was  not  then  "genuine"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rules. 

Held,  that  the  word  "  genuineness  "  in  clause  8 
refers  to  the  memorandum  and  not  io  the  agree- 
Tnent,  and  that,  as  the  memorandum,  accurately 
■  represented  the  agretment  which  had  been  come 
to,  it  was  a  "  genuine  "  memorandum  within  the 
meaning  of  the  clause,  and  ought  to  have  been 
registered,  although  the  agreement  itself  was  no 
longer  applicable  to  the  altered  circumstances  of 
the  case. 

Apfeal  from  the  decision  of  the  judge  Derby 
County  Court,  upon  an  application  made  by  tho 
applicant  Blake  to  have  a  certain  memorandum 
of  agreement  registered  under  the  provisions  of 
sehed.  2,  clause  8,  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  1897. 

The  applicant  wan  a  workman  employed  by- 
the  respoDCients,  the  Midland  Railway  Company,, 
and  was  engaged  as  a  »hnnter.  While  in  the 
service  of  the  respondents,  on  the  24th  Jan.  1902 
he  met  with  a  fericus  accident  to  his  foot,  in 
consequence  of  which  he  was  taken  to  a  hospital, 
and  he  lost  bis  leg  below  the  right  knee.  He 
was  about  thirty-nine  jears  of  age,  and  had  a 
wife  and  two  children. 

The  accident  was  admitted,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  on  the  24th  Jan.  1902  his  average 
weekly  earnings  before  the  accident  were  admitted 
to  be  25s.  Id. 

In  consequence  of  the  accident  he  was  totally 
incapacitated  from  work  up  to  the  23rd  Feb. 
1903,  and  this  total  incapacity  up  to  that  date 
was  admitted,  and  during  that  period  he  received 

(a)  Be;orted  by  W.  W.  O&B,  Esq.,  Banl>ter-it.Law. 
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12s.  7d.  a  week  up  to  Saturday,  the  2l8t  Feb. 
1903,  being  the  maximum  amount  of  compensa- 
tion under  the '  scale  of  compensation  in  the 
Isb  sohedole  to  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act.  Partial  incapacity  was  admitted  still  to 
continue. 

On  the  23rd  Feb.  1903  the  applicant,  havinfj^ 
partially  recovered  from  the  effects  of  the  acci- 
dent, was  given  light  work,  and  started  to  work 
again  with  the  railway  company,  at  18«.  a  week, 
as  signalman  at  Burton. 

On  the  7th  May  1902  the  applicant  signed  the 
following : 

Ketttrmg  Station. — 7th  May  1902.— I  hereby  elect  to 
«coept  from  the  Midland  Bailiray  Company  compensa- 
tion nnder  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  for 
the  injaries  reoeived  by  me  at  Kettering  on  the  24th 
Jan.  1902,  and  abandon  any  other  claim,  i(  any,  that  I 
may  have  against  the  company  in  respect  of  anoh 
injaries. 

On  the  same  day  the  appellant  and  the  railway 
company  had  come  to  an  agreement  whereby  the 
company  agreed  to  pay  12(.  7d.  a  week  aa  com- 
pensation during  the  total  or  partial  incapacity  of 
the  appellant,  and  the  appellant  made  and  signed 
the  memorandum  to  that  effect. 

In  July  1903  the  applicant  sent  the  memo- 
randum to  the  County  Court  for  the  purpose  of 
liaving  it  registered,  according  to  the  provisions 
-contained  in  ached.  2,  clause  8,  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897. 

On  the  hearing  of  this  application,  it  was 
admitted  on  behalf  of  the  railway  company  that 
there  was  an  agreement  to  the  effect  of  this 
memorandum  so  long  as  the  total  incapacity 
lasted,  but  objection  was  taken  on  their  behalf  to 
this  agreement  being  filed,  as,  since  the  applicant's 
resumption  of  work  in  Feb.  1903  he  was  only 
entitled  at  the  most  to  7s.  a  week,  and  that  there- 
foro  the  memorandum  in  its  present  form  was 
inapplicable,  and  should  not  be  filed. 

Tne  applicant  admitted  in  his  evidence  that  he 
asked  for  6g.  lOd.  a  week  when  he  got  wages  at 
18«.  a  week,  and  he  said  that  negotiations  had 
passed  between  them  for  the  payment  of  a  lump 
«um. 

The  learned  judge  gave  judgment  as  follows  : 

I  find  as  a  fact  that  on  Blake's  retnmption  of  work 
in  Feb.  1903  he  admitted  that  he  was  no  longer  entitled 
to  12«.  7d.,  mentioned  in  this  proposed  application,  and 
claimed  as  compensation  6«.  lOd.  a  week  in  addition  to 
his  wages  of  18e.,  and  opened  negotiations  with  the 
company  on  that  basis ;  I  therefore  dismiss  the  applica- 
tion on  the  gronnd  that  this  memorandnm  at  the  pre- 
sent time  is  not  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  and 
that  no  agreement  had  been  come  to  between  the  parties 
which  is  applicable  to  the  present  circamstanoes,  and 
that  therefore  this  agreement  is  not  now  genuine,  within 
the  meaning  of  these  rales.  Applicant  to  pay  costs  of 
application  on  scale  ]^.  Stay  of  execution  for  twenty-one 
days,  and  leave  to  a;ppeal,  if  necessary. 

The  applicant  appealed. 

Clause  8  of  sihed.  2  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  18>7  (60  &  61  7ict.  c.  37)  provides  : 

Where  the  amonlit  of  compensation  under  this  Act 
shall  have  been  rlsoertained,  or  any  weekly  payment 
varied,  or  any  otner  matter  decided  under  this  Act, 
either  by  a  commi'jtee  or  by  an  arbitrator  or  by  agree- 
ment, a  memorandJci  thereof  shall  be  sent,  in  manner 
prescribed  by  rules  ef  court,  by  the  said  committee  or 
arbitrator,  or  by  any\)arty  interested,  to  the  registrar 
of  the  Connty  Court  ftv  the  district  in  which  any  person 


entitled  to  snoh  compensation  resides,  who  shall,  snbjeot 
to  snoh  rnles,  on  being  satisfied  as  to  its  genuineness, 
record  such  memorandnm  in  a  special  register  without 
fee,  and  thereupon  the  said  memorandum  shall  for  all 
purposes  be  ez^oroeable  as  a  Connty  Court  jadgment. 
Provided  that  the  County  Court  judge  may  at  any  time 
rectify  aooh  register. 

S.  T.  Evans,  K.C.  (C.  Edioards  with  Mm)  for 
the  applicant. — The  County  Court  judge  was 
wrong  in  not  registering  the  memorandum.  The 
application  to  register  a  memorandnm  of  an 
agreement  settling  the  amount  of  compensation 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  is  made 
under  clause  8  of  sched.  2  of  the  Act.  Under 
that  clause  the  County  Court  registrar  or  judge 
is  bound  to  register  the  memorandum  "  on  being 
satisfied  as  to  its  genuineness."  The  learned 
judge  placed  a  wrong  meaning  on  the  word 
"genuineness."  He  says  that  he  dismissed  the 
application  on  the  ground  that  the  memorandum 
at  the  time  was  not  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the 
case,  and  that  no  agreement  had  been  come  to 
which  was  applicable  to  the  present  circumstances 
of  the  case.  He  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion 
that  the  word  "genuineness"  referred  to  the 
agreement,  and  not  to  the  memorandum ;  but  in 
the  clause  the  word  "  genuineness  "  refers  clearly 
to  the  memorandum  and  not  to  the  agreement. 
The  clause  says  that  the  memorandum  is  to  be 
sent,  and  that  the  registrar  is  to  register  it,  on 
being  satisfied  of  "its" — that  is,  the  memoran- 
dum's— "  genuineness."  The  memorandum  in 
this  case  was  a  genuine  memorandum  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rules ;  it  was  the  memorandum  of 
the  actual  agreement  that  had  been  made,  and  it 
was  admitted  to  be  a  genuine  memorandum,  and 
ought  to  have  been  registered.  It  was  wholly 
immaterial  that  the  circumstances  may  have 
changed.  The  change  of  circumstances  did  not 
in  the  least  affect  the  memorandum  of  the  former 
agreement,  or  the  genuineness  of  such  memo- 
randum. No  injustice  conld  be  done  by  regis- 
tering the  memorandum  as  it  stood,  because  there 
is  a  power  to  review  the  weekly  payments  on  the 
request  of  either  party.  There  is  no  decision  in 
this  country  directly  in  point.  In  Field  v.  Longden 
and  Sons  (85  L.  T.  Rep.  571,  at  p.  573 ;  ^1902)  1 
K.  B.  47,  at  p.  53),  Collins,  M.R.,  dealing  with 
this  very  clause — clause  8  of  sched.  2 — says  that 
that  clause  is  an  important  provision  as  showing 
the  scheme  of  the  Act  to  be  that  the  workman  is 
to  get  compensation  with  aa  little  expense  as 
possible.  Tliere  is  no  limitation  of  time  within 
which  this  memorandum  under  clause  8  is  to  be 
registered : 

Cochrane  v.  Traill  anA  Sons,  3  Fraser,  27  ; 

Cammick  v.  Olatgow  Iron  and  Steam  Company,  4 
Fraser,  198. 

The  judgment  of  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  in  the 
latter  case,  shows  that  *'  the  placing  of  a  memo- 
randum of  an  agreement  on  the  register  is  of  the 
natui-e  of  a  ministerial  and  administrative  act, 
and  that  it  in  no  way  pi-ejudices  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  for  a  party  can  at  once  apply  to  have  the 
arrangement  made  by  it  modified  or  put  an  end 
to  if  grounds  can  be  stated  for  so  doing."  That 
is  a  decision  exactly  in  point  here. 

J.  B.  Crawford  for  the  respondents.  —  The 
learned  County  Court  judge  was  right  in  refusing 
to  register  the  memorandum  of  the  agreement. 
The  judge  has  found  as  a  fact  that  on  the  work- 
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nan's  resamption  of  work  in  Feb.  1903  he 
admitted  that  he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  the 
whole  12a.  7d.  a  week,  and  claimed  only  6«.  lOd. 
in  addition  to  his  wages  of  188.  a  week,  and  that 
he  opened  negotiations  with  the  company  on  that 
basis.  So  that  at  the  time  when  the  application 
to  register  was  made  the  applicant  himself 
admitted  that  the  agreement  which  he  songbt  to 
register  was  no  longer  applicable  to  the  circnm- 
stanoes  of  the  case.  That  is  a  finding  of  fact 
which  is  binding  upon  the  court,  and,  if  there  is 
any  evidence  on  which  the  County  Court  judge 
could  come  to  that  conclusion,  then  this  court 
wiU  not  interfere.  The  County  Court  judge  was 
right  in  finding  that  the  original  agreement  had, 
by  the  course  which  this  workman  had  adopted, 
come  to  an  end  between  the  parties.  Before  the 
memorandum  can  be  registered  nnder  clause  8,  the 
jndg^  has  to  be  satisfied  as  to  its  "  genuineness." 
Here  there  was  no  "  genuineness "  within  the 
meaning  of  this  clause.  The  memorandum  was  the 
memorandum  of  an  agreement  which  had  entirely 
ceased  to  be  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  What  the  judge  is  to  register  is  an  agree- 
ment which  is  in  existence,  not  only  as  to  liability, 
but  also  as  to  amount  at  the  time  when  the  applica- 
tion to  renter  is  made.  That  is  what  is  meant 
by  "  genuineness "  in  the  clause,  and  the  judge 
can  only  register  "  on  being  satisfied  as  to  its 
genuineness,"  and  the  clause  goes  on  to  say: 
"And  thereupon"  —  that  is,  aiter  registration 
— "  the  said  memorandum  sliall  for  all  purposes 
be  enforceable  as  a  County  Court  judgment.  If 
the  judge  had  registered  the  memorandum  in  the 
present  case,  inasmuch  as  the  agreement  showed 
that  the  weekly  payments  were  128.  7d.  a  week, 
then  upon  registration  the  original  agreement  as 
to  the  12s.  7a.  would  have  been  enforceable  as  a 
County  Court  judgment,  which  would  have  been 
a  great  injustice  to  the  railway  company,  as  all  the 
workman  himself  asked  for  was  6g.  lOd.  a  week 
in  addition  to  his  new  wages.  That  alone  shows 
that  it  could  not  have  been  intended  to  register 
a  memorandum  of  an  agreement  which  has  in 
fact  ceased  to  exist.  The  agreement  to  be  regis- 
tered must  show  two  things,  an  agreement  as  to 
liability  and  as  to  liability  ifor  so  much  per  week 
(per  Collins,  M.B.  in  Field  t.  Longden  and  Sons, 
ubi  lup.),  or,  as  put  by  Mathew,  L.  J.  in  the  same 
case,  it  must  show  three  things — liability  to  pay, 
the  amount  of  compensation,  and  the  duration  of 
the  compensation. 

Wills,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any 
doubt  on  this  point,  and  the  ca^e  seems  to  me  to 
be  entirely  free  from  all  practical  difficolties. 
Every  description  of  practical  difficulty  has  been 
suggested  by  counsel  for  the  railway  company, 
but  m  point  of  fact  1  think  them  is  none.  The 
Act  of  Parliament  is  as  clear  as  can  be.  There 
is  an  agreement  which  has  been  come  to  with 
reference  to  compensation.  The  workman  is 
entitled  by  the  compensation  rules  of  the  Act  to 
have  tliat  agreement  registered,  and  I  think  it 
has  been  held  that  there  is  no  limit  of  length  of 
time  within  which  it  is  to  be  registered.  The 
workman  in  this  case  has  applied  to  have  the 
agreement  registered,  and  the  answer  to  that  is 
that  the  agreement,  which  was  come  to  in  1902, 
is  no  longer  applicable  to  the  present  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  So  far  that  is  conceded.  It 
is  conceded  that  in  its  entirety  the  agreement  is 
not  applicable  to  the  present  circumstances  ;  but 


is  that  any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  recorded 
as  having  been  the  agreement  come  to  at  the  time 
between  the  parties  r  It  is  very  important  that 
it  should  be  recorded,  because  it  prevents  the 
necessity  of  beginning  proceedings  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  de  novo,  and  ap- 
plying for  either  a  fresh  agreement  or  an  arbitra- 
tion and  taking  proceedings  which  are  more  or 
less  cumbrous  and  expensive,  when  the  greater 
part  of  them  has  been  rendered  unnecessary  by  the 
agreement  which  has  been  already  come  to.  It 
is  to  be  observed  that  all  the  rules  require  to  be 
ascertained  is  not  whether  the  agreement  is  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  application,  but  whether 
the  record  of  the  memorandum,  which  is  to  be 
registered,  is  genuine — that  is  to  say,  whether  it 
honestly  or  tinthfully  represente  the  agreement 
which  was  then  come  to  between  the  parties.  There' 
is  no  question  about  it  in  the  present  case,  that 
what  is  sought  to  be  registered  did  so  represent 
the  agreement  which  was  come  to  between  the 
parties ;  and  therefore,  looking  merely  at  the- 
words  of  the  Act,  I  cannot  see  what  obstacle 
there  is  to  the  agreement  being  recorded.  But 
counsel  for  the  respondente  savs  that  it  would 
work  injustice,  and  if  he  could  nave  satisfied  me- 
that  to  allow  the  agreement  to  be  registerad 
would  necessarily  work  injustice,  I  should  haT&- 
been  very  much  inclined  to  say  that  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  Act  ever  meant  to  do  injustice,, 
or  to  do  anything  except  what  is  right,  and 
if  he  could  satisfy  me  that  it  necessarily  would 
work  injustice,  then  I  should  try  all  I  could 
to  find  some  other  explanation  of  the  mean- 
ing of  these  sections.  Bat  I  cannot  myself 
see  that  there  is  the  least  fear  of  ite  doing 
injustice.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  Act  says  in. 
scbed.  2,  clause  8,  that  the  agreement,  when  once 
recorded,  shall  operate  as  a  County  Court  judg- 
ment— that  is  to  say,  that  when  it  is  recorded 
as  to  12g.  Td.  a  week,  it  gives  the  wQrkman  a 
prima  fade  right  to  go  to  the  court  to  take  out 
execution  for  12i.  7d.,  or  for  whatever  sum  may  be 
due  on  the  basis  of  12«.  7d.  a  week.  But  the  pro- 
ceedings of  all  courts,  and  the  application  of  their 
judgmente,  are  always  subject  to  the  control  of  th» 
court,  and  if  the  court  sees  that  its  process  ia 
sought  to  be  made  use  of  for  what  would  be- 
scarcely  less  than  a  dishonest  purpose,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  the  court  always  haa 
an  inherent  jurisdiction  to  prevent  anything  of 
that  kind  from  being  done,  and  an  application  to 
the  County  Court  judge  on  the  ground  that  t3 
enforce  this  equivalent  to  a  judgment  for  a  sum 
based  on  12«.  7d.  a  week  would  be  inequitable 
between  the  parties,  and  would  be  contrary  to 
good  faith  and  justice,  would  succeed.  The 
judge  might  have  some  little  trouble  in  saying 
whether  it  should  be  68.  lOd.,  or  68.  9d.,  or  5s.  6d. 
a  week ;  but  that  is  a  matter  which  we  constantly 
have  to  deal  with  in  cases  of  this  kind,  and  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  anything  in  that  objection 
founded uponsuch  adiffioulty asthatagainst  allow- 
ing this  to  be  recorded.  If  the  respondents  in  the 
present  case  had  come  to  a  fresh  agreement  with 
the  workman,  they  might  have  registered  that 
agreement,  and  there  would  have  been  an  end  of 
it.  But  they  have  not  done  so,  and  it  would  be 
unjust  to  leave  the  workman  without  remedy, 
so  that  he  would  have  nothing  upon  which  he 
could  issue  execution  without  going  through  a 
'  fresh,   elabsrate   and    expensive   process ;    and 
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inasmach  as    the    qaestion    of    quantam,   upon 
proper  ap{dioatioii  to  the  judge,  ia  always  subject 
to  review,  I  do  not   see  the    diffionlty    or  the 
iojaetioe.      Let  me  point  out  what  was  pointed 
pointed  out  to  me  by  my  brother  Kennedy  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  an  observation  exceed- 
ingly to  the  point  on  this  part  of  the  cas?,  that 
if  the  agreement  had  been  recorded  in  the  first 
instance,  when  there  was  no  doabt  about  its  being 
operative,  it  would  have  had  precisely  the  same 
effect,  and  upon  the  retarn  of  the  workman  to 
work  and  his  getting  his  I811.  a  week,  exactly  the 
same  difficulty  would  have  arisen.     There  being 
no  fresh    agreement,    the    agreement    recorded 
would  have  oeen  enforceable  for  12a.  7(2.  a  week, 
or  a  sum  based  upon  that,  without  interference ; 
but  interference  would  have  taken  place  bscaose 
justice  required  it,    and   inasmach  as    nothing; 
«xcept  putting  an  end  to  the  agreement  by  a  fresh 
agreement  could  have  prevented,  or  ought    to 
prevent,  the  workman  from  having  the  benefit  of 
the  jud(;ment  of  some  sort  or  other,  enforceable 
-for  a  ]  roper  amount,  the  difficulty  which  seemed 
to  counsel  for  the  respondents  insuperable  under 
the    present    circumstances,    would    have    been 
exactly  the    same  if   the    agreement    had  been 
registered  in  the  first  instance,  when  nobody  could 
have  doubted  about  the  propriety  of  its  registra- 
tion.   But  where  the  learned  County  Court  judge 
made  a  mistake  was,  in  my  opinion,  in  confound- 
-ing  the  registration  of  the   memorandum   with 
-the    registration  of   the  agreement.    What  the 
Oounty  Court  judge  has   to   be   satisfi-d  of  is, 
not    that  the    agreement    is   applicable    to   the 
present  circumstances,  bat  that  it  was  oome  to, 
and  that  the  record  of  it  in  the  memorandum 
proposed    to    be    registered  is    correct.     When 
-those  two  elements  are  present,  it  seems  to  me 
that   the  workman   is  entitled  as  a   matter  of 
right  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  have  the 
.agreement  registered. 
.  Kenbedt,  J. — As  we  are  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  learned  County  Court  judge,  I  think  out 
of  respect  for  him  I  should  add  a  few  words, 
thongli  I  eay  generally  that  I  quite  agree  with 
what  my  learned  brother  has  said.     With  great 
respect  to  the  learned  judge  and  the  counsel  who 
argued  in  support  of  his  judgment,  I  do  not  think 
id  is  really  a  difficult  case.    The  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  provides  for  an  agreement  bntween 
the  parties  which  shall  save  procedure  under  the 
other  methods  which  the  Act  gives  the  workman 
in  order  to  obtain  compensation.     The  Act  not 
only  faoctions  such  an  agreement,  but  it  provides 
for  an  official  record  of  the  agreement,  and  there 
is  in  that  part  of  the  Act  which  provides  for  such 
a  record  no  stipulation  as  to  the  time  within 
which  a  record  uf  the  agreement  shall  be  applied 
for.    Further,  it  provides  for  no  objection  being 
permissible    before    the  learned    County   Court 
judge,  except  one,  that  the  memorandum  which  it 
is  proposed  to  place  on  record  is  not  genuine. 
That  is  provided  for  in  terms  in  the  schedule  in 
this  sense  that  the  only  objection  contemplated 
is  an  objection  to  its  genuineness,  and  the  learned 
County  Court  judge  here  is  obliged  to  find,  in 
ord^r  to  justify  his  judgment,  that  the  document 
was  not>  then  genuine  within  the  meaning  of  the 
clause.    With  great  respect  to  the  learned  judge 
I  have  never  heard  the  word  "  genuine  "  so  used. 
A  judgment  is  not  the  less  genuine  as  a  trans- 
action if  it  was  genuine  when  made,  say,  five 


years  ago,  though  something  else  has  been  snb- 
stituted  for  it  in  the  meantime,  which  may  be  an 
answer  to  any  proceedings  under  the  judgment; 
but  the  judgment  is  genuine  all  the  same.  The 
question  of  genuineness  means  that  the  parties 
who  appear  to  be  parties  made  the  agreement 
which  is  described  in  the  document.  That  is 
all  it  means ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would 
be  using  the  word  "genuine"  in  a  sense  for 
which,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  no  sort  of  jus- 
tification to  say — which  ia  the  reason  given 
by  the  learned  judge — that  he  holds  that  "  this 
agreement  is  not  now  genuine  within  the  meaning 
of  these  rules,"  when  the  reason  given  is  that  in 
fact  there  has  been  a  change  of  circumstances' 
which  would  make  the  carrying  out  of  these  terms 
now  no  longer  fair.  When  we  come  to  look  at  the 
form  of  record,  which  is  form  16  in  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Bules  1898,  we  see  how  carefully 
any  mistake  is  guarded  against  by  their  recording 
— lor  that  is  the  form  of  the  record — the  memo- 
randum. First  of  all,  it  has  to  give  the  date  of 
injury;  and,  secondly,  "thut  on  the  day  of 

the  following  agreement  was  oome  to  by 
and  between  the  said  A.  B.  and  the  said  G.  D. 
and  Co.  Limited,  that  is  to  say  :''  If  that  is  so, 
then  it  seems  to  me  that  what  was  songht  to  be 
done  here  is  a  matter  against  which  time  had  no 
efTeot,  and  that,  it  being  admitted  that  the  docu- 
ment was  genuine,  the  learned  judg^  had  nothing 
else  to  inquire  into  or  to  do.  What  the  effect  of 
recording  the  agreement  is  on  the  enforceability 
of  it  is,  as  my  brother  has  pointed  out,  a  matter 
on  which  proceedings  could  be  taken,  and  they 
could  be  taken  as  regards  the  future  immediately, 
if  circumstances  had  changed,  by  the  employer 
taking  steps  to  revie  v.  The  change  of  circum- 
stances can  be  availed  of,  if  it  is  sought  to  enforce 
the  agreement  as  a  County  Court  judgmeat,  by 
proceedings  before  the  learned  County  Court 
judge  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  the  judgment 
except  on  terms.  Speaking  for  myself,  I  would  - 
seek  to  give  an  interpretation  to  statutes  in  order 
to  avoid  any  possible  injustice,  but  I  am  also 
bound  to  say  that  I  think,  having  regard  to 
the  relations  of  workmen  with  employei-s,  if 
the  employers  find  that  the  workman  is  getting 
better,  and  if  they  are  able  to  give  him, 
and  he  is  abl?  to  do  for  them,  otner  work, 
which  shows  that  the  scheme  of  the  agree- 
ment is  no  longer  applicable,  it  is  not  un- 
reasonable, and  not  too  much  for  the  workman 
to  ask  the  employers  10  say,  record  the  agree- 
ment now,  and  atouce  apply  for  a  review.  Times 
hare  changed,  and  why  should  it  not  lie  on  them 
to  do  it.  In  this  case  it  is  not  pretended  that 
any  other  agreement  was  ever  come  to,  or  that 
there  was  any  answer  in  law  to  the  agreement 
which  was,  in  fact,  come  to,  had  it  stood  outside 
the  statute,  simply  a«  an  agreement  enforceable 
in  law  between  the  parties.  Terms  were  offered, 
and  the  workman  who  had  lost  one  leg  and  had 
got  better  and  was  able  to  do  some  work,  was 
very  properly  willing  to  accept  work,  and  the 
only  question  was  some  difference  between  2g.  and 
3«.  as  to  the  amount  of  the  wages,  but  no  new 
agreement  was  come  to.  If  it  had  happened  that 
by  reason  of  the  record  of  this  agreement  it  could 
be  only  in  the  future  that  the  pay  could  be 
reviewed,  I  do  not  really  think  that  any  g^reat 
injustice,  or  any  injustice,  would  have  fallen  on 
the  railway  company  if  they  had^hosen,  on  this 
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agreement  being  recorded,  not  to  apply  for  any 
review,  bat  to  pass  months  in  paying  tfais  work- 
man in  some  employment,  not  giving  him  another 
agreement  and  disputing  with  him  simply  as  to 
whether  they  were  to  pay  6<.  or  4«.  They  had  it 
in  their  own  hands  in  a  moment  to  give  him  that 
which,  either  by  agreement  or  by  proceedings  for 
review  under  the  Act,  wonld  have  been  the  proper 
amount,  and,  therefore,  the  diminished  amoant  of 
compensation.  For  these  reasons  it  appears  to  me 
that  there  was  really  no  answer  to  this  applica- 
tion. I  shonld  personally  be  very  sorry  in  these 
oases,  in  which  the  great  object  is  to  do  justice 
and  at  the  same  time  to  save  expense,  to  have  to 
come  to  the  result,  which  counsel  for  the  railway 
company  asks  us  to  come  to — ^namely,  that  this 
man  should  have  to  start  expensive  proceedings 
to  obtain  compensation  now  under  the  Act,  when 
the  only  difference  between  the  parties  is  some 
2«.  a  week,  though,  of  course,  if  the  law  obliged 
us  to  come  to  that  conclusion  we  should  be 
bonnd  loyally  to  do  it. 

Ameal  aUotoed.  Cate  remitted  to  the  County 
Cowrt  judge  with  a  direction  that  the  memo- 
randum of  agreement  should  be  recorded. 
Leave  to  appeal  refused. 

Solictors  for  the  appellant,  Dubois  and 
WilUame,  for  Flint  and  Son,  Derby. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Beale  and  Co., 
London  and  Birmingham. 


Wediiesday,  Feb.  3. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbebtonb.  C.J.,  Wills  and 

Eennbdy,  JJ.) 

STII.E8  (app.)  V.  Galinski  (resp);  Nokes  and 

KoKBB  (app.)  V.  Matob,  &c.,  of  Iblinoton 

(resps.).  (*) 

Public  health  (Londony^- By-laws  —  Lodging- 
house — Cleansing  at  stated  times — Liahihty  oj 
"  landlord  " — No  provision  in  by-law  for  notice 
to  landlord — Validity  of  by-law — Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891  (54  *  66  Vict.  c.  76),  «.  94. 

Under  the  provisions  of  sect.  94  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891,  by  which  sanitary 
authorities  are  enjoined  to  make  by-laws  for 
(amongst  other  things)  "  the  cleansing  and  lime- 
waghing  at  stated  times  of  the  premieee" — Mat 
is,  "  of  a  hoHte  or  pari  of  ahonse  wihiick  ieUiin 
lodgings  or  occupied  by  members  of  more  than 
one  family  " — o  Tnetropolitan  borough  covncil 
made  by-laws  wherein  "  lodging-house "  was 
defined  as  "  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is 
let  in  lodgings  or  occupied  by  members  of  more 
than  one  family."  One  of  these  by-laws  provided 
that  "  the  landlord  of  a  lodging-house  sliall  in 
the  first  week  of  the  month  of  April  in  every 
year  cause  every  part  of  the  premises  to  be 
deanied."  The  by-law  contained  no  provision 
as  to  the  giving  of  notice  to  the  "  landlord,"  who 
was  defined  as  including  the  person  who  received 
or  was  entitled  to  receive  the  rack  rent  of  the 
lodging-house  or  the  profits  arising  from  the 
letting. 

Held,  that  the  by-law  was  unreasonable  and  bad, 
in  that  it  did  not  provide  for  notice  of  the  state 
of  the  premises  to  be  given  to  the  landlord,  who 

(a)  Rstwrted  ft;  AV.  W.  OaB,  Eaq.,  Bu-rlMar-abLaiw. 
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was  thereby  made  responsible,  before  making  him 
liable  for  a  breach  of  the  bylaw. 
Held,  further,  by  Wills,  J.,  that  the  by-law  was 
also  bad  upon  the  ground  that  the  work  was 
required  to  be  done  in  the  first  week  in  April, 
which  frequently  included  the  Easter  holidays, 
when  there  would  be  a  great  difficulty  in  getting 
sufficient  labour  to  do  work  which  might  require 
several  days. 

Two  cases  stated  by  metropolitan  police  magis- 
trates and  heard  together. 

Stilbs  (app.)  V.  Galinski  (resp.). 

Case  stated  by  the  metropolitan  police  magis* 
trate  sitting  at  the  Thames  Police-court. 

At  the  Thames  Polioe-court  on  the  23rd  June 
1903  an  information  was  preferred  by  the  appel- 
lant E^iunst  the  respondeat  for  that  the  respon- 
dent, Deing  the  landlord  of  a  lodging-house. 
No.  166,  Stepney-green,  did  not,  in  the  first  week 
of  the  month  of  April  last,  cause  every  part  of 
the  premises  to  be  cleansed,  contrary  to  the  by- 
laws in  such  case  made  and  provided.  Tms 
information  was  heard  on  the  30th  Jane,  when 
the  magistrate  dismissed  the  summons,  subject  to 
this  case. 

The  appellant  was  a  sanitary  inspector  and 
inspector  of  lodging-houses  under  the  council  of 
the  borough  of  Stepney. 

The  respondent  was  the  landlord,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  by-laws  hereinafter  referred  to, 
of  the  lodging-house  in  question,  which  was  within 
the  borough  ra  Stepney,  and  was  registered  under 
the  by-laws. 

Evidence  was  given  that  on  the  18th  March 
1903  the  appellant  visited  the  house  and  found 
the  rooms  and  staircases  dirty.  He  again  visited 
the  house  on  the  14th  April,  and  he  found  the 
same  state  of  dirt,  so  that  it  was  dear  that  no 
cleansing  had  been  done  daring  the  first  week  of 
April. 

On  the  11th  June  1902  the  council  of  the 
borough  of  Stepney,  under  sect.  94  of  the  Public 
Healtik  (London)  Act  1891,  made  by-laws  which 
had  been  duly  allowed  by  the  Local  Government 
Board  with  respect  to  houses  let  in  lodgings. 

The  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891  (54  &  65 
•Vict.  c.  76)  provides : 

Seot.  94  (1).  Every  sanitary  authority  ahall  make 
and  enforoe  snoh  by-laws  as  are  requiaite  for  the 
foliowiog  matters ;  (that  ia  to  «ay),  (a)  for  ftzing  the 
nDmber  of  persons  who  may  ooonpy  a  house  or  part  of 
a  house  which  is  let  in  lodgings  or  oocnpted  by  members 
of  more  than  one  family,  and  for  the  separation  of  the 
sexes  in  a  house  so  let  or  oocupied ;  (6)  for  the  regis, 
tratiou  of  houses  so  let  or  oooupied  ;  (e)  for  the  inspec- 
tion of  such  houses ;  (d)  for  enforcing  drainage  for  snoh 
houses,  and  for  promoting  cleanliness  and  ventilation 
in  such  houses ;  (e)  for  the  oleanaing  and  lime-washing 
at  stated  times  of  the  promises  ;  (/)  for  the  taking  ^ 
preoaotions  in  ease  of  any  infootious  disease.  (2)  This 
aeotion  shall  not  apply  to  common  lodging-houses 
within  the  Common  Lodging-houses  Act  1851,  or  any 
Aot  amending  the  same. 

Sect.  114.  All  by-laws  made  by  the  oonnty  council  or 
by  any  sanitary  authority  under  this  Act  ehall  be  made 
•nbjeot  and  according  to  the  provisions  with  respect  to 
by-laws  contained  in  sections  one  hundred  and  eighty- 
two  to  one  hundred  and  eighty-six  of  the  Public  He&lth 
Aot  1875,  and  set  forth  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  Act; 
and  those  sections  shall  apply  in  like  manner  as  if  the 
oonnty  council  or  sanitary  anthority  were  a  looal 
authority.    .    .    .  ^^  - 
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Seot.  182  of  the  Pablio  Health  Act  1875 
(38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  providea : 

All  by-laws  made  by  a  looal  authority  under  and 
for '  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  be  nnder  their 
common  seal ;  and  any  snoh  by-law  may  be  altered  or 
repealed  by  a  snbseqnent  by-law  made  pnrsnant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Aot :  Provided  that  no  by-law  made 
nnder  this  Act  by  a  looal  authority  shall  be  of  any  effect 
if  repngnant  to  the  laws  of  England  or  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Aot. 

Seot.  184.  By-laws  mads  by  a  looal  authority  nnder 
this  Aot  shall  not  take  effect  unless  and  until  they 
have  been  submitted  to  and  confirmed  by  the  Local 
Government  Board,  which  board  is  hereby  empowered 
to  allow  or  disallow  the  same  as  it  may  think 
proper ;  . .    .    . 

The  by-laws  in  question  were  by-laws  "  made 
by  the  connoil  of  the  metropolitan  borough  of 
Stepney  with  respect  to  honsea  let  in  lodgings  or 
occnpied  by  members  of  more  than  one  family, 
ia  the  metropolitan  borongh  of  Stepney,"  and  theT 
purported  to  be  made  nnder  the  Pablic  Health 
(London)  Act  1891. 

The  by-laws  provided : 

By-law  1.  In  these  by-laws,  unless  the  oontezt  other- 
wise requires,  the  following  words  and  expressions  have 
Ihe  meanings  hereinafter  respectiv'ely  assigned  to  them  ; 
that  is  to  say  :  "  Lodging-honse  "  means  a  honsi  or  part 
of  a  house  which  is  let  in  lodgings  or  occupied  by 
meknbeni  of  more  than  one  family.  "  Landlord,"  in  rela- 
tion to  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is  let  in  lodg- 
ings or  occupied  by  members  of  more  than  one  family, 
means  the  person  (whatever  may  be  the  nature  or  extent 
of  his  interest  in  the  premises,  and  whether  he  resides 
on  the  premises  or  not)  who  receives  or  is  entitled  to 
receive  the  rack  rent  of  a  lodging-house.  "  Keeper,"  in 
relation  to  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is  let  in 
lodgings  or  occupied  by  members  of  more  than  one 
famUy,  means  the  person  (whatever  may  be  the  nature 
or  extent  of  his  interest  in  the  premises)  by  whom  or  on 
whose  behalf  suoh  honse  or  part  of  a  house  is  let  in 
lodgings,  or  for  occupation  by  members  of  more  than 
one  family,  or  for  the  time  being  receives  or  is  entitled 
to  receive  tiie  profits  arising  from  such  letting,  whether 
on  his  own  account  or  as  agent  or  trustee  for  any  other 
person,  or  who  would  so  receive  the  same  if  such  house 
or  part  of  a  house  were  let  at  a  rent,  "  Lodger,"  in  rela- 
tion to  a  house  or  part  of  a  house  which  is  let  in  lodg- 
ings or  occupied  by  members  of  more  than  one  family, 
means  a  person  to  whom  any  room  or  rooms  in  snoh 
house  or  part  of  a  house  may  have  been  let  as  a  lodging 
or  for  his  nse  and  occupation,  or  who,  not  being  a  member 
of  the  family  of  such  person,  may  occnpy  or  nse  any 
suoh  room  or  rooms  by  permission  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  same  may  be  let. 

By-law  10.  Every  lodger  in  a  lodging-house  shall 
oanse  all  soUd  or  liquid  filth  or  refnse  to  be  removed  once 
at  least  in  every  day  from  every  room  which  has  been 
let  to  him,  and  shall  onoe  at  least  in  every  day  oanse 
every  vessel,  ntensil,  or  other  receptacle  for  such  filth 
or  refuse,  to  be  thoroughly  cleansed. 

By-law  11.  In  every  case  where  a  lodger  in  a  lodging- 
house  is  entitled  to  the  exclusive  nse  of  any  staircase, 
landing,  or  passage  in  suoh  honse,  such  lodger  shall 
cause  every  part  of  such  staircase,  landing,  or  passage 
to  be  thoroogfaly  cleansed  from  time  to  time  as  often  as 
may  be  requisite. 

By-law  14  [the  one  now  in  question].  The  landlord  of 
a  lodging-house  shall,  in  the  first  week  in  the  month  of 
April  in  every  year,  and  at  snoh  other  times  as  the  con- 
dition thereof  may  render  it  neoessary,  cause  every  part 
of  the  premises  to  be  cleansed.  He  shall  at  the  same 
time,  except  in  snoh  oases  as  are  hereinafter  speoi- 
fied,  oause  every  area,  the  interior  suxface  of  every  ceil- 


ing and  wall  of  every  water-closet  belonging  to  the 
premises,  and  the  interior  snTface  of  every  ceiling  and 
wall  of  every  room,  staircase,  and  passage  in  the  house 
ta  be  thoroughly  lime-washed.  Provided  that  the  fore- 
going requirement  with  respect  to  the  lime-washing  of 
the  internal  surface  of  the  walls  of  rooms,  staircases, 
and  passages  shall  not  apply  in  any  case  where  the 
internal  surface  of  any  such  wall  is  painted,  or  where 
the  material  of  or  with  which  such  surface  is  can- 
strncted  or  covered  is  snoh  at  to  render  the  lime- 
washing  thereof  unsuitable  or  inexpedient,  and  where 
such  surface  is  thoroughly  cleansed  and  the  paint  or 
other  covering  is  renewed,  if  the  renewal  thereof  be 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  premises  in  a 
cleanly  and  wholesome  condition. 

By-law  19.  Every  person  who  shall  offend  against  any 
of  the  foregoing  by-laws  shall  be  liable  for  every  such 
offence  to  a  penalty  of  five  pounds,  and  in  the  case  of  a 
continuing  offence  to  a  further  penalty  of  forty  shillings 
for  each  day  after  written  notice  of  the  offence  from  the 
connoil, 

with  the  proviso  that  a  less  penalty  may  be 
imposed. 

The  above  by-laws  applied  equally  whether  the 
lodging-houses  were  registered  or  not. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  so  much  of 
the  first  cMuse  of  by-law  14  as  required  the  annual 
cleansing  by  the  landlord  was  invalid  on  the 
following  grounds :  (a)  Being  uUra  vires ;  (h)  being 
•repugnant  to  the  lavre  of  Eaeland;  (c)  being 
repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Pablio  Health 
(London]  Aot  1891  ;  (d)  being  unreasonable.  He 
therefore  dismissed  the  summons. 

He  considered  :  (a)  That  sect.  94  (d)  and  (e)  of 
the  Public  Health  (London )  Act  1891  did  not 
empower  the  borough  council  to  cast  an  obligation 
upon  a  "  landlord  "  which  did  not  already  exist 
at  cogimon  law  or  by  statute,'  but  merely  entitled 
them  to  legulate  the  duties  of  persons  already 
responsible  by  requiring — for  example,  periodica 
performances;  (6)  that  the  by-law  is  repugnant  to 
the  laws  of  England,  because  In  the  absence  of 
express  covenants  there  is  no  obligation  upon  a 
reversioner  even  to  repair,  much  less  to  cleanse, 
any  premises  which  have  been  let  to  a  tenant  for 
any  term,  at  any  rate  unless  the  state  of  the 
premises,  in  consequence  of  dirt  or  non-repair,  is 
a  nuisance  of  which  he  has  notice,  and  it  was  in 
his  power  to  abate  the  nuisance  by  putting  an 
end  to  the  tenancy.  None  of  these  conditions  are 
appended  to  the  by-law ;  (c)  that  under  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891,  and  the  Public  Health 
Act  1875,  the  following  state  of  things  must  exist 
befora  any  obligation  additional  to  the  common 
law  can  be  cast  upon  the  owner  (the  equivalent  to 
the  "  landlord  "  under  the  by-laws) :  (1)  A  nuis- 
ance injurious  to  health,  and  (2)  inability  to  find 
the  person  by  whose  act,  default,  or  sufferance 
the  nuisance  exists,  or  strncturial  defect  the 
oause  of  the  nuisance  ;  {d)  that  even  if  the  by-law 
would  be  otherwise  good  in  making  the  landlord 
responsible,  it  is  unreasonable,  because  it  does 
not  cast  a  primary,  or  at  least  a  concurrent', 
liability  upon  the  lodger  to  cleanse  his  rooms,  and 
also  relieves  the  keeper,  who  has  more  immediate 
control  of  the  premises  than  the  landlord,  from 
all  liability  in  the  matter,  either  concurrent  or 
prior,  BO  far  as  the  rooms  and  exclusive  staircases, 
&o.,  are  concerned. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  oourt  was 
whether  the  determination  of  the  magistrate  was 
right  in  law,  and  if  not  what  should  be  done  in 
the  premises. 
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George  Elliott  for  the  appellant. — The  first 
point  is  whether  the  magistrate  was  right  when 
he  said  that  he  considered  that  sect  94  of  the  Act 
of  1891  did  not  empower  the  borongh  council  to 
cast  an  obligation  on  a  "  landlord  "  which  did  not 
already  exist  at  common  law  or  by  statute.  It  is 
snbmitted  that  on  that  point  the  magistrate  is 
inaccurate  in  supposing  that  this  by-law  imposed 
upon  the  "  landlord  any  obligation  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  statute ;  and  his  sngeestion 
that  it  imposes  a  greater  obligation  than  is 
imposed  at  common  kw  is  not  well  founded.  The 
Act  of  1891  itself  imposed  obligations  which  did 
not  exist  at  common  law — for  instance,  the 
requisite  that  a  house  shall  be  habitable  or 
sanitary.  Sect.  4  (1)  of  the  Act  has  the  provision 
that  the  sanitary  authority  may  serve  notice  of  a 
nuisance  on  the  person  by  whose  act  or  default 
the  nuisance  arose,  or,  if  such  person  cannot  be 
found,  "  on  the  occupier  or  owner  of  the  premises. 
Those  words  "  occupier  or  owner  "  are  very  wide, 
and  the  word  "owner"  there  would  be  wide 
enough  to  include  the  "  landlord  "  in  this  case — 
namely,  the  respondent.  So  that  this  by-law  is 
merely  carrying  into  effect  what  the  Act  provides 
for  where  a  nuisance  exists — namely,  the  throwing 
the  onus  of  cleaning  a  lodging-house  on  the  person 
who  can  easily  be  found.  [Lord  Alvebstone, 
C  J. — The  real  point  here  is  that  in  sect  4  (1)  the . 
statute  implies  that  .in  the  absence  of  the  occu- 
pier yon  may  go  against  the  owner.  This  by-law 
seems  to  give  the  right  to  go  against  the  landlord 
as  being  nnder  a  primary  liability.  Does  the 
statute  contemplate  a  primary  liability  being 
placed  on  the  owner  P]  This  London  Act  of  1891 
does  not,  but  every  landlord  could  make  an 
express  covenant  in  a  case  of  this  kind  as  a  condi- 
tion of  his  letting,  that  the  letting  should  be  for- 
feited if  the  tenant  did  not  do  the  requisite  things. 
The  contention  of  the  magistrate  that  this  by- 
law imposes  obligations  more  than  are  imposed 
at  common  law,  is  clearly  answered  by  the  fact 
that  the  Act  does  the  same  in  sect  94,  where  the 
sanitary  authority  are  required  to  make  by-laws 
to  do  certain  things,  as,  tor  instance,  in  (a)  and 
(d),  and  in  the  latter  sub- section  there  is  an 
obligation  as  to  drainage  which  is  wider  than  that 
at  common  law.  The  Legislature  would  know 
that  in  the  condition  of  things  existing  in  the 
East-end  of  London,  the  person  who  in  the  case 
of  these.houses  would  be  more  easily  got  at  would 
be  the  landlord,  as.  the  tenant  .might  be  a  very 
transitory  person.  [Lord  Alveestone,  Q.J. — If 
the  landlord  can  say  that  this  by-law  'makes 
every  landlord  liable,  whatever  the  circumstances 
are,  it  is  a  question  whether  that  does  not  go  too 
far.]  The  by-law  says  that  the  landlord  shall 
"cause"  every  part  of  the  premises  to  be 
cleansed — that  is,  shall  cause  it  to  be  done  either 
by  himself  or  through  his  lodger  or  keeper,  if 
there  is  one.  That  is  a  perfectly  reasonable  pro- 
vision. Then,  as  to  the  limit  as  to  this  being  done 
in  the  first  week  in  April,  there  is  no  difiSculty  in 
the  work  being  done  in  the  first  seven  days  of 
April,  and  it  is  a  perfectly  reasonable  provision. 
The  section  (sub-sect,  (e)  says  that  the  cleansing 
is  to  be  "  at  stated  times,"  and  therefore  it  would 
not  satisfy  the  section  to  sav  that  the  work  should 
be  done  "by"  a  stated  time.  The  balance  of 
mmvenienoe  is  to  have  the  work  done  at  the  par- 
ticnlar  stated  time  that  is  specified  in  the  by-law. 
The  by-law  is  not  invalid  upon  any  of  the  grounds 


set  out  by  the  magistrate,  but  is  a  valid  by-law, 
going  no  further  than  carrying  out  the  objeots  of 
the  section. 

S.  Cunningham  Glen  {GlaveU  Salter  with  him) 
for  the  respondent — The  magistrate  was  right. 
The  question  really  is  whether  the  council  have 
in  this  bv-law  been  canning  out  the  Act  or  going 
beyond  it.  It  is  snbmittM  that  they  have  been 
going  beyond  the  Act  and  have  been  attempting 
to  legislate.  It  is  necessary  to  look  at  the 
definition  of  "  lodging-house,"  and  by  that  defini- 
tion it  includes  any  house  or  part  of  a  house  which 
is  let  in  lodgings  or  occupied  by  more  than  one 
family.  It  is  not  ooinfined  to  houses  which  are 
registered,  but  it  includes  houses  of  any  rent 
which  happen  to  be  let  in  lodgings  or  to  be  occu- 
pied by  more  than  one  family ;  and  it  applies  to 
part  of  a  house.  There  is  no  saving  clause  or 
reservation  whatever  in  these  by-laws  as  to  existing 
leases  or  in  any  other  way.  This  by-law  imposes 
as  to  existing  leases  these  penal  obligations  on 
landlords  of  all  premises  which  are  out  of  their 
control  and  in  respect  of  which  they  would  be 
trespassers  if  they  interfered.  It  applies  to  all 
lodging-houses  whether  there  is  a  keeper  or 
not,  and  there  is  no  reservation  in  it  confining 
it  to  those  houses  where  there  is  a  keeper.  In 
Noket  V.  Islington  Borough  Council  (90  L.  T. 
Rep.  22 ;  (1904)  1  K.  B.  610)  it  was  held  that 
a  by-law  which  required  the  landlord  to  do 
work  without  first  having  been  given  notice  of 
the  necessity  of  doing  it  was  a  bad  by-law.  The 
by-law  is  imjust  and  unreasonable,  and  comes 
within  what  was  said  by  Hawkins,  J.  in  Wallen 
V.  Litter  (70  L.  T.  Rep.  348;  (1894;  1  Q.  B. 
312)  that  it  enabled  proceedings  to  be  taken 
against  a  person  who  had  ceased  to  have  any 
interest  in  the  property.  A  by-law  which  imposes 
on  a  person  the  obligation  of  doing  that  which 
he  cannot  do  is  bad  {Ihid.),  and  it  is  invalid  as 
being  unreasonable  :  {Kruia  v.  Johnson,  78  L.  T. 
Rep.  647;  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  91).  [Wills,  J.— 
There  may  be  some  force  in  that  observation  with 
regard  to  tenancies  existing  at  the  time  the  by- 
laws were  passed,  but  very  little  with  regard  to 
tenancies  created  after.  Lord  Alyebstonb, 
G.J. — There  is  nothing  unusual  or  unreasonable 
in  the  landlord  reserving  the  right  to  go  in  to 
inspect  the  premises,  and  saying  to  the  tenant, 
"  lou  must  clean  the  premises  and  I  am  to  have 
the  right  to  go  in  and  see  that  you  have  done  it.] 
lb  is  unreasonable  .to  place  the  primary  liability 
on  the  landlord ;  it  has  never  -yet  been  done  by 
statute.  Statutory  provisions  place  the  primary  lia- 
bility on  the  occupier,  and  in  no  case  on  the  owner 
in  the  first  instance.  They  only  place  a  secondary 
obligation  on  the  owner  in  default  of  other 
persons  failing  to  perform  their  duty  :  (sect.  4  of 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891).  Under 
that  section  the  primary  liability  is  placed,  first, 
on  the  person  whose  act  or  default  causes  the 
nuisance  then  on  the  occupier,  and  lastly  on  the 
owner.  Here  it  was  the  act  or  default  of  the 
lodger  that  was  in  question.  Again,  the  by-law 
is  not  confined  to  a  cleaning  of  the  premises  in 
the  first  week  in  April,  but  such  cleanmg  is  to  be 
done  at  such  other  times  as  may  be  necessary. 
That  is  most  unreasonable,  and  contrary  to  the 
enactment  To  provide  that  if  lodging-houses 
are  not  cleansed  at  any  time  of  the  year  the 
landlord  is  liable  to  a  penalty  is  really  legislatdng, 
and  the  council  cannot  legislate  by  by-laws.    The 
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proTirion  of  the  statute  that  the  cleansing  is  to 
be  done  "  at  stated  times  "  is  not  complied  with 
by  a  by-law  which  fixes  one  particalar  week,  and 
it  would  be  an  unreasonable  interpretation  to 
place  upon  the  statute  to  hold  that  a  by-law  is 
good  which  requires  the  cleaning  to  be  done  in 
one  week  and  that  week  generally  occorring  in  the 
Easter  holidays. 

Elliott,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  provision  in 
aeot  116  of  the  Act  of  1891  to  the  effect  that  the 
occupier  of  premises  cannot  prevent  the  owner 
from  obeying  or  carrying  into  effect  any  provision 
of  the  Act,  and  to  the  cases  of  Parker  r.  Inge 
(55  L.  T.  Hep.  300 ;  17  Q.  B.  Div.  584,  per  Pol- 
lock, B.)  and  Lancaster  v.  Barnes  Di$lricl  Council 
(78  L.  T.  Rep.  355  ;  (1898)  1  CJ.  B.  855)  as  showing 
that  an  owner  upon  whom  a  notice  to  abate  a 
nuisance  has  been  served  may  be  liable,  although 
he  has  not  the  immediate  possession  of  the 
premises. 

NOKES    AND    NOKEB  (apps.)  «.  MaTOB,  &C.,  OF 

Islington  (resps.). 

Case  stated  by  the  metropolitan  police  magis- 
trate sitting  at  C!erkenwell  Police-court. 

A  complaint  was  preferred  by  the  sanitary 
inspector,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  councillors  of  the  metropolitan  borough 
of  Islington,  against  Walter  Nokes  and  George 
Nokes  (the  appellants)  for  that  they  being  the 
landlords  as  denned  by  the  by-laws  of  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  councillors,  made  under  the  Public 
H«iltb  (London)  Act  1891,  with  respect  to  houses 
let  in  lodgings  or  occupied  by  members  of  more 
than  one  family,  of  a  lodging-house,  as  defiaed 
by  the  by-laws,  at  9,  St.  Clement-street,  Barns- 
bury,  within  the  borough,  did  not  in  the  first 
week  of  the  month  of  April  1903  cause  every  part 
of  the  premises  to  be  cleansed,  contrary  to  the 
by-laws. 

After  hearing  the  parties  and  the  evidence 
adduced  by  them  on  the  17th  and  24th  June 
1903  the  magistrate  thereupon  convicted  the 
appellants,  and  fined  them  in  the  sum  of  10«., 
and  ordered  them  to  pay  a  farther  sum  of  22.  2s. 
for  costs. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  the  following 
facts  were  admitted  or  proved : 

The  appellants  were  auctioneers  and  house 
agents,  and  were  the  landlords  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  by-laws  of  the  premises  referred  to  in 
the  complaint,  and  did  not  iu  the  first  week  of 
the  month  of  April  in  the  year  1903  cause  every 
part  of  the  premises  to  be  cleansed,  as  required 
by  the  by-laws. 

The  house  in  question  contained  ten  rooms,  and 
was  not  cleansed  in  the  first  week  of  April 
according  to  the  by-law.  Some  of  the  rooms 
were  whitewashed  and  papered  in  Dec.  1902,  and 
the  rest  of  the  cleansing  was  not  carried  out  till 
May  1903. 

It  would  take  two  men  from  a  week  to  a  fort- 
night to  cleanse  such  a  house  in  accordance  with 
the  by-law. 

The  builder  who  was  employed  by  the  appellants 
bad  orders  to  cleanse  fifteen  other  registered 
lodging-houses  at  the  same  time  as  these  pre- 
mises, and  five  other  houses  belonging  to  the 
appellants,  and  stated  that  he  was  of  opinion 
that  he  could  not  have  carried  out  the  cleansing 
of  all  these  houses  during  the  first  week  of  April. 
He  did  not,  however,  receive  his  orders  to  cleanse 


these  premises  until  some  time  in  April,  and  did 
not  commence  until  the  beginning  of  May. 

Other  evidence  was  given  to  the  effect  that  with 
one  or  two  weeks  notice  an  almost  unlimited 
supply  of  such  labour  as  was  necessary  for  com- 
plying with  the  by-law  could  be  obtained  during 
the  first  week  of  April. 

Upon  the  evidence  before  him  the  magistrate 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  if  it  was  necessary 
that  the  cleansing  should  be  carried  out  in  any  one 
week,  the  first  week  in  April  was  the  most  suit- 
able, having  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  labour 
market  and  all  other  matters.  There  were  about 
'  530  registered  hoaaea  let  in  lodgings  in  the 
borough  of  Islington  and  coming  u^der  this 
by-law.  The  appellants  owned  a  considerable 
number  of  such  houses.  There  were  in  the  whole 
of  London  16,000  such  hooaes. 

There  were  11,446  men  in  the  borough  of 
Islington  engaged  in  the  house-building  trade,  of 
whom  3936  were  painters,  and  3452  laboorers, 
which  formed  a  larger  proportion  to  the  whole 
population  than  the  same  class  formed  in  the 
neighbouring  boroughs. 

The  cleansing  required  by  the  by-law  in  these 
houses  could  to  a  very  large  extent  be  carried  out 
by  unskilled  labour. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants 
that  the  br-law  was  unreasonable  and  uUra  vires, 
and  therefore  invalid,  in  that  it  was  practically 
impossible  that  all  such  houses  oould  bia  cleansed 
in  the  space  of  one  week. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  although 
there  might  be  some  diflSculty  in  complying  with 
the  by-law,  yet  as  there  was  no  impossibility  in 
so  doing,  the  by-law  was  not  so  unreasonable  as 
to  be  invalid  in  law,  and  he  so  determined 
accordingly,  and  fined  the  appellants  as  aforesaid. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  the  determination  of  the  magistrate  was 
right ;  and  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
his  determination  was  right  the  conviction  was 
to  stand;  but  if  the  court  should  be  of  the  con- 
trary opinion,  then  the  conviction  was  to  be  set 
aside. 

The  by-laws  in  question  were  "  By-laws  made 
by  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington, 
in  the  county  of  London,  being  the  sanitary  autho- 
rity for  the  said  parish,  with  respect  to  bouses  let 
in  lodginf^  or  occupied  by  members  of  more  than 
one  family,"  and  they  purported  to  be  made 
under  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891. 
The  by-laws  provided : 

By-law  1.  In  these  by-Uws,  unless  the  oontext  other- 
wise reqaiiea,  *he  folio  iriog  words  and  expresaiunii  have 
the  meanings  hereinafter  respeotively  assigned  to  them — 
that  is  to  say  :  "  Sanitary  authority  "  means  the  vestry 
of  the  pariah  of  St  Mary,  Isling^n.  "  Lodging-honse  " 
means  a  honae  or  part  of  a  boose  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Mary,  lalingtoo,  which  is  let  in  lodgings  or  oooopied  by 
members  of  mote  than  one  famUy.  "Landlord,"  in 
relation  to  a  hoase  or  part  of  a  house  whioh  ia  lei  in 
lodgings  or  ooonpied  by  mem'uera  of  more  than  one  family, 
means  the  person  (whatever  may  be  the  natnro  or  extent 
of  his  interest  in  the  premiaer)  by  whom  or  on  whose 
behalf  anoh  honae  or  part  of  a  hovae  ia  let  in  lodgings, 
or  for  oconpation  by  members  of  more  than  one  family, 
or  who  for  the  time  being  receives  or  ia  entitled  to 
receive  the  profile  ariding  from  snoh  letting,  whether  on 
hia  own  aooonnt,  or  as  agent  or  troatee  ior  any  other 
peraon,  or  who  wonld  ao  receive  the  aame  if  anoh  honae 
or  part  of  a  honae  were  let  at  a  rent.  "  Lodger,"  in 
relation  to  a  honae  or  part  of  a  honse  which  ia  let  in 
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lodgioK*  or  ooonpied  by  memberB  uf  more  than  one 
famity,  meaoa  a  person  to  whom  any  room  or  rooms  in 
■nuh  honie  or  part  of  a  honse  may  have  been  let  as  a 
lodirmg  or  for  his  use  and  oocnpation. 

By-law  14.  In  every  ease  where  a  lodger  In  a  lodging- 
honae  is  entitled  to  the  exolosiTe  nae  of  any  stairoase, 
landing,  or  passage  in  snoh  honse,  snch  lodger  shall 
oauoe  every  part  of  snoh  staircase,  landing,  or  passage 
to  be  thorongfaly  cleansed  from  time  to  time  as  often  as 
may  be  requisite. 

By-law  16.  The  landlord  of  a  lodging-house  shall 
oanae  every  oommon  passage  or  stairoase  in  snch  house 
to  be  thronghly  oleanaed  from  time  to  time  as  often  as 
may  be  requisite. 

By-law  17  [the  by-law  now  in  qnation].  The  landlord 
of  a  lodging-honae  shall,  in  the  first  week  of  the  month  of 
April  in  every  year,  oanse  every  part  of  the  premises  to 
be  cleansed.  He  shall,  at  the  same  time,  except  in  snoh 
oases  aa  are  hereinafter  speoified,  oanse  every  area,  the 
interior  sorface  of  every  ceiling  and  wall  of  every  wator- 
cloaet  belonging  to  the  premises,  and  the  interior  sarface 
of  every  coiling  and  wall  of  every  room,  stairoase,  and 
passage  in  the  honse  to  be  thoronghly  lime-washed. 
Provided  that  the  foregoing  requirement  with  respect  to 
the  lime-waahing  of  the  internal  surface  of  the  walla  of 
rooma,  staircases,  and  passages  shall  not  apply  in  any 
ease  where  the  internal  snrfaoe  of  any  such  wall  is 
painted,  or  where  the  material  of  or  with  whioh  snob 
surface  is  oonstrncted  or  covered  is  snob  as  to  render 
the  lime- whiting  thereof  unsuitable  or  inexpedient,  and 
where  snob  snrfaoe  is  thoroughly  cleansed  and  the  paint 
or  other  covering  is  renewed,  if  the  renewal  thereof  be 
neoeaaary  for  the  pnrpoae  of  keeping  the  premises  in  a 
oleanly  audi  wholesome  oondition. 

By-law  21.  Every  person  who  shall  offend  against  any 
of  tiie  foregoing  by-laws  shall  be  liable  for  every  snoh 
offenoe  to  a  penalty  of  five  pounds,  and  in  the  case  of 
a  continuing  offenoe  to  a  further  penalty  of  forty 
shillings  for  each  day  after  writton  notice  of  the  offence 
from  the  sanitary  authority. 

Clarke-WiUiams  for  the  appellants.  —  The 
mag^trate  wan  wrong  in  holding  that  the  by-law 
was  not  nnreasonable.  The  by-law  is  bad.  It  is 
repngnant  to  the  Act  of  1891  itself,  and  goes 
beyond  that  Act.  In  both  the  Pablic  Health  Act 
of  1875  and  in  this  Act  of  1891,  it  is  provided 
that  the  person  offending  against  the  by-law  mast 
havenotice.  Here  there  is  noprovision  in  the  by-law 
I  hat  the  landlord  who  is  to  be  made  liable  under  it 
should  have  notice.  The  by-law  is  bad  upon  that. 
ground.  Horeover,  there  is  no  finding  that  there 
was  any  offence  committed  against  the  Act ;  the 
only  offenoe  alleged  is  against  the  by-law.  There 
is  another  objection  to  the  by-law.  It  provides 
for  the  doing  of  this  work  in  the  'first  week  in 
AprU.  That  week  generally  occurs  in  the  Easter 
holidays,  when  it  would  he  di£Bcnlt  to  get  persons 
to  clean  these  places.  It  is  nnreasonable  to 
require  that  all  the  work  should  be  done  in  one 
week,  and  that,  too,  Easter  week.  Upon  every 
possible  ground  the  by-law  is  unreasonable  and 
bad. 

Courihope-Munroe  for  the  respondents. — [Lord 
Alvbkstonk,  C.J. — The  question  is  whether  this 
by-law  con  he  good,  having  regai-d  to  the  fact 
that  it  does  not  provide  for  notice  to  be  given.] 
No  notice  in  such  a  case  is  necessary.  The 
"  landlord  "  in  this  case  is,  as  we  see  by  the  defini- 
tion of  the  terms,  the  same  as  "  keeper  "  in  the 
previous  case.  The  appellants  here  are  really 
the  "keepers"  of  this  lodging-house;  and  the 
by-law  cannot  be  bad  merely  upon  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  provide  for  the  giving  of  a  notice. 
Then,  with  regard  to  the  time  within  which  this  i 


work  has  to  be  done,  the  Act  itaelf,  in  sect.  94, 
says  that  the  cleansing  is  to  be  done  "  at  stated 
times."  The  by-law  in  providing  that  it  is  to  be 
done  during  the  first  week  of  April,  conforms  to 
the  Act  in  that  respect.  [Lord  Alvekbtone,  O.J. 
— We  all  think  that  there  may  be  a  stated  time 
for  carrying  out  the  work ;  tbe  only  point  is  as  to 
whether  the  particular  time  chosen — namely,  the 
first  week  in  April — is  reasonable.]  As  to  that, 
it  must  be  supposed  that  the  public  authorities 
will  carry  out  their  by-law  in  a  reasonable  way, 
and  will  do  what  is  reasonable.  This  provision  in 
sect.  94  of  the  Act  of  1891  is  not  new.  There  was 
exactly  the  same  provision  in  sect.  35  (5)  of  the 
Sanitary  Act  1866  (29  &  30  Vict.  c.  90),  which 
sub-section  empowered  the  pablic  authority  to 
make  regulations  "  for  the  cleansing  and  lime- 
washing  at  stated  times  of  such  premises  " — that 
is,  of  Icdging-bouses.  Farsuant  to  that  provision 
by-laws  have  been  made  which  have  not  been  held 
to  be  unreasonable.  Tbe  case  of  Nokea  v.  Islington 
Borough  Council  (90  L.  T.  Rep.  22),  whioh  has 
been  referred  to,  does  not  really  touch  this  case  at 
all. 

Clarke-  Williams  in  reply. 

Lord  Alvbkbtonb,  C.J.  —  Nobody  can  have 
listened  to  this  argament  without  being  struck 
with  the  extreme  importance  of  the  point  that  has 
been  raised,  and  I  am  very  glad  (although  we 
have  had  two  cases)  that  we  have  had  the  advan- 
tage of  having  had  it  thoroughly  argued  by  two 
counsel  on  each  side.  In  consequence  of  some 
observations  that  have  been  made,  holding,  as  I 
do  hold,  that  the  by-laws  in  both  these  cases 
must  be  held  to  be  unreasonable,  I  desire  expressly 
to  point  oat  that  we  are  not  interfering  with  the 
discretion  of  the  local  authorities  to  the  extent 
to  which  it  has  been  suggested  by  counsel  who 
supported  the  by-laws.  In  the  first  place,  I  recog- 
nise that  ou  practical  questions,  where  a  power  is 
given  to  a  pablic  authority  to  make  by-laws 
within  the  ambitus  of  the  power  that  is  given  to 
them,  as,  for  instance,  in  this  case,  for  cleansing 
and  lime- washing  at  stated  times  of  the  premise?, 
their  discretion  ought  not  to  be  lightly  inter- 
fered with,  especially  where  by-laws  have  been 
sanctioned  by  a  public  department  and  particular 
duties  and  times  and  periods  have  been  enforced. 
It  is  only  where  we  see  that  some  legal  principle 
is  interfered  with  that  we  ought  to  hold  that  by- 
laws are  unreasonable,  and,  therefore,  I  am  not 
qnite  sure  that  we  are  all  agreed  as  to  all  the 
grounds  upon  which  we  think  that  these  by-laws 
are  unreasonable.  I  also  agree,  as  Lord  Russell, 
G.J.  pointed  out  in  iTrtue  v.  Johnson  {ubi  sup.), 
that  by-laws,  such  as  these  made  by  public 
authorities,  are  not  to  be  set  aside  except  upon 
strong  grounds;  and  it  is  not  to  be  assumed 
against  them  that  they  would  be  constraed  or 
administered  unreasonably.  On  the  other  hand, 
as  we  pointed  oat  in  the  case  of  Nokes  v.  Islington 
Borough  Council  {ubi  sup.),  if  they  necessarily 
involved  that  which  is  unreasonable,  it  is  our 
duty  to  set  them  aside.  There  can,  in  my 
opinion,  be  no  difficulty  in  properly  framing  by- 
laws which  can  really  get  rid  of  all  the  objections 
which  have  been  taken  in  these  cases,  and  I  think, 
although  possibly  it  may  be  a  difficult  task  to  per- 
form, the  matter  has  not  been  quite  sufficiently 
considered  by  the  framers  of  these  by-laws. 
They  may  have  followed,  as  has  been  suggested. 
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Bomo  model  by-la^s,  and   those  model   by-laws 
may  not  have  sufficiently  considered  the  points 
which  have  been  developed  in  this  case.    The 
benefit  of  the  arguments  in  such  a  case  as  this 
is  that  it  doea  point  to  objections  that  may  be 
raised,  and  so  enables  local  authorities  to  meet 
them    in    their    futnre    by-laws.      Taking    the 
Stepney  case  first,  the  objection  that  I  take  to  this 
by-law  14  and  the  ground  npon  which  I  think 
it  is   unreasonable   is  that   it   includes,  or  may 
include,  a  class  of   people  who  are  not   legally 
responsible,  and  not  morally  responsible,  without 
properly  safeguarding  them  before  they  can  be 
made  liable  for  a  criminal  offence.    The  words 
are :  "  The  landlord  of  a  lodging-house  shall  in 
the  firat  week  of  the  month  of  April  in  every 
year  cause  everr   part  of  the  premises   to  be 
cleansed " ;  and  by-law  19  imposes  a  penalty  of 
61.  upon  everr    person  who  shall  offend  against 
any  of  the  by-laws  for  every  such  offence.    Now, 
the  word  "  cause  "  is  the  word  that  gives  rise  to 
the  difBculty.    If  "  cause  "  could  be  construed  to 
mean  "  take    reasonable    steps "  —  such   as    by 
making  a  contract  with  his  tenants,  or  something 
of  that  kind— the  same  difficulty  would  not  have 
arisen ;  but  I  think  very  properly  in  the  interest 
of  sanitation  and  of  the  good  working  of  Acts  of 
Parliament  of  this  kind,  "  cause  "  does  not  m^an 
merelv  "  take  steps,"  but  does  mean  "  shall  see 
that  the  thing  is  done."    Therefore  we  have  the 
by-law  providing    that  the  person    upon  whom 
under  the  by-law  the  duty  is  cast,  was  to  see  that 
the  thing  is  done.      Now  I  tarn  to  "  landlord," 
and  I  find   that  "  landlord "  in  these  by-laws 
includes  [His  Lordship   read    the   definition  of 
"  landlord  "].    I  do  not  for  the  moment  read  the 
definition    of    "  keeper "    from     these     by-laws, 
because  I  quite    ^ree  that  there  would  l>e  lees 
objection  to  the  by-law  if  it  were  confined  to  a 
person  who    really    had    what    I  may  call  the 
personal  management  of  the  house.    I  think  this 
view  again  is  confirmed  by  analogy  by  the  same 
kind  of  argument  that  I  pointed  out  with  refer- 
ence to  the  by-law  in  Noket  v.  Islington  Borough 
Council  {vM  »v,p.),  where  the  question  was  as  to 
the  supply  of  water-closet  accommodation.    The 
Act,  by  sect.  4,  sub- sect  3  (a)  and  (h)  makes  pro- 
vision that  where  the  nuisance  arises  from  any 
want  or  defect  of  a  structural  character,  or  where 
the  premises  are  unoccupied,  then  the  notice  shall 
be  served  upon  the  owner,  and  where  the  person 
causing  the  nuisance  cannot  be  found,  and  it  is 
clear  that  the  nuisance  does  not  arise  from  the 
act  or  sufferance  of  the  occupier  or  owner  of  the 
premises,  the  sanitary  authority  may  themselves 
abate  the  nuisance,  and  may  themselves  do  the 
necessary  work.    Only  by  way  of  analogy,  I  point 
out  that  the  Act  seems  at  places  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinction  between    the    occupier  who    would  be 
responsible,  or  who  ought  to   look    after  these 
matters,  and  the  owner.    It  seems  to  me  that  the 
objection  to  this  by-law — which  is  not  any  objec- 
tion to  the  local  authority  making  a  proper  by-law 
dealing  with  the  matter — is  that  a  person,  who 
may  have  taken  an  agreement  from  a  responsible 
agent    and  who  is  going   to  let  the  house  in 
lodgings,  would  be  held  to  be  liable  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  the  rack  rent,  and 
he  had  not  caused  the  cleansing  to  be  done.    I 
ought  to  say  that   I   attach   no   importance  to 
the  objections  taken  by  some  of  the  counsel  in 
this  aigament — namely,  the  suggestion  that  the 


landlord  would  not  have  a  right  of  entry  on  the 
premises.    I  think  it  perfectly  obvious  that  nifder 
an  ordinary  agreement  rights  of  entry  would  be 
reserved,  or  ought  to   be  reserved,  in  order  to 
justify  a  landlord  in  interfering  and  enable  him 
to  see  that  the  law  is  obeyed.    I  wish  further  to 
say  this  :  I  see  no  objection  to  a  by-law  which 
puts  the  responsibility  upon  the  landlord,  even 
though  he  maj  be  the  person  who  is  merely 
entitled  to  i-eceive  the  rent.     But,  in  my  opinion, 
any     such    by-law    ought    to    be    made    with 
reference    to   such    a    person's    position,     and 
ought  in  fact  to  provide  that   in   the   case  in 
which    there  is  some  person  who  is    liable    or 
may  be  liable    to    the    landlord   to    fulfil   the 
obligation  of  the  statute,  the  landlord  himself 
shomd  not  be  subjected  to  a  criminal  charge 
without  notice  being  given  to  him.    Therefore,  I 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  by-law  in  both 
these  eases  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  provide 
for  the  pereon,  who  is  going  to  be  made  subject 
to  the  charge,  receiving  notice  in  cases  in  which, 
under  many  circumstances,  he  may  not,  so  to 
speak,  have  what  I  may  call  the  ordinary  means 
of  knowing  whether  or  not  the  law  has  been 
fulfilled.  With  regard  to  the  second  case,  counsel 
for  the  respondents — the  borough  of  Islington — 
raised  a  point,  which,  if  he  could  have  made  it 
good,  would  have  differentiated  his  case  from  the 
decision  which  I  am  now  giving.    He  said  that 
under  the  by-law  in   the  parisn  of  St.   Mary, 
Idington,  the  definition  of  "  Landlord  "  is  narrower 
and  corresponds  with  the  definition  of  "  keeper  " 
in  the  Stepney  case,  and  to  a  certain  extent  I 
agree  with  him ;  but  I  still  think,  even  if  we  take 
the   definition  of    "landlord"  in  the  Islington 
case,  it  is  not  sufficiently  precise  to  exclude  the 
case  to  which  I  have  already  referred.    It  seems 
to  me  that  it  does  still  render  it  possible  that  the 
by-law  might  be  construed  without  putting  an 
unreasonable  construction  upon  it  to  include  the 
person  who  gets  the  profit — that  is  to  say,  receives 
the  ultimate  money — though  he  may  not  be  in 
fact  in  touch  with  the  lodging-house  in  the  same 
way  as  the  ordinary  keeper  is.    I  certainly  think 
that  it  is  not  possible  to  hold,  as  counsel  for  the 
Islington  council  contended  in  the  second  case, 
that  there  is  no  liability  until  the  house  is  regis- 
tered, becailBfl  I  think  that  by-law  2  brings  this 
by-law  into  force  as  soon  as  the  person  is  required 
to  give  the  particulars,  and  the  subsequent  par- 
ticulars about  continuance  of  the  liabihty  do  not 
in  any  way  confer  an  exemption  from  or  removal 
of  that  liability.    These  by-laws  which,  no  doubt, 
were  designed  with  the  very  best  intention,  and 
which  ought  to  be  supported    unless  they  are 
shown  to  give  rise  to  a  serious  objection,  require 
re-modelling  from  the  point  of  view,  not  of  pre- 
venting the  landlord  from  being  responsible  if 
he  does  not  see  that  the  work  is  done,  but  of 
giving  him  reasonable  and  proper  notice  before 
be  can  be  charged  with  tiie  breach  of  the  by-law, 
as  he  was  in  these  cases,   simply  because  the 
house  had  not  been  cleansed,  or  had  not  been 
cleansed  by  the  given  day.    I  now  oome  to  that 
part  of  the  case  which  has  given  me  more  diffi- 
culty, and  upon  which  I  am  not  quite  sure  that 
we  are  all  agreed.    Speaking  for  myself  only,  I 
should  not  have  been  disposed  to  interfere  with 
this  finding  that  the  by-law  was  valid,  merely  on 
the  ground  that  the  period  adopted  in  the  by- 
law ^r  carrying  out  the  work  was  the  end  of  <£e 
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first  week  in  April.  The  statute  in  sect.  94  says 
that  the  sanitary  authority  are  to  make  by-laws 
for  the  cleansing  and  lime-w  ashing  at  stated 
times,  of  the  premises.  Undoubtedly,  in  my 
opinion,  that  does  mean  fixed  dates  about 
the  time  when  it  should  be  done,  or  by 
which  day  it  should  be  done.  I  trust 
that  if  these  by-laws  come  to  be  reconsidered,  the 
objection,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  a  Tery  strong 
objection,  to  the  taking  of  this  particular  period, 
which  my  brother  Wills  has  pointed  out  during 
the  argument,  will  be  considered.  I  can  weu 
imagine  that  a  week  or  fortniejht  at  the  end  of 
April  or  at  the  beginning  of  Miy,  or  any  period 
of  that  kind,  would  remove  all  the  objections 
that  may  be  taken  upon  that  ground.  But  why 
I  should  not  have  been  disposed  to  interfere  on 
that  grttund  is  that  that  does  seem  to  me  exactly 
one  of  the  things  in  which  the  knowledge  and 
experience  of  the  local  authority,  who  have  to  fix 
a  stated  time,  ought  to  prevail,  unless- some  grave 
objection,  so  serious  as  to  amount  to  an  objection 
in  law,  or  some  strong  unreasonableness  in  fact 
prevails.  While  I  have  been  very  much  impressed 
by  the  suggestion  that  the  end  of  the  first 
week  in  Aptu  will  very  often  be  a  difficult  time 
for  the  work  to  be  done,  there  may  be  other  con- 
siderations in  connection  with  the  class  of  lodging- 
hooBes  or  the  class  of  people  who  inhabit  these 
lodging-houses,  of  which  i  do  not  know,  which 
may  counterbalance  the  inoonvenienoe  arising 
from  those  former  considerations.  Had  the  matter 
rested  with  me,  I  should  not  have  been  disposed 
to  hold,  and  I  do  not  hold,  that  the  by-law  is  bad 
because  of  that  particular  week  being  taken ;  but, 
for  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  which  are, 
in  my  opinion,  more  substantial  with  regard  to 
the  qaestion  of  no  notice  being  given  to  an  absent 
landlord,  who  may  be  under  no  legal  or  moral 
responiaibility  to  see  the  Act  carried  out  as 
between  himself  and  the  real  person  who  is  in 
occapation  as  tenant  of  the  premises,  I  think  this 
by-law  must  be  held  to  be  unreasonable.  That 
being  so,  the  appeal  in  the  first  case  must  be  dis- 
missed, and  the  appeal  in  the  second  case  must 
be  allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
desire  to  adopt  as  part  of  my  judgment  everything 
which  my  Lord  has  said,  except  with  regard  to  the 
matter  about  the  selection  of  the  first  week  in 
the  month  of  April  for  the  doing  of  the  work. 
There  are,  however,  a  few  obssrvations  which  I 
should  like  to  add.  It  seems  to  me  that  an 
initial  mistake  has  been  made  in  these  by-laws  by 
trying  to  make  the  same  hard  aad  fast  rule  apply 
to  two  perfectly  different  classes  of  tenements. 
The  lodging-house  proper,  which  is  something  in 
the  character  of  a  common  lodging-house,  may 
perfectly  well  be  dealt  with  by  a  series  of  regula- 
tions which  are  really  quite  inapplicable  to  the 
very  large  dasB  of  houses  which  are  brought  under 
the  common  operation  of  these  by-laws  under  the 
words  "  houses  occupied  by  members  of  more 
than  one  family."  Take  the  West  Eud  of 
London,  where  we  are  told  the  same  sort  of  by- 
laws apply ;  it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  thera 
are  very  large  areas  in  some  of  the  best  parts  of 
London  where  two-thirds  or  three-fourths  of  the 
houses  are  so  occupied  that  they  would  come 
under  this  definition.  One  cannot  pass  through 
a  great  number  of  streets  without  finding  half 
a  d^>zen  doctors'  names  upon  the  same  door ;  it  is 


the  commonest  thing  in  the  world  for  a  medical 
man,  who  has  an  extremely  good  house  very  highly 
rented,  to  let  ofE  one  or  two  room.s  as  consulting 
rooms  to  somebody  else.  That  immediately 
brings  this  house  within  the  definition  of  a 
lodging- house  and  makes  all  these  by-laws  appli- 
cable to  it,  and  when  we  come  to  suOh  a  case  as 
that,  the  application  of  this  by-law  seems  to  me 
to  be  unreasonflble  to  the  last  extent.  Moreover, 
the  definition  of  "  landlord  "  embraces  the  peraon 
who  receives  the  rack  rent  of  the  house.  To  test 
that,  take,  for  example,  the  very  large  area  which 
is  ovned  by  some  large  owner  of  property  in 
London.  Probably  thbre  are  five  hundred  to  a 
thousand  houses  on  that  area  of  which  the  owner 
receives  the  rack  rent,  and  for  every  one  of  tbeje 
houses,  if  occupied  in  the  w^  I  have  described, 
the  owner  would  be  liable  as  ror  a  lodging-house 
within  the  meaning  of  these  by-laws.  To  hold 
that  he  was  liable  because  every  one  of  these 
houses  was  not  thoroughly  cleansed,  or  was  not 
lime-washed  from  top  to  bottom  during  the  first 
week  in  April,  would  impose  upon  the  landlord 
in  such  a  case  as  tbat  an  absolutely  intolerable 
burden,  and  one  against  which  all  common  sense 
and  all  instincts  of  fair  play  rebel.  I  only  give 
that  instance  because  it  is  quite  within  the 
extreme  instances  which  may  be  given  of  the 
operation  of  these  by-laws.  If  the  oases  are 
fairly  within  the  scope  of  the  by-laws,  as  un- 
doubtedly the  case  I  have  given  woald  be,  it  is 
only  by  pointing  oat  the  circumstances  of  the 
by-laws  as  applied  in  snch  cases  that  one  sees 
wnether  or  not,  taken  as  a  whole  and  as  appli- 
cable all  round,  the  by-laws  are  reasonable.  If 
they  were  confined  to  the  class  of  houses  of  the 
same  sort  and  occupied  in  the  same  sort  of  way 
as  common  lodging-houses,  then  of  coarse  there 
would  be  very  much  more  to  be  said  in  their  favour. 
But,  even  in  that  case,  I  agree  with  my  Lord  that, 
unless  the  person  who  is  struck  at  is  a  person  who, 
from  his  position  and  his  relation  to  the  property, 
ought  to  know  exactly  what  his  tenants  are  doing 
and  in  what  state  they  are  keeping  the  house,  and 
so  on,  it  would  be  quite  unfair  to  render  him 
liable  without  his  having  had  notice  of  what  is 
taking  place.  Counsel  for  the  Islington  Borough 
Council  defends  a  good  deal  of  this — and  it  is 
part  of  his  argument  that  I  do  not  like,  and  that 
1  feel  bound  to  protest  against  on  important  public 
principles  —  by  saying:  "These  by-laws  might 
be  harsh  and  improper  and  unjust  if  they  were 
applied  all  round,  but  the  borough  council  or  the 
local  authority  must  be  trasted  only  to  put  the  law 
in  motion  in  such  cases  as  those  in  which  it  would 
be  reasonable  to  do  so."  To  begin  with,  the 
borough  council  are  not  the  only  persons  who  are 
entitied  to  put  the  law  in  motion  ;  every  subject 
of  the  Crown  is  entitled  to  do  so.  And,  further,  I 
do  not  like  legislation  which  is  felt  to  be  so  unfair, 
applying  it  all  round,  that  it  requires  to  be 
justified  by  saying  that  in  particular  cases  it 
will  not  be  enforced.  I  think  that  is  as  bad 
a  ground  upon  which  to  defend  legislation  as  one 
could  very  well  have.  I  pass  from  that  part  of 
the  case  to  say  a  few  words  about  this  prorision 
as  to  the  first  week  in  April,  as  to  which  I  feel 
fully  the  force  of  a  great  deal  my  Lord  has  said. 
One  constantly  knows  the  principles  to  be 
applied;  but  it  is  the  application  of  principles 
wnich  raises  the  difficulty.  In  this  particular 
case  I  feel  that  it  is  hardly  right  to,  say  that 
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No  money  miut  be  reoeired  by  any  oarter  or  other 
person  I  tekingr  or  receiring  orders  (except  at  the  ehop 
or  itoree)  until  the  goode  ordered  have  been  delivered. 
(8)  The  fall  name  and  poetai  address  of  all  pereone 
ordering  most  be  entered  in  the  books  provided  for  that 
purpose  and  sent  in  to  the  office  the  day  before  the 
orders  are  to  be  delivered. 

The  existence  of  ihe  rules  and  tbeir  purport 
and  effeot  were  not  oommunicated  to  or  knovm 
by  John  Plant  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  any 
other  oastomer;  nor  was  any  limitation  of 
Cooper's  authority  to  make  sales  of  or  to  take 
orders  for  beer  or  stout  on  behalf  of  the  apjpel- 
lant  oommunicated  to  or  known  by  John  Plant 
or  any  other  customer,  the  general  course  of 
dealing  being  that  when  Cooper  accepted  orders 
from  customers  they  expected  them  to  be  and 
iher  were  in  fact  executed. 

The  appellant  supplied  to  Cooper  oertais  poat- 
oards  for  the  use  of  customers,  containing  a  price 
list,  a  notice  that  travellers  would  wait  upon 
ttiem,  that  orders  by  post  would  receive  prompt 
attention,  a  space  for  particulars  of  orders, 
and  a  space  for  the  name  and  address  of  the 
persons  giving  such  orders.  Cooper  occasionally, 
but  not  invariably,  took  out  such  postcards 
and  gave  them  to  persons  on  whom  he  called  for 
orders. 

Previously  to  the  5th  Nov.  1902,  one  John 
Plant,  of  No.  4,  Walmsley-street,  Bishton,  had 
from  time  to  time  ordered  certain  stout  from  the 
appellant  by  letter  addressed  to  the  appellant  at 
his  licensed  premises  at  Nelson,  and  on  one 
occasion  by  an  order  given  to  Cooper  verbally. 
On  the  Sth  Nov,  1902  Cooper  called  "on  Plant  at 
his  house  and  obtained  from  him  there  an  order 
for  a  two-gallon  jar  of  stout  for  the  price  of 
2s.  4d.  Cooper  thereupon  entered  that  order  in 
his  order-book,  and  on  the  following  day  he 
posted  to  the  appellant  such  order-book,  together 
with  a  summary  which  he  made  out  of  ul  the 
orders  obtained  by  him  in  the  Bishton  district, 
including  that  of  John  Plant.  He  also  posted  to 
the  appelant  a  number  of  gummed  laoels  oon- 
taining  the  names  of  the  persons  who  had  given 
the  orders.  Those  labels  were  to  be  a£Szed  to 
the  vessels  in  which  the  goods  ordered  were  to 
be  delivered. 

At  the  time  when  the  order  was  given  Cooper 
handed  to  Plant  a  postcard,  but  did  not  inform 
him  that  it  was  to  be  used  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned or  otherwise,  and  it  was  not  used,  but  was 
destroyed  by  his  wife  within  a  short  time  after- 
wards. 

On  receipt  by  the  appellant  at  his  licensed 
premises  of  the  order-book,  summary,  and  labels 
on  the  7th  Nov.  1902,  his  servants  at  his  licensed 
premises  selected  and  appropriated  a  two-gallon 
lar  belonging  to  the  appellant,  filled  with  stout, 
in  fulfilment  of  Plant's  order,  and  affixed  thereto 
a  label  bearing  Plant's  name. 

The  two- gallon  jar,  together  with  other  vessels 
filled  pursuant  to  other  orders,  was  thereupon 
placed  on  a  cart  of  the  appellant  to  be  delivered 
in  the  Bishton  district  to  John  Plant  and  the 
appellant's  other  customers  by  Cooper  and  one 
Boyle,  a  carter  of  the  appellant,  and  only  liquors 
in  accordance  with  such  order-book  and  summary 
were  placed  on  the  cart,  all  being  labelled  with 
the  names  of  the  respective  customers. 

Cooper  and  Boyle  did  not  deliver  to  Plant  the 
stout  as  ordered  by  him,  but  they  delivered  to 


him  a  two-gallon  jar  of  strong  ale,  of  which  ihe 
price  was  2s.  8<2.,  and  which  nad  affixed  to  it  a 
label  bearing  the  name  Lancaster,  a  customer  of 
the  appellant,  who  had  on  the  5th  Nov.  given  to 
Cooper  an  order  for  such  a  jar  of  strong  ale. 
Plant's  wife  accepted  the  jar  of  ale  and  paid 
Cooper  2«.  4d.  for  it,  but  she  was  not,  nor  were 
Cooper  or  Boyle  at  the  time  of  such  delivei^, 
aware  of  the  mistake  which  had  occurred  in 
regard  to  it. 

Plant  kept  and  consumed  the  strong  ale 
ddivered  as  above-mentioned,  and  afterwards,  on 
the  18th  Nov.,  offered  to  Cooper  4d.  in  addition 
to  the  sum  already  paid  for  the  same,  but  that 
offer  was  not  accepted  by  Cooper  or  the  appellant 
on  the  ground  that  the  mistake  was  that  of 
Cooper  and  not  that  of  Plant. 

It  was  contended  for  the  appellant  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  holding  out  that  Cooper 
had  authority  to  accept  orders,  and  that  he  had 
no  such  authority  ;  in  fact  that  (subject  to  the 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  being  bound  by  the 
authority  hereinafter  referred  to)  an  executory 
oontraot  was  not  sufficient  in  law  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  that 
an  executory  contract  was  not  complete  tiU 
accepted  at  the  lioensed  premises,  and  that  if  an 
executory  contract  was  sufficient  it  was  made  on 
such  licensed  premises. 

It  was  further  contended  that  though  the  jar 
of  stout  was  delivered  in  pursuance  of  the  order 
siven  by  Plant  to  Cooper  en  the  5th  Nov.  1902, 
there  was  no  contract  until  Cooper's  order-book 
W1LS  received  by  post  at  Nelson  and  accepted  by 
the  appellant ;  that  the  jar  of  stout  had  been 
appropriated  and  set  apart  by  the  appellant  at 
Nelson,  and  that  the  sale  thereupon  took  place  at 
the  licensed  premises  at  Nehon  and  not  at 
Bishton.  It  was  further  contended  that  if  no 
appropriation  took  place  on  the  licensed  pre- 
mises, then  that  the  order  given  by  Plant  hail 
never  been  executed  by  the  appellant,  because 
stout  had  never  been  delivered  to  Plant  or  paid 
for  by  him,  and  that  the  parties  were  never 
ad  idem  as  to  the  ale  delivered  to  Plant,  and 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  new  contract 
for  the  sale  of  the  ale. 

It  was  contended  for  the  respondent  that  the 
sale,  or  the  contract  for  the  sale,  of  the  stout 
was  completed  at  Plant's  house  at  Bishton  on 
the  5tb  and  7th  Nor. ;  that  on  the  facts  proved 
Cooper  was  the  agent  of  the  appellant  to  sell  to 
Plant  and  to  make  a  contract  with  him  for  the 
sale  of  the  stout,  and  that  he  had  been  held  out 
as  such  agent  to  Plant  by  the  appellant.  It 
was  further  and  alternatively  contended  that  by 
reason  of  Plant's  acceptance  of  the  strong  ale  on 
the  7th  Nov.  1902.  and  of  the  appellant's  assent 
thereto,  signified  by  his  foregoing  the  additional 
price  to  which  he  was  thereby  entitled,  a  new- 
contract  was  entered  into  and  executed  between 
Plant  and  the  appellant  for  the  sale  of  the  strong- 
ale  by  the  appellant  to  Plant  on  the  7th  Nov. 
1902. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  of  opinion 
that  on  the  facts  proved  an  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  the  stout  was  made  at  Plant's- 
house  at  Bishton,  and  that  therefore  the  court 
were  bound  by  the  authority  of  the  judgments  in 
the  case  of  StephenBon  v.  EogerB  (80  L.  T.  Bep. 
at  p.  195)  to  hold  that  an  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted within  the  meaning  of  thej'icensing  Act 
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1872,  8.  3,  and  the  court  dismissed  the  appeal, 
bat  reduced  the  fine  of  501,  imposed  by  the  petty 
sessions  to  20/. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  or  not  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  was  right. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was 
right,  then  the  order  of  quarter  sessions  dis- 
missing the  appeal  was  to  be  confirmed. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not  right,  then  the  order  of  quarter  sessions  was 
to  be  quashed. 

Sect.  3  of  the  Licensing  Act  1872  (35  &  36  7ict 
o.  94}  provides  : 

'So  person  shaU  sell  or  expose  for  sals  hy  retail  any 
intoxicating  liqnor  withoat  being  daly  Uoensed  to  sell 
the  same,  or  at  any  place  where  he  is  not  authorised 
by  his  licence  to  sell  the  same.  Any  person  selling  or 
exposing  for  sale  by  retail  any  intoxicating  liquor  which 
he  is  not  licensed  to  aell  by  retail,  or  Belling  or  exposing 
for  sale  any  intoxicating  liqaor  at  any  place  where  be 
ia  not  anthoriaed  by  his  licence  to  sell  the  same,  shall 
be  snbjeot  to  the  following  penalties.    .    .    . 

BoakUl,  K.G.  {WiUiatn  Mackenzie  with  him) 
for  the  appellant.  —  The  facts  in  the  present 
case  are  absolutely  identical  with  the  facts 
in  the  recent  case  of  Walker  v.  WaUcer  (67  J.  P. 
452),  in  which  this  ooort  decided  that  there  was 
no  sale  oS  the  licensed  premises  and  that  no 
offence  under  sect.  3  had  been  committed.  The 
authorities  show  that  to  constitute  a  sale  at 
the  licensed  premises  two  things  are  necessary, 
the  order  must  be  accepted  at  the  licensed  pre- 
mises and  the  goods  must  be  appropriated  on  the 
licensed  premises.  If  both  those  things  concur, 
then  the  sale  is  a  sale  at  the  licensed  premises 
and  not  elsewhere.  In  the  present  case  both  those 
things  concurred  at  the  licensed  premises  j  there 
was  the  acceptance  of  the  order  there  and  the 
goods  were  set  aside  and  appropriated  there,  so 
that  there  was  a  binding  contract  only  at  the 
licensed  premises.  It  is  immaterial  that  the 
delivery  was  at  Plant's  house.  In  Fletts  y.  Beattie 
(74  L.  •£.  Rep.  148 ;  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  519)  Wills,  J. 
points  out  tbe  distinction  between  a  sale  and  a 
delivery,  and  he  says :  "  I  think  that  it  is  clear 
that  although  the  delivery  of  the  beer  was  to  be 
at  Aoorington,  the  sale  was  at  Burnley.  Sale  and 
delivery  are  two  distinct  elements  in  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  goods.  .  .  .  Those  provisions  " 
-jtiiKt  is,  the  provisions  of  the  Licensing  Act — 
'^e  satisfied  if  the  substantial  elements  of  a 
sale  take  place  on  the  licensed  premises,  though 
the  beer  is  consumed  or  delivered  off  them." 
Wright,  J.  in  the  same  case  points  out  that  the 
fact  of  tbe  order  being  taken  at  the  customer's 
door  does  not  prevent  the  sale  from  being  a  sale 
at  the  licensed  premises ;  and  in  PletU  v.  Camp- 
beU  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  344;  (1895)  2  Q.  B.  229,  at 
p.  233)  he  points  out  that  if  the  jars  were  addressed 
or  otherwise  appropriated  to  the  customer  before 
leaving  the  licensed  premises,  it  would  necessarily 
make  a  difference  in  the  licence-holder's  liability, 
in  favour  of  the  licence-holder.  That  is  what 
took  place  here,  as  the  jar  in  this  case  was 
addressed  and  appropriated  to  Plant  before  it 
left  the  licensed  premises.  [Lord  Alvskbionk, 
G.J. — ^In  any  of  these  cases  was  the  beer  to  be 
paid  for  on  delivery  ?]  Yes,  in  Walker  v.  Walker 
{ttbi  sup.),  where  the  facts  are  the  same  as  the 
present.    When  the  order  is  accepted — which  it 


was  in  this  case  at  the  licensed  premises — then 
there  is  a  contract.    He  also  referred  to 

HewiU  Y.Jtnit,  38  L.  J.  365,  Jaly  18, 1903. 

E.  Banket,  K.C.  (W.  WhaUly  with  him)  for 
the  respondent. — The  question  is  entirely  one  of 
fact,  and  the  justices  here  so  dealt  with  it, 
and  convicted  the  appellant.  The  substance 
of  the  transaction  was  that  already  a  completed 
contract  for  sale  was  made  at  the  customer's 
house,  although  the  traveller  went  through 
the  form  of  giving  the  postcard  to  the 
customer.  If  that  be  so,  then  the  fact  that  the 
appellant's  servants  selected  and  appropriated 
the  beer  at  the  licensed  premises  makes  no 
difference,  and  the  justices  upon  these  facts  have 
found — and  they  were  right  in  so  finding — that 
there  was  an  executory  contract  for  sale  at  Plant's 
house.  With  regard  to  the  cases,  Pletts  v. 
Beattie  (ufrt  tup.)  does  not  apply,  as  ail  the  court 
there  held  was  that  under  tbe  particular  circum- 
stances of  that  case  all  the  essential  elements  of 
the  contract  of  sale  were  made  at  the  licensed 
premises.  It  was  never  decided  in  terms  that 
in  these  cases  an  executory  contract  of  sale  was 
enough  until  Channel!,  J.  decided  it  in  Stephen- 
son V.  Rogers  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  193,  at  p.  196). 
Channel!,  J.  there  clearly  decides  that  an 
executory  contract  of  sale  is  enough  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  statute.  He  says :  "  On  the  whole, 
therefore,  the  authorities  seem  to  me  to  be  fairly 
clear  to  show  that  an  executory  contract  is  within 
the  section,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order 
to  make  the  transaction  an  offence,  that  pro- 
perty should  have  passed."  Walker  v.  WaUcer 
(ubi  sup.)  is  distinguishable  in  this,  that  the 
licence- holder  did  exercise  his  own  judgment  as 
to  whether  he  would  execute  the  order  or  not. 
[Lord  AlybsstonI!,  C.J. — I  am  not  quite  satisfied 
that  an  executory  contract  of  sale  off  the  licensed 
premiseu  is  sufiicient ;  I  think  yon  must  argue 
the  main  question  whether  what  was  said  by 
Channel!,  J.  that  an  executory  contract  would 
do  is  right.]  Sect.  3  says  "  no  purson  shall '  sell,' " 
and  the  word  "  sell "  includes  an  agreement 
to  sell  (sect.  1  of  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act  1»93).  In 
dealing  with  an  executory  contract  of  sale  it  is 
suttiuient  if  there  be  a  completed  agreementto  sell 
and  to  buy,  and  the  executory  contract  of  sale, 
plus  delivery,  or  completed  by  delivery,  makes  a 
complete  sale,  or  a  completed  contract  of  sale. 
The  intention  was  that  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  should  only  take  place  at  certain  places 
woich  could  be  controlled.  [Kennedy,  J. — Has 
it  ever  been  held  that  a  mere  agreement  for  the 
sale  brings  tbe  case  within  the  section  f]  Sect.  62 
of  the  Act,  where  wide  words  are  used  as  to  what 
is  necessary  in  proving  a  sale,  and  the  judgment 
of  Channell,  J.  in  Stephenson  v.  Rogers  (ttbi 
sup.)  show  thiat.  The  distinction  is  between  the 
case  where  a  person  acts  as  a  mere  conduit-pipe  to 
convey  the  order,  as  in  Pletts  v.  Beattie  (ubi  sup.), 
in  which  case  the  sale  would  not  be  at  the 
unlicensed  place,  and  the  case  where  the  person 
goes  and  accepts  and  has  power  to  accept  the 
order  at  the  customer's  house,  in  which  there 
would  be  a  sale  at  that  house.  In  Guild  v.  Free- 
man (36  Sc.  L.  Bep.  6)  it  was  held  under  similar 
circumstances  that  the  sale  took  place  at  the 
unlicensed  premises.  The  whole  question  really 
tarns  on  the  view  as  to  what  took  place  at  the 
customer's  house.    There  is  no  snggestion  here 
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that  the  pnrohaaer  assented  to  an  appropriation 
of  the  goods  at  the  vendor's  place  of  business. 
On  the  taots  the  justices  were  abundantly  justified 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion  to  which  they  came. 
It  is  aabmitted.  first,  that  there  was  an  executor/ 
contract  of  sale  at  the  customer's  house,  and 
next,  that  an  executory  contract  of  sale,  even 
without  delivery,  but,  at  any  rate,  if  followed  by 
delivery,  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within 
tiie  section.  There  is  no  decision  to  the  con- 
trary, and  there  is  authority,  especially  the 
judgment  of  Ohannell,  J.,  in  support  of  that 
view.  [He  also  referred  to  Plettt  v.  Campbell 
(vbi  sup.).] 

BoikOl,  K.O.  in  reply.— By  sect.  2  (2)  of  the 
Judicature  Act  1894,  this  court  can  draw  infer- 
ences of  fact  on  appeals  from  quarter  sessions. 
There  is  no  statement  in  the  case  that  Cooper  had 
authority  to  accept  orders ;  there  is  a  clear 
statement  that  he  had  no  such  authority.  As  to 
the  question  of  executory  contract,  there  are  only 
two  cams  which  deal  with  it :  Stallard  v.  Marki 
(38  L.  T.  B«p.  566,  3  Q.  B.  Div.  412)  and  GuUd 
Y,  Freeman  (vbi  lup.) ;  the  dictum  of  Channell,  J. 
on  that  point  is  merely  obiter.  There  was  here 
no  oontnct  at  all  at  Plant's  house.  It  was, 
both  to  the  knowledge  of  the  purchaser  and 
of  the  traveller,  a  mere  tiuvelier's  order  to 
transmit. 

Lord  Altebstoitk,  G.J. — In  these  licensing 
oases  it  is  extremely  important,  when  principles 
have  been  laid  down  in  deciding  them,  tnat  those 
principles  should  be  applied  in  subsequent  oases 
where  there  is  really  no  substantial  difference  in 
the  facts.  The  case  of  Walker  v.  Walker  {ubi  eup.) 
has  been  relied  on  by  counsel  for  the  appellant 
as  an  authority  in  his  favour  on  all  the  points 
which  have  been  raised.  I  do  not,  however,  think 
he  was  quite  entitled  to  use  it  in  that  way.  It  is 
quite  true  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  find  any  sub- 
Btantial  difference  in  the  facts  of  the  two  cases ;  but, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  quite  plain  from  the  report 
that  the  argument  that  has  been  addressed  to  us 
with  reference  to  an  executory  contract  being 
sufficient  to  bring  a  case  within  the  section  was 
not  presented  to  the  court  in  that  case,  and  was 
not  the  point  on  which  the  decision  was  based. 
There  having  been  a  contention  there  that  there  was 
no  appropriation  of  the  goods  on  the  licensed  pre- 
mises and  that  the  property  in  the  goods  did  not  pass 
until  actual  delivery,  the  facts  were  that  the  order 
was  taken  to  the  licensed  premises  and  accepted 
there  bv  the  licensee,  and  that  there  was  a  setting 
aside  of  the  goods  and  their  subsequent  delivery. 
The  court  there  thoueht,  on  the  authorities,  that 
those  facts  did  not  show  tv  sale  off  the  licensed 
premises,  but  that  the  contract,  if  any,  wb.s  made 
on  the  licensed  premises.  That  short  statement 
of  the  effect  of  the  judgment  showed  that  tbe 
court  there  were  not  applying  their  minds  to  the 
point,  which  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised 
there,  as  to  whether  or  not  an  executory  contract 
by  the  agent  of  the  licensed  person  would  be 
sufficient  to  constitute  an  offence  within  sect.  3 
of  the  Act.  I  may  also  remark  that  Channell,  J. 
was  also  a  party  to  that  judgment,  and  in  all 
probability,  if  any  question  had  been  raised  on 
that  point,  he  would  have  directed  attention  to 
the  case  of  Stevhenion  v.  Rogers  (ubi  sup.).  That 
being  so,  it  will  probably  have  to  be  decided  some 
day  or  other  whether  an  executory  contract  made 


by  the  traveller  with  the  authority  of  the  licensed 
person  brings  the  licensed  person  within  the  Act. 
Speaking  for  myself,  after  having  heard  the  point 
argued  on  both  sides,  the  inclination  of  my  mind 
at  present  is  that  it  would  do  so.  I  am  inclined 
to  the  opinion  indicated  by  Channell,  J.  in 
Stephemon  v.  Rogert  (ubt  tup.),  and  probably 
intimated  by  Wright,  J.  in  the  case  of  Plettt  -r. 
Campbell  (ubi  tup.),  and  to  a  certain  extent  sup^ 
ported  by  the  case  of  Stallard  v.  Markt  (ubi  tup.), 
and  by  the  Scotch  case  of  Gfuild  v.  Freeman  (vhi 
tup.),  which  has  been  referred  to.  But  as  I  do 
not  think  that  the  point  really  arises  in  this  case, 
I  must  not  be  supposed  to  express  a  definite 
opinion  upon  the  point.  It  is  a  very  important 
question  which  may  some  Jay  arise,  and  it  ie 
better  to  reserve  any  decision  upon  it  until  it 
does  arise.  With  regard  to  the  particular  facts 
of  this  case,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
in  this  case  as  stated  there  was  no  evidence  on 
which  the  magistrates  ought  to  have  found  that 
there  was  an  executory  contract  entered  into  by 
Cooper  on  the  occasion  of  his  interview  witb 
Plant.  There  was  at  the  most  evidence  of  the 
acceptance  of  an  order  to  be  transmitted  to  his 
principal,  who  might  himself  act  upon  it.  Bef er- 
ring to  the  earlier  transactions  between  the 
appellant  and  Plant,  Plant  or  Mrs.  Plant  had 
from  time  to  time  ordered  stout  from  the  appel- 
lant by  letter  adHressed  to  the  appellant,  and  on 
one  occasion  had  given  a  verbal  order  through 
Cooper.  On  this  particular  occasion  Mrs.  Fluit 
did  not  think  it  necessary  to  use  the  postcard 
which  was  left  with  her  in  order  that  she  might 
order  goods  on  that  or  on  some  future  occasion. 
I  do  not  find  anything  in  what  passed  between 
Plant  and  Cooper  to  show  an  acceptance  of  a 
contract  of  sale.  What  are  the  other  facts  in  the 
case  P  As  I  have  said,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary 
to  draw  fine  distinctions  in  tbet>e  licensing  matters. 
Travellers  canvassing  for  orders  are  undoubtedly 
common  incidents  in  the  wine  and  spirit  trade  a» 
in  many  other  trades,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
a  startling  proposition  to  say  that  the  mere  for- 
warding an  order  was  sufficient  evidence  of  tbe 
acoeptaunoe  of  a  contract.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  course  of  business  here  prescribed,  that  no 
order  whs  to  be  accepted  in  the  sense  of  a  con- 
tract, nor  goods  delivered,  until  the  orders  wer» 
first  handed  into  the  office  and  entered  in  the- 
order-book,  and  that  any  person  infringing  that 
rule  would  be  instantly  dismissed,  did  point  to 
the  fact  that  it  was  not  intended  that  tbe  taking 
of  an  order  to  be  afterwards  transmitted  should 
be  the  acceptance  of  a  contract.  I  think  that 
the  magistrates  meant  to  say  that  Cooper  was  a 
person  who  was  to  canvas  for  orders,  and  they 
set  out  the  I'estrictiona  or  rules  under  which  h» 
was  to  do  BO,  and  then  they  found  that  Plant 
had  not  any  notice  of  those  restrictions,  or  of 
any  limitation  on  Cooper's  authority.  liooking- 
at  these  facts,  and  comparing  them  with  the- 
facts  in  Walker  v.  Walker  (ubi  tup.),  in  n»y 
opinion  there  was  no  evidence  on  which  the 
magistrates  ought  to  have  come  to  tbe  conclusion 
that  there  was  an  executory  contract  made  at 
Plant's  house  for  the  sale  of  the  beer.  So  far  as 
the  written  rules  wont,  there  was  no  evidence  of 
Cooper's  authority,  in  fact,  to  accept  oontraote; 
and,  so  far  as  the  previous  practice  went,  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  appellant  had  authorised 
him  to  accept  contracts.     It  seems  to  me  that 
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the  onlj  inference  that  the  magistrates  ought  to 
iiave  drawn  was  that  Cooper  was  there  to  take 
orders  and  transmit  them  to  headqoartera,  where 
they  might  be  accepted  or  not,  as  the  appellant 
lik»d.  I  do  not  know  that  mnch  is  to  be  gained 
hj  referring  to  the  authorities  beyond  saying  that 
in  the  case  of  Pleits  r.  Camphell  {ubi  sup.)  the 
oonrfc,  on  the  ftiots  there  stated,  came  to  the 
oonolnsion  that  the  substantial  part  of  the  trans- 
action took  place  at  the  customer's  place  of  busi- 
ness, or,  at  any  rate,  not  on  the  licensed  premises. 
In  PUtta  y.  BecUtie  {ubi  tup.),  where  a  postcard 
had  been  sant,  the  court  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  there  had  been  no  sale  off  the  licensed  pre- 
mises. In  Stephenson  v.  Rogers  (ubi  sup.),  the 
court  came  to  the  same  conclusion,  and  they 
came  to  the  same  result  in  Walker  v.  Walker  (ubi 
sup.).  The  setting  aside  and  appropriation  of 
the  goods  at  the  licensed  premises  where  the 
order  was  received  was  also  a  matter  to  be  taken 
into  consideration.  Looking  at  all  the  facts 
fairly,  I  can  see  no  evidence  of  anything  more 
than  an  acceptance  of  an  order,  the  forwarding 
of  that  order  to  headquarters,  and  the  dealing 
with  that  order  by  the  principal,  so  as  to  show 
that  the  contract — even  the  executory  contract- 
was  not  made  until  the  order  had  been  entered 
and  the  authority  of  Cooper  to  make  it  ratified. 
For  these  reasons  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  principle  acted  upon  in  the  case  of 
Walker  v.  Walker  (ttti  tup.)  applies  to  this  case, 
and  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  an 
executory  contract  for  sale  by  Cooper,  so  as  to 
raise  the  point  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  an  executory 
contract,  which  was  discussed  by  Channel!,  J.  in 
Stephenson  v.  Rogers  (ubi  sup.).  I  therefore  think 
that  this  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Wii.La,  J.  concurred,  being  of  opinion  that  the 
facts  showed  that  there  was  no  executory  con- 
tract made  at  Plant's  house,  and  added:  With 
regard  to  the  question  whether  an  executory  con- 
tract made  at  the  purchaser's  house  does  bring  a 
case  within  the  words  of  the  section  constituting 
the  offence,  I  would  rather  reserve  anything  in 
the  nature  of  a  judgment.  The  impression,  how- 
ever, left  on  my  mind  by  the  arguments  which 
have  deen  addressed  to  us,  is  rather  in  favour  of 
the  view  that  an  executory  contract  is  sufficient ; 
but  I  still  emphatically  desire  to  keep  an  open 
mind  on  the  question,  in  case  it  should  come  up 
before  ns  on  a  future  occasion,  because  it  is  im- 
possible for  any  mind,  however  experienced  in 
judicial  matters,  to  approach  a  question  which  it 
was  not  necessary  to  decide  in  the  same  spirit  as 
as  if  it  had  to  be  decided.  On  the  question 
whether  there  was  really  any  evidence  of  a  oom- 

C'  ed  sale  at  Plant's  house  at  Bishton,  my  opinion 
somewhat  fluctuated  during  the  course  of  the 
argument,  but  I  have  ultimately  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  view  expressed  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  is  correct. 

Kbnnedt,  J.  concurred. — As  to  the  point 
whether  an  executory  contract  would  be  sufficient 
without  more  to  constitute  a  violation  of  the 
section  in  question,  as  I  desire  entirely  to  reserve 
it  for  careful  consideration,  I  do  not  wish  to 
say,  and  in  fact  it  vtoald  be  quite  aseless  to 
say,  what  the  inclination  of  my  mind  is  on  that 
point. 

Appeal  allotced.    Order  of  quarter  sessions 
quashed. 


Solicitors  for  the  appellant.  Busk,  Mellor,  and 
Norris,  for  Procter  and  Bon,  Burnley. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent.  Bower,  Cotton,. 
and  Bower,  for  Ainsworth,  Sanderson,  and  Howson^ 
Blackbnm. 


Thursday,  Feb.  4. 

(Before  Lord  Alvkbstone,  O.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennbdt,  JJ.) 

KiNOSLANB  (app.)  V.  Haben  (resp.).  (a) 

Metropolis  management  —  Vrains  —  By-latot — 
Beeonstruetion  of  drain  of  old  building — Neees- 
aity  of  intercepting  trap — Work  "in  any  build- 
ing " — Metropolis  Management  Act  1855  (18  &  19 
Viet.  e.  120),  ».  202. 

By  a  by-law  tnade  under  the  powers  of  the  Metro, 
polis  Management  Act  1855  it  was  provided  that 
every  person  who  should  construct  or  reconstruct 
any  pipe  or  drain,  or  other  means  of  communi- 
cating with  sewers,  so  far  a»  lie  should  effect  any 
such  works  "  in  any  building  "  erected  before 
the  confirmation  of  the  by-laws,  should  provide 
in  such  drain  a  tuitable  and  efficient  intercepting 
trap. 

Held,  that  the  word  "  in  " — in  the  words  "  in  any 
building" — meant,  not  "inside  the  building," 
but  "  in  connection  with  Vie  building,"  and  that 
consequently  the  by-law  applied  to  the  recon- 
struction of  a  drain  in  connection  with  an  old 
building  erected  before  the  confirmation  of  the 
by-laws,  as  the  reconstruction  of  the  drain  was  a 
work  "  in  "  such  building,  although  such  drain 
was  outside  the  building,  and  that  such  drain 
ought  to  be  reconstructed  with  an  efficient  inter* 
citing  trap,  at  required  by  the  by-law. 

Casb  stated  by  a  pietropolitan  police  magistrate. 

The  appellant  was  a  builder  carrying  on  busi- 
ness at  Upper  Clapton,  in  the  county  of  Londoil^ 
and  the  respondent  was  a  sanitary  inspector  of 
the  metropolitan  borough  of  Hackney. 

The  appellant  was  employed  by  the  owner  of 
the  messuage  and  premises  No.  181,  High-street,. 
Homerton,  within  the  borough,  to  carry  oat 
certain  repairs  to  the  premises,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  such  employment  reconstucted  a  drain  upon 
the  premises.  The  messuage,  premises,  and  the 
drun  so  reconstructed  were  shown  upon  a  plan 
annexed  to  the  case. 

The  drain  commenced  in  a  water-closet  consti- 
tuting an  outbuilding  or  back  addition  to  the 
messuage,  passed  through  the  back  yard  of  the 
messuage  into  the  adjoining  premises  No.  18?, 
High-street,  where,  uniting  with  a  drain  of  the 
last-mentioned  premiscB,  it  became  a  sewer  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Acts, 
and  of  the  by-lavs  hereinafter  mentioned.  The 
messuage  and  water-closet  were  erected  before 
the  confitmation  of  the  by-laws. 

By  by-laws  under  sect.  202  of  the  Metropolia 
Management  Act  1855,  made  by  the  London 
County  Council  on  the  13th  Oct.  1900,  confirmed 
at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  that  council  on  the 
6th  Nov.  1900,  and  approved  by  the  Local 
Government  Board  on  the  14th  Jane  1901,  it  was 
provided  as  follows  : 

B;-law  5.  Every  person  who  shall  ereot  a  new 
bnilding  shall  provide  in  every  main  drain  or  other  drain 
of  snoh  bnilding  which  may  immediately  oommnnioate 

(«)  Beported  by  W.  W.  Obb,  Eiq.,  BanlMer-at-Law. 
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iriUi  M17  aewer,  a  raitable  and  «ffioi«iit  interoepting 
trap  at  a  point  aa  diitant  as  may  be  practicable  from 
■nob  building,  and  aa  near  as  may  be  praotioable  to  the 
point  at  wbioh  anoh  drain  may  be  in  connection  with  the 
sewer.  He  Bhall,  exoept  in  oases  where  the  means  of 
access  to  be  provided  in  compliance  with  the  preceding 
by-law,  give  adequate  means  of  access  to  sooh  trap,  and 
provide  a  separate  manhole  or  other  separate  means  of 
access  to  snoh  trap  for  the  pnrpote  of  cleansing  it. 

By-law  21.  These  by-laws  shall,  so  far  as  practioablei 
apply  to  any  person  who  shall  oonstmct  or  reoonstniot 
any  pipe  or  drain,  or  other  means  of  commnnisation  with 
sewers,  or  any  tran  or  apparatus  connected  therewith,  so 
far  as  he  shall  effect  any  snob  works  in  any  bnilding 
erected  before  the  confirmation  of  these  by-laws,  as  if 
the  same  were  being  constrncted  in  a  building  newly 
erected. 

The  appellant  did  not  provide  in  the  dra<n  a 
suitable  and  efficient  or  any  intercepting  trap, 
and  an  information  was  accordingly  laid  by  the 
respondent  before  the  magistrate  that  he  had 
reoonstmcted  the  drain  withoat  providing  therein 
an  intercepting  trap  and  a  separate  manhole  or 
other  separate  means  of  access  to  the  trap  for  the 
pnrpose  of  cleansing  it  in  accordance  with  the 
by-laws.  Apart  from  the  providing  of  the  inter- 
cepting trap  and  manhole  or  other  means  of 
access  thereto,  the  drain  -was  liud  by  the  appel- 
lant in  a  satisfactory  manner. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  the  water- 
closet  being  a  building  erected  before  the  con- 
firmation of  the  by-laws,  the  reconstruction  of 
the  drain  was  a  work  "  in  "  snch  building  within 
the  meaning  of  the  foregoing  by-law  21,  and 
he  convicted  the  appellant  of  the  offence  charged, 
and  adjudged  that  he  should  pay  a  penalty  of 
20g.,  and  two  guineas  costs. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  the  magistrate  was  right  in  holding  that 
the  reconstmotion  of  the  drain  was  a  work  in  a 
building  within  the  meaning  of  such  by-law  as 
aforesaid. 

Sect.  202  of  tbe  Metropolis  Management  Act 
1855  (18  &  19  Vict.  o.  120),  gave  power  to  make 
by-laws  for  (amongst  other  things)  "  regulating 
the  dimensions,  form,  and  mode  of  construction, 
and  the  keeping,  cleansing,  and  repairing  of  the 
pipes,  drains,  and  other  means  of  communi- 
cating with  sewers,  and  the  traps  and  apparatus 
connected  therewith." 

Courthope-Munroe  for  the  appellant.  —  The 
magistrate  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the  recon- 
struction of  the  drain  was  a  work  "  in "  the 
building,  within  the  meaning  of  by-law  21. 
By-law  5  deals  with  new  buildings  and  with 
persons  erecting  new  buildings,  and  provides  that 
the  person  erecting  any  new  building  shall 
provide  in  every  drain  of  such  building,  which 
may  immediately  communicate  with  any  sewer, 
an  efficient  intercepting  trap,  and  so  forth.  Then 
by-law  21  deals  with  old  buildings — that  is,  build- 
ings erected  before  tbe  confirmation  of  the 
by-laws — and  provides  that  the  previous  by-law 
is  to  apply  to  a  person  who  shall  construct  or 
reconstruct  any  pipe,  drain,  or  other  means  of 
communicating  with  sewers,  so  far  as  he  shall 
effect  any  such  works  "  in  any  building  "  erected 
before  the  confirmation  of  the  by-laws,  as  if  the 
same  were  thereby  constructed  in  a  newly-erected 
building.  The  word  "  in  "  in  the  expression  "  in 
any  building "  means  "  inside "  the  building. 
By-law  21  does  not  apply  at  all  in  a  case  of  this 


kind ;  it  applies  only  to  work  done  "  inside  "  the 
building.  The  construction  of  the  two  by-laws 
taken  together  is  this,  that  if  a  person  is  erecting 
a  new  building,  then  (by  by-law  5)  he  is  to  build  it 
with  all  modem  improvements,  and  be  is  to 
provide  all  the  drains  of  snoh  building,  which  ma^ 
communicate  with  sewers,  with  efficient  intercept- 
ing traps ;  but  if  he  is  merely  reconstructing  the 
drains  of  an  old  bniLdine — as  the  appellant  was  in 
this  case — then,  if  he  effects  any  snch  works  "  in  " 
that  is,  "  inside  "  the  building,  he  is  also  to 
provide  suitable  intercepting  traps,  but  if  the 
works  are  outside  the  building,  he  is  under  no 
snch  obligation.  Here  the  building  was  an  old 
building,  and  theiefore  by-law  5  does  not  apply; 
and  inasmnch  as  the  reconstruction  of  the  drain 
was  work  effected  outside  the  building,  by-law  21 
does  not  apply.  The  magistrate  was  therefore 
wrong  in  his  construction  of  the  by-law,  and  the 
appellant  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted.  He 
referred  to 

MetropdUtan  Induatrial    Dicellingi    Company  v. 
Lang,  68  J.  P.  113. 

Avory,  E.G.  {Thomas  Bevan  with  him),  for  the 
respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  AxTKSSTONE,  G.J. — I  should  be  sorry  to 
think  that  in  construing  the  words  "in  any 
building  "  in  by-law  21  we  ought  to  be  driven  to 
construe  the  word  "in"  literally,  as  meaning 
"  inside  within  the  walls  "  when  we  are  applying 
by-law  5  to  that  state  of  things.  I  am  not  at  all 
sure  that  in  one  sense  it  would  not  be  correct  to 
say  that  these  are  not  the  drains  in  the  building, 
'but  to  my  mind  we  do  not  want  to  put  our  decision 
on  that  narrow  ground.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
have  got  here  a  by-law  which  says  that  when  yon 
are  makiui;  a  drain  of  such  building  which  may 
immediately  communicate  with  any  sewer  you  are 
to  put  in  a  sufficient,  suitable,  and  efficient 
intercepting  trap,  which  is,  of  course,  a  most 
desirable  thing.  This,  if  it  is  applicable,  is 
intended  to  be  applied  under  by-law  21,  and  it  is 
material  to  observe  that  by-law  21  relates  directly 
to  the  reconstructing  of  pipes  or  drains.  Every 
person  who  shall  construct  or  reconstruct  any 
pipe  or  drain,  or  other  means  of  communicating 
with  sewers,  or  any  trap  or  apparatus  connected 
therewith,  so  far  as  he  shall  effect  any  such  works 
in  any  building  erected  before  the  confirmation 
of  these  by-laws,  shall  do  the  same  as  if  it  were 
a  new  building.  I  cannot  think  that  that  means 
that  the  pipes  or  drains  there  referred  to,  which, 
in  the  majority  of  cases  so  far  as  this  work  is 
concerned,  must  be  ontside  the  actual  walls  are 
to  be  limited  to  works  which  are  inside  the 
building,  and  that  the  word  "  in  "  there  means 
"inside."  In  my  opinion,  the  word  "in"  does 
mean  "  in  reference  to  "  or  "  in  connection  with," 
and  does  not  mean  "  inside,"  and  certainly  this  is 
a  case  in  which,  as  we  have  to  apply  the  by-law, 
we  ought  to  apply  it  in,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the 
only  reasonable  way  in  which  it  can  be  applied. 
Therefore  I  think  the  magistrate  was  perfectly 
right. 

Wills,  J. — I  entirely  agree. 

Kbnnedt,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Appeal  digmitted. 

Solicitors:  for  the  appellant,  BramaU,  White, 
and  Boberte;  for  the  respondent,  William  A. 
WiUiatM. 
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Saturday,  March  5. 

(Before  Walton,  J.) 

Norfolk  County  Council  v.  Grkbn  and 

another,  (a) 

Highway*  —  Repair  —  Extraordinary  tragic  — 
&eiraordinary  expetiaet  for  repair* — Haulage 
of  tinibtr  over  road* — Timber  the  natural  pro- 
duea  of  land — Period  of  limitation  for  recovery 
of  expenses — "Particular  work  extending  over 
long  period  "  —  Highways  and  Locomotives 
(Amtmdment)  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  77J, 
«.  i&— Locomotives  Act  1898  (61  &  62  Vict.  c.  29), 
1. 12.  su&-«.  1  (6). 

The  defendants  for  a  period  extending  over  tu>o 
years  bought  from  the  owner  of  an  estate 
a  large  quantity  of  timber  which  was  felled  on 
the  estate,  and  the  timber  was  hauled  by  the 
d^endants  to  the  railway  station  over  two  roads 
for  a  distance  of  between  two  and  three  miles  on 
each  road,  the  haulage  being  done  partly  by 
horses  and  partly  by  a  traction  engine.  The 
quantity  of  timber  so  hauled  was  about  1500  tons, 
and  the  felling  and  hauling  were  done  under 
several  separate  contracts  extending  over  the  two 
yeare.  During  this  period  the  traffic  of  the 
defendants  over  ths  roads  was  unusual  traffic, 
did  unusual  damage  to  the  roads,  and  caused 
tmiMitai  expenses  in  repairing  the  roads,  which 
were  constructed  to  bear  ordinary  country  traffic, 
usuaUy  €igrieuUural  traffic. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  highway  authority  to 
recover  the  expenses  of  repairing  the  roads,  as 
being  "extraordinary  expenses'  incurred  by 
them  in  consequence  of  the  "  extraordinary 
tra^"  within  sect.  23  of  the  Highways  and 
Locomotives  Act  1878,  the  defendants  alleged 
that  the  timber  was  the  natural  produce  of  the 
land  and  that  the  carting  of  such  produce  to  the 
railway  station  was  ordinary  traffic  and  an 
ordinary  \tser  of  the  road. 

Held,  that,  having  regard  to  the  total  toeight 
carried,  the  frequency  of  the  loads  and  the  means 
by  which  it  was  carried,  the  traffic  was  "  extra- 
ordinary traffic  "  vnthin  the  meaning  of  sect.  23, 
and  the  fact  that  the  timber  was  the  ruttural  pro- 
duce of  the  land  did  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
prevent  the  traffic  from  being  "  extraordinary," 
or  the  expenses  from  beirtg  "  extraordinary 
expenses,"  which  the  highway  authority  were 
entitled  to  recover. 

Held,  further,  that  the  work  was  not  a''pariicidar 
iror«  exteriding  over  a  long  period  "  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  12,  »ui-<ect.  1  (6),  of  the  Locomo- 
tives Act  1898,  and  that  therefore  the  sub-section 
did  not  give  the  highway  authority  the  right  to 
bring  their  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  whole  of 
the  expenses  vnthin  six  months  after  the  comple- 
tion of  the  work,  and  consequently  that  by  the  sub- 
section their  claim  was  barred  for  any  expenses 
incurred  more  than  twelve  months  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action. 

Action  tried  before  Walton,  J.  without  a  jury. 

The  plaintiffs,  the  Norfolk  County  Council, 
alleged,  in  their  statement  of  claim,  that  they 
were  liable  to  repair  the  main  roads  therein 
mentioned — ^namely,  the  Norwich  and  Stalham- 
road  and  the  Barton  and  Neatiahead-road,  and  a 
bridge  carrying  the  latter  road  over  a  stream, 
•itaate  in  the  county  of  Norfolk — and  that  they 

(a)  Btportad  by  W.  W,  Obb,  Esq.,  Btrrlater-at-Lav. 


had  inonrred  extraordinary  expenses  in  repairin); 
the  same  by  reason  of  the  damage  arising  from 
the  excessive  weight  passed  along  snch  roa^  and 
the  extraordinary  traimc  conducted  thereon,  by  or 
ill  consequence  of  the  orders  of  the  defendants, 
daring  the  three  years  ending  the  31st  March 
1902,  and  the  plaintiffs  claimed  in  respect  thereof 
the  sum  of  677!.  2(.  Id.,  the  action  having  been 
commenced  oa  the  4th  Aug.  1902. 

The  defendant  Edward  Green,  in  his  defence 
said  (inter  alia)  that  on  the  20th  Oct  1900  the 
partnership  subsisting  between  himself  and  his 
co-defendant  (Edward  Harty  Green)  was  duly 
determined,  and  that  since  that  date  he  had 
no  interest  in  and  had  taken  no  part  in  the 
management  of  the  business,  in  respect  of  which 
the  plaintiffs'  claim  was  alleged  to  have  arisen ; 
and  ne  also  relied  on  the  defence  of  his  co-doCen- 
dant. 

The  defendant  Edward  Harry  Green,  in  hia 
defence  said  {inter  alia)  that  he  used  the  main 
roads  in  question,  if  and  when  he  used  the  same 
during  such  period,  properly  and  with  due  care, 
for  an  ordinary  trade  of  the  district — namely,  the 
periodical  haulage  of  timber  oat  by  the  defendant 
from  woods  adjoining  or  served  by  sach  main 
roads. 

As  to  the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim  the 
defendant  reUed  on  the  provisions  of  sect.  12, 
sub-sect.  1  (6),  of  the  Locomotives  Act  1898,  and 
submitted  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover 
any  expenses  incurred  in  respect  of  damage  done 
to  those  main  roads  and  bridge  more  than  six 
months,  or  alternatively  more  than  twelve 
months  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

Alternatively,  the  defendant,  while  denying  all 
liability,  brought  into  court  the  sum  of  110{.,  and 
said  that  that  sum  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
whole  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim. 

Sect.  23  of  the  Highways  and  Locomotives 
(Amendment)  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  77), 
under  the  heading  "  Extraordinary  Traffic,"  pro- 
vides: 

Where  by  a  oertifioate  of  their  tUTTeyoi  it  appears  to 
the  authority  which  ii  liable  or  has  undertaken  to 
repair  any  highway,  whether  a  main  road  or  not,  that, 
having  regard  to  the  average  expense  of  repairing  high- 
ways in  the  neighbourhood,  extraordinary  expenses  have 
been  inonrred  by  aooh  authority  in  repairing  snch  high- 
way by  reason  of  the  damage  earned  by  ezoesBive 
weight  passing  along  the  same,  or  extraordinary  traffia 
thereon,  snoh  anthority  may  teoover  in  a  snmmary 
manner  from  any  person  by  whose  order  snoh  weight  or 
traffic  has  been  condaoted  the  amonnt  of  snch  ezpensea 
as  may  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  oonrt  having 
cognisance  of  the  ease  to  have  been  inonrred  by  snch 
anthority  by  reason  of  the  damage  arising  from  snoh 
weight  or  traffic  aa  aforesaid. 

The  Locomotives  Act  1898  (61  &  62  Yict.  c.  29) 
provides : 

Sect.  12  (1).  Section  twenty-three  of  ths  Highways 
and  Looomotives  (Amendment)  Act  1878  (which  relates 
to  the  recovery  of  expenses  of  extraordinary  traffic), 
shall  be  amended  aa  follows  :  (a)  Expenses  nnder  that 
section  shall  cease  to  be  recoverable  in  a  snmmaiy 
manner,  but  may  be  recovered  if  not  exceeding  two 
hundred  and  fifty  pounds  in  the  County  Court,  and  if 
exoeediug  that  som  in  the  High  Court,  (b)  Proceedings 
for  the  recovery  of  any  expenses  incurred  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  commenced  within  twelvo 
months  of  the  time  at  which  the  damage  has  been  done, 
or  where  the  damage  is  the  oonseqnenoe  of  any  par- 
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"tionlar  bnilding  oootMot,  or  work  extendioe^  over  a  loog 
period,  (hall  be  commeDoed  not  later  than  i-ix  montha 
•fter  the  oompletion  of  the  oontraot  or  work,  (c) 
There  shall  be  inbatitnted  for  the  words  "  by  whose 
«tder"  the  words  "by  or  in  oonsfqaenoe  cf  whose 
order." 

The  facts  and  argomenta  are  f ally  aet  ont  in 
the  jadgment. 

Maemorran,     K.C.     and     JSaniell     for     the 
plaintiffs. 

Bray,  K.C.  and  H.  Gregory  for  the  defendants. 

Cv.r.  adv.  vult. 

March  5. — ^Walton,  J.  delivered  the  following 
judgment:  This  is  an  action  by  the  Norfolk 
Oonnty  Coanoil  against  Edward  Green  and 
IBdward  Harry  Green,  and  the  plaintiffs  say  in 
their  statement  of  claim  that  they  are  liable  to 
repair  the  main  roads  which  are  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  that  they  have  incurred  extraordinary 
«zpen8es  in  repairing  the  same  by  reason  of  the 
damage  arising  from  the  ezoessive  weight  passed 
along  such  roads,  and  the  extraordinary  traffic 
«ondncted  thereon,  by  or  in  consequence  of  the 
orders  of  the  defendants  daring  the  three  years 
ending  the  Slst  March  1902,  and  the  roads  in 
respect  of  which  the  claim  is  made  are  stated 
to  be  the  Norwich  and  Stalham-road  and  the 
Barton  and  Neatishead.road.  The  facts  are 
to  a  large  extent  admitted.  Between  the  year 
1R97  and  March  1902— the  claim  extending  up  to 
the  Slst  March  1902 — a  considerable  quantity  of 
timber  was  felled  on  the  Beeston  estate,  which  is 
in  the  north-eastern  part  of  Norfolk,  between 
Norwich  and  the  sea,  Beeston  Park  lying  on  the 
road  from  Norwich  and  Wroxhnm  to  Stalham. 
About  the  year  1894,  Sir  Philip  Preston,  the  life 
tenant  of  the  Beeston  estate,  died,  and  he  was 
succeeded  by  Sir  Henry,  who  died  four  years 
later,  in  1897.  The  trustees  of  the  estate  after 
Sir  Henry's  death  had  heavy  expenses  to  meet. 
It  happened  that  at  this  time  there  was  upon  the 
4>Btate  a  good  deal  of  fallen  timber  which  had 
been  blown  down  in  a  gale.  The  trustees  found 
that  they  could  raise  a  considerable  sum  by  the 
sale  of  this  and  other  timbt-r.  and  accordingly 
between  1897  and  March  1902,  they  sold  a  large 
quantity  of  timber.  The  first  sales  in  1897,  in 
1898,  and  1899  were  made  to  a  timber  merchant 
named  Woods,  but  early  in  1900  the  trustees 
found  that  they  could  maJce  better  terms  with  the 
defendants,  Messrs.  Green,  and  from  that  date 
they  dealt  with  them,  making  Fales  to  them  from 
time  to  fame  during  1900  and  1901.  These  sales 
were  separate  transactions,  and  the  trustees 
might  at  any  time  in  1900  or  1901  have  ceased  to 
do  business  with  Messrs.  Green,  and  Messrs.  Green 
might  at  any  time  have  ceased  to  buy  timber  from 
the  trustees.  The  timber  thus  bought  by  the  de- 
fendants was  hauled  by  them  for  the  most  part  to 
Wroxham  station  and  over  the  roads  in  respect 
of  which  the  claim  arises — that  is  to  say,  the 
Wroxham  and  Stalham-road  and  the  Barton  and 
'Neatishead-road.  The  principal  claim  is  in 
respect  of  the  Wroxham  and  Stalham-road.  The 
length  of  the  road  affected  in  each  case  was 
l>etween  two  and  three  miles.  In  the  statement 
of  claim  the  length  of  the  Stalham-road  is 
described  as  a  little  over  three  miles,  but  the  part 
really  affected  was,  I  think,  rather  less — some* 
thing  under  three  miles.  The  quantity  of  timber 
hauled  by  the  defendants  between  the  early  part 


of  1900  and  March  1902  was  about  1510  tons. 
The  haulage  was  done  partly  by  horses  and  partly 
by  traction  engines.  As  I  understand,  the  total 
quantity  of  timber  sold  by  the  trustees  produced  a 
sum  of  about  5000Z.  The  quantity  sold  to  the  defen- 
dants realised  or  produced  a  price  of  about  40()0{. 
Those  are  approximately  the  figures,  although 
T  do  not  know  that  they  are  absolutely  accurate. 
The  roads  in  question  were  ordinary  country 
roade,  constructed  to  bear  ordinary  country  traffic. 
The  usual  traffic  over  the  roads  was  agricultural 
traffic,  and  no  doubt  the  roads  were  used  to  some 
extent  by  brewers'  drays,  and  occasionally  by 
other  traffic  of  a  Rimilar  description  so  far  as 
weight  is  concerned.  I  ought  to  mention  here 
that  the  defendant  Edward  Green  retired  from 
partnership  with  his  co-defendant  Edward  Harry 
Green  in  Oct.  1900,  and  is  not  responsible  for 
what  was  done  after  that  date.  Now,  a  great 
deal  of  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  user 
of  the  roads  by  the  defendants,  and  I  have 
come  to  the  conolusioa  undoubtedly  that  during 
the  two  years  in  question — that  is,  from  the  early 
part  of  1900  op  to  the  Slst  March  1902— the 
traffic  of  the  defendants  over  the  roads  in  ques- 
tion was — I  use  the  term  advisedly — unusual,  and 
did  unusual  damage  to  the  roads,  so  occasioning 
unusual  expense  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  question 
which  I  have  to  determine  is  whether  the  traffic 
was  extraordinary  traffic  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  23  of  the  Highwavs  and  Locomotives  Act 
1878  (41  &  42  Yict.  o.  77).  There  was  evidence 
that  the  north-east  part  of  Norfolk  is  well  wooded, 
and  that  large  quautities  of  timber  are  sometimes 
felled  in  that  district  and  carried  to  railway 
stations,  bat  I  am  satisfied  that  the  two  roads  in 
question  have,  so  far  as  I  have  heard,  never  been 
used  for  traffic  of  the  kind  which  was  put  upon 
the  roads  by  the  defendants  in  the  years  1900. 

1901,  and  to  some  extent  in  the  early  part  of 

1902,  having  regard  to  the  quantity  carried,  the 
period  within  which    it    was    carried,   and    the 
means  by  which  it  was  carried.    I  do  not  think 
that  in  this  district  there  is   anything  like  a 
regular  system  of  cultivation  of  timber  for  the 
purpose  of  sale,  such  as  was  proved  in  the  case  of 
Baglan  Highway  Board  v.  Monmouth  Steam  Com- 
pany (46  J.  P.  598).    It  may  be  and  probably  is 
the  fact  tuat  in  former  years,  and  before  the 
felling  of   the  Beeston  estate  began,   loads  of 
timber  passed  over  these  roads ;  traction  engines 
were  sometimes  used  on  the  roads  before  1900, 
but  in  my  judgment  only  occasionally,  and  never 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  defendants'  traction 
engine  was  used  during  the  two  years  in  ques- 
tion.   Now,  it  is  said  that  the  timber  was  the 
natural  produce  of    the  land,  just  like  grain, 
barley,  or  wheat,  or  potatoes  or  tarnips,  and  that 
the  carting  of  such  produce  to  the  railway  station 
must  be  the  ordinary  traffic  over  the  roads,  heavier 
at  sometimes  than  at  others,  heavier  upon  par- 
ticular roads  than  upon  others,  bat  still,  speaking 
broadly,  the  natural  and  ordinary  use  of  the  roads. 
I  find  that  that  contention  was  put  forward  in 
the  case  of  Williams  v.  Daviei  (44  J.  P.  317). 
In  the  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Hill 
V.  Thomas  (69  L.  T.  Rep.  553 ;  (1893)  2  Q.  B,  333), 
that  case  was  discussed,  and  I  think  almost  all 
the  other  cases  of  importance,  which  had  been 
decided  before  the  year  1893,  were  discussed,  and 
with  regard  to  William$  v.  Daviet  (vhi  sup.),  what 
Lord  Bowen,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
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Gooii  of  Appeal  in  that  case,  said  was  this :  "  The 
first  case  to  be  noticed  is  that  of   WiUiams  v, 
Davies   (ubi  tup.).    The  defendant   had   bought 
timber  near  a  railwaj  station  which  was  conveyed 
in  waggons  in  sizty-seren  loads  batween  Christmas 
and  March.    The  timber  was  purchased  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  basiness,  bat  the  sixty-seven 
loads  of  timber  were  a  greater  number  of  timber- 
loads  than  usually  passed  over  the  roads  in  ques- 
tion in  three  consecutive  months,  and  the  heavier 
loads   were  heavier  than  the   loads  of  ordinary 
agricnltural  produce.    The  magistrates  held  that 
the  sizty-sevun  lo&ds  of  timber  were  in  the  aggre- 
gate excessive  weight  and  extraordinary  traffic. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Lush  and  Bowen, 
JJ.)  held  that  the  justices  were  right.     *  What 
the  traffic  was  to  be  compared  with,'  said  Lush,  J. 
'was   the  ordinary  traffic  along  the  road,'  and 
the  fact  that  the  timber  was  the  natural  produce 
of  the  land  did  not  prevent  the  traffic  being  held 
as  extraordinary."    Another  way  of  putting  the 
same  contention,  or  practically  the  same  conten- 
tion, is  that  the  carting  of  timber,  which  is  no 
doubt  felled  sometimes,  and  sometimes  in  large 
quantities,  is  just  one  of  the  things  that  the  roads 
were  made  for.    That  is  a  proposition  which  I 
think  cannot  be  disputed.    IQobody  suggests  that 
the  use  made  by  the  defendants  of  these  roads 
was  not  a  lawful  use.    In  that  sense  it  was  not  an 
abnse  of  the  roads.    They  had  a  right  to  use  the 
roads,  and  they  had  a  right  to  use  the  roads  in 
the  way  in  which  they  did  use  them.   But  the  ques- 
tion is,  who  has  got  to  pay,  and,  if  the  defendants 
used   them  for   the    purposes  of    extraordinary 
traffic  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
caused  extraordinary  expense,  although  they  were 
perfectly  jnstified  in  using  the  roads,  and  although, 
m  that  sense,  the  roads  were  made  for  such  use, 
still  they  have  got  to  pay  the  extraordinary  cost 
of  repairing  the  extraordinary  damage  which  their 
extraordinary  traffic  did.    I  may  again  refer  to 
what  Lord  Bowen  said  in  the  Case  of  Mill  v.  Tkomcu 
(ubi  sup.),  at  p.  339;  (1893)  2  Q.  B.,  at  the  b^in- 
ning  of  his  judgment.   He  there  gives  that  which 
is,  1  think,  now  always  recognised  to  be  the  true 
definition,  the  authoritative  definition,  of  what 
extraordinary  traffic  is.      He  saysi  "The  most 
important  question  we  have  to  consider  is  the 
true  meaning  to  be  placed  on  the  words  '  damage 
caused  by  extraordinary  traffis.'     We  may  begin 
by  observing  tbat  the  object  of  the  section  is  not 
to  prohibit  extraordinary  traffic,  but  to  lay  the 
extra  expense  of  damage  done  by  snch  traffic 
to  the  road  on  the  right  shoulders — namely,  upon 
those  who   caused  the    damage,   and  to  whose 
benefit  it  enured.      The  section,  in  the  second 
place,  distinguishes  between  '  excessive  weight ' 
and  'extraordinary  traffic'     The  damage  done 
by  '  extraordinary  traffic '  may,  therefore,  in  the 
eyes  of  the  Legislature,   differ  from  that  done 
by  '  excessive  weight.'  Traffic,  thirdly,  is  a  nomen 
eoUeetivum — a  collective  term — a  nonn  of  multi- 
tude.   It  does  not,  like  '  excessive  weight,'  apply 
merely  to  the  cargo  carried  by  a  single  vehicle ; 
it  is  large  enough  to  include  the  continuous  or 
repeated    user  of  the  road  by  various  vehicles 
belonging  to  one  owner.     Finally,  extraordinary 
traffic,  according  to  the  plain  use  of  language,  is 
traffic  which  is   not    of    the  common  order  of 
traffic.      And,  taking    all    these    considerations 
together,  and  especially  when  we  remember  tbat 
this  object  of  tue  section  is  to  provide  for  the 


expense    of   snch   extraordinary  traffic   as  does 
damage   to  a  highway,  we  shall  arrive  at  the 
following   result — namely,  that  'extraordinary 
traffic,'  as  distinct  from  'excessive  weight,'  will 
include  all  such  continuous  or  repeated  user  of 
the  road  by  a  person's  vehicles  as  is  out  of  the 
common  order  of  traffic,  and  as  may  be  calculated 
to  damage  the  highway  and  increase  the  expendi- 
ture on  its  repair."      That  is  the  test  which  I 
have  to  apply  in  this  case,  and  having  regard  to 
the  weight  carried,  to  the  frequency  of  the  loads 
— that  is  to  say,  to  the  total  weight  carried  during 
this  period,  wliich  is  a  period  of  two  yenrs — and 
having  regard  tj  the   means   by  which  it  wa» 
carried,  the  vehicles   and   traction  employed,  I 
have  come  to  the  conclu  sion  that  the  defendante' 
traffic  was  extraordinary  traffic  within  the  defini- 
tion or  description  given  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  the  case  of  Hill  t.  Thomas  (uAi  sup.).    But 
that  does  not  dispose  of  >he  present  case,  because 
the  defendants  contend  that  the  plaintiffs'  claim 
is  to  a  large  extent  barred  by  a  limitation  which 
is  imposed  by  sect.  12,   sub-sect.  1  (6),  of  the 
Locomotives  Axst  1898.    The  total  claim  is  tor  the 
damage  done  during  the  two  years  which  I  have 
mentioned — that  is  to  say,  between  the  early  part 
of  1900  and  the  Slst  March  1902.    In  saying  that 
the  claim  was  for  two  years,  I  am  dealing  not 
with  the  formal  claim  made  in  the  action,  bat 
with  the  facts  as  they  came  out  at  the  trial,  and 
at  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  traffic  in  ques- 
tion began  early  in  1900.    It  is  difficult  to  say 
exactly   when,  'but  stiU   early  in  1900,  and  the 
claim,  of  course,  extends  only  to  the  81st  March 
1902,  and  as  the  figures    worked   out   at  the 
trial  —  again    I    am    not    giving    them    as    a 
finding   by    myself,    but    merely    as    I    think 
they    were   pnt   forward    by   counsel   for    the 
plaintiffs  in  bis  reply — the  total  claim  in  respect 
of  both  roads  amounted  to  something  under  450^ 
But  now  the  defendants  say  that  a  large  part  of 
that  claim  is  barred  by  the  limitation  to  which  I 
have  referred.    Sect.   12,  sub-sect.  1  {b),  of  thtt 
Locomotives  Act  1898  enacts  as  follows :  "  Pro- 
ceedings for  the  recovery  of  any  expenses  incurred 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  commenced 
within  twelve  months  of  the  time  at  which  the 
damage  has  been  done,  or  where  the  damage  i« 
the  consequence  of  any  particular  building  con^ 
tract,  or  work  extending  over  a  long  period,  shaU 
be  commenced  not  later  than  six  months  after 
the  completion  of  the  contract  or  work."    Now 
the  writ  in  this  action  was  issued  on  the  4th  Aag. 
1902.    The  defendants  contend  that  the  claim,  by 
virtue  of  sect.  12,  sub-sect.  1  (6),  mast  be  barred 
to  damage  done  during  the  twelve  months  prior 
to  the  4tti  Aug.  1902 — that  is  to  say,  that  it  most 
be  confined  to  the  expense  of  repairing  damage 
done  after  the  4th  Aug.  1901 — and  prima  fade 
that  is  BO,  unless  the  plaintiffs  can  bring  them- 
selves within  the  second  part  of  the  sub-section, 
because  the  sub-section  says  that  the  proceedings 
must  be  commenced  within  twelve  months  of  the 
time  at  which  the  damage  has  been  done,  or,  and 
this  is  the  second  part  of  the  sub-section,  "  where 
the  damage  is  the  consequence  of  any  particular 
building  contract,  or  work  extending  over  a  long 
period,  shall  be  commenced  not  later  than  six 
months  after  the  completion  of  the  contract  or 
work."    The  plaintiffs  say  that  this  was  damage 
which  was  the  consequence  of  "  particular  work 
extending  over  a  long  period,"  and  that  they  did 
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commence  their  action  not  later  than  eix  monthe 
after  the  completion  of  such  work.  That  is  the 
contention  of  the  plaintiffs.  That  depends  upon 
whether  the  work  in  question,  which  I  maj 
describe  as  the  felling  and  haulage  of  this  timber 
from  the  Beeston  estete  was  a  "  particular  work  " 
within  the  meaning  of  this  sub-section.  As  I 
liave  said,  the  felling  and  hauling  of  this  1500 
tons  of  timber  was  not  done  under  any  one  single 
contract  to  begin  with.  That  may  not  be  a  con- 
clusive test ;  but  in  fact  it  was  not.  It  really  was 
the  hanlage  of  timber  which,  as  it  happened,  had 
l>een  bought  from  time  to  time  by  several  sepa- 
rate contracts,  contracts  made  in  each  of  the 
years  in  question,  and  it  appears  to  me  clear 
that  when  one  contract  was  made  and  the  timber 
included  in  that  contract  was  felled  and  hauled 
away,  it  was  never  certain  that  there  would  be 
another  contract  or  that  any  more  timber  would 
be  felled.  Nobody  could  say  when  this  work 
would  be  finished,  if  it  was  a  work  within  the 
meaning  of  the  sub- section ;  so  far  as  I  know,  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  is  finished  now.  It  is  a 
mere  question  for  how  long  it  would  be  convenient 
and  profitable  for  the  defendants  to  buy  timber 
-from  the  trustees  of  the  Beeston  estate,  and  for 
bow  long  it  might  be  convenient  and  profitable 
for  the  trustees  to  sell  the  timber  to  the  defen- 
dants and  not  to  sell  to  somebody  else,  or  not 
to  sell  at  all.  I  think  that  "  particular  work  " 
in  this  sub-section  must  be  construed  to  some 
«ztent  with  reference  to  the  other  words  of  this 
part  of  the  sub-section.  The  words  are :  "  Where 
the  damage  is  the  consequence  of  any  particular 
building  contract  or  work."  I  think  "particular 
work  "  must  be  particular  work,  somethmg  in  the 
nature  of,  something  similar to,abuilding  contract. 
I  do  not  think  that  this  was  work  within  the 
meaning  of  that  sub-section,  and,  therefore, 
although  this,  in  my  judgment,  was  eztraordi- 
nary  traffic,  I  do  not  think  that  the  plaintiffs  can 
recover  for  any  expense  incurred  in  respect  of 
damage  done  prior  to  the  4th  Aug.  1901.  One  of  the 
plaintiffs'  witnesses,  a  man  named  Bunn,  who  was 
in  charge  of  this  part  of  the  road  up  to  March 
1902,  said  that  he  did  not  remember  seeing  the 
traction  engine  in  the  latter  part  of  1601,  and, 
according  to  the  plaintiffs'  case,  the  damage  to 
the  roads  was  mainly  due  to  the  use  of  the  trac- 
tion engine.  The  expense  in  respect  of  which  the 
claim  is  made  for  the  year  1901-2  was,  as  appears 
from  the  evidence,  mainly  and  substantially 
incurred  before  the  end  of  the  year  1901.  There 
is  other  evidence  which  points  to  this  that  after 
Au^.  1901  there  was  not  a  great  deal  of  extra- 
ordinary traffic  or  of  expense  incurred  attributable 
to  the  extraordinary  traffic.  I  think  there  was 
«ome.  It  is  extremely  difficult  for  me  to  say  how 
much,  but,  as  I  think  there  was  some,  I  must 
give  the  plaintiffs  something,  and  I  must  assess  it 
as  well  as  I  can,  though  in  making  assessments 
of  this  kind  one  is  very  often  obliged  to  do  so  by 
something  very  like  guesswork.  Doing  the  best 
I  con  with  the  materials  before  me,  I  believe 
there  was  some  damage,  and  some  damage  after 
the  4th  Aug.  1901,  and  some  expenses  incurred 
in  consequence  of  that,  and  I  think  I  shall  be 
doing  no  injustice  to  the  defendants  if  I  assess 
that  at  the  sum  of  752.  I  have  considered,  having 
regard  to  my  judgment,  whether  I  ought  to  deu 
with  the  other  question  about  which  there  is  a 
very  great  deal  of  evidence — namely,  as  to  what 


expense  the  plaintiffs  were  put  to  during  the 
years  1900  and  1901.  and  b^ore  the  4th  Aug. 
1901,  or  in  respect  of  damage  done  before  the 
4th  Aug.  1901,  in  repairing  the  roads  and  in 
repairing  the  extra  damage  to  the  roads  caused 
by  the  extraordinary  traffic.  I  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs  can  recover  this  752. 
and  no  more.  It  is  not  necessary  for  me,  if  I 
am  right,  to  consider  this  other  question,  which  is 
a  very  troablesome  and  difficult  question.  1  have 
thought  it  better  not  to  deal  with  it  at  present,  but 
to  leave  it  over  and  simply  to  give  judgment 
upon  the  points  which  I  was  obliged  to  consider^ 
namely,  the  question  whether  there  was  any 
extraordinary  traffic,  or  any  claim  in  respect 
thereof,  and,  if  so,  how  much.  My  judgment  is 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entiUed  to  recover  752.  and 
that  sum  only.  If  there  should  be  an  appeal,  and 
if  Uie  Court  of  Appeal  should  take  a  differoit 
view  of  the  case  from  that  which  I  take,  and  if  it 
should  be  necessary  to  assess  the  amount  of 
expense  incurred  in  1900  and  1901,  I  shall  be 
qmte  prepared,  if  the  parties  desire  it,  to  deal 
with  that  question  upon  the  evidence  which  I  have 
got,  bat  for  the  present  I  do  not  deal  with  it. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  Edward  Green 
with  coats.  Jvdgment  for  the  defendant 
Edward  Harry  Oreen,  loith  costs  after  the 
payment  into  court. 

Solioitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Sharpe,  Parker, 
Pritehards,  Barham,  and  Lawford,  lor  Charles 
Foster,  Norwich. 

Solioitors  for  the  defendants,  Trinder,  Capron, 
and  Co. 


Feb.  22  and  23. 

(Before  Ghannell,  J.) 

Walkkbs,  Winskb,  and  Go.  «.  Shaw, 

Son,  and  Go.  (a) 

Custom — Sale  of  goods — Bight  to  reject — Custom 
limiting  right — Validity — Ctutom  incorporated 
in  contracts — Powers  of  trade  arbitrators. 

By  a  custom  a  buyer  of  barley  was  not  entitled 
to  reject  for  difference  or  variation  in  quality 
unless  the  same  was  excessive  or  ■unreasonable 
and  was  so  found  by  arbitration  under  the 
contract. 

Held,  that  the  custom  was  good. 

Semble,  that  where  a  custom  applicable  to  con- 
tracts in  a  certain  trade  comes  to  be  incor- 
porated as  an  express  term  in  the  contracts  of 
that  trade,  the  proper  inference  to  be  drawn  u 
that  it  destroys  that  custom  as  a  custom. 

Apart  from  custom  or  contract,  an  arbitrator 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  award  a  money  eompeiua- 
tion  instead  of  rejection,  where  such  right  to 
reject  exists. 

AwABD  in  the  form  of  a  special  case. 

The  sellers.  Walkers,  Winser,  and  Go.,  are 
grain  merchants  carrying  on  business  in  London, 
and  the  buyers,  Shaw,  Son,  and  Co.,  are  grain 
merchants  carrying  on  business  in  Hull,  and 
having  frequent  transactions  in  grain  on  the 
London  market. 

By  a  contract  in  writing  dated  London,  the  1st 
Oct.  1902,  entered  into  after  previoas  negotiation 
by  telegrams  and  correspondence,  the  sellers  agreed 

(a)  Beportod  by  W.  deB.  Hibbibt,  Eaq.,  BarriBter-at-Ltw. 
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to  Bell  and  the  buyers  to  purchase  a  qnantitj  of 
about  500  tons  of  St.  Maio  barley,  at  time  of 
shipment  "  to  be  about  as  per  sample  No.  373," 
for  shipment  in  Oct.  1902,  at  the  price  of  23a.  6d. 
per4201b.  free  on  board,  including  freight  and 
insurance  to  Hull,  Grimsby,  or  Goole,  the  destina- 
tion to  be  given  -when  the  vessel  was  ready  to 
load.  Amongst  the  further  terms  of  the  contract 
it  was  provided  that  any  shipment  in  partial 
execution  of  the  contract  was  to  be  deemed  and 
accepted  as  if  made  nnder  a  separate  contract, 
and  that  there  should  be  no  implied  condition 
that  the  goods  were  free  from  latent  defect. 
Payment  was  to  bo  by  net  cash  in  London  for 
invoice  amount  on  presentation  of  and  in  exchange 
for  bill  of  lading  and  policy  of  insurance,  and  any 
dispute  arising  out  of  the  contract  was  to  be  lett 
to  arbitration  in  London  in  the  usual  way. 

On  the  3rd  Oct  the  sellers  chartered  the 
steamship  Formhy  for  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
tract, and  by  letter  of  the  same  date  informed 
the  buyers  that  the  vessel  was  chartered  for  their 
purchase,  and  requested  destination  to  be  given. 

The  sellers,  for  the  purposes  of  the  sale  and  in 
pursuance  and  in  partial  execution  of  the  contract, 
caused  to  be  shipped  from  St.  Malo  a  quantity  of 
414  tons  17cwt.  2qr8.  41b.  of  barley  by  the 
steamship  Formby  and  duly  appropriated  such 
shipment  to  the  contract,  and  on  the  7th  Oct. 
the  buyers  gave  directions  for  the  destination  of 
the  vessel  to  be  the  Albert  Dock,  Hull,  which 
directions  were  communicated  to  the  master. 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  8th  Oct.,  after  the 
vessel  -was  partly  loaded,  the  buyers  (having  pre- 
viously requested  and  received  from  St.  Malo  a 
balk  sample  of  the  barley  shipped)  by  telegram 
sent  from  Hull  at  4.30  p.m.  requested  the  sellers 
to  stop  the  shipment,  alleging  that  the  balk  sample 
difEered  from  the  selling  sample,  to  which  tele- 
gram the  sellers  replied  on  the  same  day  that 
they  were  nnable  to  stop  the  shipment. 

The  loading  of  the  Formby  was  completed  on 
the  9th  Oct.,  and  she  forthwith  sailed  for  Hull. 
The  bill  of  lading  was  made  out  in  the  name  of 
and  to  the  order  of  F.  Avril  nis,  the  actual 
shipper  of  the  barley,  and,  after  indorsement  by 
him,  passed  into  the  hands  of  the]  Gomptoir 
National  d'Escompte  de  Paris,  from  which  it  was 
obtained  by  the  sellers.  The  sellers  in  taking  up 
the  bill  of  lading  did  so  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
buyers  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  latter  to 
receive  the  barley  at  Hnll,  to  which  port  they  had 
ordered  the  ship,  and  not  with  the  intention  of 
reserving  to  themselves  any  power  of  disposing  of 
the  barley. 

On  the  9th  Oct.  the  sellers  forwarded  to  the 
buyers  the  invoice,  amounting  to  25052. 16s.  Id.,  at 
the  same  time  stating  that  the  documents  would, 
no  doubt,  be  presented  on  the  following  Saturday, 
and  inquiring  at  wliat  London  bank  they  (the 
sellers)  were  to  pi-esent  the  same  for  payment.  On 
the  same  day  tbe  buyers  wrote  to  the  sellers  that, 
asthey  would  not  pay  until  proof  of  a  proper 
shipment,  it  would  be  of  no  use  to  present 
the  documents,  and  the  arbitrator  found  as  a  fact 
that  formal  presentation  of  the  shipping  docn- 
ments  nnder  the  contract  was  waived  by  the 
bnyers. 

Farther  telegrams  and  correspondence  passed 
between  the  parties,  but  no  arrangement  was 
oome  to,  and  the  bnyers  still  declined  to  pay  for 
the  documents. 


On  the  12th  Oct.  the  sellers  again  wrote  that 
they  had  the  documents  in  their  possession,  and 
that  they  were  still  at  the  buyers'  service  against 
payment  of  20002.  on  account. 

The  Formby  arrived  in  Hnll  on  the  13th  Oct., 
and,  the  buyers  still  refusing  to  take  up  and  pay 
for  the  documents  pursuant  to  the  contract,  the 
sellers  landed  the  same  for  account  of  whom  it 
might  concern  with  MesBrs.  Laner  and  Harrison 
(whose  names  had  been  suggested  by  the  buyer» 
in  the  course  of  the  correspondence)  pending 
arbitration,  and  on  the  same  day  nominated  their 
arbitrator. 

On  the  barley  being  landed,  it  was  ascertained 
that  there  was  a  dehoiency  of  27,"  quarters  of 
the  bill  of  lading  quantity.  The  freight  duty  and 
landing  charges  were  paid  by  the  sellers,  and 
amounted  to  2502.  ISs.  4d.  The  barley  has. 
since  remained  in  store,  with  the  exception  of  a 
small  quantity  sold  by  arrangement  between 
the  parties  without  prejudice  to  their  respective 
rights. 

No  farther  tender  of  barley  was  made  by  th» 
sellers  to  complete  the  total  quantity  contracted 
to  be  sold. 

By  the  cnstom  and  usage  of  the  London  com 
trade  applicable  to  the  sale  of  barley  or  other 
grain  on  contracts  in  the  form  employed  in  this 
case,  a  buyer  is  not  entitled  to  reject  for  differ- 
ence or  variation  in  quality  unless  the  same  ia 
excessive  or  unreasonable  and  is  so  found  by 
arbitration  under  the  contract. 

This  has  been  the  custom  in  the  com  trade  in 
London  for  a  very  long  period,  and  it  has  been 
adopted  as  one  of  the  terms  of  the  forms  of 
contracts  for  sale  of  barley  and  other  grain  issued 
by  the  London  Com  Trade  Association  since  ita 
incorporation  in  1886,  which  forms  are  very 
largely  used  not  only  iu  the  United  Kingdom, 
bat  aJso  throughout  the  British  colonies  and 
possessions,  and  on  the  Continent  of  Europe, 
and  in  America  and  elsewhere.  The  words  in- 
sorted  in  the  forms  of  contract  are  "  difference 
in  quality  shall  not  entitle  the  buyers  to  reject 
except  under  the  award  of  arbitrators  or  the 
committee  of  appeal,  as  the  case  may  be."  A 
similar  rule  has  been  adopted  by  the  Com  Trade 
Associations  of  Liverpool  and  Hull  as  a  rule  in 
forms  of  contract  issued  by  these  associations. 

It  was  contended  before  the  arbitrator  on 
behalf  of  the  buyers  that  snoh  a  custom  would 
be  bad  in  law. 

The  barley  shipped  per  the  Formby,  although 
somewhat  inferior  to  the  sale  sample  in  quality, 
and  in  this  respect  not  "  about  as  per  sample  "  so 
as  to  entitle  the  sellers  to  insist  on  payment  of  the 
full  contract  price  without  any  allowance,  waa 
commercially  within  the  contract,  and  the  in- 
feriority was  not  excessive  or  unreasonable,  nor 
was  it  BO  great  as  to  amount  to  a  difference  of 
description. 

At  the  request  of  the  buyers  the  arbitrator 
submitted  the  following  as  questions  of  law  for 
the  opinion  of  the  court :  (1)  whether,  by  reason 
of  the  quantity  of  barley  shipped  by  and  dis- 
charged from  the  Formby  being  below  the 
mininum  named  in  the  contract,  the  tender  was  a 
good  tender  under  the  contract ;  and  (2)  whether 
tbe  above-mentioned  custom  or  usage  is  bad  iu 
law,  and,  if  bo,  whether,  by  reason  of  the  inferi- 
ority of  qnakty,  the  buyers  were  justified  in 
entirely  rejecting  the  barley  per  Formby,  and  in 


Digitized  by 


Google 


456-Vol.  xc] 

THE  LAW   TIMES. 

[June  4,  1901. 

K.B.  DiT.] 

Walkbes,  Winsbr,  and  Of).  t>.  Shaw,  Son,  and  Oo. 

[K.B.  Dnr. 

refaaing  to  accept  the  same  subject  to  an 
allowance. 

The  BTidence  of  the  witnesses  before  the 
arbitrator  formed  part  of  the  case. 

Scnttton,  K.C.  and  Loehnis  for  the  bnjers, 
Shaw,  Son,  and  Co. — This  cnstom  is  bad.  The 
barley  was  to  be  "  about  as  per  sample,"  and  the 
«ontraot  was  made  on  that  condition.  The 
cnstom  is  contrary  to  that  condition  and  so  is 
Toid,  as  it  contradicts  the  written  contract. 
They  referred  to 

Th»  Alhambra,  43  L.  T.  Bep.  636;  4  Asp.  Mar. 

Law  Can.  410  ;  6  P.  Dlr.  68  ; 
Barrtno  T.  Dyiter,  51  L.  T.  Eep.  573  j  13  Q.  B.  Div. 
635. 

If  it  is  good,  then  the  seller  could  force  the  buyer 
to  take  goods  different  to  what  were  ordered.  It 
was  liid  down  in  Fates  v.  Pym  (6  Taunt.  446  ;  16 
B.  B.  653)  that  a  usage  of  trade  cannot  be  set  up 
in  contrarention  of  an  express  contract,  and 
therefore,  on  a  warranty  of  prime  singed  bacon, 
«ridence  was  held  not  to  be  admissible  to  receive 
bacon  to  a  certain  degree  tainted  as  prime 
singed  bacon,  nor  of  a  practice  to  preclude  the 
purchaser  from  all  remedy  if  he  does  not  discover 
and  point  out  the  defect  by  an  early  day.  The 
cnstom  is  also  unreasonable.    They  referred  to 

Lsuelchari  v.  Cooptr,  3  Binf;.  N.  C.  99  ;  43  B.  B.  602  ; 

8ta  Staamihip  Company  v.  Price,  Walkar,  and  Co., 
8  Com.  Cm.  292. 

Again,  tbe  custom  is  to}  vague  and  uaoertain  to 
be  good,  for  the  margin  of  diSerenoe  is  entirely 
left  to  the  arbitrator,  and  one  arbitrator  might 
think  one  thing  and  one  another,  so  that  tbe 
buyers  and  the  sellers  would  never  know  how  they 
were  situated.  Tbe  custom  does  not  now  exist, 
for,  according  to  the  findings  in  the  special  case, 
the  cnstom  is  incorporated  in  the  contracts.  On 
all  these  grounds  the  custom  is  bad. 

Carver,  E.G.  and  Leek  for  the  sellers.  Walkers, 
Winser,  and  Co. — The  custom  is  good,  for  its 
true  meaning  is  only  tbat  a  buyer  cannot  reject 
merely  on  account  of  there  beiner  a  difference  or 
rariauon  in  quality.  If  the  difference  or  varia- 
tion in  quality  is  excessive  or  unreasonable,  and 
whether  it  is  excessive  or  unreasonable  is  a  qnes- 
iioa  for  the  arbitrator  to  decide,  the  right  to 
reject  still  remains.  Such  a  custom  oannot  be 
Bnreasonable.  Tbe  reasons  why  the  customs  were 
held  bad  in  Leuckhart  v.  Cooper  {tup.)  and  Sea 
Steamthip  Company  v.  Price,  Walker,  and  Co.  (sup.) 
were,  in  the  first  case,  because  it  would  bind  the 
goods  of  third  persons,  and,  in  the  second,  because 
it  was  dearly  unreasonable.  As  to  the  point 
raised  that  the  cnstom  is  too  vague  and  uncertain 
to  be  enforceable,  the  only  uncertainty  that 
exists  is  in  the  application  of  the  role  which  the 
custom  makes.  The  rule  itself  is  certain  enough, 
and  the  same  might  be  said  of  every  rule  of  law. 
They  referred  to 

M' Andrew  v.  Ckappell,  14  L.  T.  Rep.  556 ;  L.  Bep. 

1  C.  P.  648 ; 
Jackton  v.  Union  Marine  Inturance  Company,  81 

L.  T.  Bep.  789 ;  L.  Bep.  10  C.  P.  125 ; 
Tig»r$  v.  Sandtnon,  84  L.  T.  Bep.  464 ;  (1901)  1 

K. B.  608. 

It  does  not  contradict  the  written  contract.  If  it 
had  been  imported  into  the  written  contract,  it 
would,  perhaps,  have  contradicted  some  terms  of 
such  contract,  but  no  one  could  have  contended 
that  it  was  void. 


Cbanneli.,  J. — This  case  certainly  raises  some 
points  of  difficulty.  I  think  tbat  they  are  mainly 
tbe  points  of  difficulty  which  always  arise  when 
one  tribunal  bus  goc  to  review  the  decision  of 
another  tribunal  and  has  not  the  same  jurisdic- 
tion, and  has  not  jurisdiction  to  go  into  the  whole 
matter  which  tbe  tribunal  below  has  gone  into. 
It  is  the  diffi  julty  which  arises  in  our  courts  in 
County  Court  appeals  and  in  magistrates'  appeals, 
and  also  in  iliese  special  cases  stattsd  by 
arbitrators.  I,  sitting  here,  have  only  power  to 
review  or  even  expreiid  opinion  as  far  as  I  know 
upon  tbe  decisions  of  these  arbitrators  so  far  as 
tbey  deal  with  the  question  of  law.  Questions  of 
fact  are  still  for  tbe  arbitrators  alone,  notwith- 
standing tbe  alteration,  so  far  as  it  is  an  altera- 
tion, in  the  recent  Arbitration  Act.  There  is, 
besides  that,  a  little  difficulty  arising  upon  the 
terms  in  which  the  custom  bus  been  found  by  the 
umpire.  The  custom  that  he  finds  is  that  in  the 
London  com  trade,  the  custom  and  usage  of  the 
London  corn  trade  applicable  to  the  sale  of 
barley  or  other  grain  un  conti-acts  in  the  form 
employed  in  this  cate,  is  as  he  states  it.  The 
form  employed  in  this  case  is  a  contract  to 
purchase  barley  to  be  shipped  in  France  at  a 
cost  freight  aud  insurance  price  with  a  clause 
providing  that  all  disputes  shall  be  settled  by 
arbitration,  without  any  clause  such  as  is  stated 
to  be  put  into  forms  of  contract  settled  by  the 
Corn  Trade  Association.  Where  there  is  a 
clause  in  the  contract,  it  says  that  the  difference 
in  quality  shall  not  entitle  the  buyers  to  reject 
except  under  the  award  of  arbitrators  or  the 
Committee  of  appeal,  as  the  case  may  be.  The 
arbitrator  says  that  where  there  is  a  contract 
such  as  here,  there  is  a  custom  that  the 
buyer  is  not  entitled  to  reject  for  difference  or 
variation  in  quality  unless  the  same  is  excessive 
or  unreasonable  and  is  so  found  by  arbitration 
under  Ihs  contract.  I  think,  to  my  mind,  that 
there  is  just  a  little  difficulty  in  consequence  of 
the  form  in  which  that  is  stated.  It  is  stated 
generally  that  the  buyer  is  not  entitled  to  reject 
for  difference  or  variation  in  quality.  If  tiie 
thing  bad  stopped  there,  I  should  think  that  it 
was  unreasonable;  but  it  does  not  stop  there. 
There  is  a  qualification  in  it,  "  unless  the  same  is 
excessive  or  unreasonable."  On  tbe  whole,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  that  saves  it  and 
makes  the  thing  gojd.  I  think  that  the  true 
meaning  of  what  tlie  arbitrator  has  found  is  that 
which  1  have  been  putting  throughout  the  latter 
portion  of  the  argument,  that  it  means  that  joa 
have  not  a  right  to  i  eject  merely  for  difference 
or  variation  in  quality  if  it  is  a  matter  that  can 
reasonably  be  met  by  an  allowance  in  the  price- 
that  is  to  say,  if  it  does  not  affect  other  matters 
than  the  amount,  the  price  at  which,  in  fact,  the 
corn  or  grain  was  bought.  If  it  did  affect  other 
matters,  then  that  variation  would  be  an  unreason- 
able variation,  aud  would  be  such  a  variation  that 
it  would  not  beieasonable  to  require  a  buyer  to 
take  the  goods  simply  at  an  allowance  in  the  price. 
If  that  is  what  the  custom  as  found  here  does 
mean,  I  see  no  leason  why  effect  cannot  be  given 
to  it  in  law.  The  law  now  upon  contracts  of 
sale  is,  of  course,  stereotyped  in  the  StJe  of  Goods 
Act,  and  the  two  sections  that  I  have  been  re- 
ferred to  dealing  with  the  matters  are  the  15th  and 
tbe  55th.  Sect.  15,  sub-sect.  2,  says  that  in  the  case 
of  a  contract  for  sale   by  sample  there  is  an 
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implied  condition  that  the  balk  shall  correspond 
with  the  aample  in  quality — that  is  to  saj,  that 
there  is  not  merely  &  warranty,  but  there  is  a 
condition — and  therefore  the  buyer  may  reject 
if  the  thing  tendered  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  sample.  Bat  then  the  55th  section  says 
that,  "  Where  any  right,  duty,  or  liability  would, 
arise  under  a  contract  of  sale  by  implication  of 
law  " — that,  I  think,  clearly  includes  this — it  may 
be  negatived,  amongst  otber  things,  by  usage,  if 
the  usage  be  such  as  to  bind  both  par'iea  to  the 
contract.  Consequently  there  may  be  a  usage 
which  wonld  prevent  thio  implied  condition  arising 
and  alter  ic  trom  a  condition  into  being  a  mere 
warranty.  Upon  that,  if  there  was  no  arbitration 
claose,  damages  coald  be  recovered.  If  there  is 
an  arbitratiun  clause,  of  course  the  matter 
would  be  settled  by  the  arbitrator  giving 
an  allowance.  Therefore,  provided  that  there 
is  a  valid  and  effective  usage  in  law,  this 
implied  condition,  as  a  condition,  is  gone.  The 
points  that  are  made  against  this  custom  are, 
lirst,  that  it  contraaiots  the  written  contract.  If 
it  did,  of  course  effect  could  not  be  given  to  it.  I 
was  somewhat  struck  with  Mr.  Scratton's  argu- 
ment in  the  first  instance,  but  I  think  that  Mr. 
Carver  answered  it  by  pointing  oat  that  this 
custom  is  imported  into  a  large  number  of  con- 
tracts in  this  trade,  and  that,  when  it  is  there, 
nobody  contends  that  the  contract  cannot  be 
given  effect  to,  or  that  it  makes  the  contract 
of  no  effect.  Clearly  it  does  not.  Therefore  I  do 
not  think  that  it  caa  be  said  that  this  custom  is 
so  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract 
that  it  cannot  be  given  effect  to.  If  it  went  the 
length  of  saying,  "  You  shall  have  no  remedy  for 
any  variation  in  the  quality  contracted  for,"  of 
coarse  that  wonld  be  unreasonable  and  wonld 
absolutely  alter  the  nature  of  the  contract.  Bat 
that  is  not  the  cnstom.  Tlie  custom  simply  is 
that  yoa  may  take  it  with  a  variation  in  the  price, 
and  provided  there  is  a  limit  to  the  custom  in  the 
way  that  I  think  there  is  by  the  words  "unless 
the  same  is  excessive  or  unreasonable,"  I  do  not 
see  that  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  written 
contract.  The  point  whether  it  is  unreasonable 
is  very  nearly  the  same  as  that  which  I  have  been 
dealing  with  already.  The  suggestion  is — and  it 
is  obvious  that  it  iii  so— that  it  yoa  have  not  got 
something  of  this  sort  in  writing  it  is  not  fair 
between  the  two  parties,  becausa  one  party  has 
the  option  to  reject,  when  it  is  in  his  interest  to 
do  so  by  the  market  price  having  fallen,  and  he 
also  has  got  the'option  to  keep  it  when  the  price 
has  gone  the  other  way,  notwithstanding  the 
variation.  It  is  said,  and  I  think  with  a  great 
deal  of  truth,  that  it  is  reasonable  to  have  a 
castom  wbioh  will  prevent  the  rejection  being 
claimed  merely  on  the  ground  of  a  variation  which 
does  not  affect  the  purpose  for  which  the  buyer 
wants  to  use  the  goods,  but  only  goes  to  affect 
the  price  which  he  is  to  pay  for  it.  If  the  custom 
is  so  limited,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  cannot  be  said 
to  be  unreasonable.  Then  there  is  another  ground 
on  which  it  is  s&id  to  be  unreasonable  which 
comes  in  with  the  third  ground  of  Mr.  Scrutton — 
namely,  that  it  is  uncertain.  It  is  said  that  it  is 
uncertain  because  it  is  a  custom  which  depends, 
as  was  put,  I  think,  by  Mr.  Loehnis  in  his  cross- 
examination  of  the  witnesses  before  the  arbitrator, 
npon  the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  arbitrator.  Bat 
reasonableness,  as  Mr.  Carver  has  pointed  out,  is 


a  thing  which  has  to  be  considered  in  very  many 
points  arising  in  law.  Beasonable  price,  reason- 
able time,  reasonable  care  and  skill  are  all  things 
recognised  by  the  law,  and  there  is  no  standard 
of  reasonableness  except  that  which  a  jury,  which 
is  the  usual  tribunal  dealing  with  such  matters, 
may  think  to  be  reasonable ;  and  juries  certainly 
have  idiosyncrasies,  sometimes  very  remarkable 
ones,  quite  as  much  as  arbitrators,  and  I  should 
think  that  moat  likely  judges  have  them  also, 
so  that  where  the  i  easonableness,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  custom,  is  for  the  judge  and  not 
for  the  jury,  there  may  be  great  vnriations 
of  opinion  according  to  what  may  be  called 
the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  jadge  just  as  they 
are  called  the  idiosyncrasies  of  the  arbi- 
trator. 1  think,  therefore,  that  the  fact  that 
this  custom  in  its  operation  depends  upon  what 
tlie  tribunal  which  has  to  deal  witii  it  thinks  to 
be  reasonable  does  not  make  it  uncertain  in  law 
so  that  it  cannot  have  any  effect  given  to  it. 
That,  therefore,  dispuses  of  the  three  points  upon 
which  Mr.  Scrutton  has  contended  that  this 
custom  cannot  be  given  effect  to.  Then  comes 
the  point  which  he  dealt  vrith  lastly — in  one 
sense,  perhaps,  I  ought  to  have  dealt  with  it  first 
— namely,  whether  I  can  interfere  with  the 
findii.g  of  the  umpire  that  the  cnstom  exists  in 
fact.  As  to  that,  the  question  has  been  pnt  as  to 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  of  it.  If  there  is 
no  evidence  of  it,  I  am  at  liberty  to  treat  it  as  a 
question  of  law,  jast  as  a  judge,  if  there  is  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  says  so  as  a  matter  of 
law,  and  withdraws  the  case  from  the  jury.  If 
there  is  any  evidence  —  that  is  the  usual  ex- 
pression ;  I  suppose  that  it  means  any  real  and 
reliable  evidence  on  which  he  can  reasonably  find 
it — then  it  becomes  a  question  of  fact,  and  I 
cannot  interfere  with  it.  In  this  case,  if  the 
whole  matter  were  for  me,  I  think  that  I  should 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  custom  did  not 
exist,  and  for  this  reason.  There  is  a  considerable 
amount  of  evidence  of  gentlemen  who  have  known 
this  trade  for  a  long  time  that  at  one  time  the 
cnstom  did  exist,  in  the  sense  that  it  was  not 
incorporated  in  contracts,  and  was  taken  to  be 
understood  between  the  parties  in  the  trade,  and 
that  they  made  their  contracts  npon  the  footing 
of  the  existence  of  this  cnstom,  without  incorpo- 
rating it  in  their  contracts.  After  a  time  the 
Com  Trade  Association  was  formed,  and  when 
the  association  was  formed  they  drew  their  own 
form  of  contract,  and  in  their  lorm  of  contract 
they  put  an  express  term  more  or  less  corre- 
s(>onding  with  this  alleged  custom.  I  should 
myself  have  drawn  the  inference  that  that  meant 
this,  that  as  men  of  business  they  thought  it  far 
more  convenient  that  such  a  thing  as  this  is 
should  be  expressed  in  the  contract  rather  than 
left  to  a  common  understanding,  and  that  there- 
fore they  put  it  into  the  common  form  of  contract 
with  a  view  to  the  parties  agreeing  to  it  if  they 
meant  to  agree  to  it,  and  if  they  did  not  propose 
to  agree  to  it  leaving  it  out.  If  they  say  so,  that 
destroys  the  castom  pb  a  custom,  a  custom  be;ing 
something  that  is  so  well  understood  that  it  is 
unnecessary  to  put  it  into  your  contract.  I  myself 
should  have  drawn  that  inference,  I  think,  upon  the 
whole  of  this  evidence.  I  should  have  also  taken 
into  aocoant,of  course,  that  which  has  been  pointed 
out— namely,  that  the  witnesses  differed  a  good 
deal  as  to  some  portions  of  the  castom.    Many  of 


Digitized  by 


Google 


458-Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Juno  4,  190t. 


K.B.  DiT.] 


Lord  Ludlow  v.  Pieb. 


[K.B.  Div. 


them  say  that  they  always  pnt  it  into  their  oon- 
tracta,  and  many  of  them  also  base  it  upon  the 
arbitration  olauee.  The  arbitration  clause  in  my 
opinion  is  an  insafSoient  ground  to  base  it  upon. 
That  would  have  been  my  view  upon  this  evidence, 
bnt  I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  say  that  there  is  no 
evidence  upon  which  a  reasonable  person  could 
not  come  to  the  conclusion  to  the  contrary.  There 
are  several  witnesses  who.  although  they  vary  in 
details,  speak  decidedly  to  the  custom.  Then  there 
is  the  fact  that  the  umpire  is  himself  the  chair- 
man of  this  Com  Trade  Association,  and  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  when  people  refer  a  matter  to 
a  gentleman  in  that  position  they  mean  to  avail 
themselves  of  his  knowledge  of  the  trade  by 
selecting  him  as  the  umpire,  and  that  it  cannot 
be  said  that  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  take  some 
account,  at  any  rate,  nf  his  knowledge.  It  would 
make  a  good  deal  of  difficulty,  in  my  mind,  in  my 
holding  as  a  matter  of  law  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  this  custom  if  the  gentleman,  merely 
of  his  own  assertion,  asserted  that  it  existed ;  but 
of  course  he  has  done  more  than  that  in  this  case, 
because  he  has  had  in  fact  the  evidence  of  gentle- 
men, possibly  as  skilled  as  himself  in  the  trade, 
who  have  spoken  mom  or  less  to  the  custom. 
Therefore  I  think  that  I  cannot  hold  that  there 
is  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of  this  custom.  I 
said  just  now.  and  perhaps'  I  had  better  just 
explain  what  I  meant,  that  I  thought  that  the 
incorporation  of  an  arbitration  clause  merely  was 
not  sufficient  to  base  the  existence  of  this  con- 
tract upon.  What  I  mean  is  this :  I  do  not 
pretend  that  I  have  so  much  knowledge  of  these 
commercial  matters  now  as  I  think  that  I  had 
some  thirty  years  or  so  ago,  because  the  course  of 
business,  the  forming  of  a  special  commercial 
court,  has  taken  some  of  us  rather  out  of  the  way  of 
dealing  with  or  hearing  much  about  these  things. 
But  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  in  many  trades 
besides  this  trade,  arbitrators  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  assuming,  contrary  to  law,  where  there  is 
no  custom,  that  they  had  power,  when  objec- 
tion was  taken  to  the  quality  of  an  article  ten- 
dered, to  say,  "  That  shall  be  taken  with  an  allow- 
ance." Before  the  Arbitration  Act  it  was  practi- 
cally impossibl<)  to  review  in  any  way  the  decision 
of  arbitrators  unless  they  chose  to  state  a  special 
case,  and  there  was  no  difference  in  the  practical 
result  whether  they  went  wrong  upon  a  point  of 
law  or  upon  a  point  of  fact.  I  thmk  that  where 
arbitrators  were  taking  it  upon  themselves  to  say 
that  a  variation  did  not  signify  very  much,  and 
could  quite  fairly  be  met  by  an  allowance,  which 
nndouotedly  they  did,  they  were  going  wrong  on 
a  point  of  law,  having  been  Mleoted  as  the 
tribunal  to  decide  both  law  and  fact.  Their 
decision  was  final  and  could  not  be  reviewed. 
Bnt  now,  if  you  intervene  at  the  proper  time 
and  in  sufficient  time,  you  can,  by  the  operation 
of  the  order  to  state  a  special  case,  stop  an  arbi- 
trator going  wrong  upon  points  of  law.  Therefore 
the  fact  that  they  have  been  in  the  habit  for 
veal's  past  of  deciding  these  questions,  in  the  way 
m  which  they  have  decided  them,  by  awarding  an 
allowance  instead  (^  a  rejection,  does  not  seem  to 
me  to  show  the  existence  of  a  custom  in  law.  It 
merely  shows  that  arbitrators  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  dealing  with  the  matter  perhaps  in  a  way 
that  was  businesslike  and  probably  fair  and  just 
between  the  parties,  bnt  they  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  dealing  with  it  in  that  way  not  according 


to  law.  Of  course,  if  you  intervene  in  time,  as 
was  done  here,  apparently  you  can  deal  with  it. 
The  evidence  of  some  of  the  gentlemen  who  gave 
evidence,  I  think,  really  did  not  go  much  beyond 
that.  It  was  to  the  effect  that,  when  you  got  an 
arbitration,  the  arbitrator  has  got  power  to  deal 
with  the  matter,  and  that  it  had  always  been  the 
practice  of  arbitrators  to  say :  "  It  does  not  matter 
very  much.  We  will  give  you  a  money  allowance 
and  not  allow  rejection."  If  they  did  that,  follow- 
ing a  binding  custom  binding  the  parties  to  the 
contract,  of  course  it  was  all  right,  but  if  they 
did  that  by  virtue  of  a  sort  of  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion assumed  by  themselves,  it  does  not  go  to 
make  a  custom.  It  only  shows  that  the  arbitrator 
was  not  infrequently  going  a  little  bit  beyond  the 
law,  possibly  not  knowing  any  better.  I  would 
not  blame  them  for  it  if  they  thought  that  it  did 
justice,  bnt  they  could  have  been  stopped  if  the 
present  machinery  under  the  Arbitration  Act  had 
existed.  That  is  the  reason  upon  which  it  seems 
to  me  that  some  of  the  evidence  of  some  of  the 
gentlemen  really  with  regard  to  this  custom  based 
upon  the  fact  of  the  arbitration  clause  was  not 
evidence  to  the  point,  but  I  think  that,  on  the 
whole,  there  was  such  evidence  before  the  umpire 
that  it  would  be  impossible  for  one  to  say  that 
there  was  no  evidence,  and  therefore,  although  I 
myself  should  have  found  to  the  contrary  on  this 
point  as  to  the  custom,  I  cannot  in  any  way  inter- 
fere with  the  finding.  I  do  not  think  that  I  have 
jurisdiction  to  do  so.  On  those  grounds  I  think 
that  the  decision  on  the  questions  in  this  special 
case  must  be  given  in  favour  of  Mr.  Carver's 
cliente.  Judgment  aeeordingly. 

Solicitors  for  Walkers,  Winser,  and  Co.,  Lowlet« 
and  Co.  Solicitors  for  Shaw,  Son,  and  Co, 
Pritehard  and  Song, 


Tuesday,  Feb.  23. 

(Before  Chanitkll,  J.) 

LoBD  Ludlow  tj.  Pike,  (a) 

Landlord  and  tenant — Tithe — Agreement  to  pay 
tithe  as  further  rent— Validity— Tithe  Aot  1891 
(54  &  55  Viet.  e.  8),  «.  1. 
An  agreement  by  a  tenant  to  pay  to  hit  landlord  a 
certain  rent  for  a  farm  and  "  alto  by  way  of 
further  rent  to  much  as  the  landlord  shall  pay 
by  tvay  of  tithe  renteharge  on  the  said  premises  " 
is  void  by  virtue  of  sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Aet  1891. 
Point  of  law  raised  on  the  pleadings. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  half-year's 
rent  due  the  29th  Sept.  1903  for  the  West  Ashton 
Farm.  By  the  lease  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
2352.  rent  per  annum,  and  "also  by  way  of 
further  rent  so  much  as  the  landlord  shall  pay 
by  way  of  tithe  renteharge  on  the  said  pre- 
mises." 

The  defendant  paid  into  court  the  sum  of 
1172. 10a.,  but  pleaded  that,  as  to  the  balance,  the 
agreement  to  pay  was  void  by  virtue  of  sect.  1 
of  the  Tithe  Aot  1891  (54  S:  55  Vict.  c.  8),  and  so 
the  amount  so  reserved  was  not  recoverable. 
It  is  provided  by  sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Act 

1891: 

(1)  Tithe  renlohsrge  as  defined  by  ibis  Aot  issninff  out 
of  any  lands  shall  be  payable  by  the  owner  of  the  lands, 

(a)  BeporMd  by.W.  di  B.  Hxbbkbt.  £iq.,  BurUier-at-LkW. 
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notwithBtanding  any  oon tract  betirean  him  and  the 
ooonpier  of  snoh  Lmda,  and  any  oontract  made  between 
an  ooonpier  and  otrner  of  lands  after  the  passing  of  this 
Aot  for  the  payment  of  the  tithe  rentohargs  by  the 
ooonpier  ahall  be  void.  (2)  Where  the  ooonpier  is  liable 
under  any  oontraot  mtde  before  the  passing  of  this  Aot 
to  pay  the  tithe  rentohaige  than  he  shall  eease  to  be 
bound  by  that  part  of  Us  oontraot,  but  he  shall  be 
liable  to  pay  to  the  owner  snoh  snm  as  the  owner  has 
properly  paid  on  acoonnt  of  the  tithe  rentcharge  whioh 
snoh  ooonpier  is  liable  under  his  said  oontraot  to  pay 
exolnaive  of  any  ooats  inonrred  or  paid  by  the  owner  in 
nspeot  of  snoh  tithe  rentoharge,  and  every  receipt 
giren  for  such  snm  shall  state  expressly  that  the  snm  is 
paid  in  raspeot  of  thait  tithe  rentoharge,  proTided  that 
where  the  lands  out  of  which  any  tithe  rentoharge  issnes 
•re  ooonpied  by  seTaral  ooonpiers  who  have  oontraoted 
to  pay  the  tithe  rentoharge  any  of  snoh  ooonpiers  shall 
be  liable  only  to  pay  snoh  proportion  of  the  snm  paid 
by  the  owner  of  the  lands  on  aooonn*'  of  that  tithe  rent- 
charge  as  the  rateable  valae  of  the  lands  ooonpied  by 
him  bears  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  of  the  lands 
occupied  by  snoh  ooonpiers. 

Foote,  K.C.  (Oarland  and  Foa  with  him).— The 
question  raised  here  is  whether  the  102.  lis.  9(2., 
which  under  the  agreement  of  tenancy  is  the 
further  rent  payable  by  the  tenant,  Ming  the 
amount  payable  by  the  landlord  as  tithe  rent- 
charge,  is  recoverable  or  not,  having  regard  to 
sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Act  1891.  That  section  says 
that  a  contract  between  an  occupier  and  owner 
for  payment  of  tithe  rentoharge  by  the  occupier 
is  to  be  void.  Bat  I  submit  that  the  proper  way 
to  read  that  section  is  that  any  oontraot  for  the 
payment  of  tithe  by  the  ooonpier  to  the  tithe 
owner  is  to  be  void,  and  that  it  does  not  aSeot  a 
contract  between  the  landlord  and  tenant  such  as 
this  one.  The  owner  of  the  land  must  pay  the 
tithe  owner,  and  then  he  can  recover  it  from  his 
tenant.  The  object  of  the  Tithe  Act  was  not  to 
avoid  an  arran|;ement  between  the  landlord  and 
tenant  like  this  one,  bat  merely  to  make  the 
owner  of  the  land  responsible  direct  to  the  owner 
of  the  tithe.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  in  this 
case  the  farm  had  been  let  at  an  inclusive  rent, 
even  although  that  rent  was  higher,  because  the 
tithe  rentoharge  was  taken  into  consideration, 
that  undoubtedly  would  have  been  good,  and 
Lord  St.  Leonards  points  out  in  Davie»  v.  FUton 
(2  Dr.  &  War.  225)— when  dealing  with  2  &  3 
Will.  4,  c  119,  which  is  an  Irish  statute  and  pro- 
vides that  the  tenant  shall  hold  the  land  free 
from  the  payment  of  tithes,  and  that  aJl  contracts 
to  the  contrary  are  to  be  null  and  void — that  the 
landlord  could  get  a  rent  equivalent  to  both  the 
old  rent  and  the  tithe,  and  that  an  agreement  by 
the  tenant  "  to  pay  1002.  a  year  rent  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  tithe  rentoharge  an  additional 
sum  of  52.  a  year "  would  be  good.  He  also 
referred  to 

CMron  v.  Traveri,  6  L.  T.  Bep.  287  ;  12  C.  B.  K.  S. 
181;  31L.  J.  257,C.  P. 

This  last  case,  which  was  decided  with  reference 
to  tile  Income  Tax  Acts,  shows  that  if  the  agree- 
ment here  had  been  for  a  rent  of  a  certain  sum,  to 
he  reduced  by  a  certain  sum  if  tithe  rentoharge 
•hoold  be  abolished,  that  undoubtedly  would  be 
good,  and  it  can  make  no  difference  because  the 
sum  is  certain.  The  case  is  stronger  with  regard 
to  tithe  rentoharge  than  with  regard  to  income  or 
property  taxes,  becaase  in  the  latter  statutes 
repayment  to  the  landlord  is  absolutely  forbidden. 


On  these  considerations  this  agreement  is  good, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  balance 
in  this  case. 

Moysei,  for  the  defendant,  was  not  called  upon 
to  argue. 

CHA.I7KELL,  J. — I  have  here  to  determine  the 
question  whether  sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Act  1891, 
which  says  that  any  contract  made  between  an 
occupier  and  owner  of  lands  for  the  payment  of 
tithe  rentcharge  by  the  oooupier  shall  be  void, 
applies  to  this  contract.  It  is  said  by  the  plamtiif 
that  the  section  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  a 
contract  that  the  occupier  should  pay  the  tithe 
directly  to  the  tithe  owner,  and  that  it  does  not 
apply  to  a  contract  by  the  occupier  to  pay 
to  his  landlord  the  sum  which  that  landlord 
has  had  to  pay  by  way  of  tithe,  and  so  the 
agreement  is  good.  The  agreement  is  to  pay 
by  way  of  further  rent  so  much  as  the  land- 
lord shall  pay  by  way  of  tithe  rentoharge,  and 
it  certainly  does  not  make  the  tenant  liable 
to  repay  the  tithe  rentsharge  as  such  when  the 
landlord  has  paid  it,  but  it  simply  says  tliat  as 
rent  or  in  addition  to  the  rent  the  tenant  is  to 
pay  an  amount  ;equal  to  the  tithe.  It,  however, 
puts  upon  the  tenant  the  burden  of  the  tithe^ 
though  he  gets  the  advantage  of  a  reduction  or 
the  disadvantage  of  an  increase  according  to  the 
fall  or  rise  in  the  price  of  com.  However  that 
may  be,  I  think  this  contract  clearly  comes  within 
sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Act  1891,  although  I  do  not 
see  why  a  contract  of  this  kind  should  be  for- 
bidden. As  to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited, 
I  think  when  Davies  v.  Fitlon  {sup.)  is  considered 
it  is  in  point,  though  distinctly  against  the  conten- 
tion pat  forward  by  Hr.  Foote  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff.  Lord  St.  Leonards  said  :  "  If  a  lease  be 
granted  subject  to  a  gross  rent  with  a  collateral 
ooveziant  with  the  tenant  to  pay  the  tithe  rent- 
oharge, that  agreement  would  ba  void  under  the 
statute.  But  suppose  an  agreement  of  this  nature 
— the  tenant  offers  to  pay  1002.  a  year  rent,  and 
in  consideration  of  the  tithe  rentcharge  an  addi- 
tional sum  of  52,  a  year,  and  this  offer  is  accepted 
by  the  landlord.  If  this  court  were  called  upon 
to-'carry  into  execution  such  an  agreement,  could 
it  refuse  to  do  so  P  I  certainly  can  see  nothing 
to  prevent  it  doing  so.  I  apprehend  that  the 
court  would  have  no  difficulty  in  so  modelling  the 
contract  as  to  make  the  tenant  liable  to  an  entire 
rent  of  1052.  There  is  nothing  illegal  in  such  a 
contract,  and  by  do  executing  it  the  c6urt  would 
act  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  contract."  There 
his  Lordship  is  drawing  a  distinction  between  a 
contract  to  pay  the  exact  amount  of  the  tithe  and 
a  contract  to  pay  a  fixed  certain  sum  assessed 
between  the  landlord  and  the]  tenant  as  compen- 
sation to  the  landlord  because  he  has  to  pay  the 
tithe,  and  he  certainly  says  that  the  contract  to 
pay  the  sum  so  assessed  would  be  good.  Earlier 
in  his  judgment  he  said:  "No  doubt,  indepen- 
dently of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  he  was 
bound  to  pay  the  tithe  which  is  part  of  the 
produce  which  he  takes  from  the  land  and  as  a 
natural  burthen  on  the  tenant,  but  the  effect  of 
the  statute  is  to  place  the  matter  on  a  different 
footing.  It  provided  that  no  tenant,  except  under 
the  peculiar  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  Act, 
should  be  liable  to  pay  this  demand,  and  trans- 
ferred the  liability  to  the  landlord  or  the  person 
who  is  seised  of  an  estate   of   inheritanoe  as 
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defined  in  the  statute.  On  the  other  hand,  how- 
ever, the  Act  does  not  preyent  the  landlord 
saying, '  I  must  have  a  greater  rent  than  I  for- 
merly received  in  coneequenoe  of  this  new  obliga- 
tion imposed  on  me  by  this  etatnte.'  Every 
man  may  talie  the  largest  rent  people  will 
give  him ;  he  may,  notwithstanding  the  statute, 
by  contract,  get  a  rent  equivalent  both  to  the 
old  rent  and  the  tithe."  That  is  relied  on 
by  Mr.  Foote,  and  he  contends  that  it  disposes  of 
this  case  in  his  favour,  but,  when  one  looks  farther 
on  in  the  Judgment,  this  is  not  so.  Lord  St. 
Leonards  cbntinaea  :  "  But  this  contract  must  be 
construed  having  regard  to  the  enactments  of 
the  statute.  I  was  much  struck  by  the  drafts  of 
1833,  for  they  contain  clauses  which  expressly 
provide  for  the  payment  by  the  tenant  of  the 
tithes.  I  Apprehend  these  provisions  would  have 
been  void."  At  p.  226  of  the  report  the  clauses 
in  the  drafts  referred  to  contain  these  words : 
"  Yieldinar  and  paying  the  amount  of  tithe  to  the 
said  B.  Hedges,  Esq.  [the  landlord],  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  or  to  sach  proper  authorities  as  may 
by  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament  be  duly  autho- 
rised to  receive  the  said  tithe  property."  From 
that  it  appears  that  in  Lord  St.  Leonards' 
opinion  a  contract  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
tithe  to  the  landlord  would  be  void,  just  as  a 
contract  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  tithe  to  the 
person  duly  authorised  to  receive  the  tithe  — 
namely,  the  tithe  owner — would  be  void.  It  would 
seem  that  both  the  cases  of  Daviet  v.  Fitton 
and  Colbron  v.  Travers  (sup.)  show  that  a  con- 
tract to  pay  the  amount  ot  the  tithe  by  way  of 
rent  is  void,  and  I  think  that  the  contract  in  the 
present  case  is  within  sect.  1  of  the  Tithe  Act 
1891,  and  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the 


defeiidant. 


Judgment  accordingly. 


Solicitors:  Roweliffet,  BnviU.  and  Co.,  for 
Pinniqer,  Callaway,  and  Pinniger,  Westbary ; 
/.  T.  Boe$iter. 


Friday,  March  4. 

(Before  Fhilumosb,  J.) 

B.  Babbbtt  abd  Son  Limited  v.  Daties. 

Sambv.  Withbbs  (a) 

Statute  of  Limitation! — Letter  tomanaging  director 
of  company— AeknoteledSmant. 

A  letter,  teritten  by  ihe  debtor  to  the  numaging 
director  of  a  company  to  tohom  he  otoes  money, 
stating  :  "  I  am  willing  to  sell  the  5230  shares 
that  I  hold  in  the  P.  D.  B.  B.  Company  Limited 
for  the  sum  of  816Z.  4».  6d.,  and  in  the  event  of 
my  doing  so  I  will  with  the  money  pay  the  10s. 
call  due  on  629  of  the  above  share's,  amounting 
to  3142. 10«..  and  the  balance  in  settlement  of  my 
account  with  R.  B.  and  Son  Limited,  amount- 
ing at  December  last  to  6011. 14«.  6<f.,"  is  svjffi- 
eient  acknowledgment  to  take  the  debt  out  of  the 
Statute  of  Limttations,  even  although  the  sale 
of  the  shares  does  not  take  place. 

A  general  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  with  a  con- 
ditional promise  to  pay,  hut  toithout  any  dis- 
tinct statement  that  except  upon  the  performance 
of  the  condition  the  debtor  wUl  not  or  cannot  pay, 
is  sufieient  to  taJce  a  debt  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

(•)  Baported  by  W.  dk  B.  Bkbbut,  Emi.,  B*nrlitwHit-Law. 


Actions  tried  under  Order  XIV. 

The  following  were  the  facts : — 

The  plaintiff  company  sued  to  recover  from 
Davies  557Z.  15«.  3d.  and  from  Withers  418L  3«., 
money  lent  and  interest,  and  the  defences  raised 
were  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

In  Davies'  case  the  last  loan  was  made  by  the 
plaintiff  company  on  the  11th  Feb.  1897,  and  the 
writ  was  not  issued  until  the  27th  Jan.  1904. 

The  only  acknowledgment  on  which  reliance 
was  placed  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  was 
a  letter,  dated  the  13th  March  1901,  which  came 
into  being  in  the  following  circumstanoes : 

Just  before  the  31st  Deo.  1900  an  account  was 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff  company  to  the  defen- 
dant showing  the  total  then  due  from  him 
5012.  lit.  6(2.,  of  which  872.  48.  6<2.  was  for  interest. 
This  account  was  accompanied  by  a  letter  written 
on  the  company's  paper  signed  ''  C.  A.  B&rrefct, 
managing  director,"  in  which  Mr.  Barrett  said 
that  he  inclosed  the  company's  account,  and 
that  if  Mr.  Davies  could  not  arrange  to  pay  the 
whole  by  the  rnd  of  the  year  he  must  ask  him  &t> 
least  to  pay  the  interest. 

It  was  agreed  that  after  this  there  was  a  meetinc; 
between  Mr.  Barrett  and  Mr.  Daviep,  which 
resulted  in  Mr  Davies  writing  the  letter  of  thelStb 
March  1901. 

The  letter  was  as  follows  : 

Dear  Sir, — I  beg  to  conflrm  onr  oocverBstion  of 
yesterd»; — xiz.,  that  I  am  willing  to  sell  the  5230  shares 
that  I  hold  in  the  Preston  Davies  Ball  Bearings  Coin- 
pao;  Limited  for  the  lam  of  8161.  4>.  Sd.,  and  in  the 
event  of  my  doinir  so  I  will  with  the  money  pay  the  10*. 
eall  dne  on  629  of  the  above  share  a,  amounting  U> 
3141.  10(  ,  and  the  balance  in  settlement  ot  my  aooonnfe 
with  B.  Barrett  and  Son  Limited,  amounting  at  tbe  31st 
Deo.  last  to  SOU.  lit.  6d.—Youia  faithfully,  Pbsstom 
Daviks. 

Compston  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ltuh,^.0.  and  W.  8.  Shaw  for  the  defendants 

Phillimobe,  J.— [His  Lordship,  after  stating 
the  facts  set  out  above,  continued  as  folio  wsO 
It  was  suggested  that  this  letter  wa«  not  an 
acknowledgment  made  to  the  plaintiff  company, 
and  that  it  might  arise  out  of  some  private 
transactions  with  Mr.  Barrett.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  force  in  this.  Barrett  was  managing 
director ;  he  had  written  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany ;  the  letter  is  addressed  to  him  at  the  pre- 
mises which  happen  to  be  the  company's  office, 
and  I  was  told  that  the  plaintiff  company  had 
an  interest  in  the  Preston  Davies  Ball  Bearings 
Company  Limited  which  would  connect  them  with 
the  proposal  to  reconstruct  this  latter  company, 
and  witn  the  advantages  to  be  gained  by  such 
reconstruction.  The  transaction  fell  tlirough. 
There  was  no  quotation  for  the  Preston  Davies 
Ball  Bearings  shares  on  the  Stock  Exchange. 
These  are  apparently  all  the  facte.  It  has  bMn 
decided  upon  the  construction  of  Lord  Ten- 
terden's  Act  (9  Gr«o.  4,  c.  14)  that  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  debt  is  not  enough ;  that  tJiere  tnusb 
be  a  promise  to  pay.  I  atpee^  with  what  Bram- 
weli,  L  J.  says  in  MeyerhoffY.  IVoehlieh  (39  L.  T. 
Bep.  620 ;  4  0.  P.  Div.,  at  p.  64),  and  I  think  it^ 
difiScult  to  see  why  an  acknowledgment  in  writing 
has  not  been  held  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
stetute.  But  it  has  certainly  been  decided  to  be 
insufficient.  The  next  steps  are  plain.  From  a 
genN«l   acknowledgment    without    more   it   is 
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proper  to  infer  a  promiee  to  pay :  (see  Gardner 
▼.  Maemahm,  2  G.  &.  D.  593;  3  Q.  B.  561 ;  Mit- 
thell'B  claim,  L.  Bep.  6  Gh.,  p.  828;  Sheet  v. 
Lindiey,  36  L.  T.  B«p.  98;  2  Ex.  Div.  314). 
From  an  acknowledgment  conpled  with  a  promise 
to  paj  upon  condition,  and  declaring  inability  or 
TmwiUingnesB  to  pay  except  npon  this  condition, 
no  general  promise  can  be  inferred,  and  the 
acknowledgment  does  not  operate  unless  the  con- 
dition is  satisfied  :  (see  Tanner  t.  Smart,  6  B.  & 
G.  603 ;  30  B.  B.  461 ;  Smith  v.  Thorne,  18  Q.  B. 
134;  MiieheU's  daim,  L.  Bep.  6  Gh.,  p.  828; 
Meyerhoff  v.  Froehlich  (sup.),  and  many  other 
cases).  This,  however,  stiil  leaves  some  of  the 
ground  uncovered.  There  are  cases  in  which  the 
reference  to  a  particular  sonrceof  payment  has  been 
held  to  point  to  that  source  as  a  primary  one,  but 
not  as  the  only  one ;  and,  the  acknowledgment 
Btutds  as  a  general  promise  to  pay,  with  a  sug- 
gestion only  that  the  payment  may  be  made  out 
of  a  pajrtioular  fund.  Lastly,  there  may  be  a  case 
where  there  is  a  general  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt  with  a  conditional  promise  to  pay,  but  without 
any  distinct  statement  that  except  upon  the  per- 
foimance  of  the  condition  the  debtor  will  not  or 
cannot  pay.  That,  I  thick,  is  this  case ;  and  1  do 
not  think  that  it  is  covered  by  authority.  There 
are  no  doubt  cases,  such  as  Be  Betkell  (56  L.  T. 
Bep.  92 ;  34  Gh.  Div.  561)  and  Meyerhoff  v.  Froeh- 
Hon,  already  referred  to,  where  the  statement  that 
the  debtor  will  not  or  cannot  pay  except  upon 
condition  is  not  put  forward  in  precise  words, 
and  yet  the  acknowledgment  has  been  held 
insufficient  But  in  these  cases  the  whole  tenor 
of  the  language  is  such  as  distinctly  to  negative 
any  prospect  of  payment  unless  the  condition  is 
fumfled.  In  the  case  before  me  I  have  a  distinct 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  coupled  with  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  it  upon  a  particular  condition  happen- 
ing and  silence  as  to  What  is  to  occur  ii  this 
condition  does  not  happen.  Arguments  can  be 
adduced  on  either  side.  For  the  debtor  it  will 
be  said  es^Mresetim  faeit  cettare  taciturn,  where 
there  is  an  express  promise  no  other  promise  can 
be  implied — or,  to  put  it  in  another  way,  the 
express  pi-omise  cannot  be  enlarged  by  implication. 
For  the  creditor  it  could  be  urged  that,  if  an 
acknowledgment  of  a  debt  implies  a  promise  to 
pay,  there  is  no  reason,  in  the  absence  of  negative 
words,  for  cutting  down  that  promise ;  that  the 
further  promise  to  pay  upon  the  happening  of  a 
particular  condition  is  at  worst  surplusage,  and 
should  in  this  case  rather  be  treated  as  explana- 
tory. It  might  be  said  that  the  object  of  the 
debtor  when  he  wrote  the  letter  of  the  13th  March 
1901  was  to  secure  himself  from  being  pressed  for 
payment  during  such  reasonable  time  as  he  would 
require  to  realise  the  shares,  and  that  in  order  to  se- 
cure his  practical  immunity — I  do  not  say  his  legal 
immunity — for  that  period  he  indicated  that  he 
wonld  pay  as  soon  as  he  realised,  while  by  a 
separate  admission  he  kept  alive  the  debt,  which 
was  not  at  that  time  statute  barred.  Upon  the 
whole  I  think  that  the  creditor  is  right,  and  that 
there  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintifE  com- 
pany. I  must  not  forget  to  notice  the  farther 
contention  put  forward  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
company  that  the  letter  of  the  13th  March  1901 
gave  a  fresh  cause  of  action  upon  an  account 
stated,  which  would  run  for  six  years  from  that 
date.  It  this  were  so,  every  admission  of  debt 
with  a  conditional  promise  to  pay  would  be  an 
Vd.  XC,  2326. 


account  stated  and  would  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute ;  and  this  ia  certainly  not  so.  The  defen- 
dant was  not  intending  to  agree  an  account ;  he 
was,  I  think,  intending  to  acknowledge  the  debt, 
and  therefore  I  have  inferred  a  promise  to  pay ; 
but  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  company  is  not  made 
reall/  stronger  by  substituting  the  words  "  ac- 
count steted  "  for  "  acknowledgment."  In  the 
action  against  Withers  the  pliuntiff  company  has 
tried  to  strengthen  the  case  oy  two  letters  written 
by  the  defendant  on  the  31st  Bee.  1900  and  the 
20th  Deo.  1902.  I  do  not  think  that  these  letters 
add  strength  to  the  plaintiffs'  case.  Both  are 
promises  to  pay  when  things  get  better,  coupled 
with  positive  statements  of  inability  to  pay  until 
things  are  better.  Meyerhoff  v.  Froehheh  shows 
that  such  letters  do  not  keep  the  debt  alive.  The 
case,  therefore,  against  Withers  is  no  stronger 
than  the  case  against  Bavies,  bat  it  is  eqnulr 
strong.  I  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  in  both 
actions,  witk  costs.  Judgment  accordingly. 

Solicitors:  Edmonds  and  Co.;  Alfred  Davies.. 


♦ 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

March  4,  7,  and  8. 
(Before  Vauqhan  Williams,  Stibling,  and 

g0zbn8-ha.kdt,  l.jj.) 
London  and  Noeth- Wbstbbn  Bailwa.t  Gom-  • 
FANi  V.  Matob  and  Cobfobation  of  thb- 
GiTT  OF  Wbstminsteb.  (a) 

AFFBAL  FBOM  THE  CHANCEBT  DIYIBION.  . 

Local  government  —  Public  health  —  Sanitary 
authority — Power  to  provide  "public  sanitary 
conveniences  " — Subioay — Subsoil  of  highway- 
Vesting  in  sanitary  authoritji — Sight  of  adjoin- 
ing owner  usque  ad  medium  nlum  via — Trespass 
—Public  Health  {London)  Act  1891  (64  £  55 
Viet.  c.  76),  «.  44. 

Where  a  sanitary  authority,  pur  porting  to  act  under 
the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  sect.  44  of 
the  Public  Health  {London)  Act  1891,  had  con- 
structed beneath  the  middle  of  a  street  certain 
public  lavatories  arid  sanitary  eonvenienees, 
with  requisite  and  proper  means  of  approach 
thereto  and  exit  therefrom  on  both  sides  of  the 
street  so  that  the  approaches  in  fact  constituted 
a  subway  for  crossing  the  street,  the  entrances  to 
the  subway  being  by  staircases  placed  at  each 
side  of  the  street  at  or  near  the  edge  of  the  foot- 
toav,  «(  tods  held  that  the  sanitary  avUCority 
had  been  exercising  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
staiule  for  a  purpose  not  thereby  authorised, 
they  having  no  power  to  acquire  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  a  subway ;  and  that 
therefore  the  plaintiffs,  opposite  the  doors  of 
whose  premises  one  of  the  erUrances  to  the 
subway  was  placed,  were  entitled  to  a  mandatory 
injunction  to  restrain  the  trespass. 

Decision  of  Joyce,  J.  (85  L.  T.  Sep.  544)  reversed. 

Bt  an  indenture  of  conveyanoe  dated  the  26  th 
July  1886,  and  made  between  Alfred  Hooper, 


(a)  Baportad  by  E.  A  Sobaioblit,  Esq.,  B*nriil(r«t-L>w. 
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'Wi'liam.  Henry  Wroot,  and  Milson  Percy  Wroot 
of  the  first  part,  Sir  Edmund  Antrobaa  and  Hugh 
Lindsay  Antrobns  of  the  second  part,  Emma 
Elizabeth  Matthews  and  Joseph  Ebenezer  Newsom 
of  the  third  part,  Emma  Yiner  of  the  fourth  part, 
the  plaintiffs  of  the  fifth  part,  and  Stephen  Beay 
of  the  sixth  part,  * 

All  those  freehold  metaiugea  or  tenements  litaata  in 
Fuliament-Btreet,  in  the  puiib  of  St.  Mugaret's, 
Westminster,  in  the  ooiinty  of  Middlesex,  and  nnmbered 
34,  85,  and  86,  in  Parliament-street  aforesaid,  and  also 
all  those  two  freehold  meisnsges  or  tenements  situate 
in  Bridge-street,  in  the  said  parish  of  St.  Margaret's, 
'Westminster,  and  nnmbered  respeotiTely  11  and  12  in 
Bridge-street  aforesaid,  but  whioh  were  formerly  nnm- 
bered 46  and  47  in  the  same  street,  all  of  which  said 
premises  are  more  psrtionlarly  delineated  on  the  plan 
drawn  in  the  margin  of  these  presents  and  therein 
oolonred  red, 

were  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  in  fee  simple  in 
possession. 

The  property  comprised  a  block  of  buildings 
at  the  north-east  comer  formed  by  the  junction 
Parliament- street  and  Bridge-street. 

The  houses  in  Parliament-street  had  vaults  or 
oellais  in  connection  with  them  which  extended 
beyond  the  boundary  line,  as  shown  upon  the 
plan,  under  the  pavement  of  the  footway,  and 
for  some  little  distance  into  the  roadway  as  it 
then  existed. 

At  the  date  of  the  conveyance  the  footway  was 
about  12ft.  wide  from  the  wall  of  the  houses  to 
the  outer  edge  of  the  pavement. 

Between  1887  and  1800  the  plaintiffs  rebuilt  the 
premises,  and  as  rebuilt  they  consisted  of  a 
receiving  office  for  parcels  occupied  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, at  tiie  comer  of  Bridge-street,  and  other 
ofSces  and  shops  which  were  let  to  different 
tenants. 

In  1899  Parliament-street  was  widened  by 
pulling  down  the  houses  on  the  western  side,  and 
throwing  a  portion  of  the  site  into  the  roadway, 
■and  at  the  same  time  the  footway  or  pavement  in 
front  of  the  plaintiffs*  premises  was  vridened  by 
heiag  increased  from  12ft.  to  abont  21ft. 

In  Nov.  1900  the  defendants,  who  were  the 
highway  and  sanitary  authority  of  tJie  districi^ 
constraoted  nndemeath  the  middle  of  Parlia- 
ment-street certain  public  lavatories  and  sanitary 
■conveniences,  with  approaches  thereto  by  means 
of  subways  from  both  sides  of  Parliament-street, 
the  entrances  and  exits  to  and  from  the  subways 
-and  conveniences  being  by  means  of  staircases 
placed  at  or  near  the  edge  of  the  footway. 

One  of  the  entrances  was  placed  opposite  the 
doorway  of  the  plaintiffs'  premises.  The  stair- 
case extended  for  a  distance  of  33ft.  along  the 
footway,  and  the  iron  railings  which  formed  part 
of  it  and  by  which  it  was  fenced  off  from  the 
roadway  encroached  to  the  extent  of  2ft.  9in.  on 
the  footway  or  pavement  as  it  existed  after  the 
street  was  widened. 

The  wall  of  the  staircase  nearest  to  the  plain* 
tiffs'  premises  was  built  up  close  to  the  wall  of 
the  plaintiffs'  vaults. 

The  railing  on  the  pavement  was  placed  upon 
stone  slabs,  which  to  the  extent  of  a  few  inches 
were  vertically  over  the  wall  of  the  plaintiffs' 
vaults. 

The  plaintiffs,  who  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the 
soil  of  the  roads  adjoining  their  premises  as  far 
as  the  middle  of  such  roads  as  they  existed  when 


conveyed  to  them,  alleged  the  works  were  not 
sanitary  conveniences  merely,  but  subways,  and 
that  the  defendants  had  no  statutory  power  to 
construct  subways  ;  that  inasmuch  as  the  subsoil 
of  the  roads  was  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  usque  ad 
medium  JUum  viae,  constructing  the  works  and 
excavating  the  soil  under  the  roadway  and  foot- 
way constituted  a  trespass  upon  the  plaintiffs' 
property ;  that  even  if  for  the  purposes  of  making 
sanitary  conveniences  the  subsoil  of  the  roadway 
was  vested  in  the  defendants  and  not  in  the 
plaintiffs,  the  subsoil  of  the  footway  was  not  so 
vested,  and  that,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  stair- 
case was  constructed  in  the  footway,  it  constituted 
a  trespass ;  further,  that  the  erection  of  a  portion 
of  the  staircase  over  the  wall  of  the  plaintiffs' 
vaults  osnstituted  a  trespass. 

In  the  alternative  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  if 
the  soil  as  far  as  the  middle  of  the  roMS  did  not 
belong  to  them,  the  defendants  had  obstmcted 
the  highway  by  erecting  the  staircase  and  railings 
opposite  to  the  entrance  to  the  plaintiffs'  premises 
to  the  particular  damage  of  the  plaintiffs  by 
interfering  with  the  access  of  the  plaintiffs  from 
their  premises  to  the  highway. 

The  plaintiffs  there&ire  brought  this  action 
against  the  defendants  claiming  (1)  an  injunction 
to  i^strain  the  defendants  from  continuing  to 
trespass  on  the  plaintiffs'  premises  by  permitting 
the  subways,  staircase,  and  railiogs,  and  otiier 
works  to  remain  upon  the  plaintiffs'  land;  (2) 
alternatively  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  def^- 
dants  from  continuing  to  cause  an  obstruction  of 
the  highway,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiffs  ;  and 
(3)  damages. 

The  defendants  by  their  defence  alleged  that 
they  had  acted  in  pursuance  of  their  stisttntoiy 
powers  vested  in  them  for  that  porpoae  by  the 
FnbUc  Health  (London)  Act  1891. 

The  material  section  of  that  Act  is  as  follows  : 

Seot  44  (1).  Every  sanitary  anthority  may  provide 
and  maintain  pnblio  lavatories  and  ashpits,  and  pnblio 
sanitary  oonvenienoes,  other  than  privies,  in  situations 
where  they  deem  the  same  to  be  required,  and  may 
snpply  snoh  lavatories  and  sanitary  oonvenienoeB  with 
water,  and  may  defray  the  expense  of  providing  snoh 
Uvstories,  ashpits,  and  sanitary  oonvenienoes,  and  of 
any  damage  oocsaioned  to  any  person  by  the  ersotion 
or  oonstmotion  thereof,  and  the  expense  of  keeping  the 
lame  in  good  order,  as  if  they  were  ezpeniee  of  sewer- 
age. (2)  For  the  pnrpose  of  snoh  provision  the  subsoil 
of  any  road,  ezolusive  of  the  footway  adjoining  any 
building  or  the  ourtilage  of  a  building,  shall  be  vested 
in  the  sanitary  authority. 

In  June  1901  the  action  came  on  tor  trial 
before  Joyce,  J.,  when  his  Lordship  reserved 
judgment. 

On  the  19th  Nov.  1901  it  was  decided  by  Joyce. 
J.  (85L.T.  Bep.  544)  that  the  defendants  had  acted 
bond  fide  in  the  exercise  of  their  statutory  powers, 
and  that  the  erection  of  the  sanitary  conveniences 
and  the  approaches  thereto,  although  capable  of 
being  used  for  crossing  the  street,  was  not  uUra 
vires.  The  learned  judge  also  decided  that  the 
presumption  of  law — that  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary  (of  whioh  none  had  been 
adduced)  the  soil  of  a  highway  to  the  middle  of 
the  road  (vsque  ad  medium  filum  vias)  belongs  to 
the  owner  of  land  adjoining  the  highway — being 
equally  applicable  to  streets  in  a  town  as  to 
highways  in  the  country:  (Be  White's  Charities, 
78  L.  T.  Bep.  550;  (1898)  IGh.  659)  appUed;  and 
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that  the  land  or  soil  as  to  the  2ft.  9in.  in  width 
waa  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and,  being 
part  of  the  footway,  was  not  liable  to  be  taken 
and  ased  by  the  defendants  under  sect.  44  of  the 
Public  He&lth  (London)  Act  1891  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  oonstruction  of  sanitary  conveni- 
enoea. 

A  mandatory  injnnotion  was  accordingly 
granted  for  the  removal  of  the  portion  of  the 
staircase  as  to  2ft.  9in.  in  width. 

As  to  the  first  part  of  that  decision  the  plaintiffs 
appealed. 

The  hearing  of  the  appeal  was  delayed  bv 
reason  of  negotiations  between  the  parties  with 
a  view  to  a  compromise.  Theee  negotiations, 
however,  ultimately  proved  abortive,  and  the 
appeal  was  restored  to  the  paper,  and  now  came 
onifor  hearing. 

Younger,  K.G.  and  Eustace  HiUs  (with  them 
Montague  Shearman,  E.G.)  for  the  appellants. — 
The  defendants'  only  defence  is  that  what  they 
have  done  was  in  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  them  by  sect  44  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891.  But  we  submit  that  they  have 
exceeded  the  powers  under  that  Act,  and  that 
the  whole  work  is  vUra  vire$.  The  subsoil  is 
vested  in  the  defendants  by  that  section  for  the 
purpose  of  making  sanitary  conveniences  and  no 
other.  The  works  which  the  defendants  have 
oonstmcted  are  not  merely  sanitary  conveniences 
within  the  Act.  They  are  in  their  essence  a 
subway  for  foot  passengers,  and  none  the  less  a 
subway  because,  owing  to  the  manner  in  which  it 
has  been  constructed,  it  can  be  used  as  a  means 
of  access  to  the  sanitary  conveniences.  The  plan 
shows  that ;  and  the  defendants  have  described 
the  works  in  their  own  language  as  "a  crossing 
for  foot  passengers  with  sanitary  conveniences 
communicating  therewith."  The  test  is  if  theifs 
had  been  no  sanitary  conveniences  would  the  sub- 
way have  been  a  ^stinct  thing  of  itself  ?  The 
answer  is  that  it  would  have  been  a  distinct  sub- 
way. As  to  the  eanitary  conveniences,  they  are 
(Ustisct  in  themselves  and  shut  off  from  the 
subway.  The  real  and  original  intention  was  to 
construct  a  subway,  and  afterwards  it  was  con- 
sidered expedient  to  make  sanitary  conveniences  ; 
and  for  constructing  the  subway  the  defendants 
have  no  statutory  authority.  Having  exceeded 
their  statutory  authority  they  must  be  treated 
as  trespassers.  The  case  of  Mayor,  Ac,  of  Tun- 
bridge  WelU  v.  Baird  (74  L.  T.  Rep.  385; 
(189ti)  A.  G.  484)  is  very  like  the  present  case, 
except  that  the  defendants  here  justify  under 
sect.  44  of  the  Act  of  1891.  That  section 
was  passed  to  get  over  difficulties  which  were 
raised  outside  the  metropolis,  as  in  the  case  of 
Mayor,  Ac.,  of  Tunbridge  Welh  v.  Baird  {ubi  tup.). 
[Stiblino,  L.J.  referred  to  the  railway  cases  such 
as  Stockton  and  Darlington  Bailway  Company  t. 
Brown  (9  H.  of  L.  Gas.  246).] 

Hughee,  K.O.  and  Dighton  PMoek  tor  the 
respondents. — There  are  two  things  which  the 
plaintiffs  must  establish  in  order  to  entitle  them 
to  succeed  in  their  action ;  first,  that  the  defen- 
daots  had  no  power  to  do  what  is  complained  of ; 
and  secondly,  that  they  have  not  acted  bond  fide, 
and  that  the  construction  of  the  sanitary  con- 
veniences was  a  mere  device  in  order  to  permit  of 
the  construction  of  a  subway  at  the  same  time. 
On  the  face  of  the  Act  of  1891  it  is  perfectly  clear 


that  the  defendants  have  power  under  sect.  44  to 
do  what  they  have  done.  What  they  have  con- 
structed is  sanitary  conveniences  in  the  middle  of 
the  roadway,  with  an  underground  access  from  the 
footway  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  sugges- 
tion is  that  the  defendants  had  no  power  to  make 
an  approach  by  means  of  a  subway  to  the  sanitary 
conveniences.  But  to  say  that  the  sanitary  con- 
veniences could  be  made  without  an  approach  is 
futile.  Tbe  subway  is  merely  the  approach  to  the 
sanitary  conveniences,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
attempt  to  distinguish  the  approach  from  the 
entrance.  The  fact  that  there  is  a  subway  in  con- 
nection with  the  sanitary  conveniences  does  not> 
make  them  any  the  less  sanitary  conveniences. 
If  the  defendants  were  of  opinion  that  th»- 
entranoe  from  the  footway  was  more  convenient 
than  from  the  roadway,  it  was  not  only  within, 
their  powers,  but  it  was  their  duty  to  construct 
the  works  in  that  manner.  It  has  been  found 
that  if  tbe  entrance  to  sanitary  conveniences  is. 
made  in  tbe  middle  of  the  street,  their  usefulness . 
is  much  reduced.  The  matter  was  fnUy  con- 
sidered,  and  the  defendants  in  the  exercise  of  their 
discretion  came  to  the  conclusion  that  their 
scheme  was  the  best  that  could  be  adopted.  The 
approach  is  no  more  than  an  entrance  to  the  sani- 
tary conveniences  from  the  nearest  suitable  sjmI;. 
If,  ha\'ing  regard  to  sect.  44  of  the  Act  of  1891,. 
the  plaintiffs  cannot  object  to  the  entrance  in 
the  middle  of  the  road,  neither  can  they  do  so  if 
it  is  placed  at  the  side  of  the  road.  They  ar» 
sanitary  conveniences  placed  in  a  situation  wher» 
they  are  "  deemed  to  be  required."  It  is  not; 
suggested  that  the  defendants  have  not  deemed 
the  sanitary  conveniences  to  be  required  where 
they  are  placed.  As  regards  the  question  of 
excess  of  statutory  authority,  the  following  arQ 
other  railway  cases  which  are  in  point : 

London,  Brighton,  and  South-Coatt  Raihcaij  OotH' 

pony  V.  Truman,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  250 ;  II  App> 

Cm.  45 ; 
Wilkinton  v.  Hull  and  Bamsley  Railway  ani  Dock 

Company,  46  L.  T.  B«p.  445 ;  20  Ch.  Div.  323  ; 
Leutii  V.  Wetton-ntj>»r-Mar9  Local  Board  of  Health,. 

59  h.  T.  Bep.  769 ;  40  Ch.  Div.  55. 
We  submit  that  the  action  is  wrong  in  ioto,  but 
even  if  it  is  right  as  to  the  excess  of  4ft.,, 
which  is  complained  of,  then  it  should  be  limited 
in  that  way.  All  that  the  court  diould  do  is  tO' 
put  right  what  is  regarded  as  an  unreasonable 
width.  But  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  • 
railings  to  be  removed. 

Younger,  K.C.,  in  reply. — That  the  court  wilP 
grant  a  mandatory  injunction  in  such  a  case  aa. 
the  present  is  shown  by 

Ooodton  V.  RieTiardeon,  30  L.  T.  B«p.  142  ;  L.  Sep.. 
9  Ch.  App.  281. 

ryAUGHAN  Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  Finehhy 
Electric  Light  Company  Limitedv.FinchJey  Urban 
JHstrict  Counea  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  215  ;  (1903)  1  Gh. 
437).]  We  ask,  therefore,  that  the  court  will  order 
thesubway  and  works  to  be  removed  entirely.  The 
plaintiffs  are  in  ezactiy  the  same  position  as  the 
plaintiffs  in 

Mayor,  ^c,  of  Tunbridge  WeU*  v.  Baird  {ubi  sup.). 
yAtroHAN  Williams,  L.J.— So  far  as  the 
objects  of  the  vestry,  who  were  the  predecessors 
of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Westminster, 
and  the  objects  of  the  corporation  are  concerned, 
I  have  a  good  deal  of  sympathy  with  them.  And 
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I  cannot  doubt  myself  but  tbat  they  acted  in 
sood  faith  in  this  sense ;  that  their  desire  wsjb  a 
desire  to  do  that  which  mtfi^ht  be  best  for  the 
public.  Of  their  Kood  faith,  in  that  sense,  I  hare 
not  the  slightest  doubt.  Moreover,  I  think  that 
they  rather  drifted  into  the  position  which  they 
ultimately  took  up  than  tooE  that  position  up 
deliberately.  Their  first  object  was  to  make  a 
provision  for  the  comfort  and  convenience  of 
strangers  visiting  tiiis  part  of  the  metropolis. 
It  is  known  that  a  great  many  persons  of  all 
nations,  as  well  as  natives  of  this  country,  go  to 
see  the  Houses  of  Parliament  and  Westminster 
Abbey,  and  the  desire  at  first  was  that  some 
accommodation  of  this  sort  should  be  provided 
for  those  visitors ;  and  it  was  desired  to  provide 
it  somewhere  near  the  Abbey  or  the  Houses  of 
Parliament.  There  was  a  difficulty  about  that. 
The  vestry  could  not  do  it  without  obtaining 
cettain  consents,  which  they  could  not  get.  Then 
the  notion  seems  to  have  occurred  to  them  that 
they  might  provide  this  accommodation  at  some 
point  more  to  the  north  than  the  Houses  of 
Parliament  and  Westminster  Abbev,  and  that, 
inasmuch  as  there  are  a  considerable  number  of 
carriage-ways  which  converge  in  that  direction, 
the  visitors  and  others  coming  from  Westminster 
Abbey  or  the  Houses  of  Parliament  might  get 
their  by  a  subway.  Then  it  seems  to  have 
occurred  to  someboidy  that  if  they  had  a  subway 
there  it  was  just  as  well  to  have  a  system  of 
subways.  They  found,  when  they  came  to  deal 
with  this  matter,  that  there  was  great  difficulty 
in  arranging  for  it,  and  they  then  seem  to  have 

f'lven  up  the  notion  of  a  convenience  to  be  estab- 
shed  in  Yiotoria-street,  or  in  that  neighbour- 
hood, or,  as  was  at  one  time  thought,  at  Great 
-George-street.  And  it  seems  to  have  occurred  to 
them  that  it  would  be  a  good  place  to  have  a 
oonvenienoe  at  the  southern  end  of  Parliament- 
street.  Then  it  occurred  to  them  that  it  would 
be  a  very  good  position  to  place  that  convenience 
in,  if  they  could  place  it  somewhere  adjacent  to 
a  Bubiray,  and  get  some  public  authority — the 
First  Commissioner  of  Works,  and  one  other 
authority,  I  think,  were  asked  about  it — to  make 
the  subway  for  them.  Then  their  notion  was  to 
make  a  convenience  which  should  have  its  entrance 
from,  and  its  exit  to,  this  subway,  which  they 
hoped  to  persuade  other  people  to  make.  I  think 
one  gets  the  plainest  indication  of  this  view  in 
the  minute  of  the  27th  July  1898,  which  I  find  in 
the  extracts  from  the  minutes  of  the  united 
restry  of  St.  Margaret's  and  St.  John's.  It  runs 
thus:  " Parliament-street  and  Parliament- square 
subway  and  convenience.  The  surveyor  has  sub- 
mitted a  plan  showing  a  proposal  for  the  forma- 
tion of  a  subway  to  facilitate  vehicular  traffic 
and  to  provide  a  safe  crossiog  for  foot-passengers 
under  Parliament-street  and  Parliament-square 
in  connection  with  the  widening  of  the  first- 
named  thoroughfare,  and  embracing  in  the 
scheme  a  project  for  the  construction  of  a  large 
convenience.  Then  it  goes  on :  "  The  committee 
recommend  that  the  vestry  give  their  approval  in 
principle  to  the  proposition,  and  that  tne  scheme 
be  suomitted  to  the  First  Commissioner  of 
Works  for  bis  consideration  with  an  intimation 
that  the  vestry  would  undertake  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  convenience."  That 
was  on  the  27th  July  1898.  On  the  11th  Jan. 
1899  there  is  a  further  minute :  "  In  reference  to 


the  proposal  for  the  construction  of  a  convenience 
and  subways  at  the  south  end  of  Parliament- 
street,  and  to  the .  representations  made  in  the 
matter  to  the  First  Commissioner  of  Works  by 
direction  of  the  vestry  on  the  27th  July  last, 
it  has  now  been  reported  by  the  surveyor  that  the 
department  does  not  intend  to  take  any  steps  to 
provide  the  suggested  subways,  and  has  expressed 
the  opinion  tmit  the  construction  of  the  conveni- 
ence should  not  be  commenced  until  after  the 
coming  session  of  Parliament."  That,  to  my 
mind,  shows  very  plainly  how  this  matter  was 
initiated — how  at  first  the  vestries  had  no  notion 
of  making  the  subway  themselves,  and  no  notion 
of  doing  anything  more  than  availing  them- 
selves of  the  subway,  when  it  should  come  to  be 
made,  as  a  place  into  which  the  exit  from  the  con- 
veniences should  be  made,  and  from  which  the 
entrance  should  be  made.  In  this  state  of  things 
which  has  come  about,  it  seems  to  me  quite  clear 
that  eventually  the  corporation  determined  that 
they  would  make  the  subway  themselves,  from 
which  the  entrance  was  to  be  to  the  convenience, 
and  into  which  the  exit  was  to  be.  Now,  for  the 
moment,  I  will  not  say  any  more  about  the  evi- 
dence, which,  to  my  mind,  shows  conclusively  that 
that  was  the  truth,  but  I  will  deal  for  a  moment 
with  what  the  powers  of  the  authority  were  under 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891;  and  in 
particular  sect.  44.  [His  Lordship  read  that  sec- 
tion and  continued :]  M  v  view  of  that  section  is, 
first,  that  I  do  not  think  that  sub-sect.  2  really 
intends  that  there  should  ba  vested  in  the  sani- 
tary authority  immediately  so  much  of  the  sub- 
soil as  could  possibly  be  used  for  the  purposes 
mentioned,  but  I  think  that  what  that  section  seems 
to  point  to  is,  that  if  the  sanitary  authority  in  fact 
do  use  the  snbsoil  for  this  purpose,  then  ipio 
faeio  the  subsoil  shall  vest  in  the  sanitary  autho- 
rity. I  mention  that  because,  if  that  is  the  right 
view,  it  seems  to  me  to  negative  altogether  the 
idea  that  the  sanitary  authority  are  to  acquire  the 
land  and  pay  for  it,  or  pay  compensation  for  it, 
in  any  shape  whatsoever.  I  do  not  think,  if 
that  is  the  right  view,  that  it  could  be  that  the 
words  "  may  defray  the  expense  ...  of  any 
damage  occasioned  to  any  person  by  the  erection 
or  construction  thereof  "  could  possibly  cover  the 
money  payment  in  resi>ect  of  the  vesting  of  the 
land  taken  in  the  sanitary  authority.  That  is  of 
some  importance,  although  in  the  view  that  I 
take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  essential  that  I  should 
determine  the  matter  now.  But  I  think  it  right 
to  mention  that  this  view  which  I  have  taken  of 
the  construction  of  this  section  might  be  of  im- 
portance if  one  had  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
sanitary  authority  were  intended  to  be  the  judges 
of  what  land  should  be  taken,  and  how  much  of 
it,  because  when  the  House  of  Lords  had  to  deal 
with  a  similar  question  in  Stookton  and  Darlington 
Bailway  Company  v.  Brown  {ubi  sup.),  I  find  in  the 
speech  of  Lord  Cranworth  these  words  :  "  Some 
general  propositions  admit  of  no  doubt.  In  the 
first  place,  I  think  it  clear  that  when  the  Legisla- 
ture authorises  railway  directors  to  take,  for  the 
purposes  of  their  undertaking,  any  lands  specially 
describe  1  in  their  Act,  it  constitutes  them  the 
sole  judges  as  to  whether  they  will  or  will  not 
take  those  lands  provided  only  that  they  take 
them  bond  fide  with  the  object  of  using  them  for 
the  purposes  authorised  by  the  Legislature,  and 
not  for  any  sinister  or  collateral  purpose.    This 
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is  the  constractioii  to  be  pat  on  all  snoli  legisla- 
tive powers,  whether  the  language  of  the  Act  is 
that  the  company  may  take  so  much  of  the  lands 
«8  is  neoessarr  for  the  undertaking,  or  so  much 
«8  is  required  or  is  expedient  to  be  taken,  or 
simply  (as  in  this  case)  that  the  company  may 
take  lands  for  the  purposes  of  the  andertaking. 
In  sadi  cases  the  Legislature,  having  proTidmi 
what  it  considers  sufficient  means  for  seonrinA 
adequate  compensation  to  the  owners  of  the  land, 
leaves  it  to  those  interested  in  the  undertaking  to 
say  to  what  extent  it  will  be  useful  to  them  to 
exercise  their  statutable  powers."  I  am  not 
-quite  sure  myself — asaumine  it  to  be  an  essen- 
tial part  of  Lord  Granworui's  definition  as  to 
the  occasions  on  which  the  company,  or 
-others,  taking  the  land,  have  jurisdiction  tio  say 
to  what  extent  they  will  take  the  land,  that  the 
land  BO  taken  shall  be  taken  under  the  condition 
that  there  is  secured  to  the  landowner  adequate 
■oomj>en8ation  for  the  taking  of  the  land— that 
this  is  a  case  in  which  one  could  say  that  that 
was  true,  because  for  reasons  that  I  have  already 
Xiven,  I  have  great  doubts  whether  the  words  in 
fleet.  44  as  to  damage  do  secure  adequate  compen- 
eatiom  to  the  landowner.  But  I  do  not  propose 
to  demde  that  question  or  enter  into  it,  because  in 
my  judgment  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to 
-do  so.  I  say  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case 
to  do  so,  because,  in  my  judgment,  in  the  present 
-case,  it  is  not  true  to  say  that  the  corporation 
have  taken  this  land,  which  they  have  taken,  with 
the  object  of  using  it  for  the  purposes  authorised 
hj  the  Legislature.  If  the  language  of  Lord 
Oampbell,  who  delivered  the  first  judgment,  is 
looked  at,  as  well  as  this  judgment  of  Lord  Cran- 
worth  to  which  I  have  been  referring,  both  of 
them  affirm  in  the  clearest  possible  manner  that 
if  a  company  or  other  authority  purporting  to 
acquire  the  land  under  the  powers  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  is  not  acquiring  it  for  the  purposes 
mentioned,  but  is  acquiring  it  for  otber  and 
-different  purposes,  then  the  duty  of  the  court 
would  be  to  restrain  that  authority.  Lord  Camp- 
bell's words  are,  "  If  it  had  been  proved  that  the 
-company  was  acting  maid  fide,  and  trying  under 
the  powers  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  get  pos- 
session of  lands  of  Brown,  which  were  to  be 
-applied  to  other  and  different  purposes,  I  think 
toe  court  would  have  been  justified  m  interfering 
b^  injunction,"  and  Lord  Cranworth  says  pre- 
oiaehr  the  same  thing.  Now  I  want  to  say  one 
word  about  mala  fidet.  Lord  Campbell  uses  the 
words  "  mold  fide."  Joyce,  J.  said  that  he  could 
not  find  on  the  evidence  here  that  the  corporation 
■or  the  vestry,  or  either  of  them  acted  otherwise 
•iiuin.  bond  fide.  I  think  that  when  Lord  Gampb^ 
«ayB  here  "  was  acting  maZA/ui«,  and  trying  under 
-the  powers  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  get  pos- 
session of  lands  which  were  to  be  applied  to  other 
-and  different  purposes  "  than  those  authorised  by 
ike  Act  of  Parliament  he  meant  merely  to  explain 
'there  what  would  be  mala  fide*.  You  are  acting 
maid  fide  if  yon  are  seeking  to  acquire  and  are 
aoqairing  lands  for  a  purpose  not  authorised  by 
the  Act  of  Parliament.  In  such  a  case  it  is  right 
to  restrain  persons  who  are  misapplying  the  powers 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament.  Now,  as  I  have  already 
said,  my  view  is  that  the  defendants  here,  and 
their  predecessors  did  acquire  these  lands  for  pur- 
poses net  justified  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.  It 
really  was  hardly  denied  during  the  argument, 


but  that  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  defendants  did 
construct  this  approach  as  it  has  been  called,  of 
dimensions  which  were  wider  than  would  be 
required  for  the  approach  to  a  sanitary  con- 
venience, and  which  were  suitable  for  a  subway. 
It  also  really  was  hardly  denied,  but  that  in  so 
doing  they  md  it  for  the  very  purpose  that  this 
subway  might  be  used  as  a  highway.  They  have 
no  parliamentary  authoritv  to  acquire  land  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  subway,  and  under  those 
ciroumstancas,  it  seems  to  me,  that  they  ought  to 
be  restrained.  I  have  said  that  in  argument  it 
was  hardly  denied  that  the  facts  were  such  as  I 
have  stated.  But  really  it  could  not  be  denied  in 
the  face  of  two  such  letters  as  the  letters  of  the 
20th  Sept.  1900  and  the  4th  Dec.  1900.  The 
letter  of  the  20th  Sept  1900,  written. to  the  soli- 
citor of  the  London  and  North-Western  Bail- 
way  Company,  runs  thus:  "1  am  constructing 
on  behali  of  the  Westminster  Yestry,  and  in 
accordance  with  their  directions,  a  subway  from 
one  side  of  Parliament-street  opposite  your  offices 
to  the  western  side  which  is  approached  hj 
staircases  on  footpaUi.  Unfortunately  this  wiu 
necessitate  the  acquiring  by  lease  or  purchase 
a  portion  of  your  vault.  I  should  therefore 
feel  obliged  if  you  would  inform  me  what 
your  company  would  require  for  assisting  in 
giving  a  great  convenience  to  the  public  at 
so  dangerous  a  crossing,  and  inclose  a  plan." 
Now,  as  to  that  letter  I  wish  to  say  that  it 
seems  to  me  couched  in  most  accurate  language 
and  exactly  to  describe  the  true  f  aote,  ana  also 
to  recognise  the  legal  consequences  following 
upon  the  adoption  of  the  course  indicated  by  the 
letter.  Then  we  come  to  the  letter  of  the  4th 
Dec.  1900,  which  is  again  written  to  the  solicitor 
of  the  London  and  North- Western  Bailwav  Com- 
pany :  "  Tour  letter  of  the  19th  nit.  on  tue  sub- 
ject of  the  works  in  progress  at  the  south  end  of 
Parliament-street  was  laid  before  the  works, 
sewers,  and  highways  committee  of  the  city 
council  at  their  last  meeting,  when  I  was  directed 
to  explain  that  the  intention  is  the  construction 
of  a  subway  to  faoiUtete  pedestrians  crossing 
from  one  side  to  the  other  of  a  thoroughfare  of 
great  width  and  very  considerable  traffic,  an 
object  with  which  the  committee  consider  your 
company  will  be  in  the  fullest  accord.  The  forma- 
tion of  an  entrance  at  the  position  in  question  is 
necessarily  obli^iory  to  give  proper  eiiect  to  the 
scheme.  Admission  to  the  conveniences  which 
will  be  accessible  from  the  subway  could  other- 
wise have  been  provided  from  refuges  above 
them.'  I  may  add.  for  your  information,  that  the 
plan  and  project  generally  received  the  approval 
of  Her  Majesty's  Office  of  Works."  Now,  in  the 
face  of  those  letters  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at 
that  there  was  considerable  hesitation  in  arguing 
that  the  object  and  purpose  which'  the  Corpora- 
tion of  Westminster  had  in  view  here  was  the 
construction  of  a  subway.  We  find  an  argument 
about  whether  the  Act  of  Parliament  auutorised 
or  justified  the  taking  of  the  subsoil  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  approaches  to  the  sanitary  con- 
venience— I  shall  say  one  word  about  that  in  a 
moment — but  let  me  assume  to  the  full  that  the 
Act  of  Parliament  does  justify  that.  It  only 
justifies  such  a  course  in  a  case  where  the  making 
of  the  approach  where  it  is  made  is  really  neces- 
sitated by  the  conditions  of  access  to  and  egress 
from  the  convenience.    But  how  can  that  be  said 
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to  be  ao  here  'when  this  very  letter  telle  ns  that 
admiaaion  to  the  oouTenieuce,  which  will  be 
aooeesible  from  the  Babwar,  oould  otherwise  hare 
been  provided  from  the  retagea  above  P  It  ceases 
—if  that  passage  is  true — to  be  true  that  these 
anbwaya  nave  in  fact  been  oonatruoted  aa 
approaches  to  the  sanitary  convenience.  It  is 
merely  that  theae  anbways,  having  been  built  by 
the  Westminster  Ckraporation,  it  is  supposed  by 
the  Westminster  Corporation  that  it  will  be  a 
convenient  thing  that  there  should  be  placed 
aanitaiy  conveniences,  the  access  to  and  egreas 
from  wnich  ahall  be  in  a  aubway  which  is  being 
constmcted  by  the  corporation.  With  regard 
to  the  approaches  I  agree  with  a  great  deal  that 
coonael  for  the  respondents  said.  I  think  that 
vrhere  yon  are  to  have  nndergronnd  convenienoee 
yon  mnst  have  approaches  other  than  mere 
access  (entrance  to)  and  egress  (exit  from)  them, 
because  in  the  nature  of  things  yon  mnst  have 
some  stairs  or  some  slope,  which  will  occupy  con- 
siderable lateral  apace,  leading  you  to  immediate 
proximity  to  the  aitnation  of  the  conveniences. 
Therefore  I  think  that  you  must  have  an  approach, 
'  and  I  think,  probably,  that  if  the  corporation  or 
other  sanitajy  authority  had  really  fixed  apon  a 
a  particular  passage  as  aiforcung  a  proper 
approach  for  the  conveniences,  as  anch,  it  might 
not  have  been  right  for  ua  to  review  their  diaore- 
tion  in  that  reapeot.  But  no  auch  qneation  ariaea 
in  the  present  case  if  yon  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  I  nave  arrived  at,  in  tact  -which  I  cannot  put 
bettor  than  this,  that  the  true  position  of  affairs 
IB  accurately  described  in  the  letter  of  the  4th 
Deo.  1900,  which  I  have  jnat  read.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  think  that  this  appeal  ought  to 
be  allowed.  I  think  that  the  '  remedy  which 
shonld  be  given  to  the  plaintiffs  here  should 
be  wider  than  that  which  Joyce,  J.,  gave.  Now 
what  is  the  best  way  of  giving  this  remedy  P 
As  I  said  before,  one  wishes,  in  givine  this 
remedy,  to  give  it  in  auoh  a  manner  as  ahall  be 
least  detrimental  to  the  public.  There  ia  the 
subway;  there  are  the  conveniencea.  Whether 
they  are  in  a  convenient  poaition  or  not  it  ia  not 
for  me  to  aay — the  sanitary  authority  will  con- 
aider  that.  But  I  have  no  doubt  that,  apart  from 
the  conveniencea,  the  aubway  at  the  preaent 
moment  is  a  considerable  convenience  to  pedes- 
trians crossing  that  wide  thoroughfare.  Under 
these  oircumstanoea,  although  I  think  that  we 
ought  not  to  limit  our  injunction  to  what  haa 
been  called  the  exceaa  of  4ft,,  yet  I  want  to  give 
an  opportunity  for  the  defendants,  the  corpora- 
tion, to  do  that  which  I  [am  sure  they  would  wiah 
to  do — that  which  is  moat  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  at  the  aame  time  conaistent  with  the 
law  as  we  lay  it  down.  If  we  now  aay  that  this 
ia  a  case  in  which  it  may  be  right  ultimately  to 
grant  an  injunction,  we  can  yet  give  to  the  cor- 
poration an  opportunity  of  making,  or  under- 
taking to  make,  alterationa  which  will  relieve 
ua  from  the  neoeaaity  of  granting  any  injunction 
at  all.  If  we  hold  our  hand  in  that  way,  and 
give  to  the  corporation  liberty  to  apply  to  na — 
of  courae  the  other  aide  mnat  have  liberty  to 
apply  in  case  there  in  delay — it  may  be  that  the 
corporation  will  aatiafy  na  that  they  have  either 
made,  or  are  immediately  going  to  make,  such 
alterations  as  will  justify  us  in  saying  we  shall 
not  grant  an  injunction  at  all.  I  think  that 
ia  all  I  have  to  aay  at  present,  except  that  I  take 


it  for  granted  that  the  plaintiffs  will,,  in  a 
matter  of  this  aort,  facilitate  the  work  which 
the  corporation  haa  to  do,  and  will  be  prompt 
and  reachr  to  agree  to  any  alterations  which  may 
reaaonabiy  and  properly  be  auggeated  by  th& 
corporation. 

Stisuno,  L.J. — In  thia  case  the  defendants, 
the  oorpozation  of  the  city  of  Weatmmster,  pur- 
porting to  act  under  atatutory  powera  conferred 
on  them  as  the  aanitary  authority  within  tiie  city, 
have  erected  two  aubterranean  constmotioos  at 
the  south  end  of  Parliament-street,  one  being  a^ 
public  sanitary  convenience  and  the  other  a  sub- 
way. Both  those  erections  stand  in  part  on  the- 
subsoil  of  Parliament-street  at  a  point  where  that 
subsoil  is  vested,  or  is  admitted  to  be  vested  for 
the  purpose  of  the  preaent  proceedinga,  in  th& 
plaintiSa,  the  London  and  North- Weatem  B,<iil- 
way  Company,  who  are  the  owners  of  a  house  is. 
Parliament-street.  The  plaintiffs  allege  in  this 
appeal  that  that  subway  haa  been  erected  without 
any  atatutory  power  for  the  purpose.  In  thia 
appeal,  whatever  mayhave  been  the  caae  at  other 
timea,  the  erection  of  the  sanitery  convenience  is 
not  complained  of,  but  it  is  alleged,  as  I  hav» 
already  said,  that  the  aubway  has  been  erected 
without  any  proper  authority,  and,  at  the  Bar, 
an  injunction  has  been  asked  against  the  defen- 
dant corporation  to  restrain  that  corporation 
from  maintaining  or  using  the  subway.  That 
relief  is  sought  on  two  grounds.  First,  on  a- 
ground  which  ia  thue  atatod  by  Lord  Cranworth 
in  CfallotDay  v.  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of 
London  (14  L.  T.  Rep.  865 ;  L.  Bep.  1  £.  &  I. 
App.  34,  at  p.  43):  "It  has  become  a  well 
settled  head  of  equity  that  any  company  autho- 
rised by  the  Legislature  to  take  compulaorily  the 
land  of  another  for  a  definite  object  will,  if 
attempting  to  teke  it  for  any  other  object,  be- 
reatrained  by  the  injunction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  from  so  doing."  That  is  one  ground. 
The  other  ground  is,  that  the  corporation,  having 
erected  this  subway  without  any  authoritv,  are  in 
the  position  of  treapaaaera,  and  continuing  trea- 
paaaera,  on  the  soil  of  the  plaintifEs.  And  for 
that  reason,  in  accordance  with  the  deoiaion  of 
this  court  in  Ooodson  v.  Biohardaon  (30  L.  T. 
Rep.  142  ;  L.  Bep.  9  Ch.  App.  221),  the  plaintiffs, 
are  entitied  to  the  injunction  which  is  sought.  If 
the  fact  be,  as  ia  alleged,  that  the  aub-way  has  been 
erected  without  any  atatutory  authority,  it  seema 
to  me  that  relief  may  properly  be  given  on  both 
these  grounds;  and  that  the  main  question  in  the- 
action  really  is,  whether  or  not  this  sub-way  has 
been  so  improperly  erected.  Now,  as  regards  the 
statutory  authority,  the  matter  stands  thus  i 
However  useful  it  may  be  that  in  such  fre- 
quented streets  subways  for  the  purpose  of  the- 
paaaage  of  pasaengers  rdiould  be  made,  the  Legis- 
lature has  not  yet  thousht  fit  to  confer  that 
power  on  any  corporate  oody  having  authority 
within  the  cities.  It  has  conferred  by  sect.  44  of 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891,  a  power  on 
every  sanitary  authority  within  the  area  which  ia 
governed  by  the  Act  to  provide  and  maintain, 
amongst  otiier  things,  public  sanitary  conveni- 
encea in  situationa  where  they  deem  the  aame  to 
be  required,  and  has  provided  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  anch  proviaion  the  subsoil  of  any  roadi 
ahall  be  veated  in  the  sanitary  authority  and  it  is 
under  this  section  of  the  Act,  and  under  thia 
alone,  that  the  defendants,  the  corporation  o£ 
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'Weatminater,  jastify  what  they  have  done.  The 
corporation  allege  that  it  is  within  their  power 
vmoar  the  section  not  merely  to  determine  the 
«itnation  where  this  sanitary  conTenience  is  to  be 
placed,  bat  also  the  proper  and  reasonable  mode 
■ot  providing  for  the  entrance  and  exit  of  the 
{leraons  who  are  to  use  it.  And  they  contend 
that  they  are  not  limited  to  making  those  en- 
tranced and  exits  simply  by  lifts  or  by  stairB,  but 
that  they  may,  if  they  see  fit,  make  proper  ap- 
proaches to  the  convenience  from  the  pavement 
to  the  place  where  it  is  sitnate  in  the  roadway.  I 
«hall  assume  that  that  contention  is  well  fonnded, 
«nd  then  the  question  simply  reduces  itself  to 
this,  was  this  subway  constructed  as  an  approach 
to  the  convenience,  or  was  it  oonstmoted  with  an 
■object  that  it  might  be  made  use  of  by  the  public 
for  passing  from  one  side  of  Parliament-straet  to 
the  other  ?  Now,  upon  that  I  come  to  the  con- 
clusion on  the  evidence  that  the  latter  was  the 
iBal  object  with  which  the  subway  was  constructed. 
I  do  not  desire  to  go  through  the  evidence,  much 
•of  which  has  alrmdy  been  referred  to  by  my 
Lord.  But  I  will  state  very  briefly  some  of  the 
— ^to  my  mind — striking  passages  of  the  evidence. 
I  refer 'first  of  all  to  the  minutes  of  the  prede- 
•oessors  of  the  defendants — namely,  the  united 
▼estries  of  the  parishes  of  St.  Margaret  and  St. 
John,  Westminster,  under  the  dates  of  the  29th 
July  189S  and  the  27tb  June  1900,  and  to  the 
tninutes  of  the  defendant  Corporation  nnder  date 
the  6th  Dec.  1900.  I  also  refer,  as  my  Lord  has 
Already  referred,  to  the  two  letters  of  the  20th  Sept. 
1900  and  the  4th  Deo.  1900.  In  addition  to  that 
I  shonld  like  to  read  two  short  passages  from 
the  evidence  of  the  defendants'  vritnesses.  [His 
liordship  did  so  and  continued:]  Therefore, 
it  seems  to  me  from  its  size,  and  from  the 
-etfttament  of  the  chairman  ot  the  committee, 
it  has  actually  been  constructed  in  such  a  way  as 
to  be  far  more  than  an  approach,  and  that  it  is 
sot  a  reasonable  and  proper  approach  to  the  con- 
■venienoe  which  has  been  lawf  ullv  erected.  Under 
theae  ctronmstanoes,  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs 
.are  entitled  to  the  injunction  for  which  they  ask. 
Bat  at  the  same  time,  as  it  is  possible  that  the 
«abway  may  be  so  altered  as  to  make  it  a  reason- 
Able  and  proper  approach  to  the  convenience,  I 
think  that  it  is  reasonable  that  the  corpora- 
tion  should  have  an  opportunity  of  making 
«noh  alteration  if  they  see  fit  to  avail  them- 
selves of  leave  for  that  purpose.  Therefore,  I 
-quite  agree  in  the  form  of  judgment  which  is 
proposed. 

Gozeks-Habdy,  L.J.  —  I  am  of  the  same 
-opinion,  and  I  entirely  agree  with  what  has  fallen 
-from  my  Lord  and  Stirling,  L.J.,  and  I  should 
lujt  desire  to  add  anything  were  it  not  for  the 
fact  that  we  are  differing  from  the  judgment  of 
Joyce,  J.  Now,  two  thmgs,  I  think,  are  quite 
«Iear  here:  first,  that  the  Westminster  Corpora- 
tion have  no  power  at  all  to  construct  a  subway, 
or  at  least,  if  they  have  power  under  some  of  their 
:g6neral  Acts  to  incur  the  expense  of  constructing 
A  subway,  although  no  such  statutory  power  has 
been  called  to  our  attention,  they  oertainly  have 
.not  any  power  to  take  the  plaintiffs'  land  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  a  subway.  I  think  it  is 
eqnally  clear  that  they  have  power  nnder  sect.  4A 
of  the  Act  of  1891  to  provide  and  maintain 
eanitaiy  conveniences,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
euch  provision  to  take  and  use  that  portion  of  the 


property  of  the  plaintiffs  which  is  nnder  the  road, 
exclusive  of  the  footwav.  But  those  two  pro- 
positions being  quite  clear,  I  think  we  most 
approach  the  consideration  of  this  question  having 
regard  to  the  perfecUy  well-established  and 
extremely  important  jurisdiction  which  the  Court 
of  Chancery  have  exercised  from  the  earliest  days 
of  railway  legislation,  and  probably  long  before,  ° 
the  jurisouction,  I  mean,  to  say  that  pubhc  bodies 
authorised  by  Parliament,  to  take  certain  land 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  take  that  land  except  for 
the  purpose  authorised  by  Parliament,  .^d  if 
that  doctrine  is  important  m  ordinary  cases  where 
compensation  is  provided  for  all  land  taken,  it  is 
specially  obligatory  on  the  court  to  have  ngatd  to 
it  in  a  case  where  a  public  body  is  autJionsed  to 
take  another  person's  property  without  making 
any  provision  for  his  compensation.  In  my  view, 
therefore,  the  question  n>r  our  consideration  is 
really  this :  With  what  purpose  was  this  land  of  the 
plaintiffs  taken  ?  I  think  you  cannot  avoid  con- 
sidering that  question  first.  The  language  of 
Lord  Cranworth  in  Stockton  and  Darlington  Rail, 
way  V.  Brown  {ubi  tup.)  was  this :  That  although 
the  railway  company  are  the  sole  judges  of 
what  they  require,  ana  will  take  for  their  purposes, 
there  is  the  proviso :  "  Provided  only  that  they 
take  them  bond  fide  with  the  object  of  using  them 
for  the  purposes  authorised  by  the  Legi^tnre, 
and  not  for  any  sinister  or  collateral  purpose." 
Now,  here  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  doubt  what 
was  the  purpose  for  which  this  land  was  taken.  My 
Lord  and  Stirling,  L.J.  have  both  gone  through 
the  evidence,  and  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  u>r 
me  to  repeat  it.  I  observe  that  Joyce,  J.  said, 
and  this  is  no.  doubt  the  foundation  of  his  judg- 
ment, that  the  defendant's  primary  object  was,  m 
his  opinion,  the  construction  of  the  conveniences 
with  requisite  and  proper  means  of  approach 
thereto  and  exit  therearom.  If  I  had  come  to  that 
conclusion  of  fact,  I  think  I  should  probably  have 
agreed  almost  entirely  with  the  judgment.  Bat 
being  unable  to  come  to  that  conclusion,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  having  satisfied  myself  from  the 
documentary  evidence  that  the  primaiy  object 
was  to  construct  a  subway  for  facilitating  the 
passage  of  passengers  from  one  side  of  Parlia- 
ment-street to  the  other,  I  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Westminster  Corporation  are  now 
seeking  to  justify  that  which  was  a  wrongful  act, 
and  saying  that  they  might  jastify  the  taking 
not  the  whole,  but  a  part  of  it,  for  a  purpose 
authorised  by  sect.  44  of  the  Act  of  1891.  I  do 
not  think  that  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  do 
that.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  in  every  case  in 
which  a  public  body  intrusted  with  the  duties  of 
performing  a  pubhc  work  say  that  they  have,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  fixed  upon  a  par- 
ticular place  and  a  particular  mode,  the  court 
ought  to  be  extremely  alow  to  interfere  with  their 
discretion.  But  when  they  have  not  really  been 
acting  under  the  authority  of  the  Act,  when  they 
have  been  doing  something  outeide  the  Parlia- 
mentary power,  and  have  bwn  governed  by  con- 
siderations of  a  different  kind,  and  for  a  different 
purpose,  the  question  of  discretion  seems  to  me  to 
have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  case.  For  these 
reasons  I  agree  with  what  has  been  said,  and  think 
that  the  injunction  ought  to  be  granted,  qualified 
as  my  Lord  has  said.  I  observe  that  in  the  court 
below,  the  learned  judge  finding  as  he  did  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  succeeded  in  part  and  fuled 
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in  part,  gave  no  costs,  bnt  the  plaintiffs  mast 
have  thia  costs  in  the  coart  below  as  well  as  the 
costs  of  the  appeal. 

Their  Lordships  granted  an  injunction  order- 
ing the  defendants  to  pull  down  the  whole  of 
the  staircase  railings  and  other  works  placed  upon 
the  plaintiffs'  land  other  than  the  oonvenieuceB 
and  such  further  portion  of  the  construction 
as  the  court  might  upon  application  sanction 
as  a  proper  approach  to  the  conveniences ;  and 
the  operation  of  the  order  was  suspended,  with 
liberty  to  apply  to  the  court.  Their  Lordships 
also  acceded  to  an  application  that  the  injtinc- 
tion  should  be  suspended  fcr  two  months,  to 
enable  the  defendants  to  deoide  whether  tiiey 
would  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and,  if  they 
should  so  appeal,  the  injunction  was  to  bie 
suspended  pen^g  the  appeal,  ^pp^^l  allowed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  C.  de  J.  Andreieei. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  AUen  and  Son. 


Saturday,  March  12. 

(Before  Collins,  M.R.,  Mathkw  and  Cozens- 

Hasdt,  L.JJ.) 

Bbx  v.  Fincknet.  (a) 

APPEAL  from  the  KINO's  BENCH   DIVISION. 

Habeas  corpus — Jurisdiction  of  court — Issue  of 
wril-—Person  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  court  hcu  no  jurisdiction  to  order  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  to  isstte  directed  to  a  person  who, 
at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the  writ,  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Divisional  Court 

iLord  Alverstone,  C.J.,  Lawrance  and  Kennedy, 
J.)  affirming  an  order  made  by  Walton,  J.  at 
diambers  directing  that  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
should  issue,  but  uiat  it  should  be  allowed  to  lie 
in  the  officer 

On  the  29th  July  1903  Mr.  PiucVney  applied  to 
Walton  J.  at  chambers  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
direotins  Mrs.  Pinckney,  his  wife,  tu  produce 
before  the  jadc^e  at  chambers  the  child  who  was 
the  issue  of  their  marriage. 

The  learned  judge  ordered  that  the  writ  should 
issue. 

The  child  was  between  three  and  fonr  years  of 
age. 

At  the  time  this  application  was  made  Mrs. 
Pinckney  was,  with  the  child,  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. 

On  the  5th  Aug.  Walton  J.  quashed  the 
order  he  had  made  on  the  29  th  July,  and  made  a 
new  order  directing  that  the  writ  should  issue, 
bnt  that  it  should  lie  in  the  office  until  Mrs. 
Pinoknmr  should  come  within  the  jurisdiction. 

Mrs.  Pinckney  appealed  against  this  order. 

The  Divisional  Court  (Lord  Alverstone,  C.J., 
Lawrence  and  Kennedy,  JJ.)  thought  that  the 
question  was  one  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge, 
and  refused  to  interfere  with  the  order  of 
Walton,  J. 

Mrs.  Pinckney  appealed. 

Montague  Lush,  K.C.  and  A.  S.  Poyser  for  Mrs. 
Pinckney. — The  judge  at  chambers  had  no  juris- 
diction to  order  the  writ  to  lie  in  the  office  till  the 
appellant  came  within   the   jurisdiction.     The 

(a)  Bcported  bj  E,  Uakley  Smith,  Esq.,  BuTlstar«t-I«w. 


foundation  of  the  high  prerogative  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  is  the  right  of  the  King  to  be  informed  if 
anyone  within  the  realm  is  being  illegally 
detained.  The  writ  cannot  be  issued  where  the 
person  said  to  be  detained  and  the  person  said  to 
be  detaining  are  both  outside  the  kingdom. 
Formerly  the  writ  could  issue  against  a  person  in 
any  part  of  the  dominions  of  the  Crown : 
S«0  V.  Cowls,  2  Bnnr.  834,  at  p.  856. 

Bnt  now  br  25  &  26  Yict  c.  20  it  is  provided, 
by  sect.  1,  tnat  no  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  issue 
out  of  England  by  authority  of  any  judge  or 
court  of  justice  therein  into  any  colony  or  foreign 
dominion  of  the  Crown  where  Her  Majesty  has  a 
lawfully  established  court  or  courts  of  justice 
having  authority  to  grant  and  issue  the  said  writ 
and  to  ensure  the  due  executiou  theieof  through- 
out such  colony  or  dominion.  The  issue  of  the 
writ  is  a  question  that  concerns  the  rights  of  the 
Sovereign ;  it  is  not  a  question  between  party  and 
party: 

Richard  Bourn's  otse,  Cro.  Joor.  543. 

It  cannot  be  contended  by  the  prosecutor  that  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  can  be  served  on  anyone  out 
of  the  jurisdiction.  His  only  object  in  obtain- 
ing  an  order  that  the  writ  shall  issue  and 
lie  in  the  office  is  to  hold  it  tn  terrorem  against 
Mrs.  Pinckney  and  to  prevent  her  from  ever 
coming  back  to  England.  That  is  not  a  use- 
to  which  this  writ  can  be  put.  It  would  be  an 
abuse  of  the  writ.  The  nature  and  object  of  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  explained  by  Sir  John 
Eardley  Wilmot,  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  his  answers  to  the  questions 

nt  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  1758.    He  there- 

ikened  it  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  : 

WUmot'a  Opinions  and  Jadgmenta,  pp.   83,  109» 
edit.  1802. 

The  prerogative  writ  of  mandamxis  is  never 
issued  unless  the  court  is  satiefied  that  it  can  be. 
made  effective  at  once.  Such  a  writ  is  never 
ordered  to  lie  in  the  office  until  the  defendant 
chooses  to  come  within  the  jurisdiction.  Bnle 
232  o(  the  Crown  Office  Rules  provides  that 
every  writ  therein  referred  to  when  issued  by  thev 
Queen's  Bench  Division  shall  be  made  returnable 
forthwith  in  such  division,  "  provided  that  every 
writ  of  habecu  corpus  ad  si^jieiendum  shall  b^ 
made  returnable  immediately."  Thus  it  is  a- 
cardinal  condition  of  the  issue  of  the  writ  that  it 
shall  be  served  and  be  returnable  immediately ;. 
and,  in  fact,  the  reason  why  Walton  J.  quashed 
his  order  of  the  29th  July  was  that  the  writ 
could  not  be  served  at  once.  The  object  of  th» 
writ  is  to  put  an  immediate  stop  to  an  unlawful 
imprisonment  or  detention  of  someone.  Lord 
HiOshnry,  L.G.  said  :  "  Assume  the  fact  that  the 
detention  has  ceased,  then  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  is,  in  my  judgment,  inapplicable  " : 

Bamardo  v.  Ford  ;  Oossags's  case,  67  L.  T.  Bap.  1  i- 
(1892)  A.  C.  826. 

In  that  case  the  House  of  Lords  disapproved  of 
the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
Beg.v. Bamardo;  Tye's  case (61 L.  T. Rep.  547 ;  23: 
Q.  B.  Div.  305).  It  would  be  a  very  sbrange  in- 
consistency in  th«  law  of  England  if  the  court 
were  bound  to  do  an  act  nugatory  in  iteelf : 
Eoblumse't  oaie,  3  B.  &  A  420. 

A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  not  like  a  v>rit  oi. 
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attachment,  which  cam  be  ordered  to  lie  in  the 
office. 

CoUfax  for  the  prosecutor. — First,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  Mrs.  Pinckney  is  ont  of  the  juris- 
diction. All  ■no  know  is  that  in  Jnlj  she  was  in 
France  with  the  child.  Next,  it  is  not  material 
that  the.  child  is  being  detained  oat  of  thejnris- 
^ction: 

Bamardo  t.  Ford  ;  Qoasage'i  ou»  (u&i  tup.) 
Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  person  detaining  the 
child  should  be  within  the  jnrisdiotion : 

Ix  parte  Wyatt,  5  Dowl.  389. 
There  a  writ  of  hahecu  eorpu$  was  served  on  a 
perscnt  in  France  and  was  disobeyed.  The 
English  proceeding  had  been  recognised  and 
ordered  to  be  obeyed  by  the  French  tribunals. 
The  Court  of  King's  Bench  refused  to  grant  a 
rule  absolute  in  the  first  instance  for  an  attach- 
ment, but  offered  counsel  for  the  applicant  a  rule 
niti  for  an  attachment  [Colijnb,  M.B. — The 
coort  also  offered,  in  the  altemative,  a  new  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  which  was  accepted,  the  defen- 
dant being  at  that  time  a  prisoner  for  debt  in  the 
Marshalsea  of  the  King  s  Bench,  so  that  the 
case  came  to  nothing  J  No  objection  was  taken 
before  Walton  J.  that  he  had  no  power  to  order 
the  writ  to  issue  on  the  ground  that  Mrs.  Pinck- 
ney  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  It  is  now  too 
laro  to  raise  that  point. 

GoixiNS,  M.B.-^It  seems  to  me  that  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  in  this  case  has  been  issued 
under  a  mistake.  There  is  evidence  that  the  last 
known  place  where  Mrs.  Pinckney  was  staying 
was  somewhere  in  France,  and  she  had  expressed 
an  intention  to  remain  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 
Tinder  the  circumstances  it  has  hardly  been  con- 
tended that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  issue  directed  to  a  person 
who  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction.  Reliance  was 
placed  upon  a  kind  of  estoppel,  because  it  was 
siud  that  at  the  application  to  the  judge  at 
ohambers  no  point  was  taken  on  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Pinckney  that  she  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 
Bat  the  omission  to  raise  that  point  would  not 
^ve  the  oourt  jurisdiction,  if  otherwise  they  had 
none.  There  was  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the 
writ  to  issue,  and  the  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Mathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
-agree  with  that  part  of  the  order  of  Walton,  J.  by 
which  he  quashed  his  order  of  the  29th  July,  but 
I  cannot  agree  with  his  order  substituting  a  new 
'  writ  which  was  to  lie  in  the  o£5ce  till  it  could  be 
served.  I  think  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
that  order.  This  is  not  like  a  case  of  attachment. 
A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  must  be  served  imme- 
diately it  is  issued. 

Gozbns-Habdt,  L.J. — ^I  agree. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solioitors   for   the  prosecutor.  Harries,   Wil- 
Tcinson,  and  Baikes. 

Solioitors   for   Mrs.    Pinckney,    Futvoye  and 
Baker. 


March  11  and  14. 

(Before  Collins,  M.R.,  Bohkb  and 

Mathew,  L.J  J.) 

MooBx,   Nbttlefold,   and    Go.    «.   Sinokb 
Manupactueino  Company,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THK  EINO'S  BENCH   DIVISION. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Distress  for  rent — Sale  by 
auction  —  Purchase  of  goods  by  landlordr— 
2  Will.  £  M.,sess.  1,  e.  5,  s.  2 — Practice — Appeal 
from  CoutUy  Court — Claim  for  less  than  201. 
— Appeal  by  leave  —  "  Bight  of  appeal  "— 
County  Cowrts  Act  1888  (51  &  52  Viet.  e.  43), 
s.  120— Judicature  Act  1873  (36  A  37  Viet.  e.  66), 
s.  4&— Judicature  Act  1894  (57  £  58  Viet.  e.  16), 
s.  1,  suh-s.  5. 

Sect.  1,  sub-sect.  5,  of  the  Judicature  Act  1894 
applies  to  all  cases  in  which  an  appeal  has  pro- 
perly come  before  the  High  Court,  whether  it  has 
come  with  leave  or  withortt  leave. 

A  landlord  who  has  distrained  for  arrears  of  rent 
cannot  himself  purchase  the  goods  distrained 
when  they  are  sold  by  auction  under  2  WiU.  &M., 
sees.  1,  c.  5,  •.  2. 

Dictum  of  Blackburn,  J.  in  King  v.  England 
(9  L.  T.  Sep.  646;  4.B.&8.  782)  approved. 

Judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (88  L.  T.  Bep. 
7»9;  (1903)2K£.168)a^rme<2. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  company  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Divisional  Court  (Lord  Alverstone, 
G.J.,  Wills  and  Channell,  JJ.)  reversing  a  decision 
of  the  jadge  of  the  Shoreditoh  County  Court. 

The  aotion  was  brought  for  the  conversion  of  a 
sewing  machine  valued  at  17Z. 

In  March  1902  the  defendants  let  the  machine 
in  question  on  the  hire-parohase  system  to  one 
Anton,  the  agreement  containing  a  danse  pro- 
viding that  this  defendants  should  have  power  to 
seize  the  machine  if  the  instalments  should  at  any 
time  be  in  arrear. 

Anton  was  a  tenant  ot  the  plaintiffs,  and  in 
July  1902  was  in  arrear  with  his  rent. 

ThepUuntifls  distrained  for  the  rent,  and  seized 
the  sewing  machine  in  question. 

The  machine  was  then  put  np  to  auction,  and 
at  the  auction  was  bought  by  the  plaintiffs,  who 
then  let  it  out  to  Anton  on  the  hire-parchaae 
system. 

In  Oct.  1902  Anton  made  default  in  payment 
of  the  instalments  due  under  his  hire-purchase 
agreement  with  the  defendants,  and  the  defen- 
dants thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
contained  in  the  agreement,  seized  the  machine. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  aotion  for  conversion 
of  the  machine  in  the  Shoreditoh  County  Oonrt. 

The  County  Court  judge  held  that  the  purchase 
of  the  machine  by  the.  plaintiffs  at  the  auction 
was  a  valid  purchase,  and  that  therefore  the 
property  in  the  machine  was  in  the  plaintiffs  and 
that  they  were  entitled  to  succeed  m  the  action, 
and  he  gave  judgment  accordingly. 

The  Divisional  Court  (Lord  Alverstone,  C.J., 
Wills  and  Channel],  JJ.),  upon  the  defendants' 
appeal,  held  that  a  landlord  cannot  himself  pur- 
chase goods  that  he  has  distrained  for  rent  when 
they  are  sold  by  auction,  and  that,  as  the  plain- 
tiffs' purchase  of  the  machine  was  invalid,  the 
defendants  were  entitled  to  judgment,  and  they 
accordingly  reversed  the  decision  of  the  County 
Gonrt  judge. 


(a)  Bcportoi  by  E  Manley  Suits,  Eaq.,  BaTrl<tsr-«t-I«ir. 
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The  oase  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  739 ;  (1903) 
2  K.  B.  168. 

The  DmaionalGonrtrefnaed  leave  to  appeal,  but 
leave  was  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  on  applying 
to  the  Gourt  of  Appeal. 

On  the  appeal  beine  called  on,  the  defendants 
raised  a  preliminary  objeotion. 

Hugo  Yovmg,  K.G.  and  H.  H.  Lawless  for  the 
respondents. — There  is  a  preliminary  objection  to 
the  hearinf;  of  this  appeal.  The  amount  recovered 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  Gounty  Gourt  being  not 
more  than  202.,  the  appeal  to  the  Divisional  Gonrt 
was  only  by  virtue  of  leave  given  by  the  Gounty 
Gonrt  jndge  under  sect.  120  of  the  Gounty  Gourt 
Act  1888.  The  Divisional  Gourt  refused  leave  to 
appeal,  and  leave  to  appeal  was  given  by  this 
court  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiffs.  By 
sect.  45  of  the  Judioatnre  Act  1873  the  decision 
of  a  Divisional  Gourt  upon  an  appeal  from  a 
Gounty  Gonrt  is  final  "  unless  special  leave  to 
appeal  from  the  same  to  the  Court  of  Appeal 
shall  be  given  by  the  Divisional  Court  by  which 
such  app«d  shall  have  been  heard."  That  section 
has  not  Deen  repealed,  and  it  is  still  in  operation 
except  so  far  as  it  has  been  altered  by  sect.  1  (5) 
of  the  Judicature  Act  1894.  Sect.  1  (5)  of  the  Act 
of  1894  only  gives  the  Gourt  of  Appeal  power  to 
grant  leave  to  appeal  "in  all  cases  where  there  is  a 
right  of  appeal  to  the  High  Gourt  from  any  court 
or  person."  In  the  present  case  there  was  no 
"  right  of  appeal "  from  the  Gounty  Gourt  to  the 
Hi(^  Gourt,  but  only  a  i>ower  to  appeal  with 
leave.  Therefore  this  case  does  not  come  within 
the  provisions  of  sect.  1  (5)  of  the  Act  of  1894, 
giving  the  Gourt  of  Appeal  power  to  grant  leave 
to  appeal,  but  remains  governed  bjr  sect.  46  of  the 
Act  of  1873,  under  which  the  Divisional  Gourt 
alone  can  grant  leave  to  appeal.  In  Be  Oddy  (71 
L.  T.  Rep.  861 1  (1895)  1  Q.  B.  392)  the  distinc- 
tion was  pointed  out  between  cases  where  there  is 
a  "right  of  ai>peal "  and  oases  where  there  is  only 
a  power  to  appeal  with  leave.  In  Hawkini  v. 
CIreat  Western  Baihoay  Company  (14  B.  360)  and 
Oodman  v.  Jlfo<e«  (83  L.  T.  Bep.  46)  it  was  held 
that  the  Gonrt  of  Appeal  could  grant  leave  to 
appeal  when  the  Divisional  Gourt  had  refused 
leave,  but  this  point  was  not  raised.  In  Wynne- 
Finch  V.  Chaytor  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  123 ;  (1903)  2  Gh. 
475)  the  decision  of  the  full  Court  of  Appeal  was 
that  sect.  1  (5)  of  the  Act  of  1894  applies  only 
to  appeals  from  inferior  courts,  and  that  decision 
does  not  affect  the  present  question. 

Lush,  K.G.  and  Lincoln  Reed  for  the  plaintiffs. 
—This  court  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  leave  to 
appeal.  Sect  1  (5)  of  the  Judicature  Act  1894 
was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  uniform 
practice  on  appeal.  It  -deals  generally  with  all 
appeals  from  urterior  courts  to  the  High  Court, 
and  provides  that  the  determination  thereof  by 
the  Divirional  Gonrt  shall  be  final  unless  leave 
to  appeal  is  g^ven  either  by  that  court  or  by  the 
Gourt  of  Appeal.  The  words  in  sect.  1  (5), 
"where  there  is  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  High 
Court,"  are  taken  from  sects.  120  and  121  of  the 
County  Courts  Act  1888.  Sect.  121  provides  for  the 
procedure  on  app«»l  "  in  any  action  or  matter  in 
which  there  is  a  right  of  appeal,"  and  clearly 
deals  with  all  appeus  from  tne  Gounty  Court, 
whether  with  or  without  leave  of  the  Gounty 
Gonrt  jndge.  The  distinction  referred  to  by  the 
words  "right  of  appeal "  in  sects.  120  and  121  of 


the  Gounty  Courts  Act  and  sect.  1  (5)  of  tho 
Judicature  Act  1894  is  between  cases  where  there 
is  a  right  to  appeal  either  with  or  without  leave 
and  cases  where  there  is  no  right  of  appeal  at 
all.  A  party  has  just  as  much  a  "  right  of 
appeal"  whether  he  appeals  because  he  has- 
obtained  leave  to  appeal  or  because  he  oaa 
appeal  without  any  leave.  If  the  contention  of 
the  respondents  that  the  words  in  sect.  5  (1), 
"  where  there  is  a  right  of  appeal,"  refer  only 
to  cases  where  there  is  a  right  to  appeal  without 
leave  were  right,  there  would  be  no  provision  at 
all  for  the  hearing  of  appeals  by  leave  of  the 
Gounty  Gourt  judge,  for  those  words  govern  the 
whole  of  sect.  1  (5);  and,  further,  the  provisions 
of  sect  121  of  the  Gounty  Courts  Act  1888  would 
not  apply  to  appeals  by  leave,  and  the  appellant 
would  have  no  rip;ht  to  a  copy  of  the  judge'e 
notes.  The  decision  in  Oodman  t.  Moses  (ubi 
sup.)  shows  that  sect.  45  of  the  Judicature  Act 
1873  has  been  repealed  by  sect.  1  (5)  of  the  Act  of 
1894. 

Hugo  Young,  E.G.  in  reply. — In  sect.  120  of 
the  County  Courts  Act  1889  the  expression 
"  right  of  appeal  "  is  used,  and  there  clearly  refers 
only  to  cases  in  which  there  is  a  right  to  appeal 
without  any  leave. 

Collins,  M.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  pre- 
liminary objection  which  has  been  raised  in  this 
case  must  fail.  It  seems  to  me  that,  when  w» 
examine  the  provisions  of  sect.  I  (5)  of  the 
Judicature  Act  1894  and  see  what  they  aim  at 
and  deal  with,  it  is  c|uite  obvious  that  they  are  not 
concerned  with  the  initial  condition  of  the  action 
at  all,  but  are  dealing  with  the  time  when  it 
becomes  necessary  to  see  what  is  the  court  by 
which  an  appeal  can  be  heard.  At  the  time 
when  appeals  have  to  be  dealt  <rith  there  are 
cases  in  which  there  is  a  right  to  appeal  with 
leave  and  cases  in  which  there  is  a  right  to 
appeal  without  any  leave.  The  provisions  of 
sect.  1  (5)  deal  with  the  court  which  is  to  hear  all 
those  appeals,  and  therefore  must  necessarily 
consider  and  deal  with  all  those  cases  which  are 
appealable  and  include  all  appealable  cases,  both 
those  which  are  appealable  with  leave  and  those 
which  are  appealable  without  leave.  It  has  been 
contended  that  the  same  expression,  "right  of 
appeal,"  is  used  in  sects.  120  and  121  of  the 
Gounty  Courts  Act  1888,  which  give  power  to 
appeal  to  the  High  Court,  and  that  therefore  the 
expression  in  sect.  1  (5)  must  of  necessity  be 
addressed  to  the  inception  of  the  action,  and  not 
to  the  subsequent  stage  when  the  appeal  oomes 
before  the  High  Court  But  in  sect  1  (5)  of  the 
Judicature  Act  1^4  the  provisions  are  addressed 
to  a  different  stage,  and  there  is  undoubtedly  a 
"  right  of  appeal "  when  the  appeal  comes  before 
the  High  Gourt,  whether  it  comes  there  by  leave 
or  without  leave.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this 
objection  fails,  and  that  the  appeal  must  b» 
heard. 

BOMBB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
think  that  the  words  "  right  of  appeal  in  sect.  1 
(5)  of  the  Judicature  Act  1894  ought  to  be  read 
in  their  ordinary  sense  as  referring  to  the  time 
when  the  court  for  hearing  the  appeal  is  to  be 
constituted,  and  I  should  say  that  a  party,  if  he 
had  leave  to  appeal,  had  a  "  right  of  appeal  " 
just  as  much  as  if  he  could  have  appealed  with- 
out leave. 
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'  -Mathhw,  L.J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Seat.  1  (5)  applies  to  all  appealable  cases.  There 
are  two  classes  of  appealable  cases — those  in 
which  there  is  an  appeal  without  any  leave  and 
those  in  which  there  is  an  appeal  only  with  leave. 
If  a  party  obtains  leave  to  appeal,  he  is  in  jaat 
the  same  position  as  if  he  had  a  right  to  appeal 

j,,,,__'  Objection  overruled. 

Mareh  14 — The  appeal  being  heard  this  day,  it 
was  heard  by  consent  before  two  judees  oxily, 
nnder  the  Ja<Ucatar«  Act  1899  (62  &  63  Yict  c.  6), 
s.l. 

Mo/ntague  Liuh,  K.O.  and  Arthur  Page  (Xftn- 
«o{»  Seed  with  them)  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
Divisional  Conrt  decided  this  case  in  reliance 
apon  a  sentence  of  Blaokbum,  J.,  who  said :  "  I 
think  the  sale  in  pursuance  of  stat.  2  Will.  &  M., 
aess.  1,  c.  5,  s.  2,  must  be  a  sale  to  a  third  person ; 
otherwise  many  abuses  might  arise  " : 

Kitig  V.  England,  9  L.  T.Bep.  645 ;  4  B.  &  S.  782. 

Bat  that  was  only  an  obiter  dictum.  The  real 
ground  of  the  decision  is  eiven  in  the  judgment 
of  Oockbom,  G.J.  The  landlord  in  that  cake 
had  the  g^oods  appraised  and  then  took  them  at 
the  appraised  value,  and  it  was  his  appropriation 
of  the  goods  to  himself  in  that  way  tliat  the 
court  hdd  was  not  to  be  allowed.  Tho  case  is 
no  authority  for  sayine  that  at  a  public  auction 
the  landlord  may  not  Buy.  It  is  suggested  that 
to  allow  the  landlord  to  buy  would  open  the  door 
to  abases.  Bat  it  is  to  the  tenant's  interest  that 
there  should  be  plenty  of  bidders  at  the  auction, 
and  if  the  landlord  is  willing  to  give  more  for 
any  partioolar  article  pat  up  for  sale  than  any 
other  bidder,  it  is  to  tne  tenant's  advantage  that 
the  landkxd's  offer  should  be  accepted.  So  far 
as  public  policy  is  concerned,  there  can  be  no 
greater  objection  to  a  landlord  bidding  at  an 
auction  of  goods  that  he  has  distrained  than  an 
ezecator  creditor  bidding  at  a  sale  of  goods  taken 
in  execution.  They  referred  to  sect.  5  of  the 
Law  of  Distress  Amendment  Act  1888  (51  &  52 
Tict.  o.  21),  which  abolishes  the  necessity  of 
appraisement  under  2  Will.  &  M.,  sees.  1,  o.  5,  s.  2, 
'exoq>t  where  it  is  required  by  the  tenant  or  owner 
of  tlte  goods.  Then  it  was  said  that  the  landlord 
is  the  vendor  at  an  auction  of  goods  distrained 
for  rent>  and  that  he  cannot  sell  to  himself. 
That  is  not  the  correct  view.  The  landlord  is 
not  the  vendor.  The  goods  are  in  the  custody  of 
the  law.  When  the  goods  are  sold  the  property 
in  them  is  not  transferred  by  the  landlord,  but  by 
the  law,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  by  the  sheriff. 
Tbe  landlord  has  no  property  in  them,  nor  even 
poeseasion.    He  cannot  maintain  trover  : 

R.  ▼.  Cotton,  2  Yes.  Sen.  288. 
The  auctioneer  who  carries  out  the  sale  is  the 
agent,  not  merely  of  the  vendor,  but  also  of  the 
purchaser : 

Immenon  v.  HeeUt,  2  Tannt.  38. 
Therefore  the  contract  of  sale  in  this  case  cannot' 
be  said  to  be  made  by  the  landlord  with  himself. 
They  cited  also 

BiMhop  V.  Bryant,  6  C.  &  P.  484. 

Hugo  Young,  E.G.  and  Lawlet*  for  the  defen- 
dants.— ^A  landlord  distrainiiw  for  nonpayment 
of  rent  is  not  bound  to  sell  by  public  auction. 
HemaT  also  sell  by  private  treaty.  If  he  can 
sell  to  bimtelf  at  a  public  auction,  there  can  be  no 


reason  why  he  caimot  sell  to  himself  by  private 
treaty.  That  would  open  the  door  to  graat 
abuses.  Even  at  a  public  auction  the  landlord, 
by  arranging  the  sale  at  an  inconvenient  time  of 
place,  or  by  putting  the  goods  together  in  lots  in 
such  a  way  as  to  hinder  persons  from  bidding, 
might  be  enabled  to  do  great  injustice  in  order 
that  he  might  himself  buy  the  goods  cheap. 
Though  the  landlord  is  not  the  owner  of  tne 
goods  distrained,  yet  under  the  statute  of  2  Will. 
&  M.,  sess.  1,  c.  5,  he  is  the  veudor  of  the  goods. 
In  the  present  case  the  landlord  was  soling  an 
article  which  belonged  to  a  third  person,  and 
this  is  a  thing  which  might  lead  to  great  abuse. 
A  tenant  might  arrange  with  his  landlord  so  that 
the  landlord  could  buy  in  the  article  for  a  veiry 
small  sum,  and  then  let  it  ont  on  hire  to.  the 
tenant  for  a  less  sum  than  it  was  worth.  In 
Boeke  v.  EUh  (3  Times  L.  Sep.  298)  Day,  J. 
ruled  that  a  landlord's -agent  could  not  act  as 
an  appraiser  of  goods  distrained  by  the  land- 
lord. X  fortiori  the  landlord  could  not  be  the 
purchaser  of  the  goods.  The  question  of  whose 
agent  the  auctioneer  is  does  not  affect  the  question 
wnether  or  not  the  landlord  can  sell  to  himself. 

Arthur  Page  in  reply. 

Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  against  a 
decision  of  the  Divisional  Gourt  upon  a  question 
arising  out  of  a  distress  for  rent  put  in  by  the 
plkintifls  as  landlords.  They  seized  among 
other  things  a  sewing  machine  which  had  been 
let  out  on  hire  to  the  tenant,  and  upon  the 
machine  being  put  up  for  sale  by  public  auction 
they  bought  it  in  at  what  was  apparently  a  fair 
price.  Having  bought  the  machine,  they  then 
let  it  out  to  their  tenant.  The  defendants  are  a 
sewing-machine  company,  and  had  originally  let 
out  the  machine  to  the  tenant  on  the  hire-purchase 
system.  The  instalments  due  under  their  agrao- 
msntfell  into  arrear,  and  they  seized  the  machine 
under  their  powers  under  their  agreement.  Now, 
the  landlords  have  brought  this  action  against 
the  sewing-machine  company  for  conversion  of 
the  machine.  That  raises  the  question  whether 
the  landlords  have  any  title  to  the  machine. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  case  is  really  on  all 
fours  with  King  v.  England  {ubi  sup.).  In  that 
case  there  had  been  an  appraisement  of  the 
goods  distrained,  as  was  then  necessary,  and  the 
mndlord  took  over  the  goods  at  the  appraised 
value  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant,  the  goods 
being  at  the  time  of  the  distress  the  property  of 
a  tlurd  person.  The  true  owner  ox  the  goods 
then  seized  them,  and  the  result  was  an  action 
against  him  for  conversion,  in  the  same  way  as 
in  the  present  case.  The  only  difference  is  that 
in  this  case  the  formality  of  a  sale  by  auction 
took  place.  But  still  the  substance  of  the  thing 
is  the  same — ^namely,  a  sale  by  the  landlord  to 
himself.  By  the  statute  the  landlord  is  to  sell 
the  goods  distrained.  It  is  true  that  the 
auctioneer  selling  at  an  auction  is  for  certain 
purposes  oonsid^d  as  agent  both  for  vendor  and 
purchaser,  but  primarily  he  is  the  agent  of  the 
vendor.  The  mischief  in  the  present  case  is  the 
same  as  in  King  v.  England  (uhi  sup.) — namely, 
the  landlord  oeing  Iwth  seller  and  buyer  — 
and  that  mischief  was  pointed  out  in  that 
case  by  Blackburn,  J.,  and  in  the  present  case 
by  Wuls,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  both  on  prin- 
ciple and  authority  the  decision  of   the  Divi- 
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sional  Gonrt  tvas  right,  and  that  this  appeal  mnat 
be  dismiesed. 

Mathew,  L.J. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  case  is  really  the  same  as  King  v.  England 
(uhi  lup.).  The  Act  of  2  Will.  &  M.,  sesB.  1,  o.  5, 
B.  2,  makes  the  natter  quite  clear.  Under  that 
atatnte  the  landlord  is  empowered  to  sell  the 
goods  he  has  distrained  for  rent.  A  sale  clearlj 
means  a  sale  to  someone  else.  It  is  said  that 
there  was  a  sale  beoanse  there  was  an  auction. 
An  auctioneer  is  the  agent  of  the  landlord  to  effect 
the  sale,  and  he  may  be  the  agent  of  the  buyer 
to  record  the  sale.  But  in  the  present  case  there 
was  no  one  but  the  landlord  in  the  so-called  sale. 
The  case  is  clearly  within  the  anthoritv  of  King 
T.  England  (ubi  sup.),  and  the  appeal  must  be 

Appeal  ditmiMied. 

Bolioitor  for  the  plaintiffs,  James  Morley. 
Solicitor  for  the   defendants,  Gilbert    Wans- 
hrough. 


Monday,  March  14. 
(Before  GoLLiHS,  U.B.  and  Ma.thsw,  L.J.) 

SoCIETii       GiKllBALB       POXTB     FiLTOKISBB      LE 

Dbteloffembnt  dv  Gommebcb  et  de 
l'Industbie  en  Fbancb  v.  Johann  Mabia 
Fabika  and  Go.  (a)  * 

appeal  vbom  the  kinq's  bench  division. 

Praetiee-^Exeeution — Dieeover}/  in  aid — Judg- 
ment againat  a  company — Examination  a»  to 
property  of  company  —  Ee-director  —  "  Any 
officer"— Order  XLIL,  r.  32. 

Order  XLIL,  r.  32,  provides  thai  when  a  judgment 
for  the  payment  of  money  has  been  recovered 
against  a  company,  the  court  or  a  judge  may 
order  that  "  any  officer  thereof"  shall  be  orally 
examined  as  to  lohether  the  company  has  any 
property  or  means  of  satisfying  the  judgment. 

Seld,  that  the  court  or  a  itidge  has  jurudiction 
under  this  rule  to  make  an  order  for  the 
examination  of  a  person  who  has  been  a 
director  of  the  comfHiny,  though  he  may  have 
ceased  to  hold  thai  office. 

Affeal  by  Gottlob  Emmanuel  Staenglen  from 
an  order  of  Phillimore  J.  at  chambers. 

On  the  9th  Oct.  1902  this  action  was  brought 
by  the  plaintiffs,  a  French  sooi^te  anonyme,  upon 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  SOOOfr.  accepted  by  the 
defendants. 

On  the  18th  Oct.  appearance  was  entered  by 
Messrs.  Marshall  and  Marshall,  solicitors  for  the 
defendants,  in  the  following  form  : 

Enter  an  appearanoe  for  Compagnio  d'inatallation 
poor  r&olairage  et  le  Chanffage  par  le  Qaz  k  Bile,  a, 
sooi^U  anonjme  trading  aa  Johann  Maria  Farina  et 
Cie.,  gegenuber  dem  Josephsplatz,  and  sued  as  Johann 
Maria  Farina  and  Co.  in  this  aotion. 

On  the  29th  Oct.  an  application  was  made  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  for  summary  jad^ment 
under  Order  XIV.,  whereupon  an  affidavit  was 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  made  by  the 
appellant,  Gottlob  Emmanuel  Staenglen,  who 
therein  described  himself  as  a  director  of  the 
Gompagnie  d'inatallation,  &c. ;  and  upon  snob 
application  nnconditional  leave  to  defend  was 
given. 

(a)  Beported  by  £.  Uasuit  Smith,  £>q.,  Barriater-it-lAW. 


On  the  24th  April  1903  the  defendants  with- 
drew their  defence,  and  thereupon  judgment 
was  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of 
2072.  0<.  2d.  and  costs  to  be  taxed. 

As  this  judgment  remained  unsatisfied,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  unable  to  discover  any  asset  of  the 
defendanta  whereon  to  levy  execution,  the  plain- 
tiffs, on  the  5th  Nov.  1903,  obtained  an  order 
from  the  master  under  Order  XLIL,  r.  32, 
directing  an  examination  of  the  said  Gottlob 
Emmanuel  Staenglen,  aa  a  director  of  the 
judgment  debtors,  as  to  what  debts  ware 
owing  to  the  judgment  debtors,  and  whether 
they  had  an^  and  what  property  and  means  to 
satisfy  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs. 
This  order  was  not  opposed,  nor  was  it  appealed 
againat. 

l%e  order  was  duly  served  on  Staenglen. 

On  the  5th  Feb.  1904  Staenglen  attended  before 
the  master  who  had  been  appointed  to  hold  the 
examination. 

At  thia  examination  Staenglen  admitted  that 
he  waa  a  director  of  the  Gompagnie  d'inatallation, 
&o.,  at  the  time  when  the  judgment  in  this  action 
had  been  obtained,  and  that  Johann  Maria  Farina 
and  Go.  were  never  registered  aa  a  company, 
but  were  merely  a  name  used  by  the  Gompagnie 
d'inatallation,  &o.  After  making  these  admissions, 
however,  he  refused,  on  the  advice  of  his  solicitor, 
to  answer  any  further  questions  or  to  give  any 
information  as  to  the  debts  due  or  property  of  the 
alleged  Gompagnie  d'inatallation,  &c.,  or  Johamn 
Maria  Farina  and  Go.,  on  the  ground  that,  aa  h» 
alleged,  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  director  of  the 
Gompagnie  d'inatallation  aubseqnently  to  the 
date  of  the  judgment — ^namely,  on  the  30th  June 
1903. 

The  maater,  after  hearing  the  objectiona  of  the 
aolicitor  who  appeared  on  Mhalf  of  Staenglen  at 
the  examination,  ruled  tbat  Staenglen  was  bound 
to  answer  the  questions  put  to  him  with  regard  to 
the  debts  due  and  property  of  the  company,  but 
Staenglen  still  refused  to  answer,  and  thereupon 
the  master  adjourned  the  examination  to  make 
an  application  to  be  made  to  the  judge. 

Upon  the  plaintiffs'  application  to  the  judge 
for  an  order  to  commit  Staenglen  for  contempt  of 
court,   Phillimore,   J.  made  an  order    directing  ' 
Staenglen  to  attend  at  his  own  expense  before  the  ' 
master  to  be  examined. 

Staenglen  appealed  from  thia  order  of  PhilH- 
more,  J. 

Order  XLIL  provides  aa  follows : 

Bole  32.  When  a  judgment  or  order  is  for  the 
recovery  or  payment  of  money,  the  party  entitled  to- 
enforoe  it  may  apply  to  the  oourt  or  a  jadge  for  an  order 
that  the  debtor  liable  nnder  anoh  judgment  or  order,  or, 
in  the  oaae  of  a  oorporation,  that  any  officer  thereof, 
be  orally  examined  ag  to  whether  any  and  what  debts 
are  owing  to  the  debtor,  and  whether  the  debtor  baa 
any  and  what  other  property  or  means  of  eatiafying  the 
judgment  or  order,  before  a  jndge  or  an  officer  of  the 
court  aa  the  oourt  or  jndge  shall  appoint;  and  thft 
conrt  or  judge  may  make  an  order  for  the  attendance 
and  the  examination  of  anoh  debtor,  or  of  any  other 
person,  and  for  the  production  of  any  booka  or 
dooamenta. 

C.F.  HohUr  for  Staenglen.— Order  XLn.,r.  32, 

providea  that  "  any  officer  "  of  the  company  may 

be  ordered  to  be  examined  as  to  the  companya 

roperty.     That  means  "any  existing   officer."' 

'he  rule  does  not  enable  the  court  to  order  any 
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one  to  be  examined  snbjeot  only  to  the  provision 
tlutt  at  some  time  or  another  he  has  been  an 
officer  of  the  oompaoy.  Staenglen  had  ceased  to 
be  a  director  of  the  company  -when  the  order  for 
his  examination  was  made,  and  therefore  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  compel  him  to  undergo 
the  examination.  The  rule  must  be  construed 
strictly.  In  a  case  where  the  judgment  debtor 
was  a  married  woman,  the  Court  of  Appeal  held 
that  no  one  but  the  judgment  debtor  herself 
could  be  examined  under  this  rule  as  to  her 
property : 

Bood-Bom  t.  Btriot ;  S»  parte  Blyth,  75  L.  T. 
Bep.  IS;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  338. 

And  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  being  a  judg- 
ment debtor,  Lord  Esher,  M.B.  sud  that  the 
expression  "any  other  person,"  at  the  end  of 
r.  32,  "  does  not  include  within  the  rule  in  the  case 
of  an  indiTidual  debtor  any  other  person  than 
himself,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation,  anyone 
but  officers  of  the  corporation  " : 

/rurall  T.  Edm,  56  L.  T.  Bep.  620;  18  Q.  B.  Dir. 
588. 

He  referred  also  to 

RepuhUe  of  Coita  Riea  t.  Btrouiberg,  43  L.  T.  Bop. 
399  :  16  Ch.  Pit.  8. 

F.  M.  Abraham*  for  the  plaintiffs.  —  The 
expression  "  any  officer  "  includes  past  as  well  as 
present  officers.  If  it  did  not,  a  company,  by 
ofaanging  its  officers,  might  prevent  a  judgment 
creditor  from  obtaining  the  information  to  which, 
under  this  rule,  he  is  entitled.  It  is  enough  if 
the  judgment  creditor  can  show  that  the  ex- 
officer  of  the  company  whose  examination  is 
desired  is  a  person  who  is  likely  to  be  able  to 
give  the  required  information.  Then  the  court,  in 
its  discretion,  m&y  order  him  to  be  examined. 
Sect.  115  of  the  Oompanies  Act  1862  (25  &26 
Vict,  c.  89)  contains  an  enactment  very  similar  to 
mle32.  It  provides  that  when  an  order  has  been 
made  for  the  winding-up  of  a  company,  the  court 
may  summon  before  it  for  examination  "  any 
officer  of  the  company  or  person  known  or 
suspected  to  have  in  his  possession  any  of  the 
estate  or  effects  of  the  company,  or  supposed  to 
be  indebted  to  the  company,  or  any  person  whom 
the  court  may  deem  capable  of  giving  informa- 
tion concerning  the  trade,  dealings,  estate  or 
effects  of  the  company."  There  the  words  "  any 
officer  "  include  any  ex-officer,  within  reasonable 
limits.  Further,  there  is  not  proper  evidence  here 
that  Staenglen  is  not  still  an  officer  of  the  company. 
We  know  for  oertaJn  that  he  was  a  director  of 
the  compiny  when  judgment  was  siened  against 
it,  and  against  that  we  merely  have  nis  assertion 
that,  in  order  to  avoid  being  examined,  he  has 
resigned  his  directorship.  There  is  no  further 
evi&nce  of  his  resignation,  and  we  do  not  know 
what  he  has  actually  done  in  order  to  carry  out 
his  resignation,  nor  what  is  the  legal  effect  of 
what  he  may  have  done. 

Holder  in  reply. — This  is  a  foreign  company, 
and  the  Companies  Acts  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it.  There  is  nothing  to  contradict  the  evidence 
that  the  appellant  is  no  longer  an  officer  of  the 
company.  The  whole  question  turns  on  the 
meaning  of  rule  32. 

COIXIBS,  M.R.— This  is  an  appeal  from  Philli- 
more,  J.  at  chambers,  who  orderod  the  appellant 
to  attend  at  his  own  expense  and  be  examined 


before  the  master.  The  action  was  brought 
against  Johann  Maria  Farina  and  Co.,  but  ap- 
pearance was  entered  for  the  "Compagme 
d'Installation  pour  I'^clairage  et  le  Chanffage  par 
l9  Gaz  ik  Bale,  a  societc  anonyme  tradmg  as 
Johann  Maria  Farina  et  Cie.,  gegenuber  dem 
Josepbsplatz,  and  sued  as  Johaiin  Maria  Faiina 
and  Co.  in  this  action."  That  substituted  the 
Compagnie  d'Installation  in  the  place  of  Johann 
Maria  Farina  and  Co.  as  defendants  in  the  action. 
Judgment  was  obtained  against  the  defendants, 
and  an  application  was  afterwards  made  imder 
Order  XLIl.,  r.  32,  for  the  examination  of  the 
appellant  as  a  director  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany. Now,  in  answer  to  the  application  made 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  sign  judgment  under 
Order  XIY.,  the  appellant  swore  an  affidavit  in 
which  he  stated  that  he  was  then  a  director  of 
the  company,  and  authorised  to  make  affidavits 
on  their  bdhalf.  Naturally,  therefore,  the 
plaintiffs,  upon  their  application  under  Order 
XLir.,  r.  32,  proposed  to  have  him  examined- 
He  attended  the  examination  as  directed,  but  he 
refused  to  answer  questions  put  to  him,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  director  of  the 
defendant  company  since  the  date  when  judgment- 
had  been  recovered  against  them.  Thereupon  an. 
application  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  toPhilli- 
more,  J.,  who  has  made  the  order  against  which 
this  appeal  is  brought.  The  appellant's  conten- 
tion ia  that  because  he  was  not  a  director  of  the 
company  at  the  time  when  the  order  was  made 
under  Order  XLII.,  r.  32,  the  court  or  judge  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  any  order  against  him 
under  that  rule.  That  contoation  seems  to  me  to 
put  too  narrow  a  construction  upon  that  rule.  I 
see  no  gpround  for  limiting  its  application  S3  as 
to  make  it  apply  only  to  persons  who,  at  the  time 
of  the  application  to  the  judge,  are  offisers  of  the- 
company.  The  rule  enables  the  judge  to  order 
"  any  officer  "  of  the  company  to  be  examined.  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  incompatible  with  that  ex- 
pression to  say  that  persons  who  have  been  officers 
of  the  company  may  be  ordered  to  be  examined. 
It  cannot  be  that  an  officer  of  the  company  can 
get  rid  of  his  liability  to  be  examined  and  give 
information  as  to  the  company's  assets  merely  by 
resig^ning  his  office.  I  may  add  that  as  regards 
the  appellant,  we  do  not  know  whether  he  has 
resigned  bis  directorship  in  the  proper  way  or 
what  is  the  exact  effect  of  what  he  has  done. 
But,  however  that  may  be,  I  think  that  it  would 
be  too  narrow  a  construction  to  put  upon  rule  32 
if  we  limited  it  so  as  to  make  it  applicable  only 
to  persons  who  at  the  date  of  the  order  are 
officers  of  the  company.  There  are  somewhat 
analogous  provisions   in  sect.   115  of  the  Com- 

Eanies  Act  1862,  but  the  effect  of  that  section 
as  not  been  limited  to  persons  who  are  existing 
officers  of  the  company  in  question.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  expression  "any  officer  thereof"  in 
rule  32  has  reference  not  to  a  period  of  time, 
but  to  the  character  of  the  person  to  be  ex- 
amined, and  I  think  it  is  putting  a  fair  construc- 
tion on  the  words  to  say  that  they  give  power  to 
examine  a  person  who  has  been  an  officer  of  the 
company.  Though  he  may  have  ceased  to  be  an 
officer  of  the  company,  yet  he  may  have  some 
power  or  control  over  the  company's  property, 
and  be  able  to  give  information  about  it.  For 
those  reasons  I  think  that  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed. 
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Mathiw,  L.J. — I  am  o(  the  same  opinion. 
The  appellant  was  a  director  of  the  derandant 
company  when  judgment  was  recovered  agunst 
them,  bat  he  alleges  now  that  he  had  ceased  to  be 
a  director  when  the  order  was  made  for  bis 
examination  as  to  the  company's  property.  He 
made  no  application  to  hare  that  order  set  aside, 
bat,  when  he  attended  before  the  master  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  order,  he  refused  to  answer  the 
qaestions  pnt  to  him.  It  is  contended  that  under 
the  words  of  Order  XLII.,  r.  32.  he  was  not  bound 
to  answer  the  questions.  Now,  it  most  be 
remembered  that  the  object  with  which  rule  32 
was  made  was  to  enable  a  person  who  has 
obtained  judgment  against  a  company  to  get 
from  persons  connected  with  the  company  in- 
formation which  he  is  entitled  to  hare  as  to  the 
property  and  asseis  of  the  company.  I  do  not 
think  that  a  company  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  escape  investigation  as  to  its  property 
by  getting  its  directora  to  resign.  We  ought 
not  to  put  such  a  construction  as  that  upon 
the  rule.  The  appellant  in  this  case  was  certainly 
a  director  of  the  company  until  quite  recently, 
and  he  must  have  the  information  as  to  its  pro- 
perty which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  get  I 
agree  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  John  Gamegie. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Michael  Abra- 
.hams,  Sons,  and  Co, 


March  18  and  26. 

(Before  Collins,  ]li.B.,   Bomrb  and 

Mathsw,  L. JJ.) 

'ContinbntalOaoutchouc  and  GuttaPbbcha 

COHFAHT  V.   KlBINWOBT,  SoNB,   AND  CO.  (a) 
APPEAL  FBOM  THB  KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Prhicipal  and  agent — Mistake — Money  paid  to 
agent — Remittance  to  banker — Credit  given  by 
hanker  to  customer — Bemittance  made  by  mistake 
— Beoovery  back  from  banker  by  payer. 

K.  teas  a  merchant,  financed  by  two  bcmks.  These 
banks  were  each  in  the  habit  of  advancing  money 
to  K.  on  the  security  of  the  shipping  docwments 
of  goods,  bought  by  him.  When  M  sold  such 
goods  he  was  in  the  habit  of  obtaining  from  them 
the  necessary  documents  to  enable  him  to  deliver 
the  goods,  and  at  the  same  time  assigning  to 
them  the  purchase  money.  On  receipt  of  the 
purchase  money  from  the  purchasers  of  the 
goods,  the  banks  would  credit  the  amount  U>  K.'s 
account. 

The  plaintiffs  bought  several  parcels  qf  goods  from 
K.,  and  received  from  him  notice  of  the  assign- 
Tnent  of  the  purchase  money.  The  purcMse 
money  of  some  of  the  parcels  was  assigned  to  one 
bank,  and  of  the  other  parcels  to  the  other  bank. 
Through  a  mistake  of  their  clerk  the  whole  of  the 
money  payable  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  all 
these  parcels  of  goods  was  paid  over  by  them  to 
only  one  of  the  banks,  with  instructions  to  credit 
K.'s  account  with  the  amount.  This  was  accord- 
ingly done  by  the  bank  under  the  belief  that 
the  whole  of  the  money  was  rightly  paul  over 
to  them.  On  discovering  the  over-payment,  the 
plaintiffs  asked  the  bank  to  return  it.    The  bank 

(a)  Beporttd  by  £.  Uanlxt  Sunu,  Eiq.,BuxutM^M-Law. 


refused.     In  an    action    to  reiover   back   the 

moneu  : 
Seld  {affirming  the  deeisUm  of  Bigham,  J.  at  the 

trial),  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to   the 

return  from  the  bank   of  the  money  that  had 

been  thuM  paid  them  by  mistake. 
Appeal    by  the  defendant  company  from  the 
judgment  of  Bigham,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action 
without  a  jui-y. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  back  a  snm 
of  14802. 15«.  lid.  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants  by  mistake. 

At  the  trial  Bigham,  J.  gave  jndgment  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  case  is  reported  8  Oom.  Cas.  277. 

The  following  statement  of  facts  is  taken  from 
the  jndgment  of  Bigham, .J. : — 

A  firm  of  Kramrisoh  and  Co.  carried  on  business 
in  Liverpool  as  importers  of  rubber.  The  defen- 
dants, who  were  foreign  bankei-s  and  also  carried 
on  business  in  London,  were  in  the  habit  of 
making  advances  to  Eramrisch  and  Co.  on  the 
secarity  of  the  shipping  documents  of  the  rubber, 
and  when  the  imbber  arrived  in  this  country  the. 
defendants  continued  the  advances,  holding  the 
rubber  itself  as  their  security.  When  Kramrisch 
and  Co.  sold  any  part  of  the  goods  it  was  their 
practice  to  apply  to  the  defendants  for  a  corre- 
sponding delivery  order,  which  the  defendants 
gave  them,  thereby  enabling  Eramrisch  and  Co. 
to  fulfil  their  contract  of  sue  with  their  buyer. 
In  exchange  for  the  delivery  order  Eramrisch  and 
Co.  gave  to  the  defendants  a  letter  containing  the 
pai-tioulars  of  the  sale,  the  quantity,  the  price, 
and  the  name  of  the  buyer,  and  by  the  same 
letter  they  assigned  to  the  defendants  the  right 
to  receive  the  purchase  monev ;  this  assignment 
Eramrisch  and  Co.  completed  by  a  written  notice 
to  the  buyer  notifying  that  the  money  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  defenduits.  Thus,  although  when  the 
rabber  was  sold  the  defendants  parted  with  the 
goods,  they  got  in  place  of  the  rubber  the  right 
to  receive  the  price  from  the  buyer.  When  the 
buyer  paid  the  price,  the  defendants  credited  the 
amount  to  Eramrisch  and  Co.'s  account,  and 
thus  the  transaction  ended.  Eramrisch  and  Co. 
did  business  in  this  way  not  only  with  the  defen- 
dants, but  also  with  a  firm  of  Wm.  Brandt, 
Sons,  and  Co. 

The  plaintiffs  were  customers  of  Eramrisch  and 
Co.,  and  frequently  bought  parcels  of  rubber 
from  them,  and  following  the  practice  above 
described  they  were  in  the  habit  from  time  to 
time  of  paying  the  price  to  the  defendants  or  to 
Brandt  and  Co.,  as  tiie  case  might  be,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  directions  given  to  them  by 
Eramrisch  and  Co. 

In  Deo.  1902  and  Jan.  1903  the  plaantiffs  had 
bought  from  Eramrisch  and  Go.  several  parcels  of 
rubber  which  had  been  held  by  the  defendants 
as  secarity  for  advances  made  to  Eramrisch  and 
Co.  The  defendants  had  parted  with  these 
parcels  of  goods,  getting  from  Eramrisch  and  Co. 
an  assignment  of  the  right  to  receive  the  i^rice, 
of  which  assignment  express  notice  in  writing 
had  been  given  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  goods  were 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  Rnd  from  time  to  time 
in  the  early  part  of  January  the  plaintiffs  made 
remittances  to  the  defendants  on  account  of  the 
price.  The  total  price  of  the  different  parcels 
80  bought  by  plaintiffs  was  95051.  17*.  3d.,  and 
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ihe  payments  made  on  account  amounted  to 
82592.  2«.  7d.  Thaa  there  remained  a  balance  of 
12462.  14a.  8d.  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants. 

It  appears  that  at  this  time  the  plaintiffs  were 
also  porchasers  from  Kramrisoh  and  Co.  of  three 
other  parcelsof  rubber  amoantingto  14802. 15<.  Hi., 
a$(ainst  which  advances  had  been  made  to 
Eramrisch  and  Go.  by  Brandt  and  Go. ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  were,  by  Tirtae  6t  an  assignment  ma^e 
by  Eramrisch  and  Go.  in  favour  of  Brandt  and 
Co.,  under  an  obligation  to  pay  the  price  of  these 
parcels  to  Brandt  and  Go.  By  a  blunder  on  the 
part  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  clerks  the  fact  was 
overloo'ked  tliat  this  14S02. 15«.  lid.  was  to  go  to 
Brandt  and  Go.,  and  the  remittances  for  the  whole 
amount  (the  12462. 148.  8d.  and  the  14802. 15<.  lid.) 
were  sent  by  plaintiffs  -  to  the  defendants.  Thus 
the  defendants  received  an  amount  (14802. 15*.  lid.) 
which  oaght  to  have  been  sent  to  Brandt  and 
Co. 

On  the  7th  Feb.  Brandt  and  Go.  wrote  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  know  why  the  money  for  the  three 
parcels  of  rubber,  the  14S01.  15*.  lid.,  had  not 
been  remitted  to  them  in  accordance  with  the 
undertaking  created  by  the  assignment.  The 
plaintiffs  then  discovered  the  blunder  which  had 
been  made  by  their  clerk,  and  on  Feb.  10  they 
wrote  to  the  defendants  asking  to  have  the  matter 
put  right  by  the  return  of  the  money. 

The  defendants  refused  to  return  the  money, 
alleging  that  in  effect  it  had  been  paid  over  to 
Kramnsch  and  Co.  or  had  been  accounted  for  to 
them ;  and,  further,  that  on  the  faith  of  the 
representation  made  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
money  was  available  for  Kramrisoh  and  Go.  in 
the  defendants'  hands,  the  defendants  had  been 
induced  to  give  fresh  credit  to  Kramnsch  and 
Go. ;  and,  further,  that  whether  the  payment  had 
or  had  not  induced  the  giving  of  fresh  credit, 
the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Kramrisch  and 
Go.  and  the  defendants  had,  in  fact,  been  altered 
between  the  dates  of  the  receipt  of  the  money  and 
the  notification  of  the  mistake. 

Shortly  after  the  notification  of  the  mistake 
Kramrisch  and  Go.  failed ;  and  thereupon  Brandt 
and  Co.  called  on  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  the 
14802. 158.  lid.  in  accordance  with  the  oblinition 
created  by  the  assignment,  and  the  pluntiffs  did 
pay,  as  indeed  they  were  bound  to  do.  Thus  the 
plaintiffs  had  paid  the  money  twice  over,  the  first 
time  in  mistake  to  the  defendants,  the  second  time 
properly  to  Brandt  and  Co.,  and  the  question  now 
was  whether  they  could  recover  back  from  the 
defendants  the  amount  of  the  first  payment  or 
whether  thev  must  be  satisfied  with  a  proof 
against  the  bankrupt  estate  of  Kramrisch  and 
Go. 

Before  the  mistaken  remittance  was  made, 
Kramrisoh  and  Co.  had  advised  the  defendants  of 
laive  sales  of  rubber  to  the  pliuntiffs  in  addition 
to  those  already  referred  to,  and  had  obtained 
oorrespon'ling  deliveries  of  goods  from  the  defen- 
dants. Such  sales  had  in  fact  been  made,  but 
Kramrisoh  and  Co.,  instead  of  delivering  the 
goods  to  the  plaintiffs,  converted  them  to  their 
own  use,  so  that  plaintiffs  owed  nothing  in 
respect  of  them.  Ot  this,  however,  the  defendants 
were  unaware,  so  that  when  they  received  the 
lemittanoe  tiiey  believed  that  it  was  properly  sent 
to  them  against  the  goods  with  which  they  had 
parted. 


By  the  letters  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defen- 
dants in  which  the  remittances  were  inclosed  the 
defendants  were  requested  to  credit  the  amount 
to  Kramrisch  and  Co.,  and  in  accordance  with 
these  letters  the  defendants  did  credit  Kramrisch 
and  Co.'s  account  with  the  remittances,  and  so 
advised  the  plaintiffs  when  they  wrote  acknow- 
ledging the  receipt  of  the  money.  Not  only  did 
the  defendants  deal  with  the  remittances  in  the 
way  they  were  told  to  deal  with  them,  but  they 
also  advised  Kramrisch  and  Co.  of  the  receipt  ot 
the  money  and  that  the  amount  had  been  passed 
to  their  credit.  Kramrisch  and  Co  ,  in  answer  to 
this,  wrote  back  to  the  defendants  saying  that 
they  noted  the  fact  and  had  made  entries  in  their 
own  books  in  conformity  therewith.  Bigham,  J. 
found  that  Kramrisch  and  Co.  knew  well  that 
the  plaintiffs  ought  not  to  have  paid  the  money 
to  the  defendants,  and  that  they  (Kramrisch  and 
Go.)  had  no  right  to  the  credit  of  which  the  defen- 
dants had  sent  advice ;  and  that  they  kepi 
their  mouths  shut.  Between  the  receipt  of  the 
money  and  the  notification  ot  the  mistake  the 
state  of  the  accounts  between  Kramrisch  and  Co. 
and  the  defendants  underwent  considerable 
changes,  the  general  effect  of  which  was  to  reduce 
very  considerably  the  large  amount  owing  to 
Kramrisch  and  Co.  No  doubt,  in  the  course  of 
these  changes,  some  payments  were  made  by  the 
defendants  to  Kramrisch  and  Go.  or  on  their 
account ;  but  they  were  far  less  in  amount  than 
the  payments  in,  and  they  were  either  made 
against  ample  security  or  were  of  insignificant 
amounts.  Moreover,  not  one  of  the  payments  to 
Kramrisch  and  Go.  was  in  any  way  induced  by 
the  receipt  of  the  money  from  the  plaintiffs. 
This  the  defendants  themselves  admitted,  and  the 
learned  judge  was  satisfied,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
that  it  was  so.  The  receipt  of  the  money  in  no 
way  caused  the  defendants  to  make  any  payment 
or  to  grant  any  indulgence  to  Kramrisch  and  Co., 
or  to  favour  them  in  any  way.  Their  business 
with  Kramrisch  and  Co.  would  have  gone  on  pre- 
cisely as  it  did,  even  it  the  money  had  not  been 
received,  for  the  open  account  was,  at  the  time  ot 
the  payment,  so  large  and  the  subsequent  deal- 
ings were  so  small  and  of  such  little  importance 
that  the  mistaken  payment  could  not  have 
influenced,  as  indeed  it  did  not  inflaenoe,  the 
defendants  in  any  way. 

The  defendants  were  still  large  creditors  of 
Kramrisch  and  Go. 

On  these  facts  Bigham  J.  held  that  the 
14802.  15«.  lid.  was  paid  into  the  defendants' 
hands  in  such  circumstances  of  mistake  as  to 
make  it  money  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  their  own 
use,  and  that  it  had  never  ceased  to  have  that 
character.  He  therefore  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

March  18. — Agquith,  E.G.,  /.  A.  Hamilton, 
K.G.,  and  A.  H.  Chaytor  for  the  defendants. 

Serutton,  K.C.  and  F.  D.  McKkinnon  for  the 
plaintiffs.  (.^  ^^^  ^„jf. 

March  26.— Collins,  M.B.  read  the  following 
judgment : — This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
Bigham,  J.,  who  ha«  held  that  the  appellants  are 
bound  to  repay  to  the  plaintiffs  a  sum  of 
14802.  158.  lid.  paid  by  them  to  the  defendants 
under  a  mistake  of  fact.    The  defence  is  that  the 
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snm  in  qnestioii  was  paid  to  and  received  by  the 
defendants  .as  agents  for  Kramrisch  and  Co.,  now 
bankrupt,  -with  whom  they  had,  previoas  to  the 
plaintiffs'  demand,  settled  it  in  aocoant.  The 
facts  are  fnllj  and  lucidly  stated  in  the  jad^ment  of 
Bigham,  J.,  and  a  bare  outline  is  all  that  is  neces- 
sary to  make  this  j  udgment  intelligible.  Kramrisch 
was  an  importer  of  indiarubber,  canring  on 
business  at  LiTerpool.  He  was  financed  bj  two 
"  merchant  bankers,"  as  they  are  described  in  the 
case,  viz.,  the  defendants  Eleinwort,  Sons, 
and  Co.,  and  Brandt  and  Co.,  who  only  come 
incidentally  into  this  discussion.  The  course  of 
business  as  between  Kramriaoh  and  these  firms 
was  that  when  he  imported  a  parcel  of  india- 
rubber  one  or  other  of  these  firm^s  made  itself 
liable  to  the  vendor  for  the  price  upon  the 
security  of  the  shipping  documents,  which  were 
deposited  with  the  firm,  and  as  Kramrisch 
efracted  sales  of  the  rubber  so  imported  the 
financing  firm  released  the  bills  of  lading  cover- 
ing such  sale  and  transmitted  them  to  the  pur- 
chaser, taking  from  Kramrisch  an  authority  to 
receive  the  pnoe  from  the  purchaser  direct.  The 
plaintiffs,  before  the  transaction  in  question,  had 
bought  from  Kramrisch  parcels  of  indiantbber, 
some  of  which  he  had  imported  through  the  aid 
of  the  defendants  and  some  through  that  of 
Brandt  and  Co.,  and  had  in  each  case  arranged  to 
pay  direct  to  the  defendants  and  Brandt  and  Co. 
respectively  according  to  the  instructions  received 
with  each  consignment.  The  sum  in  question  in 
this  case  represented  the  price  of  indiarubber 
which  was  in  fact  payable  direct  to  Brandt  and 
Co.,  but  by  a  mistake  of  a  clerk  of  the  plaintifEs 
it  was  sent  to  the  defendants  instead  of  to  the 
acoount  of  Kramrisch.  The  defendants  placed 
it  to  the  credit  of  Kramrisch  in  their  account  with 
him,  and  apprised  him  of  the  fact,  and  he  acknow- 
ledged and  approved  what  they  had  done.  It  was 
contended  by  the  defendants  that  they  were  thus 
discharged  from  all  liability  to  the  pluntiffs. 
Bigham,  J.  has  rejected  their  contention,  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  he  was  right.  Without  going 
into  the  question  whether  there  was  an  absolute 
assignment  of  the  debt  by  Kramrisch  to  Klein- 
wott.  Sons,  and  Co.,  with  notice  to  the  plaintiffs 
— a  matter  that  was  discussed  under  somewhat 
similar  circumstances  in  Brandt,  Sont,  and  Co.  v. 
Dwdop  Rubber  Company  (ante,  p.  106;  (1904) 
1  K.  B.  387} — the  undisputed  facts  are  sufficient, 
in  my  judgment,  to  decide  this  case  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiffs.  It  is  clear  law  that  primd  faeie 
the  person  to  whom  money  has  been  paid  nnder 
a  mistake  of  fact  is  liable  to  refund  it,  even 
though  he  may  have  paid  it  away  to  third 
parties  in  ignorance  of  the  mistake.  He  has  had 
the  benefit  of  the  windfall  and  must  restore  it 
to  the  true  owner.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
equally  clear  that  an  intermediary  who  has  re- 
ceived money  for  the  purpose  of  handing  it  ou  to 
a  third  party,  and  has  handed  it  on,  is  no  longer 
accountable  to  the  sender.  In  such  case  he  is  a 
mere  conduit-pipe,  and  has  not  had  the  benefit  of 
the  windfall.  A  case  rather  more  difficult  arises 
when  the  mode  by  which  he  passes  it  on  is  by 
settlement  in  account  with  a  third  party  for 
whom  he  has  received  it,  involving  the  applica- 
tion of  the  money  to  the  discharge  of  a  debt  doe 
from  the  third  party  to  himself.  He  has  thus  no 
doubt  benefited  by  getting  his  debt  paid,  but  be 
has  done  so  in  discharging  his  primary  duty  of 


passing  the  money  on  to  his  ■  principal.  He  has 
constructively  sent  it  on  and  received  it  back, 
and  has  done  nothing  incompatible  with  his 
position  as  a  conduit-pipe  or  intermediary.  Ee 
was  entitled  to  be  paid,  and  has  been  paid  by  his 
debtor,  who  was  no  doubt  put  in  funds  to  OD  so 
by  the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  who  therefore, 
and  not  the  intermediary,  has  had  the  benefit  of 
the  windfall.  Hence  the  care  with  which  the 
courts  have  considered  whether  the  snm  has  in 
fact  been  effectually  passed  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  agent  into  those  of  the  principal,  no  entry  by 
the  agent  in  his  books  sufficing  until  the  assent 
of  the  principal  has  completed  the  transaction : 
(see  Bitter  v.  Harrison,  2  Gowp.  565).  But  these 
questions  as  to  whether  or  not  the  snm  received 
has  been  effectually  passed  on  to  the  principal 
are  only  material  in  those  cases  where  the  person 
receiving  is  really  and  primarily  a  mere  inter- 
mediary—that is  to  say,  a  person  who  as  against 
his  principal  has  no  right  to  receive  the  fund  for 
the  pui^se  of  passing  it  on.  Once  plaoe  him  in 
the  position  of  a  person  who  has  a  ri»it  to  receive 
and  apply  the  fund  for  his  own  benefit,  and  he  is 
at  once  taken  out  of  the  category  of  mere  inter- 
mediaries for  whom  alone  the  defence  is  available 
that  they  have  acted  as  such  and  passed  on  to 
another  the  liability  to  refund  the  windfall.  I 
think  the  cases  of  Butter  v.  Harrison  (2  Cowp. 
565),  Cox  V.  Prentice  (3  M.  &  S.  344),  HMand 
V.  Bussett  (4  L.  T.  Bep.  547;  1  B.  &  S.  424 ; 
in  error,  8  L.  T.  Bep.  468s  4  B.  &  S.  14),  and 
Newall  V.  Tomlinton  (25  L.  T.  Rep.  382 ;  L.  Bep. 
6  C.  P.  405),  particularly  the  judgment  of 
Brett,. J.,  fuUy  establish  the  above]  propositions. 
Now,  in  this  case  it  is  quite  clear  that,  as  between 
Kleinwort,  Sons,  and  Co.  and  Kjmmrisch,  the 
former  were  the  persons  primarily  entitled  to 
receive  the  purchase  money  of  the  goods  in  respect 
of  which  they  had  released  the  bills  of  lading.  Had 
the  sum  due  from  the  buyer  been  deposited  with  a 
third  party  and  become  the  subject  of  an  inter- 
pleader issue  between  Kramrisch  and  the  defen- 
dants, it  must,  I  think,  have  been  awarded  to  the 
defendants.  For  these  reasons  I  think  that  the 
defendants  in  respect  of  the  snm  claimed  are  in 
no  better  position  than  any  other  persons  who 
have  received  for  their  ownoenefit  money  paid  to 
them  under  a  mistake  of  fact.  The  grounds  on 
which  I  base  my  opinion  relieve  me  from  discuss- 
ing some  of  the  points  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Bigham,  J.  and  in  the  admirable 
aivnment  before  us.    In  my  opinion  the  appeal 

BoMBK,  L.J.  read  the  following  judgment : — 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  only  add  that, 
in  my  opinion  in  this  case,  unlike  the  one  recently 
decided  by  us  and  referred  to  by  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls,  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  establish  an 
equitable  assignment  as  between  Kramrisch  and 
the  defendants.  The  proceeds  of  the  rubber 
ag^ainst  which  the  defendants  had  made  advances 
and  which  was  consigned  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
sale  were  equitably  assigned  by  Kramrisch  in 
favour  of  ihe  defendants.  Ajid,  if  it  were 
essential  to  the  present  case  (though,  in  my 
opinion,  it  is  not),  I  should  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment, and  could  only  disregard  thut  notice  at 
their  peril.  But,  in  justice  to  the  plaintiffs,  I 
think  they  did  not  disregard  the  notice.  On  the 
contrary,  it  was,  in  my  opinion,  because  the  plain- 
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iiSa  recognised  the  obligation  oast  npon  them  that 
they  forwarded  the  proceeds  of  the  mbber  to  the 
defendants,  and  it  was  by  reason  of  the  mistake 
in  f  aot  made  on  their  benalt,  in  thinking  tliat  the 
moneys,  the  subject  of  this  action,  were  proceeds 
of  such  mbber,  that  these  moneys  weie  forwarded 
to  the  defendants.  When  the  mistake  in  foot  was 
discoyered  the  plaintiffs  became  entitled  to  recover 
the  moneys  from  the  defendants,  nnless  the  defen- 
dants coold  show  that  they  had  received  the 
moneys  as  agents,  and  before  notice  of  the  mistake 
had  parted  with  them  to  their  principal,  or  so 
dealt  with  them  by  mandate  of  their  principal  as 
to  render  it  nnjast  to  call  npon  them  to  repay 
the  moneys  to  the  plaintiffs.  Bat  in  the  present 
case  the  defendants  ooald  not  show  that  they  had 
so  received  and  dealt  with  the  moneys.  In  fact, 
they  received  the  moneys  by  virtue  of  the  rights 
existing  between  them  and  Eramrisch,  including 
their  rights  as  eqnitable  assignees,  and  when 
they  had  to  receiveid  the  moneys  they  dealt  with 
them  according  to  those  rishts,  and  not  according 
to  any  unfettered  right  of  Kramrisch  to  direct 
how  the  moneys  should  be  dealt  with.  The  notice 
they  gave  to  Eramrisch  of  the  way  in  which  the 
moneys  bad  been  appropriated  by  them  was  simply 
notice  that  they  had  applied  them  according  to 
their  own  rights  as  previously  pointed  out,  and  not 
by  way  of  obtaining  a  ratification  from  Eramrisch 
of  a  previondy  nnaathorised  application.  I 
Agree,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  fails. 

Mathbw,  L.J.  concurred.   ^^^^  dismiued. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Stepheiuon,  Har. 
wood,  and  Co. 

SoUoitors  for  the  defendants,  HoUanu,  Son$, 
Coward,  and  Hawkiley. 


HIGH   COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHAITOEBY  DIYISION. 

Thursday,  Jan.  28. 

(Before  Btbitb,  J.) 

Be  Fox;  WoDEHOirsB  V.  Fox.  (a) 

Will — Power*  of  appointment  and  advancement — 
Hotchpot  elatue. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  retidtutry  personal 
estate  upon  trust  for  his  vrife  for  life,  and  after 
her  death  for  his  four  children  as  his  wife 
should  by  will  appoint.  In  default  of  appoint- 
ment the  children  were  to  take  equally.  The 
testator's  wiU  contained  a  power  of  advancement. 
Any  child  who  had  received  any  part  of  the  funds 
under  any  appointment  was,  in  default  of 
appointment  to  the  cottirary,  to  bring  the 
appointed  funds  into  hotchpot.  After  the  testa- 
tors death  7052.  was  advanced  to  B.,  on«  of  his 
children.  The  widow  subsequently  by  her  toiU 
appointed  one  equal  fourth  part  of  the  property 
of  which  she  was  tenant  for  life  to  each  of  two 
of  her  children  absolutely,  and  one  eqwd  fourth 
part  upon  trust  for  each  of  her  other  children  (of 
whom  B.  was  one)  respectively  for  life,  toith 
remainder  to  their  respective  children.  No  refer- 
ence was  made  in  the  widow's  will  to  the  1051. 
advanced  to  B, 

(a)  Beported  by  E.  L.  Hopkiks,  Esq.,  Bairister-at-Law 


Held,  that  B.  was  not  liable  to  bring  into  hotchpot 
or  account  for  the  7051.  advanced  to  him  out  of 
his  expectant  share. 

Bt  his  will  the  Rev.  W.  G.  Fox  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  his  real  estate  and  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  to  trustees  npon  trust  to  pay 
the  income  thereof  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  death  "  in  trust  for  all  such  one  or 
more  exclasively  of  the  others  or  other  of  my 
children,  Eliza  Frances  Fox,  Lionel  Wodehouse 
Fox,  Armine  Wodehouse  Fox,  and  Biajrmond 
Wodehouse  Fox,  or  their  issue  respectively  bom 
or  to  be  bom  during  the  life  of  my  said  wife,  or 
within  twenty-one  years  after  her  death,  at  such 
age  or  time  or  respective  ages  or  times,  if  more 
than  one,  in  such  shares  and  with  snoh  future 
executory  or  other  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the 
said  issue,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  with  such  pro- 
visions for  their  respective  advancement,  munten- 
anoe,  or  education  at  the  discretion  either  of  the 
said  trustees  T>r  trustee,  or  of  an^  other  persons 
or  person,  and  upon  such  conditions  with  such 
restrictions  and  in  such  manner  as  my  said  wife 
shall,  whether  covert  or  sole,  by  will  or  codicil 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  and 
so  far  as  no  such  appointment  shall  extend,  in 
trust  for  all  such  of  my  four  last-mentioned 
children  living  at  my  death,  and  of  the  children 
then  living  or  afterwards  bom  of  any  such  ohUd 
or  children  having  died  in  my  lifetime  as  being 
male  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being 
female  attain  that  age  or  marry  under  that  age, 
if  more  than  one  as  tenants  in  common  in  eqaal 
shares,  so  that  my  children  who  shall  be  objects 
of  this  trust  shall  take  in  equal  shares,  and  the 
children  being  objects  of  this  trust  of  any  child  of 
mine  having  died  in  my  lifetime  shall  take 
equally  between  them  the  share  which  the  parent 
would  have  taken  had  he  or  she  survived  me. 
Provided  always  that  no  child  who  or  whose  issue 
shall  take  any  part  of  the  said  premises  under 
any  appointment  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
hereinbefore  contained  shall,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment to  the  contrary,  have  or  be  entiUed  to  any 
share  of  the  nnappointed  part  of  the  said  trust 
premises  without  bringing  the  share  or  shares 
appointed  to  him  or  her  or  to  his  or  her  issue 
into  hotohpot,  and  accounting  for  the  same 
accordingly.  Provided  always  and  I  hereby 
declare  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
trustees  or  trustee  after  the  death  of  my  said 
wife  or  previously  thereto,  with  her  consent  in 
writing,  to  raise  any  part  or  parts  not  exceeding 
in  the  whole  one  half  of  the  then  expectant  or 
presumptive  share  of  any  child  under  the  trusts 
hereinbefore  deolaj?ed,  and  to  apply  the  same  for 
his  or  her  advancement  or  benefit  as  the  said 
trustees  or  trustee  shall  think  fit." 

The  testator  died  in  Got.  1883/ 

His  widow  in  1890  sent  to  the  trustees  a  request 
in  writing  that  they  would,  under  the  advance- 
ment clause  in  the  testator's  will,  advance  to  her 
son  Raymond  Wodehouse  Fox,  who  was  then  a 
minor,  the  sum  of  400Z.  to  enable  him  to  be 
articled  to  a  solicitor.  The  money  was  advanced, 
and  the  receipt  for  the  same  was  signed  by  the 
widow.  In  Deo.  1894  the  trustees  similarly 
advanced  to  Raymond  Wodehouse  Fox  a  sum 
of  3051. 

On  the  22nd  June  1898  the  widow  made  her 
will  and,  after  reciting  the  power  given  to  her 


Digitized  by 


Google 


478-Voi.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Jtme  11,  19M. 


Gnxs.  DiT.] 


B»  Fox;  WODBHOUSB  «.  Foz. 


[Chaw.  Dit. 


by  ber  bnsband'e  will  "  to  appoint  his  real  and 
residuary  personal  estate  uf  wbich  I  am  tenant 
for  life,  appointed  that  the  trustees  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  trust  estate  "  upon  trust,  as  to 
one  equal  fourth  part  or  share  thereof,  for  my 
said  daughter  Eliza  Frances  Williams  absolutely 
for  her  own  benefit,  and  as  to  one  other  equal 
fourth  part  or  share  thereof  upon  trust  for  my 
said  son  Armine  "Wodehouse  Fox  absolutely  for 
his  benefit,  and  as  to  one  other  equal  fourth  part 
or  share  thereof  upon  trust  to  retain  the  same 
and  pay  the  income  thereof  to  my  son  Lionel 
Wodehouse  Fox  until  his  death  or  until  he  shall 
become  bankrupt  or  assign  or  charge  the  said 
income  or  some  part  thereof,"  and  then  if  he  died 
in  trust  for  his  children  as  he  should  appoint, 
and  in  default  of  appointment  for  all  his 
children  equallr,  and  if  he  had  no  children 
then  for  his  brothers  and  sistor,  but  if  he 
became  bankrupt  in  trust  for  all  his 
children  equally.  The  testatrix  gare  "  the 
remaining  fourth  part  or  share  of  my  husband's 
trast  estate  upon  trusts  similar  in  all  respecte 
mwtatia  mutanais  in  favour  of  my  son  Raymond 
Wodehouse  Fox  to  those  hereinbefore  expressed 
with  reference  to  the  one  fourth  share  nerein- 
before  appointed  in  favour  of  the  said  Lionel 
Wodehouse  Fox." 

On  the  8th  Dec.  1900  the  testatrix  made  a 
codicil  to  her  will  and  thereby  directed  that 
another  sum  of  7002.  which  had  been  advanced 
hr  the  husband  of  her  daughter  Eliza  Frances 
Williams  to  Raymond  Wodehouse  Fox  should,  in 
the  division  of  the  testator's  estate,  be  charged 
upon  the  share  directed  to  be  retained  by  the 
trustees  for  Raymond  Wodehouse  Fox  and 
added  to  the  share  given  to  Eliza  Frances 
Williams. 

By  a  second  codicil,  dated  the  29th  March 
1901,  the  testatrix  directed  that  the  trustees 
should  have  power  to  apply  one  half  of  the  share 
of  Lionel  and  Raymond  for  their  advancement 
respectively,  and  she  gave  Raymond  a  general 
power  of  appointment  over  his  share. 

There  was  no  reference  either  in  her  will  or 
codicils  to  the  advancement  of  the  sum  of  7052.  to 
Raymond. 

Mrs.  Fox  died  on  the  9th  July  1901. 

This  originating  summons  was  taken  out  by 
the  trustees  of  the  testator's  will  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  following  questions :  First, 
whether  the  705Z.  advanced  to  Raymond  Wode- 
house Fox  out  of  his  expectant  share  ought  to  be 
brought  into  hotohpot  or  accounted  tor;  and, 
secondly,  if  so,  in  what  manner  it  was  to  be 
done. 

Humphry  for  the  trustees. 

Croisfield  for  the  defendant  Raymond  Wode- 
house Fox. — The  advances  made  to  Raymond 
were  irrevocable,  and  the  sum  of  705(.  was 
thereby  withdrawn  from  the  settlement,  and  no 
longer  formed  part  of  the  settled  funds : 

B»  Goutt'i  BttOement,  19  Beav.  529,  535 ; 

Lawrit  v.  Bcmkei,  4  E.  &  J.  142. 
The  money  advanced  to  Raymond  became  his 
propertT  for  all  purposes,  and  consequently  the 
widow  had  only  power  to  appoint  property  which 
had  not  been  advanced.  She  only  purported  by 
her  will  to  deal  with  the  property  of  which  she 
was  tenant  for  life ;  and  as  she  had  parted  with 
the  7051.  she  was  no  longer  tenant  for  life  of  it. 


Her  trustees  could  not  "retain"  it,  for  it  was 
gone.  It  is  clear  from  the  oodidlatbat  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testatrix  was  tiiat  Raymond  shoold 
have  an  interest  in  a  share  of  the  trust  estate 
equal  to  the  other  shares.  He  is  entitled  to  retain 
the  705Z.  advanced  to  him,  and  also  to  have  a  life 
interest  under  hia  mother's  will  in  one  fourth  of 
the  remainder  of  the  trust  funds. 

Harman  for  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
Raymond. — The  sum  advanced  must  be  brought 
into  account.  The  power  of  appointment  given 
to  the  testator's  widow  being  a  special  power,  the 
appointment  must  be  read  into  the  testetor's  will. 
The  money  advanced  to  Raymond  was  not  taken 
out  of  the  trust  estate  absolutely.  According  to 
the  ordinary  practice  of  conveyancers,  the  trust 
estate  is  to  be  treated  as  consisting  of  the 
remaining  investmente,  plus  any  money  which 
may  have  been  advanced : 

Davidson's  Preoedents  in  Conveyancing,  Srd  edit, 
vol.  3,  pt.  2,  p.  772. 

[Btrne,  J. — The  hotehpot  clause  only  applies 
in  default  of  appointment.  Mrs.  Fox  has  exer- 
cised her  power  of  appointment,  and  has 
deliberately  abstained  from  making  the  shares 
equal.]  She  was  purporting  to  deal  with  every- 
thing that  could  lorm  part  of  the  trust  estete, 
including  the  money  advanced,  which  had  not 
been  taken  ont  of  the  estete  for  all  purposes.  In 
Re  Chssefe  Settlement  (ubi  sup.)  the  question  was 
whether  the  money  paid  to  the  son  was  appointed 
to  him  or  teken  as  an  advance.  The  judgment 
was  on  that  point  only,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
hotehpot  clause  applied.  That  case  did  not 
decide  that  money  advanced  was  taken  out  of  the 
estate  altogether.  The  7052.  formed  part  of  the 
estate  which  Mrs.  Fox  appointed.  Reading  the 
two  wills  together,  the  advance  must  be  treated  as 
having  been  made  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the 
testetor's  will.  If  it  had  be«i  made  in  his  life- 
time, the  rule  against  double  jwrtions  would  have 
applied,  and  the  court  can  treat  that  rule  as 
applying  in  the  present  case.  The  second  question 
does  not  arise  if  the  7052.  is  not  to  be  brought  into 
account. 

Btbite,  J.  steted  the  facte  and  continued : — 
There  are  expressions  in  the  lady's  will  in  which 
she  speaks  of  her  husband's  residuary  estete  of 
which  she  was  tenant  for  life.  There  is  no 
reference  in  it  to  the  advance  of  7052.  to  Ray- 
mond. It  is  aigned  that  Raymond  ought  to 
bring  into  account,  or  that  there  ought  to  be 
brought  into  account,  from  the  share  given  to 
him  and  his  children,  a  sum  equal  to  the  advances 
made  to  him.  It  is  admitted  that  the  hotehpot 
clause  has  no  application  to  the  matter,  and  that 
there  is  no  general  equity  that  a  person  who  has 
been  advanced  should  repay  the  sum  advanced  in 
such  circumstances  as  these.  The  question  is- 
whether,  looking  at  the  appointment  which  has 
been  made,  there  was  an  intention  that  tins  7051. 
should  be  brought  into  account.  I  think  it  clear 
that  such  advances  as  these  take  the  sum 
advanced  out  of  the  trust  estete  altogether.  In 
Be  Ooisefi  Setilement  (ubi  svp.)  the  wifi  contained 
a  power  of  appointment  and  a  power  of  advance- 
ment, and  a  hotehpot  clause  which  was  applic- 
able to  the  latter  and  not  to  the  former.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  said :  "  An  advancement  has 
a  definite  meaning  distinct  from  an  appointment. 
It  means  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  fond  is 
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lujhially  taken  out  of  the  settlement  altop^ether 
«nd  paid  over  to  the  obje'^t  of  the  potrer.  Bat  an 
appointment  deals  only  with  the  reTersion  of 
the  fond,  leaying  the  preTions  life  interests 
nntonched."  And  in  Lavarie  t.  Bankes  (ubt  sup.), 
where  there  had  been  an  advancement  to  a  son 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  commission,  and 
he  had  got  poeaeesion  of  the  fund,  it  was  held 
that  the  amount  of  the  advancement  was  taken 
out  of  the  trust  estate  so  as  to  free  him  from  any 
liability  to  bring  it  into  account.  The  last  para- 
gnq[>h  of  the  headnote  says :  "  Proceeds  of  the 
aaleby  an  infant  of  his  commission  in  the  army, 
purchased  three  months  previously  at  his  request 
Dy  his  trustees,  under  a  power  to  raise  money  for 
his  maintenance  and  advancement  oat  of  a  fund 
in  which  he  had  only  a  c<mtinsent  interest: 
Held,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  to  belong  to  the 
infiu^  although  the  trustees'  object  in  exercising 
the  power  had  failed  ab  initio."  It  appears  to 
me,  looking  at  the  will  of  the  widow,  that  I  cannot 
find  anything  to  make  me  say  that  she  made  an 
appointment  of  what  at  that  time  constituted  her 
hosband's  estate  so  as  to  ensure  the  bringing  of 
the  advance  into  account.  There  is  nothing 
unreasonable  in  snoh  a  scheme  as  this,  for  it  is 
always  in  the  power  of  the  appointor  to  appoint  so 
as  to  make  it  certain  that  money  advanced  shall  be 
aoconnted  for.  As  I  read  her  will,  the  widow 
intended  to  appoint  the  funds  so  that  Baymond 
should  not  be  liable  to  aooount  for  the  7051. 

Solicitors :  Oribble,  Oddie,  Sinclair,  and  John- 
ton,  for  Oi^fOTM,  Ward,  Vatsall,  and  Co.,  Bristol ; 
C.  E.  8.  Whitford. 


Feb.  20  and  22. 

(Before  Fabweu.,  J.) 

CiTBL  Bbothb&s  Limited  v.  Wbbsteb.  (a) 

Goodwill — Sale  of  biMineu  with  goodwill — Vendor 
interested  in  new  bueinesi — Bolieitaiion  of  old 
eiutomera  who  have  al*o  become  cuetomere  of  the 
new  businen, 

T&e  vendor  of  an  interest  in  a  bueinese  which  with 
the  goodtoiU  thereof  had  been  sold  by  him  to  a 
eompony  aolieited  on  behalf  of  a  competing  bnei- 
nets  tn  which  he  was  interested  etutomers  of  the 
old  btuiness,  who  were  also  evutomers  of  the 
competing  btuiness. 

Htld,  thai,  on  the  rule  laid  down  in  Trego  v.  Hunt 
(73  i.  T.  Sep.  514;  (1896)  .4.  C.  7),  the  vendor 
must  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  soliciting 
the  customers  of  the  business  which  he  had  sola, 
whether  or  not  such  customers  were  also  customers 
of  the  competing  business. 

WlTHKSS  ACTION. 

On  the  17th  May  1899  a  firm  known  as  Onrl 
Brothers,  who  had  some  time  previously  carried 
on  the  business  of  wholesale  curapers  and  ware- 
honsemen  in  the  city  of  Norwich,  entered  into  an 
•greement  with  a  trustee  on  beh^f  of  a  limited 
compamjr  proposed  to  be  formed  for  the  sale  of 
the  business  and  goodwill  to  such  company. 
Snoh  oomx>any  was  to  be  known  as  Curl  Brothers 
Limited. 

At  the  date  of  this  agreement  the  firm  consisted 
of  Jacob  Onrl  and  Henley  Ourl,  Robert  William 
Olaxton  Skoyles,  and  William  Hucks  Webster. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  18tii  May 

(•)  BvoiM  hjj,  Abthub  Pbioi,  K14.,  BtttMit^MMw. 


1889,  and  on  the  14th  July  the  agreement  was 
confirmed  by  the  company. 

The  brothers  Carl  and  Webster  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  company  to  act  as  directors 
thereof  until  the  3rd  Jan.  1903.  Webster  agreed 
thereunder  that  he  would,  with  certain  exceptions, 
devote  his  whole  time  to  the  business  of  the 
company  and  the  furtherance  of  such  business, 
and  wotdd  not  prior  to  the  3rd  Jan.  be  concerned, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  as  a  partner  or 
manager  or  otherwise  in  any  business  whatsoever 
other  than  the  business  of  the  company. 

Webster  continued  to  act  as  a  managing 
director  of  the  company  until  Jan.  1903,  when  he 
ceased  to  be  a  director  and  left  the  company's 
business.  He  thereupon  joined  with  another  firm 
of  drapers  in  Norwich  in  promoting  and  bringing 
out  a  company  known  as  the  Norwich  Warehouse 
Company  Limited,  and  in  this  company  he  was  a 
director  and  considerable  shareholder. 

The  company  commenced  business,  and  Carl 
Brothers  Limited  brought  an  action  ag^ainst 
Webster  to  restrain  him  from  soliciting  the 
plaintiffs'  customers,  either  personally  l>y  a 
traveller  or  by  letter. 

It  was  admitted  in  the  course  of  the  trial  that 
the  defendant  had  solicited  custom  from  certain 
customers  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Some  of  these  persons,  however,  it  was  alleged, 
had  voluntarily  become  the  customers  of  the 
Norwich  Warehouse  Company  Limited  prior  to 
the  date  of  such  solicitation  by  the  defenoant. 

The  question,  therefore,  was  argued  whether  in 
granting  an  injunction  against  the  defteidant  the 
court  ^onld  confine  the  injunction  to  cases  in 
which  the  onstomera  had  not  become  the  customers 
of  Norwich  Warehouse  Company  Limited  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  defendant's  sohdtation. 

Eldon  Banket,  E.O.  and  B.  J.  Parker  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Upjohn,  E.G.  and  Jessel  for  the  defendant.^ 
The  relief  to  which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  (and 
we  do  not  deny  that  they  are  entitled  to  an 
injunction)  should  be  limited  so  as  not  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  soliciting  old  customers  of 
Ourl  Brothers,  who,  prior  to  any  solicitation  on 
his  part,  had  become  customers  of  the  Norwich 
Warehouse.  It  is  unavoidable  (as  is  stated  by 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Trego  v.  Hunt,  73  L.  T. 
Hep.  514 ;  (1896)  A.  C.  7),  but  that  customers  in  the 
old  business,  of  which  the  goodwill  has  been  sold, 
may  transfer  their  custom  to  a  new  firm  in  which 
the  vendor  is  interested ;  but  when  this  has  been 
done  there  is  no  objection  to  the  vendor  soliciting 
them.  Otherwise  the  vendor  could  not  even  send 
a  price  list  to  a  person  who  had  once  been  a 
customer  of  the  old  firm.  It  would  be,  further, 
excessively  inconvenient  to  work  such  an  injunc- 
tion : 

Leggott  v.  Barrett,  43  L.  T.  Bep.  641 ;  IS  Ch.  Div. 
306. 

Eldon  Bankes,  E.G.  in  reply. — The  defendant 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  solicit  any  person  who 
is  our  customer,  even  though,  once  in  a  wa^,  he 
mav  have  bought  something  from  the  business 
wiUi  which  the  defendant  is  now  connected. 
Having  sold  his  interest  in  the  goodwill,  he  is  not 
at  liberty  to  recapture  it ;  and  the  only  test  that 
can  be  applied  in  deciding  whether  he  is  trying  to 
do  so,  is  to  ask  whether  or  not  the  person  solicited 
is  a  customer  of  the  plaintiffs'  business. 
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Fabwbli.,  J. — ^The  only  qneBiion  that  I  have 
to  oonsider  bere  is  whether  tiie  rale  whioh  pro- 
hibits tiie  vendor  of  a  business  from  soliciting  old 
cnstomers  applies  when  those  cnstomers,  although 
continuing  oustomers  of  the  old  firm,  have  in 
fact  dealt  with  the  vendor's  new  firm,  and  so 
become  customers  of  the  new  firm.  In  my 
opinion  it  would  make  no  difference.  The  test  is 
wliether  or  not  they  can  properly  be  styled 
cnstomers  of  the  firm  of  which  the  goodwill  has 
been  sold.  The  principle  goTemins  this  class  of 
cases  is,  unfortunately,  wide,  and,  beoause  of  its 
generality  it  is  difficult  to  apply.  Ic  is,  however, 
the  old  principle  that  a  man  ma^  not  derogate 
from  his  grant ;  but  it  is  complicated  by  the 
fact  that  it  is,  notwithstanding  that  principle, 
well  settled  law,  that  it  is  competent  for 
a  man  who  has  sold  his  business  to  set 
up  a  similar  business  next  door  aext  day 
and  to  do  the  best  he  can  short  of  representing 
that  he  is  still  carrying  on  the  old  business,  or 
scdiciting  the  customers  of  the  old  business,  to 
attract  away  all  the  old  business  that  he  has 
already  sola.  I  take  the  law  as  I  find  it  to  be; 
as  Lord  Dave^  says  in  Trego  v.  Hunt,  the  difficulty 
of  doing  full  justice  ought  not  to  prevent  me  from 
meting  out  such  scanty  measure  of  protection  to 
the  purchaser  of  a  goodwill,  as  the  circumstances 
permit.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  smallest 
measure  of  protection  that  a  purchaser  can  get. 
It  is  unfortunate  that  he  cannot  get  more ;  but  he 
is  entiUed  on  the  authorities  to  sav,  "  Ton  have 
sold  me  this  business,  and  yon  shall  not  actively 
solicit  the  customers  who  made  that  business, 
who  formed  the  value  of  it,  to  leave  me  and 
oome  to  you."  That  being  the  principle,  it  appears 
to  me  a  matter  of  no  conseqnenoe,  whether  a  par. 
tioular  individual,  who  is  solicited,  has  also  of  his 
own  accord  done  business  with  the  vendor.  If  a 
customer,  as  in  the  instance  before  me  is  the  case 
with  every  witness,  has  remained  throughout  and 
still  is  a  customer  of  the  old  firm,  the  mischief 
done  by  the  solicitation  is  the  same,  whether  he 
has  also  dealt  with  the  new  fii-m  of  his  own  free 
will  or  not.  What  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
■ay  is, "  You  shall  not  actively  solicit  your  old 
cnstomers,  who  became  mine,  so  long  as  they  are 
my  customers  to  come  to  yon,  whether  they  have 
or  have  not  of  their  own  accord  come  to  buy 
goods  from  your  new  firm."  I  think  that  I  should 
be  wrong  to  limit  the  small  amount  of  protection 
which  the  purchaser  of  a  business  can  f^t  by  any 
such  restriction  as  is  suggested.  The  injunction 
will  go  without  any  qualification  as  against  Mr. 
Webster  and  his  agents.  I  cannot  grant  an 
injunction  against  the  company ;  but  the  injunc- 
tion against  Mr.  Webster  must  restrain  him  from 
directing  or  suggesting  solicitation  by  travellers 
or  other  agents  of  the  company. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 
Solicitors :  Sharps,  Parker,  Pritehards,  Barham, 
and  Lawford,  for    Stevens,  Miller,    and   Jones, 
Norwich  ;  Christopher  and  Boney. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIYISION. 

Wednesday,  March  9. 

(Before  Ghankell,  J.) 

Attobnbt-Gekebal  «.  Sandoves  akd 

Long,  (a) 

Copyhold — Fine — Cclowrable  admittance — Custo- 
mary tenant— Bight  of  lord  to  have  admittance 
eaneeUed. 

By  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  B.  a  person  not 
already  a  etutomary  tenant  taking  any  estate  at 
a  pwfwaser  by  surrender  or  otherwise  heu  to 
pay  an  arhitraay  fine  to  the  lord,  but  a  customary 
tenant  purchasing  other  customary  lands  pays 
only  two  years'  quit  rent  of  the  purchase. 

S.,  who  was  not  a  eustomary  tenant,  having  agreed 
to  purchase  certain  property  within  the  manor, 
agreed  with  L.  to  purehcue  of  him  a  cottage 
wiUnn  the  manor  for  1001.,  8.  agreeing  to  pay 
all  expenses  in  connection  with  the  transfer,  to 
reeonvey  the  eotta,ge  within  three  months  for  752., 
and  to  allow  L.  to  collect  and  retain  the  rent  of 
lueh  cottage,  L.  to  pay  all  outgoings.  If  8. 
desired  to  retain  the  cottage  he  was  to  pay  801. 
more. 

B.  was  duly  admitted  to  the  cottage,  and  paid 
an  arbitrary  fine  in  respect  thereof  to  the  lord. 
He  then  apphed  and  was  admitted  to  the  certain 
other  property,  paying  a  sum  of  6d.  as  quit  rent 
only. 

Held,  that,  at  the  transaction  with  regard  to  the 
cottage  was  a  colourable  one  (though  not  fraudu- 
ZfltU),  the  lord  of  the  manor  wcu  entitled  to  an 
athitrarv  fine  in  respect  of  the  property  as  if  S. 
had  not  been  admitted  to  the  coitage. 

INFOBMATION. 

His  Majesty  the  King,  in  right  of  his  Grown, 
is  lord  01  the  manor  of  Richmond,  otherwise 
West  Sheen,  in  the  county  of  Surrey. 

By  the  custom  of  the  manor,  if  a  person 
not  already  a  customary  tenant  of  the  manor 
takes  any  estate  as  a  purchaser  by  surrender  or 
otherwise  of  the  customary  lands  or  tenements 
within  the  manor,  he  is  to  pay  an  arbitrary  fine 
to  the  lord,  but  if  a  person  being  a  customary 
tenant  of  the  manor  purchases  other  customary 
lands  or  tenements  he  is  to  pay  only  a  sum  eqou 
to  two  years'  quit  rent  of  the  property  purchased. 

ShorUy  before  Aug.  1902  the  defendant; 
William  Sandover,  who  was  not  a  customary 
tenant  of  the  manor,  agreed  to  purchase  a  mes- 
suage, land,  and  hereditaments,  Imown  as  Ormond 
Lodge,  copyhold  of  the  manor,  from  John  Thomas 
Billett,  for  the  sum  of  17252. 

The  Sine  payable  to  His  Majesty  as  lord  of  the 
manor  by  the  defendant  on  the  purchase  of  that 
property  had  been  duly  assessed  at  the  sum  of 

In  order  to  avoid  payment  of  that  fine  the 
defendant  Sandover,  it  was  alleged  by  the  Crown, 
arranged  with  the  defendant  Walter  James  Long, 
who  is  an  auctioneer  at  B  ichmond  and  a  custo. 
mary  tenant,  for  a  colourable  sale  by  the  defen. 
dant  Long  to  the  defendant  Sandover  of  a  copy, 
hold  cottage.  No.  11,  Frospect-pLioe,  Richmond,. 
80  that  the  defendant  Sandover  might  appear  to 
be  already  a  customary  tenant  of  the  manor  when 
he  should  apply  for  admission  as  purchaser  to 
Ormond  Lodge. 

In  pursuance  of   that  arrangement  Sandover 

(a)  Baiwrted  by  W.  de  B.  Hkrbbkt,  Baq.,  BuTlnar.M-I<»w. 
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rigned  an  agreement  on  the  22nd  July  1902,  and  on 
the  13th  Aug.  1902  the  defendants,  representing 
to  the  deputy  steward  that  a  real  sale  was  taking 
place  between  tiiem,  procured  entries  to  be  made 
on  the  oonrt  rolls,  whereby  the  defendant  Long, 
in  consideration  of  1001.  paid  to  him  by  Sandover, 
purported  to  surrender  the  copyhold  cottage  of 
which  the  defendant  Long  was  tnen  tenant  on  the 
rolls,  to  Sandover,  and  whereby  on  such  surrender 
Sandover  was  admitted  tenant  at  a  quit  rent  of 
Id.  yearly,  paying  a  fine  of  321. 

Sandover  then  completed  his  purchase  of 
Ormond  Lodge,  and  on  the  29th  Sept.  1902  was 
admitted  tenant  thereof  on  the  rolls  (upon  the 
enrrender  of  John  Thomas  Billett,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  1725Z.)  at  3d.  quit  rent,  paying  to 
His  Majesty  a  fine  of  6(2.  only,  because  he  was  (as 
the  defendants  pretended)  a  tenant  already. 

On  the  11th  Oct.  1902  Sandover's  solicitor  wrote 
to  the  deputy  steward  alleging  (contrary,  as  it  was 
alleged,  to  the  real  facts)  that  Long  had  recently 
sold  to  Sandover  the  cottage,  that  he  had  agreed 
to  sell  back  the  cottage,  No.  11,  Prospect-place,  to 
Long  for  75Z.,  and  requesting  to  have  the  neces- 
aarr  documents  preparad. 

On  the  2nd  Dec.  1902  the  defendants  again 
went  before  the  deputy  steward,  and  the  defendant 
Sandover,  in  consideration  of  751.  paid  to  him  by 
Long,  purported  to  surrender,  and  the  defendant 
Lonf;  was  readmitted  to  the  copyhold  cottage, 
paying  a  sum  of  2d.  only. 

There  never  was  (the  information  stated)  any 
sale  of  the  cottage  by  Long  to  Sandover,  nor 
any  intention  on  the  part  of  either  of  them  to 
effect  a  real  transfer  of  the  property,  or  of  any 
interest  therein.  There  was  no  negotiation  or 
contract  for  purchase  or  valuation  or  investigation 
of  title  or  change  of  possession  or  of  the  receipt 
of  rents,  and  aU  costs  attending  the  transaction 
both  of  conveyance  and  reconveyance  were  paid  by 
Sandover.  The  sum  of  1002.  was  an  inadequate 
and  not  a  real  price,  and  the  difEerence  between 
'  the  sums  of  1002.  and  752.  was,  in  fact,  the  con- 
sideration paid  bv  Sandover  to  Long  for  the 
assistance  of  the  latter  in  enabling  Sandover  to 
avoid  payment  of  the  fine  properly  payable  on  the 
sale  01  Ormond  Lodge.  The  real  nature  of  the 
transaction  and  the  agreement  of  the  22nd  July 
1902  were  concealed  by  the  defendants  from  the 
depaty  steward,  who  would  not  otherwise  have 
alloweid  the  surrender  and  admission  of  the 
13th  Aug.  1902  to  be  entered  on  the  rolls  or  the 
forms  of  surrender  and  admission  to  be  gone 
through. 

Under  the  circumstances.  His  Majesty,  as 
lord  of  the  manor,  is  entitled  to  the  same 
fine  on  the  purchase  of  Ormond  Lodge  as  if 
the  surrender  and  admittance  of  the  13  th  Aug. 
1902  had  not  been  made.  The  surrender  and 
admission  of  end  to  No.  11,  Prospect-place  were 
effected  with  no  other  purpose  than  that  of 
enabling  Sandoyer  to  avoid  payment  of  the  fines, 
and  were  covinous  and  void,  or  (if  not)  were  void- 
able by  His  Majesty,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside, 
and  the  entries  thereof  on  the  court  rolls  ought 
to  be  cancelled. 

The  information  prayed  (1)  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  alleged  purchase  of  the  cottage 
and  the  surrender  and  admission  of  the  13th  Aug. 
1902  were  merely  colourable  and  void  as  against 
His  Majesty,  and  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  that 
Sandover   was    not    before    his    admission   to 


Ormond  Lodge  on  the  29th  Sept.  1902  a  cns- 
tomaiy  tenant  of  the  manor ;  (2)  that  Sandover- 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  deputy  steward  of 
the  manor  the  sum  of  4002.,  or  such  other  sum  as 
the  court  might  direct,  the  full  fine  dae  in  respect 
of  the  purchase  of  Ormond  Lodge  (less  the  sums. 
of  322.  and  6d.),  together  with  interest. 

The  agreement  made  between  Sandover  and 
Long  on  the  22nd  July  1902  for  the  sale  of  the- 
cottage  provided  that  Sandover  agreed  to  par- 
chase  the  cottage.  No.  11,  Prospect-place,  for  the 
sum  of  1002.  and  to  pay  all  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  transfer,  and  he  further  agreed  to  re- 
convey  the  cottage  at  his  expense,  at  the  expira- 
tiond  of  three  months,  for  732.,  and  he  agreed  to 
pay  and  bear  all  costs  in  connection  with  such 
transfer.  The  deeds  were  to  be  handed  to  his 
solicitor,  and  he  empowered  Long  to  collect  and 
retain  the  rents  daring  the  term  he  (Sandover) 
held  the  cottage,  and  Long  was  to  pay  all  out- 
goings in  connection  therewith.  In  case  ne  wished 
to  keep  the  property,  it  was  agreed  that  Sandover 
should  pay  a  farther  sum  of  ^2. 

The  custom  of  the  manor  as  stated  in  the 
"  Certified  Extract  from  Parliamentary  Survey. 
A  Survey  of  the  Manor  of  Richmond,"  is  as 
follows : 

Hee  that  is  %  stranger  and  oomea  to  bee  a  tenant  of 
the  coppiehoold  landa  belonging;  to  ye  sd  manor  is  fineable 
for  ye  same  at  ye  will  of  ye  lord  of  the  sd  manor  as  the 
first  tenant,  bnt  never  after  hee  ii  onoe  admitted  to  be 
a  tenant  doth  hee  pay  any  arbitrable  fine  for  any  other 
lands  that  hee  ahaU  bney  within  the  sd  manor. 

The  defendant  William  Sandover  and  the 
defendant  Walter  Long  gave  evidence,  and  were 
cross-examined. 

The  AUomey.aeneral  (Sir  B.  Finlay,  E.G.) 
and  Vaughan  Hawkiiu  for  the  Grown. — The 
defendant  Sandover,  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
the  benefit  and  privilege  of  paying  only  two  yearr 
quit  rent,  nominally  acquired  another  small  tene- 
ment in  the  manor.  It  that  small  tenement  had 
been  genuinely  and  really  acquired  there  is 'no 
doubt  that  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor 
he  would  have  been  let  off  the  payment  of  any- 
thing beyond  the  nominal  fine,  on  the  purchase  o£ 
the  large  tenement ;  but  what  was  carried  through 
was  not  a  genuine  acquisition  of  the  small  tene- 
ment at  all— it  was  a  mere  form.  [Theyreferred 
to  the  contract  of  the  22nd  July  1902.]  We  do  not 
for  one  moment  depute  that  if  there  had  been  a 
real  purchase  and  a  real  admittance  to  the  copy- 
hold cottage  that  would  have  been  good.  When 
the  contract  is  looked  at,  it  is  not  a  real  trans- 
action, and  there  is  no  real  passing  of  the  pro- 
perty in  any  way.  With  regard  to  the  question 
of  such  conveyances,  which  are  really  only  forms, 
the  leading  case  on  the  subject  is  £ea;  v.  Boitghey 
and  Fisher  (1  B.  &  C.  565 ;  2  Dowl.  &  By.  824 ;  25 
B.  B.  516).  [They  referred  to  the  judgments  of 
Abbott,  C.J.,  Bayley  and  Holroyd,  JJ.l  The 
whole  question  is,  as  was  put  by  the  judges  in 
that  case.  Is  there  a  real  purchase  P  Here,  res 
ipsa  loquitur;  the  whole  thing  is  transparently 
not  a  reality.  The  purchaser  is  not  to  enter  into 
possession  of  the  rents,  and  he  is  not  to  be  liable 
xor  therepairs.  Then,  as  regards  the  amount  of  the 
fine,  we  say  that,  although  the  admittance  could 
not  have  been  refused,  when  the  true  facts  are 
discovered  the  person  admitted  to  the  larger  teqp- 
ment  is  liable  for  the  fine  which  he  would  have 
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bad  to  pay  if  the  real  facts  had  oome  to  lipht. 
They  referred  to 

Bex  T.  Dillington,  Freeman,  491 ;  1  Shower,  56  ; 

Certified  Extract  from  Parliamentary  Surrey.  A 
Survey  of  the  Manor  of  Bichmond. 
This  last  document  gives  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
and  the  question  -was  dealt  with  in  Bex  r.  Dil- 
lington (tup),  and  in  this  last  case  they  refer  to 
another  cited  by  Dolben,  J.,  of  Finsent  the  Fro- 
thonotaiy,  where  fire  years'  value  was  set  for  a 
fine  and  it  was  held  to  be  reasonable,  and  in  such  a 
case  seven  years'  value  mif^ht  have  biaen  set.  Here 
four  years'  improved  value  has  been  charged. 
They  also  referred  to 

Eitohin  on  Conrta,  103  B. ; 

Watkin  on  Copyholds,  p.  372. 
In  ordinary  oases  two  years'  value  has  been  est8> 
blished  as  what  is  reasonable,  and  we  say  the 
additional  two  years — four  years  instead  of  two- 
is  only  reasonable  in  consideration  of  the  fact 
that  it  franks  the  tenant  for  all  other  purchases 
in  the  manor. 

DantikiBerlt,  K.G.  and  Holman  Oregory  for  the 
defendant  Sandover.  —  We  ask  your  Lordship 
here  as  a  matter  of  fact  to  hold  that  there  was 
«  bond  fide  intention  on  the  part  of  this  defendant 
to  be  on  the  rolls  as  owner  for  a  period  of  three 
months  at  least.  We  submit  that  he  was  the 
owner.  For  the  purpose  of  seeing  who  was  the 
beneficial  owner  of  this  property  yon  must  look 
«t  the  real  truth,  and  the  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  Mr.  Sandover  was  the  legal  owner  of  the 
property  with  a  superadded  contract  that  he  was 
obbged  to  resell  to  Mr.  Long  at  the  expiration 
of  three  months  unless  he  ohoae  to  pay  a  further 
S02.  and  keep  it  for  ever.  That  is  the  legal  posi- 
tion and  the  equitable  position,  and  there  is 
nothing  whatever  upon  the  face  of  the  agreement 
to  altw  the  position  with  the  exception  of  the 
arrangement  about  the  rents.  As  to  those, 
that  does  not  make  him  the  equitable  owner  of 
the  property  at  all.  Long  was  not  to  have  them 
in  ai^  oapadty  as  benefimal  owner,  but  simply  to 
have  them  in  huoapaoity.as  collector.  [CHAmrBLL, 
J. — ^The  unfortunate  result  is  that  Mr.  Sandover 
did  not  get  the  property  under  the  circumstances.] 
We  submit  that  he  did.  As  to  the  oustom  of  the 
manor,  that  shown  that  the  criterion  is  tenant  or 
not  tenant  admitted.  The  custom  is  not  that  the 
man  shall  be  tenant  and  beneficial  owner.  They 
referred  to 

Bex  V.  Boughej/  and  Fiiher  (tup.). 
The  custom  here  is  not  an  arbitrary  reasonable 
fine  at  all,  but  is  a  fine  absolutely  at  the  will  of 
the  lord.    The  custom,  therefore,  is  a  claim  to  an 
arbitrary  fine,  and  that  is  bad.    They  referred  to 

Douglas  v.  Lord  Dytart,  6  L.  T.  Bep.   327;  10 
C.  B.N.  S.  689. 
On  these  grounds  there  ought  to  be  judgment  for 
the  dcfen«uits,  and  in  any  case  four  years'  im- 
proved value  is  not  a  reasonable  fine. 

Cave,  K.C.  and  OUbart  Smith  tor  the  defen- 
dant Long.— There  is  not  a  word  in  the  custom 
which  refers  to  sale  or  purchase,  and  the  whole 
attempt  to  show  that  this  was  not  a  bond  fide 
sale  or  purchase  is  beside  the  mark.  The  point 
is  this— that  the  man  must  be  a  customary  tenant. 
If  he  is  a  customary  tenant  he  does  not  pay 
the.  big  fine.  The  question  for  decision,  then, 
is:  Was  he  a  tenant  or  not;  was  he  really   a 


tenant  of  the  manor  P  We  submit  that,  just  as 
a  trustee  who  becomes  entitled  as  a  trustee  mnsi: 
be  admitted  if  a  copvholder  gives  the  tenement 
to  another,  the  copyholder  can  ask  the  lord  to 
admit  him  in  his  place  without  his  being  a  pur- 
ohaser.  [Ohannell,  J. — Is  not  Beg.  v.  Oarland 
(22  L.  T.  Rep.  160;  L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B  269)  rather 
against  that  P]  They  also  referred  to 
Rex  V.  Xanor  of  Hendon,  2  T.  U.  484. 

There  is  a  distinct  obligation  to  admit  any  person 
who  comes  with  a  surrender  of  a  copyhold  tene- 
ment The  lord  is  bound  to  admit,  his  office 
being  merely  mi^isteriaL    They  referred  to 

Elton  on  Copyholds,  p.  22,  qaoting  from  Borton's 

Compeadiam ; 
Hail  V.  Bromley,  56  L.  T.  Bep.  683;  35  Ch.  Div. 

642; 
Beg.  V.  Oarland,  22  L.  T.  Bep.  160 ;  L.  Bep.  5 
Q.  B.  269. 
The  Attomey-Oeneral    in  reply. — I  ask  your 
Lordship  to  deal  with  the  case  directly  in  the  way 
indicated  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Bern  v.  Bovghey 
and  Fieher,  and  to  say  that  in  such  a  case  as  this 
there  is  no  right  to  be  admitted.    I  concede  that 
a  copyholder  is  entitled  to  alienate  for  value  or 
voluntarily,  but  he  must  alienate  in  fact,  and  here 
he  did  not.    He  referred  to 

Alexander  r.  Newman,  Ban.  tc  Am.  657 ;  2  C.  B. 
122. 

As  to  the  amount  of  the  fine,  he  referred  to 

Douglai  v.  Lord  Dyeart,  6  L.  T.  Bep.  327 ;  10  0.  B. 

N.  8.  689  ; 
Soriven  on  Oopyholds,  7th  edit.,  p.  182. 

The  author  of  this  last-mentioned  work  refers  to  a 
whole  series  of  cases  which  show  that  if  "  arbi- 
trary" meant  that  the  lord  might  exact  any 
amount  he  pleased  that  would  m  bad  and  un- 
reasonable. But  that  is  not  the  legal  meaning  of 
"  arbitrary."  As  Scriven  puts  it :  "  An  admission 
fine  is  pnmd  fade  uncertahi,  or,  in  legal  phrase- 
ol^^,  arbitrary."  When  it  is  said  that  a  fine 
is  to  be  arbitrary,  all  that  it  means  is  that  it  is 
uncertain,  and  then  the  law  imposes  the  limita- 
tion upon  it  that  it  must  be  reitsonable  in  amount. 
b  the  present  case  I  submit  (hat  the  amount 
of  four  years'  improved  value  is  a  very  reasonable 
amount,  and  we  ask  that  Mr.  Sandover  vaaj  be 
ordered  to  pay  400{.,  the  four  years'  value,  minus 
the  322.  and  the  6d.  that  he  has  already  paid. 

GhaknblIi,  J. — In  this  case  I  must  find, 
subject  to  the  question  of  amount,  for  the  Grown. 
I  tlunk  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  transaction 
was  in  point  of  fact  colourable,  and  I  think  (hat 
is  Uie  best  word  to  adopt,  because  I  do  not  think 
that  it  was  fraudulent  in  fact  as  a  moral  frand  or 
anything  of  that  sort.  To  begin  with,  anyone  has 
a  right  to  evade  this  custom — ^that  is  to  say,  to  so 
conduct  Ids  business  as  not  to  oome  witlun  the 
custom  and  not  to  subject  himself  to  the  larger 
fine.  It  was  perfectly  legitimate  for  Mr.  Sandover 
to  have  purchased  this  cottage  from  Mr.  Long, 
and  it  would  have  been  perfectly  legitimates  in  my 
opinion,  for  them  to  have  had  an  nndamtanding 
between  each  other  that,  if  desired,  at  a  fntore  date 
Mr.  Long  should  purchase  it  back  again.  Thetrans- 
action  would  then  have  passed  the  property  in  the 
cottage  to  Mr.  Sandover.  The  rents  and  profits  of 
it  would  have  been  his.  It  would  have  oeen  his 
property,  and  it  would  not  have  signified  that  he 
only  wanted  to  become  owner  of  it  because  he 
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conld  got  on  the  court  roll,  and,  being  on  the 
coort  roll  as  tenant,  he  then  would  hare  other 
advantages  as  tenant — in  this  partionlar  case  the 
advantage  of  getting  on  the  roll  in  reference  to 
another  property  at  a  cheaper  rate.    But  it  mi^ht 
have  been  for  any  other  advantage  which  being 
on  the  conrt  roll  would  give  him,  for  he  might 
have  bought  it  for  the  purpose  of  pasturing  a  cow 
on  the  common  for  a  particular  time  or  for  any 
other  reason.     It  does  not  in  the  least  signify 
what  his  motive  is,  for  his  motive  is  to  get  on 
the  court  roll   of   the  manor  and  to  get  other 
rights,  which  include  in  this  case  a  very  special 
right.     But  in  order  to  do  that  it  must  be  a  real 
transaction,  and,  if  he  pretends  to  purchase  pro- 
perty when  theie  is  no  intention  that  the  property 
shall  pass,  it  is  a  colourable  transaction.    The 
property  not  passing,  he  does  not  become  the 
person  who  is  entitled  to  go  on  the  roll  of  the 
manor  as  a  tenant.    The  result  is  that  the  lord  of 
the  manor  is  entitled  to  say :  "1  admitted  you 
upon  a  representation  that  you  had  become  the 
owner  of  this  cottage,  and  so  gave  you  the  rights 
of  a  tenant  of  the  manor,  but  as  yon  procured 
admission  by  representing  to  me  something  that 
was  not  the  fact,  and  as  you  did  it  for  the  express 
purpose  of  paying  me  a  less  fizM,  I  am  entitled  to 
treat  yon  as  if  you  had  not  acquired  any  rights 
under  that  first  admittance."    I  think  that  seems 
to  be  supported  by  the  authority  of  the  case  of 
Bex  V.  Boiwhey    and  Fisher    (1  B.  &  0.    565 ; 
2Dowl.  &  By.  824;  25  B.  B.  516).    It  seems  to 
me  to  be  in  accordance  with  that  decision  and  in  I 
accordance  with  ordinary  principles.     I  do  not  | 
think  it  is  necessary  to  deal  with  the  case  as  to  what 
a  lord  of  the  manor  would  be  bound  to  do  upon  an 
absolutely  voluntary  surrender  when  a  person  who 
is  tenant  of  a  copyhold  property  comes  forward 
and  desires  to  put  on  the  roll  in  his  place  some- 
body who  has  not  acquired  for  any  valuable  con- 
sideration a  right  to  the  property,  and  who  is 
merely  going  to  be  there  on  the  rolls  as  a  trustee 
for  the  former  tenant.     It  is  not  necessary  to 
discuss  that  case.    In  all  probability,  when  there 
was  a  real  bond  fide  reason  for  doing  it,  the  lord 
would  be  bound  to  admit  the  proposed  surrenderee, 
but,  when  it  is  shown  that  the  object  of  the  trans- 
action was  to  affect  the  lord's  fine,  it  seems  to  me 
quite  dear  that  he  has  a  right  to  refuse,  and 
joesibly  Beg.  v.   Garland  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  160; 
Li.  Bep.  5  Q.  B.  269)  may  be  some  authority  for 
that  proposition.    I  am  not  quite  sure  that  it  is, 
because  the  circumstances  were  very  different  in 
that  case.    Now,  it  only  remains  just  to  point  out 
whyl say tbatthistransactionwas colourable.  The 
prindple  part,  to  my  mind,  is  not  the  agreement 
to  repnronase.   As  to  that,  that  might  be  evidence, 
bat  no  more  than  evidence,  that  it  never  was 
intended  that  the  property  should  pass  at  all; 
but  the  thing  that  shows  the  property  is  not  to 
pass  is  that  the  supposed  purchaser  was  not  to 
have  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  that 
he  purchased,  and  not  only  was  not  to  have  the 
rents  and  profits,  but  was  not  to  be  liable  to  the 
liabilities  of  the  property.     Those  were  both  to 
ramain,  tite  rents  and  profits  on  the  one  hand  and 
the  liabilities  on  the  other,  with  the  supposed 
vendor.    That  seems  to  me  to  show  quite  clearly 
that  the  property  really  never  passed,  and  that 
the  purchase  was  only  one  in  name,  and  that  it 
was  a  oolonrable  transaction.     That  being   the 
case^  and  again  saying  that  I  do  not  think  there 


was  anything  which  could  be  called  intentional 
fraud,  the  parties  were  entitled  to  avail  them- 
selves of  any  mode  that  did  exist  of  complying 
with  this  peculiar    custom,    but   they  made    a 
mistake.     The  only  dif&cnlty  is   about  what  the 
remedy  is.    I  think  the  lord  is  entitled  to  be  put 
in  the  position  in  which  he  would  have  been  if 
he    never  had  admitted   the  tenant  under  this 
representation.     Then    he   would    have   had  a. 
reasonable  fine,  and  I    cannot  accept  the  view 
that  because  it  is   stated  in  the  custom    to  be 
arbitraiT  and  at  the  will  of  the  lord  therefore  it 
is  bad,  because  those  oases,  as  I  always  under- 
stood, have  been  dealt  with  for  many  hundreds  of 
years,  and  a  limitation  was  put  upon  them  by  the 
court,  and  the  usual  limitation  is  the  two  years. 
But  then   there  is  authority  for  saying,  and  it 
speaks  for  itself  if  once  you  admit  that  the  ques- 
tion is  what  is  reasonable,  that  when  the  admit- 
tance purchases  a  special  right  such  as  this  is — 
namely,  to  be  admitted    to   future  property   at 
almost  a  nominal  fine — then  the  fine    must  be 
assessed  as  to  what  is  reasonable  for  the  admis- 
sion to  that  property  together  with  that  right  of 
being  admitted  on  the  purchase  of  other  property 
at  a  nominal  fine,  and  something  must  be  added 
for  that.     I  SLVf.  asked  on  my  own  judgment  to 
say  that  four  years  is  reasonable— periuips    not 
entirely  on   my  own  judgment — pemaps  on  the 
judgment  of  a  gentleman  as  to  whom  there  was 
a  doubt  raised  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
here  as  to  whether  he  was  judge  or  counsel,  and 
who  turned  out  to  be  a  judge  some  200  years  ago 
or  more,  who  then  thought  four  years  was  reason- 
able in  one  case,  and  said  that  he  had  known  as 
much  as  seven  (Dolben,  J.   in  Bex  v.  Dillington, 
sttp.),  but  I  have  some  doubt  about  that.    I  think 
myself   that    regard  should  be    had  in  what  is 
reasonable,  to  add   to  the  fine  in  the  case  of  a 
manor  that  has  got  this  peculiar  custom.   I  think 
you  ought  to  consider  something  as  to  what  is  the 
value  01  the  property,  and  whetiier  there  is  some 
reason  to  think  that  the  property  in  question  is 
being  bought  for  the   purpose  of  being  admitted 
to  other  property.    For  instance,  if  it  were  a  ques- 
tion of  what  would  be  reasonable  for  the  admis- 
sion to  this  small  cottage  in  Prospect-place,  I 
think  then  I  should  be  very  much  inclined  to  go 
to  the  length  of  the  seven  years  Dolben,  J.  said 
had  been  gone  to  in  one  case  within  his  know- 
ledge, because  with  a  property  of  that  sort,  and 
especially  when  you  are  offering  the  tenant  the 
privilege  of  coming  in  at  a  much  smaller  rate  upon 
his  giving  up  this  right,  then  you  might  reason- 
ably charge  him  upon  the  small  property  as  much 
as  the  seven  years,  or  at  any  rate  a  considerable 
amount,  but  I  am  not  quite  so  sure  when  yon  are 
purchasing  a  substantial  property,   as  to  which 
there  would  be  no  suspicion  that  the  property 
was  being  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  subse- 
quentiy  purchasing  other  properties,  although  it 
does,  no  doubt,  carry  the  ri^t  to  do  so.    I  am  not 
quite  sure  that,  having  r^aod  to  all  the  circum- 
stances, I  should  be  inclined  to  say  that  what  was 
reasonable  in  that  case  was  as  much  as  double 
what  would  be  reasonable  in  the  manor  without 
that  additional    right.      It    strikes  me  that  to 
double  the  two  years  and  to  turn  it  into  four  when 
the  property  is  of  a  substantial  amount  is  going 
rather  far.     [His  Lordship  fixed  the  amount  of 
the  fine  at  3001.  without  prejudice  to  other  cases. J 
Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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Solicitors:  /.  W.  Gont,  Solicitor,  Office  of 
"Woods  ;  Trinder,  Capron,  and  Co. ;  Skewet-Cox, 
Nath,  and  Co. 


March  9  and  14. 
(Before  Biohah  J.) 

Ellinobr  and  Co.  and  Schlbsinokb  v. 
MimjAi.  LiFB  Insubancb  Gohpant  of  New 
YosK.  (a) 

Life  insurance — Application  form — Policy — Con- 
airuetion — Warranty  not  to  commit  suieids — 
Iruuranee  for  benefit  of  creditor  —  Executor 
Muing  as  trustee  for  creditor. 

An  application  for  a  policy  of  life  insurance  teas 

■  etepretsed  to  he  the  basis  and  part  of  the  eontraet, 
and  contained  the  foUouiing  undertaking  by  the 
a$*!wred :  "  /  also  warrant  and  agree  that  I  toiU 
not  commit  suicide,  sane  or  insane,  during  the 
period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  said  con- 
tract." The  policy  was  taken  out  for  the  benffit 
of  a  creditor,  and  by  the  policy  the  defendants 
agreed  to  pay,  subject  to  conditions,  40001.  to  the 
^:reditor  "  in  consideration  of  the  application  for 
this  policy  which  is  hereby  mac^  a  part  of  this 
cotHract."  During  the  period  of  one  year  from 
the  signing  of  the  policy,  the  assured  committed 
guieide  in  a  jit  of  temporary  insanity. 

Held,  thai  the  undertaking  was  such  that  the 
breach  of  it  rendered  the  policy  void,  and  that  it 
was  not  an  undertaking  the  breach  of  which 
could  only  give  the  insurance  company  a  right 
to  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  assured. 

OoHMBSCiAL  CAUSB    tried  before  Bigham,    J. 
without  a  jary. 

Tbe  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs, 
EUinger  and  Co.,  as  the  beneficiaries  uider  a 
-policy  of  life  aesuranoe,  and  by  tbe  plaintiff 
^hlesinger,  as  executor  of  the  insured  person,  on 
a  poUoy  of  life  insurance  made  and  issued  by  the 
d(aendant  company. 

Max  Fimberi;  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs, 
lEllinger  and  Co.,  effected  the  policy  on  his  life 
for  the  benefit  of  EUinger  and  Co.  by  way  of 
.securing  the  payment  of  nis  debt  to  them.  The 
materiu  parts  of  the  application  for  the  policy 
were  as  follows : 

This  applioation  made  to  the  Untoal  Idle  Inanxanoe 
'Compsny  of  New  York  ia  the  baaii  and  a  part  of  a  pro- 
.  posed  oontisot  for  inanranoe,  snbjeot  to  the  oharter  of 
the  company.  I  hereby  agree  that  all  the  following  state- 
ments and  answers,  and  all  thoee  that  I  may  make  to 
-the  company's  medical  examiner,  in  oontinnation  of  this 
application,  are  by  me  -warranted  to  be  tme,  and  are 
offered  to  the  company  as  a  consideration  of  the  contract, 
which  I  hereby  sf^ree  to  accept,  and  which  shall  not 
take  effect  nntU  the  first  premiam  shall  hare  been  paid, 
daring  my  continoance  in  good  health,  and  the  policy 
■hall  have  been  signed  by  tiiB  secretary  of  the  oompsoy 
aadiisned. 

Twenty  statements  were  then  set  out,  No.  9 
being  as  follows : 

The  fall  name  of  the  person  to  whom  the  insaiance  is 
payable  is  EUinger  and  Co.,  Manchester. 

By  No.  12  it  was  stated  that : 

The  insnrable  interest  of  the  said  beneficiary  in  the 
life  proposed  for  insorance,  other  than  that  of  family 
relationship,  is  to  cover  debt. 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  TrivohTdbton,  Esq.,  Barr)st<ir-at-Law. 


The  application  also  contained  the  foUowing 
three  clauses : 

I  hereby  warrant  and  agree  that  daring  the  next  two 
years  following  the  date  ol  issae  of  the  oontnuit  of 
ininrance  for  which  application  ia  made,  I  will  not 
travel  or  reside  in  any  part  of  the  Torrid  Zone,  or 
north  of  the  parallel  of  60  degrrees  north  latitude  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere,  or  north  of  the  parallel  of 
70  degrees  north  latilnde  of  the  Eastern  Hemisphere, 
and  will  not  engage  in  any  of  tbe  foUowing  ezba 
hazardons  ooonpations  or  employments— retailing  in- 
toxicating liquors,  handling  electric  wires  and  dynamos, 
blasting,  mining,  Eubmarinelabonr,  aeronaatic  ascensions, 
the  manafaciure  of  highly  exploaiTe  sabstanoes,  service 
upon  any  railroad,  train,  or  track,  or  in  switching  or  in 
coupling  cars,  or  on  any  steam  or  other  vessel,  unless 
written  permission  is  expressly  granted  by  the  company. 

I  further  warrant  and  agree  that  I  vrill  not  engage  in 
any  military  or  naval  service  in  time  of  war,  during  tbe 
continuance  of  tbe  said  contract,  without  first  obtaining 
written  permission  from  this  company. 

I  also  warrant  and  agree  that  I  will  not  commit  snicide, 
whether  lane  or  insane,  during  the  period  of  one  yesc 
from  the  date  of  the  said  oontraot. 

The  applioation  was  signed  by  Max  Fimberg, 
and  dated  the  23rd  May  1902. 

The  policy  commenced  as  follows : 

In  consideration  cl  the  applioation  for  this  policy, 
which  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this  oontraot,  the 
Mataal  Life  Inauranoe  Company  of  Kew  York  pro- 
mises to  pay  at  its  principal  afpenoy  in  Qreat  Britain 
unto  EUinger  and  Co.,  of  Manohester  .  .  .  creditors 
of  Max  Fimberg  .  .  .  four  thonsand  pounds  ster-  - 
ling  upon  acceptance  of  satisfactory  proofs  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Max  Fimberg,  provided  such  death 
takes  place  within  tbe  term  of  five  years  from  the  date 
hereof,  during  the  continuance  of  this  poUoy,  upon  the 
following  condition,  and  subject  to  the  provisions, 
reqoirements,  and  benefits  stated  on  the  baiok  of  this 
policy,  which  are  hereby  referred  to  and  made  pari 
hereof. 

On  the  back  of  (he  policy  was  the  foUowing 
provision : 

llilitary  and  naval  service  of  any  kind,  the  volnntear 
serrioe  of  Oreat  Britain  and  Ireland  in  time  of  peace 
excepted,  whether  as  combatant  or  non-combatant 
without  permission  in  wiiting  signed  by  one  of  tbe 
officers  of  the  company,  is  prdiibited  under  this 
contract. 

The  policy  was  dated  the  24tb  May  1902. 

At  the  time  of  effecting  the  policy,  Fimberg 
did  not  inform  Ellineer  and  Co.  that  he  was 
insnring  his  life  for  their  benefit,  and  it  vras  not 
nntil  Nov.  1902  when  Fimberg  vras  being  pressed 
for  payment  that  he  informed  them. 

In  Feb.  1903  Max  Fimberg,  in  a  fit  of  insanity, 
committed  suicide,  at  a  date  which  was  less  then 
a  year  from  the  issuing  of  the  policy. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  the  action  to  recover  the 
40002.  under  the  policy. 

C.  A.  BusseU,  K.C.for  the  plaintiffs.— This  was 
a  policy  effected  by  Fimberg  for  EUinger  and 
Co.  issued  here  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land, though  made  by  an  American  company. 
14  Geo.  8,  c.  48,  s.  2,  provides  :  "  That  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  to  make  any  policy  or  policies  on  the 
life  or  lives  of  any  person  or  persons,  or  other 
event  or  events,  without  inserting  in  such  policy 
or  policies  the  person  or  persons  name  or  names 
interested  therein,  or  for  whose  use,  benefit,  or  on 
whose  account  such  jwlioy  is  so  made  or  under- 
wrote."   Sect.  3  provides :  ••  That  in  aU  cases 
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where  the  inaured  hath  interest  in  snch  life  or  Uveg, 
event  or  eTeut8,no  greater  sum  shall  be  recovered 
or  received  from  the  insurer  or  insurers  than  the 
amount  or  value  of  the  interest  of  the  insured 
in  snch  life  or  lives,  or  other  event  or  events." 
That  statute  was  a  recognition  of  policies  taken 
out  for  the  benefit  of  others,  and  treated  the 
person  for  whose  benefit  it  was  taken  out  as  the 
assured.  As  soon  as  the  fact  of  the  policy 
having  been  issued  was  commnnioated  to  Ellioger 
and  Co.,  there  was  a  trust  for  Ellinger  and  Oo. 
It  is  only  because  Ellinger  and  Co.  are  interested 
(hat  in  this  case  the  defendants  are  liable  to  pay. 
Fimberg  told  the  company  that  he  was  taking 
out  the  policy  for  Ellinger  and  Co.  to  secure  debts. 
Where  a  policy  is  taken  out  for  a  third  party,  he 
cannot  control  the  promises  of  the  assured.  The 
insurance  company  ought  to  sfafite  in  specific 
terms  in  the  policy  if  an  nndertaking,  such  as  the 
one  under  discussion,  is  to  be  considered  a  condi- 
tion the  breach  of  which  renders  the  policy  void. 
There  was  no  intention  to  make  these  warranties 
or  agreements  conditions.  Suicide  whilst  insane 
is  an.  accident,  or  a  misfortune.  It  is  for  the 
person  trying  to  make  out  a  condition  to  make  it 
clear  that  certain  results  will  follow  certain  non- 
observances.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
recover,  thoueh  the  defendants  may  have  a  claim 
against  Firnoerg's  estate,  in  which  case  the 
damages  might  be  the  amount  they  would  have  to 
pay  under  the  policy.  If  the  action  was  brought 
in  Fimberg's  name  alone,  the  defendants  would 
be  liable  under  the  policy,  bat  could  counter- 
daim  for  damages  caused  by  the  act  of  commit- 
ting  anioide.  It  Fimberg  had  become  bankrupt, 
the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  could  have  claimed, 
and  the  defendants  could  put  in  a  proof.  If, 
however,  Firnberg  had  assigned,  the  asignee  could 
sue,  but  the  defendants  could  not  counter-claim  ; 
a  counter-claim  will  only  lie  against  the  actual 
contract  breaker  or  his  estate. 

Cabahe. — These  three  clauses  are  three  personal 
independent  undertakings  by  Fimberg  himself, 
the  debtor.  This  is  a  creditor  policy,  and  these 
nndertakings  are  not  conditions.  No  agreement 
as  to  promises  de  futuro  can  be  treated  as  a  con- 
dition, the  nonfulfilment  of  which  will  avoid  the 
policy,  unless  the  policy  clearly  states  it  to  be 
snch  in  express  terms.  The  questions  and  answers 
in  the  application  form  are  put  on  a  different 
footing  from  the  three  undertakings.  The  policy 
is  a  tmst  policy  from  the  first,  by  debtor  in 
favour  of  creditor,  and  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant  company.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover,  the  three  c'<aases  being  only  personal 
promiaee,  and  not  conditions  in  any  sense  of  the 
polioy. 

Tm  following  oases  wero  referred  to : 

BtoneKam  v.  Ocean,  JBailiiiav,  and  QmMraX  Accident 

In*uranet  Company,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  236 ;  19  Q.  B. 

Div.  237 ; 
Eambrough  v.  ll%Uual-  Life  Inturanc*   Company 

of  Nerc  Torlc,  72  L.  T.  Sap.  140 ; 
Fowket  V.  jranc?i«(t«r  ami  London  Life  Aeturanee 

and  Loan  Auoeiatitm,  8  L.  T.  Bcp.  309 ;  3  B. 

AS.  917; 
Crawley    v.    National    Employers   Accident    and 

Oeneral  Atruranee  Aitodaiion,  1  C«bab<!  &  Ellis, 

597  ;  1  Times  L.  Bep.  255 ; 
lAanelly  Railway  and  Dock  Company  v.  London 

and  North-  Western  Railway  Company,  29  L.  T. 

Bep.  867 ;  8  Ch.  App.  942. 


B.  B.  Haldane,  K.O.  for  the  defendants.— The 
stipulation  not  to  commit  suicide  goes  to  the 
root  of  the  policy.  That  is  the  true  meaning  of 
the  polioy.  The  measure  of  damages  in  an  action 
against  the  decea,sed'a  estate  would  not  neces- 
sarily be  the  same  as  the  amount  of  the  insurance. 
The  contention  that  promises  as  to  acts  de  futuro 
not  being  conditions  is  not  sound ;  that  is  shown 
by  the  exception  in  marine  insurance  policies 
"  warranted  free  from  capture."  Tiiat  refers  to- 
a  future  act,  and  is  a  true  exception  to  the  risk 
covered : 

Barnard  v.  Faher,  68  L.  T.  Bep.  179 ;  (1893)   1. 
Q.  B.  340,  at  p.  342,  per  Lindley,  L.J. 

A  term  as  regards  the  risk  must  be  a  condition : 
Barnard  v.  Faber,  at  p.  344,  per  Bowen,  L.J. 

If  the  word  "  warranty"  is  used  in  a  policy  ot 

insurance  that   is    something   to   lead    one   to 

suppose  that  a  condition  is  meant : 

Hambrough  v.  Muttuil  Life  Ineurance  Company,  per 
Lopes,  LJ.  (tup.). 

The  defendant  company  does  not  insure  against^' 
suicide.  The  plaintiffs  at  the  most  are  assignees 
in  equity. 

Botolati. — The  undertaking  in  the  policy  not  to- 
commit  suicide  goes  to  the  root  of  the  policy. 
From  the  business  point  of  view  the  company  are 
deemed  to  have  said  to  the  assured,  "It  yon  will 
not  commie  suicide  then  we  will  insure  yon." 
The  plaintiffs  cannot  recover. 

C.  A.  BueseU,  KC.  replied.       ^ur.  adv.  vult. 

BiOHAM,  J.— On  the  23rd  May  1902  Max  Fim- 
berg signed  an  application  addressed  to  the 
defendant  company  lor  a  policy  of  insurance  for 
40002.  for  five  years  on  his  own  life.  The  mate- 
rial parts  of  the  document  are  as  follows : 

This  spplioation  nude  to  the  Hatual  Life  Inanranoe 
Company  of  New  York  is  the  basi*  and  a  part  of  a- 
propoeed  oontnust  for  insmanoe.  ...  I  hereby 
ftgrree  that  all  the  following  statements  and  anawets  and 
ail  those  that  I  make  to  the  company's  medical 
examiner  in  oontinnation  of  this  application  are  by  me 
warranted  to  be  tme  and  are  offered  to  the  company  as 
a  consideration  of  the  contract  which  I  hereby  agree  to- 
accept.    .    .    . 

Then  follow  twenty  numbered  statements,  begin- 
ning with  name  of  the  applicant.  The  ninth  and. 
twelfth  are  in  these  words  : 

The  foil  name  of  the  penon  to  whom  the  insnranoe 
ia  payable  is  HUnger  and  Co.,  Mancheeter.  The  inior- 
able  interest  of  the  said  beneficiary  in  the  Ufs  proposed 
for  insnranoe  other  than  that  of  family  relationship  is  to- 
eoverdAt. 

The  words  in  italics  are  written.  After  these- 
statements  there  are  three  clauses  in  the  follow- 
ing words : 

I  hereby  warrant  and  apree  that  during  the  next  two- 
years  following  the  date  of  issue  of  the  oonttaot  of 
insurance  for  which  application  ii  hereby  made  I  will 
not  travel  or  resida  in  any  part  of  the  Torrid  Zone,  or 
north  of  the  parallel  of  60  degrees  north  latitude  in 
tiie  Wesiem  Hemisphere,  or  north  of  the  parallel  of 
70  degrees  north  latitude  in  the  Eastern  Hemisphere, 
and  will  not  engage  in  any  of  the  following  extra 
hazardona  oaonpationa  or  employments — retailing  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  handling  electric  wires  and  dynamoe„ 
blasting,  mining,  snbmarine  labour,  aeronautic  ascen- 
aions,  the  mannfactnie  of  highly  explosive  aubatanoea, 
service  upon  any  railroad,  train,  or  track,  or  in  awitchins 
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or  in  ooupUng  o&n,  or  on  any  steam  or  other  Tessel, 
onleu  written  permiseion  is  expressly  granted  by  the 
company.  I  further  warrant  and  agree  that  I  will  not 
'engage  in  any  military  or  naval  Berrioe  in  time  of  war, 
dnring  the  oontinaanoe  of  the  said  oontraot,  without 
first  obtaining  written  permission  from  this  company. 
I  also  warrant  and  agree  that  I  will  not  oommit  saioide, 
whether  sane  or  insane,  dnring  the  period  of  one  year 
from  the  date  of  the  said  oontraot. 

The  qneation  in  this  case  is  as  to  the  meaning 
and  effect  of  the  last  of  these  three  clauses, 
irhich  refers  to  saicide.  The  policy  was  issued 
■on  the  24th  May  1902.  It  oommenoes  with  these 
words: 

In  consideration  of  the  application  for  this  poUoy, 
<whioh  is  hereby  made  a  part  of  this  oontraot,  the 
Mntoal  Life  Insnranoe  Company  of  New  York  promises 
to  pay  .  .  .  onto  Ellinger  and  Co.  .  .  .  oredi- 
-tors  of  Max  limberg  .  .  .  their  inooessors  or 
assigns  40001.  .  .  .  npon  .  .  .  proofs  of  the 
-death  of  the  said  Max  Firnberg  proTided  snoh  death 
takes  place  within  the  term  of  five  years  from  the  date 
(hereof  .  .  .  npon  the  following  oondition,  and 
anbjeot  to  the  prorisions,  reqnirements,  and  benefits 
stated  on  the  back  of  tliis  policy,  which  are  hereby 
referred  to  and  made  part  hereof.  The  half  annual 
premlam  of  56i.  16<.  Sd.  shall  be  paid  in  advanoe  on  the 
■daliTery  of  this  policy,  and  thereafter  to  the  company 
at  its  principal  agency  in  Great  Britain  on  the  24th  day 
of  Kovember  and  May  in  every  year  daring  the  con- 
tinnance  cl  this  oontraot  ontil  premiums  for  five  foil 
;years  shall  have  been  dnly  paid  to  the  said  company. 

A  namber  of  provisions  are  printed  on  the  back 
•of  the  ^lioy,  only  one  of  which  need  be  referred 
to.    It  18  as  follows : 

Military  and  naval  service  of  any  kind,  the  volnnteer 
•ervioe  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  in  time  of  peace 
■excepted,  whether  as  combatant  or  non-combatant, 
without  permission  in  writing,  signed  by  one  of  the 
officers  of  the  company,  is  prohibited  under  this 
«ontraet. 

I  have  read  the  different  so-called  warranties  and 
provisions,  becanse  the  plaintiffs  relied  ttpon  them 
■as  showing  in  some  way  that  the  clause  as  to 
■saioide  was  merely  intended  to  operate  as  an 
independent  promise  and  not  as  a  limitation  of 
"the  defendants'  liability.  It  appears  that  when 
Firnberg  took  out  this  policy  he  owed  money  to 
Ellinger  and  Go.  for  some  business  debt.  In 
'NoY.  1902  Ellinger  and  Co.  were  pressing  for 
payment  of  this  debt,  and  then  for  the  first  time 
Firnberg  told  them  that  by  way  of  seonring  the 
payment  of  their  debt  he  had  effected  Hub  policy. 
In  Feb.  1903,  Firnberg,  daring  a  fit  of  insanity, 
committed  saicide.  On  the  25th  Nov.  1903  this 
action  was  brought  upon  the  policy  against  the 
■defendant  company,  the  plaintiffs  being  Ellinger 
and  Co.,  the  creditors,  and  Richard  Schlesiiu^r, 
the  executor  of  Fimberc's  will,  who  is  described 
«s  suing  as  trustee  for  Ellinger  and  Go.  Firnberg 
■died  insolvent,  owing  Ellinger  and  Go.  <4<0002.  or 
more.  The  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  i>olioy 
must  be  regarded  as  having  been  taken  out  by 
Firnberg  on  their  behalf,  and  that  they  are 
therefore  entitled  to  ratify  and  recover  on  it, 
and  they  say  that  the  clause  as  to  suicide  amounts 
to  notmng  more  than  a  personal  undertaking 
by  Firnberg,  for  the  breach  of  which  the  defen- 
<lants'  remedy  is  limited  to  a  claim  against 
Fimberg's  bankrupt  estate.  On  the  other  nand, 
the  defendante  contend  that  the  effect  of  the 
olanse  is  to  exclude  liability  on  their  part  if  death 


is  due  to  suicide.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
defendante'  contention  is  the  right  one.  The 
policy  was  made  by  the  defendante  with  Firn- 
berg, and  with  no  one  else.  It  is  in  no  sense  a 
contract  witii  Ellinger  and  Go.  Firnberg  alone 
was  responsible  for  Uie  payment  of  the  premiums. 
K'either  subsequent  notice  to  Ellenger  and  Go. 
of  ite  existence  nor  ratification  of  it  by  them 
could  alter  or  affect  ite  original  meaning.  What, 
then,  did  the  parties,  Firnberg  and  the  defendant 
company,  intend  when  they  inserted  the  warranty 
that  Firnberg  should  not  commit  suicide  P  1 
think  it  is  clear  that  they  intended  that  in  the 
event  of  suicide  the  company  should  not  be  liable 
on  the  policy.  It  does  not  matter,  I  think,  whether 
the  clause  is  called  a  warranty  or  not.  It  consti- 
tutes a  limitation  of  the  defendants'  liability. 
Death  within  five  years  is  the  event  upon  the 
happening  of  which  the  defendante  were  to  pay, 
but  death  by  suicide  within  the  first  twelve 
months  is  excluded.  Apt  words  have  been  used 
to  express  that  intention,  and  it  is,  I  think, 
impossible  to  read  the  claase  as  merely  giving  to 
the  company  a  cross-claim  against  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  for  damages. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Solicitors  for  plaintiffs,  G.  Trenam,  for  Addie- 
dhaw  and  Co.,  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  defendante,  FrethfUldt. 


March  10, 11, 14,  and  21. 
(Before  Bigham,  J.) 
Gkanox  and  Co.  v.  Tatlok.  (a) 
BUI   of  lading — Construction — BtUk   cargo — Un- 
divided portions  of  hulk — "  Each  bill  of  lading 
to  hear  its  proportion  of  damage" — Error  i» 
apportioning — Short  delivery. 
Billi  of  lading  for  undivided  portions  ofahuOe  cargo 
of  grain  contained   the  following  oZatwe  attd 
note  in  mcargin:  "If  the  parcel  h»r«in  signed 
for  constitutes  part  of  a  larger  bulk  shipped 
without  separation  into  parcels,  as  per  bills  of 
lading,  each  bill  of  lading  shall  bear  its  due 
proportion  of  shortage  or  damage  and  {or)  sweep- 
ings,  if  any  :  " 
"  Part  of  a  parcel,  shipped  without  separation. 
Each  bill  of  lading  to  bear  its  proportion  of 
shortage  and  damage,  if  any." 
By  an  error  in  apportioning  damaged  grain  one 
consignee  received  a  full  consignment  of  sound 
grain.     One  of  the  other  eonsigtiees,  refusing  to 
accept  more  than  his   proportionate  share  of 
damaged  grain,  received  a  eonsignmoni  whieh 
was  108  quarters  short. 
Held,  in  an  action  for  short  delivery,  that  the  error 
was  caused  by  the  consignees'  agents,  and  that 
the  clause  in  the  bills  of  lading  oast  no  duty  on 
tlie    shipowner    to    apportion    the    good   and 
unsound  grain. 
Claim  for  short  delivery  of  a  quantity  of  maize 
shipped  under  bills  of  lading  on  board  the  Pales- 
trina  and  discharged  at  the  Yictoria  Docks,  and 
for  breach  of  contract  contained  in  the  bills  of 
lading  and  for  conversion  of  the  plaintifEs'  ^oods. 
The  cargo  of  maize  was  in  bulk,  and  bills  of 
lading    were    given    in    respect    of    undivided 
portions. 
it)  Beported  by  W.  TBivoa  Tubtok,  E*i.,  B»nlMUH*-L»*- 
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The  plaintiffs  were  indorsees  of  two  of  the  bills 
of  lading. 

The  bills  of  lading  contained  the  following 
clanse  and  impressed  note  in  the  margin : 

If  the  paroel  herein  signed  for  oonstihiteB  part  of 
larger  bnlk  shipped  wrUiont  sepatstion  into  parcels,  as 
per  bills  of  lading,  eaoh  bill  of  lading  ehall  bear  its  dne 
pn^mrtion  of  shortage  or  damage  and  (or)  sweepings,  if 
•07.  Part  of  a  panel,  shipped  without  separation. 
Eaoh  bill  of  lading  to  bear  its  proportion  of  shortage 
and  damage,  if  any. 

B^  an  error  in  apportioning,  one  consignee 
raoeived  a  complete  oonsignment  of  sound  grain 
and  the  plaintiffs,  refusing  to  accept  more  than 
their  proportion  of  damaged  grain,  bronght  an 
action  for  short  delivery. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  following 
considered  judgment. 

Hamilton,  K.G.  and  Leek  for  the  plaintiffs; 
Carver,  K.G.  and  Adair  Boehe  for  the  defendants. 

The  following  cases  and  Act  were  cited : 

Porteora  v.  TTotney,  39  L.  T.  Eep.  195  ;  3  Q.  B.  Diy. 
534,  at  p.  542,  per  Brett,  L.J. ; 

Petroeoehino  y.  Bolt,  30  L.  T.  Rep.  840 ;  L.  Bep.  9 
C.  P.  355 ; 

Spittr  T.  Martin,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  546 ;  14  App.  Cas.  12  ; 

Nottingham  Patent  Brtei;  and  Tile   Company  t. 
Butter.lS  Q.B.  DiT.261,  atp.268,per  Willea.J.; 

Collin*  T.  Cattle,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  764 ;  36  Ch.  Dit. 
243; 

The  London   and   St.. Catherine  Dook  Act   1864 
(27  &  28  Vict.  o.  178),  s.  120. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 
BiOHAM,  J. — This  is  an  action  by  indorsees  of 
bills  of  lading  against  shipowner  to  recover 
damages  for  short  delivery  of  a  quantity  (108 
quarters)  of  meJze.  The  defence  is  that  the  maize 
was  delivered  to  the  dock  company,  and  that  they 
were  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffs  to  receive  it.  The 
defendants'  ship,  the  Pa2e«frtna,  took  on  board  a 
large  anantaty  of  maize  in  bulk  at  Odessa  to  be 
carried  to  London.  The  shipper  asked  for  and 
obhdned  from  the  defendants  several  bills  of 
lading,  each  being  for  an  undivided  portion  of  the 
baUc.  This  was  done  to  facilitate  tne  sale  of  the 
maize.  The  bills  of  lading  contained  the  following 
clause :  "  If  the  paroel  herein  signed  for  consti- 
tntes  i>art  of  a  larger  bnlk  shipped  without 
separation  into  parcels,  as  per  bills  of  lading,  each 
biU  of  lading  shall  bear  its  dne  proportion  of 
shortage  or  damage  and  (or)  sweepings,  if  any  " ; 
and  in  the  margin  there  was  an  impressed  note : 
"  Part  of  a  paroel,  shipped  without  separation. 
Each  bill  01  lading  to  bear  its  proportion  of 
shortMe  and  damage,  if  any."  Two  of  these 
bills  of  lading  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, who  were  buyers  of  the  portion  of  the  bnlk 
thereby  represented.  The  bills  of  lading  for  the 
remainder  reached  the  hands  of  other  buyers, 
among  whom  was  a  Mr.  Paul.  The  vessel  arrived 
in  London  and  went  to  the  I  jetty  of  the  Victoria 
Dook,  when  she  beg;an  her  discharge  by  means  of 
an  elevator  which  stands  on  that  jetty.  The  maize 
was  gathered  under  the  open  hatchways  and  then 
lifted  in  the  elevator  over  the  ship's  ride  and  shot 
into  the  barges  of  the  bills  of  lading  holders. 
Mr,  Paul  came  first  in  time,  and  therefore  first  in 
turn,  and  received  his  full  bill  of  lading  quantity. 
Before  the  discharge  to  him  was  completed,  but 
when  it  was  too  late  to  stop  it,  part  of  the  remain- 
ing bnlk  was  found  to  be  heated.    This  heated  , 


grain  was  put  on  the  quay,  and  was  there  appqr. 
tioned  among  the  difEerent  bill  of  lading  holders^ 
1U8  quarters  being  the  quantity  which  ought  to 
have  been  taken   ov  Mr,  Paul  as  the  quantity 
applicable  to  his  bill  of  lading.    He  had,  how- 
ever, already  received  and  taken  away  his  full 
quantity  in  sound  maize.    The  result  was  that  at 
the  end  of  the  discharge  the  plaintiffs  found  that 
unless  they  took  the  108  quarters  they  would  b» 
short  by  that  quantity  of  their  share  of  the  bulk. 
They  refused  to  take  the  108  quarters,  alleging 
that  if  they  did  so  they  would  be  saddled  with 
more  than   their  proper   proportion  of    heated 
grain,  and  they  then  brought  this  action.    The 
question  is  whether  the  shipowners  are  liable. 
The  answer  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  shipowner  under  the  bill  of  ladu)^ 
contract  and  on  the  usage  or  practice  ordinarily 
followed  in  the  dischai^  of  those  obUgations. 
The  bill  of  lading,  of  course,  obliges  the  ship- 
owner to  deliver  goods  corresponding  with  the 
description  in  the  document,  and  it  ^o  obliges 
him  to  deliver  such  goods  to  the  proper  person  to 
receive  them.    But  the  plaintiffs  contend  that^ 
having  regard  to  the  words,  "  each  bill  of  lading 
to    bear    its  own    proportion  of    damage,"  the 
obligation  is  not  discharged  by  a  mere  delivery 
of  the  bill  of  lading  quantity,  but  delivery  muit: 
in  such  case  be  made  up  by  the  shipowner  of  the 
proper  proportions  of  sound  and  damaged.    It  is 
said  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  a  contract  between 
the  holder  and  the  shipowner  and  between  no- 
other  persons,  and  that,  as  between  those  twO' 
parties,  the  words  relied  upon  can  have  no  other 
meaning    than   that  contended   for.     I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  words  put  no  such  burden  on 
the  shipowner.    It  would  be  very  unreasonable  if 
they  did.    The  delivery  is  made  to  the  barges  of 
the  receivers    turn   and   turn    about.     At   first 
nothing  but  sound  grain  may  come  out  of  the 
ship,  and  it  will  be  impossible  to  say  whether 
there  will  be  any  damaged  grain  or,  if  any,  how 
much.    Again,  the  character  of  the  damage  may 
vary    veiy    much ;    some    part    may    be   badly 
damaged  and  the  other  part  only  slightiy.    How 
is  the  shipowner  to  foresee  this,  and  how,  where,, 
and  when  is  he  to  sort  the  grain  P    Skilled  men 
are  required  for  such  work ;  the  crew  cannot  do 
it.    Is  the  shipowner  to  find  and  employ  such 
menP    Then,  where  is  the  sorting  to  be  done  P° 
It  cannot  be  done  in  the  ship.    Is  the  shipowner 
to  hire  quay  space  for  the  work  P    And  when  is- 
it  to  be  done  P    Until  the  last  parcel  of  the  bulk 
is  out  the  sorting  is  impossible.    Must  the  ship- 
owner hold  back  all  delivery  until  that  ^int  in, 
the  discharge  is  reached  P      I  agree  with  Mr. 
Hamilton  that  the  mere  difficulty  or  even  impossi- 
bility of  discharging  a  duty  affords  no  excuse  for 
a  breach  if  in  fact  the  duty  has  been  undertaken ; 
but  when  I  am  asked  to  say  that  the  shipowner 
has  undertaken  the  difficult  duty  here  contended 
for  I  expect  to  find  plun  and  unambiguous  words 
imposing  it.    I  do  not  find  such  words  in  this 
case.    If  the  shipowner  had  given  but  one  bill  of 
lading  for  the  whole  parcel  his  duty  would  havo 
been  completely  discharged    by  delivering  tho 
grain  with  the  damaged  and  sound  mixed  just  aa 
it  came  to  hand  out  of  the  ship.    Was  it  intended 
that  his  compliance  with  shipper's  request  to  give 
several  bills  of  lading  should  throw  upon  him  th» 
burden    of    sorting  the  bulk    and  dividing    the 
damaged  grain  in   the   manner   suggested?    I 
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-oannot  think  so.  Then  why  are  the  words  intro- 
daoed,  and  what  is  their  effect  'if  This  bill  of 
ladingis  headed,  "  Chamber  of  Shipping,  Black 
€ear-Berth  Contract  Bill  of  Lading,  19<:@  " ;  and 
in  the  top  left  comer  are  the  words,  "As  agreed 
with  the  London  Com  Trade  Association  and  the 
Chamber  of  Shipping,  12  March  1902."  Thus 
the  bill  of  lading  appears  to  be  in  a  form  adopted 
by  the  members  of  the  Com  Association  in  this 
-oonntiy  and  ehipowners  who  send  their  ships  to 
the  Black  Sea.  It  is  in  common  use  in  oonneo- 
tion  with  a  very  large  trade,  and  is  doubtless  well 
known  to  all  people  in  that  trade.  Now  the 
shipment  of  grain  in  bag^  and  the  stowing  of  it 
in  the  ship's  hold  in  separate  parcels  are  expensive 
•operations  which  add  to  the  cost  of  the  grain 
-wnen  it  arrives  in  this  country  without  enhancing 
its  valoe.  It  is  therefore  apparently  often  shipped 
in  bnlk,  and  bills  of  ladme  are  given  for  nn- 
-divided  portions  of  the  bulk.  This  is  a  great 
-conTonience  to  the  merchant,  for  it  enables  him 
to  sell  the  grain  in  small  parcels.  The  form 
has  been  drawn  with  special  reference  to  this 
pnMstioe,  and  the  clause  relied  upon  has  been 
inserted  in  consequence  of  it.  Then  if  the  ship- 
ment is  made  under  this  practice  (it  is  not  neces- 
sarily so  made]  the  impressed  note  is  put  in  the 
Tuurffin  of  each  bill  of  lading  to  draw  attention 
to  we  fact:  "Part  of  paroel,  shipped  without 
separation.  Each  bill  of  lading  to  bear  its  pro- 
portion of  shortage  and  damage,  if  any."  The 
Xiondon  Com  Trade  Association's  form  of  sale 
'Oontnust,  which  was  given  in  evidence  before  me, 
oontains  a  corresponding  provision:  "Should 
any  of  the  within-mentioned  quantity  form  part 
of  a  larger  quantity  ...  in  bulk,  no  separa- 
tion .  .  .  shall  be  deemed  to  be  necessary. 
All  damages  and  sweepincns  .  .  .  shall  be 
shared  by  the  various  parcels  pro  rata,"  showing 
that  whcm  the  grain  comes  to  be  sold  the  sales 
are  made  on  the  footing  on  which  the  bills  of 
lading  are  drawn.  When  the  bill  of  lading  is 
read  by  the  light  of  these  facts  the  meaning  and 
-object  of  the  clause  in  question  becomes  quite 
yuan.  It  is  put  there  for  the  purpose  of  regulat- 
ing the  rights  of  the  holders  of  tite  different  bills 
of  lading  inter  »e,  and  is  not  intended  to  increase 
the  shipowner's  duty  at  all.  But  the  plaintiffs 
insist  uiat  the  contract  in  the  bill  of  lading  does 
not  and  is  never  intended  to  do  more  than  express 
the  agreement  between  the  shipper  and  the  ship- 
owner;  in  other  words,  that  it  cannot  regulate 
the  rights  of  cargo-owners  inter  se ;  and  they 
refer  to  Forteov*  v.  TTatney  (vbi  iwp.)  in  support 
of  this  contention.  No  donbt  the  primary  object 
-of  a  bill  of  lading  is  to  evidence  the  terms  on 
-which  the  shipper  and  shipowner  have  agreed  for 
the  carriage  and  delivery  of  goods,  and  Brett,  L.J. 
atp.  542  of  3  Q.  B.  Div.,  is  reported  as  saying: 
"The  bill  of  lading  claims  to  be  a  contract 
between  the  shipowner  and  the  person  taking  the 
bill  of  lading.  There  is  no  ralation  whatever 
between  the  holders  or  takers  of  other  bills  of 
lading  and  any  one  holder  of  a  bill  of  lading. 
They  are  not  co-sureties.  When,  therefore,  it  is 
said  we  can  look  at  all  the  bills  of  lading  and  then 
-divide  the  days  of  demnrraee  or  the  lay  days 
between  them,  we  are  looking  at  other  bills  of 
lading  which  cannot  be  given  in  evidence."  These 
words  must,  however,  be  read  with  reference  to 
-the  form  of  the  bill  of  lading  in  that  case.  That 
form  contained  no  reference  whatever   to   the 


holders  of  other  bills  of  lading.  The  action  was 
by  shipowner  against  bill  of  lading  holder  for 
demurrage.  The  bill  of  lading  contained  the 
words  "  on  paying  freight  for  the  said  goods  and 
all  other  conmtions  as  per  charter-par^."  This 
charter-party  gave  a  lien  on  all  carao  for  demur- 
rage at  the  port  of  discharge.  The  defendant 
had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  take  his 
goods,  but  the  holders  of  bills  of  lading  for 
other  cargo  lying  on  top  had  made  defaidt  in 
taking  their  cargo  away  so  that  the  defendant's 
goods  could  not  be  discharged.  It  was  held 
that  by  the  terms  of  his  bill  of  lading  contract 
the  defendant  had  rendered  himself  liable  for 
payment  of  the  demurrage,  and  that  he  oouldnot 
escape  by  sayingthat  thedelaT  was  due  to  the  negli- 
gence of  holders  of  other  bills  of  lading.  Indeed, 
80  much  did  Brett,  L.J.  consider  the  different  bills 
of  lading  holders  strangers  to  each  other  that  he 
held  that  if  the  man  in  actual  default  had  ptdd 
the  shipowner,  the  defendant  could  not  have 
relied  on  the  payment  by  way  of  defence,  an 
opinion  which  involved  the  rather  startling  con- 
clusion that  if  there  had  been  goods  Delow 
belonging  to  a  score  of  different  buls  of  lading 
holders,  the  full  amount  of  the  demurrage  would 
have  been  recoverable  from  each  of  them.  The 
Lord  Justice  at  p.  543  uses  these  words :  "  I  think 
that  it  the  oonsi^ee  of  a  portion  of  the  cargo 
had  a  bill  of  lading  in  the  same  words,  and  had 
been  called  upon  to  pay  and  had  paid  the  whole 
demurrage  to  the  shipowner,  the  holder  of 
another  bill  of  lading,  if  sued,  could  not  set  that 
up  as  a  defence.  That  defence  would  arise  in 
respect  of  a  wholly  independent  contract  between 
the  shipowner  and  the  holder  of  the  other  bill  of 
lading.  He  could  not  set  it  up  as  a  defence, 
because  he  would  have  no  right  to  prove  that 
other  and  wholly  ind^ndent  contract  I  accwt 
the  proposition  that  it  would  be  no  defence  for 
the  owner  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  say  that  the 
shipowner  had  been  pud  the  same  sum  bv  all  other 
holders  of  bills  of  ladingforoargo  in  the  ship."  Bat 
the  authority  is  in  trath  of  no  application  to  the 
present  case.  The  bill  of  lading  before  me 
appears  on  its  face  to  be  one  of  a  eroup.  The 
mAers  and  takers  of  it  know  it  to  be  one  of  a 
group.  The  same  thing  is  no  doubt  true  in  the 
case  of  the  bills  of  lading  for  the  remainder  of 
the  bulk.  The  shipowner,  not  tor  his  own 
benefit,  but  merely  for  the  benefit  ot  the  various 
receivers,  subscribes  to  the  stipulation  as  to  the 
division  of  damaged  g^in.  AU  the  receivers  buy 
their  bills  of  lading  with  notice,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  become  bound  towards  each  other  by 
what  the  shipowner  has  done  for  them.  Even  if  it 
should  be  true  that  the  intention  has  not  been 
legally  effected,  and  that  the  bills  of  lading  holders 
are  not  bound  inter  «e,  that  affords  no  reason 
tor  saying  that  the  words  used  in  the  attempt 
to  accomplish  the  intentitm  should  be  twisted  to 
a  purpose  for  which  they  were  never  used — ^namely, 
to  impose  a  heavy  obugation  on  the  shipowner. 
The  view  which  I  take  of  the  meaning  of  the  bill 
of  lading  contract  is  borne  out  b^  the  practice 
followed  in  the  discharge  of  gram  cargoes  at 
y  ictoria  Docks  and  at  the  jetty  in  question.  The 
practice  is  for  the  servants  of  the  dock  company 
to  bring  the  cargo  in  the  ship's  hold  under  the 
open  hatchways ;  for  this  service  the  shipowner 
pays  the  dock  company  4<I.  a  ton.  The  grun  is 
then  lifted  by  means  ot  an  elevator  out  of  the 
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hold  and  shofc  from  the  elevators  into  the  barges 
of  the  consignees ;  tor  this  serrioe  the  oonsienees 
pay  the  dock  company  1$.  9d.  per  ton.  If  any 
of  the  grain  is  found  to  be  heated  it  is  discharged 
on  the  quay  and  there  sorted  by  the  dock  com- 
pany's serrants,  the  cost  being  oovered  by  the 
dock  company's  charge  against  the  consignees.  In 
this  way  the  dock  company  act  as  the  agents  of 
the  ship  to  discharge  the  cargo  and  as  the  agents 
of  the  consignees  to  receive  it ;  and  the  evidence, 
though  in  parte  conflicting,  satisfies  me  that  as  a 
matter  of  fact  the  receipt  of  the  grain  into  the 
elevator  is  the  receipt  by  the  dock  company,  as 
tkgeat  for  the  consignee  or  bill  of  lading  holder. 
If  this  be  so,  the  shipowner  has  in  this  case  not 
only  discharged  the  bill  of  lading  quantity,  but 
the  plaintiffs  have  also  received  it,  with  the  result 
that  the  claim  for  short  delivery  fails.  It  was, 
however,  contended  on  the  plaintiffs'  behalf  that, 
whatever  the  general  practice  might  be,  the  g^rain 
in  this  particular  instuice  was  not  in  fact  received 
by  them  until  it  was  placed  in  their  baizes  or 
tracks.  It  appeared  that  upon  this  jetty  there 
were  two  elevators  belonging  to  different  owners. 
The  elevator  which  was  used  on  this  occasion 
belongs  to  a  firm  of  Thompson  and  Co.,  who  use 
it  for  the  discharge  of  their  own  vessels.  But 
sometimes  no  vessel  of  their  own  happens  to  be 
alongside,  and  the  elevator  is  idle.  On  such 
occasions  Thompson  and  Go.  solicit  other  ship- 
owners to  send  their  ships  to  the  wharf,  so  that 
they  may  be  discharged  by  their  elevator,  and 
they  have  an  arrangement  with  the  dock  com- 
pany by  which  in  such  circumstances  they  do 
all  the  work  above  described  for  the  dock  com- 
pany for  an  inclusive  charge  of  Is.  lid.  a  ton. 
Thus  the  dock  company  get  the  work  for  which 
they  charge  2«.  Id.  (Is.  9(2.  and  4d.}  done 
for  Is.  lid.  This  course  was  followed  in 
the  present  case.  Thompson  and  Co.  were 
anxious  to  secure  a  discharge  and  delivery  by 
their  elevator  becanse,  I  suppcEe,  they  could  do 
the  work  for  less  than  1«.  lid.  per  ton,  and  so 
make  a  profit,  and,  as  they  feared  that  the  job 
might  faJl  into  the  hands  of  the  owner  of  the 
rival  elevator,  they  went  to  the  defendants  and 
induced  the  defendants  to  send  the  ship  to  the 
part  of  the  jetty  where  their  elevator  stands, 
it  was  said  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defendants, 
by  allowing  the  vessel  to  go  under  Thompson's 
euavator  in  these  circumstances,  made  Thompson 
and  Oo.  their  agents,  and  that  aU  the  work, 
whether  done  on  the  ship  or  in  the  elevator  or 
-on  the  quay,  was  therefore  done  by  the  defen- 
dants. I  do  not,  however,  take  this  view  of  the 
matter.  Neither  the  plaintifb  nor  the  defendants 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  arrangement 
between  the  dock  company  and  Thompson,  and 
when  the  time  for  paying  for  the  work  arrived, 
-debit  notes  were  sent  in  by  the  dock  company  to 
the  ship  and  cargo-owners  for  the  4d.  and  la.  9d., 
just  as  though  no  such  arrangement  existed.  I 
wsh  to  add  that  the  practice  at  these  docks 
Appears  to  have  been  substantially  the  same  tor 
the  last  thirty  years,  although,  no  doubt,  elevators 
have  only  recentlr  come  into  use.  Dealing  with 
the  question  in  1874,  Brett^  J.,  after  stating  the 
practice  in  relation  to  the  delivery  of  baws  of 
aides,  says :  "  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  moment 
the  shipowner  has  cleared  the  goods  from  the 
4eck  he  ceases  to  be  responsible  in  any  way  for 
them;  and  that,  whatever  remedy  the  plaintiffs 


may  have  against  the  dock  company  or  anyone 
else,  they  cannot  under  the  circumstances  charge 
the  shipowner  with  the  loss  of  the  bale " :  (see 
Pelroeoehino  v.  Bott,  L.  Rep.  9  0.  P.,  at  p.  361). 
It  is  perhaps  necessary  to  mention  one  other 
matter.  It  appeared  that  when  Thompson's  men 
in  working  out  the  ship  came  across  the  heated 
g^in,  they  notified  the  circumstance  to  the  dock 
clerks,  and  after  the  apportionment  the  clerks,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  their  duty,  entered  the 
108  quarters  in  the  dock  books  as  belong^g  to  Mr. 
Paul.  The  plaintiffs  suggested  that,  even  if  there 
was  no  short  delivery,  this  was  a  conversion.  To 
this  there  are  two  answers.  The  first  is  that 
there  was  no  conversion  ;  the  book  entry  inter- 
fered in  no  way  with  the  plaintifEs'  rights — the 
plaintiffs  might  have  token  away  the  108  quarters 
at  any  moment,  and  no  one  would  have  objected. 
The  second  answer  is  that,  even  if  there  was  a 
conversion,  it  was  not  by  the  defendants ;  they, 
as  I  have  already  said,  had  finished  with  the 
goods  when  they  delivered  the  grain  into  the 
elevator.  The  fact  is  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
want  the  108  quarters.  They  preferred  their 
action  for  short  delivery.  It  they  had  taken  tiM 
108  quarters,  as  they  might  have  done  at  any 
moment  if  they  had  wished,  they  would  have  been 
left  with  an  action  for  breach  of  the  duty  to 
properly  sort  and  apportion — an  action  which,  if 
brought  against  the  present  defendants,  would 
have  failed,  as  this  action  fails,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendante  had  entered  into  no  contract 
to  do  the  work  of  sorting  and  apportioning. 
There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendante  wiw 
coste,  and  for  the  defendante  on  the  counter- 
claim  for  freight. 

Solicitors  for  plaintiffs,  Lovoleti  and  Co. 
Solicitors  for  defendants,  BottereU  and  Boeke. 


Monday,  Feb.  29. 

(Before  Lord  Alvkrstone,  C.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennkdt,  JJ.) 
Millard  (app.)  v.  Balbt-with.Hbxthorpb 
Ubbait  District  Council  (reaps.),  (a) 
Public    health  —  Street    not    repairable    by   tn- 
habitanti  at  large — Expenses  of  sewering  and 
paving — LiaMlity  of  owner  of  premises — Oumer 
at  date  of  eonualetion  of  work  not  owner  at  date 
of  demand — Lriability  of  person  not  owner  at 
.  daie  of  demand— Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  & 
39  Viet.  e.  55),  ss.  150,  257. 

Under  sect.  150  of  the  Public  Hecdth  Act  1875, 
notices  were  served  by  an  urban  authority  upon 
the  owners  of  premises  fronting  or  abutting  on  a 
street  (not  being  a  highway  repairable  by  the 
inhabitants  at  large)  to  sewer,  pave,  and  malte 
up  the  street.  These  notice*  not  having  been 
complied  taith,  the  urban  authority  estemUed  the 
necessary  works  and  apportioned  the  expenees 
upon  the  owners  of  premises  fronting  on  the 
street.  The  appellant,  both  at  the  time  of  the 
notice  to  pave  and  jt  the  time  of  the  completion 
of  the  works  by  the  urban  ai^hority,  was  the 
owner  of  premises  fronting  the  street ;  but  before 
the  date  of  the  notice  of  apportionment  and  of 
the  demand  upon  him  to  pay  the  amount  appor- 
tioned  on  hi*  premise*,  he  had  ceased  to  be 

(a)  Baported  by  W.  W.  Ore,  Esq.,  Burister-at-Lkw. 
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oiruM*,  having  sold  the  premitea,  and  upon  the 
date  of  demand  of  sueti  amount  he  leaa  not 
owner  of  the  premises. 

Upon  summary  proceedings  before  justices  to 
recover  the  amount  apportioned  on  the  prem.ises, 
from  the  appellant  as  being  the  "owner  in 
default  "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  150  : 

Held,  but  only  upon  the  authoi-ity  of  the  case  ofEt^g. 
V.  Swindon  New  Town  Local  Board  (40  L.  '1'. 
Bep.  4&4: :  4 Q.B.  Div.  305),  that, notwithstaTtding 
the  words  in  sect.  257  of  the  Act  that  such  ex- 
penses may  be  recovered  by  the  local  authority 
"from  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  such  pre- 
mises when  the  works  are  completed,"  the  appel- 
lant not  having  been  the  owner  at  the  date  of 
the  demand  upon  him  to  pay  the  apportioned 
amount,  was  not  the  "  owner  in  default "  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  150,  although  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  premises  at  the  time  when  the  works 
were  completed,  and  that  therefore  he  was  7u>t 
liable  to  pay  the  expenses.  To  be  the  "  owner  in 
defauU "  in  stich  cases,  a  person  m.ust  be  the 
owner  not  only  at  the  time  when  the  works  are 
completed,  but  also  at  the  time  when  the  appor- 
tioned amount  is  demanded  from  him. 

Bieg.  V.  Swindon  New  Town  Local  Board  (nbi 
mf.)  followed  but  questioned. 

Cask  stated  by  jnstices  of  the  peace  for  the  West 
Riding  of  the  county  of  Tork. 

At  the  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  sitting  at 
Doncaster,  being  a  petty  sessional  court,  a  com- 
plaint was  preferred  by  the  Balby-with-Hexthorpe 
Urban  District  Council  (the  respondents;  agunst 
Samuel  Millard,  of  Cair-bill,  Balby,  builder  (the 
appellant),  for  that  the  respondents  having,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  in  that  behalf  of 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  executed  or  caused 
to  be  executed  certain  works,  to  wit,  sewered, 
levelled,  paved,  metalled,  flagged,  channelled,  and 
made  good  a  certain  street  called  Garr-hill-  road 
within  the  district  of  the  respondents,  not  being 
a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at  large, 
and  that  the  appellant  was  the  owner  and 
occupier  of  certain  premises,  formerly  a  stable, 
sheds,  and  buildings,  situate  in  Carr-hill-road, 
being  premises  fronting  or  abutting  upon  Carr-bill- 
road,  and  that  the  respondents  had  incurred 
expenses  to  the  amount  of  452.  lis.  7d.  in  the 
execution  of  the  works,  and  that  the  respondents 
within  six  calendar  months  then  last  past — 
namely,  on  the  20th  May  1903— had  duly  caused 
to  be  served  on  the  appellant  a  notice  in  writing 
demanding  payment  of  the  sum  of  452.  11«.  7d., 
and  that  sum,  or  any  part  of  it,  had  not  been 
paid  to  the  respondents  by  the  owner  or  occupier 
of  the  premises,  or  by  any  person  on  their  behalf, 
and  that  there  was  then  due  and  owing  by  the 
appellant  to  the  respondents  the  sum  of 
45f.  11*.  7d.,  with  7s.  3d.  interest  thereon,  at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  date  of 
the  service  of  the  notice  of  demand. 

The  information  was  heard  by  the  justices  on 
the  28th  July  1903,  when  they  found  that  the 
respondents  were  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
appellant  the  sum  of  45L  lis.  7d.,  with  interest 
as  aforesaid,  and  they  made  an  order  directing 
payment  thereof  accordingly. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  the 
following  facts  were  proved  or  admitted. 

Carr-hill,  mentioned  in  the  information,  was  a 
street  not  being  a  highway   repairable  by  the 


inhabitants  at  large,  situate  within  the  respon- 
dents' urban  district,  and  on  and  before  the  8th 
June  1899  such  street  was  not  sewered,  pavedt 
Ac,  and  made  good  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
respondents. 

Before  the  8th  June  1899  the  respondents,  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  sect.  150  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875,  caused  plans  and 
sections  of  the  structural  works  intended  to  be 
executed  under  the  section  and  an  estimate  of  the 
probable  cost  thereof  to  be  prepared  under  the 
direction  of  their  surveyor,  such  plans,  secticms, 
and  estimates  being  prepared  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  section,  and  being  deposited 
for  inspection  as  thereby  required,  and  on  the 
8th  June  1899  the  appellant  was  the  owner  of 
certain  premises  fronting,  adjoining,  and  abutting 
on  such  parts  of  the  street  called  Carr-hill  a» 
required  to  lae  sewered,  paved,  &c.,  and  made  good, 
and  on  the  8th  June  1899  the  respondents  served 
upon  all  the  owners  (including  the  appellant)  of 
premises  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting  on  such 
parts  of  the  street  as  required  to  be  sewered,, 
paved,  &o.,  and  made  good,  notices  requiring  socb 
owners  to  sewer,  level,  pave,  &c.,  and  make  gooA 
such  parts  of  the  street  called  Carr-hill  as  uote- 
said,  such  notices  being  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875. 

Such  notices  were  not  complied  with  by  the 
persons  to  whom  they  were  addressed,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from  the 
date  of  such  notices  the  respondents  executed  the 
works  mentioned  therein,  and  such  works  were 
completed  on  the  4th  Deo.  1901. 

In  the  course  of  the  execution  of  the  worka 
mentioned  in  the  notice  the  respondents  incurred 
certain  expenses,  which  were  duly  apportioned  by 
the  Burveycr  of  the  respondents  upon  the  ownera 
in  default  (being  the  persons  who  were  on  the 
4th  Dec.  1901,  the  date  of  completion  of  the 
works,  the  owners  of  premises  fronting,  adjoining, 
or  abutting  on  such  parts  of  the  street  called 
Carr-hill  as  required  to  he  sewered,  levelled,  paved, 
&o.,  and  made  good),  according  to  the  frontage  of 
their  respective  premises. 

On  the  4th  Dec.  1901  the  appellant  was  the 
owner  of  certain  premises  fronting,  adjoining,  or 
abutting  on  such  parts  of  the  strvet  called  Garr- 
hill  as  required  to  oe  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  and 
made  good  as  aforesaid,  and  the  surveyor  of  the 
respondents  duly  apportioned  upon  the  appellante 
and  his  premises  the  sum  of  451.  lis.  7a.,  as  the 
proportion  due  from  the  appellant  in  respeet  of 
bis  premises  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the 
respondents  in  the  execution  of  the  works. 

A  formal  notice  in  writing  of  such  apportion- 
ment, dated  the  18th  Nov.  1902,  was  on  the  24th 
Nov.  1902  personally  served  by  the  respondenta 
upon  the  appellant  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  eect.  257  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875, 
and  the  appellant  did  not  within  three  montha 
from  the  service  on  him  of  such  notice  of  appor- 
tionment by  written  notice  dispute  the  same. 

On  the  20th  May  1903  a  formal  demand  in 
writing  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  452.  lis.  Id- 
was  personally  served  by  the  respondents  upon 
the  appellant  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
sect.  257  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  and  such 
notice  contained  a  claim  for  interest  at  the  rate 
of  5  per  cent,  upon  the  above  sum  from  the  date 
of  service  of  such  notice  until  payment  of  the 
sum. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Jane  11,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-491 


£!.B.  DiY.]     MiLiASD  V.  Balbt-with-Hxxthospx  Usban  District  Ooukcil.    [E.B.  Bit. 


The  appellant  had  not  paid  the  452. 11«.  Id.  and 
intereat,  or  any  part  thereof,  before  the  25th  July 
1903. 

On  the  20th  March  1902  the  appellant  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  premiaes  in  Oarr- 
bill,  and  on  the  25th  April  1902  uie  premises  were 
-duly  conveyed  by  the  appellant  to  a  brewery 
company. 

[The  evidence  adduced  in  support  of  the  facts 
above  stated  to  be  proved  was  set  ont  in  the  case.] 

_  The  appellant  admitted  that  the  plans,  specifica- 
tions. Sua.,  were  dnly  prepared  and  deposited,  and 
that  the  notice  of  the  8th  Jane  1899  was  dnly 
served  by  the  respondents  upon  the  appellant, 
and  that  on  the  8th  Jane  1899  (the  date  of 
service  of  such  notice)  he  was  the  owner  of  the 
premises  frontinp;,  adjoining,  or  abutting  on  such 
parts  of  Garr-hiU  as  were  the  subject  of  the 
notice,  and  that  he  remained  owner  from  that 
date  up  to  the  20th  March  1902,  and  that  the 
works  were  not  executed  by  the  persons  liable  to 
execnte  the  same. 

He  admitted  that  certain  expenses  had  been 
incurred  by  the  respondente  in  the  execution  of 
works  in  Garr-hill,  and  that  the  apportionment  was 
dnly  made  and  that  notice  thereof  was  duly 
served  upon  him,  and  that  the  amount  apportioned, 
if  recoverable  at  all,  was  correct  and  recoverable  in 
foil,  and  that  the  apportionment  was  not  disputed 
in  manner  provided  by  sect  257  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  1875;  and  that  the  apportioned 
amonnt  was  duly  demanded  as  alleged  by  the 
respondente,  and  that  he  had  not  paid  the  sum  of 
452. 11*.  7<1.  and  interest^  or  any  part  thereof. 
_  On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended 
{infer  alia)  tbat  by  law  the  appellant  was  required 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  premises  both  in  Dec.  1901, 
when  the  work  was  found  by  the  justices  to  have 
been  completed,  and  also  on  the  20lh  May  1903, 
the  day  of  the  date  of  the  demand,  and  that  as  the 
jostioes  had  found  as  a  fact  that  the  appellant 
was  not  such  owner  on  the  20th  May  1903,  ths  com- 
plaint should  have  been  dismissed  on  that  ground, 
as  well  as  on  the  other  grounds. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondente  it  was  (tnW 
■oIm)^  contended  that  the  appellant  was,  on  his  own 
admission,  the  owner  of  the  premises,  the  sabjeot 
«t  these  proceedings,  on  the  8th  June  1899  and 
from  that  date  up  to  and  including  the  20th 
Uansh  1902,  and  that  it  was  not  contended  that 
the  appellant  was  the  owner  on  the  20th  May  1903, 
the  date  of  the  demand. 

That  the  appellant  was  not  required  by  law  to 
be  the  owner  of  the  premises  both  at  the  date  of 
<M>mpIetion  of  the  works  and  at  the  date  of 
demand,  but  that  by  virtue  of  sect.  257  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875,  the  apportioned  expenses 
with  interest  were  summarily  recoverable  from 
the  person  who  was  the  owner  of  the  premiaes  at 
the  time  the  works  were  completed  for  which  such 
'expenses  had  been  inonrred,  and  that  as  the  ap- 
pelant had  bden  proved  to  be  the  owner  at  the 
time  the  works  were  completed  he  was  liable 
to  pay  snch  expenses,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  tiie  appeUamt  was  not  the  owner  thereof  at 
the  date  of  service  of  demand  therefor.  In  sup- 
port of  this  contention  the  case  of  Bb  Bettesworth 
<xnd  Bieher  (58  L.  T.  Bep.  796  j  37  Oh.  Div.  535), 
was  cited  on  behalf  of  the  respondents. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  respon- 
'dente  in  exerdse  of  the  powers  conferred  on  them 
by  seet.  150  of  the  PabUc  Health  Act  1875,  had 


executed  certein  street  works  in  Garr-hill,  a  street 
within  the  district  of  the  respondente  not  being 
a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitante  at  large, 
and  that  the  respondente  incurred  certain  ex- 
penses in  the  execution  of  such  works,  which 
expenses  the  respondente  were  entitled  to  appor- 
tion upon  and  recover  from  the  owners  of  pre- 
mises fronting  Garr-hill,  as  aforesaid,  of  whom 
the  appellant  was  one ;  that  such  expenses  were 
duly  apportioned  and  demanded  and  that  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  relative 
to  the  matter  at  issue,  had  been  duly  complied 
with  by  the  respondents,  and  that  sach  facte  as 
were  required  to  be  proved  by  the  respondente 
had  been  duly  proved,  and  that  the  submissiona 
in  point  of  law  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  were 
supported  by  the  authorities  cited,  and  that  tins 
appellant  was  liable  to  pay  to  the  redpondento  the 
sum  of  452.  lis.  7d.,  the  amount  apportioned  in 
respect  of  his  property  in  Garr-hill,  together  with 
78.  3d.  for  interest  thereon,  and  22.  lis.,  the  coste 
of  these  proceedings,  and  they  accordingly  made 
an  order  for  payment  thereof  by  the  appellant  by 
instalmente  of  52.  per  month. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  jastify  the 
jasticea  in  finding  the  facte  set  out  in  the  caM, 
and  whether  (if  they  were  justified  in  so  finding) 
they  came  to  a  correct  determination  and  decision 
in  point  of  law ;  and  if  not  what  should  be  done 
in  the  premises. 

The  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  66) 
provides  : 

Sect.  ISO.  Where  any  street  within  any  urban  district 
(not  being  a  highway  repairable  by  the  inhabitants  at 
large),  or  the  carriage  way,  footway,  or  any  other 
part  of  such  street,  is  not  sewered,  levelled,  paved, 
metalled,  flagged,  channelled,  and  made  good,  or  is  not 
lighted  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  urban  aothocity,  sach 
anthoritv  may,  by  ncrtioe  addreased  to  the  respective 
owners  or  ooonpiers  of  the  premiaes  fronting,  adjoining, 
or  abutting  on  such  parts  thereof  as  may  be  required 
to  be  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  metalled,  flagged,  or 
channelled,  or  to  be  lighted,  require  them  to  sewer, 
level,  pave,  metal,  flag,  channel,  or  make  good,  or  to 
provide  proper  means  for  Ughting  the  same  within  a 
time  to  be  specified  in  aaeh  notice.  ...  If  such 
notice  is  not  complied  with,  the  orban  authority  may, 
if  they  think  fit,  execute  the  works  mentioned  or  referred 
to  therein ;  and  may  recover  in  a  summary  manner  the 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  from  the  owners 
in  default,  according  to  the  frontage  of  their  respective 
premises,  and  in  such  proportion  as  is  settled  by  the 
surveyor  of  the  urban  aathorilgr,  or  (in  case  of  dispute) 
by  arbitration  in  manner  provided  by  this  Act ;  or  the 
uban  authority  may  by  order  declare  the  expenses  so 
inaurred  to  be  private  improvement  expenses. 

Sect.  257.  Where  any  local  authority  have  inouned 
expenses  for  the  repayment  whereof  the  owner  of  the 
premises  for  or  in  respect  of  which  tlie  same  are 
inonrred  is  made  liable  under  this  Act  or  by  any  agree- 
ment with  the  local  authority,  such  expenses  may  be 
reoovered,  together  with  interest  at  a  rate  not  exceed- 
ing fire  pounds  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  date 
of  service  of  a  demand  for  the  same  till  payment  thereof, 
from  uiy  person  who  is  the  owner  of  such  premises 
when  the  works  are  completed  for  which  snch  expenses 
have  been  incurred,  and  until  recovery  of  such  expenses 
and  interest  the  same  shall  be  a  charge  on  the  premises 
in  respect  of  which  they  were  inonrred.  In  all  sum- 
mary proceedings  by  a  looal  authority  for  the  recovery 
of  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  works  of  private 
improvement,  the  time  within  such  proceedings  may  be 
taken  shall  be  reskonel  from  the  date  of  the  servioe  of 
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notioa  of  demand.  Where  snoh  expenBee  have  been 
settled  and  apportioned  by  the  enrreyor  of  the  lookl 
authority  ai  payable  by'snoh  owner  snoh  apportionment 
shall  be  binding  and  oonoloiive  on  moh  owner,  unleea 
within  three  months  from  servioe  of  notioe  on  him  by 
the  local  authority  or  their  surreyor  of  the  amount 
settled  by  the  surveyor  to  be  due  from  snob  owner,  he 
■hall  by  written  notioe  dispute  the  same. 

The  local  authority  may,  by  order,  declare  any  such 
expenses  to  be  payable  by  annual  instalments  within  a 
period  not  exceeding  thirty  years,  with  interest  at  a  rate 
not  ezoeedingr  five  ponnds  per  centum  per  annum  until 
the  whole  amount  is  paid ;  and  any  such  instalments 
and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  be  reoorered  in 
a  summary  manner  from  the  owner  or  oconpier  tor  the 
time  being  of  such  premises,  and  may  be  deducted 
from  the  rent  of  snch  premises  in  the  same  proportions 
as  are  allowed  in  the  case  of  private  improTcment  rates 
under  this  Act. 

Israel  Davit  for  the  appellant. — The  jnatioes 
were  wrong  in  holding  that  it  waa  not  necessary 
that  the  appellant  should  be  owner  at  the  date  of 
the  demand.  To  render  the  appellant  liable  to 
the  pavins  expenses  under  sect.  150,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  he  sbonld  be  owner  not  only  at  the  date 
of  the  completion  of  the  works,  but  also  at  the 
date  of  demand  for  payment  of  the  expenses. 
The  exact  point  was  raised  in  the  case  of  Beg.  v. 
Swindon  New  Town  Local  Board  (4  Q.  B.  Dir. 
305,  rM)orted  as  Hinton  t.  Swindon  New  Town 
Local  Board,  40  L.  T.  Bep.  424),  and  it  was  there 
deaded  that  the  person  who  is  made  liable  for 
these  paving  expenses  under  sect.  150  is  the  person 
who  was  owner  not  only  at  the  date  of    com- 

Sletion  of  the  works,  but  also  at  the  date  of  the 
emand.  Snoh  {person  is  the  "  owner  in  default " 
within  the  meaning  of  that  secticm,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  Oookbum,  G.J.  in  that  case  is  absolutely 
oonclasive  upon  the  point  that  it  is  not  enough 
that  the  person  sou  gat  to  be  charged  with  the 
expenses  snould  have  been  owner  at  the  time  the 
work  was  completed,  but  he  must  also  be  owner 
at  the  time  when  payment  is  demanded.  Cook- 
bum,  O.J.  says  that  the  "  owner  in  default " 
most  be  "  a  person  who  continues  to  be  owner  at 
the  time  the  work  is  completed,  and  when  the 
money  laid  out  upon  it  is  demanded  from  him  " ; 
and  he  repeats  the  same  view  in  later  parts  of  his 
judgment,  and  emphasises  the  fact  that  if  the 
owner  has  ceased  to  be  owner  before  the  money 
is  demanded,  then  "  he  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
owner  in  default  at  the  time  the  money  is  de- 
manded, and  when  another  has  stepped  into  his 
shoes  and  become  the  owner."  There  is  nothing 
due  until  apportionment  and  demand.  The 
scheme  of  the  Act  is  not  to  create  a  debt,  and 
does  not  create  a  debt,  but  to  provide  that  the 
burden  goes  with  the  benefit.  It  creates  a  charge 
on  the  property,  and  that  charge  may  be  enforced 
in  various  ways.  It  may  be  enforced  by  this 
summary  jurisdiction,  if  there  is  a  person  who 
satisfies  the  definition  of  "owner  in  default"; 
or  it  may  be  enforced  by  a  private  improvement 
rate  under  sect.  213,  which  is  the  alternative 
remedy.  There  are  three  or  four  sections  of  the 
Act  to  be  looked  at,  sect.  150,  by  the  3rd  para- 
graph of  which  the  urban  auUiority  have  power 
to  declare  these  expenses  to  be  private  improve- 
ment expenses,  sects.  213  and  214,  which  deal 
with  private  improvement  expenses,  ai;id  sect.  257, 
which  provides  for  the  recovery  of  these  expenses 
from  owners.  Sect.  257  would  appear  to  be 
against  the  appellant  except  for  the  construction 


placed  on  the  word  "  owner  "  by  the  case  referred 
to.      [Lord    Alyebbtone,    C.J.  —  That   section 
would  seem  to  put  completion  as  the  test  of 
liability.]      By   itself   it   does,   but   the   word 
"  owner  "  in  that  section  has  been  interpreted  as 
meaning  only  an  owner  in  possession  at  the  time 
the  notice  of  apportionment  and  demand  is  given. 
The  case  of  Beg.  ▼.  Swindon  New  Town  Loeai 
Board  (ubt  tup.)  reconciled  these  sections  once  for 
all,  and  persons  were  entitled  to  reljr  upon  that 
decision,  which  says  that  the  "owner  in  default" 
must  be  the  person  who  was  the  owner  not  only 
when  the  wo&  was  completed,  but  also  at  the  time 
when  notioe  of  demand  was  given.    The  matter 
was  oonsidered  by  North,  J.,  &%  between  vendor 
and  purchaser,  in  Be  Bettesworih  and  Bicker  {bS- 
L.  T.  Rep.  796 ;  37  Ch.  Div.  535)  who  disregarded 
every  section  except  sect.  257.    The  learned  judge 
made    observations    there    with    regard    to   the 
Swindon  case  (u&t  sup.),  which  were  wholly  obiter, 
and  the  cane  merely  decides  that,  as  between  a 
vendor  and  a  purchaser,  the  expenses  become  a 
charge  on  the  properiy  from  tne  date  of  com- 
pletion of  the  work,  but  it  is  not  a  decision  as  to 
this  summary  remedy.    It  is  only  a  decision  as  to 
when  the  expenses  become  a  charge  on  the  pro- 
perty.   There  is  a  distinction  between  the  time 
when  the  expenses  become  a  charge  on  the  pro- 
perty and  the  time  when  they  can  be  recovered 
summarily  in  the  nature  of  a  debt ;  and  therefore 
the  cases  which  say  that    the  expenses    are  a 
charge  on  the  property  from  the  time  when  <he 
work  is  completed  are  not  of  necessity  incon- 
sistent with  woBe  that  say  that  you  can  recover 
only  from  a  particular  owner  who  was  the  owner 
at  the  tame  when  the  amount  was   demanded. 
[Wills,  J. — I  do  not  find  in  the  Act  any  state- 
ment that  the  man  who  is  liable,  and  from  whom 
the  expenses  may  be  recovered  must  necessarily 
be  the  owner  when  the  demand  is  made.]    There 
is  no  express  statement  to  that  effect,  but  taking 
the  sections  together  they  mean  that,  and  that 
was  the  meaning  placed  on  them  by  this  court  in 
the  Swindon  case  (uhi  sun.).    [Lord  Alybbstonk, 
C.J. — That  particular  distinction  between  com- 
pletion and  demand,  although  it  was  discussed 
by  North,  J.  on  the  charging  point,  has  never 
been   expressly  raised  on  this  point   until  this 
case.]    That  is  so,  and  the  view  of  North,  J.  in 
Be  Bettesworth  and  Bicker  {vbi  sup.)  has  not  been 
entirely  accepted,  as,  for  instance,  in  Be  Boor 
(60  L.  T.  Rep.  412;  40  Oh.  Div.  672).    He  also- 
referred  to 

West  V.  Dounman,  42  L.  T.  Sep.  340;  14  Ch.  Div. 

Ill; 
Tottenham  Local  Board  v.  Roymll,  43  L.  T.  Bsp. 

616;  15  Ch.  Div.  378. 

Macmorran,  K.O.  (Seholefield  with  him)  for  the 
respondents. — The  justices  were  right  in  holding 
that  the  appellant  was  liable  to  pay.  As  far  as- 
the  summary  remedy  is  conoemed,  this  is  a  new 
point;  but  my  proposition  is  that  the  summary 
remedy  arises  at  we  same  time  as  the  charge, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  person  liable  is  to  be 
determined  at  the  time  that  the  charge  takes 
effect,  namely,  upon  the  completion  of  the  work, 
and  when  the  oases  are  looked  at  it  will  be  seen 
that  that  is  so.  That  part  of  the  judgment  of 
Cockbum,  C.J.  in  Beg.  v.  Swindon  New  Town 
Local  Board  (uM  si*p.),  which  points  to  a  contrary 
view,  was  really  obiter  and  most  be  ^regarded. 
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Sect.  257  is  the  only  section  which  provides  for 
the  recovery  of  these  expenses,  and  it  says  that 
such  expenses  are  to  be  recovered  "from  any 
person  who  is  the  owner  of  snoh  premises  when 
the  works  are  completed,"  and  nntii  recovery  the 
same  "shall  be  a  charf^e  upon  the  premises." 
These  words  were  considered  by  North,  J.  in  Be 
Bettesworth  and  Richer  (ubi  sup.),  and,  after 
saying  (37  Ch.  Div.,  at  p.  539)  that  the  expenses 
are  charged  from  the  time  of  the  completion  of  the 
work,  he  goes  on  to  say :  "  It  is  qmte  trae  that 
the  owner  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  till  the 
total  costs  have  been  made  out  and  apportioned 
between  the  owners,  and  notice  has  been  served, 
and  he  has  had  three  months  to  dispute  the 
apportionment,  and  at  the  end  of  tne  three 
months  he  had  written  demand  served  upon  him. 
The  Act  says  payment  may  be  recovered  from 
the  person  who  is  owner  at  the  time  when  the 
works  are  completed,  and  he  is  the  person  charged 
under  the  Act."  In  that  case  there  was  an  open 
contract  of  sale,  and  the  question  was  as  between 
the  vendor  and  the  purchaser,  who  was  liable  to 
bear  the  charge.  The  decision  was  that  the 
vendor  was  liable  to  indemnify  the  purchaser 
because  tho  charge  had  taken  effect  before  the 
sale ;  and  North,  J.  points  out  that  the  person 
who  is  reaJly  liable  personally  is  the  person  who 
was  owner  at  the  time  the  work  was  completed. 
That  case  has  frequently  come  before  the  courts 
and  has  never  been  called  in  question.  In 
the  Sioindon  case  (i*bi  sup.),  Cockbum,  G.J. 
seems  to  assume  that  the  personal  liability 
arises  immediately  the  work  is  completed,  and 
that  the  previous  owner  at  the  time  the  work 
is  completed  becomes  liable  because  the  money 
becomes  forthwith  payable.  He  treats  the  two 
things,  the  completion  and  the  demand,  as  being 
the  same  thing,  and  he  assumes  that  the  person 
who  was  the  owner  when  the  work  was  completed 
is  liable  because  the  expenses  would  be  demanded 
at  once.  He  does  not  appreciate  the  fact  that 
there  is  an  interval  between  the  two  things,  and 
he  does  not  deal  with  the  case  where  there  would 
be  such  interval ;  and,  moreover,  what  he  says 
about  the  time  of  demand  is  really  obiter. 
[Eemnedt,  J. — Is  there  any  distinction  in  sub- 
stance between  this  Act  and  the  Acts  under  which 
West  V.  Downman  (ubi  sup.)  was  decided  P  If 
not,  it  would  seem  from  what  Brett,  L.J.  there 
says,  that  there  is  no  liability  at  all  until 
apportionment.]  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any 
distinction  between  the  Acts  ;  there  is  a  liability 
before  apportionment,  though  it  cannot  m 
actually  enforced  by  summary  proceedings  until 
all  the  steps  are  taken.  The  case  of  Uomsey 
Local  Board  v.  Monarch  Investment  Building 
Society  (61  L.  T.  Rep.  867 ;  24  Q.  B.  Div.  1), 
related  to  a  question  of  charge,  but  the  court 
there  pointed  out  that  although  certain  steps 
were  necessary  to  be  taken  before  the  liability  could 
be  enforced,  the  liability  existed  (all  the  time. 
Esher,  M.B.  said :  "  The  charge  exists,  though 
the  exact  amount  charged  may  not  exist."  So, 
without  regard  to  the  person  liable,  the  personal 
liability  exists  against  somebody,  though  it  is  not 
aacertuned.  Though  the  Swindon  case  (tt&iiuj?.) 
has  not  been  referred  to  in  recent  cases,  the  case 
of  Be  Bettesworth  and  Bicker  (ubi  ircp.)  has  been 
referred  to  with  approval  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  several  recent  cases,  as  in  Stock  v.  Meakm  (82 
L.  T.  Bep.  248 ;  (1900)  1  Ch.  683),  where  the 
Vol.  XC,  2327. 


Court  of  Appeal  applied  to  the  Private  Street 
Works  Act  1892,  tne  decision  already  given  by 
North,  J.  in  Bettesworth  and  Richer  (ubi  sup.), 
and  Williams,  L.J.,  who  delivered  the  considered 
judgment  of  the  court,  seems  to  imply  that  the 
personal  liability  is  one  which  arises  when  the 
works  are  completed,  although  it  cannot  be 
enforced  till  afterwards.  In  Surtees  v.  Woodhouse 
(88  L.  T.  Bep.  407 ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  396),  the 
Court  of  Appeal  simplr  followed  Stock  v.  Mealein 
(ubi  sup.).  If  the  charge  were  enforced,  the 
person  who  was  liable  when  the  works  were  com- 
pleted as  between  vendor  and  purchaser  would  be 
eventually  .liable,  and  sect.  257  does  appear  to 
justify  the  proceedings  by  the  local  authority  in 
this  casd,  because  it  makes  the  person  liable  to 
them  directly  who  is  owner  when  the  works  are 
completed  ;  and  if  that  person  is  not  personally 
liable,  then  the  result  is  that  there  is  nobody 
against  whom  there  is  a  personal  liability. 

Israel  Davis  in  reply. 

Lord  Alybbstohb,  C.J. — I  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  saying  that  if  the  matter  was  res 
integra,  I  should  have  very  great  difficulty  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion  which  is  expressed  by 
the  judgment  of  Cockbum,  C.J.  in  the  case  of 
Beg.  V.  Sioindon  New  Toum  Local  Board  (ubi 
sup.).  It  seems  to  me  thai  if  sect.  257  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  1875  is  looked  at,  the  person 
who  is  to  pay  is  clearly  defined;  but  I  have 
always  held,  and  still  maintain  the  view  strongly, 
that  where  there  has  been  a  clearly  expressed 
opinion  or  decision  which  is  under  ordinaiy 
circumstances  binding  on  this  court,  unless  we 
can  see  that  the  judgment  has  proceeded  on  a 
mistake  of  fact,  or  that  the  particular  point  has 
not  been  raised  so  that  the  opinion  was  clearly 
obiter,  we  ought  not  to  draw  fine  distinctions.  It 
is  very  important  that  we  should  do  so,  because, 
as  has  been  pointed  out,  persons  wUl  act,  and 
ought  to  act,  on  such  decisions,  and  those  deci- 
sions may  influence  their  conduct  to  a  consider- 
able extent;  and,  moreover,  this  is  one  of  those 
matters  which,  no  doubt,  would  be  pretty  well 
known  by  persons  dealing  with  local  government 
matters.  Looking  at  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Swindon 
New  Town  Local  Board  (ubi  sup.),  I  must  say  it  is 
quite  impossible  to  hold  that  what  Cockbum,  C.J. 
there  said  as  to  the  date  of  demand  was  a  mere 
matter  of  dictum  or  not  a  matter  of  judgment 
in  that  case.  The  point  had  there  been  raised, 
and  three  times  over  Cockbum,  C.J.  in  his  judg- 
ment does  refer  to  it,  and,  speaking  of  sect.  150,  he 
adds  the  words  (4  Q.  B.  Div.,  at  p.  307) :  "  We  have 
the  words  '  owner  in  default ' ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
peraon  who  as  owner  is  required  to  do  the  work, 
and  is  in  default  by  reason  of  not  having  done  it, 
but  it  must  be  a  person  who  continues  to  be 
owner  at  the  time  the  work  is  completed,  and 
when  the  money  laid  out  upon  it  is  demanded 
from  him."  Then  later  on  in  his  judgment  he 
says :  "  I  think  that  defect  is  remedied  by  the 
257th  section,  which  treats  ownera  upon  whom 
notice  was  originally  served,  and  who  are  the 
owners  at  the  time  the  work  is  completed,  and 
the  expenses  demanded,  as  the  persons  upon 
whom  the  local  board  shall  be  able  to  come  for 
expenses."  Later  on  he  again  says :  "  What  was 
meant  was  this — if  the  owner  who  is  called  upon 
to  do  the  work,  and  who  makes  default  in  doing 
it,  continues  the  owner  at  the  time  the  woik  is 
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exeonted  and  when  the  monej  laid  ont  npon  it  is 
demanded,  then  he  ia  liable  under  the  150th 
section,  but  if  in  the  meantime  he  has  ceased  to 
be  owner,  he  cannot  be  stud  to  be  the  '  owner  in 
default  at  the  time  the  money  is  demanded, 
and  when  another  has  stepped  into  his  shoes  and 
become  the  owner."  Under  those  circumstanoes, 
I  think  that  if  this  decision  is  to  be  questioned 
and  varied  in  this  respect— namelj,  bj  rejecting 
that  part  of  the  judgment  which  refers  to  the 
period  of  time  when  the  monej  is  demanded,  as 
distinguished  from  the  period  of  time  when  the 
work  is  completed  as  stated  in  sect.  257,  it  must 
be  done  bj  the  Court  of  AppeaL  I  myself  should 
not  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion,  but  I 
think  we  are  bound  by  the  decision  in  Reg.  v. 
Sioindon,  New  Tovm  Local  Board  (ubi  tup.),  and 
that  we  ought  to  follow  it.  Therefore  this  appeal 
will  be  allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I 
-certainly  entertain  very  strongly  the  view  my 
Lord  has  expressed  that  where  toere  is  a  decision 
which  seems  to  cover  the  point  it  is  better  to 
adhere  to  it  than  to  refine  it  away  because  we 
may  think  it  is  not  correct,  and  to  leave  the 
correction  to  be  made  b^  the  Court  of  Appeal 
if  they  should  think  it  necessary,  especially 
where  the  judgment  is  an  old  one  and  where 
many  rights  may  have  been  created  by  relying  on 
the  judement  as  it  stands.  Also,  I  entirely  agree 
that  I  snonld  not  myself,  after  the  full  discussion 
we  have  had,  and  after  consideration  of  the  sec- 
iiions,  have  come  to  a  similar  conclusion,  because 
it  does  appear  to  me  that  the  words  of  sect.  257 
are  abundantly  plain,  and  that  they  convey  a 
liability,  or  an  inchoate  liability,  upon  the  person 
who  happens  to  be  the  owner  at  the  time 
the  work  is  completed,  although  it  may  be  the 
ease  that  there  is  no  personal  liability  npon  him 
tqr  anjrthing  nntil  he  has  had  notice  of  the 
demand  which  is  made  ou  him.  It  is  when  the 
demand  is  made  and  the  notice  given  that  the 
liability  on  him  arises.  That  may  perfectly  well 
be,  and  yet  it  does  not  change  the  person  upon 
whom  the  liability  falls.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  person  liable  is  expressly  denned  by  sect.  257 
as  the  person  who  is  owner  of  the  premises 
"  when  the  works  are  completed  "  for  which  snch 
expenses  have  been  incurred. 

KXNNBDT,  J. — I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord's 
judgment.  I  share  with  him  the  feeling  of  what 
the  position  of  this  court  should  be,  and  for  my 
part  I  question  the  correctuess  of  the  previous 
decision  in  the  Swindon  case  {ubi  sup.). 

Appeal  allowed.     Order  quaihed.     Leave  to 
appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Eahe,  Truttram, 
and  Co.,  for  A.  Muir  Wilson,  Sheffield. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Speeehly,  Mum. 
ford,  and  Craig,  for  Frank  Allen,  Donoaster. 


House  of  i^orUiS* 

Friday,  March  25. 
(Before  Lords  'M.KCTXA.asTKS,  Davbt,  Jaheb  ov 

HSBEFOBD,  BOBEBTSON,  and  LiNDLET.) 

New    Balkis    EEBSTBLiNa    v.   Bandt    GtOld 
MiNiNQ  Company  Limited,  (a) 

ON  APPBAL  FBOM  THE    COITBT    OF     APPEAL    IN 
BNOLAND. 

Company — Sharei — Callt — Forfeiture  for  nonpay- 
ment of  eaUe — Sale — Certificate — Liability  of 
pureikaser. 
Certain  eharee  of  (fce  value  of  Ss.  each  were  issued 
by  the  respondent  company.  The  sum  of  3s.  id. 
each  was  paid  up  upon  them,  and  a  further  call 
of  Is.  8d.  was  made,  but  not  paid  by  the  holder. 
The  shares  toere  thereupon  forfeited,  and  sold 
by  the  respondents  to  the  appellant  company,  and 
by  {he  oertifi^cUe  it  wou  stated  that  they  were  5s. 
shares  on  which  3s.  4kd.  was  paid  up,  and  the 
remaining  Is.  Bd.  heul  been  called  up  and  was 
payable  by  the  former  holder.  It  was  further 
stated  that  the  purchasers  were  "  to  be  deemed 
to  be  holders  of  the  said  shares  discharged 
from  all  callt  due  prior  to  t'le  date  hereof." 
Subssquenily  anothw  call  was  made  on  the 
shares. 
Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 

that  tlie  appellants  were  liable  to  pay  this  call. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
consisting  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Halsbury), 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  (Lord  Alverstone),  and 
SirF.  Jenne,  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  189;  (1903) 
1  K.  B.  461,  who  had  affirmed  a  decision  of 
Buoknill,  J.,  reported  85  L.  T.  Bep.  780,  in  an 
action  tried  before  him  without  a  jury. 

The  respondent  company  was  incorporated  on 
the  5th  July  1^5,  under  the  Companies  Acts  1862 
to  1890,  as  a  company  limited  by  shares,  with  a 
nominal  capital  of  80,000^  in  80,000  shares  of  12. 
each,  which  were  subsequently  by  special  reso- 
lution (passed  on  the  24th  July  1895  and  con- 
firmed on  the  8th  Aug.  1895)  snbdivided  into 
320,000  shares  of  5s.  each.  The  material  articles 
of  association  provided  as  follows : 

8.  The  direotors  may  from  time  to  time  make  aneh 
cklla  as  they  think  fit  npon  the  members  in  respect  of  all 
moneye  unpaid  on  the  shares  held  by  them,  and  not  hf 
the  oonditiona  of  allotment  thereof  made  payable  at 
fixed  timei,  provided  that  no  oall  ihall  ezoeed  25  per 
cent,  of  the  nominal  amoont  o(  the  share,  and  that  no 
oall  shall  be  made  payable  at  a  less  interval  than  two 
oalendar  months  from  the  date  fixed  for  the  payment  of 
a  pnvions  call,  and  eaoh  member  ehall  pay  the  amoont 
of  every  oall  so  made  on  him  to  the  persons,  and  at  the 
time,  or,  if  made  payable  by  inBtalments,  at  the  tlmea 
and  at  the  place  appointed  by  the  directors.  A  oall  may 
be  made  payable  either  in  one  sum  or  by  two  or  more 
instalments. 

11.  If  the  sam  payable  in  reepeot  of  any  call  or 
instalment  is  not  paid  on  or  before  the  day  appointed 
for  payment  thereof,  the  holder  for  the  time  being  of  the 
shares  in  respect  of  which  the  call  shall  have  been  mads 
or  the  instalments  shall  be  dne  shall  pay  interest  for  the 
same  at  the  rate  of  lOi.  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the 
day  appointed  for  the  payment  thereof  to  the  time  of  the 
actnal  payment.  Bat  the  directors  may,  if  they  think 
fit,  remit  altogether  or  in  part  any  sum  becoming 
payable  for  interest  under  this  olanse. 

IS.  If  any  member  fail  to  pay  any  call  or  instalment 

(a)  Beported  by  0.  E.  Uiu>ek,  Esq.,  Burlster-at-Law. 
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oa  or  before  the  d»y  appointed  for  the  payment  of  the 
■ame,  the  direotors  may  at  any  time  thereafter  dnring' 
anoh  time  as  the  call  or  instalment  remains  unpaid  serve 
a  notice  on  snoh  member  reqoirine:  him  to  pay  the 
same,  together  with  any  interest  that  may  haye  aooraed 
and  all  expenses  that  may  have  been  inonrred  by  the 
company  by  reason  of  anch  nonpayment. 

15.  If  the  requisitions  of  any  snoh  notice  as  aforesaid 
are  not  complied  with,  any  shares  in  respect  of  whioh 
snoh  notice  has  been  giren  may  at  any  time  thereafter 
before  payment  of  all  calls  or  instalments,  interest,  and 
expenses  due  in  respect  thereof,  be  forfeited  by  a 
resolntion  of  the  directors  to  that  effect. 

16.  Any  shares  so  forfeited  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
property  of  the  company,  and  the  directors  may  sell, 
re -allot,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same  in  snch  manner 
as  they  think  fit. 

17.  Any  member  whose  shares  have  been  forfeited 
shall,  notwithstanding,  be  liable  to  pay,  and  shall  forth- 
with pay  to  the  company  all  calls,  instalmenta,  interest, 
and  expenses  owing  npon  or  in  respect  of  each  shares  at 
the  time  of  forfeiture,  together  with  interest  thereon, 
from  the  time  of  forfeiture  until  payment  at  the  rate  of 
101.  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  the  direotors  may  enforce 
the  payment  of  snoh  moneys,  or  any  put  thereof,  if 
they  think  fit,  bat  shall  not  be  nnder  any  obligation  so 
to  do. 

18.  The  direotors  may,  at  any  time  before  any  shares 
so  forfeited  shall  have  been  sold,  re-allotted,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of,  annnl  the  forfeiture  thereof  upon  such 
oonditiona  as  they  think  fit. 

Bj  sect.  15  of  the  Companies  Act  1862,  in  the 
case  of  a  companj  limitea  by  ebares,  in  so  far  as 
the  articleb  do  not  exclude  or  modify  the  regula- 
tions in  table  A,  those  regnlations  shall,  so  far 
as  the  same  are  applicable,  be  deemed  to  be  the 
regnlations  of  the  company.  The  articles  of  the 
respondent  company  were  not  expressed  toexclude 
or  modify  the  regnlations  in  table  A. 

Among  the  regulations  in  table  A  is  the 
following : 

22.  A  statutory  declaration  in  writing  that  the  0£U  in 
respect  of  a  share  was  made  and  notice  thereof  given, 
and  that  default  in  payment  of  the  call  was  made,  and 
that  the  forfeiture  of  the  Rhare  was  made  by  a  reso- 
lution of  the  directors  to  tbat  effect,  ih\\\  be  snfBoient 
evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated  as  against  all  per- 
sons entitled  to  snch  share,  and  such  declaration  and 
the  receipt  of  the  company  for  the  price  of  such  share 
shall  constitute  a  good  title  to  such  share,  and  a  certifi- 
cate of  proprietorship  shall  be  delivered  to  a  purchaser, 
and  thereupon  he  shall  be  deemed  the  holder  of  such 
share,  discharged  from  all  calls  due  prior  to  snch  pur- 
chase, and  he  shall  not  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application 
of  the  purchase  money,  nor  shall  his  title  to  Bucb  share 
be  affected  by  any  irregularis  in  the  proceedings  in 
reference  to  such  sale. 

At  Tarions  dates  previous  to  May  1900,  a  large 
number  of  the  shares  in  the  respondent  company 
had  been  forfeited  and  were  available  for  sale. 
Among  these  were  40,000  shares  held  by  the 
African  Gold  Properties  Limited,  which  had,  in 
fact,  been  twice  forfeited  before  May  1900,  the 
first  forfeiture  having  been  annulled.  In  May 
1900  the  appellants  purchased  the  41,300  shares 
(including  the  above  40,000)  from  the  respondent 
company  for  1502.  on  the  terms  that  "  the  whole 
amounts  of  the  shares  had  been  called  up  and 
were  due  before  the  forfeitures  and  the  sale"  to  the 
appellants,  and  that  the  appellants  were  to  be 
holders  of  the  shares  "freeand  discharged  from  all 
calls  due  prior  to  the  purchase."  These  terms  were 
embodied  in  the  certificates  which,  on  payment  of 
the  1502.  purchase  money,  were  issued  by  the  . 


respondent  company  to  the  appellants,  who  were 
duly  registered  as  the  holders  of  the  41,300  shares. 
The  certificate  relating  to  the  block  of  40,000 
shares  was  in  the  following  form  : 

The  Bandt  Gold  Mining  Company  Limited.  Begistered 
of&oe,  19  aid  21,  Queen  Victoria-street,  E.C.  Capital 
80,0001.,  divided  into  320,000  shares  of  St.  each.  Cer- 
tificate.—This  is  to  certify  that  the  New  Ballds 
Eersteling  Limited,  of  Winchester  House,  Old  Broad- 
street,  London,  E.C,  is  the  registered  holder  of  40,000 
shares  of  5«.  each,  numbered  103,341—108,340,  220,808 
—247,507, 92,966—103,265  inclusive,  in  the  above-named 
company,  npon  whioh  tiie  sum  of  3<.  4i2.  per  share  has 
been  paid.  The  remaining  1«.  8d.  per  share  has  been 
called  up  and  is  payable  by  the  African  Gold  Fropertieii 
Limited,  who  were  the  holders  of  the  ssid  shares  prior 
to  the  same  being  forfeited,  and  the  said  the  New  Balkis 
Eersteling  Limited  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  holder  of 
the  said  shares  discharged  from  all  calls  due  prior  to  the 
date  hereof.  Given  nnder  the  common  seal  of  the  com- 
pany this  17th  day  of  May  1900. — F.  Oatsbbt  Holland, 
Director  ;  C.  P.  Waisweight,  Secretary.     (Seal.) 

It  was  agreed  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  that 
the  form  of  certificate  was  in  fact  copied  from  the 
wording  of  art.  22  of  table  A  set  out  above. 
At  the  trial  of  the  action  it  appeared  from  the 
evidence  of  the  eocretary  of  the  respondent  com> 
pany  that  at  various  times  subsequent  to  the 
forfeiture  of  the  block  of  40,000  shares  previously 
held  by  the  African  Grold  Properties  Limited  that 
company  had  paid  to  the  respondent  company 
sums  amounting  to  6272.  3t.  in  respect  of  their 
liability  (by  reason  of  art.  17  of  the  respondent 
company's  articles  of  aseociation)  to  pay,  notwith- 
standing the  forfeiture,  the  calls  owing  on  the 
shares  at  the  date  of  the  forfeiture.  This  sum  of 
6272.  3s.  represented  between  3|d,  and  4<2.  per 
share  on  the  40,000,  and  there  was  not  more  than 
3s.  8(2.  paid  on  those  shares,  and  there  was  accord- 
ingly upwards  of  Is.  3(2.  (the  amount  of  the  call 
now  in  question)  remaining  unpaid  on  the  shares. 
On  the  12th  Dec.  19(X)  the  directors  of  the  respon- 
dent company  resolved  that  a  call  of  Is.  3d.  per 
share  be  made  on  all  the  shares  held  by  the  appel- 
lants, and  be  payable  on  the  3rd  Jan.  1901,  and 
notice  of  the  said  call  was  duly  given.  The 
appellants  refused  to  pay  the  amount  called,  and 
the  present  action  was  commenced  in  the  King's 
Bench  Division  on  the  6th  Feb.  1901  to  recover 
that  amount,  with  interest  and  costs.  Bucknill  J. 
ordered  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  respon- 
dent company  (the  plaintiffs)  for  the  amount  of 
their  claim  (26052.  5».  10(f.),  with  892. 13».  id.  for 
interest  from  date  of  writ,  and  costs  and  judg- 
ment. 

Haldane,  K.O.  and  C.  0.  SeoU  (A.  T.  Lawrence, 
E.G.  with  them),  for  the  appellants,  referred  to 

Be  Dronfield  Billcetone  Coal  Company,  44  L.   T. 
Eep.  361:  17  Ch.  Div.  76; 

SamwAl's  case,  45  L.  T.  Bep.  431 ; 

Lock  V.  Queeruland  Investment  and  Hortgage  Com- 
pu«.v,  75  L.  T.  Kep.  3  ;  (1896)  A.  C.  461  ; 

Trevor  r.  Whitworth,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  457 ;  12  App. 
Cm.  409. 

Sir  E.  Beid,  E.G.  and  A.  T.  Claueon,  who 
appeared  for  the  respondents,  were  not  called 
upon  to  address  their  Lordships. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the 
appellants  their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

LordMACNAOHTBN. — My  Lords:  This  case  has 
been  presented  to  your  Lordships  on  the  part  of 
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the  appellants  ynth  great  aliilitj,  bnt,  speaking 
for  myaelf,  I  rather  doubt  whether  there  is  any 
room  for  argument.  The  facts  are  quite  clear. 
There  was  a  company  called  the  African  Gold 
Properties  Company  Limited,  who  were  holders 
of  shares  in  the  Aandt  Company;  they  had 
40,000  shares,  upon  which  calls  to  the  amount  of 
3(.  4d.  per  share  were  made  and  paid.  Then  there 
was  a  call  of  la.  8d.,  which  was  not  paid,  and  the 
shares  were  forfeited.  They  were  disposed  of  to 
the  present  appellants,  and  a  certificate  of  pro- 
prietorship was  granted  to  them.  It  soems  to  me 
that  the  whole  question  depends  upon  the  true 
construction  of  that  certificate,  bearing  in  mind, 
of  course,  that  the  certificate  derived  its  efficiency 
from  the  general  principles  applicable  to  such  a 
case  as  this,  and  the  provisions  of  the  enactment 
especially- in  table  A  of  the  Companies  Act  of 
1862.  The  general  principle  in  such  a  case  is,  I 
think,  that  every  member  of  a  company  limited 
by  shares  is  liable,  in  respect  of  all  moneys  pay- 
able upon  his  shares,  to  pay  every  call  that  is 
duly  made  upon  him.  It  is  contended  by  the 
appellants  that  the  company  had  no  power  to 
make  this  calL  Now,  the  certificate  is  in  these 
terms :  "  This  is  to  certify  that  the  New  Balkis 
Eersteling  Limited  ...  is  the  holder  of 
40,000  shares  of  5*.  each  "  (then  it  sets  out  their 
numbers)  "  upon  which  the  sum  of  3*.  4<{.  has  been 
paid."  That,  of  course,  means  that  1«.  8d.  per 
share  has  not  been  paid.  Now,  the  provisions  of 
table  A  require  that  in  the  case  of  forfeiture  "  a 
oertificate  of  proprietorship  shall  be  delivered  to 
a  pnrchaser,"  and,  according  to  the  provisions  o( 
the  Act,  the  certificate  is  to  specify  the  shares  held 
by  him,  and  the  amount  of  liability  upon  those 
shares.  Therefore,  so  far,  the  certificate  in  this 
case  is  entirely  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  table  A.  It  leaves  the  appelluits  liable 
on  the  face  of  the  certificate  for  the  Is.  8i.  which 
is  unpaid.  The  contest  is  really  raised  upon  the 
latter  part  of  the  certificate,  which  is  in  these 
terms :  "  The  remaining  Is.  Si.  per  share  has 
been  called  up,  and  is  payable  by  the  African 
Gold  Properties  Limited,  who  were  the  holders 
of  the  said  shares  prior  to  the  same  being  for- 
feited." That  is  a  statement  of  fact  which  is 
literally  and  accurately  true.  Then  it  goes  on 
to  say,  "and  the  said  New  Balkis  Eersteling 
Limited  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  holder  of 
the  said  shares   discharged  from   all  calls  due 

eor  to  the  date  hereof."  That  follows  the 
g^age  of  art.  22  in  table  A,  which  says 
that  "a  oertificdte  of  proprietorship  shall  be 
delivered  to  a  purchaser,  and  thereupon  he  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  the  holder  of  such  share  dis- 
charged from  all  calls  due  prior  to  such  purchase. 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  reasonable  prorision 
to  make,  because,  if  he  haa.  not  been  discharged 
from  these  calls,  questions  might  have  b«en 
raised  as  (o  whether  he  was  or  was  not  liable  to 
pay  interest  upon  those  shares  in  respect  of  the 
caUs  which  had  been  made.  The  intention  seems 
to  me  to  be  that  he  is  to  get  a  certificate  of  proprie- 
torship, like  everybody  else,  specifying  what  had 
been  paid  on  his  shares,  and  leaving  him  liable  in 
respect  of  the  balance  to  any  call  which  the  com- 
pany may  properly  make.  As  regards  this  call, 
there  is  no  objection  taken  to  it  for  want  of 
formality  or  regularity,  or  anything  of  that  kind. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  call  that  has  been 
duly  made,  and  the  appellants  are  liable  to  pay  it. 


and  therefore  I  move  your  Lordships  that  this 
appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  Davky. — My  Lords :  I  confess  that  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  I  bad  some  doubt  whether 
the    order  which   is   appealed    from   could   be 
supported  or  not,  but  refiection  has  satisfied  me 
that    the  decision   of  Bucknill,  J.,  affirmed  by 
the  Court    of  Appeal,    is  correct.     It  appears 
to  me  that  the  certificate  in  question  follows  the 
terms  of  sect.  22  of  table  A  in  the  Companies  Act 
1862.    I  will  remark  that,  if  it  is  in  accordance 
with  sect.  22,  no  question  of  ultra  virei  can  be 
raised,  because  it  would  be  ridiculous  to  say  that 
what  is  prescribed    by    an  Act   of  Parliament, 
agreeing  with  other  articles  of  a  company  formed 
under  that  Act,  could  be  ultra  vires.    The  ques- 
tioa  really,  as  it  appears  to  me,  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  a  few  words  in  sect.  22 — namely, 
what  is  meant  by  saying  that  the  purchaser  from 
the    company    of   a   forfeited    share    is  "to  be 
deemed  to  be  the  holder  of  such  share  discharged 
from  all  calls  due  prior  to  such  pnrohase."    Does 
that  mean  that  he  is  to  be  discharged  from  the 
liability  to  pay  the  amount  of  calls  already  due, 
or  does  it  really  mean  that  the  demand  which  has 
been  made  is  no  longer  to  aCeot  the  title  to  his 
shares  P    The  words  rather  favour  the  former  con- 
struction, because  they  are  "  discharged  from  all 
caJls  due."    Now,  what  is  due  is  the  amount  of 
the  previous  call ;    not    the  demand   itself,  the 
demand  is  not  due,  but  the  amount  of  the  previous 
call  is  due.    But  if  I  look  at  the  whole  section, 
and  the  context  in  which  it  is  found,  and  also  at 
the  nature  of  the  transaction,  I  think  that  the 
meaning  must  be  that  the  holder  of  the  share  as 
such  is  to  be  discharged  from  any  liability  under 
the  previous  demand.    The  reason  why  1  say  so 
is  this.    In  the  first  place,  the  purport  of  sect.  22, 
and  the  effect  of  it,  and,  as  you   see  if  tou  read 
the  whole  of  it,  the  intention  is  to  give  the  holder 
of  the  purchased  share  a  good  title — that  is   to 
say,  a  clean  title  to  the  share  which  he  purchases 
unaffected  by  the  proceedings  which    had  pre- 
viously taken  place  rising  out  of  the  nonpayment 
of  the  previous  demand.    He  is  to  have  a  dean 
title  unaffected  by  the  fact  of  the  previous  call 
having  been  made ;  or,  in  other  words,  I   think 
that  the  effect  is  that,  so  far  as  the  purchaser  and 
any  holder  from  him  of  that  share  are  concerned, 
they  are  to  be  in  the  same  position  as  if  that  prior 
call  had  never  been  made.     Bat  that  is  a  mere 
qneation  of  quieting  and  perfecting   the  pur- 
chaser's title,  and  it  does  not  apx>ear  to  me  to 
affect  the  question  of  what  it  is  that  he  purchases. 
Now,  what  is  it  that  he  purchases  P    Upon  this 
certificate  there  can  be  no  doubt  what  it  is  that 
he  purchases — namely,  a  5s.  share  on  which  3i.  4(2. 
only  has  been  paid — and  therefore  the  holder  of 
that  share,  under  the  Act  of  Parliament  and  the 
previous  clauses   (I  think  that  the  sections  are 
sects.  4  and  6)  in  table  A,  will  be  liable  to  pay  the 
extra  li.  8<i.    Whether  the  company  could  make 
a  contract  to  relieve  him  from  the  payment  of 
that  Is.  8i.  is,  I  think,   hardly  doubtful.    They 
eould   not   do    so  nnless    they  were   expressly 
authorised.    Now,  there  is  notmng  in  sect.  22,  as 
I  read  it,  which  authorises  the  company  to  relieve 
him  from  the  payment  of  that  Is.  8<i.    Therefore 
the  result  is  this,  that  the  purchaser  purchases  the 
shares  tali*  qwdit — that  is   to  say,  shares  upoa 
which  3«.  4a.  only  has   been  paid   up.    He  is 
relieved  from  any  liability  under  the  previous 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Jane  18,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 487 


H.  OF  L.1 


Elliott  r.  Cbutchlby  and  a,notheb. 


[Ot.  or  App. 


demand  or  call  which  has  been  made  bv  the  com- 
panj,  and  from  any  consequences  otrsot  complying 
with  that  call,  but  the  bolder  o{  them  ia  subject  to 
«Lny  call  which  the  company  may  properly  make. 
He  holds  his  shares  ia  all  respects  as  if  those 
previoas  calls  had  ne^er  been  made  by  the  com- 
pany; and  with  this  consequence,  that  the 
'Company,  quoad  these  particular  shares  (I  am 
epealcin^  oa^y  of  the  forfeited  shares  which  are 
the  subject  of  the  purchase),  is  at  liberty  to 
make  another  call  calling  up  the  money  over 
agiun.  Therefore  I  think  that  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed. 

Lord  James  of  Hesbfosd. — My  Lords':  At  first 
I  confess  that  I  shared  the  doubts  to  which  Lord 
DaTev  has  referred  as  having  been  entertained  by 
htm,  but,  as  the  case  proceeded,  it  seemed  to  me 
that  the  conclusion  which  has  been  now  stated  by 
him  was  perfectly  accurate.  The  question  is 
really  contained  in  the  last  words  which  he  has 
ottered.  It  was  contended  at  the  Bar,  as  I  under- 
stand, that  the  company  liad  no  power  to  make  a 
second  call  on  the  shares  which  had  been  forfeited. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  in  that  statement  that 
the  fallacy  lies.  I  can  see  no  reason  why,  when 
the  shares  have  been  forfeited,  and  no  call  has 
been  received  on  them,  the  power  of  the  company 
should  be  taken  away,  and  it  should  be  prevented 
from  obtaining  the  amount  that  may  be  necessaiy 
to  pnt  it  in  funds  for  carrying  on  its  business  by 
maKing  a  second  call.  The  nonpayment  of  a 
call  cannot  be  equivalent  to  the  receipt  of  it  in 
any  shape  or  form.  That  being  so,  there  is 
nothing  injurious  to  the  public  interest,  and 
nothing  contrary  to  the  equities  existing  between 
the  parties,  in  this  call  being  made  and  enforced 
against  the  present  appellants. 

Lord  BOBBSTSON. — My  Lords :  I  entirely  agree. 

Lord  LiNDLET. — My  Lords  :  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  1  am  not  surprised  at  this  certificate 
being  construed  in  different  ways  by  different 
people ;  but  in  order  to  understand  it  one  must 
nnderstand  the  subject-matter  to  which  it  relates. 
It  is  said  that  a  forfeited  share  is  like  a  table  or  a 
cluur  or  any  other  property  which  the  company 
has  at  its  disposal.  It  is  nothing  of  the  sort.  A 
forfeited  share,  which  is  either  sold  or  reissued, 
or  parted  with  with  a  view  to  future  use,  is  a  share 
in  the  company,  which  involves  a  great  deal. 
But  the  short  answer  to  the  appellants'  case 
appears  to  be  this.  Nobody  who  knows  anything 
at  all  about  companies,  and  shares,  and  the  forms 
of  documents  which  are  in  use  in  business,  would 
dream  of  taking  this  certificate  as  a  certificate 
tor  a  fully  paid-up  share.  It  is  nothing  of  the 
sort ;  it  tells  you  that  it  is  nothing  of  the  sort ; 
it  tells  yon  how  much  is  paid ;  it  tells  you  what 
i»  not  paid ;  and  then  it  goes  on  to  say  that  the 
person  who  takes  this  share  is  to  be  "  discharged 
ETom  liability  for  aU  calls,"  which  means  that 
there  is  to  be  no  liability  on  this  share.  The 
bolder  is  not  to  be  liable  for  the  la.  8d. ;  that 
caU,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  does  not  affect  it. 
But  it  telle  him  in  language  which  I  do  not  say  is 
80  plain  that  it  cannot  be  misunderstood,  because 
evidently  it  has  bean  misunderstood,  that  he  has 
become  the  holder  of  a  share  not  paid  up  in  full. 
Now,  what  is  the  liability  of  the  man  who  takes 
thatP  It  is  to  pay  calls  as  and  when  they  are 
made.  Then  it  is  said,  "  You  cannot  make  two 
calls."    If  you  look  at  art.  4  yon  will  see  that 


they  are  asking  the  House  to  put  a  constrnstion 
upon  it  which  has  never  been  put  upon  it  yet,  so 
far  as  I  know,  and  one  which  would  not  work  in 
practice  at  all.  What  would  ba  the  result  if 
nnder  a  certificate  of  this  kind,  or  proceedings  of 
this  sort,  the  company  were  endeavouring  to  raise 
more  than  Ss.  per  share,  I  do  not  know ;  bnt  that 
point  is  not  raised.  I  can  conceive  that  there 
might  be  difficulties  then.  Bat,  as  I  understand 
it,  they  have  given  credit  to  these  gentlemen  for 
the  money  which  they  have  actually  got  from  the 

Previous  call ;  therefore  this  point  is  not  raised, 
'hey  are  not  attempting  by  this  machinery  to 
raise  more  money  per  share  than  they  were 
authorleed  to  raise  by  the  Act.  I  have  no  doubt 
myself  that  the  decision  is  quite  right,  and  that 
this  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal  die- 
mieted  with  eoste. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellants.  Dale,  Newman, 
and  Hood. 

Solicitors    for     the     respondents,    Sanderton, 
Adkin,  Lee,  and  Eddie. 


— ♦ — 

COURT   OF    APPEAL. 

Friday,  Feb.  26. 
(Btfore  Collins,  M.B.,  Boheb  and 
Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 
Elliott  v.  Cbtjtchlet  and  anothbb   (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Contract — Fetformanee  rendered  impotiible — No 
default  by  either  party — Money  payable  before 
performance  became  impo$sible — Bight  to  recover 
— ConitrucHon  of  contract— Cheque  given,  hut 
payment  stopped. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defen- 
dants that  the  plaintiff  should  provide  the 
refreshments  for  a  steamer  which  the  defendant$ 
had  hired  to  carry  passengers  to  the  navcd 
revieto  which  was  arranged  to  iiJce  place  on  the 
28th  June  1902  in  connection  with  the  Corona- 
tion  of  the  King. 

The  contract  provided  that  3001.  should  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  on  account  of  the  refreshments  on 
the  V3rd  June ;  and  the  defendants  stipulated 
that  "in  the  event  of  the  cancellation  of  the  review 
before  any  expense  is  incurred  by  the  contractor 
there  shall  be  no  liability  on  our  side." 

On  the  23rd  June  thi  defendants  sent  a  cheque  for 
3001.  to  the  plaintiff.  On  the  2Uh  June  the 
review  was  cancelled  owing  to  the  illness  of  the 
King,  and  the  defendants  stopped  payment  of 
the  cheque.  The  plaintiff  had  incurred  only  a 
small  amount  of  expense. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  cheque. 

Held  {affirming  the  judgment  of  Ridley,  J.),  that 
the  true  construction  of  the  contract  was  that,  in 
the  event  of  the  review  being  cancelled,  the  de- 
fendants were  to  be  liable  only  for  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  of  3001, 

(.«}  Bsported  b;  J.  H.  WlLLUU,  Eiq.,  BuillMr«t-I«w. 
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Appbal  of  the  plaintiff  from   the  judgment  of 
Bjdlej,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action   without  a 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  sum  of  3002.  upon  a 
cheque  drawn  bv  the  defendants  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff  and  disoononred  upon  presentation. 
'  The  plaintiff  wa«  a  refreshment  contractor  and 
caterer.  The  defendants  were  members  of  the 
executive  committee  of  the  Navj  League. 

The  plaintiff  provided  the  refresnmenta  for 
passengers  using  the  stouners  owned  by  a  com- 
pany called  the  Coast  Development  Company. 

In  March  1902  an  arrangement  was  made  by 
which  the  Coast  Development  Company  agreed 
to  place  their  steamer,  the  Yarmouih  BeUe,  at 
the  disposal  of  the  Navy  League  for  the  naval 
review  intended  to  be  held  on  the  28th  June  in 
connection  with  the  Coronation  of  His  Majesty 
the  King ;  and  as  part  of  that  arrangement  it 
was  agreed  that  the  pluntiff  ahonld  do  the 
catering  for  the  steamer  on  that  occasion. 
'  In  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  on  the  4th 
March  1902  the  plaintiff  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
defendants,  on  behalf  of  the  Navy  League,  as 
follows : 

We  wUl  rappl^  the  three  meilf,  lonoh,  tea,  and 
dinner,  as  per  menn,  at  12«.  6d.  per  head,  ytm  crn>ran- 
teeing  not  lee*  than  600  puaen^ers,  and  paying  for  all 
over  that  nnmber ;  wines  and  other  drinks  to  be  paid 
for  by  yon  at  the  oompany's  ordinary  tariff  prices ; 
3002.  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Elliott  on  aooonnt  of  the  rafresh- 
ments  on  the  Monday  previoos  to  the  review  day. 

On  the  5th  March  the  defendants  wrote  an 
answer  which  accepted  the  terms  proposed  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  contained  a  postscript  as 
follows : 

It  is,  of  oonrse,  understood  that  in  the  event  of  the 
oanoellation  of  the  review  before  any  expense  is  inoorred 
by  the  oontraotor  there  shall  be  no  liability  on  our 
side. 

On  or  before  the  23rd  Jnne  the  plaintiff  in- 
curred some  expense  in  the  purchase  of  extra 
knives,  forks,  and  crockery,  and  in  printing 
tickets,  but  some  of  this  expenditure  was  for 
other  steamers  hired  for  the  same  purpose.  The 
learned  judge  found  that  the  amount  so  expended 
for  the  Yarmouth  Belle  was  about  20Z.  No  ex- 
penditure was  incurred  for  refreshments. 

On  the  23rd  June,  being  the  Monday  previoas 
to  the  review  day,  the  defendants  signed  a  cheque 
for  3002.  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sent  it  to 
him. 

On  the  24th  June  it  became  known  that,  owing 
to  the  illness  of  the  King,  the  review  would  not  be 
held,  and  nothing  more  was  done  by  the  plaintiff 
or  the  Navy  League  with  regard  to  the  Yarmouth 
Belle. 

On  the  25th  Jnne  the  defendants  wrote  to  the 
plaintiff  saying  that,  as  the  arrangement  for  the 
review  was  cancelled,  they  thought  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  amount  of  the  cheque  should 
be  refunded. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  answer  that  letter. 

On  the  15th  July  the  plaintiff  saw  the  defen- 
dants, and  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  be 
paid  all  the  money  which  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  receive  if  the  trip  had  been  carried 
out. 

The  defendants  intimated  that  they  were  willing 
to  pay  all  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  plaintiff, 
bnt  he  refused  that  offer. 


The  cheque  not  having  been  presented  for  pay- 
ment, the  defendants  stopped  payment  thereof 
after  the  interview  on  the  lath  July. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action  to 
recover  the  amount  of  the  cheque. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Ridley,  J.  without 
a  jury,  and  the  learned  judge  mve  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  defendants  (89  L.  T.  Sep.  417). 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Witt,  K.O.  and  J.  P.  Foley  for  the  appellant— 
The  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  cheque.  It  was  a  term  of  the  contract 
that  the  snm  of  3002.  should  be  paid  in  advance 
on  the  23rd  June,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
receive  that  sum  upon  that  day.  The  postscript 
to  the  defendants'  letter  did  not  affect  that  right. 
It  was  not  a  term  of  the  contract  that,  if  the  review 
was  cancelled,  any  money  paid  under  the  contract 
should  be  paid  back,  or  that  any  right  to  receive 
payment  which  had  accrued  should  be  affected ; 
the  meaning  of  the  postscript  was  only  that,  if 
the  review  was  cancelled  before  any  expense  waa 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff,  no  further  liability 
should  accrue  to  the  defendants.  The  snm  of 
.S002.  became  due  and  payable  before  the  review 
was  cancelled,  and  it  is  quite  immaterial  whether 
it  was  actually  paid  or  not.  This  is  like  the  case 
of  freight  payable  in  advance,  when  the  advance 
freight  is  payable  whether  the  voyage  is  per- 
formed or  not,  and  cannot  be  recovered  back 
if  the  ship  is  lost  before  performance  of  the 
voyage: 

De  Silvale  v.  Kendall,  4  M.  &  S.  37. 

The  test  is  whether  this  3002.,  if  it  had  been 
actually  paid  upon  the  day  when  it  became  du& 
under  the  contract,  could  have  been  recovered 
back.  If  it  could  not,  then  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  it  now.  The  plaintiff  had  a  vested 
right  to  be  paid  this  snm  before  performance  of 
the  contract  was  made  impossible  by  the  can- 
cellation of  the  review,  and  therefore  can  now 
recover: 

Blaleley  v.  MuUer,  88  L.  T.  Rep.  90 ;  (1903)  2 

K.  B.  760n ; 
Civil    Bervice    Co-operative     BocMy   Limited    v. 
General  Steam  Navigation  Company  Limited,  89 
L.  T.  Bep.  429  ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  756. 

The  condition  contained  in  the  postscript  does 
not  apply,  for  the  plaintiff  had  incurred  expense 
before  the  cancellation  of  the  review;  and, 
further,  this  sum  had  become  due  and  ^yablo' 
before  the  cancellation.  It  is  impossible  to 
import  into  this  contract  a  condition  that  money 
paid  should  be  recovered  back,  or  that  any 
accrued  right  to  payment  should  be  avoided.  The 
contract  cannot  be  construed  as  a  contract  to  pay 
only  the  amount  of  expenses  incurred,  if  the 
review  was  cancelled. 

Montague  Shearman,  K.O.  and  Eiutaee  0.  HiUt, 
for  the  respondents,  were  not  called  upon  to 
argue. 

Collins,  M.B.— In  this  case  the  defendants, 
who  were  members  of  the  executive  committee  of 
the  Navy  League,  made  a  contract  for  the  use  of 
a  steamer  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  passengers 
to  view  the  naval  review  intended  to  be  held  on 
the  28th  June  1902.  As  incidental  to  that  arrange- 
ment the  defendants  thought  that  it  was  desirable 
to  provide  for  the  supply  of  refreshments  on  the 
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steamer,  and  aooordiiifcly  they  made  a  contract 
5rith  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose  which  is  con- 
tained in  two  letters.  On  the  2nd  March  the 
plaintiff  wrote  to  the  defendants  saying;:  "We 
will  supply  the  three  meals  ...  at  12s.  6d. 
per  head,  you  guaranteeing  not  less  than  600 
passengers  and  paying  for  all  over  that  number 
.  .  .  ;  3002.  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Elliott  on  account 
of  the  refreshments  on  the  Monday  previous  to 
the  review  day."  The  defendants  replied  to  that 
letter  on  the  5th  March,  accepting  the  terms 
offered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  adding  a  postsoript  as 
follows :  "  It  is,  of  course,  understood  that  in  the 
«vent  of  the  cancellation  of  the  review  before  any 
«zpense  is  incurred  by  the  contractor  there  shall 
be  no  liability  on  our  side."  I  think  that  that 
postscript  is  very  material  in  this  case.  The  day 
arrived  on  which  that  sum  of  3002.  became  payable 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  letter — viz.,  tne  23rd 
June.  The  defendants  were  wilUng  to  pay,  and 
they  sent  the  plaintiff  a  cheque  for  300Z.  upon 
that  day.  Before  that  cheque  was  presented  for 
payment  the  review  was  countermanded  owins  to 
the  illness  of  the  King.  The  d^endants  tnen 
stopped  payment  of  the  cheque,  and  the  plaintiff 
did  not  receive  any  part  of  the  3002.  In  my 
opinion  that  circumstance  makes  no  difference  to 
the  plaintiff's  rights;  the  position  is  just  the 
same  as  if  the  money  had  been  actually  paid  to 
him  upon  the  appointed  day.  The  plaintiff's 
rights  are  not,  I  think,  in  any  way  affected  by  the 
fjMt  that  payment  of  the  cheque  was  stopped.  I 
«ay  that  because  the  learned  judge  made  certain 
observations  in  his  judgment  upon  that  point. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  our  judgment  on  this 
appeal,  but  I  have  said  that  in  order  to  get  rid  of 
«ny  idea  that  we  agree  with  those  observations  of 
the  learned  judge.  The  law  has  been  repeatedly 
stated  which  applies  to  cases  of  contract  when 
performance  becomes  impossible  without  the 
default  of  either  party,  and  it  has  been  quite 
recently  laid  down  in  this  court.  In  the  absence 
of  special  provisions,  payments  which  have  been 
already  made  remain  where  they  were  when 
performance  becomes  impossible ;  the  party 
who  was  bound  to  pay  and  has  paid  cannot 
reoover  them  back;  and  neither  party  is  bound 
to  any  farther  performance  of  the  contract. 
The  contract  is  not  to  be  treated  as  rescinded 
«i  initio,  but  both  parties  are  excused  from  any 
further  performance.  Restitutio  in  integrum  is 
impossible,  but  no  further  performance  is  re- 
qmred.  This  rule  has  been  laid  down  because, 
ine  parties  not  having  provided  for  the  event,  it 
is  impossible  for  the  court  to  adjust  exactly  the 
rights  of  the  parties  so  as  to  effect  a  complete 
restitutio  in  integrum.  In  the  present  case  that 
general  principle  is  not  applicable  because  the 
parties  tnemselves  have  by  their  contract  dealt 
with  that  veiT  matter,  and  have  provided  what  is 
to  happen  if  the  review  does  not  take  place. 
TherMore  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred 
do  not  govern  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this 
case  in  the  event  of  the  thing  contemplated  and 
^ovided  for  becoming  impossible.  That  reduces 
tiiis  case  to  the  sole  question  as  to  what  is  the 
proper  constmction  of  the  contract  contained  in 
the  two  letters.  The  postscript  to  the  letter 
written  by  the  defendants  says :  "  It  is,  of  course, 
nnderstood  that  in  the  event  of  the  cancellation 
of  the  review  before  any  expense  is  incurred  by 
the  contractor  there  shall  be  no  liabiliiy  on  our 


side."  Those  words  must  be  reasonably  oonstmed; 
On  behalf  of  the  appellant  it  is  said  that  they 
mean  only  that  no  further  liability  is  to  be 
incurred  after  the  cancellation  of  the  review — 
that  is,  that  it  only  means  what  the  law  woald 
imply.  I  cannot  agree  with  that  contention. 
Those  words  must  be  construed  reasonably  and 
not  too  narrowly.  It  seems  to  me  that  those 
words  mean  that  the  parties  are  to  be  placed  in 
the  position  in  whiob  they  would  be  if  there  could 
be  that  which  ordinarily  there  cannot  be — that  is, 
a  rescission  of  the  contract  with  a  restitutio  in 
integrum,.  A  restitutio  in  integrum  involves  the 
consequence  that  expenses  which  have  been  in- 
curred by  the  one  party  are  to  be  recouped  by  the 
other  party.  This  contract  assumes  that  the 
expenses  are  to  be  recouped,  and  that  there  is  to 
be  a  wiping  out  of  any  liability  beyond  that.  It 
means  that  all  liability  is  to  be  extinguished  in 
the  event  of  cancellation  of  the  review,  but  subject 
to  the  obligation  to  reimburse  the  caterer  all 
expenses  which  he  may  have  then  incurred.  That 
is  a  reasonable  arrangement.  The  parties  are  to 
stand  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  same  xwsition 
as  if  no  contract  had  ever  been  made.  In  my 
judgment  the  decision  of  Ridley,  J.  was  right, 
and  therefore  this  appeal  must  fail  and  be 
dismissed. 

BoMEB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. '  I 
think  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  these 
letters,  looked  at  from  a  business  and  common- 
sense  point  of  view,  this  is  not  a  case  in  which 
there  was  a  contract  to  employ  the  plaintiff  to 
provide  refreshments  whether  the  review  took 
place  or  not.  I  think  that  the  true  meaning  of 
the  contract  is  that  if  the  review  was  canceled 
there  was  to  be  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  beyond  the  obligation  to  pay  the 
expenses  already  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  and  no 
more.  The  review  was  cancellM,  and  I  think 
that  the  defendants  became  liable  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  expenses  which  had  already  bem, 
incurred  by  him.  The  defendants  offered  to  pay 
those  expenses;  but  the  plaintiff  refused  that 
offer,  and  claimed  the  whole  3002.  In  that  con- 
tention I  think  that  he  was  wrong.  In  my 
opinion  the  sum  of  3002.  was  to  be  paid "  on 
account "  assuming  that  the  review  took  place. 
That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  meaning  of 
the  contract.  I  certainly  cannot  gather  from  the 
terms  of  the  contract  that  the  sum  of  3002. .  was 
to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  kind  ot  retainer 
or  to  be  his  absolutely  if  there  was  no  reriew.  I 
agree,  therefore,  that  this  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed. 

Mathkw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If 
the  contract  was  to  pay  the  money  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  any  event,  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover. 
That,  however,  is  not  the  contract  in  this  case. 
The  contract  in  this  case  is  not  the  same  as  in 
the  other  cases  where  the  money  was  payable 
before  the  event  became  impossible.  In  this  case 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  defendants  to  pay,  out  of  tiie  proceeds  of 
tickets  sold,  the  sum  of  3002.  on  account  The 
common-sense  meaning  of  the  postscript  is  per- 
fectly clear;  it  means  that  they  are  not  to  be 
liable  for  anything  beyond  the  plaintiff's  expenses 
if  the  review  is  cancelled.  I  think  that  the  fact 
that  the  cheque  was  given,  but  was  not  paid, 
makes  no  difference  in  this  case.    The  judgment 


Digitized  by 


Google 


500— Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[June  18,  1904. 


Chan.  Dit.] 


Catbndish  v.  Stsutt. 


[Ghah.  Dit. 


of  the  learned  jndge  was  right,  and  this  appeal 

Appeal  diimUsed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Samuel  Price  and 
Son*. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Dowton,  Aiiulie, 
and  Martinecm. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

CHAITCERT  DmSION. 
D"«.  9  and  10, 1903. 
(Before  Bxtcklkt,  J.) 
Cavindish  t.  Stbtttt.  (a) 
Praetiee — CotU — Taxation — Befreiher   fees — Die- 
eretion  of  taming  matter — Order  LXV.,  rr.  8,  27, 
tufc-rr.  29, 48. 
£lub-ruZe  29  of  Order  LXV.JI/r.  27,  givee  the  taxing 
matter  a  diteretion  in  party  and  party  taxation 
to    altow   refreeher    feet   in    addiiion    to    the 
maximum  feet  preeerihed  hy  tub-rule  48,  if  he 
findt  that  the  higher  amount  it  neeeitary  or 
proper  for  the   attainment  of  justice    or  for 
d^ending  the  rightt  of  any  party. 
Stewart  and  Co.  v.  Weber  (.89  L.  T.  Bep.  559) 
approved  and  followed. 

Sttmuons  to  review  taxation  as  between  party 
and  party,  raising  the  qnestion  of  the  qnantam 
of  discreuon  given  to  the  taxing  masters  u  allow- 
ing refresher  fees  to  counsel  by  the  new  sub- 
mTe29  of  Order  LXV.,  r.  27,  passed  in  Jan.  1902. 

The  action  was  brought  to  set  aside  a  volnntuy 
settlement  made  by  the  plaintiff.  It  involved  a 
large  snm  of  money,  and  after  a  trial  which  lasted 
twenty  days  Byrne,  J.  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  setting  aside  the  settlement  and  ordering 
the  defendants  to  pay  coats  as  between  party  and 
party. 

The  plaintiff's  costs  wera  taxed  at  nearly  20002., 
which  included  allowances  in  respect  of  three 
counsel,  but  a  sum  of  over  15002.  was  disallowed 
by  the  master  on  the  ground  that  be  was  pre- 
cluded by  sub-rule  48  of  Order  LXV.,  r.  27,  from 
allowing  more  than  the  maximum  refresher  fees 
tliere  specified. '  The  master  stated  in  his  answers 
to  objections  that,  having  regard  to  the  import- 
ance of  the  action  and  the  smallness  of  the  brief 
fees,  be  would  have  been  prepared  to  allow  a  sub- 
stantial portion  of  the  refresher  fees  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  over  and  above  the  prescribed  maximum, 
but  he  considered  that  the  rules  gave  him  no 
discretion  in  the  matter. 

The  plaintifF,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that 
the  effect  of  the  new  sub-rule  29  (rule  10  of  the 
Bales  of  the  Supreme  Court,  Jan.  1902)  was  to 
enlarge  the  discretion  of  the  taxing  master  and 
to  enable  him  to  allow,  in  addition  to  the  fees 
prescribed  by  appendix  N.  and  sub-rule  48,  all 
costs  which  appeared  to  bim  "  necessair  or  proper 
for  the  attainment  of  justice  or  for  defending  the 
rights  of  any  party." 

Sab  rule  29  is  as  follows  : 

On  every  tazstion  the  taxing  master  shall  allow  all 
inch  coats,  obarges,  and  expenMB  as  ihall  appear  to  him 
to  have  been  neoeuary  or  proper  for  the  attainmeat  of 
jastioe,  or  for  defaoding  the  rights  of  any  party,  bat 
save  aa  ■  gainst  the  party  whoinonrred  the  same  no  ooite 
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shall  be  allowed  which  appear  to  the  taxing  master  to 
have  been  inonired  or  increased  throngh  over-cantian, 
negligenae  or  mistake,  or  by  payment  of  special  fees  to 
counsel,  or  special  charges  or  expenses  to  witnesaea  or 
other  persons,  or  by  other  nnosiud  expensss. 

The  plaintiff  took  out  this  summons  to  review 
the  taxation. 

Buekmatter,  E.G.  and  Mark  Bomer  for  the  plajn< 
tiff. — ^The  taxing  master  has  discretion  under  the 
new  sub-rule  to  allow  these  refresher  fees.  The 
words  of  Order  LXV.,  r.  8 — "  no  higher  fees  shall 
be  allowed  in  any  case  except  such  as  are  by  thia 
order  otherwise  provided  for  "—are  much  stronger 
than  those  of  sub-role  48 ;  but  nevertheless,  in 
Melver  and  Co.  Limited  v.  Tate  Steamers  Limited 
(87  L.  T.  Bep.  320 ;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  184),  when  the 
former  rule  was  in  qnestion,  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  that  sub-rule  29  had  conferred  a 
discretion  to  allow  fees  larger  than  those  pre- 
scribed, and  that  decision  has  been  followed  in 
Be  Ermen  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  352 ;  (1903)  2  Oh.  156). 
Moreover,  the  exact  point  has  been  decided  in  our 
lavour  by  Kennedy,  J.  in  Stewart  and  Co.  v. 
Weber  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  659). 

Sargant  for  the  defendants. — The  decision  in 
Stewart  and  Co.  v.  Weber  is  wrong  and  ought  not 
to  be  followed.  Sub-rule  48  deals  with  refresher 
fees  on  the  principle  of  time ;  the  proviso  at  the 
end  was  inserted  in  1886  in  order  to  meet  the  dt£B> 
culty  raised  in  Be  Harriton  (55  L.  T.  Bep.  72 ;  33 
Ch.  Div.  52)  and  is  confined  to  taxations  as  between 
solicitor  and  client.  Greneral  words  in  a  later  Act 
do  not  affect  earlier  and  special  ligislation  (Seward 
V.  The  Vera  Cruz,  52  L.  T.  Bep.  474 ;  10  App. 
Cas.  59),  and  sub-rule  29  is  in  general  terms  and 
was  not  intended  to  abrogate  sub-rule  48.  In  £e 
Ermen  the  taxation  was  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,  and  the  case  does  not  decide  that  rule  8 
has  been  enlarged  by  sub- rule  29.  Sub-rule  29 
does  not  apply  to  party  and  party  taxation ;  and 
even  if  it  does,  the  exception  as  to  "  payment  of 
special  fees  "  save  the  defendants  from  liability  for 
the  refreshers  in  this  case. 

BiTCKLBT,  J.  —  In  this  action  Bvme,  J.  on 
the  14th  May  1903  ordered  the  defendants  to  ^y 
to  the  plaintiff.  Cavendish,  the  costs  of  this  acuoD 
up  to  judgment,  to  be  taxed  by  the  taxing 
master.  The  plaintiff  carried  in  his  costs  for 
taxation.  They  have  been  taxed,  and  the  summons 
asks  that  the  plaintiffs  objections  to  that  taxation 
may  be  allowed,  and  that  it  may  be  referred  back 
to  the  taxing  master  to  vary  his  oertificat»- 
accordingly.  The  objections  were  three  in 
number.  One  of  them  Mr.  Bnckmaster  did  not 
open ;  it  was  only  for  a  smalt  amount.  The 
second  objection  he  agreed  that  he  could  not 
argue,  as  the  taxing  master  had  exercised  his 
discretion  upon  it.  The  only  one  argued  before 
me  was  the  third.  It  is  no  doubt  of  importance. 
The  question  I  have  to  decide  is  wheUier  on  a 
taxation  of  costs  between  party  and  party  the 
taxing  master  has,  under  the  rules  as  they  now 
stand,  a  discretion  to  aUow  a  refresher  fee  to 
counsel  in  excess  of  the  maximum  refresher  fee 
allowed  by  Order  LXV.,  r.  27,  sub.-r.  48.  The 
language  of  sub-rale  48  is  that  "  the  taxing  officer 
may' allow"  fees  of  certain  amounts  from  one 
sum  named  to  another  sum  named.  The  rule 
contains  no  negative  words.  It  does  not  pro- 
vide that  the  taxing  officer  shall  not  allow  more 
than|  those  amounts,  bat  on  the  true  constrnctioa 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Jane  18,  19M.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 501 


Chan.  Dit.] 


Gavbnduh  v.  Stbutt. 


[Ghajt.  Dit. 


of  the  snb-mle  I  think  that  is  its  effect,  and  in 
Be   Harrison    (vhi   lup.)    Cotton,    L.J.,   after 
erpressing  some  doubt  on  the  subject,  said  iihat 
the  snb-role  must  be  read  as  restricting  the  fees. 
That  case  was  decided  before  the  proviso  now 
at  the  end  of  the  sub-rule  was   added.    The 
proTiso   is  as   follows:   "Provided   that   in  the 
taxation  of  costs  between  solicitor  and  client  the 
taxing  o£Scer  shall  be  at  liberty  to  allow  larger 
fees,  under  special  circumstances  to  be  stated  07 
him."      The  addition   of  that  proviso  no  doubt 
supports    further    the   construction   previously 
adopted  by  Cotton,  L  J.  as  to  taxations  between 
party  and  party.    The  history  of  the  proviso  is 
as  follows:    In  Be  Harriton  the   question  was 
raised  whether  on  a  taxation  between  solicitor 
and  client,  when  the  client  had  ^ven  his  solicitor 
authority  to  employ  a  particular  leader,  and  to 
f(ive  him  arefresner  fee  larger  than  the  maximum 
fee  allowed  by  sub-rule  48,  the  limit  of   that 
sub- rule  applied,  with  the  result  that  the  taxing 
officer  was  precluded  from   allowing  more  than 
the  maximum  fee.    The   Court  of   Appeal  held 
that  it  did  apply,  although  it  could  be  displaced 
by   special   agreement.      The  proviso   was   then 
introduced  in  order  to  give  the  taxing  master  a 
disoretion   in   the   case  of   solicitor   and   client 
costs.     The  discretion  thus  given  was  not  ex- 
tended to  party  and  party  costs.    Therefore  I 
start  with  this,  that  sab-rule  48  is  to  be  read  as  if 
it  provided  that   in  a  party  and  party  taxation 
the  taxing  officer  may  allow,  by  way  of  refresher 
fee,  so  much  and  no  more.     The  question  then 
arises  whether   the  new  rule  10  of  Jan.  1902, 
which  is   now  Order  LXV.,  r.    27,    Bnb.r.  29, 
has  given  the  taxing  master  a  further  discretion 
—namely,  a  discretion  to  go  beyond  the  limits 
of  sub-rule    48  in  taxations  between  party  and 
party.    Sub- rule  29  is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship 
read  the  rule  and  continued:]    In  my  opinion 
this  has  given  him  a  further  discretion.    It  has 
been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  if  elver 
and    Co,    Jjimited  v.   Tate    Steamert   Limited 
{uH   evp.)    that   where    the    case    is    one    to 
which  Order   LXY.,  r.    8,  applies  the   taxing 
master  has  a  discretion  to  majce  an  allowance  in 
respect  of  a  solicitor's  attendance  in  excess  of 
the  maximum    allowance  for  such  attendance 
specified  in  appendix  N,  No.  147.    Rule  8  does, 
whereas  sub-rule  48  does  not,  contain  negative 
words.    It  says :  "  And  no  higher  fees  shall  be 
allowed  in  any  case."    These  words  are,  it  is  true, 
controlled  by  an  exception,  "  except  such  as  are 
by  this  order  otherwise  provided  for."    The  Court 
of  Appeal,  however,  rested  their  decision,  not  on 
the  words  of  exception,  but  on  the  conclusion  at 
which  they  arrived,  that  sub-rule  29  gives   the 
'master  on  every  taxation  a  discretion  to  allow 
such  costs  as  appear  to  him  to  be  necessary  or 
proper  within  the  language  of  the  sub-rule.    Sub- 
rule  48   does  not  contain  the  words   "  and  no 
liigher  fee  shall  be  allowed,"  and  therefore,  of 
course,  contains   no  words    of    exception ;    but, 
seeing  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  did  not  rest  their 
decision  on  those  words,  tne  present  case  is  not 
distinguishable  from  Melver  and  Co.  Jjimited  v. 
Tate  Steamers  Limited.    In  construing  the  rules, 
I  think  I  am  bound  to  read  them  as  a  whole,  with 
the  result  that  sub-rule  29  qualifies  sub  rule  48, 
and  gives  the  taxing  mabter  a  discretion  with 
regard  to  allowing  fees  under  sub-sect.  48  which 
he  did  not  previously  possess.  The  old  sub-rule  29 


referred  only  to  costs  between  party  and  party, 
and  was  in  a  negative  form.    It  said  that  "  as  to 
costs  to  be    paid  or  borne  by  another  party,  no 
costs  are  to  be  allowed  which  do  not  appear  to 
the    taxing  officer    to  have    been  necessary  or 
proper,"  whereas  the  new  sub-rule  29  refers  to 
every  case  of  taxation,  and  is  in  an  affirmative 
form.    The  rule  committee  struck  out  the  old 
rule  and  substituted  the  other.    I  am  lound  to 
hold  that  they  did  that  deliberately  with  a  view 
to  adding  to  the  power  of  the  taxing  master.   The 
taxing  master  says  that  if  this  view  is  adopted  it 
will  tend  to  abolish  the  distinction  between  party 
and  party  and  solicitor  and  client  costs.    I  do  not 
think  so.     Sab-rule  29  consists   of    two  parts. 
The  first  sentence  is  general,  and  applies  to  every 
taxation :  "  Oa  every  taxation  the  taxing-master 
shall  allow  all  such  coats,  charges,  and  expenses 
as  shall   appear  to  him  to  hare  been  necessary 
or  proper  for  the  attainment  of  justice  or  for 
defending  the  rights  of  an;y  party."    The  second 
part  appues  only  t<o  taxation  as  between  party 
and  par^,  for  by  the  words  "  save  as  against  the 
party  who  incurred  the  same,"  it  excepts  a  taxa- 
tion as  between  solicitor  and  client.    It  says: 
"  But  save  as  against  the  party  who  incurred  the 
same  no  costs  shall  be  allowed  which  appear  to 
the  taxing    master   to   have   been    incurred  or 
increased    through   over- caution,  negligence  or 
mistake,  or  by  payment  of  special  fees  to  counsel, 
or  sjjeoial  charges  or  expenses  to  witnesses  or 
other    persons,  or  by  other  unusual  expenses." 
The  result  is  that  in  taxations  between  party  and 
party  there  is  created  a  new  discretion  in  the 
taxing  mastor  limited  by  the  language  used  in 
sub-rule  29.    By  that  I  mean  that  this  limitation 
is  imposed  on  Vim,  that  he  must  find  that  the 
higher  amount  which  he  allows  is  "  necessary  or 
proper  for  the  attfunment  of  justice  or  for  de- 
fending the  rights  of  any  party."  If  the  taxation 
is  between  sobcitor  and  client,  he  is  not  bound  by 
that  limitation.    In  that  case  he  may  allow  costs 
incurred  or  increased  by  "payment  of  special 
fees  to  counsel,"  or  special  charges  or  expenses 
to  witnesses  or  other  persons,  or  by  other  unusual 
expenses,"  which  he  is  not  to  allow  on  taxations 
between  party  and  party.     The  latter  part  of 
the  sub-rule  mdudes  what  is  generally  called  a 
"special  fee" — that  is   to    say,  a  fee   paid  to 
counsel  who  will  only  go  into  court  on  payment 
of  a  special  fee  in  addition  to  the  usual  fees.    But 
it  is  not  limited  to  that.    "  Special  fees  "  there 
mean  unusual  or  extraordinary  or  generous  fees. 
Mr.  Sargant,  who  argued  the  case  with  great 
ability,  has  pressed  the  argument  upon  me,  that 
I  ought  to  decide  the  question  upon  the  principle 
that  where  tiiere  is  a  special  rale  referring  to 
details,  and  then  a  rule  is  made  on  the  same 
subject  but  of  a  general  character,  the  general 
rule  does  not  abrogate  the    special  rule.      He 
referred  to  Seward  v.  The  Vera  Cruz  (wbi  sup.), 
where  Lord  Selbome  says  that :  "  Where  there 
are  general  words  in  a  later  Act  capable  of  reason- 
able and  sensible  application  without  extending 
them  to  subjects  specially  dealt  with  by  earlier 
legislation,  you  are  not  to  hold  that  earlier  and 
special  legislation,  directly  repealed,  altered,  or 
derogated  from  merely  by  force  of  such  general 
worcb,  without  any  indication  of  a  particular 
intention  to  do  so."    I  do  not  think  that  is  a 
principle  to  apply  in  this  case.    Into  these  rules 
are  introduced  from  time  to  time  alterations  and 
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yariations,  and  I  must  take  it  that  the  committee 
in  making  the  alterations  are  dealing  with  the 
rnles  as  a  whole.  I  hare  to  make  np  mj  mind 
whether  it  was  intended  to  qaalifj  what  was  in 
the  roles  before  the  alterations  or  not.  Here  I 
think  it  was  so  intended.  Mr.  iSargant  also  con- 
tended that,  on  the  assumption  that  sub-mle  29 
applied  to  sab-rnle  48,  nevertheless  it  left  re- 
fresher fees  as  they  were  before,  becanse  snb- 
rule  48  gives  a  definite  mazimnm,  and  snb-mle29 
says  that  on  taxations  between  ^parfcy  and  paorty 
special  fees  and  other  nnnsnal  expenses  shall  not 
be  allowed.  I  have  dealt  with  this  already.  The 
special  fee  there  referred  to  is  an  unnsual  or 
extraordinary  fee,  and  not  a  fee  larger  than  that 
allowed  by  snb-rnle  48,  whose  p^ment  Is  neces- 
sary or  proper  within  sub.  rule  29.  Snb-rule  29 
empowers  the  master  to  go  beyond  sub-mle  48, 
for  the  purpose,  not  of  allowing  in  party  and 
party  taxations  refresher  fees  which  are  unnsual 
or  extraordinary,  but  of  allowing  such  refresher 
fees  as  are  "  necessary  or  proper  for  the  attun- 
ment  of  justice  or  for  defending  the  rights  of  any 
party,"  notwithstanding  that  they  are  in  excess 
of  snb-mle  48.  JnBe  Ermen  Far  well,  J.,  and  in 
Stewart  and  Co.  t.  Weber  Keimedy,  J.,  have 
decided  this  question  in  the  same  way  as  I  have 
done.  Stewart  and  Co.  v.  Weber  is  on  all  fours 
with  this  case,  and  I  might  have  followed  it 
without  adding  anything ;  but,  having  regard  to 
the  importance  of  the  question,  I  have  thought  it 
best  to  give  my  own  reasons.  I  allow  the  oDJeo- 
tions,  and  send  this  case  back  to  the  master  to 
decide  what  in  his  discretion  are  reasonable 
refresher  fees  to  allow  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel. 
The  plaintiff  has  succeeded  on  the  more  im- 
portant of  his  objections,  and  the  defendants 
must  pajy  two-thirds  of  his  costs  of  the  present 
application. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Charlet  Everett. 

Solicitors  for  the  defeiidanta,  Banger,  Burton, 
and  Frost. 


April  14  and  16. 

(Before  Jotck,  J.) 

Be  Yenn  ;  LiNDON  V.  IiraBAU.  (a) 

WiU  —  Construction  —  Ambiguity — Beferring  to 
codicil  to  dear  up  ambiguity — CHft  contingent 
on  surviving  tenant  for  l^e— Class  gift—Oxft  to 
a  class  and  a  named  person — Lapse. 

A  testatrix  directed  her  residuary  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  be  converted  into  money  and  the 
income  to  be  paid  to  a  niece  for  her  life,  and  on 
the  tenant  for  life's  decease  the  testatrix  directed 
her  trustees  to  divide  the  trust  estate  equally 
between  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  tenant  for 
life  living  at  the  latter's  decease  and  A.,  B.,  and 
C.  in  equal  shares,  "  and  should  either  of  them 
be  dead  leaving  children  such  children  are  to 

•  take  the  share  their  deceased  parent  would  have 
been  entitled  to." 

By  a  codicil  the  testatrix  recited  that  she  had  in 
her  will  directed  her  residuary  estate  to  be  sold 
and  the  proceeds  divided  between  the  persons 
therein  named,  and  desired  a  great-niece  to  have 
a  share  in  her  residuary  estate  eqiMlly  with  the 
others  ruvned  in  the  will  and  bequeathed  her  the 
same  accordingly. 

(a)  Beported  br  H.  W.  Law,  Eaq.,  Barrister-at-Law. 


The  testatrix  died  in  1901,  and  the  tenant  for  life 
tnl902.  One  brother  only  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
and  no  sister,  was  living  at  the  tenant  for  life's 
death.  Of  A.,  B.,  and  C,  A.  had  predeceased  the. 
testatrix,  and  B.,  though  he  survived  the  testatrix, 
died  before  the  tenant  for  life.  A.  and  B.  were 
ha^-brolhers  of  the  testatrix,  but  C.  was  o 
stranger  in  blood. 

Upon  an  origirutting  summons  taJeen  out  for  the 
determiruttion  of  the  questions  who  were  the 
persons  entitled  to  the  residuary  estate,  whether 
A.'s  share  devolved  upon  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testatrix  or  became  divisible  between  the  other 
legatees,  and  whether  the  gift  of  a  share  to  B. 
was  contingent  on  his  surviving  the  tenant  for 
life. 

Held,  thai  on  (he  wiU  alone  there  was  an  ambiguity 
CM  to  whether  the  estate  was  divisible  in  moieties 
or  in  equal  shares  among  all  who  took,  but  that 
the  court  was  entitled  to  refer  to  the  codicil  to 
clear  up  the  ambiguity,  and  that  the  codicil 
made  it  clear  thctt  the  estate  was  divisible  in 
equal  shares. 

Held,  also,  that  the  gift  of  a  share  to  B.  was  not 
contingent  on  his  survimng  the  tenant  for  life, 
and  that,  in  view  of  the  judgments  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  Kingsbury  v.  Walter  (84  L.  T. 
Bep.  697;  (1901)  A.  C,  187),  the  gift  could 
not  be  construed  as  a  class  gift,  and  that  A,'s 
share  therefore  lapsed  to  the  testatrix's  next  cf 
kin. 

Darley  v.  Martin  (13  C.  B.  683)  and  Grover  v. 
Raper  (6  W.  B.  ISi)  followed. 

Adjoubnbd  summons. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  18th  Nov.  1890,  Mrs. 
Sarah  Yenn,  widow,  of  Oravesend,  in  the  county 
cf  Kent,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  (after 
directing  payment  of  her  debts  and  bequeathing 
a  pecuniary  legacy)  all  the  rest  of  her  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  trustees  of  her  wiU  upon 
trust  to  convert  the  same  into  money  and  to  pay 
to  the  testatrix's  niece,  Emily  Alice  Ingram,  the 
interest,  dividends,  and  income  arising  therefrom 
for  her  life. 

The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows : 

And  upon  her  deoeaie  I  diraot  1117  aaid  tnutees  to 
divide  all  my  said  troat  estate  eqoally  between  the 
biothere  and  Bisters  of  the  said  Emily  Alioe  Ingram 
living  at  her  decease  and  Thomas  William  Gaze, 
Franois  Thomas  Brooker  Gaze,  and  William  Brand 
Parker  in  eqnal  sharea,  and  shonld  either  of  them  be 
dead  leaving  children  snoh  children  are  to  take  the 
share  their  deceased  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to 
if  liviog. 

On  the  Ist  June  1893  the  testatrix  executed  th& 
following  codicil : 

Whereas  in  my  will  I  have  directed  my  reaidoary 
estate  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  between  the 
persons  therein  named,  now  I  desire  my  great-niece 
Loniaa  Emille  Ingram  to  have  a  share  in  my  residaary 
estate  eqnally  with  the  others  named  in  the  said  will, 
and  I  bequeath  her  the  same  aooordiagly.  la  all  other 
reapeots  I  confirm  the  said  will. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  7th  Aug.  1901,  and 
her  will  and  first  codicil  (with  another  codicil  not 
material  to  this  report)  were  proved  in  the  prin- 
cipal registry  on  the  20th  Sept.  1901. 

The  estate  was  composed  entirely  of  personalty. 

The  tenant  for  life,  Emily  Alice  Ingram,  died 
on  the  14th  May  1902.  One  only  of  her  brothers 
was  then  living,  and  no  sister. 
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Francis  Thomas  Brooker  Gaze  had  predeceased 
the  testatrix,  and  Thomas  William  Gaze,  though 
he  sorvired  the  testatrix,  died  before  the  tenant 
for  life.  They  were  half-brothers  of  the  testatrix. 
William  Brand  Parker,  who  was  a  stranger  in 
blood,  surviTed  the  tenant  for  life. 

Under  these  circnmstances  the  trustees  of  the 
wiU  and  codicils  took  out  an  originating  summons 
asking  for  the  determination  of  the  questions  who 
were  tba  persons  entitled  to  the  residuary  estate 
of  the  testatrix;  whether  the  share  of  Francis 
Thomas  Brooker  Gaze  devolved  upon  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  testatrix  ;  or  whether  by  reason  of  his 
death  in  her  lifetime  her  residuary,  estate  became 
divisible  between  the  legatees  named  in  the  will 
and  first  codicil  other  than  him  ;  and  whether  the 
gift  by  the  will  of  a  share  in  the  residnaiy  estate 
to  Thomas  William  Gaze  was  contingent  upon  his 
survlTing  the  tenant  for  life. 

Bwrt  for  tiie  summons. 

Faweus  for  the  surviving  brother  of  the  tenant 
for  life. — I  take  a  moiety  of  the  estate,  and  the 
great-nieoe  named  in  the  oodicU  takes  a  share 
only  in  the  other  moiety  with  the  three  persons 
named  in  the  will.  But  if  it  be  held  that  the 
whole  estate  is  divisible  in  equal  shares,  surviving 
the  tenant  for  life  is  a  condition  of  sharing  in  the 
case  of  the  persons  named,  just  as  much  as  in 
the  case  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  the  estate  of  T.  W.  Gaze  is  therefore 
not  entitled  to  a  share.  The  words  "  the  share 
their  deceased  parent  would  have  been  entitled 
to  "'show  that  this  is  the  true  construction. 

B.  M.  Pattisson  for  the  legal  personal  repre- 
eentative  of  T.  W.  Gaze. — The  testatrix  did  not 
intend  to  divide  the  estate  into  moieties.  This  is 
dear  even  on  the  will,  but,  if  necessary,  the 
codicil  can  be  referred  to,  and  that  puts  the 
matter  beyond  doubt.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
will  to  make  surviving  the  tenant  for  life  a  con- 
dition of  taking  a  share  except  in  the  case  of  the 
tenant  for  life's  brothers  and  sisters. 

O.  S.  Alexander  for  W.  B.  Parker. — ^I  support 
the  contention  that  T.  W.  Gaze's  estate  does  not 
share  because  he  died  before  the  tenant  for  life. 
With  regard  to  the  share  of  F.  T.  B.  Gaze,  I  con- 
tend that  the  gift  is  one  to  a  class,  and  that  his 
ehare  therefore  did  not  lapse.  The  older  cases 
may  favour  the  view  that  some  blood  or  other  tie 
between  the  named  individual  and  the  class  is 
necessary  to  a  class  gift ;  but  in  Be  Mots  ;  Kings- 
bury V.  Walter  (81  L.  T.  Rep.  139;  (1899)  2  Oh. 
314)  Romer,L.J.  (1899)  2  Ch.,  at  p.  319)  lays  down 
the  principle  that  a  gift  to  a  class  properly  so 
«all»i]  and  a  named  individual  such  as  A.  equally 
is  prima  faeie  a  gift  to  a  class.  No  doubt  when 
the  same  case  came  before  the  House  of  Lords 
<84  L.  T.  B«p.  697;  (1901)  A.  C.  187),  Lord 
Davey  (1901)  A.  C,  at  p.  193)  disapproved  of 
Bomer,  L.  J.'s  statement ;  but  the  House  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  which  that 
stetemant  was  made  and  it  was  not  argued  before 
the  House,  and  I  contend  that  Lord  Davey's 
disapproval  was  dictum  only. 

Faweut  replied. 

JoTCB,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  is  as  to 
the  mode  in  which  the  residuary  estate  of  the 
testetrix  is  to  be  distributed  among  the  persons 
named  or  referred  to  in  her  will  and  first  codicil. 
[His  Lordship  read  the  passage  in  the  will  set  out 


tupra,  and  the  first  codicil,  and  continued:] 
Various  difficulties  arise.  The  first  question  is 
whether  the  trust  estate  is  to  be  divided  in 
moieties,  one  moiety  going  to  the  surviving 
brothers  and  usters  of  uie  touuit  for  life  and  the. 
other  one  to  the  persons  named  in  the  will 
together  with  Ihe  great-niece  named  in  the 
codicil,  or  whether  it  is  divisible  in  equal 
shares  between  all  those  persons.  Taking  the 
will  alone,  I  am  of  opinion  that  on  ite 
true  construction  the  division  is  not  to  be 
in  moieties,  but  equally  between  all  entitied; 
but  I  admit  that  on  the  will  alone  there  is  an 
ambiguity  as  to  this,  and  that  it  is  well  arguable 
that  the  testatrix  intended  the  division  to  be  in 
moieties,  if,  however,  I  may  refer  to  the  first 
co^cil  to  dear  up  the  ambigmt^,  there  is  no  doubt 
bat  that  the  estate  is  to  be  divided  equally  among 
all  the  beneficiaries.  If  there  had  been  a  recital 
of  the  will  in  the  codicil  which  was  obviously 
erroneous,  no  doubt  that  would  not  alter  the  con- 
struction of  the  will  (see  Bkerratt  v.  Oakley,  7 
T.  B.  492 ;  4  B.  B.  504) ;  but,  if  the  recital  in  the 
codicil  is  not  absolutely  erroneous,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  I  may  refer  to  the  codicil  to  clear  up 
an  ambiguity  in  the  will.  The  piinoimd  authority 
is  Darley  v.  Martin  (13  C.  B.  683).  There  Jervis, 
C.J.,  in  delivering  the  considered  judgment  of 
Uie  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  says  (at  p.  690): 
*'  And,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  codicil,  it  was 
argued  that  an  erroneous  reference  in  a  codicil 
to  the  dispositions  of  the  will  cannot  constitute  a 
new  bequest  in  opposition  to  the  will ;  and  Bkerratt 
V.  Oakley  {uhi  eup.)  was  relied  on.  But  it  appears 
to  us  that  the  argument  with  respect  to  the 
effect  of  the  codicil,  when  rightly  considered,  is 
not  that  the  will  is  at  all  revoked  or  varied  by  the 
codicil ;  but  rather  that,  the  will  and  codicil  being 
all  one  testament,  the  language  of  the  will  may  be 
interpreted  by  that  of  the  codicil;  and  that 
accordingly,  the  gift  over  in  the  will  '  in  default 
of  such  issue'  oeing  capable  of  importing  a 
bequest  over  on  faUnre  of  issue  living  at 
the  death,  it  ought  to  be  inferred  that 
the  testator  employed  it  in  that  sense,  because, 
in  the  codicil,  he  refers  to  it  as  if  it  were 
a  gift  over  in  default  of  his  daughter's  leaving  no 
issue,  which,  as  regards  personalty,  is  tantamount 
to  a  gift  on  failure  of  issue  living  at  her  death. 
The  argument,  thus  viewed,  appears  to  us  to  be 
well  founded."  Now,  Eindersley,  V.O.,  than 
whom  a  more  careful  judge  in  regard  to  such 
matters  never  existed,  did  the  same  thing  in 
Qrover  v.  Baper,  reported  only  in  5  W.  B.  134. 
In  that  case  there  was  an  ambiguity  in  the  words 
of  the  wUl;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  after 
expressing  his  opinion  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
will,  says  that  the  codicil,  however,  put  the 
matter  beyond  all  doubt  I  think,  therefore,  that 
I  may,  following  the  considered  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Barley  v.  Martin  (uhi 
eup.)  and  this  decision  of  Eindersley,  V.C.,  have 
reoonrse  to  the  codicil  to  clear  up  the  ambiguity ; 
and  I  hold  that  the  testatrix's  residuary  estate  is 
divisible  in  equal  shares  among  all  who  take. 
One  of  the  persons  particularly  named,  T.  W. 
Gaze,  died  after  the  testatrix,  but  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  It  is  contended  that  his 
repr«sentetives  are  not  entitied  to  share,  on  the 
ground  that  on  the  true  construction  of  the  will 
tiie  gift  is  contingent  on  his  surviving  the  tenant 
for  life.    There  is  not  a  word  in  the  will  to  that 
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effect,  thoaeh  no  doabt  the  testatrix  uaea  the 
words  "  woold  have  been  entitled  to."  This,  how. 
eTer,  is  not  enoneh  for  the  pnrpose,  especially  as 
the  supposed  gift  over  wonld,  in  my  opinion, 
apply  equally  to  a  case  of  death  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testatrix.  I  therefore  hold  that  T.  W.  Gize's 
representatives  are  entitled  to  a  share.  Then 
another  point  arises.  F.  T.  B.  Gaze  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  and  I  have  to  determine 
what  becomes  of  his  share.  Does  it  lapse  to  the 
next  of  kin,  or  does  it  pass  to  the  other  legatees  P 
Having  carefully  read  and  considered  the  jadg- 
ments  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Kingibvry  v. 
Walter  (84  L.  T.  Bep.  697  j  (1901)  A.  0. 187),  I  am 
of  opinion  that  this  cannot  be  construed  as  a 
class  gift,  and  I  therefore  hold  that  F.  T.  B. 
Qaze's  share  has  lapsed  to  the  testatrix's  next  of 
kin. 
Solicitors :  LewU  and  8on$ ;  Mason  and  Co. 


Jan.  21  and  Feb.  2. 
(Before  Swinfbit  Eaot,  J.) 
Be  BiBiNQ;  Bisiiro  v.  Bisino.  (a) 
TFiZl— Power — Excessive  exeetUion — Cy-prfes. 
Hereditament*  were  limited  to  the  use  of  B.  B.  for 
life,  wiUi  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  children,  or 
other  issue  horn  in  his  lifetime,  for  such  estates 
and  in  such  shares  as  B.  B.  should  by  deed  or 
will  appoint,  and  in  default  to  the  use  of  his 
children  in  fee  simple  as  tenants  in  common. 
B.  B.  by  his  will  appointed  to  his  son  W.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  sons  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  B.  B.'s  daughter  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  sons  in  tail  male,  with  re. 
mainder  to  her  daughters,  with  divers  remainders 
over. 
Held,  that  W.  did  not  take  an  estate  in  tail  general 
or  in  tail  male,  and  that  all  the  reminders 
subsequent  to  the  life  estate  appointed  to  him 
failed. 
Adjourned  bumhons. 

Certain  hereditaments  were  by  will  limited  to 
the  use  of  Benjamin  Bising  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  his  children,  or  other 
issue  bom  in  his  lifetime,  for  such  estates  and 
in  such  shares  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  the 
use  of  his  children  in  fee  simple  as  tenants  in 
common. 

Benjamin  Bising,  by  his  will  dated  the  6th 
Dec.  1890,  appointed  the  hereditaments  to  his 
son  William  lor  life,  with  remainder  to  William's 
sons  bom  during  his  (Benjamin  Bising's)  life 
successively  according  to  seniority  fur  life,  with 
remainder  after  the  decease  of  each  such  son  to 
his  sons  successively  aooordiog  to  seniority  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  sons  of  Wiluam 
bom  after  Benjamin  Bising's  death  successively 
according  to  seniority  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  William's  daughters  successively  according  to 
seniority,  with  remainder  after  the  death  of  each 
such  daughter  to  her  sons  successively  according 
to  seniority  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
Benjamin  Bising's  daughter  Ethel  for  life,  with 
reminder  to  her  sons  successively  according  to 
seniority  in  tail   male,  with  remainder    to  her 

(a)  B*por;«d  bj  O.  B.  Haiultoii,  Eiq.,  B*nl(Mr-u-L»w. 


daughters  successively  according  to  seniority, 
with  remainder  after  the  death  of  each  snob 
daughter  to  her  sons  successively  according  to 
seniority  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders 
over. 

Benjamin  Bising  died  on  the  28th  Aug.  1902 
leaving  two  children — William,  who  was  married 
and  had  no  children,  and  Ethel,  who  was  married 
and  had  an  infant  son. 

The  grandchildren  not  being  objects  of  the 
power,  this  summons  was  taken  oat  to  determine 
whether  William  took  an  estate  tail  ey-pr'es. 
Ashuiorth  James  for  the  trustees  of  the  will. 
B.  Pollock  for  William. — It  will  carry  out  the 
testator's  intention  if  William  takes  an  estate 
taU: 

FarireU  on  Powen,  2ad  edit.,  p.  315  ; 
Btadcpoole  v.  Staclpoole,  iV.A  War.  320 ;  65  B.  S. 
706. 
It  is  no  objection  that  William's  daughters  wiU 
take  as  coparceners  instead  of  successively : 
Pitt  V.  Jackson,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  51 ; 
Vanderplank  v.  King,  3  Hare,  1 ;  6i  B.  B.  186. 

[SwiNFBN  EA.DT,  J. — ^Etfael,  who  is  an  object  of 
the  power,  could  not  take  under  the  estate  tail.] 

K.  Wood  for  Ethel.— Subject  to  William's  life 
interest,  Ethel  takes  a  moiety  in  default  of 
appointment.    It  is  not  a  case  for  cy-prks. 

Tomlin  for  Ethel's  infant  son. — The  testator's 
intention  wonld  be  carried  oat  by  giving  William 
an  estate  tail,  with  remainder  to  Ethel  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  her  son  in  tail  male.  [Swinfen 
Eadt,  J.  referred  to  Monypenny  v.  Bering  (2 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  1«).J  Cur.adv.vuU. 

feb.  2. — SwiNFEN  Eajit,  J. — It  was  said  that 
the  effect  of  the  appointment  in  Benjamin  Bising's 
will  was  to  give  William  an  estate  in  tail  general, 
or,  at  all  events,  an  estate  in  tail  male  by  ey-pree, 
and  that  the  court  ought  to  adopt  a  oonstrnction 
of  the  will  which  would  give  effect,  so  far  aa 
possible,  to  the  whole  of  the  testator's  intention. 
The  extent  and  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
ey.pres  were  explained  b^  Lord  St  Leonards  in 
Monypenny  v.  Bering  (uhisup.)  The  object  is  tO' 
give  effect  to  the  general  intent,  but  it  is  not 
(as  in  other  cases)  to  be  carried  into  effect  at 
the  expense  of  the  particular  intent ;  in  apply- 
ing  the  doctrine  nothing  is  to  be  sacrificed,  and 
neither  by  implication  nor  by  the  doctrine  of 
ey-pr'es  can  au  estate  be  given  to  a  class  or  a 
portion  of  a  class  for  whom  the  testator  did  not 
intend  to  provide.  In  Hampton  v.  Holman  (36 
L.  T.  Bep.  287;  5  Ch.  Div,  183)  Jessel,  M.B. 
treated  Monypenny  v.  Bering  (ubi  sup.)  as  deciding 
that  the  doctrine  of  ey-pres,  which  he  considered 
was  more  properly  described  as  a  rale  of  oonstrac> 
tion,  cannot  be  applied  where  the  effect  of  so 
doing  will  be  to  make  the  estate  devolve  in  a  line 
of  succession  different  from  that  which  the  testator 
has  expressly  designated.  The  particakr  intent 
is  only  saorinced  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  general  intent  according  to  law.  In 
the  present  case  no-  kind  of  estate  tail  can  be 
given  by  implication  to  William  which  would  not 
sacrifice  the  particular  intent  and  defeat  the 
general  intention  of  the  testator,  as  expressed  in. 
his  will,  by  excluding  persons  for  whom  he 
intended  to  provide,  or  by  including  a  class  or 
portion  of  a  class  for  whom  he  did  not  intend  to 
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jNTOvide.  I  think  that  it  would  be  i^oing  beyond 
anj  decided  case,  and  that  it  woold  be  contrary 
to  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  cases  I  have 
referred  to,  if  I  were  to  hold  that  Wi^Uam  takes 
an  estate  in  tail  funeral  or  in  tail  male  under  the 
appointment.  All  remainders  subsequent  to  the 
estate  for  life  which  is  validly  appointed  to  him 
fail  in  the  events  which  have  happened. 

Solicitors :  WiUiami  and   James,  for   Worship 
and  Rising,  Great  Yarmouth. 


Thursday,  March  24. 

(Before  Swihfen  Eadt,  J.) 

Be  Heathcoie  ;  Heathcote  v.  Tkench.  (a) 

Will— Aeeumulation— 39  &  40  Geo.  3,  e.  98— Trust 
to  pay  debts — Debts  paid  oat  of  capital  moneys 
— Trust  to  recoup  capital. 

H.,  by  his  will  made  on  the  22nd  July  1881,  gave 
certain  annuities  and  deviwd  and  bequeathed 
the  residue  upon  trust  that  the  trustees  ehould 
aceuiMdate  tne  rents  and  profits,  until  sufficient 
should  be  raised  to  payoff  certain  sums  amounting 
in  all  to  116,0001.,  for  tieenty-one  years  from  the 
death  of  the  last  surviving  grandchild  living  at 
his  death.  Under  the  will  A.  was  the  present 
tenant  for  life,  and  B.  was  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder. 

The  u)iU  provided  that  if  the  debts,  directed  to  be 
paid  out  vf  aceumulationB,  were  paid  out  of 
capital  moneys,  the  capital  moneys  should  be 
recouped  the  sumt  so  paid. 

Until  1903  the  annuities  had  exhaiuted  the  whole 
of  the  income,  but  on  the  death  of  an  annuitant 
there  was  now  a  surplus  income  of  about  50002. 
per  annum.  One  hundred  thousand  pounds 
of  the  debts  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  aeeumula- 
tions  had  been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale 
of  land  sold  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts,  and 
16,0001.  had  been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  land  sold  by  the  trustees  under  a  power 
of  sale  contained  in  the  will.  It  was  submitted 
by  A.  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  income, 

■  as  the  trust  was  not  one  to  pay  debts,  but  to 
recoup  capital.    For  B.  it  was  «at<i  that  the 

■  trust  to  recoup  capital  teas  in  fact  a  trust  to 
pay  debts. 

Held,  that,  as  to  the  100,0002.  paid  out  of  capital 
moneys  arising  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts,  it 
was  clear  that  there  was  no  right  of  recoupment. 
As  to  the  16,0O0Z.,  once  debts  were  paid  and 
satisfied  out  of  capital  moneys,  a  direction  that 
capital  should  be  recouped  was  not  a  direction 
for  payment  of  debts. 

ADJOtTBNED  SUMMONS. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  22nd  July  1881,  Sir 
William  Heathcote  directed  his  trustees  for 
twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  last 
snrviving  grandchild  living  at  his  death  to 
accumulate  rents  and  profits,  after  satisfying 
certain  annuities,  until  sufficient  to  pay  off 
charges  amonnting  to  116,0002.  should  be  raised, 
and  directed  that  if  the  debts  directed  to  be  paid 
out  of  accumulations  were  paid  out  of  capital 
moneys,  the  capital  moneys  should  be  recouped 
the  sums  so  paid. 

Sir  William  Heathcote  died  on  the  17th  Aug. 
1881. 

(a)  Bepoitcd  b;  Q,  B.  Rauiltos,  £«q.,  B«iiliMr-4t-L»ir. 


On  the  15th  July  1882  an  order  was  made  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate. 

Sir  W.  P.  Heathcoie  died  in  Oct.  1903,  and 
thereupon  an  annuity  of  50002.  ceased. 

The  present  tenant  for  life  was  Gilbert  Bedvers 
Heathcote. 

One  hundred  thousand  pounds  of  the  charges 
had  been  paid  by  sales  under  the  Settled  Luid 
Acts,  and  16,0002.  out  of  moneys  raised  by  the 
trustees  of  the  will  under  a  power  of  sale. 

The  court  had  directed  payment  off,  being 
eatisfied  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  all  pRrties. 

The  question  raised  by  the  summons  was. 
whether  the  present  tenant  for  life  was  entitled 
to  the  income,  or  whether  there  most  be  accumu- 
lation until  the  116,0002.  was  made  good. 

Sect.  2  of  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  provides : 

That  nothing  in  this  Aot  oontainad  shall  extend  to 
any  provision  for  payment  of  debts  of  any  grantor,, 
■ettlor,  or  devisor,  or  other  perion  or  penons,  or  to  any 
provision  for  raitiag  poitiona  for  any  obild  or  ofaildrsn 
of  any  grantor,  settlor,  or  devisor,  or  any  child  or 
children  of  any  peison  taking  any  interekt  under  any 
each  oonvayanoe,  aettlement,  or  devise,  or  to  any  direc- 
tion touching  the  produce  of  timber  or  wood  upon  any 
lands  or  tenement!,  bat  that  inch  provisions  and  direc- 
tions shall  and  may  be  made  and  given  as  if  this  Aot- 
had  not  puied. 

Farrer  for  the  trustees. 

Eve,  K  C.  and  Allen  for  the  tenant  for  life. — 
Accumulation  is  directed  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  debts.  But  there  are  no  debts,  so  the- 
direction  is  void.  What  is  suggested  is  an 
accumulation  to  recoup  capital. 

Jlfacna<;h(«n,  K.G.  and  Preston  for  a  tenant  in 
tail  in  remainder. — There  is  no  case  actually 
deciding  that  an  accumulation  such  as  this  would! 
not  be  good,  but  Hall,  Y.C.  expressed  an  opinion 
it  would  be  bad : 

Tewart  v.  Lawson,  L.  Sep.  18  Eq.  490  ; 
Norton  v.  Johnson,  SO  Ch.  Div.  649,  653. 

SwiNFEN  Eadt,  J. — Two  questions  are  raised 
by  this  summone.  The  first,  as  to  the  100,0002> 
paid  out  of  money  arising  under  the  Settled  Land 
Act,  is  not  arguable.  As  to  the  16,0002.  which 
was  paid  qnt  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  land  sold 
by  tne  trustees,  as  the  testator  has  been  dead 
fwenty-three  years,  further  accumulation  is  for- 
bidden by  sect.  1  of  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  unless 
it  is  an  excepted  case.  In  my  opinion,  when  once 
debts  are  paid  and  satisfied  oat  of  citpital  moneys, 
a  direction  that  capital  moneys  shall  be  recouped 
is  not  a  provision  for  payment  of  debts.  When 
the  debts  are  once  paid  and  satisfied,  sect.  2  no 
longer  applies.  Where  the  object  of  the  accumula- 
tion is  to  provide  a  fund  to  recoup  the  estate  for 
sums  paid  for  debts  out  of  capital,  the  accumula- 
tion is  not  one  authorised  by  the  section. 

Solicitors  :  Houseman  and  Co. ,-  Johnson,  Long, 
and  Co. 


Thursday,  April  14. 

(Before  Swinfek  Eadt,  J.) 

Geo^oe  v.  Thomas,  (a) 

Vendor    and   purchaser — Specific  pirformanu — 

Threat  of  litigation. 
At  a  sale  by  atietion  on  the  2lst  July  1903  the 
defendant    contracted   to  buy  a  secured  profit 


(a)  B^ponad  byO.  B.  HtJULTOs,  Bi^.,  BantaMr-at-Law. 
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renttd  of  5502.  per  annum  for  5500L  This  profit 
rental  wai  leeured  upon  two  houies  in  Cneap- 
tide,  the  receipt*  from  tenants  amounting  to 
9502.,  the  ground  rent  being  2502.,  and  the  rates 
and  taxes  on  one  of  the  houses  being  1502.  No 
deduetion  was  made  in  respect  of  the  other 
house,  of  which  W.  was  the  tenant,  as  there  was 
no  covenant  by  the  landlord  to  pay  rates  and 
taxes.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  landlord  had 
from  1876  until  1903  paid  the  rates  and  taxes  on 
the  house  let  to  W. 
On  the  2Sth  Sept.  1903  W.  commenced  an  action 
for  reetifieation  of  his  lease,  but  the  action  was 
dismissed  because  he  had  granted  an  underlease 
of  the  term  vested  in  him  which  amounted  to  an 
assignment. 
W.  wrote  that  he  intended  to  take  proceedings  to 
midee  the  underlessee  join,  and  bring  a  fresh 
action. 
The  plaintiff  said  that,  the  action  by  W.  having 
been  heard  and  dismissed,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  specific  performance. 
Sor  the  defendant  it  was  said  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  W.  said  thai  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  rates 
and  taxes  before  the  sale,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
loas  not  entitled  to  specific  performance. 
Held,  that  W.'s  claim  was  an  honest  one,  and  that 
specific  performance  could  not  now  be  granted, 
oeeause  sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed  to  enable 
the  court  to  say  that  no  fresh  action  would  be 
brottaht.  The  action  was  ordered  to  stand  over 
mi  me  24(h  June,  and,  if  W.  had  then  taken  no 
Meps  to  obtain  reetifieation,  the  court  might 
then  be  in  a  position  to  treat  his  claim  as 
shadowy. 
Action. 

By  an  indentare,  dated  the  12th  April  1876, 
the  lower  groand  floor  of  certain  premises  in 
Gheapside  were  leased  to  F.  W.  Farthing  for 
forty-six  years,  less  three  days,  from  the  25th 
Dec.  1875,  at  3002.  per  annnm. 

In  1877  this  lease  was  assigned  to  WhilSn. 
On  the  2lBt  Jaly  1903,  at  a  sale  by  auction,  the 
defendant  contracted  to  buy  what  was  described 
-as  "  a  seoored  profit  rental  of  5502.  from  118  and 
119,  Gheapside. 

The  receipts  from  tenants  were  9502.,  the 
ground  rent  2502.,  and  the  rates  and  taxes  on  one 
of  the  honses  1502.  Mo  deduction  was  made 
for  rates  and  taxes  on  the  premises  held  by 
Whiffin. 

From  1876  to  1903  "Whiffin  had  not  paid  rates 
and  taxes,  and  on  the  29th  March  1903  Whiffin 
commenced  an  action  for  rectification  of  his  lease. 
This  action  was  dismissed  because  Whiffin  had 
executed  what  purported  to  be  an  underlease,  but 
was  in  fact  an  assignment  of  his  whole  term.  His 
solicitors  wrote  that  he  intended  to  get  the 
assignee  to  join,  or  to  get  the  deed  rectified,  and 
bring  another  action. 

The  vendors  brought  this  action  for  specific 
performance  of  the  contract. 

Eve,  K.G.  and  Methold  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
Whifin's  action  has  been  heard  and  dismissed. 
Any  farther  claim  by  him  is  too  shadowy  to  be 
regarded,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  specific 
performance. 

Vernon  Smith,  K.G.  and  Duke  for  the  defen- 
dant.— There  has  beon  misrepresentation,  for  the 
plaintiff  knew  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  WhifBn 
said  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  rates  and  taxes. 


A  purchaser  will  not  be  compelled  to  complete  a 
contract  when  litigation  is  pending  : 
Bentley  r.  Craven,  17  Bear.  204  ; 
Pegler  y^White,  33  BeaT.  403. 

SwiNFEN  Eadt,  J. — This  is  a  vendors'  action 
for  specific  performace.  The  property  in  ques- 
tion was  offered  for  sale  as  an  "amply  secured 
ground  rent,"  and  certain  figures  were  given 
showing  a  profit  rental  of  5502.  The  purchaser 
agreed  to  give  ten  years'  purchase,  55002. 
Before  tiie  date  of  completion  the  question 
arose  whether  rates  and  taxes  were  payable 
by  the  landlord  or  the  tenant.  On  the  title 
there  is  no  obligation  on  the  landlord  to  do 
so.  The  question  arose  whether  in  the  lease 
Whiffin  holds  a  covefaant  to  pay  rates  and  taxes 
had  been  omitted.  It  is  not  disputed  that  since 
the  lease  was  granted  up  to  1903  the  rates  and 
taxes  were  in  fact  paid  by  the  landlord.  The 
suggestion  is  that  they  were  pud  in  error,  because 
there  was  no  separate  apportionment  until  Feb. 
1903,  when  a  copy  of  the  lease  was  obtained.  The 
vendors,  relying  on  the  title  shown  by  the  docu- 
ments, have  brought  this  action.  The  defendant  is 
willing  to  complete  subject  to  the  question  of 
rates  and  taxes.  The  plaintiffs  are  able  to  make  a 
title,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  Whiffin  is 
entitled  to  rectification.  Whiffin  did  bring  an 
action  and  issued  a  writ  for  rectification.  The 
action  came  on  for  trial,  and  it  appeared  that 
Whiffin  purported  to  grant  an  underlease,  but 
parted  with  such  a  term  that  it  amounted  to  an 
assignment,  and  Buckley,  J.  held  that  Whiffin 
could  not  maintain  the  action.  The  action  stood 
over  for  a  fortnight  to  see  if  the  assignee  could 
be  induced  to  join,  but,  as  he  did  not,  the  action 
was  dismissed.  Whiffin's  solicitors  write  that  he 
insists  on  his  claim  to  rectification,  and  that  a 
fresh  action  will  be  instituted.  In  any  case,  the 
dismissal  of  Whiffin's  action  does  not  finally 
determine  the  action.  The  plaintiffs  say  that 
Whiffin's  claim  is  shadowy,  and  that  no  attention 
should  be  paid  to  it.  If  the  assignee  refuses  to 
join,  it  may  be,  he  says,  disregarded.  Whiffin's 
claim  may  never  be  brought  and  may  wholly  f  aiL 
I  have  formed  the  view  Whiffin's  claim  is  an  honest 
one,  and  for  a  long  series  of  years  the  landlord 
paid  the  rates  and  taxes.  I  arrive  at  the  condn- 
sion  I  ought  not  to  force  specific  peribrmanoe, 
because  sufficient  time  has  not  elapsed  to  enable 
the  court  to  say  that  no  fresh  action  will  be 
brought.  The  proper  course  is  to  order  the 
action  to  stand  over  to  a  day  when  the  coutt  can 
see  whether  Whiffin's  claim  is  a  substantial  one  or 
not.  The  court  will  not  refuse  specific  perform- 
ance when  the  only  blot  on  title  is  a  person  saying 
a  deed  ought  to  be  rectified,  if  he  takes  no  steps 
to  obtain  rectification.  I  will  adjourn  the  further 
hearing  of  the  action  until  the  24th  June.  If 
Whiffin  proceeds  promptly,  his  claim  may  be 
judicially  considered.  If  no  steps  have  then 
been  taken,  the  court  may  consider  the  claim 
shadowy. 

Solicitors :  Coldham  and  Birkett ;  Phillips, 
Gumming,  and  Masser. 
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KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Tuesday,  March  29. 
(Before  Lord  Alvbbstonb,  C.J.,  Dablins  and 
Ohannbll,  JJ.) 
Thoupsok   (app.)   V.   Match   of   Eccles 
(reap.),  (o) 
Puhlio  health — Sever  or  drain — "  Single  private 
drain"— Fublic  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Viet, 
e.  55),  <.  41 — Public  Health  Acts  Amendment 
Act  1890  (53  A  54  Vict.  c.  59),  g.  19. 

T.  was  the  ovmer  of  a  block  of  seven  houses  in  a 
street,  and  adjacent  to  these  were  two  blocks  of 
six  houses  each,  belonging  to  another  ouitier. 
There  were  two  private  passages  between  the 
block*  leading  to  the  backs  of  the  houses. 

A  Bin.  pipe  passed  through  the  two  blocks  and 
aeross  the  two  passages,  passing  into  a  9m.  pipe 
passing  through  the  block  belonging  to  T.,  and 
out  into  the  main  sewer  in  a  street  running  at 
right  angles  to  the  street  in  which  the  three 
blocks  were  situated. 

Held,  that  the  9in.  pipe  was  a  sewer  and  not  a 
drain,  and  so  was  repairable  by  the  local 
authority. 

Case  stated  on  a  complaint  preferred  hj  the  re- 
spondents under  sect  41  of  the  Fablic  Health 
Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55)  and  sect.  19  of  the 
Public  Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890  (53  &  54 
Yiot.  c.  59)  against  the  appellant  for  that  on  the 
16th  March  1903  a  notice  was  served  npon  him 
requiring  him  to  abate  a  certain  nuisance  in  or  on 
certain  premises  situate  at  No.  428,  Liverpool- 
road,  in  the  district  of  the  respondents,  and 
that  he  had  made  default  in  complying  with 
the  requisitions  thereof  within  the  tune  therein 
specified — that  is  to  say,  within  fourteen  days 
from  the  service  thereof,  and  for  that  purpose 
to  take  up  the  existing  defective  yard  and  cellar 
drains  and  gullies  and  tops  and  in  lien  tiiereof 
provide  and  lay  down  efficient  drains  con- 
structed of  glazed  and  socketed  stoneware  pipes, 
the  joints  to  be  properly  made  good  with  cement, 
the  cellar  drain  to  be  embeddra  in  concrete  to  a 
thickness  of  Gin.  all  around  the  pipes,  and  to 
provide  efficient  wash-out  gullies  with  lipped 
torn. 

The  complaint  was  heard  on  the  28th  Sept.  and 
the  19th  Oct.  1903,  when  the  justices  adjudged 
that  the  cellar  drain  complained  of  by  the  cor- 
poration (the  respondents)  was  used  by  two  or 
more  houses  belonging  to  different  owners,  and 
declared  that  such  drain  was  a  single  private 
drain  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  19  of  the  Fublic 
Health  Acts  Amendment  Act  1890,  and  made  an 
order  for  the  defendant  (the  appellant)  to  abate 
the  nuisance  and  to  do  any  works  necessary  for 
that  purpose  within  twenty-eight  days. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  the  following 
facts  were  proved : — 

The  appellant  is  the  owner  of  a  block  of  seven 
houses  numbered  426  to  438,  Liverpool-road,  in 
the  borough  of  Eccles,  of  which  the  house  No.  428, 
the  subject  of  the  complaint,  is  one. 

The  houses  were  built  in  1875  and  in  accordance 
with  plans  deposited  with  the  then  sanitary 
authority,  the  Barton,  Eccles,  Winton,  and 
Monton  Local  Board  (predecessors  of  the  respon- 
dents), and  approved  by  them  on  the  4th  March 
1875. 

(a)  Bivorted  bj  W.  si  B.  Hulbibt  Eiq.,  B4nliter«t-Lkw. 


Adjacent  to  the  block  of  seven  houses  and  only 
separated  therefrom  by  a  private  passage  giving 
access  to  the  backs  of  the  houses  (but  on  the 
same  side  of  Liverpool- road)  are  twelve  houses 
belonging  to  one  owner,  Edward  Johnson,  and 
divided  into  two  blocks  of  six  houses  each  by  a 
private  passage  giving  access  to  the  backs  of  the 
houses. 

On  the  6th  March  1903  complaint  was  made  to 
the  respondents  that  a  certain  di'ain  or  sewer 
belonging  to  No.  428,  Liverpool- road  was  a 
nuisance  and  injurious  to  health.  On  examina- 
tion the  drain  or  sewer  was  found  to  be  in  a  bad 
condition  and  to  require  alteration  or  amendment, 
and  the  respondents  thereupon  served  upon  the 
appellants  the  notice  of  the  16  th  March  1903. 
The  works  specified  therein  were  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  abating  the  nuisance. 

The  notice  was  not  complied  with. 

The  drain  or  sewer  was  part  of  a  joint  drain 
or  sewer  running  through  and  under  the  cellars 
of  the  seven  houses  belonging  to  the  appel- 
lant, and  receiving  the  drainage  of  each  house 
before  falling  into  the  respondents'  main  sewer  in 
Hampson-street,  a  street  running  off  and  at  right 
aisles  to  Liverpool-road. 

The  9in.  drain  or  sewer  was  a  continuation  of 
and  received  the  drainage  from  a  6in.  drain  or 
sewer  passing  through  and  under  the  ceUars 
of  the  two  blocks  of  six  houses  belonging  Uy 
Edward  Johnson  and  received  the  drainage  from 
each  of  the  twelve  houses  before  reaching  the 
9in.  drain  or  sewer,  as  shown  in  the  plan  given 
below.  The  whole  of  the  6in.  and  9in.  drain  or 
sewer  was  laid  through  private  property  until  it- 
reached  the  public  sewer  in  Hampson-street. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  respondents  that  the 
notice  required  the  appellant  to  make  structural 
alterations  in  the  drain  or  sewer- 
On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  wae  contended 
that,  as  the  drain  of  tne  house  received  the 
drainage  of  more  than  one  building  not  within 
the  same  curtilage  belonging  to  the  same  owner, 
it  became  a  sewer  under  the  provisions  of  sects.  4 
and  13  of  the  Fublic  Health  Act  1875  as  it  con- 
veyed the  drainage  of  three  separate  blocks  of 
dwelling-houses  containing  six  in  each  in  two 
blocks  owned  by  one  owner,  Edward  Johnson, 
and  the  other  block  containing  seven  dwelling- 
houses  owned  by  the  appellant,  another  owner, 
and  was  vested  in  the  local  authority,  and 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  local  authority  to 
repair,  cleanse,  and  keep  it  so  as  not  to  be  a 
nuisance  or  injurious  to  health,  and  that  the  drain 
was  not  a  single  private  drain  withiu  the  meaning 
of  sect- 19  of  the  Fublic  Health  Acts  Amendment 
Act  1890. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  further  con- 
tended that  the  words  in  sect.  41  of  the  Fublic 
Health  Act  1875,  "  appear  to  be  in  bad  conditiop 
or  to  require  alteration  or  amendment,"  did  not 
refer  to  defects  in  the  structure,  and  did  not 
empower  the  respondents  to  order  structural 
alterations,  and  the  notice  of  the  16th  March 
1903  was  therefore  ultra  vires  and  bad. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  drain  or  sewer  at  the  place  where 
the  nuisance  occurred  was  a  single  private  drain, 
to  which  sect.  19  of  the  Fublic  Health  Acts 
Amendment  Act  1890  applied,  and,  further,  that, 
as  the  works  bpecified  in  the  notice  were  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  abating  the  nuisance,  the 
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respondenta  were  authoriaed  to  require  the  ezecn- 
tion  of  the    same  nnder  and  hy  virtue  of  the 

JroTisions  of  aect.  41  of  the  Public  Health  Act 
875. 

The  attention  of  the  juitioea  was  called  to  the 
following  casea  -. 

TravU  t.  UttUy,  70  L.  T.  Bap.  842 ;  (1894)  1  Q.  B. 

233; 
K»r$hav>r.  Taylor,  73   h.  T.  Bap.  274;  (1895)  2 

Q.  B.  471 ; 
Belf  T.  Hovi  Commitiiotier;  72  L.  T.  Bep.   234 ; 

(1895)  1  Q.  B.  685  ; 
Hia  y.  Hdtr,  72  L.  T.  Bjp.  629 ;  (1995)  1  Q.  B. 

906; 
TvUtam  Vutry  r.  Solomon,  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  198 ; 
Bradford  t.  Mayor  of  Eattboume,  74  L.  T.  Bep. 

762;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  205  ; 
8«al  T.  Merihyr  Tydfil   Urban  District  Council,  77 

L.  T.  Bep.  303;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  543  ; 
LaneaUtr  T.  Barnes   Urban  Diitriet   Council,   78 

L.T.Bep.  355;  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  855; 
Bicktnhant   Urban  Oi*trict  Council  r.    Wood,   60 

J.  P.  490. 

The  jnatioea  found  that  the  drain  was  naed  bj 
two  or  more  honaea  belonging  to  different  ownera, 
and  that  the  drain  was  a  single  private  drain 
within  the  meaning  of  aect.  19  oi  the  Public 
'Health  Acta  Amendment  Act  1890,  and  they 
made  an  order  upon  the  appellanta  to  abate  the 
.nniaanoe  and  to  do  any  works  necessary  for  that 
pnrpose  within  twenty-eight  days. 


The  notioe  referred  to  above  was  as  follows : 
To  Mr.  Thompion,  of  41,  Alezuidr»-n»d,  Patrioroft, 
in  the  connty  of  LanoMter,  owner  of  No.  428,  lirerpool- 
road.  Whereas  on  the.  6tb  March  1903  application  wai 
made  to  the  eaid  looal  sathority  stating  that  oertais 
diaiss  on  or  belongUif  to  certain  premises  litnate  at 
No.  428,  LiTwpool-toad,  in  the  said  boron^h,  were  a 
nniaanoe  and  in jnriona  to  health  ;  And  wherws  on  the 
6Ui  March  1903  the  inspector  of  nnisanoea  to  the  said 
looal  authority,  being  doly  empowered  by  the  aaid  local 
anthority,  entered  the  premiies  and  canaed  the  gronnd  to 
bo  opened  and  examined  the  drains  ;  And  whereas  the 
drains  then  appeared  to  be  in  bad  condition  and  reqnired 
alteration  and  amendment ;  And  whereas  yon  are  the 
owner  of  the  premiaea  ;  Notioe  is  hereby  given  to  yon 
that  the  said  local  anthority  require  yon  to  do  tilie  fol- 
lowing neoeasary  works  and  to  complete  the  same  within 
fonrbeen  days  from  the  service  of  this  notioe — that  is  to 
aay,  that  yon  take  up  the  eziating  dafeotire  yard  and 
oeilar  drains  and  gnlliea  and  tops  and  in  lien  thereof 
provide  and  lay  down  effioient  drains  oonatmoted  of  glazed 
and  aocketed  atoneware  pipes,  the  joints  to  be  properly 
made  good  with  cement,  the  ocllar  drain  to  be  embedded 
in  concrete  to  a  thickness  of  six  inohea  all  aronnd  the 
pipe,  and  to  provide  effioient  waah-ont  gnlliea  with  lipped 
tops.  And  farther  take  notioe  that  if  this  notioe  be  not 
complied  with  yon  will  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceed- 
ing 10*.  for  every  day  yon  make  defanlt,  and  the  said 
looal  authority  may,  if  they  think  fit,  themaelvea  execute 
the  worka  and  may  recover  the  expenaea  thereof  in 
manner  provided  by  the  aaid  Acta. — Dated  the  16th 
March  1903.— Wh.  Hinbt  Hicksok,  Town  Clerk,  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  aaid  anthority. — Town  Hall,  Ecelea. 


/f 

PA 

■£. 

;z 

»/S 

71 

' 

>V 

*  . 

-o 

*v 

»V? 

o 

-•( 

M 

/V 

50 

A/ 

y 

V,     VI 

f  5! 

/Oy 

fo 

o^ 

^7 

r 

A> 

o  ^ 

£. 

^ 

-y 

^ 

e 

»v 

£ 

/f 

•0 

s 

£■ 

»v 

E 

ft 

«0 

J 

4C 

IV 

£ 

^ 

f 

f/tM 

T 

4 

tttti 

^ 

■■ 

*/. 

tM 

'"' 

0^     ^ 

«M 

«J« 

4it«- 

«JX 

'Mt 

Mi* 

«t 

"l. 

4IX4I 

MIX 

M*a 

Mf 

Mtt 

JM^ 

A. 

Mil 

M*» 

««o# 

Mat 

«w 

M,i 

<0          ^ 

J: 

J                              I./V£:/^^OOl.              /?OAD 

Bj  sect.  41  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  it  is 
jprovided  that : 

On  the  written  application  of  any  peraoa  to  a  local 
authority  atating  that  any  drain,  water-closet,  earth- 
oloeet,  privy,  ash-pit,  or  cesspool,  on  or  belonging  to  any 
premises  within  the  district,  is  a  nuisance  or  injuiioua  to 
health  (but  not  otherwise),  the  looal  anthority  may  by 
writing  empower  their  surveyor  or  inspector  of  nuisances, 
after  twenty-four  houra'  written  notioe  to  the  occupier  of 
snch  premises,  or  in  oase  of  emergency  without  notioe. 
to  enter  suoh  premises  with  or  withont  assistants,  and 
oanse  the  ground  to  be  opened  end  examine  such  drain, 
water-closet,  earth-oloiet,  privy,  aah-pit,  or  cetspool.  If 
the  drain,  water-closet,  earth-pit,  privy,  ash-pit,  or  cess- 
pool on  examination  is  found  to  be  in  proper  condition, 
be  shall  cause  the  gronnd  to  be  closed  and  any  damage 
done  to  be  made  gnod  as  soon  as  can  be,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  works  shall  be  defrayed  by  the  local 


I  anthority.    If  the  drain,  water-closet,  earth-closet,  privy, 

I  ash-pit,  or  cesspool  on  examination  shall  appear  to  be  in 

bad  condition  or  to  requite  alteration  or  amendment,  tbe 

local  authority  shall  f  ortiiwith  cauie  notioe  in  writing  1l» 

be  given  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  premises 

requiring  to  forthwith  or  within  a  reasonable  time  tfaereih 

specified  to  do  tbe  necessary  works,  and  if  such  notice 

is  not  complied  with  ttw  person  to  whom  it  is  given  ahall 

I  be  UaUe  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  10*.  for  every  day 

I  during  which  he   continnes  to  make  default,  and  the 

local  anthority  may,  if  they  think   fit,   execute  suoh 

worka,  and  may  recover  in  a  aummary  manner  from  tbe 

I  owner  the  expenaes  inoarred  by  them  in  ao  doing,  or  may 

by  order  declare  the  same  to  be  private  improvement 

expenaes. 

By  aect.  4  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  : 

"  Drain  "  means  any  drain  of  and  used  for  drainage  of 

one  bnilding  only,  or  premises  within  the  tame  curtilages. 
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and  Buda  merely  for  the  pnrpoee  of  ooDmniiioatiiiir 
tborafrom  with  a  onipool  or  other  like  reoeptaole  for 
'drainage,  or  with  a  lewer  into)wbich  the  drainage  of  two 
or  more  buildings  or  premisea  ooonpied  by  different 
persons  ia  onnveyed. 

"  Sewer  "  inoladea  sewers  and  drains  of  every  dssorip- 
tion  except  drains  to  whioh  the  word  "  drain  "  inter- 
preted at  aforesaid  applies,  and  except  drains  vested 
in  or  under  the  control  of  any  authority  having  the 
management  of  roads  and  not  being  a  local  authority 
under  this  Act. 

By  seot.  19,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Fablio  Health 
Acta  Amendment  Act  1890  it  is  provided  that : 

Where  two  or  more  houses  belonging  to  different 
owners  are  oonnected  to  a  public  sewer  by  a  single 
private  drain  an  application  may  be  made  under  sect.  41 
of  the  Pnblio  Health  Act  1875  (relating  to  complaints 
as  to  nnisanoes  from  drains),  and  the  local  authority  may 
Tsoorer  any  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  executing  any 
works  under  the  powers  conferred  on  them  by  that 
seotion  from  the  owners  of  the  houses  in  such  shares  and 
proportions  as  shall  be  settled  by  their  sorveyor,  or  in 
case  of  dispute  by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction. 

And  by  aub-Bect.  3  it  is  provided  that : 
Vor   the  purposes  of   this    section   the    expression 
*'  drain  "  includes  a  drain  used  for  the  drainage  of  more 
than  one  building. 

Rhodes  for  the  appellant. — Tlue  9in.  pipe  is 
a  sewer,  as  it  receives  the  drainage  of  more  than 
one  building  not  belonging  to  the  same  owner 
and  not  within  the  same  oiuiilage.  That  brings 
it  within  sect  4  of  the  Pablio  Health  Act  1875. 
It  is  not  within  seot.  19  of  the  Public  Health 
Acts  Amendment  Act  1890.  It  takes  the  drain- 
age of  twelve  other  houses,  which  are  separated 
from  the  appellant's  houses  by  a  private  passage, 
into  the  main  sewer.  The  decision  in  Jackson  v. 
Wimbledon  Urban  District  Council  (90  L.  T.  Bep. 
417)  governs  this  case,  and  it  is  clear  from  Travu 
▼.  Uttley  (70  L.  T.  Rep.  242;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  233) 
that  although  a  pipe  is  placed  entirely  upon 
private  ground  it  may  be  a  eewer.  He  also 
referred  to  , 

Bradford  v.  Mayor  of   Eatthoume,  74  L.  T.  Bep. 

762 ;  (1896)  2  Q.  B.  205  ; 
S^lham  Vestry  r.  Solomon,  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  198 ; 

C.  F.  Pritchard  for  the  respondent8.--The 
question  is  whether  this  pipe  is  a  sewer  or  a  single 
private  drain.  The  naisanoe  arose  in  the  9in.  pipe 
under  the  appellant's  premises,  and  at  that  point 
the  9in.  pipe  is  a  single  private  drain.  He 
referred  to 

iSmI  T.  Merthyr  Tydfil   Urban  Ditlriet  Council,  77 
L.  T.  Bep.  303 ;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  543. 

Jadcson  ▼.  Wimbledon  Urban  District  Council 
{sup.)  is  in  point,  but  in  the  respondents'  favour, 
.for  it  was  conceded  that  the  pipe  whioh  ran 
between  the  two  properties,  and  on  private  ground, 
.And  took  the  dminage  of  different  owners  was  a 
eingle  private  drain.  He  also  referred  to 
Mayor  of  Eattboume  v.  Bradford  (sup.) ; 
Big.    V.  Mayor  of  Eastiaqt,  75  L.  T.  Bep.  377 ; 

(1897)  1  Q.  B.  46 : 
Southwold  Corporation  v.  Crowdy,  67  J.  P.  278 ;  1 
L.  O.  B.  899. 

Lord  Altzestoks,  C.J. — Speaking  for  myself, 
I  can  only  repeat  that  I  hope  either  the  Court  of 
Appeal  or  the  House  of  iJords  may  be  able  to 
eweep  away  some  of  the  decisions  and  put  some 
logical  system  before  us,  or  that  the  Act  of  1890 
may^be  amended  by  some  definition  of  what  a 


single  private  drain  is.  I  have  alwavs  felt  that 
from  the  beginning  there  has  bean  ratner  a  wrong 
view  allowed  to  become  law,  that  a  person  can 
put  upon  a  local  authority  the  obligation  to  repair 
a  drain  simply  because  the  owner  of  the  drain  nag 
allowed  another  person  to  connect  liis  drains  with 
it.  I  doubt  very  much  whether  there  is  any 
distinct  authority  which  supports  that  view 
directly,  but  it  is  involved  in  so  many  decisions 
that,  at  any  rate  in  this  court,  I  think  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  hold  that  a  structure,  though  made 
through  private  property,  which  does  receive,  in 
accordance  with  the  language  of  sect.  4  of  the 
Act  of  1875,  the  dramage  of  more  than  one  build- 
ing or  premises  in  one  curtilage,  becomes  a  drain 
and  not  a  sewer.  If  it  is  possible  even  for  the 
Oonrt  of  Appeal  or  the  House  of  Lords  to  g^ 
behind  all  this  and  say  that  the  action  of  a 
private  individual  with  regard  to  his  own  private 
drun  is  not  enough  to  mbke  it  a  sewer,  a  great 
many  difiSonlties  will  be  removed.  It  seems  to 
me,  therefore,  prima  facie  that,  having  regard  to 
the  decisions  and  language  ot  the  Act  of  1875, 
independently  of  the  Act  of  1890,  this  strnotore, 
which  was  made  before  the  Act  of  1890,  did 
become  a  sewer  because  it  fulfilled  the  condi- 
tions that  made  it  a  sewer  after  the  Act  of  1875. 
Mr.  Pritchard  in  arguing  this  case  frankly 
admitted  that,  and  other  learned  counsel  of 
great  experience  in  these  cases  liave  admitted 
that,  in  this  court  at  any  rate,  they  would 
not  argue  that  a  thing  was  not  a  sewer  but 
a  drain  simply  because  it  passed  through  private 
property.  There  is  the  language  of  Cave,  J. 
in  more  than  one  judgment  which  showed 
his  opinion  was,  and  ho  was  of  great  learning 
in  these  matters,  that  that  misbt  and  ought 
to  have  been  the  rule ;  but  certain^  that  role  has 
not  been  followed.  That  being  so,  we  get  a 
structure  made  as  this  was,  prior  to  the  passing, 
or  at  any  rate  prior  to  the  adoption,  of  the  Act  of 
1890,  a  sewer.  Now,  it  is  said  that  the  decisions  in 
Bradford  v.  Mayor  ofEastbowme  (sttp.)  and  Self  v. 
Hove  Commissioners  {sap.)  and  some  others  lukve 
decided  that  simply  becanse  a  pipe  behind  a 
nnmber  of  honses  received  the  drainage  of  houses 
belonging  to  different  owners,  that  would  still 
remain  a  drain  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  41 
although  it  would  have  been  a  sewer  if  the  honsee 
had  aU  belonged  to  one  person.  Of  course,  that 
as  a  reuult  is  really  ridiculous,  as  has  hwa 
pointed  out,  and  one  hopes  that  there  may 
be  some  means  of  avoiding  that  absurdity. 
To  say  that  it  is  a  sewer  if  twelve  houses  belong 
to  one  person  and  becomes  a  drain  for  the  purpose 
of  this  section  because  he  sells  one  is  absurd  and 
ridiculous,  and  that  particular  test  of  what  would 
make  a  particular  conduit  in  a  {Huiicakx  con- 
dition of  things  a  drun  or  a  sewer,  deplnding 
on  the  words  "belonging  to  different  owners, 
scarcely  can  be  a  sufficient  principle  on  which  to 
decide  whether  a  particnlar  conduit  is  at  the  time 
being  a  drain  or  a  sewer.  Then  come  the  words 
"  a  single  private  drain."  The  facts  in  the  East- 
bowme  case  are  very  like  this  case.  The  finding  or 
statement  in  that  case  ia  that  there  was  a  private 
pipe  or  drain  whioh  ran  through  private  property 
which  had  been  allowed  to  receive  the  drainage 
of  a  nnmber  of  different  houses,  and  under  ^e 
circumstances  the  court  thought  that  in  that  case 
the  conditions  of  sect.  19  were  fulfilled,  and  that 
pipe  having  become  a  nuisance  (not  the  drain 
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beTond  it)  it  should  be  treated  as  being  a  single 
private  drain.  I  myaeU  am  satisfied  that  what- 
ever the  Legislature  intended,  they  did  not  mean 
a  single  private  drain  to  be  determined  bv  the 
cironmstances  I  have  been  referrinir  to.  They 
probably  thought,  as  my  brother  Ghannell  has 
pointed  out,  Uiat  a  drsin  on  private  property 
draining  more  than  one  house  would  be  a  drain 
but  not  a  sewer ;  but  it  is  possible,  of  course, 
ihey  may  have  had  in  mind  other  cases  where  a 
person  has  a  single  private  drain  not  a  sewer,  and 
does  allow  different  owners  to  drain  through  it 
by  provision  for  value  to  himself  or  any  other 
reason.  I  must  follow  the  view  I  expressed  in 
the  course  of  the  argument  of  the  case,  although 
I  quite  ag^ree  that  uie  Wivibledon  case  is  not  an 
anthoriiy  in  this  case.  It  was  conceded  by  the 
oonnsel  for  the  respondents  in  the  Wimbledon 
case  that  he  could  not  have  ai^ed  the  con- 
duit behind  the  house  was  not  a  sewer  but  for 
the  fact  that  it  had  come  out  into  that  which  was 
a  single  private  drain  admitted  to  be  so  on  the 
case.  They  contended  that  because  at  one  end 
it  was  a  single  private  drain,  it  did  not  cease 
throughout  its  length  to  be  a  single  private 
drain.  For  reasons  which  I  explained  in  the 
judgment,  we  held  that,  notwithstanding  that, 
we  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
conduit  which  drained  the  several  houses  of 
one  owner  or  different  owners  still  might 
be  a  sewer.  I  think,  for  the  reasons  I  have 
endeavoured  to  explain  (I  know  how  difficult 
it  is),  this  was  a  sewer,  and  that  the  appeal 
mast  be  allowed  on  that  ground.  The  other 
grounds  of  the  appeal  are  not  required,  in  my 
opinion.  I  think  the  Souihwold  case  did  decide, 
and  the  language  of  the  section  shows  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  sect.  41,  you  have  to  look  at 
the  condition  of  the  sewer  as  it  exists  at  the 
time  of  the  nuisance,  and  that  the  words 
"  alteration  and  amendments  "  refer  to  alteration 
and  amendment  of  the  Hatw  quo  of  the  sewer 
at  the  moment.  I  think  this  appeal  must  be 
allowed,  and  that,  on  these  grounds,  they  ought 
to  have  held  that  this  was  a  sewer  and  not  a 
drain. 

Dablino,  J. — I  was  going  to  say  I  am  of  the 
same  opinion,  but  I  wiu  not  say  that.  I  assent 
to  what  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  has  said.  Keally, 
to  have  any  reasonable  view  that  you  can  call  an 
opinion  upon  these  various  Acts  of  Parliament 
and  the  oases  decided  upon  them,  I  do  not  think 
is  possible.  One  follows  the  case  when  there 
is  one  of  them,  but  ultimately  there  are  a  great 
many,  some  barely  recondlable  to  the  others; 
and  to  follow  one,  the  result  is  that  one  becomes 
involved  in  nuuufest  absurdities  from  time  to 
time.  All  sorts  of  cases  are  put  from  the  bar  in 
argument,  which  anyone  has  to  admit  at  once 
can  be  supported  by  some  case  or  another,  and 
yet  involve  a  manifest  absurdity.  I  should  be 
very  glad  if  the  Lord  Chief  Justice's  idea  could 
be  reached,  and  there  could  be  found  a  court  of 
sufficient  authority  to  make  sense  of  these  Acts 
of  Parliament.  I  think  much  the  simplest  thing 
to  do,  and  what  ought  to  be  done,  really  is  to 
acknowledge  that  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  this 
legislation  altogether,  and  that  it  is  not  possible 
to  give  a  decision  which  will  not  result  in  all 
kind  of  difficulties  or  abenrdities  following  from 
it  because  of  the  way  in  which  this  19th  section 
'  has  been  passed.  The  only  reasonable  and  eSeotive 


thing  to  do  is  to  go  back  and  legislate  again, 
sweep  away  all  these  decisions,  and  put  the  matter 
upon  a  reasonable  basis,  and  until  that  is  done  I 
think  there  will  not  be  a  reasonable  basis  at 
all.  I  do  not  profess  to  be  able  to  give  any 
kind  of  reason  for  the  decision  at  which  I  have 
arrived.  I  think  if  anybody  could  explain 
these  Acte  of  Parliament  it  is  my  brother 
Channell,  and  he  has  not  yet  said  what  his  view 
about  this  case  is,  but  I  can  only  say  that  what- 
ever it  may  be,  feeling  ceiiain  if  anybody  can 
explain  it  he  can,  I  am  content  to  say  I  agree 
with  him. 

Channell,  J. — I  am  afraid  I  must  repeat 
what  I  have  said,  and  I  am  afraid  I  shall  not  satisfy 
my  brother.  My  opinion  is  that  the  problem 
really  is  an  insoluble  one.  I  should  like  to  ^ve 
the  judgment  that  would  most  clearly  secure  uiat 
this  case  should  go  before  another  tribunal  in 
order  if  possible  to  gfet  an  authoritative  solution 
which  would  be  the  best  that  could  be  obtained. 
I  do  not  think  any  Court  of  Appeal  would  say 
thmr  decision  was  thoroughly  satisfactory,  yet  we 
should  get  a  decision  for  use  in  these  courts, 
where  this  question  is  always  turning  up.  The 
real  problem  is  to  reconcile  somehow  or  ouier  the 
provisions  of  the  19th  section  of  the  Act  of  1890 
with  the  general  definition  clause  in  the  Act  of 
1875.  To  begin  with,  I  g^t  rid  of  one  difficulty 
in  this  case  as  to  the  words  "belonging  to 
different  owners  "  in  sect.  19.  As  to  that>  I  am 
perfectly  clear  that  the  true  interpretetion  of  the 
words  "  belonging  to  different  owners "  is  "  not 
all  belonging  to  the  same  owner."  It  is  quite  dear 
from  the  purview  of  the  section  altogether  that 
that  is  what  is  meant.  It  would  not  mean  to 
make  a  difference  in  a  row  of  nineteen  or  twenty 
houses  that  there  was  only  nineteen  owners 
because  two  of  the  houses  somewhere  or  other 
along  the  row  happened  to  belong  to  the  same 
person.  That  is  impossible.  Whatever  the  object 
of  the  Legislature  was  in  passing  this  enactment, 
it  is  quite  natural  they  should  sa^  in  reference  to 
that  which  is  a  single  private  drain,  it  should  not 
prevent  the  making  of  an  order  under  sect.  41  of 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875  because  the  houses 
do  not  all  belong  to  the  same  owner.  Whatever 
they  meant  by  "  a  single  private  drain,"  I  am 
quite  satisfied  that  is  the  natural  meaning  of 
sect.  19.  The  most  natural  solution  of  it  ia 
that  which  I  suggested  during  the  course  of  the 
argument,  that  tnat  section,  which  was  passed  by 
the  Legislature  and  adopted  by  the  Legislature, 
was  in  point  of  fact  framed  by  somebody  who 
was  under  the  idea  that  a  thing  might  be  a 
single  private  drain  although  it  drained  different 
houses  provided  they  all  belonged  to  the  same 
owner.  That  is  not  the  general  law,  but  there  are 
such  cases.  Then  there  is  another  solution  of  the 
problem  about  how  this  Act  of  1890  came  to  be 
passed,  and  that  is  this :  It  is  an  adoptive  Act, 
and  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  large  number  of 
clauses  in  it  are  clauses  which  have  been  passed 
from  time  to  time  in  various  local  Acts,  and  this 
particular  clause,  clause  19,  is  a  clause  that  had 
been  in  local  Acts.  It  has  been  discussed  in 
Se//  V.  Hove  Commissioners  and  JHtW  t.  Hair.  I 
am  not  sure  about  it,  but  I  know  the  danae 
under  discussion  was  a  clause  in  a  local  Act, 
and  the  fact  is,  as  a  matter  of  history,  that 
this  clause  has  been  in  local  Acta  for  a  con- 
siderable time.     Sut  then  those  local  Acte  in 


Digitized  by 


Google 


June  18,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 511 


K.B.  DiT.] 


Hill  (app.)  v.  Pankifkr  (reap.). 


[K.B.  Div. 


all  probability  and  in  all  the  cases  where  ifc  was 
properlv  in,  had  definition  clanses  which  differed 
from  that  in  the  Public  Health  Act  of  1875. 
Certainly  some  of  them  had  clauses  somewhat 
similar  to  the  metropolitan  clauses  about  com- 
bined drainage  under  an  order,  and  whenever 
you  set  a  definition  clause  of  that  character 
and  this  19th  clause  in  the  local  Act  the  whole 
thing  was  perfectly  easy  to  construe  and  there 
was  no  difficulty  about  it,  but  when  it  got 
into  this  Act  and  the  only  definition  clause 
was  the  definition  that  there  was  in  the  Act  of 
1875,  of  course  a  difficulty  was  at  once  created. 
Personally,  1  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to 
give  a  perfectly  satisfactory  solution  of  the 
problem,  but  I  suppose  one  has  to  set  to  work 
about  it  as  best  one  can,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  best  solution  is  that  which  was  given  by  the 
late  Gave,  J.  He  pointed  out  that,  although  it 
was  exceptional,  yet,  nevertheless,  there  might  in 
law  be  a  single  private  drain  draining  more  than 
one  house.  There  are,  however,  few  oases  in 
which  the  court  have  found  the  facts  such  as  they 
could  so  hold.  But  there  is  a  thing  called  a 
drain  made  for  the  owner's  own  profit,  and  there 
is  at  least  one  case  where  it  was  held  that  a  drain 
was  a  drain  made  for  a  pere<«'s  own  private 
profit  and  so  remained  vested  in  the  owner, 
although  otherwise  it  would  have  been  a  sewer 
vested  in  the  local  authority.  Now,  assuming 
that  to  be  a  possible  state  of  things,  you  have 
got  a  case  in  which  there  may  be  such  a  thing 
as  a  single  private  drain  draining  severu 
houses — a  thing  that  is  not  a  sewer,  but  which 
drains  more  than  one  house  and  a  thing  that 
would  have  be^n  so  apart  from  this  Act  of  1890. 
Then  you  could  apply  a  sensible  interpretation 
to  this  sect.  19.  lou  say  provided  that  yon 
can  find  such  a  thing  as  a  single  private  drain, 
then,  when  you  have  got  it,  notwithstanding 
that  all  the  houses  do  not  belong  to  the 
same  owner  you  may  make  an  order  under 
sect  41.  If  that  is  the  true  interpretation,  then 
when  you  have  got  before  you  any  of  these  cases 
you  have  got  to  see  what  is  the  evidence,  if  any, 
that  this  particular  pipe  or  thing  that  you  are 
dealing  with  is  a  private  drain.  It  will  not  be  a 
private  drain  because  it  belongs  to  different 
owners.  If  it  is  a  private  drain  you  may  get  it 
under  this  section,  although  it  does  belong  to 
different  owners,  but  you  must  first  show  that  it 
is  in  point  of  fact  a  private  drain.  You  may  show 
it  in  one  way,  at  any  rate,  by  showing  that  it  was 
a  drain  made  for  profit  within  the  meaning  of 
that  clause.  That  is  one  way  it  oould  be  shown, 
and  I  do  not  say  that  there  may  not  possibly  be 
other  ways.  I  should  not  like  to  say  that  an 
agreement  between  a  local  authority  and  a  build- 
ing owner  that  they  would  sanction  such  a 
STstem  of  drainage  as  he  proposed  upon  the  terms 
that  the  thing  should  remain  a  private  drain 
would  not  be  oinding.  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  not  be,  but  then  yon  must  prove  it  if  you 
want  in  any  particular  case  to  say  that  was  a 
private  drain,  because  it  was  built  and  made  in 
that  way.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  reason- 
able way  in  which  you  can  reconcile  sect  19  of 
the  Act  of  1890  and  the  definition  clause  of  the 
Act  of  1875  is  by  saying  that  provided  in  any 
particular  case  you  show  that  the  thing  is  a 
private  drtun  and  not  a  sewer,  which  prima  facie 
it  will  be  if  it  drains  more  than  one  house,  then 


you  may  make  an  order  under  sect.  41,  notwith- 
standing that  it  drains  houses  which  do  not  all 
belong  to  the  same  owner.  That  seems  to  me  to 
be,  on  the  whole,  the  most  satisfactory  solution  of 
this  problem,  which  all  the  same  I  think  cannot 
quite  satisfactorily  be  solved.  If  that  is  the  fair 
meaning,  and  applying  that  to  this  present  case, 
then  in  this  present  case  there  is  no  evidence  that 
this  thing  in  point  of  fact  was  a  single  private 
drain.  There  is  nothing  set  out  in  tiie  case  to 
show  that  it  was.  The  argument  that  was  raised 
did  suggest  it  is  so,  because  it  was  said  it  does 
drain  houses  that  did  belong  to  different  owners, 
but  I  do  not  think  that  is  sufficient. 

Appeal  aUowed. 
Solicitors:  E.  Lorimer    WHaon,   Manchester; 
Sharpe,  Parker,  Pritdiarda,  Barham,  and  Lawford, 
for  W.  H,  Hiek$on,  Eccles. 


Friday,  March  4. 
(Before  Lord  Altbkstone,  O.J.,  Ebnnbdt  and 

GHA.NNXLL,  JJ.) 

Hill  (app.)  v.  Pannifbb  (reap.),  (a) 
Foot  rale—Di»tresi^8ale — Charges  in  schedule- 
Further  charge* — Legality — 57   Qeo.  3,  c.  93—- 
7*8  Geo.  4.  c.  17—12  £  13  Vict.  c.  14. 
On  a  distrett  for  poor  rate*  the  eoet*  and  charges 
are  not  limited  to  those  provided  by  the  schedule 
to  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  applied  to  a  diatrees  for  sueh. 
rates  by  7  &8  Qeo,  4,  e.  17,  hut  the  "  reasonable  ■ 
charges  of  the  taJcing,  keeping,  and  selling  the 
said  distress  "  may  be  deducted  as  provided  by 
12  A  13  Vict.  c.  14.  ».  1. 
These  "  reasonable  charges  "  may  indvAe  a  charge 
for  the  fee  of  an  auctioneer  on  the  sale. 

Case  stated  on  a  complaint  preferred  by  the 
appellant,  Robert  William  Hill,  against  the  re- 
spondents, or  some  or  one  of  them,  for  that  they 
(having  sold  or  caused  to  be  sold  certain  goods  of 
the  appellant  to  satisfy  a  poor  rate  for  the  parish  of 
Bildeston,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  and  certain 
costs  and  chai-ges  levied  by  distress  upon  the 
goods)  on  or  about  the  28th  July  1903  levied,  took, 
and  received  from  the  appellant  and  retained  and 
took  from  the  produce  of  such  goods  sold,  or 
caused  to  be  sold,  or  caused  to  be  levied,  taken,  or 
received,  or  caused  to  be  retained  and  taken, 
greater  costs  and  charges  than  are  mentioned  and 
set  down  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act  57  Geo.  3, 
o.  93,  to  wit,  a  charge  of  148.  for  the  expenses  of 
an  "  auctioneer,"  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  that 
statute  and  of  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  and  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  14. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  it  was  proved 
that  the  respondent  Robert  Pannifer  is  assistant 
overseer,  and  the  other  respondents,  Robert 
Grimsey  and  Josiah  Shipp,  overseers  of  the  poor 
for  the  parish  of  Bildeston. 

On  the  2nd  July  1903  Pannifer  obtained  from 
two  justices  a  warrant  of  distress  against  the 
appellant,  directing  him  to  make  distress  of  the 
goods  of  the  appellant  and  to  sell  the  same  if 
within  the  space  of  five  days  after  making  the 
distress  the  sum  of  II.  then  due  and  owing  from 
the  appellant  in  respect  of  poor  rate  and  the 
further  sum  of  5«.  Id.,  the  coste  of  obteining  the 
warrant  were  not  duly  paid  by  the  appellant. 

(•)  Baportad  bj  W.  si  B,  Hibbui,  £«).,  BuiUtarHit-Law. 
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Pannifer,  acting  under  the  warrant,  dnlr  made 
distress  npon  the  goods  and  demanded  the  pay- 
ment of  the  moneys  referred  to  aboTo. 

On  the  13th  July  the  appellant  paid  to  Pannifer 
the  snm  of  12.  4s.  Id.,  bemg  the  sum  of  5«.  Id.  in 
respect  of  the  costs  and  19s.  in  respect  of  the 
poor  rate,  but  declined  to  pay  the  balance  of  1«. 
claimed  to  be  dne  in  respect  of  the  rate. 

On  the  28th  Jaly  1903  Pannifer,  as  directed  by 
the  warrant,  sold  the  appellant's  goods  so  dis- 
trained to  satisfy  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  rate, 
and  after  the  sale  he  gare  the  appellaut  a  statu- 
tory notice  of  costs  and  charges  as  required  by 
57  Geo.  3,  o.  93. 

The  Bam  realised  by  the  sUe  was  11.  St., 
from  which  the  respondent  took  and  retained,  in 
addition  to  the  sum  of  1«.  for  the  rate,  the 
following  costs  and  charges :  Levy,  3«. ;  taking, 
keeping,  and  use  of  room,  &c.,  6«.  3d,;  auc- 
tioneer, 14i. ;  and  paid  the  balance  of  9i.  to  the 
appellant. 

The  sum  of  lis.  was  one-third  of  a  fee  of  two 
^ineas  paid  by  the  respondent  to  an  auctioneer 
m  respect  of  the  sale  at  one  time  of  the  goods  of 
the  appellant  and  two  other  ratepayers  against 
whom  distress  warrants  had  been  granted. 

In  all  these  matters  Pannifer  acted  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  and  under  the  authority 
of  the  other  respondenta. 

It  was  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the 
costs  and  oharees  to  which  the  respondents  were 
entitled  were  umited  by  the  statute  57  G^.  3, 
c.  93,  as  applied  to  the  levy  of  a  distress  in  respect 
of  poor  rates  by  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  o.  17,  and  that  the 
charge  of  14i.  for  the  auctioneer's  fee  was  an 
esoessiTe  and  illegal  charge. 

The  appellant  further  contended  that  12  &  13 
Viot.  c.  14,  did  not  entitle  the  respondents  to 
mmbnrse  themselTos  by  appropriating  any  higher 
or  other  oosta  or  charges  than  those  which  were 
authorised  by  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  as  applied  to  pro- 
ceedings for  the  recovery  of  poor  rates. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended 
that  the  words  of  12  &  13  Vict  c,  14,  a,  1,  and 
the  express  provisions  of  the  warrant  of  distress 
which  cited  those  words,  entitled  them  (notwith- 
standiiig  the  earlier  provisions  of  57  G«o.  3,  c.  93, 
and  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  o.  17}  to  deduct  and  retain  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  appellant's  goods 
cosu  and  charges,  to  wit,  in  the  words  of  the 
Act,  "  the  reasonable  charges  of  selling,"  in  excess 
of  and  other  than  those  specified  in  the  schedule 
to  57  Geo.  3,  o.  93,  and  uiat  the  last-mentioned 
statute  must  be  considered  to  be  pro  tanto  revoked 
and  amended. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  respon- 
dents' contention  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statute 
12  &  13  Yiot.  c.  14,  s.  1,  was  right,  and  they  found 
that  the  charge  of  14i.  was  a  reasonable  and  proper 
charge,  and  one  which  by  law  could  properly  be 
made  in  the  ciroamstances  of  the  case,  and  they 
therefore  dismissed  the  complaint. 

By  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  s.  1,  an  Act  to  regulate  the 
costs  of  distresses  levied  for  payment  of  small 
rente,  it  is  provided : 

WhereH  divers  persoiis  actiatr  ss  brokers  and  dig- 
trainiog  on  the  goods  and  ohattalBofothns,  or  employed 
in  the  coniss  of  anoh  diatrenei,  have  of  late  made  ex- 
ceeaive  charges  to  the  great  oppression  of  poor  tenants 
and  others,  and  it  is  expedient  to  check  each  prac- 
tices :  Be  it  therefore  enaoted  that  from  and  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act  no  person  whatsoever  making  any  dia- 


trcBi  for  rent,  where  the  anm  demanded  and  due  shall 
not  exoeed  the  anm  of  201.  for  and  in  reepeot  of  snob 
rent,  nor  any  pera3n  whatsoever  employ ed  in  any  manner 
in  making  each  distrasB  or  doing  any  aot  whatsoever  in 
the  ooorie  of  snoh  distreas  or  for  carrying  the  aanie  intO' 
effect,  afaall  have,  take,  or  receive  oat  of  the  produce  of 
the  gooda  or  chattela  diatrained  upon  and  aold,  or  from 
the  tenant  distrained  on,  or  from  the  luidlord,  or  from 
any  other  person  whataoever  any  other  or  more  ooats 
and  obargea  for  and  in  respect  of  snoh  distress,  or  any 
matter  or  thing  done  therein,  than  snoh  as  are  fixed  and 
set  forth  in  the  aohednle  hereonto  annexed  and  appro- 
priated to  each  aot  which  shall  have  been  done  in  the 
oonrae  of  anch  distreas ;  and  no  person  or  peraona  what- 
soever shall  make  any  charge  whatsoever  for  any  aot, 
matter,  or  thing  mentioned  in  the  said  schednle  nnleas 
such  aot  shall  have  been  really  done. 

Sahednle  of  the  limitation  of  cjsts  and  charges  on  dis- 
tresses for  small  rents : 

(.  J. 

Levying  dislxess    3    0 

Man  in  posaeaaton,  per  day 2    6 

Appraiaement,  whether  by  one  broker 
or  more,  Sd.   in  the  pound  on  the 

valne  of  the  gooJa — 

Stamp,  the  lawfnl  amonnt  thereof — 

All  expenses  of  advertisement,  if  any 

such    10    0 

Catalogues,  sale  and  commission,  and 
delivery  of  goods,  1*.  in  the  pound 
on  the  net  produce  of  ths  sale — 

This  Act  was  extended  by  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  o.  17^ 
to  distresses  for  land  tax,  assessed  taxes,  poor 
rates,  church  rates,  tithes,  highway  rates,  sewer 
rates,  or  any  other  rates,  taxes,  impositions,  or 
assessments  whatsoever,  where  the  snm  demanded, 
and  due  does  not  exceed  202. 

By  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  14,  s.  1,  an  Act  to  enabl» 
overseers  of  the  poor  and  surveyors  of  highways 
to  recover  the  costs  of  distraining  for  rates,  it  i» 
provided : 

Whereas  proviaion  ia  already  made  by  law  for  tb» 
recovery  of  tlie  anm  or  auma  at  which  any  person  is  rated 
<»  assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  or  ia  rated  or  asaaaaed. 
in  any  rate  for  the  highways,  in  Eagland  or  Walea,  by  dia- 
treag  and  aale  of  goods  and  chattels  and  in  default  of  auohc 
diatreea  by  oommitment  to  priaon  nntil  the  aame  ahall 
be  paid,  out  no  provision  ia  made  for  levying  the  oosta 
and  expenaea  inonrred  by  the  overaeers  of  the  poar  or  tb*- 
anrveyora  of  the  highirays  in  the  recovery  of  the  aanm 
reapeotively :  Be  it  therefore  enaoted  that  it  ahall  b» 
lawful  hereafter  for  all  justices  of  the  peace,  if  in  their 
disoretion  they  shall  so  think  fit,  in  any  warrant  of 
diatreaa  they  shall  make  and  iaiue  for  Uie  levying  ot 
any  anm  or  sums  to  which  any  person  or  persona  ia  or 
are  now  or  may  hereafter  be  ratel  or  aaaeaaed  in  or  b^ 
any  rate  or  assessment  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  or  for- 
the  highways  in  England  and  Walea,  or  in  or  by  any 
other  rate  or  aaaeaament  which  by  law  now  or  hereafter 
is  or  ahall  be  directed  to  be  enforced  or  recovered  in  th» 
same  manner  as  a  poor  rate,  or  ia  any  warrant  for  th» 
levying  of  any  arrears  of  the  same,  to  order  that  a  anm. 
snoh  as  they  may  deem  reasonable  for  the  ooats  and 
expenaea  which  anoh  overaeers  or  anrveyora  or  the- 
paraona  applying  for  anoh  warrant  shall  have  incurred' 
in  obtaining  the  aame  shall  als3  be  levied  of  the  gooda 
and  ohattela  of  the  person  or  peraona  against  whonk 
anoh  warrant  ahall  be  granted,  together  with  the  reason- 
able eharges  of  taking,  keepiog,  and  selling  of  the  said 
distress. 

Bobson,  E.G.,  Bodkin,  and  Bruee  WiUianuot^ 
for  the  appellant.  —  There  is  no  antiiority  for 
making  this  charge,  and  it  is  illegal  and  excessive. 
The  expenses  in  cases  of  distress  for  rent  under 
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202.  were  fixed  by  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  and  7  <&  8 
Geo.  4,  o.  17,  merely  extended  that  statute  to 
diatreaaea  other  than  diatreases  for  rent.  The 
Act  12  &  13  Yict  0. 14,  by  aeot.  1,  only  allowa  the 
jnatioea  to  order  auch  anm  aa  they  deem  reaaou- 
able  for  the  coats  and  expenaea  of  the  overaeers, 
together  with  the  reasonable  ohargea  of  the 
taking,  keeping,  and  selling  of  the  diatreas.  The 
earlier  atatntea  are  not  repealed  by  the  Act  of 
12  &  13  Yict.  o.  14,  and  thia  atatate  doea  not 
permit  the  reapondents  to  take  any  more  or  any 
higher  costs  and  expenses  than  those  provided 
for  by  57  Geo.  3,  o.  93.    They  referrel  to 

Mx  part*  Arniim,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  480;  L.  Bep. 
3  Bz.  56. 
W.  Stewart  and  Nolan  for  the  respondents.— 
The  warrant  of  distress  here  recitM  sect.  1  of 
12  &  13  Yiot.  0.  14.  The  words,  "  the  reasonable 
charees  of  the  taking,  keeping,  and  selling  of  the 
said  oistrees,"  are  not  in  any  way  cat  &wn  or 
limited  by  the  Act  of  57  Geo.  3,  a  9a  If  the 
earlier  and  later  statute  are  so  inconsistent  that 
they  cannot  be  read  together,  the  earlier  mast  be 
taken  to  be  repealed  pro  tanto.  No  authoritv  can 
be  shown  for  the  appellant's  contention  nere. 
Thqr  referred  to 

Lav  of  DUtr«88  Amandment  Aot  1888  (51  &  52 
Viot.  0.  21). 

Under  sect.  8  of  that  Act  there  is  power  to  make 
mles,  and  there  are  two  scales,  one  for  distresses 
for  rent  over  and  one  for  the  like  distresses 
imder  20Z. 

Lord  Altibbtoni!,  G.J.— I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  appeal  fails.  I  think  that  we  hare  here,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  proceeding,  to  conatrne 
sect.  1  of  12  &  13  Yict.  0.  14,  and  the  other 
aections  of  that  Act  and  the  achedalea  therein 
referred  to.  The  preamble  of  the  Act  aaya: 
"  Whereas  provision  is  already  made  by  law  for 
the  recoreiy  of  the  sum  or  sums  at  which  any 
person  ia  rated  or  aaaeaaed  in  any  rate  for  the 
highways,  in  England  or  Wales,  by  distress  or  sale 
of  his  goods  and  chattels  and  in  default  of  such 
diatreas  by  commitment  to  priaon  until  the  aame 
shall  be  paid,  but  no  provision  is  made  for  levying 
the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  overaeera 
of  the  poor  or  the  surveyors  of  highways  in  the 
recovery  of  the  aame  respectively."  U  it  be  a 
jost  ciiti<»8m  to  aay  that  tnat  is  not  an'  accurate 
recital,  because  it  ought  merely  to  have  referred 
to  the  costs  of  the  issaing  of  the  summons,  I  do 
not  think,  to  my  mind,  it  affects  what  the  true 
construction  of  the  enabling  words  must  be.  Of 
course  the  preamble  may  be  looked  at  and  ought 
to  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a 
guide  to  any  conatruction  which  ia  doubtfoJ,  or 
to  decide  between  two  oonatmotiona  which  may 
be  pnt  upon  the  words.  It  seems  to  me,  even  a 
Mr.  Bobson  is  rieht,  there  is  a  clear  enactment 
that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  hereafter  for  all  justices 
of  the  peace,  if  in  their  discretion  they  shall  so 
think  fit,  in  any  warrant  of  distress  they  snail  make 
and  issue  for  uie  levying  of  any  sum  or  sums  to 
which  amy  person  or  persons  ia  or  are  now  or  may 
hereafter  be  rated  or  assessed  in  or  by  any  rate  or 
aeaesament  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  or  for  the 
highwaya  in  England  or  Wales,  or  in  or  by 
any  other  rate  or  assessment  which  by  law  now  or 
hereafter  is  or  shall  be  directed  to  be  enforced  or 
reoovered  in  the  same  manner  as  a  poor  rate,  or  in 
any  warrant  for  the  levying  of  any  arrears  of  the 


same,  to  order  that  a  sum  such  as  they  may  deem 
reasonable  for  the  coata  and  expanses  which  such 
overseers  or  surveyors  or  the  persons  applying 
for  such  warrant  ahall  have  incurred  in  obtaining 
the  aame   ahall  alao  ba  levied  of  the  gooda  and 
chattela  of  the  person  or  persons  against  whom 
such  warrant  shall  be  granted."    That  deals  with 
the  particular  point  that  Mr.  Bobson  said  had 
been  left  unprovided  for  by  the   existing  enact- 
ments.   Then  the  section  goea  on, "  together  witti 
the  reaaonable  charges  of  the  taking,  keeping,  and 
aelling  of  the  aaid  diatreas."    When  you  look  at 
the  warrant,  that  warrant  of  distress  again  says, 
"  together  with  the  reaaonable  chargea  of  taking,, 
keeping,  and  aelling  the  aaid  distress,"  and  if 
they — the  rates — shall  not  be  paid,  then  you  do 
sell  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  rendering  the 
overplus  on  demand,  the  reasonable  chargea  of 
taking,  keeping,  and  selling  the  aaid  diatresa  being 
first  deducted.    Mr.  Bobson  says  that  the  earlier 
statute— 57  Geo.  3,  c.  93— was  still  in  forse,  and 
that  it  had  been  extended  to  a  great  many  other 
rights.    It  extended  to  tithe,  land  tax,  poor  rate, 
church  rate,  tithes,  highway  rate,  sewer  rate,  or 
any    other    rates   and   assessments    whatsoever. 
Therefore  it  may  be  regarded  as  a  general  statute. 
Notwithstanding  the  existence  of  that  Aot  being 
borne  in  mind,  Mr.  Bobson  suegeste  this  statute 
means  one  of  two  things ;  it  either  means  reason- 
able  charges  within  the  statutory  maximum,  or  elae 
it  means  the  statutory  charges.    I  think  that  it 
would  require  much  clearer  words  than.  thea«  are 
in  this  statute  and  much  clearer  expreaaion  of  an 
indication  that  the  old  atatutory  maximum  was  to 
be  applied  to  enable  ua  fa  pnt  that  construction 
on  the  later  Act.    It  seems  to  me  yon  either  must 
find  words  which  aaid  the  charges  are  limited  or 
are  provided  by  law  as  now  existing  or  chargea 
not  exceeding  those  that  are  already  provided  in 
respect  of  the  levying  of  distress  by  virtue  of 
those  earlier  statutes.    I  cannot  help  feeling  that 
this  is  a  apecial  statute  with  regard  to  poor  rates. 
It  is  a  statute  which  is  enacted  in  reference  to 
poor  rate,  and  it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  of 
necessity  governed  by  the  same  considerations  as 
those  referred  to  when  you  are  dealing  with  the 
overseers  of  the  poor,  who  are  to  a  certain  extent 
public  officers,  public  unpaid  officers,  and   the 
persons    who    were    considered    by    the    earlier 
legislation  with  regard  to  the  broker's  charges. 
Mr.    Stewart    has    properly  admitted  that    the 
charges  in  this  respect  would  be  charges  which 
would  be  in  the  same  position  as  the   broker's 
charges,  but  I  can  well  imagine  the  Lsgislature 
in  dealing  with  the  poor  rate  meant  to  give  the 
overseers,  subject  to  the  charges  being  reasonable,, 
a  protection  against  the  costs  and  charges  they 
had  to  pay.    I  am  satisfied  that  this  construction 
has  been  put  upon  the  charges  which  have  been 
allowed  to  be  levied  under  a  summons  for  poor 
rates,  and  I  can  find  no  trace,  except  the  ingenious 
argument  of  Mr.  Bobson,  of  any  authority  which 
says,  with  regard  to  12  &  13  Yict.   c.   14,  th» 
maximum  scale  of   57  G^.  3  was  intended  tO' 
apply.     I  think    the   lajiguage   of    the  sUttute 
is  too  strong  for  that.    I  think  the  statute  did 
mean  to  aay  that   the   overseers    of  the   poor 
should    be  entitled    to    have   their   reasonable 
charges   for   levying   and   sellintf   goods.     The 
magistrates  have  found  the  charge  of  148.  is  a 
reasonable  charge,  and  I  think  that  that  was  in 
accordance  with  the  statute  enacting  that  the 
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overseers  should  have  their  reasonable  charges, 
and  therefore  I  think  this  appeal  should  not  be 
allowed. 

Kenuedt,  J. — On  the  whole,  thou(;h  not,  1 
confess,  withont  very  great  doabt,  I  think  that 
the  view  my  Lord  has  taken  is  the  preferable  one. 
I  think  where  there  is  no  direct  reference  in  any 
shape  or  form  in  a  later  Act  to  an  earlier  Act, 
bnt  yon  have  directions  or  enactments  in  the  later 
Act  which  seem,  at  any  rate,  to  differ  from  those 
in  the  earlier  Act,  it  is  not  very  easy  to  say  whether 
the  proper  inference  is  that  the  later  Act  has 
overrnled  the  earlier  Act  and  abolished  it  so  far 
as  its  directions  or  enactments  are  concerned,  or 
whether  one  ought  not  to  find  some  way  in 
which  both  statutes  can  be  applied  to  a  certain 
extent,  the  one  merely  being  treated  as  modifying 
the  other.  The  argument,  which  I  confess  seems 
to  me  an  argument  of  considerable  power,  which 
Mr.  Bobson  has  used  in  this  case  is  this :  That 
while  this  last  Act  of  12  &  13  Tiot.  o.  14,  provides 
that  the  magistrates  may  make  an  order  for 
a  distress  wUch  shall  include  the  reasonable 
charges  of  taking,  keeping,  and  selling  the 
chattels,  yet  that  ought  to  be  read  with  an 
Act  which  has  certaimy  never  been  specifically 
repealed,  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  and  with  a  later 
Act,  7  &  8  Gieo.  4,  c.  17,  which  in  cases 
of  distress  for  poor  rate,  amongst  other  things, 
have  enacted  that  those  charges  for  taking, 
keeping,  and  selling  shall  not  exceed  a  certain 
sum.  It  is  suggested  that  the  fair  construction 
of  the  later  Act  is  that  the  charges  are  to  be 
reasonable,  bnt  not  to  exceed  that  which  by 
those  two  Acts  of  Greoige  III.  and  Greorge  TV., 
which  have  been  referred  to  have  been  thought 
by  the  Legislature  to  be  sufficient.  They  are  to 
be  reasonable  within  those  statutory  limits,  those 
limits  being  imposed  by  unrepealed  Acts  of 
Parliament.  It  is  true  that  even  the  later  of 
those  Acts  is  now  an  old  Act,  and  costs  and 
charges  will  and  must  vary;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  does  seem  to  me  that  there  is  a  good 
deal,  at  any  rate,  to  be  said  in  favour  of  the 
appellant's  argument  where  Parliament  passes  a 
later  Act  without  reference  to  an  earlier  Act,  and 
that  earlier  Act  is  one  which  has  been  in  force 
for  a  long  time  and  therefore  well  known.  It 
seems  reasonable  that  one  should  ^7  to  con- 
strue the  two  consistently  if  it  is  possible.  The 
question  is.  Is  it  reasonable  for  us  to  do  so  in 
this  case  P  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  whole 
matter.  Another,  it  seems  to  me,  still  weightier 
argument  was  this :  In  regard  to  poor  rate,  it 
afreets  a  number  of  poor  people,  very  often  people 
not  of  great  means — people  with  regard  to  whom 
Parliament  has,  as  long  back  as  these  earlier 
statutes  show,  given  a  protection  in  the  form  of 
a  limitation  of  the  costs.  Apparently  the  pro- 
cedure for  questioning  the  reasonableness  oi  the 
charges  has  disappeared,  as  far  as  the  magistrates 
are  concerned,  if  the  view  of  the  respondents  is 
right.  So  far  as  I  can  see,  and  so  far  as  the 
argument  has  called  our  attention  to  the  sections, 
the  right  of  a  person  who  has  unreasonable 
chains  attempted  to  be  forced  upon  him  in  the 
levying  would  do  by  bringing  an  action  to  recover 
money  which  had  been  obtuned  by  a  sort  of 
duress — in  other  words,  driving  him  to  the  courts 
instead  of  a  speedier  and  cheaper  method  of  gqing 
to  the  ma^strate  by  such  a  summons  as  was 
taken  out  in  the  present  case.    I  think,  on  the 


whole,  we  ought  to  face  the  conclusion  that  the 
Legislature  has  done  two  things  which  are  incon- 
sistent. It  may  be  said,  on  the  other  hand,  how 
very  easy,  when  the  limitation  in  the  latter  Act  is 
merely  of  a  reasonable  charge,  to  have  said  if  yon 
intended  to  retain  the  old  and  well-known 
maximum  and  the  reasonable  charges  of  taking, 
keeping,  and  selling  shall  be  charges  not  exceeding 
those  at  present  by  law  allowed.  They  have  not 
said  that.  Therefore,  on  the  whole,  although  I 
think  there  is  a  gocd  deal  to  be  said  for  the 
contention  as  regards  the  protection  of  those 
upon  whom  these  distresses  are  made,  which 
seems  to  me  a  senous  matter,  I  think  that  the 
case  is  strong  enough  to  make  one  say,  if  Par- 
liament has  chosen  in  the  latter  Act  to  use  the 
words  "  reasonable  charges  "  without  reference  to 
the  past  or  the  limitation,  we  must  consider  that 
to  be  the  law  now,  and  therefore  inferentially  the 
earlier  sections,  so  far  as  poor  rate  is  concerned, 
have  been  repealed. 

Gbannell,  J. — ^I  agree.  I  thisk  the  only 
question  we  have  to  eonaider  is  whether  the  words 
of  the  operative  part  of  the  statute  12  &  13  Vict, 
are  inconsistent  with  the  continued  existence  of  a 
statutory  limit  of  the  charges  of  these  distresses 
which  had  previously  existed.  It  seems  to  me 
it  is  inconsistent  with  there  being  a  limit  of 
maximum  of  charges  to  be  chargred  to  say  that  a 
man  is  to  have  his  reasonable  ooste.  The  present 
case  shows  it.  Here  are  costs  which  do  exceed 
that  maximum  limit,  and  which  are  found  to  bo 
in  point  of  fact  reasonable.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  the  second  statute  is  necessarily 
inconsistent,  not  with  the  continued  existence  of 
the  other  statute  as  a  whole,  bnt  of  the  other 
statute  as  applicable  to  the  poor  rate  which  is  the 
subject  of  tfie  sale.  Appeal  dUmUeed. 

Solicitors :  Lloyd  George,  Boberti,  and  Co.,  io' 
Birkeit,  Bidley,  and  Francis,  Ipswich ;  Salmon 
and  Sone,  Bury  St.  Edmunds. 


Wednesday,  March  2. 

(Before  Lord  Alterbtokk,  O.J.,   Wills   and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 

Rex  r.  Judge  of  the  Bibminoham  Oountt 

CouBT  AND  ANOTHBB ;  Ex  parte  BoaEBS.  (a) 

County  Courts — Jurisdiction  —  Bp^dfic  perfcr- 
manoe — Sale  of  equity  of  redemption — Purehaie 
money  less  than  500f.  — •  Value  of  property 
exceeding  5001.— County  Courts  Act  1888  (51  & 
52  Vict.  e.  43),  «.  67,  sub-s.  4. 

Sect.  67,  sub-sect,  i,  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888 
gives  the  County  Court  jurisdiction  in  actions  for 
specific  performance  of  any  agreement  for  the  sale 
or  purchase  of  any  property  where  the  purchase 
money  does  not  exceed  SOOZ. 

Held,  that  under  this  sub-section  the  County  Court 
has  jurisdiction  to  hear  an  action  for  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement  for  the.sale  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  any  property  where  the 
actual  purchase  money  agreed  to  be  paid  for  such 
equity  of  redemption  does  not  exceed  500i, 
cuthough  the  property  itself  may  be  of  a  value 
exceeding  500Z.,  or  maybe  subject  to  a  charge 
exceeding  500Z.,  the  test  of  the  juriediaHon  in  such 


(•)  Beported  by  W.  W.  Obb,  Ski.,  BuilMr-at-Law. 
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ea»e$  being,  not  the  value  of  the  property  or  the 
amount  <gr  the  charge,  but  the  actual  amount  of 
the  purchoue  money  to  be  paid. 

BuLE  calling  upon  the  jp^ge  of  the  Birmmeham 
County  Coort  and  H.  G.  Humphreys,  the  defen- 
dant in  a  certtun  action  in  the  Oonnty  Gonit 
brought  by  one  John  Heniy  Bogers,  to  show 
cause  why  the  judge  should  not  proceed  to  hear 
and  detennine  the  matter  of  the  action. 

The  action  was  one  brought  by  John  Henry 
Bogers,  a  chartered  aooountant  in  Birmingham, 
as  tmstee  for  the  creditors  of  one  Edward 
Glissold,  against  the  defendant  H.  C.  Humphreys, 
for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement.  The 
particulars  of  claim  in  the  action  set  out  that  by 
an  agreement  made  verbally  at  an  interview  on 
the  3rd  Feb.  1903,  the  plaintiff,  as  trustee  for  the 
creditors  of  Edward  Glissold,  agreed  to  assign, 
and  the  defendant  agreed  to  purchase,  the  interest 
of  Edward  Glissold  in  twelve  leasehold  houses 
erected  in  Newcombe-ioad,  Handsworth,  in  the 
county  of  Stafford,  numbered  231  to  253  (odd 
nnmbierB),  the  agreed  price  being  a  sum  sufficient 
to  pay  a  composition  of  3*.  6d.  in  the  pound  to  the 
creditors  of  Edward  Glissold,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  a  deed  of  assignment  dated  the  30th  Jan.  1903, 
and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  deed  and  the 
distribution  of  the  composition. 

The  plaintiff  claimea  specific  performance  of 
the  above  agreement,  and  in  the  alternative 
damans,  and  in  the  further  alternative  the 
plaintiff  claimed  19Z.  10«.  3d.,  money  had  and 
received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  particulars  of  this  latter  sum  being 
rents  of  the  houses  from  the  28th  Marcb  to  the 
6th  July  1903.  201.  8<.  6d..  less  credit  for  rates 
18».  3d.— 191.  10«.  3d. 

The  plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
rule  set  out  the  following  facts  :— 

On  the  5th  Nov.  last  the  action  came  on  for 
hearing  before  His  Honour  Judge  Whitehome,  in 
Birmingham  County  Court. 

The  purchase  money  payable  to  the  plaintiff 
under  the  agreement  (specific  performance  of 
which  was  claimed  in  the  particulars  of  claim) 
was  admitted  by  both  parties  to  amount  to 
761.  1«. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  took  the  preliminary 
objection  that  the  action  was  ontside  the  juris- 
diction of  the  County  Court,  on  the  ground  that, 
althoufl^  the  purchase  money  payable  to  the 
plaintuC  imder  the  agreement  sought  to  be 
enforced  was  only  762.  la.,  yet  as  the  property 
sold  for  such  sum  was  subject  to  certain  equitable 
charges  given  by  Glissold  in  favour  of  one  Mr. 
Newcombe  and  another  to  the  extent  of  about 
1696Z.,  this  sum  of  16962.  should  be  added  to  the 
purchase  money  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the 
qneetion  of  jurisdiction  under  sect.  67,  sub-seot.  4, 
of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888,  and  that  if  this 
were  done  the  limit  of  5002.  prescribed  by  that 
section  would  be  exceeded. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  reply  to  that  con- 
tention, opened  so  much  of  nis  case  as  was 
necessary  to  show  tiie  drcumstanceB  of  the  dispute 
so  far  as  they  touched  the  question  of  juris- 
diction, and  admitted  the  facts  stated  by  the 
defendant's  counsel — namely,  that  the  purchase 
money  payable  to  and  recoverable  by  the  plaintiff 
was  762.  l8.,  and  that  the  property  agreed  to  be 
sold  was  subject  to  the  equitable  charge  for  16962. ; 


but  he  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  the  amount 
of  the  purohaae  moaej  which  would  pass  from 
the  purchaser  to  the  vendor  was  only  762.  1>., 
the  case  was  clearly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court. 

The  agreement  between  the  parties  was  verbal, 
and  the  plaintiff  relied  on  the  part  performance 
of  the  contract  by  the  parties  as  taking  the  case 
out  of  the  operation  of  sect.  4  of  the  Statute  oi 
Frauds.  The  judge  did  not  deal  with  that  or  with 
the  other  points  in  the  case  by  reason  of  the 
above  prehminary  objection  and  his  decision 
thereon.  He  gave  judgment  on  the  preliminary 
objection  on  the  following  day,  and  decided  that 
he  was  bound  in  law  to  take  into  consideration 
not  only  the  actual  purchase  money  which  would 
have  passed  between  the  parties,  but  also  the 
charges  subject  to  which  the  property  was  to  be 
sold,  even  though  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the 
defendant  would  I  be  liable  therefor,  and  that  he 
therefore  held  that  the  case  was  beyond  his 
jurisdiction  and  refused  to  hear  it. 

The  learned  jadge  afterwards  stated  that  he 
also  decided  that  uie  proper  course  for  him  to 
adopt  was  to  order  that  the  action  be  transferred 
to  the  Chancery  Division  of  the  High  Court 
pursuant  to  sect.  68  of  the  County  Courts  Act 
1888,  which  he  accordingly  did,  notwithstanding 
the  protest  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel ;  and  he  also 
refused  to  hear  the  plaintiff's  alternative  claim 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  ordered  that 
the  whole  action  should  be  transferred  as  above 
described. 

The  County  Gonrts  Act  1838  (51  &  52  Yict. 
c.  43)  provides  : 

SeoL  67.  The  oonrt  iIibII  have  and  exeroiss  all  the 
powers  and  anthority  of  the  high  oonrt  in  the  actions 
or  matters  hereinafter  mentioned ;  (that  ia  to  lay) 
....  (4)  For  speoifio  performanoe  of  or  for  the 
reforming,  delivering  np,  or  cancelling  of  any  agree- 
ment for  the  sale,  porohMe,  or  lease  of  any  property, 
where  in  the  ease  of  a  sale  or  pnrohase  the  porohase 
money,  or  in  the  oaae  of  a  lease  the  value  of  the 
property,  shall  not  exceed  the  inm  of  five  hundred 
ponndi. 

Henry  Suiton,  for  the  County  Court  judge 
showed  cause  against  the  rule. — The  learned  judge 
was  right  in  refusing  to  hear  the  action.  The 
question  arises  upon  the  construction  of  sect.  67, 
sub-sect  4,  of  the  County  Courts  Act  1888,  and  the 
ground  upon  which  the  judge  refused  to  hear  the 
action  was  that  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  on 
the  facts  the  limit  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
County  Court  (namely,  5002.)  had  been  exceeded. 
The  contract  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  only,  and  the  judge  thought 
that,  although  the  equity  of  redemption  was  only 
a  small  sum  (762.),  yet  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction 
because  the  whole  value  of  the  property  far 
exceeded  the  limit  of  5002.  The  word  "  purchase 
money  "  in  sub-sect.  4,  when  used  in  a  ciwe  like 
the  present,  is  used  in  a  technical  sense,  and 
does  not  mean  the  actual  amount  fixed  or  agreed 
upon  for  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and 
does  not  mean  the  amount  of  the  monev  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  contract ;  but  the  "  pur- 
chase money  "  means  the  "  purchase  money  "  in 
the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  the  Stamp  Acts. 
This  jurisdiction  in  actions  for  specific  perform- 
ance was  originally  given  to  County  Courts  by 
the  County  Courts  Equitable  Jurisdiction  Act 
1865  (28  &  29  Yict.  c.  99),  s.  1,  and  was  extended 
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by  the  Gonnty  Gonrts  Acts   Amendment  Act 
1867  (30  St,  31   Vict.  c.  142),  a.  9  ;  and  at  the  time 
this  joriadiction  waa  originally  given  the  Stamp 
Act  in  foroe  was  the  Stamp  Act  1853   (16  &  17 
Yict.  c.  59),  and  by  aect.  10  of  that  Act,  where 
any  lands  or  other  property  were  aold  and  con- 
veyed anbjeot  to  any  mortgage  or  other  debt,  the 
mortgage  money  was  to  be  deemed  to  be  part  of 
<the  "  porohaae  or  consideration  money,"  Wkether 
-agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  or  not.    So 
that  at  that  time,  wnen  property  was  sold  subject 
to  a   mortgage,  the  mortgage  debt  had  to  be 
Added  to  the  pnrohase  money  actually  paid,  to 
arrire  at  the  "  purchase  money  "  npon  wnich  the 
etamp  duty  had  to  be  paid.    The  wording  of  the 
Stamp  Act  on  this  point  has   been  altered  ainoe 
that  time,  but  it   nas  been  decided  that  when 
property  is  sold  subject  to  a  mortgage  debt  the 
■ad  valorem  stamp  duty  is  payable  on  the  money 
actually   paid,  plus  the   mortgage   debt.    The 
conesponding  Stamp    Act  in  foroe  when  the 
Gonn(7    Courts   Act  1888  was  passed  was  the 
SUmp  Act  1870  (33  and  34  Yict.  o.  97).  and  sect. 
73  of  that  Act  proTided :  "  Where  any  property 
is    conveyed   to   any  person   in    oonaideration, 
wholly  or  in  part,  of  any  debt  due  to  him,  or 
subject  either  certainly  or  contingently  to  the 
payment  or   transfer  of   any   money  or  stock, 
whether  being  or  constituting  a  charge  or  incum- 
brance  upon  the  property   or   not,  such  debt, 
money,  or  atock  is  to  be  deemed  the  whole  or  part, 
aa  the  caae  may  be,  of  the  consideration  in  respect 
whereof  the  conveyance  ia  chargeable  with  ad 
valorem  duty."  Those  were  the  conaiderationa  upon 
which  the  judge  relied  in  deciding  as  he  did.   The 
<K>naideration  for  this  contract  would  be,  not  the 
mere  76Z.  which  waa  actually  paidover,  but  that  sum 
added  to  the  amount  of  the  charge  upon  the  pro- 
pwty,  and  that  sum  would  far  exceed  the  5002. 
and  therefore  would  be  far  beyond  the  County 
Goart  jurisdiction.    That  total  sum  would  be  the 
sum  in  respect  of  which  the  stamp  duty  would 
be  payable  upon  the  conveyance.  All  the  questions 
of  tiue  which  could  be  raised  in  an  action  for 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement  tor  the  sale 
of  the  whole  property  could  be  raised  on  a  claim 
for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption ;  and  if  an  owner 
had  a  doubtful  title  he  could  mortgage  the  pro- 
perty for  nearly  its  whole  value,  leaving  a  small 
aom  in  respect  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and 
then,  if  the  contention  on  the  other  side  is  right, 
by  selling  the  equitv  of  redemption  for  a  small 
snm  he  could  give  the  County  Court  jurisdiction, 
althongh  the  property  itself  might  be  worth  a 
very  large    sum.     The  object    of   the  statute 
was  to  confer  upon  the  inferior  court  only  a 
,<very  limited  junadiction  in  these  matters,  and 
therefore  we  ought  to  give  such  a  meaning  to  the 
words  "  purchase  money  "  as  will  carry  out  that 
object. 

MeCardie  in  support  of  the  role. — ^The  County 
Court  judge  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  caae. 
All  the  risks  that  have  been  referred  to  are  safe- 
warded  by  sect.  126  of  the  Act,  because  those 
who  framed  the  Act  assumed  that  oases  of 
importance  of  this  kind  might  arise,  and  sect.  126 
was  inserted  to  meet  the  difficulty.    That  section 

f'ves  the  High  Court  power  to  remove  into  the 
igh  Court  any  action  or  matter  in  the  County 
Oonrt  if  it  is  deemed  desirable  that  the  same  shall 
be  tried  in  the  High   Court.     That  power  of 


removal  by  certiorari  meets  any  ^fficnlties  of  this 
kind  tiiat  may  arise.    In  aect  67,  anb-aect.  4,  we 
find  the  distinction  taken  between  the  case  of  a 
sale  of  property  and  a  lease   of   property,  and 
whereaa  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  property  what  ia 
taken    as    the    test    is    "the    value    of    the 
property,"  which    must    not    exceed    5001.,   in 
the  case  of  a  sale  of  the   property   what  it 
taken  as  the  test  is,  not  the  value  of  tlie  property, 
but "  the  purchase  money,"  and  so  long  as  the 
"  purchase  money  "  in  the  caae  of  a  sale  does  not 
exceed  500Z.,  the  County  Court  is  given  jurisdic- 
tion.   So  that  in  the  case  of  a  sale  and  purchase 
the  Act  assumes  that  the  parties  themaelvea  have 
fixed  that  which  is  to  give  the   County  Court 
jurisdiction.    The  word  "  purchase  money  "  is  to 
be  taken  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  torm  as  the 
sum  which  is  actnallv  given  or  agreed  to  be  given 
for  the  purchase.     We  have  thns  a  clear  test  laid 
down  as  to  that  which  is  to  give  the  County  Court 
judge  jurisdiction  ;  and  if  any  difficulty  arises  as 
to  the  amount  or  value  of  the  property  involved, 
there    is    always    the    remedy    of    removal   by 
certiorari  under  sect.  126.     [Lord  Altkestoki, 
G.J. — In  effect,  in  auch  a  caae  as  the  present,  the 
County  Court  judge  might  be  tiring  the  titie  to 
property  worth,  say,  10,(X)02.]     Yes,  that  is  con- 
ceded, and  the  remedy  for  that  is  by  certiorari 
under  aect.  126.    The  sub-section  itself  lays  down 
the  test  of  the  actual  purchaae  money,  and  if  we 
depart  from  that  all  Jtinds  of  difficulties  arise, 
and  in  the  present  case  the  actual  purchase  money 
was  762.    The  particulars  of  claim  set  out  the 
agreement,    specific    performance   of    which    is 
claimed,  and  in  any  event  the  judge  was  bound  to 
try  that  part  of  the  claim  which  was  within  his 
jurisdiction.    He  referred  to  sects.  57,  60,  and  68, 
under  which  latter  section  the  judge  has  power, 
during  the  hearing  of  the  action,  to  transfer  it  to 
the  Chancery  Division,  if  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  it  exceeds  the  limit. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  C.J. — I  can  well  onderstand 
the  learned  County  Court  judge  raising  the  point 
that  has  been  raised  in  uiis  case.  I  think  the 
oase  does  call  attention  to  what  I  will  not  call  a 
defect,  beoanse  it  may  very  likely  be  right  aa  to 
jurisdiction,  but  to  a  point  which  may  require 
further  consideration  —  namely,  the  oueetion 
whether  or  not  it  was  intended  or  is  desirable  that 
the  County  Court  judge  should  have  juris^ction 
in  a  case  where  the  aubject  of  the  contract,  the 
purchase  money  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  is 
below  the  5002.,  but  the  value  of  the  propwty 
which  is  actually  being  transferred  subject  to  a 
charge  may  be  very  much  larger.  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  this  (question  of  undoubted  difficulty  the 
only  safe  guide  and  rule  that  we  can  follow  is  to 
give  the  best  construction  we  can  to  the  language 
of  the  section,  by  giving  that  language  its 
natural  construction,  and  that  we  ought  not  to 
put  an  artificial  construction  upon  the  section, 
unless  we  see  that  the  consequences  are  such  that 
we  are  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Legisla- 
ture has  used  the  words  in  a  limited  sense.  As 
has  been  pointed  out  by  the  learned  counsel  on 
each  side,  the  section  is  a  general  section  relating 
to  all  classes  of  property,  and,  including  chattels 
as  well  as  real  property;  therefore  it  is  not 
specially  directed  to  tne  oases  in  which  the  pur- 
chase money  of  land  only  would  be  the  subject  of 
consideration.  The  language  of  the  sub-section  is : 
"For  specific  performance  of  .  .   .  any  agreement 


Digitized  by 


Google 


June  18,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 517 


KB.  DiT.] 


The  Abkk. 


[Aj>m. 


for  the  sale,  purchase,  or  lease  of  any  properfcj, 
where  in  the  ease  of  a  sale  or  purchase  the 
purchase  money,  or  in  the  case  of  a  lease  the 
▼aine  of  the  property,  shall  not  exceed  the  sum 
of  fire  hundred  pounds."  It  seems  to  me  that  as 
the  section  contemplates  all  kinds  of  property 
being  sold,  land,  chattels,  interests  of  all  kinds, 
shares,  eho$ea  in  action,  and  so  on,  we  must 
assume  prima,  faeie  that  the  words  "purchase 
money  "  refer  to  the  price,  and  mean  the  purchase 
money  for  that  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
puTohase  and  sale  ;  and  to  a  certain  extant  that 
view  is  fortified,  though  I  do  not  think  it  is  very 
materially  fortified,  by  the  following  words,  "  or 
in  the  case  of  a  lease  the  value  of  the  property," 
being  an  especial  exception  where  the  Legislature 
could  not  ascertain,  bo  to  speak,  any  standard  of 
purchase  money.  Under  those  oircnmstanoes, 
though  it  miy  be  that  indirectly  the  County 
Conrc  has  been  given  'prima  faeie  (subject,  of 
oonrse,  to  the  power  of  removal  under  sect.  126) 
a  jurisdiction  in  cases  in  which  the  questions  will 
really  affect  property  of  a  much  larger  value  than 
500{,  T  do  think  it  would  not  be  safe  to  put  an 
artificial  construction  on  the  words  "  purchase 
money,"  and  that  we  must  read  those  words  as 
referring  to  that  which  was  the  actual  purchase 
money  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract 
sought  to  be  specifically  performed,  or  to  be 
reformed  or  cancelled.  The  facts  of  this  case 
show  that  what  was  being  sold  was  the  equity  of 
redemption  for  762.,  and  that  therefore  the  learned 
Ooun^  Court  judge  had  prima  faeie  jurisdiction ; 
and  I  think  it  is  not  immaterial,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  that  there  are  powers  of  removal 
under  sect.  126,  which  can  be  exercised  if  it  should 
turn  out  that  the  interest  in  much  more  valuable 
property  is  at  stake.  I  quite  follow  the  line  of 
argument  which  impressed  the  County  Court 
judge,  which  counsel  has  very  clearly  brought 
before  ns,  that  for  a  long  period  of  years,  when 
property  is  sold  subject  to  any  charge,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Stamp  Act  and  of  the  stamp  duty 
the  consideration  or  purchase  money  has  been 
taken  to  be  the  total  amount  of  the  value  of  the 
proper^,  indnding  the  charge.  I  do  not,  however, 
think  that  the  statutes  deling  with  tiie  stamp 
dnfy  can  be  said  to  be  in  pari  maierid  with  the 
County  Courts  Act ;  bnt  whether  they  be  so  or 
not,  if  it  was  intended  to  draw  the  distinction,  I 
think  it  should  have  been  done  in  clearer 
IsDsaage  than  is  used  in  this  section,  and  1 
feel  constrained  to  give  the  natural  meaning 
to  the  words,  "  the  purchase  money,"  in 
construing  the  words,  "  where  in  the  case  of 
a  sale  or  purchase  the  purchase  money 
.  .  ,  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  five  hundred 
pounds,"  and  to  say  that  the  County  Court  judge 
had  jorisdiction.  I  can  quite  understand  ms 
entertaining  a  doubt  upon  the  matter,  and  I  think 
we  ought  to  give  him  assistance  by  saying  that  we 
are  of  opinion  that  in  such  a  case  as  this  the  juris- 
diction exists  and  ought  to  be  exercised  unless 
the  case  has  been  removed  by  certiorari.  If  it  is 
thought  that  the  result  of  our  judgmant  is  to 
give  the  County  Courts  a  jurisdiction  which  they 
ought  not  to  have,  then  the  Act  must  be  altered 
by  amending  it  so  as  to  make  this  matter  clearer 
than  the  language  of  this  present  section  makes 
it. 

Wills,  J. — ^I  am  of  the    same    opinion.    It 
appears  to  me  that  there  is  nothing  to  guide  us 


as  to  what  the  meaning  of  the  Liej^slatare  is 
except  the  words  they  l^ve  used  in  this  specific 
sub-section,  because  to  my  mind  the  Stamp  Acts- 
do  not  throw  any  light  upon  the  present  question. 
The  Stamp  Acts  are  Revenue  Acts,  and  they  are- 
always,  or  generally,  framed  with  a  view  to  getting- 
as  much  out  of  the  subject  as  can  possibly  be  g^^ 
and  therefore  it  is  very  natural  that  they  shonld 
use  language  which  will  cover  the  whole  amount 
as  the  amount  upon  which  duty  is  to  be  charged— 
namely,  the  whole  value  of  property,  '  including 
that  sum  by  which  its  real  value  is  diminished, 
which  is  the  charge  upon  it.  Therefore  I  do  not 
feel  that  the  Stamp  Acts  give  us  any  assistance 
whatever  in  dealing  with  a  case  like  the  present. 
That  being  so,  there  is  only  one  safe  rule  to  apply 
in  construing  an  Act  of  Parliament  where  we 
have  nothing  but  the  bare  words  to  guide  us,  and 
that  is  to  give  those  words  their  natural  mean- 
ing. "  Property "  is  a  very  large  word,  and 
certainly  would  include  an  equity  of  redemption, 
and  I  think  if  anybody  were  asked  with  respect  to 
this  transaction  what  property  was  being  sold  his 
answer  would  be  the  equity  of  redemption.  And, 
moreover,  that  is  made  rather  more  clear  by  the 
use  of  the  words  "  the  purchase  money."  That 
means  the  purchase  money  for  the  property  sold, 
and  the  reference  to  the  purchase  money  makes 
the  sum  which  has  been  agreed  between  the 
parties  to  be  given  the  standard  of  what  the 
property  is  worth — the  property  which  is  the 
subject  of  sale ;  and  in  that  way  it  throws  a 
reflected  light  upon  the  interpretation  which 
ought  to  be  given  to  "property."  In  my 
opinion,  therefore,  this  really  was  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  for  762.,  and 
the  action  is  therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  County  Court  judge. 

Kbnnbdt,  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  very  mnch  as  my  brother  Wills  has 
put  it,  that  the  proper  rule  in  this  case  is,  as  far 
as  we  can,  to  foUow  the  natural  and  fair  meanings 
of  the  words  in  their  position  as  used  in  the 
sentence.  Now,  if  anybody  had  said  in  this  case 
"  What  money  did  you  purchase  the  equity  of 
redemption  for  P  "  he  wonld  have  been  told  "  761.," 
and  the  section  says  that  if  the  purchase  money 
does  not  exceed  a  certain  limit  the  Counl^ 
Court  judge  has  jurisdiction.  In  this  case, 
apparentiy,  that  Umic  was  not  reached. 

Rule  absolute. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicant.  Field,  Boseoe,  and 
Co.,  for  Sherwin  and  Eogert,  Birmingham. 

Solicitor  for  the  County  Court  judge  in 
opposition  to  rule,  Solicitor  to  the  Treaiury. 


PROBATE,  DIVORCE,  AND  ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 

ADMIRALTY    BUSINESS. 

Wednesday,  Feb.  3. 

(Before  Sir  F.  Jbvkb,  President,  and 

Babnbs,  J.) 

Thb  Abnb.  (a) 

Bill  of  lading — Discharge  of  cargo — Qooda  to  be 

taken    •'  as  fast    as     steamer    can   deliver  "• — 

Deficiency  of  railway  waggons — Option  of  ship^ 

owner  to  discharge  in  other  ways  not  exercisea. 

Goods  were  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading  which 

(a)  Beported  b;  Ohsutofhek  HcaD,  Ksq.,  BuTister«i-LftW. 
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provided :  "  The  good*  to  be  taken  from  the  ship 
by  the  eoTisignees  {at  their  expense)  immediately 
after  arrival,  and  as  fast  as  steam.er  can  deliver 
or  the  same  teill  be  transhipped  into  lighters, 
or  landed,  or  warehoused  at  the  expense  and 
risk  of  the  proprietors  of  such  goods."  On 
arrival  of  the  vessel  the  consignees  neither  took 
delivery  nor  did  the  master  exercise  his  option  of 
landing  or  lightering  the  goods. 

In  an  aefton  by  the  charterers  against  the  con- 
signees for  damages  for  detention  of  the  vessel  : 

Beld,  thai  the  plaintiffs  were  not  deprived  of  their 
remedy  bteause  the  master  had  not  exercised  his 
option  OS  to  landing  or  lightering  the  goods,  and 
were  entiHed  to  recover. 

Held,  further,  that  the  plaintiffs  having  made  otit 
a  primft  facie  ease  of  delay  in  taking  delivery 
by  the  defendants,  the  onus  was  upon  the  defen- 
dants to  show  that  the  delay  arose  from  no 
defauU  on  their  part,  and  was  due  to  the  want 
of  applianees  in  the  port,  and  that  they  had 
failed  to  do  so. 

AfpbaIi  b;  the  plaintijfs  from  a  judgment  of  the 
jadge  of  the  Swansea  Oonntj  Gonrt  in  favour  of 
the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  were  Glebmder  Tan  Uden,  of 
Rotterdam,  the  time  charterers,  and  J.  Boebe, 
the  master  of  the  steamship  Arne,  and  claimed 
511.  5s.  damages  for  detention  of  the  steamship. 

The  defendants  were  W.  Qilbertson  and  Co. 
Limited,  the  indorsees  of  bills  of  lading  and  con- 
siniees  of  the  cargo. 

The  cargo  was  shipped  in  two  parcels.  The 
first  parcel  oonsisted  of  abont  1078  tons  of  pig 
iron  and  28  tons  of  old  rails,  and  the  second  of 
abont  910  tons  of  pig  iron.  It  was  shipped  on 
board  the  Arne  at  Antwerp  for  Swansea  by  the 
same  shipper  in  each  case. 

By  the  bills  of  lading,  which  were  dated  the  6th 
April  and  the  28th  April  1903  respectively,  it  was 
stipulated : 

Tbe  groods  to  be  t»k«ii  from  the  ship  bytheoonaigneei 
(at  their  expenie)  immediately  after  arrivml  and  aa  faat 
as  stasmer  can  deliver,  or  the  same  vrill  be  transhipped 
into  lighters,  or  landed,  or  wsiehonsed  at  the  expense 
and  risk  of  the  propHetora  of  suoh  goods.  AU  goods 
consigned  to  "  order  "  will  be  delivered  upon  the  qoay, 
or  into  lighters,  or  warehoased  at  the  option  of  the 
agents  of  the  steamer,  snoh  delivery  to  be  for  aooouit 
and  risk  of  owners  of  the  goods. 

The  discharge  took  place  out  of  the  ship  direct 
into  railway  tmcks. 

According  to  the  admission  of  facts  the  respon- 
dents commenced  to  take  delivery  of  the  first 
consignment  of  cargo  at  9  a.m.  on  Tuesday  the 
14th  April,  but  did  not  complete  taking  deuveiy 
until  12.30  p.m.  on  Saturday,  the  18th  April, 
making  altogether  99^  hours.  The  respondents 
commenced  taking  deUrery  of  the  second  consign- 
ment of  cargo  at  7.45  a.m.  on  DIonday,  the  4th 
May,  and  completed  taking  delivery  at  10  p.m. 
on  Thursday,  the  7th  May,  making  86^  hours  in 
all. 

The  app^lants  contended  that  a  reasonable 
time  for  taking  delivery  of  the  first  consignment 
of  cargo  expired  at  noon  on  Thursday,  the  16th 
April,  and  of  the  second  consignment  at  noon  on 
Wednesday,  the  6th  May.  The  appellants  claimed 
two  days  at  152.  per  day  making  302.  as  damages 
for  the  first  voyage,  and  one  day  ten  hours  for 
the  second  voyage,  making  212.  5s. — 512.  5s.  in  alL 


On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  these  damages  'were 
reduced  to  412? 

The  appellants  alleged  that  their  vessel  was 
capable  of  delivering  about  500  tons  a  dav,and  that 
the  cause  of  the  delay  was  that  the  defendants 
failed  to  see  that  a  sufS<»ent  number  of  railway 
waggons  were  provided. 

The  respondents  alleged  that  a  reasonable 
amount  to  discharge  per  Saj  based  on  averages  in 
the  case  of  previous  steamers  would  be  from  260 
to  300  tons. 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  gave  jndg>- 
ment  for  the  defendants.  His  judgment  was  as 
follows : 

I  oonsidar  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  jadgr- 
ment  on  the  constrootion  of  tia  olanse  in  the  bill  of 
lading. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Jtfeo^er  for  the  appellants. — ^It  is  submitted  the 
respondents  did  not  on  the  arrival  of  either  cargo 
take  delivery  within  a  reasonable  time.  The 
clause  enablmg  the  shipowners  to  land  the  goods 
is  discretionarv ;  it  does  not  bind  them  to  do  so. 
It  is  inserted  for  their  own  protection,  and  their 
omission  to  do  so  is  no  answer  to  a  claim  for 
detention.  As  Lindley,  L.J.  put  it  in  Hick  v. 
BodoeanaehH65  L.  T.  Bep.  at  p.  303 ;  7  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  at  p.  100;  (1891)2  Q.  B.  at  p.  632): 
"  These  clauses  are  obviously  inserted  In  the 
interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  shipowner,  and 
they  give  him  an  additional  remedy  for  tbe 
recovery  of  what  is  due  to  him,  and  not  a  remedy 
in  substitution  for  any  which  he  would  have 
apart  from  these  clauses.  The  master  is  under  no 
obligation  to  land  the  goods  and  assert  his  lien 
instead  of  allowing  the  consignee  to  land  them, 
and  leaving  him  to  be  sued  for  the  payments  he 
ought  to  make.  The  master  is  empowered  to  do 
this,  but  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  exercise  tbe 
power.  He  is  the  person  to  decide  whether  he 
will  exercise  it  or  not."  The  ship  could  have 
delivered  500  tons  of  cargo  a  day,  and  the  con- 
signees ought  to  have  provided  sufficient  tmoks. 
He  also  referred  to  the  case  of 

Jf  odea  to  Pineiro  and  Co.  v.  Dupri,  86  L.  T.  B«p. 
560;  9  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  297. 

Balloch,  for  the  respondents,  contra.— If  there 
was  no  unreasonable  delay  the  shipowner  has  no 
cause  of  complaint,  and  if  he  had  one  he  could  by 
exercising  the  power  given  him  by  the  bill  of  lading 
compel  the  consignees  to  take  delivery  as  there 
provided.  The  ordinary  course  of  delivery  is 
into  railway  tmcks,  and  the  evidence  goes  to 
show  that  under  this  method  only  200  to  300  tons 
of  cargo  could  be  received  per  day.  The  supply 
of  trucks  is  dependant  on  the  railway  oompany, 
over  whom  the  respondents  have  no  efficient 
control.  The  words  "as  fast  as  steamer  can 
deliver  "  only  mean  as  fast  as  the  facilities  of  the 
port  where  delivery  is  taken  will  allow  of : 

Wyllie  V.  Barriton,  13  Sesa.  Ca.  (4Ui),  92. 

In  that  case  the  vessel  had  been  chartered  to 
carry  iron  ore  "  to  Glasgow  General  Terminus  or 
Queen's  Dock,  in  charterer's  option,"  and  then 
"  deliver  as  customary."  It  was  also  provided  by 
the  charter-party,  "cargo  to  be  discharge  as 
fast  as  steamer  can  deliver  after  being  berthed." 
At  the  general  terminus  the  customary  mode  of 
discharge  was  into  trucks,  and  the  only  trucks 
permitted  were  those  of  the  Caledonian  and  North 
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British  Itailway  Companies.  The  Court  of 
Session  held  the  charterers  were  not  responsible 
for  the  delay  caused  by  want  of  tmcks.  As  the 
Lord  Jnstice-Glerk  (Lord  Moncreiff)  said  :  "  The 
place  of  deliverr  may  be  a  port  which  is  subject 
to  resolattons  which  are  not  within  the  powers  of 
the  diarterer,  and  which  mast  be  complied  with 
before  deliyery  can  be  given  at  all.  Where  these 
regulations,  which  are  incorporated  into  the 
charter-party,  provide  that  goods  shall  not  be 
laid  down  on  the  quay,  but  put  into  tracks,  I 
think  the  whole  obligation  of  delivery  is  subject 
to  the  possible  contingency  of  trucks  being  avail- 
able." This  decision  was  approved  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Good  v.  Iiaae$  (67  L.  T.  Bep.  450 ; 
7  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas.  212;  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  555). 
There  a  vessel  with  a  cargo  of  frnit  went  into  a 
fruit  berth,  but  the  cranes  which  had  to  be  used 
for  the  discharge  were  under  the  control  of 
Government  officials,  who  refused  to  allow  them 
to  be  used  at  once.  It  was  held  that  the  char- 
terers were  not  liable  for  the  delay.    See  also 

Hulthm.  V.  SUwart,  88  L.  T.  Bep.  702;  9  Asp. 
Hw.  Lkw  Cm.  403 ;  (1908)  A.  C.  389. 

In  The  Jaederen  (68  L.  T.  Bep.  266 ;  7  Asp.  Mar. 
Law  Gas.  260 ;  (1892)  P.  351)  the  vessel  was  "  to 
be  disoharged  as  fast  aa  she  can  deliver."  The 
custom  of  the,  port  was  then  imported  into  the 
contract,  and  the  defendants  succeeded  because 
the  plaintiffs  failed  to  make  out  any  breach  of  the 
contract  to  discharge  as  fast  as  the  ship  could 
deliver.  In  Lyle  Bhivping  Company  v.  Cardiff 
Corporation  (83  L.  T.  Bep.  329 ;  9  Asp.  Mar.  Law 
Gas.  128 ;  (1902)  2  Q.  B.  638)  it  was  held  that  as 
the  charterers  had  done  their  best  to  obtain  suffi- 
cient waggons  for  the  railway  company  they  were 
not  liable.  Smith,  L.J.  expressed  the  opinion  (83 
L.  T.  Bep.,  at  p.  333 ;  9  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.,  at 
p.  133;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.,  at  p.  643)  that  it  did  not 
matter  whether  the  words  "  as  castomaiy  "  were 
in  the  contract  or  not,  "  for  if  not  they  would 
be  implied."    He  also  referred  to 

PottUthwaite  t.   Freeland,  42   L.   T.   Bep.    845; 

4  Asp.  Mai.  Law  Cos.  302  ;  5  App.  Caa.  599; 
Carver  on  Carriage  by  Sea,  3rd  edit.,  sect.  619  (a). 

Meager  in  reply. — It  is  really  a  question  of  fact 
whether  delivery  was  taken  within  a  reasonable 
time  or  not  under  the  circumstances  : 

Metealfa  v.  Thompson,  18  Times  L.  Bep.  706. 

The  Prbsident. — I  thought  at  first  that  we 
had  not  the  materials  before  us  for  deciding  the 
whole  of  the  case;  but,  on  considering  the 
matter  carefully,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  in  a 
position  to  deal  with  it  as  it  stands.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  learned  judge's  decision  was  baaed 
on  the  view  that  on  the  true  construction  of  the 
bill  of  lading  the  shipowners  had  their  remedy, 
and  their  sole  remedy,  in  the  power  to  land  the 
goods  on  the  quay  or  in  lighters  if  they  were  not 
taken  away  by  the  consignees.  In  addition  to 
the  words  "  I  consider  that  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  construction  of  the 
clause  in  the  bill  of  lading,"  the  learned  judge 
says  that  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  contends  that 
that  condition  was  optional,  showing  that  what  he 
based  his  decision  on  was,  not  that  there  was  no 
right  of  action  in  the  case,  but  that  the  sole 
remedy  for  a  breach  of  the  condition  as  to  taking 
delivery  was  in  the  terms  provided  by  the  bill  of 
lading.    I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  learned 


judge  that  that  view  is  correct.    It  seems  to  me 
clear  that  the  words  in  the  bill  of  lading  do  not 
take  away   the  ordinary  right   of  bringing  an 
action  if   the  terms  of   the   bill  of   lading   are 
departed  from.    It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  say  that  the  landing  of   these 
goods  was  the  sole  remedy.    Supposing  the  sole 
cause  of  the  non-delivery  was  that  the  tracks  were 
not  ready,  it  would  be  hard  to  throw  upon  the- 
master  the  responsibility  of  saying  that  the  delay 
was  so  great  that  he  could  not  allow  it  to  con- 
tinue;   and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the   trucks 
could  not  be  supplied  by  the  railway  company,  I 
am  by  no  means  sure  that  the  hardship  would 
not  be  on  the  consignees  of  the  soods.    It  would 
be  far  more  reasonable  to  say  tnat  the  ordinary 
remedy  of  the  shipowner  remained  the  same,  but 
that  he  had  an  alternative  option  which  he  could 
have    exercised.      In    this    case    he    does    not 
seem    to    have    exercised    it,    and    I    do    not 
think  the  learned   judge  was    right   in   holding; 
that  that  debarred  him  from  bringing  an  action 
to  enforce   his  ordinary  rights   under   the  bill 
of  lading.     Then  comes  the  question  whether 
or  not  we  are  able  under  the  circumstances  to 
enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.    I  think  w» 
are,  because  what  is  said  now  is  that  judgment 
ought  not  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  because 
there  is  some  defence  which  the  defendants  either 
have  set  up  or  might  have  set  up.    I  do  not  know 
that  they  might  not  possibly  have  raised  in  the 
court  below  a  defence  other  than  that  which  they 
have  raised ;  but  in  the  court  below  they  did  raise 
the  defence  as  to  the  non-supply  of  trucks  by 
the  railway  company,  and  clearly  also  raised  a> 
further  defence — namely,  that  they  were  justified 
in  taking  the  average  quantity  of    goods  dis- 
charged per  day  of  similar  cargoes  as  a  test  of 
their  own  obligations  under  the  bill  of  lading— 
and  I  think  it  is  too  late  for  them  now  to  come- 
forward  and  say  that  a  totally  different  defence 
might  have  been  raised.    It  appears  to  me  clear 
that  no  such  defence  ought  to  be  successful.   The 
plaintiffs  showed,  without  contradiction,  what  the 
capacity  of  their  steamer  was,  and  then  it  was 
shown  further  that  the  delay  arose  from  the 
dearth  of  waggons.    That,  I  think,  made  out  a 
prima  facie  case  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.    It 
may  well  be  that  the  obligation  of  the  consignee 
was  to  take  delivery  as  fast  as  the  steamer  oonld 
deliver,  having  regard  to  the  mode  of  delive»y 
and  the  state  of  the  appliances  with  which  deli- 
very could  be  taken ;   but  then  if  their  answer 
was  that  they  had  done  all  they  could,  and  that 
the  delay  arose  from  no  default  on  their  part, 
and  that  they  did  everything  on  their  part,  then 
they  ought  to  have  shown  that.    It  was  upon 
them  to  do  so.    But  the  moment  the  plaintiffs 
showed  that  bat  for  the  want  of  waggons  they 
could  have  delivered  at  a  certain  rate,  uien,  if  th» 
defendante  could  have  shown  that  by  no  fault  of 
theirs,  but  by  the  fault  of  other  people,  such  aa 
the  want  of  railway  trucks,  the  delay  was  caused, 
it  would  have  been  a  different  matter ;  but  they 
did  not  attempt  to  show  that.    I  do  not  agree  that 
the  question    of  average  quantity  was  material 
here,  though,  in  taking  into  consideration  what 
the  steamer  could  do,  you  have  to  consider  the 
actual  state  of  things — the  appliances  of  the  port, 
and  the  mode  of  delivery ;  still,  that  does  not 
relieve  the  defendante  from  their  liability  to  show 
that  they  have  done  all  they  could,  and  that  it 
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was  not  their  fanlt.  A  primd  faeie  case  is  made 
ont  against  them,  and  there  is  no  answer  either 
«et  np,  or  which,  to  my  mind,  can  be  eat  np,  to 
meet  the  case  of  the  plaintiffs.  In  these  circum- 
stances  I  am  prepared  to  give  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs.  The  nsnres  work  out  at  412.  as  the 
«monnt,  on  the  plaintiffs'  evidence,  which  they 
are  entitled  to  recover.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
proper  course  will  be  to  rcveise  the  judgment  of 
Che  coart  below,  and  give  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Bashes,  J. — I  agree  with  the  learned  President 
as  to  the  oonstrnction  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and 
also,  on  the  facts,  I  think  with  him  that  the 
plaintiffs  made  a  prima  facie  case  of  non> 
acceptance  or  non-taking  of  delivery  from  the 
«hip  by  the  consignees,  immediately  after  arrival, 
as  fast  as  stnamer  can  deliver,  whether  the  words 
"  as  customary  "  are  implied  or  omitted.  They 
made  &  prima  facie  case  that  they  were  ready  to 
deliver,  and  to  deliver  easily  at  a  rate  which  they 
4aay  could  have  been  uzoeeded.  Nn  answer  is 
made  to  that  by  the  defendants  npon  the  facts. 
No  explanation  is  given,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  they  could  not  have  discharged  the 
ahip  as  fast  as  customary,  assuming  those  words 
to  oe  inserted  in  the  bill  of  lading.  All  that  they 
have  done  is  to  attempt  to  set  up  a  case  of 
delivery  of  average  quantities  of  similar  cargoes, 
the  contracts  respecting  which  are  not  dealt  with 
in  the  evidence  before  us,  and  there  is  an  attempt 
to  make  out  a  case  of  a  fair  and  reasonable 
amount.  They  do  not  seem  to  have  answered  the 
frimd  faeie  case  made  out  by  the  plaintiffs,  and, 
therefore,  I  agree  that  there  should  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appeHants,  Bpence,  Chapman, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  John  B.  Riehardi,  Swansea. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  BottereU  and 
Boehe,  agents  for  William  Cox,  Swansea. 


Feb.  29,  March  1,  2,  4,  8,  and  15. 

<Before  Babnes,  J.  and  Trinity  Mastbbs.) 

The  Mbbceses  se  Labbinaoa.  (a) 

€olli$ion — CompuUory  jailotage — Port  of  Liver- 
pool —  Vessel  proceeding  through  the  port  to 
Manchester — 8  Anne,  c.  8 — Mersey  Dock  Acts 
Consolidation  Acts  1858  and  1899  (21  &  22  Vict. 
■e.  92  and  62  *  63  Vict.  c.  Y?2)— Upper  Mersey 
Navigation  Act  1876  (39  &  40  Viet.  c.  104)  ss.  4, 
Si  — Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885  (48  & 
49  Vict.  e.  18S)— Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894 
(57  *  58  Vict.  c.  60).  ss.  606,  633. 

Pilotage  is  eomptUsory  on  a  vessel  inward  hound 
from  the  sea  through  the  port  of  Liverpool  to 
Manchester  until  she  enters  the  Ship  Canal  at 
Eastham. 

Beet.  128  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation 
Act  1858  requires  that  "  the  pilot  in  charge  of 
any  inward  bound  vessel  shall  cause  the  same 
{if  need  be)  to  be  properly  moored  at  anchor  in 
the  river  Mersey,  and  shall  pilot  the  same  into 
some  one  of  the  wet  docks  tnthin  the  port  of 
Liverpool." 

jThe  fact  that  a  vessel  anchors  for  the  purpose  of 
waiting  for  the  tide  does  not  put  an  end  to  the 
eompvlsory  services  ofthepiutt. 

(a)  BapoiMd  b7  CHaisTOPHKa  Ucad,  Em.,  aLnlitar«t-L«w. 


Scmble,  pilotage  is  also  compulsory  on  vessels 
going  out  from  Eastham  through  the  port  of 
Liverpool  to  the  sea. 

Action  for  damage  by  collision  brought  by  the 
owners  of  the  Swedish  steamship  Bifrost  agunst 
the  owners  of  the  steamship  Mercedes  de 
Larrinaga. 

The  Bifrost  was  a  steamship  of  2122  tons  gross 
register,  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  on  a 
voyage  from  Skutskar  to  Manchester  with  a 
general  cargo  on  board,  and  manned  by  a  crew  of 
twenty-five  hands  all  told.  The  Mercedes  de 
Larrinaga  was  a  steamship  of  4154  tons  gross 
register,  and  was  on  a  voyage  from  Galverston  to 
Manchester  with  a  cargo  01  cotton,  and  manned 
by  a  crew  of  thirty-four  hands  all  told.  While 
on  her  way  up  the  Mersey  she  stopped  and 
anchored  in  order  to  -wait  for  the  tide  before 
entering  the  Eastham  Docks. 

The  collision  occurred  in  the  Eastham  Channel, 
river  Mersey,  near  the  No.  4  buoy.  Both  vesbels 
at  the  time  were  in  charge  of  pilots. 

Barnes,  J.  came  to  the  conclusion  on  the 
facts  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligent navigation  of  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga, 
and  held  that  the  fault  was  that  of  the  pilot  alone. 

The  defendants  alleged  that  the  pilot  was  com- 
pulaorily  in  charge  at  the  time,  and  that  they 
were  not  therefore  liable  for  the  collision. 

The  material  sections  of  the  vaiioas  Acts  of 
Parliament  dealing   with    the   question  are  as 

follows  : 

By  sect.  3  of  8  Anne,  o.  8 — an  Act  for  making  a 
convenient  dock  or  basin  at  Leveipoole  for  the 
security  of  all  ships  trading  to  and  from  the  said 

Sort  of  Leverpoole — the  limits  of  the  port  are 
efined  as : 

Tba  limits  asd  extent  whereof  sre  as  far  as  a  oertain 
place  in  Hoyle-Lake  called  the  Bedstones,  and  from 
thence  all  over  the  river  Mersey  to  Warrington  and 
Frodsham  Bridget. 

Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858 
(21  &  22  Yict.  c.  92) : 

Seat.  118.  The  board  shall  have  the  whole  and  sole 
regnlation  and  management  of  pilots  and  of  pilot  boats, 
and  of  the  pilotage  annnity  fnnd,  and  one  of  the  com- 
mittees to  be  appointed  by  them  onder  or  by  virtne  of 
the  powers  vested  in  them  b;  the  Mersey  Docks  and 
Harbonr  Act  1857,  and  of  this  Act,  shall  oonsist  of  sot 
lass  than  twelve  persons,  who  shall  be  called  the  pilotage 
committee.    .    .    . 

Sect.  121.  The  board  may  examine  any  person,  being 
of  the  *ge  of  eighteen  years  and  upwards,  who  shall 
have  Eerved  as  an  apprentice  in  any  of  the  Liverpool 
pilot  boats  for  not  less  than  three  years  .  .  .  and 
every  snoh  apprentice  or  other  person  who  npon  any  such 
examination  shall  be  found  to  be  qualified  to  aot  as  a 
pilot,  and  shall  be  approved  of  by  the  board,  shall 
raoaive  a  licenoe  in  writing,  signed  by  the  secretary  of 
the  board,  certiFying  that  be  is  duly  qnaUfied  to  aot  as 
a  pilot  for  the  port  of  Liverpool.    .    .    . 

Sect.  123  provides  for  a  penalty  on  persons 
acting  as  pilots  without  a  licence. 

Sect.  124  provides  that  pilots  misbehaving 
themselves  are  to  have  their  licences  recalled. 

Sect.  125.  If  any  pilot,  after  being  peraonaUy  required, 
or  after  a  proper  signal  shall  be  made  by  the  master  of 
any  inward  bonod  vessel,  shall  refnse  to  take  the  charge 
of  snoh  vessel  ...  or  shall  witbont  raaaonabla 
cause  refuse  to  afford  any  extraordinary  assistance 
required  by  the  master  of  any  vessel  in  distress  from 
the  boat  of  snoh  pilot  or  the  crew  thereof,  snob  pilot 
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thkll  for  crery  moh  offence  be  liable  to  •  penalty  of  not 
«xoeecU]ig  ten  ponnda,  and  may,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
board,  b«  deprived  of  h  a  lioenoe. 

Seot.  127.  Every  piloe  taking  upon  himielf  the  oharge 
of  any  veeael  shall,  if  bo  r<qaired  by  the  master  thereof, 
pilot  aoch  vessel,  if  cailiiig  oat  of  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
thtoogh  the  Qaeszi'a  Channel,  so  far  to  the  westward  as 
the  baoy  oommonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Formby  North-west  Baoy,  or  Fairway  Baoy  of  the 
Qneen's  Channel ;  and,  if  sailing  through  the  Book 
Channel,  pilot  the  same  so  far  to  the  westward  as  the 
north-west  bnoy  of  Hoyle ;  and  any  pilot  who  shall  in 
•ny  oase  refuse  to  pilot  snob  vessel  to  snoh  distances 
••  aforesaid  shall  forfeit  his  right  to  receive  any  sum  of 
money  for  piloting  aaoh  vessel,  and  may  also  at  the 
4]iseretion  of  the  board  be  deprived  of  his  license. 

Seot.  128.  The  pilot  in  charge  of  any  inward  bonnd 
vessel  shall  canse  the  tame  (if  need  be)  to  be  properly 
moored  at  anchor  in  the  river  Mersey,  and  shall  pilot 
the  same  into  eome  one  of  the  wet  dooki  within  the 
port  of  Liverpool,  whether  belonging  to  the  board  or  not, 
withont  making  any  additional  charge  for  so  doing, 
onleaa  his  attendance  shsll  be  required  on  bowd  sooh 
veeaol  while  at  anchor  in  the  river  Mersey,  and  before 
goinfr  into  dock,  in  which  oase  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  five  shillings  per  day  for  such  attendance. 

Seat.  130.  In  oase  the  misterof  an  inward  bonnd  vessel, 
other  than  a  coasting  vessel  in  ballast  or  under  the 
burthen  of  one  hundred  tons,  shall  refuse  to  take  on 
board  or  to  employ  a  pilot,  snoh  pilot  having  offered 
his  services  for  tliat  purpose,  snoh  master  shall  pay  to 
•noh  pilot,  or  if  more  than  one  then  to  the  first  of  such 
Itilots  who  shall  have  offered  his  services,  the  fnll 
pilotage  rates  which  would  have  been  payable  to  him  if 
he  bad  actually  piloted  snoh  vessel  into  the  port  of 
Liverpool. 

Seot.  133.  The  board  may  from  time  to  time  deter- 
mine, vary,  and  alter  and  fix  ratea  of  pilotage  to  be  paid 
to  pilots  for  piloting  vessels,  such  rates  to  be  according 
to  the  dranght  of  water  of  snoh  vessels,  and  to  be  within 
the  limits  following— that  is  to  say,    .    .    . 

Seot.  138.  If  the  master  of  any  vessel  shall  require 
the  »ttendanoe  of  a  pilot  on  board  any  vessel  during 
her  riding  at  anchor,  or  being  at  Hoylake,  or  in  the 
river  Mersey,  the  pilot  so  employed  shall  be  paid  for 
every  day  or  portion  of  a  day  he  shall  so  attend  the 
sum  of  five  shillings  and  no  more  ;  provided  that  the  pilot 
who  shall  have  the  charge  of  any  vessel  shall  be  paid  for 
every  day  of  his  attendance  whilst  in  the  river ;  but  no 
snoh  charge  shall  be  made  for  the  day  on  which  such 
vessel,  being  outward  bound,  shall  leave  the  river 
Mersey  to  oommenoe  her  voyage,  or  being  inward  bound 
ahall  enter  the  river  Mersey. 

Mersey  Docks  (PUotago,  &o.)  Act  1899  (62  &63 
Viot,  c.  172). 

Seot.  3.  Where  a  vessel  ontward  bound  from  the  port 
«t  Liverpool  calls  at  any  stags  in  the  river  Mersey  to 
the  northward  of  an  imsginary  straight  line  drawn  from 
the  Diogle  Point  on  the  Lancashire  shore  of  the  Mersey 
to  the  New  Ferry  Slip  on  the  Cheshire  shore  or  anchors 
or  moors  in  ,the  river  to  the  northward  of  snoh  line 
<  .  .  the  dutiee  of  the  pilot  shall  extsnd  to  and 
indade  the  taking  her  to  and  from  and  att  judiog  her  at 
every  such  stage  or  mooring. 

Sect.  4.  The  duties  of  a  pilot  in  charge  of  any  vessel 
inward  bonnd  shall  extend  to  and  include  the  taking  hsr 
to  and  from  and  attending  her  to  any  stage,  anchorage, 
or  mooring  in  the  river  Mersey  to  the  northward  of  the 
imaginary  line  hereinbefore  mentioned  to  which  she 
may  go  for  the  purpose  of  disoharging  any  passengers, 
crew,  animals,  or  oargo,  or  while  waiting  for  tide  or 
weather,  or  otherwise  for  any  purpose  incidental  to  the 
voyage  before  entering  any  wet  dock,  and  the  obligation 
of  the  master  to  employ  a  pilot  when  inward  bound  shall 
extend  to  and  include  an  obligation  to  employ  a  pilot 
to  perform  the  duties  above  mentioned. 


Seot.  5.  When  a  vessel  is  neither  inward  bound  nor 
ontirard  bonnd  the  matter  shall  be  obliged  to  employ  a 
pilot  (a)  For  her  navigation  or  movement.  Provided, 
further,  that  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  vessel 
when  passing  to  or  from  any  place  lying  to  the  north- 
ward  of  the  said  imaginary  line  from  or  to  (i.)  Oaraton 
Weston  Point  or  Elleamsre  Port;  (iL)  any  of  the 
Manchester  Sbip  Canal  Company's  docks  at  Buncom  ; 
(iii.)  any  dock,  quay,  or  wharf  lying  to  the  southward 
of  the  said  imaginary  line  and  being  within  the  juris. 
diotion  of  the  Upper  Mersey  Commissioners. 

Schedule. — Pilotage  rates. — (2)  lu  the  oase  of  vessels 
referred  to  in  the  section  of  this  Act  of  which  the 
marginal  note  is  "  Pilots  to  be  employed  when  moving 
veeael  in  the  river,"  for  each  time  a  vessel  is  navigated 
or  moved  in  the  river  Mersey  northward  of  the  imagi- 
nary line  hereinbefore  mentioned,  a  sum  not  exceeding 
.    .    .    2i. 

Upper  Mersey  Navigation  Act  1876  (39  &  40 
Viot.  0. 104) : 

Sect.  4.  This  Act  shall  apply  to  that  part  of  the  river 
Mersey  lying  between  an  imaginary  straight  line  drawn 
across  that  river  from  the  Eastbam  Ferry  Slip  to  a 
point  on  the  notth-caat  bank  of  that  river  distant  twenty 
chains  measured  along  that  bank  in  a  south-easterly 
direction  from  the  lighthouse  at  Guaton,  and  another 
imaginary  straight  line  drawn  across  the  river  at  a  place 
oUled  Bank  Quay  ia  Warrington  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  and  which  part  of  the  river  Mersey  is  In  this 
Act  referred  to  as  the  Upper  Mersey. 

Sect.  51.  Saving  always  and  reserving  to  the  Mersey 
Dock  and  Harbour  Board  ...  all  dieir  several  and 
respective  rights  and  interests,  in  as  fnll  and  ample  a 
manner  as  they  or  any  of  them  oonld  or  might  have 
held  or  enjoyed  the  same  if  this  Aot  had  not  been  passed, 
except  so  far  as  by  this  Aot  is  declared. 

Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885  (48  &  49  Yict. 
c.  188) : 

Sect.  3.  From  aid  after  the  oompletion  and  opening 
for  traffic  of  the  canal  by  this  Aot  sluthcrised  the  said 
oanal  and  so  much  of  Ihe  navigable  waters  of  the  rivers 
Mersey  and  Irwell  as  lie  between  Hunt's  Bank  in  the 
township  and  pariah  of  Manchester  and  the  limit  of  the 
put  of  Liverpool  at  Warrington,  and  all  channels, 
canals,  outs,  docks,  and  works  of  the  company  within 
those  limits  shall  be  and  are  hereby  constituted  the 
harbour  and  port  of  Manchester,  and  the  company  shall 
be  the  harbour  authority  of  that  harbour  and  port. 

Sect.  211.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  take  away,  alter, 
or  prejudicially  affeot  any  power,  jurisdiction,  or  autho- 
rity of  the  Mersey  Djcka  and  Harbour  Board. 

Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  (57  &  58  Yict. 
c.  60) : 

Sect.  605  (1).  The  master  and  owner  of  any  ship  pass- 
ing through  any  pilotage  district  in  the  United  Kingdom 
on  a  voyage  between  two  places  both  situate  oat  of  that 
district  shall  be  exempted  from  any  obligation  to 
employ  a  pilot  in  that  district,  or  to  pay  pilotage  rates 
when  not  employing  a  pilot  within  that  district.  (2)  Th« 
exemption  under  tbis  section  shall  not  apply  to  ships 
loading  or  disoharging  at  any  place  situate  within  the 
district  or  at  any  place  situate  above  the  district  on 
the  same  river  or  ibs  tributaries. 

Sect.  633.  An")  owner  or  master  of  a  ship  shall  not 
be  answerable  to  any  person  whatever  for  any  loss  or 
damage  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  inoapaoity  of  any 
qualified  pilot  acting  in  charge  of  that  ship  within  any 
district  where  the  employment  of  a  qualified  pilot  ia 
oompulscry  by  law. 

The  following  is  the  "  Ifotice  to  Pilots  "  issued 
by  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board : 

Piloting  of  vessels  inward  bonnd.  —  The  pilots  are 
hereby  reminded  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  pilot  in 
charge  of  any  inward  bound  vessel  to  pilot  her  into 
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some  one  of  the  wet  dooka  within  the  port,  whether 
heloagiag  to  the  board  or  not,  without  making  any 
fidditiooal  fee  fox  lo  doing.  Note.— Wet  dooki  within 
the  port  include  (inter  alia)  the  dooka  at  Oarston  and 
the  looke  to  the  Ship  Canal  at  Eaatham.  If,  before 
pilotage  is  oomplnted,  a  master  wishes  to  snpersede  the 
pilot,  the  pilot  mnst  warn  the  master  that  he  and  any 
nnqttalified  person  he  may  intend  to  employ  will  be 
committing  a  pilotage  offenoe,  and  the  pilot  mnst  also 
distinctly  offer  to  complete  hit  pilotage  serriees.  If  the 
master  still  persists,  the  pilot  most  then  take  snoh 
oonrse  as  he  may  deem  best,  and  report  the  oiroum- 
■tanoes  at  the  first  possible  opportooity. — By  order, 
(Signed)  Milib  K.  Bubton,  General  Manager  and 
Secretary,  Dock  Office,  Liverpool,  Jnly  22,  1902. 

Evidence  was  called  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  riTer  Irwell,  which  enters  the  canal  at 
Woden-Btreet  Bridge,  ia  absorbed  into  the  river 
Mersey  at  Mersej  Weir.  The  Manchester  Docks 
are  on  a  portion  of  the  river  which  hag  availed 
itself  of  the  bed  of  the  Irwell,  and  the  docks  are 
entirely  supplied  by  water  from  that  river. 

AspinaU,  K.C.  and  Noad  for  the  plaintiffs. — It 
is  Bobmitted  that  the  port  of  Manchester,  as  it 
is  connected  with  the  port  of  Liverpool  by  a  canal, 
is  not  situated  "  on  the  Bume  river  or  its  tribu- 
taries "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  605  (2)  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894.  The  case  ia 
not  covered  by  the  provisions  of  the  Mersey  Dock 
Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858,  because  that  Act 
only  deals  with  vessels  inward  bound  to  or  out- 
ward bound  from  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The 
terminus  must  be  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and 
beyond  that  the  Mersey  Docka  and  Harbour 
Board  have  no  power  to  impose  terms.  If  the 
terms  "  outward  bound  "  and  "  inward  bound  " 
were  given  their  unfettered  meaning  they  would 
include  vessels  bound  to  Manchester  and  far 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The 
intention  of  the  Act  of  1858  was  to  deal  with  the 
class  of  lareer  vessel  which  did  not,  and  could 
not  at  the  time  the  Act  was  passed,  go  beyond 
Liverpool.  The  aectiona  form  a  complete  code 
based  on  the  requirements  of  the  port  of  Liver- 
pool, and  it  is  submitted  none  of  the  provisions 
apply  when  the  port  is  not  used  for  business  pur- 
poses. As  soon  aa  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga 
came  to  anchor  the  duties  of  the  pilot  were  at  an 
end: 

The  Servia  and  Oarinthia,  78  L.  T.  Bep.  54  ;  8  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Cas.  353 ;  (1898)  F.  36. 
The  Mercedet  de  Larrinaga  anchored  when  she  was 
to  the  northward  of  the  imaginanr  line  laid  down  in 
sect.  3  of  the  Mersey  Docks  (Pilotage,  &a.)  Act 
1899.  She  was  not  proceeding  to  a  wet  dock,  for 
ehe  was  out  of  the  region  of  wet  docks,  and 
thei-efore  the  compulsory  services  of  the  pilot 
were  at  an  end  aa  soon  as  she  had  come  to 
anchor.  The  Eaatham  Looks  cannot  be  said  to 
be  in  any  sense  a  wet  dock.  Wet  docks  must 
mean  docks  of  such  a  nature  that  they  can  be 
used  for  loading  and  discharging  cargo  in  or 
repairing  ships.  It  is  a  straining  of  words  to 
say  the  locks  could  be  a  wet  dock.  The 
Legislature  has  expressly  granted  exemptions  to 
vessels  passing  through  pilotage  districts.  See 
sect.  605  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894  and 
sect.  5  of  the  Mersey  Docks  (Pilotage,  &c.)  Act 
1899.  The  whole  scheme  of  the  latter  Act  deals 
with  vessels  to  the  northward  of  the  imaginary 
line  laid  down  in  sect.  3.  The  pilot  can  refuse  to 
take  the  vessel  on  any  further,  or  if  he  does  take  her 


on  he  is  entitled  to  demand  further  payment.  The 
esse  is  within  the  principles  laid  down  in  The 
Charlton  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  4» ;  8  Asp.  Mar.  Law 
Gas.  29).  In  that  case  and  the  earlier  case  of 
General  Steam  Naoigalion  Company  v.  BrititX 
and  Colonial  Steam  Navigation  Company  (20 
L.  T.  Rep.  581;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.  237; 
L.  ftep.  4  Ex.  238)  it  was  held  that  the  owners 
were  not  responsible  for  the  fault  of  the  pilot 
because  at  the  time  of  the  collision  it  was  not 
established  that  the  relationship  of  master  and 
servant  existed  at  the  time  of  the  collision  between 
the  owners  and  the  pilot.  Sect.  5  of  the  Act  of 
1899  deals  with  a  vessel  that  is  being  moved 
within  the  limits  of  the  port — that  is  to  say, 
northward  of  the  imaginary  line  there  laid  down. 
The  area  of  the  pilot's  duties  in  The  Charlton 
{ubi  tup.)  went  much  farther  than  this.  Unless 
an  Act  of  Parliament  aays  so  in  clear  language 
the  courts  are  always  slow  to  eay  that  there  is  an 
obligation  to  take  a  pilot.  The  obligation  in 
this  cose  ceases  when  there  are  no  longer  any 
wet  docks,  and  when  these  have  been  passed 
there  cannot  be  any. 

Piekford,  E.G.  and  Dawson  MiUer,  for  the 
defendants,  contra. — According  to  the  plaintiffs' 
contention  if  a  ship  bound  to  Manchester  arrives 
off  the  bar  at  a  time  when  she  may  get  through 
to  the  Eastham  Locks  without  having  to  stop 
and  anchor  for  the  tide  then  she  is  under  com- 
pulsory pilotage,  but  if  she  does  stop  and  anchor, 
then  pilotage  is  not  compulsory  after  she  has 
come  to  anchor.  Sect.  128  of  the  Mersey  Dock 
Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858  is  not  a  complete 
code  of  the  duties  of  the  pilot.  All  that  it  pro- 
vides is  that  the  pilot  shall  move  and  take  a  vessel 
into  a  wet  dock.  The  works  at  Eastham  are  a 
wet  dock  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  See 
the  notice  to  pilots  issued  by  the  Mersey  Docks 
and  Harbour  Board.  As  an  inward  bound  vessel 
the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga  was  bound  to  take  a 
pilot,  and  she  was  no  less  an  inward  bound  vessel 
because  she  was  bound  through  the  port.  Mere 
temporary  anchorage  does  not  put  an  end  to  the 
terms  of  service  on  whioh  the  pilot  is  employed : 

The  Rigborgt  Minde,  49  L.  T.  Bep.  232 ;  5  Atp. 
Mar.  Law  Caa.  123;  8  P.  Div.  132. 

If  the  plaintiffs'  contention  is  right,  the  words  "  in- 
ward bound  "  mnst  be  limited  to  a  vessel  bound 
to  a  wet  dock  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The 
code  caji  only  be  a  complete  one  as  far  aa  com- 
pulsion goes.    They  also  referred  to 

The  Maria,  16  L.  T.  Rep.  717;  L.  Bep.  1  A.  A  E. 

358; 
ir?i8  Annapolis,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  417  ;  1  Mar.  Law  Caa. 

O.  S.  69 ;  Loth.  295 ; 
The  London  Oazette,  Jan.  2, 1894,  aettinir  ont  the 

Treasury  warrant  of  Not.  21,  1893,  defining  the 

limits  of  the  port  of  Manoheater. 

AspinaU  in  reply. — The  works  at  Eastham  were 
expressly  taken  out  of  the  limits  of  the  port  of 
Liverpool  by  sect.  3  of  the  Manchester  Ship 
Canal  Act  1885,  and  therefore  the  locks  cannot 
be  said  to  be  a  wet  dock  within  the  limito  of  thft 
port  of  Liverpool. 

Babnes,  J. — This  case  is  one  whioh  one  may 
say  bristles  with  pointe,  and  in  giving  my  judg- 
ment I  have  to  deal  with  it  in  the  way  it  stands 
and  after  such  argument  as  I  have  had.  I 
feel,   however,  that   there   may  be  some  points 
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which  may  have  escaped  my  aitontion,  and 
possibly  the  attention  of  ooonsel,  too.  Ify 
opinion  of  the  oaae  has  been  come  to  upon  the 
argument  which  I  have  had,  and  I  now  proceed 
to  deliver  it.  The  collision  in  this  case  took  place 
between  the  Bifrott  and  the  Mm-cedea  de  Larrinaga 
oa  Monday,  the  2lBt  Dec.  last,  in  the  Eastham 
Channel  of  the  river  Mersey,  near  a  buoy  which 
is  marked  No.  4  on  the  chart.  I  think  it  is  the 
last  buoy  in  coming  in  towards  Eastham  before 
the  Eastham  Ferry  is  reached.  Of  course,  the 
place  where  this  collision  took  place  is  material. 
Both  the  vessels  were  proceeding  to  the  Eastham 
Looks  on  the  way  to  Manchester,  and  both  of 
them  were  in  charge  of  duly  licensed  Liverpool 
pilots.  The  conclusion  of  fact  to  which  I  came 
on  hearing  the  case,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Elder  Brethren,  was  that  so  far  as  the  navigation 
was  oonoemed  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga  was 
alone  to  blame  for  the  collision,  and  that  the  fault 
was  the  fault  only  of  her  pilot,  and  as  the  defen- 
dants, the  owners  of  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga, 
had  pleaded  a  plea  of  compulsory  pilotage,  the 
point  was  then  raised  as  to  whether,  the  fault 
having  been  the  fault  of  the  pUot  alone,  he  was 
flompulsorily  in  charge  of  the  ship  so  as  to 
exclude  the  owners  from  responsibility.  There- 
fore the  question  now  to  be  determined  is  whether 
the  pilot  of  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga  was  com- 
pulsorily  in  charge  of  the  ship.  The  main  point 
that  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  was  that 
a  vessel  inward  bound  f  mm  the  sea  to  Manchester, 
■pid  the  Ship  Canal,  is  not  subject  to  compulsory 
pilotage  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  That  is  a  point 
of  vexy  considerable  importance,  because  it  appears 
to  me  that  it  affects  the  whole  question  of  pilotage 
of  ships,  other  than  coasting  vessels  in  ballast  or 
sndeT  100  tons  burden,  inwai'd  bound  from  the 
sea  to  Manchester,  via,  the  Ship  Canal,  and  that, 
although  not  directly,  yet  indirectly,  it  practically 
touches  upon  the  question  of  pilotage  of  vessels 
outward  bound  from  Manchester,  via  the  Ship 
Canal,  to  sea.  The  place  which  I  have  mentioned 
as  being  the  place  of  the  collision  is  in  the  port  of 
Liverpool.  I  noticed — this  was  one  of  the  reasons 
(or  further  discussion — on  looking  at  the  plan  of 
the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  and  river  Mersey, 
that  there  is  a  line  to  distinguish  the  limits  of  the 
powers  of  the  Upper  Navigation  Commissioners, 
and  drawn  across  the  river  from  Eastham  Ferry  to 
a  point  above  Garston.  But  that  does  not  a&ect 
this  case  at  all,  because  I  have  been  informed  by 
oonnsel  that  practically  those  powers  deal  with 
the  buoying  and  so  forth  of  part  of  the  Mersey 
which  is  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  Then,  again, 
there  is  another  line  drawn  across  the  same 
map  from  a  point  on  the  Lancashire  side  called 
Dungeon  Point  to  a  point  on  the  opposite  side 
called  Ince  Ferry — one  side  being  in  the  port  of 
Liverpool  and  the  other  in  the  port  of  Manchester, 
and  that,  I  understand,  is  only  a  line  drawn  for 
Cnstoms  purposes,  and  does  not  affect  the  ques- 
tion in  this  case  at  all.  The  point  that  has  to  be 
considered  turns  principally,  if  not  entirely,  on 
the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation  Act  of  1858. 
Now,  one  of  the  early  Acts  relating  to  the  port  of 
Liverpool  is  the  statute  of  8  Anne,  o.  8,  and  the 
port  is  there  defined  in  sect.  3.  [His  Lordship 
then  read  the  section.]  I  need  not  concern  myseu 
with  Frodaham,  because,  if  I  understand  rightly, 
that  is  on  the  Weaver.  So  that  the  port  includes 
the  whole  of  the  river  Mersey  from  ths  sea. 


according  to  this  definition,  up  to  Warrington. 
One  of  the  contentions  that  was  made  in  this 
case  was  in  connection  with  the  suggestion  that 
Eastham  Locks  at  the  end  of  the  canal  might  be 
treated  as  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  as 
a  wet  dock  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  But, 
since  the  matter  was  first  discussed,  it  was 
yesterday  pointed  out  that  the  Manchester 
ship  Canal  Act  of  1885  has  m'ade  a  difference 
about  this,  because  sect.  3  of  that  Act  is  as 
follows:  [His  Lordship  then  read  the  section.] 
I  do  not  know  what  that  latter  proviso  really  pre- 
serves. It  is  suggested  b^  Mr.  Piokford  that, 
notwithstanding  Uie  provision  that  the  canal  is 
in  the  port  of  Manchester,  it  still  remains  in  the 
port  of  Liverpool  for  certain  purposes,  because  of 
the  proviso  that  "nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  affect  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges  of 
the  port  or  harbour  of  Liverpool,"  &&  It  seems, 
to  me  difficult  to  construe  exactly  what  this 
was  intended  to  do,  but  I  can  hardly  regard  that 
which  is  part  of  the  port  of  Manchester  as 
still  being  within  the  port  of  Liverpool.  There 
is  another  section  which  was  referred  to  in 
the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  of  1885 — 
namely,  the  211th  section.  I  do  not  myself 
at  present  see  that  that  section  really  affects 
the  present  question.  Now,  the  sections  of  the 
Mersey  Dock  Act  of  1858  which  bear  directly 
upon  the  present  question  come  under  part  6  of 
the  Act,  which  is  headed,  "  With  respect  to  pilots 
and  pilot  boats  " ;  and  the  sections  which  deal 
with  inward  bound  vessels  were  considered  by  me 
in  the  case  of  The  Servia  and  Carinthia  {ubi 
sup.).  Some  of  those  sections  cover  the  casee  both 
of  inward  and  outward  boond  vessels,  and  some 
only  relate  to  outward  bound  vessels.  Considering 
for  the  moment  that  I  am  dealing  with  an  inward 
bound  vessel,  the  sections  that  are  material  are 
the  121st,  which  gives  power  to  the  board  to 
licence  persons  to  act  as  pilots  for  the  port  of 
Liverpool,  the  123rd,  which  imposes  a  penalty  upon 
any  person  who  shall  pilot  any  vessel  into  or  out  of 
the  port  of  Liverpool  without  a  licence,  and  the 
124th  section,  which  imposes  penalties  upon  any 
pilot  who  shall  refuse  to  take  chaive  of  any  inward 
bound  vessel  upon  a  proper  signal  being  made  for 
a  pilot,  and  of  any  outward  bound  vessel  upon 
the  request  of  the  master  thereof.  Those  sections 
apply  to  both  inward  and  outward  bound  ships, 
but  the  125th  section  applies  only  to  inward  bound 
ships.  Tliat  section  imposes  a  penalty  upon  any 
pilot  refusing  to  conduct  an  inward  bound  vessel. 
I  think  that  clearly  refers  to  a  vessel  bound  from 
sea  into  the  port  of  Liverpool,  having  regard  to 
the  terms  of  the  123rd section.  .The  l^th  section 
is  as  follows — and  this  gives  rise  to  one  of  the 
arguments  addressed  to  me — "  The  pilot  in  charge 
of  any  inward  bound  vessel  shall  cause  the  same 
(if  need  be)  to  be  properly  moored  at  anchor  in 
the  river  Mersey  and  shall  pilot  the  same  into 
some  one  of  the  wet  docks  within  the  port  of 
Liverpool,  whether  belonging  to  the  board  or  not, 
without  making  any  additional  charge  for  so 
doing,  unless  his  attendance  shall  be  required  on 
board  such  vessel  while  at  anchor  in  tne  river 
Mersey  and  before  going  into  dock,  in  which  case 
he  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  5i.  per  day  tor  such 
attendance."  Sect.  130  provides  that  in  case  the 
master  of  any  inward  bound  vessel  other  than  a 
coasting  vessel  in  ballast,  or  under  the  burden  of 
100  tons,  shaU  refuse  to  take  on  board  or  employ 
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a  pilot,  such  pilot  having  offered  his  aernces  for 
the  purpose,  such  master  shall  pay  the  fall 
pilotage  as  if  the  vessel  had  been  piloted  into 
the  port  of  Liverpool.  That,  again,  olearlj  applies 
to  inward  bound  ships  coining  in  from  the  sea, 
and  coming  into  the  port  of  Liverpool. 
Sect.  133  gives  power  to  the  board  to  fix  rates 
for  pilotage  as  stated  in  it.  There  are  rates 
for  piloting  distuices  from  Great  Orme's  Head 
to  the  port  of  Liverpool,  at  not  less  than 
5«.  and  not  more  than  8s.  per  foot,  according 
to  the  draught  of  water,  and  from  any  greater 
distance  into  the  port  of  Liverpool  at  not 
less  than  6<.,  nor  more  than  9*.  per  foot. 
Those  are  the  sections  which  I  think  deal  with 
the  inward  bound  ships,  and  it  has  been  held 
that  under  those  sections  vessels,  other  than  the 
small  coasting  vessels  which  are  referred  to,  are 
obliged  to  employ  pilots  coming  into  the  port  of 
Liverpool ;  and,  as  I  have  already  said,  the  prin- 
cipal question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  present 
case  comes  within  those  sections.  I  think  it  is 
desirable  to  refer  to  the  sections  which  apply  to 
outward  bound  vessels,  because  tbey  throw  light 
upon  the  "inward  bound"  sections.  The  lot 
section  which  deals  more  particnlarlv  with  the 
outward  bound  vessels  in  addition  to  those  I  have 
already  referred  to,  which  seem  to  cover  and  deal 
also  with  the  case  of  inward  bound  vessels,  is  the 
127th,  which  specifies  the  distance  to  which 
vessels  are  to  be  piloted  when  they  are  sailing 
out  of  tfae  port  of  Liverpool.  It  makes  no  men- 
tion of  where  the  pilot  is  to  take  charge.  I  have 
had  already  to  refer  to  the  126th  section.  It  does 
not  matter  very  much  in  this  case.  The  next 
section  which  deals  vrith  outward  bound  vessels 
is  the  183rd,  which  gives,  again,  power  to  the 
board  to  fix  rates  for  pilotage,  and  given  the  rates 
for  piloting  a  vessel  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool. 
The  139th  section  also  deals  with  the  case  of  out- 
ward bound  ships,  and  in  that  the  provision  is 
that  in  case  the  master  of  any  vessel  being  out- 
ward bound  and  not  being  a  coasting  vessel  in 
ballast,  or  under  the  burden  of  100  tons,  for 
which  provision  is  otherwise  made,  shall  proceed 
to  sea  and  shall  refuse  to  take  on  board  or  to 
employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  the  full  pilotage  rates. 
Those  seem  to  be  the  material  sections  which 
deal  with  both  inward  and  outward  bound  vessels, 
and  I  think  it  is  to  be  observed  in  fact  that 
generally  the  wording  of  the  sections  does  not 
confine  them  to  vessels  which  are  bound  to  or 
from  Liverpool.  I  am  now  using  them  in  a 
general  sense,  bat  I  think  if  all  the  sections  are 
examined  that  general  sense,  which  is  one  which 
pervades  them,  is  that  those  sections  deal  with 
vessels  which  are  either  coming  out  of  or  going 
into  the  port  of  Liverpool,  withoutsaying  what  is 
to  become  of  those  vessels  after  they  have  come 
into  the  port  of  Liverpool,  or  where  they  are  to 
start  from  in  the  port  of  Liverpool.  There  seems 
no  doubt  that  the  general  effect  of  those  sections 
is  that  every  vessol,  with  the  exception  of  the 
small  vessels  which  are  dealt  with  otherwise, 
coming  into  the  port  of  Liverpool  is  bound  to  take 
a  pilot ;  and  so  also  it  seems  to  me  that  every 
vessel  outward  bound  which  goes  out  of  the  port 
of  Liverpool  is  bound  to  take  a  pilot  for  that 
purpose,  although  that  is  not  a  point  which  has 
to  be  determined  in  this  case.  The  view  which  I 
take  of  the  broad  point  put  forward  by  the 
plaintiffs  is  that  the  pilotage  is  not  to  be  confined 


to  vessels  which  simplv  come  out  of  some 
dock  or  anchorage  througa  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
or  are  bound  into  some  dock  or  anchorage  in  the 
port  of  Liverpool;  because  it  seems  to  me  to 
make  no  difference  with  regard  to  these  sections 
whether  the  vessel,  after  having  come  into  the 
port  of  Liverpool,  passes  into  some  other  juris- 
diction  which  is  not  to  be  treated  as  being  in  the 
port  of  Liverpool.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that 
that  is  the  correct  view  to  take  of  these  sections, 
although,  of  course,  it  is  obvious  that  one  is 
applying  these  sections  to  a  state  of  things  which 
did  not  exist  at  the  time  when  tfae  Act  of  1858 
came  into  force.  Whatever  the  view  which  may 
be  entertained  about  compulsory  pilotage,  and  I 
am  quite  aware  that  many  people  object  altogether 
to  the  law  of  compulsory  pilotage  as  administered 
in  England,  I  am  not  here  to  express  an  opinion 
upon  such  a  question.  It  is  urged  that  it  would 
be  better  to  allow  ships  to  be  navigated  by  their 
masters  and  officers,  and  that  although  it  might 
be  desirable  to  compel  them  to  employ  a  puot> 
and  have  him  on  board  for  the  purpose  of  advice, 
vet  it  is  not  a  satisfactory  state  of  things  that 
he  should  take  charge,  and  they  should  m  oom- 
pelled  to  leave  him  in  charge.  Whichever  view  is 
the  correct  view  to  take  as  to  what  is  advan- 
tageous, the  law  is  that  the  pilotage  is  compul- 
sory ;  and  again,  whichever  view  you  take  about 
it,  whether  it  is  to  be  compulsory  in  the  sens» 
that  he  is  in  charge,  or  only  in  the  sense  that  h» 
is  put  on  board  as  adviser,  the  general  considera- 
tion for  having  a  pilot  on  board  at  all  applies 
with  equal  force  for  the  purpose  of  navigation, 
whether  the  ship  is  coming  simply  into  a  dock, 
or  anchorage  in  any  port  of  the  river  Mersey 
which  is  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  or  whether  she 
is  going  through  the  same  waters  and  afterwards 
going  on  to  Manchester.  The  difficulties  of  naviga- 
tion are  precisely  the  same,  and  the  advantage  of 
having  someone  on  board  who  knows  the  locality  is 
precisely  the  same  in  each  case.  So  my  con(ua- 
sion  with  regard  to  this  first  point,  this  main  point, 
is  that  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga,  was  compelled 
to  take  a  pilot  into  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The  next 
contention  which  the  plaintiffs  put  forward  was 
based  on  sect.  605  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act. 
They  contended  that  this  vessel  was  passing 
through  a  pilotage  district  between  two  places 
outside  that  district — namely,  the  sea  on  the  ons 
hand  and  the  port  of  Manchester  on  the  other. 
I  am  not  quite  sure  whether  that  seoticn  strictly 
applies  where  the  employment  is  not  compulsory 
in  the  district  in  the  sense  in  which  the  matter 
was  discussed  yesterday ;  because  in  some  cases 
one  finds  that  the  pilotage  is  made  compulsory 
for  a  district,  and  in  others,  like  this  Mersey  case, 
one  finds  it  is  made  compulsory  on  ships  doing 
certain  things — namely,  moving  m  or  out.  But  if 
the  first  part  of  the  section  does  apply  then  the 

auestion  would  be  whether  the  exemption  under 
be  section  does  or  does  not  apply  to  this  ship, 
because  she  was  discharging  at  a  place  situate 
above  the  district  on  the  same  river  or  its  tri- 
butaries. Now,  one  has  with  regard  to  this 
question  to  look  at  the  facts,  and  I  have  had 
evidence  which  shows  this  state  of  things — first 
of  all  that  the  Irwell  is  a  tributary  of  the  Mersey. 
The  Irwell  pours  its  waters  into  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal  Docks  at  Manchester,  and  the  waters 
then  run  down  to  a  place  where  the  Mersey  joins 
the  canal,  and  I  understand  that  the  canal  reaJly 
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rnns  along  the  old  bed  of  the  Irwell  till  it  joins 
the  Mersey.    Then  the  waters  of  the  Mersey  and 
the  Irwell  mn  on  together  nntil  thej  come  in  the 
cajial   to  a  place  called  Rixton  Junction,  where 
they  pour  ont  into  the  Mersey  as  it  still  exists, 
and  the  only  water  which  goes  on  down  the  canal 
from  that  point  is  the  water  which  is  nsed   for 
lockage  pnrposes.    This  matter  was  dealt  with  by 
the  engineer  of  the  Ship  Canal,  who  was  oalled 
as  a  witness  by  the  plaintifEs.    The  efEeot  of  that 
is  to  leave  the  Manchester  Docks  as  situate  on 
a  tribatary  of  the  river  Mersey,  and  the  result  is 
that  this  vessel  was  going  to  discharge  at  a  place 
above  the  port  of  Liverpool  on  a  tributary  of  the 
river  Mersey,  and   so  it  seems  to  me  that   the 
exemption  which  is  referred  to  in  the  605th  sec- 
tion cannot  be  brought  into  force.    In  fact,  Mr. 
Aspinali,  who  argued  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs, 
although  he  contended  that  the  605  tn  section 
applied,  was  candid  enough  to  admit  that  he  did 
not  think  there  was  any  argument  of  weight 
which  would  support  that  contention.    The  third 
point  is  a  minor  point,  but  one  of  veiy  consider- 
able difficulty,  and  is  this :  If  a  vessel  bound  in 
from  aea  into  she  port  of  Liverpool  is  bound  to 
take  a  pilot  into  the  port,  yet  in  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  ship  anchored  before  she  got 
to  Eastham,  the  compulsory  service  then  comes  to 
an  end.     Of  course  this  argpunent  assumes  that 
there  was  compulsion  to  Mgin  with,  as  I  have 
already  held,    in  tlus  case  the  vessel  anchored  oS 
Laird's  yard,  which  is,  if  I  remember  rightly,  just 
a  little  above  the  Woodside  Ferry,  and  she  did  so 
to  await  a  suitable  tide,  in  order  to  go  on  to 
Eastham.    I  think,  speaking  from  recollection  of 
the  evidence,  that  the  plaintlfEs'  vessel  did  some- 
thing of  a  simUar  character.    Both  vessels  had  to 
anchor  for  a  similar  object,  and  the  collision  hap- 
pened afterwards  when  they  were  going  up  to  the 
entrance  to  the  Eastham  Locks.    The  point  made 
about  this  is  made  under  the  128th  section  of  the 
Act  of  1858,  and  the  point  is  that  the  compulsory 
services  ceased  so  soon  as  the  vessel  came  to  an 
anchor,  because  it  is  said  that  that  section  only 
leqnirea  a  pilot  to  moor  a  ship  at  anchor  in  the 
Mersey  and  to  pilot  her  into  one  of  the  wet  docks 
of  the  port  of  Liverpool,  whether  belonging  to 
the  boatd  or  not,  without  making  any  additional 
charge  for  doing  so.    The  argument  was  that  as 
she  was  brought  to  anchor  in  the  river  Mersey 
the  compulsory  pilotage  finished,  because  she  was 
not  going  on  to  a  wet  dock  in  the  port  of  Lirer- 

rl,  and  therefore  the  pilot  had  nothing  more  to 
The  way  in  which  tnat  argument  was  met  by 
the  defendants  at  first  was  this :  That  the  ship 
was  bonnd  to  a  dock  in  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
because  the  Eastham  Locks  might  be  treated  as 
being  a  wet  dock  within  the  port  of  Liverpool. 
Bat  that  now  seems  rather  to  be  got  rid  of  by  the 
section  of  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act,  which 
seems  to  make  the  end  of  the  canal  within  the 
port  of  Manchester.  I  think  if  this  case  were  to 
turn  simply  upon  the  construction  of  sect.  128  it 
would  be  very  difficult  to  say  that  this  was  a  wet 
dock  -within  the  port  of  Liverpool,  wi^n  the 
meaning^  of  that  section,  although  the  term  wet 
dock  might  not  unreasonably  in  such  circumstances 
be  held,  according  to  the  definition  in  the  dic- 
tionaries and  so  forth,  to  include  a  place  which 
admitted  ships  and  then  excluded  the  tide  if 
required.  But  the  argument  for  the  plaintiffs 
was  further  supported  by  reference  to  the  case 
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of  The  Seroia  and  Carinthia  (ubt  sup.),  to  which 
I  have  already  referred,  and  it  was  contended 
that  the  decision  in  that  case  had  the  effect  of 
showing  that  compulsory  services  must  in  such  a 
case  as  this  come  to  an  end  at  any  rate  when  the 
vessel  anchored.      I   remember  that  case  very 
well,  and  I  have  also  read  the  judgment  in  it,  and 
it  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  really  determine  the 
case  in  the  way  the  plaintiffs  contend,  because 
the  question  there  was  as  to  additional  remunera- 
tion in  circumstances  which  are  stated  shortly  in 
the  headnote  to  that  case.    The  headnote  is  as 
follows  :  "  The  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board, 
as  the  pilotage  authority  for  the  port  of  Liver- 
pool, has  under  sect.  221   of  the  Mersey  Dock 
Acts   Consolidation  Act    1858  power  to  fix,  in 
addition    to    the  ordinary  compulsory  pilotage 
rates,  a  reasonable  charge  by   way  of  '  extra ' 
remuneration  for  a  pilot  licensed  by  the  board 
taking  an  outward  bound  vessel  from   a  dock 
alongside  a  landing  stage  to  complete  her  loading, 
as  in  the  case  of  embarking  passengers,  their 
baggage,   pnd  the  mails.     The   board  has  also 
power  to  fix  an  additional  charge  as  extra  re- 
muneration   (besides    the    charge   per    day   foi 
attendance  whilst  a  vessel  is  necessarily  lying  in 
the  river  in  the  course  of  her  navigation  inward  or 
outward)  in  the  case  of  an  inward  bound  vessel 
taken  by  a  pilot  to  a  landing  stage    to    land 
passengers,    baggage,    and    mails,     before    dis- 
charging the  rest  of  her  cargo,  including  the  case 
of    vessels  disembarking    cattle   and    sheep   at 
certain  landing  stages  in  pursuance  of  the  orders 
made    under  the  provisions  of  the  Diseases  of 
Animals  Act  1894    Bemble,  that  in  the  case  of 
an   outward    bound  vessel  compulsory  pilotage 
vrill  not  commence  nntil  the  vessel  proceeds  from 
the  stage  to  sea,  and  that,  in  the  case  of  an  inward 
bound  vessel,  the  employment  of  the  pilot  by 
compulsion  of  law  will  cease  or  be  suspended  as 
soon  as  the  vessel  deviates  to  the  stage  from  the 
route  which  she  would  otherwise  foOow  to  the 
dock."    The  real  point  that  was  raised  in  that 
case  was  simply  a  question  as  to  extra  remunera- 
tion of  pilots,  and  it  arose  in  the  case  of  inward 
bound  ships,  in  consequence  of  the  vessels  bringing 
cattle  to  Liverpool  going  first  of  all  into  the 
river,  then    to  a    sUige   where  the    cattle  was 
landed,  and  then  into  one  of  the  docks,  and,  with 
regard  to  outward  bound  vessels  coming  out  of 
dock  first  and  then  proceeding  to  one  of  the 
stages — I  think  the  Prince's  Tending  Stage — for 
the  purpose  of  taking  up  passengers,  cargo,  and 
mails,  and  then  proceeding  to  sea.    It  was  con- 
tended   that  these    were  onerous  and   difficult 
duties  for  the  pilots  and  they  were  entitled  to 
extra  remuneration,  and  that    in   such   circum- 
stances they  were  doing  something  which  was  not 
contemplated  as  part  of  the  pilot's  duties  without 
extra  remuneration.    It  does  not  appear  to  me 
when  that  case  is  examined  veiy  carefully,  that  it 
really  affects  in  any  material  degree  the  question 
which  I  have  to  decide  now.    Going  back  to  the 
128th  section,  I  think  it  is  necessary  to  construe 
it  in  connection  with  the  other  sections,  and 
one  must  face  this  sort  of  point.    First  of  all, 
with  regard  to  a  vessel  which  comes  in  from  the 
sea  and  is  going  straight  up   to  the  Eastham 
Locks,  she  is  an  inward  bound  vessel,  bound  in 
from  the  sea  to  the  port  of  Liverpool.    She  does 
not  come  to   an  anchor   at  all,  and  it   seems 
to  me  she  is  bound  to  take  a  pilot  coming  in. 
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Then  the  qaestion  mast  be  raised,  if  so,  where 
does  his  duty  as  compulsory  pilot  cease  P  I  put 
that  point  to  Mr.  Aspinall,  and  I  do  not  think, 
with  the  greatest  deference  to  his  argument, 
that  it  was  answered  in  any  way  satisfactorily, 
because  all  I  could  get  from  him  in  sub- 
stance was  that  compulsory  pilotage  ought  to 
oease  when  the  vessel  had  passed  the  position  in 
which  she  would  be  going  into  any  wet  dock  in 
ibe  port  of  Liverpool.  Bat  that,  it  seems  to  me, 
is  not  a  satisfactory  answer^  and  leaves  such  a 
«eriou8  difficulty  open  as  to  the  determination  of 
the  services.  It  certainly  does  not  cover  the 
-case  of  a  vessel  which  is  bound  up  to  G-arston. 
The  answer  to  that  probably  is  that  such  a  vessel 
is  within  the  128th  section  because  she  is  going  to 
41  wet  dock  which,  although  not  belonging  to  the 
hoard,  is  within  the  words,  "  Whether  belonging 
to  the  board  or  not."  Bat  it  seems  to  me  that, 
with  regard  to  a  vessel  going  straight  up  to 
Eastham,  the  only  sensible  conclusion  is  that 
the  pilot  taking  charge  at  sea  must  take  her  on 
to  £aatham,  where  her  navigation  in  the  port  of 
Liverpool  is  to  cease-  I  cannot  come  to  any 
other  reasonable  conclusion  upon  the  matter.  I 
myself  am  not  able  to  see  how  it  can  leasonably 
be  argced  in  practice  or  dealt  with  under  the 
-sections  in  any  other  way  than  that.  It  is  taking 
the  ship  to  a  spot  in  the  river  Mersey  which  is  at 
the  end  of  her  necessary  navigation  in  the  port 
of  Liverpool ;  and  it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  put 
-any  undue  strain  upon  the  sections  which  have 
been  considered  in  this  case.  Then  that  gets  rid 
-of  anything,  such  as  was  suggested  in  the  course 
of  the  case,  as  to  whether  the  compulsion  is  to  exist 
in  case  a  vessel  goes  to  Eastham  direct,  or  is  to 
exist  up  to  the  time  that  she  anchors,  because 
assuming  that  there  was  compulsion  to  begin  with 
the  plaintiffs  would  contend,  as  I  understand,  that 
if  the  vessel  is  going  up  to  an  anchorage  the  com- 
pnlsion  would  last  till  she  anchored,  but  if  she 
was  going  to  Eastham  direct  there  would  not  be 
any  compulsion  at  all,  and  how  is  anybody  to 
elect  that  when  the  pilot  comes  on  board  outside 
the  bar.  It  is  impossible  to  be  certain  in  all  cases 
whether  a  vessel  would  have  to  anchor  or  go 
straight  on.  A  thick  fog,  for  instance,  might 
prevent  her  going  straight  on.  Then,  again,  with 
regard  to  the  argument  about  anchorage,  it  is 
said  that  if  the  vessel  comes  to  an  anchor  she  has 
finished  her  navigation  so  far  as  the  river  is  con- 
cerned, and  that  therefore  the  pilotage  ceases  to 
be  compulsory.  That  may  be  true  enough  if  the 
anchorage  is  the  final  point  of  destination,  so  far 
as  navigation  at  that  time  is  concerned,  but  I  do 
not  see  how  it  can  be  treated  as  coming  to  an  end 
if  the  anchorage  is  only  anchorage  in  the  itinerary 
towards  the  destination  which  it  is  necessary  to 
get  to  in  the  ordiaary  course  of  navigation.  Be- 
cause if  that  were  to  be  held,  the  moment  a 
vessel  dropped  her  anchor  in  the  Mersey,  even 
though  she  did  so  eompulsorily,  and  yet  was 
going  to  a  second  anchorage  as  her  final  destina- 
tion, according  to  Mr.  Aspinall's  argument  that 
first  anchorage  would  put  an  end  to  the  com- 
pulsory services.  This  vessel  came  to  an  anchor 
for  navigation  reasons  until  the  tide  permitted 
her  to  proceed,  and  it  eeems  to  me  that  such 
temporary  anchoring  is  only  in  the  itinerary 
towards  the  destination  in  the  river  to  which  she 
is  entitled  to  have  a  pilot  to  take  her.  I  have 
already  referred  to  the  point  made  with  regard  to 


this  question  of  the  wet  dock,  and  that  difficulty 
I  do  not  think  I  need  say  anything  more  aboat, 
because   the  Ship   Canal    Act   appears  to  have 
altered  the  position  with  regard  to  that  point.  It 
may  be  possible   to  hold  Uiat  for  pilotage  pur- 
poses the  end  of  the  canal  is  still  to  be  treated  as 
within  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  for  such  pur- 
poses is  a  wet   dock,  but  I  do  not  feel  that  it  is 
necessary  to  base  my  decision  upon  it,  and  I  feel 
great  difficulty  because  of  the  Manchester  Ship 
Canal  Act  of  1885.    There  is  this  matter  to  be 
observed  with  regard  to  outward  bound  vessels, 
that  no  point  of  departure  is  mentioned  in  any  of 
the  sections  which  deal  with  the  employment  of 
pilots  on  outward  bound  ships.    It  seems  to  me, 
having  regard  to  their  generality,  that  any  vessel 
proceeding  to  sea  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool 
would  have  to  take  a  pilot,  and  there  is  no  such 
difficulty,  as  suggested   with  regard  to   inward 
bound  vessels  in  consequence  of  the  terms  of 
sect.    128,   in  applying  compulsory  pilotage  to 
vessels  proceeding  to  sea  from  Eastham.    They 
would  have  to  take  a  pilot  on  leaving  Eastham , 
and  it  would  be  strange  if  one  had  to  coastrne  the 
Act  in  such  a  way  that  inward  bonnd  vessels 
would  not  have  to  employ  a  pilot  right  up  to 
Eastham.    There  are  other  points  which  possibly 
require,  and  possibly  may  have  at  some  future 
time,  some  further  consideration,  but  at  present 
it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  any  of  the  points 
which  have  been  somewhat  slightly  touched  upon 
affect  the  view  which  has  been  taken  upon  the 
general  sections.   There  is,  for  instance,  the  114th 
section  of  the  Act  of  1858,  which  deals  with  who 
is  liable  to  pay  pilotage.    If  that  section  had 
in  any  way  restricted  the  recovery  of  pilotage 
as    against    persons   who   were   in  the  port   of 
Liverpool    or    against    ships     in     the    port   of 
Liverpool,  one    might    have    felt  that    pilotage 
ought   only   to   be   applied    to    such   ships  as 
the  rates  could  be  recovered  against  and  such 
persons  as  were  connected  with  those  ships  in  the 
port  of   Liverpool.      But  the    section  is   quite 
general,  and,  although  there  may  be  difficulties 
about  enforcing  it  against  persons  or  ships  not  in 
the  port  of  Liverpool,  I  cannot  see  myself  that  it 
affords  sufficient  answer  to  the  argument  which 
contends  for  the  pilotage  being  compulsory  in 
the  way  I  have  thought  that  it  is.     There  is  one 
other  matter  to  consider,  and  that  is  the  effect  of 
the  statute  of  1899.    That  Act  was   passed  in 
order  to  meet  the  difficulty  which  was  pointed  out 
in  the  case  of  The  Servia  and  Carinthia  (ubt  rup.). 
It  recites  that  "  whereas  by  the   Mersey  Dock 
Acts   Consolidation   Act  1858  the   masters  of 
vessels  inward  bound  for  and  outward  bound  from 
the  port  of  Liverpool  are,  subject  to  the  exemp- 
tions by  the  said  Act  granted,  required  to  employ 
pilots."    Then  it  deals  with  the  difficulties  raised 
in  the  case  of   The  Servia  and   Carinthia  {uU 
sup,),  and  it  proceeds  to  legislate  so  as  to  get  rid 
of  those  difficulties  and  free  the  matter  from  the 
doubt  which  that  case  raised.    Counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  relied  upon  this  recital  as  showing  that 
the  Act  of  1858  was  only  dealing  with  vessels 
inward  bound  to  and  ontward  bound  from  the 
port  of  Liverpool.     But  if  one  compares  that 
recital  with   the  terms  of  the  Act  of   1858  it 
cannot   be    said,    I    think,  that-  the  recital  is 
strictly  correct,   because   one  does   not  find  in 
the  Act  of  1858  the  words  "inward  bound  for 
and  outward  bound  from "  the  port  of  Liver- 
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pool,  bnt  it  deals  witli  Tessela  "  bound  into  and 
ont  of"  the  port  of  Liverpool.  That  does  not 
seem  to  admit  so  readiij,  as  if  that  recital  were 
correct,  a  consideration  that  the  Legislatnre  was 
only  dealing  with  yessels  which  had  Liverpool 
for  their  teraiination  a  quo  and  ad  quem.  I  do 
not  think  that  Act  has  anj  real  bearing  npon  the 
present  case.  Of  coarse  it  may  be  that  nnder 
sect.  5  it  may  deal  with  vessds  passing  from 
Manchester  to  Liverpool,  or  simply  from  Liver- 
pool to  Manchester.  I  am  not  concerned  to  con- 
sider that  point  at  all.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiffs 
saggested,  Droadly  speaking,  that  there  wax  great 
difficulty  in  working  ont  this  matter  if  it  was 
held  that  pilotage  was  compulsory.  I  myself  see 
no  difficulty  whatever.  It  is  a  simple  matter. 
Every  vessel,  if  I  am  right,  bound  in  from  the 
sea,  except  small  vessels  exempted,  to  the  port  of 
Manchester  and  going  into  the  canal  at  Eastham 
is  to  take  a  pilot ;  and  so,  though  I  have  not  to 
decade  that,  has,  apparently,  every  vessel  going 
ont  from  Eastham  to  the  sea.  There  is  no  diffi- 
cnlty  whatever  in  the  application  of  the  Act.  If 
I  am  right,  the  result  is  that  although  the 
fanlt  in  this  case  was  the  fault  only  of  the 
pilot  of  the  Mercedes  de  Larrinaga,  tne  defen- 
dants' plea  of  compulsory  pilotage,  it  appears 
to  me,  is  established.  The  plaintiffs'  claim 
will,  therefore,  be  dismissed  wiUiout  costs,  and 
the  defendants'  counter-claim  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Bill,  Dickinson,  and 
Co.,  Ijverpool. 

Solicitors   for  the   defendants,  Forshaw    and 
Hawkins,  Liverpool. 


— ♦ — 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Tuesday,  March  22. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bomes  and 
Mathew,  L.JJ.) 
FsiRCK    OF    Wales    Det    Dock     Company 
(Swansea)  Lisiiied  v.  Fownes  Foroe  and 
Enoinebbino  Company  Limited,  (a) 

APPEAL  VBOM    THE  KINO'S    BENCH  DIVISION. 

Damages,  measure  of — Sale  of  goods — Disclaimer 
of  responsibility  for  bad  workinanship — Costs  of 
action  by  sub-vendee  against  purchaser  reason- 
ably defended. 

The  plaintiffs  having  undertaken  the  repairs  of  a 
steamship  for  the  mcners,  employed  the  defen- 
dants, an  engineering  company,  to  construct  a 
neio  crank  shaft.  The  defendants  agreed  to  do 
so,  upon  the  terms  of  their  not  being  responsible 
for  failure  of  material  or  workmanship  beyond 
the  replacement  of  faulty  work  supplied  by 
them. 

In  an  action  by  the  plain'.iffs  against  the  ship- 
owners  to  recover  the  price  of  the  shaft  which 
had  been  supplied  by  the  defendants,  the  ship- 
oumers  counter-claimed  fur  dainages  for  breach 
of  contract  in  consequence  of  the  shaft  harring 
broken  down  on  a  voyage. 

(a)  Beported  br  E.  Maklet  Suite,  Eaq.,  BuriBtcr-kt-Law. 


The  plaintiffs,  after  communicating  u)ith  the 
defendants,  who  thereupon  repudiated  alt  respon- 
sibility, dejfended  the  counter-claim. 

The  shipowners  succeeded  on  their  counter-claim, 
the  shaft  being  found  to  have  been  of  faulty 
workmanship. 

In  an  <ietion  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  from  the 
defendants  the  costs  of  the  shipowners'  counter- 
claim, as  damages  resulting  from  the  defendants' 
breach  of  contract : 

Held,  that  the  terms  on  which  the  defendants  had 
supplied  the  shaft  did  ru>t  relieve  them  from 
paying  these  costs ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  t}ie  costs  of  the  counter-claim 
except  so  far  as  they  were  increased  by  any  issue 
other  than  the  faultiness  of  the  material  or  work- 
manship nf  the  shaft. 

Appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
Kennedy,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
jury. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the 
defendants  the  costs  which  had  been  incurred  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  defending  a  claim  made  against 
them  by  the  owners  of  the  steamship  Akester. 

In  Jan.  1902  the  steamship  Alcester,  being  out 
of  repair  and  needing  a  new  crank  shaft,  was 
intrusted  by  the  owners  to  the  present  plaintiffs, 
the  Prince  of  Wales  Dry  Dock  Company  (Swansea) 
Limited,  to  have  the  necessary  work  carried  out. 

The  plaintiffs,  not  being  manufacturers  of 
crank  shafts,  ordered  one  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany. 

The  defendant  compan;^  agreed  to  supply  a 
double  throw  ordinary  bnUt  crank  shaft  for  the 
steamship  Alcester  for  the  sum  of  150!.,  and  their 
letter  which  constituted  their  acceptance  of  the 
plaintiffs'  order  contained  in  a  postscript  the 
following  clause : 

Note. — We  do  everything  in  our  power  to  insare 
good  material  and  workmimship,  together  with  qoiok 
diapatoh,  bnt  disclaim  all  reiponaibility  for  failare  of 
either,  beyond  the  replacement  of  fanlty  work  aa  enp- 
plied  by  na  (if  practio^ly  possible  to  do  bo). 

The  defendants  then  manufactured  and  sup- 
plied the  plaintiffs  with  a  crank  shaft,  and  the 
plaintiffs  put  it  into  the  ship. 

The  Alcester,  on  the  completion  of  the  repairs, 
started  on  a  voyage,  but,  in  consequence  of  the 
breaking  of  the  crank  shaft,  had  to  put  into 
Naples  for  temporary  repairs,  and  on  her  return 
to  England  she  had  to  be  fitted  with  a  new  crank 
shaft. 

The  owners  of  the  ship  refused  to  pay  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  crank  shaft  which  had  broken 
down. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  brought  an  action  for 
the  price  of  the  shaft. 

The  shipowners  delivered  a  counter-claim 
alleging  a  Dre»ch  of  the  plaintiffs'  contract  in 
supplying  a  faulty  shaft,  the  amount  of  damages 
claimed  beine  baaed  not  only  on  the  value  of  tiie 
crank  shaft,  but  also  on  the  detention  of  the  ship 
consequential  on  the  failure  of  the  crank  shaft. 

Upon  the  counter-claim  being  delivered,  the 
plaintiffs  at  once  communicated  with  the  present 
defendants  for  their  opinion  as  to  the  course 
which  should  be  taken. 

The  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  the  most 
complete  assurance  that  there  was  nothing  faulty 
In  the  material  or  workmanship  of  the  slmt,  and 
suggested  that  the  reason  of  its  breaking  down 
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was  the  bad  design,  for  which  they  were  not 
respon  Bible. 

under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiffs  de- 
fended the  counter- claim  raised  by  the  ship- 
owners. 

At  the  trial  of  that  action  the  judge  fonnd  that 
there  was  no  fault  in  the  design,  and  that  the 
oaase  of  the  breakdown  of  the  shaft  was  faulty 
material  and  workmanship,  and  he  gave  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  shipowners  for  3561.  damages  and 
costs. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiffs  commenced  the  present 
action  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  costs  of 
the  counter-claim  on  which  the  shipowners  had 
obtained  judgment.  ' 

At  the  trial  of  this  action  without  a  jury, 
Kennedy,  J.  gave  judgment  fur  the  defendants. 

The  pluntiffa  appealed. 

Bailhaehe  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  costs  of  the 
counter-claim  made  by  the  shipowners  which  the 
plaintiffs  have  incurred  are  damages  which  might 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  present  plaintiffs  and  defen- 
dants, at  the  time  of  the  contract  between  them, 
as  the  probable  result  of  a  breach  of  the  contract ; 
and  pritnd  facie  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  there- 
fore, to  sncoiaed  in  this  action : 

Hammond  v.  Btuny,  20  Q.  B.  Div.  79. 

The  postscript  to  the  defendants'  letter  accepting 
the  plaintiffs'  offer  does  not  relieve  the  defen- 
dants from  that  common  law  liability  to  pay  the 
damages  now  claimed.  The  effect  of  the  post- 
script is  merely  to  relieve  the  defendants,  if  they 
should  supply  a  new  crank  shaft,  from  the  natural 
and  direct  damages  arising  from  a  breach  of  con- 
tract to  supply  a  good  shaft.    He  referred  to 

Agius  V.  Ortat  Wnttm  CoUiiTy  Company,  80  L.  T. 
Bep.  140 ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  413. 

/.  A.  Hamilton,  E.G.  (Lewii  Noad  with  him)  for 
the  defendants. — The  defendants  did  not  request 
the  plaintiffs  to  defend  the  counter-claim.  They 
repudiated  all  liability.  They  are  protected  by 
the  postscript,  which  relieves  them  from  the  lia- 
Ulity  to  pay  these  costs  as  being  damages  arising 
from  their  breach  of  contract  to  supply  a  properly 
made  crank  shaft.  The  object  of  the  clause  in  the 
portscript  is  to  relieve  them  from  all  damages  in 
respect  of  a  breach  of  the  contract  beyond  the 
liability  to  replace  faulty  material  or  workman- 
ship. 

GOLLiHB,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  Kennedy,  J.,  and  it  certainly  raises 
a  point  of  some  nicety.  It  is  perfectly  clear  law, 
since  the  decision  of  Hammond  v.  BuBsey  {vbi  ntp.) 
in  this  court,  that,  unless  there  is  some  specuLl 
bargain  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants, 
the  plaintifts  are  entitled  to  recover  these  costs 
from  the  defendants,  and  the  only  x>oint  in  this 
case  is  whether  the  terms  of  the  contract 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  were 
such  as  to  exclude  the  liability  of  the  defen- 
dants to  pay  the  costs  in  question.  That  de- 
Sends  upon  the  terms  of  the  postscript  to  the 
efendants'  letter,  by  which  they  said  that  they 
did  everything  in  their  power  to  insure  good 
material  and  workmanship,  but  discl£>imed  all 
responsibility  for  failure  of  either  beyond  the 
replacement  of  faulty  work  if  practically  possible 
to  do  so.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  clause 
is  not  introduced  with  any  reference  or  relation 


whatsoever,  either  express  or  implied,  to  costs 
under  any  possible  circumstances.  What  the 
clause  is  addressed  to  is  the  substitution  for  the 
general  liability  to  pay  general  damages  conse- 
quential upon  the  breakdown  of  the  machinery, 
of  an  obligation  to  replace  the  shaft,  but  that 
obligation  is  just  as  much  a  binding  obligation  as 
was  the  obligation  upon  them,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  furnish  a  good  shaft.  That  obligation 
is  certainly  undertaken  by  them  in  their  letter, 
but  it  is  qualified  by  the  postcript,  with  the  result 
that  an  immunity  is  secured  for  them  from  what 
are  called  ^neral  damases — i.e,,  loss  of  time  sad 
so  on — ^incidental  to  ana  following  upon  the  de- 
livery of  a  bad  shaft.  They  have  secured  that 
immunity  and  have  taken  upon  themselves  the 
responsibility  of  replacing  faulty  or  defective 
work  by  the  substitution  of  another  shaft.  But 
when  that  liability  has  been  substituted  for  the 
other,  the  clause  has  accomplished  its  purpose. 
It  was  essential  to  the  determination  oC  the 
question  whether  or  not  that  liability  existed  that 
it  should  be  ascertained  whether  the  shaft  snp- 

?lied  was  defective  in  material  or  workmanship. 
'hat  point  has  been  ascertained  in  the  action 
brought  by  the  shipowners,  at  the  expense  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  present  action,  and,  according  to  the 
law  as  laid  down  in  Hammond  v.  Bustey  (ubi  lup.), 
they  are  clearly  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  by  thie 
defendants,  unless  the  defendants  have  contracted 
themselves  out  of  that  liability.  In  my  judgment 
the  defendants  have  not  limited  |their  liability  in 
that  way,  and  they  stand  unprotected  from  their 
common  law  liability.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Hammond  v.  Buttey  {ubi  «u».) 
must  be  read,  as  is  repeatedly  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment, with  reference  to  the  facts  of  that  case.  The 
oourt  in  that  case  held  that  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  costs  was  not 
a  liability  which  attached  under  the  first  part  of 
the  rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale  (9  Ex.  311),  which 
refers  to  damages  arising  naturally  from  the 
breach  of  contract.  The  court  held  that  the 
liability  came  under  the  second  branch  of  the 
rule,  that  the  damages  were  suoh  as  might 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties,  when  they  made  the 
contract,  as  the  probable  result  of  a  breach  of  it. 
That,  I  think,  justifies  me  in  saying  that  this 
clause  does  not  prima  facie,  and  cannot  be  taken 
primd  facie  to,  relieve  the  defendants  from  an 
obligation  to  pay  these  cohts,  which  do  not  flow 
directly  from  the  original  breach  of  contiuct,  bat 
arise  necessarily  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties 
after  the  breach.  The  conduct  of  the  defendants 
after  their  breach  of  contract  was  such  as  to 
make  it  most  reasonable  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  defend  the  claim  made  against 
them  by  the  shipowners.  It  would  even  have 
been  unreasonable  for  them  not  to  do  so.  They 
trusted  to  the  assurances  gi7en  them  by  the 
defendants  that  the  shaft  had  been  properly  con- 
structed, and,  having  therefore  defended  the 
claim  and  thereby  incurred  costs,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  liability  which  they  then  incurred  is 
altogether  outside  the  conditions  of  the  clause  on 
which  the  defendants  rely.  I  think  that  on  the 
true  construction  of  the  contract  the  parties  stand 
with  their  common  law  rights,  upon  the  point  now 
in  dispute,  quite  unimpaired.  On  these  g^nnds, 
though  I  recognise  the  difficulty  of  the  case,  I  feel 
bound  to  differ  from  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
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Kennedy,  J.,  and  in  my  judgment  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  allowed. 

BOHBR,  L.J. — This  case  depends  upon  the  oon> 
etniction  of  a  postscript  to  a  letter  written  by 
tiie  defendants,  and  the  postscript  is  so  loosely 
framed  that  I  am  not  snrprised  that  it  has  given 
rise  to  a  difference  of  judicial  opinion.    It  has 
sozzled  me  a  good  deal,  and  I  cannot  say  that  my 
donbts  are  wholly  remored,  bnt,  on  the  whole,  I 
hare  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appeal  onght 
to  succeed.    The  meaning  that  I  attach  to  the 
postscript  in  question  is  this :   The  defendants 
<!ontracted  that,  in  case  of  the  failure  of  the  shaft 
that  they  sold,  by  reason  of  faulty  material  or 
workmanship,   they   were   to    be  liable  at    any 
nte  to  the  extent  of  replacing  the  faulty  work, 
bat  were    not  to   be    liable    further   by   way 
of  contract ;    that   is   to   say,    they  were  not 
to  be  liable  for  further  loss   beyond  the  cost 
■of  replacing    the    shaft   for   the    faulty  work. 
But  then  what  flows  from  the   fact   of   there 
hwDg  tL  contract  of  this  limited  kind  ?    Suppose 
that    the    shipowners    had    brought    an    action 
against  the  present  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the 
failure  of  the  shaft,  bat  limiting  their  claim  to 
■damages  to  the  value  of  a  new  shaft ;  and  suppose 
that  the  plaintiffs  informed  the  present  defen- 
dants that  the  action  had  been  brought  against 
them,  and  then,  upon  the  assurance  of  the  defen- 
dants  that  there  was  nothing  faulty  in  the  work- 
tnanship  of  the  shaft,  had  defended  the  action  in 
the  interests  both  of  themselves  and  of  the  defen- 
dants.   Then  at  the  trial  of  that  action  it  is  found 
that  the  workmanship  is  faulty,  ai)d  accordingly 
A  new  shaft  baa  to  be  delivered.     In  such  a  case 
I  should  say  that,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
decision  in  Hammond  v.  Busiey  {ubi  sup.),  the 
«08t8  of  the  defence  could  be  said  to  be  damages 
wfaicli  might  reasonably  he  supposed  to  have  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time 
vhen  they  made  the  limited  contract  that  I  have 
indicated,  and  for  that  reason  I  think  that  the 
■costs  in  such  a  case  as  that  could  be  recovered  by 
the  plaintiffs  from  the  defendants.      Now,  apply 
that   to  the  present  case.     Here  was  an  action 
Against   the   plaintiffs  on  the  ground  of  faulty 
workmanehip,  and    the   relief  included   a  claim 
4m:    damages    for    the    price    of   a    new  shaft; 
in   other   wordf,   for   delivery   of    a  new   shaft 
«8    part    of    the    damages     resulting    to    the 
oltimate  purchasers  of  the  shaft  because  of  its 
iaulty  construction.    It  is  true  that  the  action 
«Jao  contained  a  claim  for  further  damages,  but, 
whte  the  defence  had  to  be  put  in,   the  then 
■defendants  (the  present  plaintiffs)  had  to  consider 
tiiat,  as  to  a  great  part  of  the  action,  it  obviously 
■concerned  the  prevent  defendants  on  what  I  have 
■called  their  limited  contract,  and  they  accordingly 
consulted  with  the  defendants.    The  defendants 
then  claimed  the  protection  of  this  clause,  and 
said  that  the  shaft  was  not  faulty  in  material  or 
workmanship.     Thereupon  the  present  plaintiffs 
■defended  the  action  brought  against  them,  and 
under   the    circumstances   I    think    that    their 
defence  was  reasonable  and  proper  so  far  as  coa- 
cems  i^eir  costs  in  defending  that  part  of  the 
action  in  which  a  claim  was  made  for  a  new  shaft. 
Those  costs  were  reasonably  incurred,  and  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled    to    say,    as  against  the 
present    defendants,  that  these  costs  must   be 
taken  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
f  aities  as  damages  reasonably  likely  to  flow  from 


a  breach  by  the  defendants  of  their  limited  con- 
tract. Then  the  question  arises.  How  are  those 
costs  to  be  ascertained  f  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  right  order  to  make  is  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitleid  to  the  costs  of  the  action  except  so  far  as 
those  costs  were  increased  by  any  issue  other  than 
the  issue  I  have  mentioned. 

MA.THEW,  L.J.  concurred. 

/.  A.  HawMton,  K.C. — Will  your  Lordships 
make  an  order  that  the  costs  should  be  divided 
in  the  proportion  which  the  plaintiffs'  interests 
hear  to  the  defendants'  interests?  The  ship- 
owners recovered  3562.  from  the  present  plaintiffs, 
and  the  present  defendants  are  interested  in  that 
sum,  as  your  Lordships  hold,  to  the  extent  of  only 
1501. 

Collins,  M.R. — We  think  that  the  order 
suggested  by  my  brother  Homer  is  the  risht  one, 
and  the  plaintiffs  will  have  the  costs  of  the  ship- 
owners' counter-claim,  except  so  far  as  they  were 
enhanced  by  other  issues,  if  any. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Williamson;  HiU, 
and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Farrar,  Porter, 
and  Co.,  for  O.  F.  BUI  and  Son,  Cardiff. 


Tuesday,  March  22. 

(Before  Collins,  MB..  Bomeb  and 

Mathew,  L.JJ.) 

Searle  v.  Lttno.  (a) 

A.PFEAL  FBOU  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  UIVISION. 

Shipping — Bill  of  lading — Liberty  to  over-oarry 
goods  if  discharge  cannot  be  effected  without 
undue  detention — Discharge  prevented  by  delay 
at  previotis  port — Delay  caused  by  negligence  of 
shipowner's  agent — Bemoteness  of  damage^ 
Liability  of  shipoioner. 

A  hillof  lading  contained  the  following  clause  ■■  "If 
in  the  opinion  of  the  master  discharge  cannot  be 
effected  without  undue  detention,  the  steamer 
shall  hare  liberty  to  ovtr-carry  the  cargo  to 
London  at  merchant's  risk,  and  deliver  there  to 
consignees  or  their  assigns." 

The  ship  was  delayed  at  a  port  of  call  in  the 
eowrse  of  her  voyage  by  the  negligence  of  the 
shipoumtr's  agents,  with  the  result  that,  on  her 
arrival  at  the  port  where  the  goods  were  to  be 
discharged,  the  master  found  that  the  discharge 
could  not  be  effected  without  undue  detention, 
and  he  therrfore  ever-carried  the  goods  to 
London. 

In  an  action  by  the  consignee  to  recover  damages 
for  the  over-carriage  of  the  goods  : 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  Kennedy,  J.  (88 
L.  T.  Rep.  863),  that  the  damage  was  not  so 
remote  from  the  negligence  of  the  shipowner's 
agents  as  to  disentitle  the  consignee  from  succeed- 
ing in  the  action. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of 
Kennedy,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
jury. 

The  action  was  brought  against  the  owner  ot 
the  steamship  Yarrawonga  to  recover  damages 
for  (he  breach  of  a  contract  contained  in  a  bill  of 
lading. 

(a)  Baponcd  by  E.  UAaUY  Sartu,  Kaq.,  Barrlatar-at-Law. 
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The  YarraiBonga  was  one  of  a  line  of  steamers, 
known  as  the  Bine  Anchor  Line,  regularly  nmning 
between  Anstralian  ports,  of  which  Melbourne 
was  one,  and  London,  and  calling  on  the  way  at 
Durban  and  Cape  Town. 

In  Sept.  1901  the  plaintiff  shipped  on  the  Yai-ra- 
wonga  at  Melbourne  forty-five  cases  of  merchan- 
dise and  1750  bales  of  fodder,  to  be  delivered  at 
Cape  Town. 

The  bills  of  lading  contained  an  option  for  the 
conngnees  to  require  delivery  at  Durban,  and  also 
contained  the  following  clause : 

If  in  the  opinion  of  the  master  disoharge  oannot  be 
effected  without  nndne  detention,  the  steamer  shall  have 
liberty  to  over-oarry  the  otago  to  London  at  merohant'a 
riak>  and  deliver  tbeie  to  ooneigneee  or  their  assigna. 

On  the  25th  Oct.  the  Yarrawonga  arrived  at 
Durban. 

On  the  assampiion  that  she  would  leave 
Durban  and  arrive  at  Gape  Town  in  due  course 
four  days  later,  the  plaintiff  secured  a  berth  for 
her  at  Cape  Town  for  the  day  when  she  ought  to 
arrive  there. 

The  ship  was,  however,  delayed  at  Durban. 

This  delay  was  caused  to  some  extent  by  bad 
weather,  and  by  a  strike  of  the  labourers  there, 
but  chiefly  by  a  blunder  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant's agents,  who  directed  the  plaintiff's  cargo 
to  be  discharged.  The  mistake  was  discovered 
and  the  cargo  wat>  reahipped  on  the  Yarrawonga. 

In  consequence  of  this  delay  the  ship  arrived 
at  Cape  Town  several  days  later  than  had  been 
expected,  and  on  her  arrival  there  the  berth  that 
had  been  secured  for  her  was  occupied  by  another 
vessel. 

The  South  African  war  was  at  that  time  being 
carried  on,  and  the  harbour  at  Gape  Town  was 
consequently  in  a  very  congested  condition. 

The  master  was  honestly  and  reasonably  of 
opinion  that  the  cargo  could  not  be  discharged 
there  without  undue  detention  of  the  ship,  and  he 
decided  to  carry  it  on  to  London. 

This  he  did,  and  the  cargo  had  then  to  be 
bronght  back  to  Cape  Town  at  considerable 
expense. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  before  Kennedy,  J. 
without  a  jury,  the  learned  judge  said  it 
was  the  fact  that  there  would  have  been  no 
need  for  undue  detention  at  Cape  Town  but 
for  what  happened  at  Durban,  and  that,  but 
for  the  want  of  reasonable  care  on  the  part 
ot  the  defendant's  agents  there,  the  vessel 
might  have  been  discharged  without  undue  delay 
at  Gape  Town.  He  held  that  the  damage  suffered 
by  the  plaintiff  by  the  over-carriage  of  the  cargo 
to  London  was  not  too  remote  from  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant's  agents  at  Durban,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in  the  action. 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Kep.  863. 

The  defendant  appealed. 

J.  A.  namilton,  K.C.  and  Loehnis  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

ScnUton,  E.G.  and  Leek  for  the  plaintiff. 

GoLLiNB,  M.R. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  Kennedy,  J.,  who  gave  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  ship- 
owner to  recover  damages  for  negligently  over- 
carrying  the  plaintiff's  cargo.  The  cargo  in 
question  was  snipped  on  the  defendant's  steam- 
ship, which  performed  round  voyages  between 
Australia  and  London,  calling  at  Durban  and 


Gape  Town  on  the    way.      It    appears    from 
the   evidence  that    these  voyages  are    accomp- 
lished   with    great    regularity,    and    the    time» 
of  the  ship's  arrival   at   the  various  ports  can 
be   calculated   with   considerable    nicety.      The 
cargo  in  question  was  shipped  in  Australia  for 
delivery  at  Cape  Town,  with  an  option  for  the 
consignees  to  require  delivery  at  Durban.    The 
vessel  arrived  at  Durban  on  the  25th  Oct.,  which 
was  the  exact  day  that  she  was  expected  there. 
The    plaintiff    did    not    exercise  his   option   to 
require  delivery    there,    but,   by  a    blunder  oa 
the  pai-t  of  someone  for  whom  the  defendant  is 
responsible,  the  cargo  was  discharged  at  Durban. 
The  mistake  was  then  discovered,  and  the  cargo 
was  reshipped.    Kow,  on  the  25th  Oct.,  when  the 
vessel  arrived    at  Durban,    the    plaintiff  mad» 
arrangements  on  the  footing  of  the  vessel's  depar- 
ture for  Gape  Town  on  the  following  Tuesday, 
and  he  secured  a  berth  at  Cape  Town  for  the  fol- 
lowing   Saturday    where    his    cargo    might   be 
discharged.    At  Durban  the  ship  met  with  some 
difiSculties  both  from  the  weather  and  from  labour 
disputes,   but  Kennedy,  J.   at   the    trial,   after 
making  allowance    for   the  delay  thus   caused, 
came  to  the  conclusion  that,  if  the  ship  had  not 
been  delayed  also  by  the  blunder  whic£  resulted 
in  the  cargo  in  question  being  discharged  and 
then  reshipped,  the  vessel  might  have  left  Durban 
on  the  Tuesday,  and  have  arrived  at  Cape  Town  in 
time  to  make  use  of  the  berth  which  the  plaintiff" 
had  secured.    The  learned  judge  found  that  this. 
blunder  in  fact  caused  a  delay  of  two  or  three- 
days.      There  were  other  things  which    caused 
delay,  but,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  delay  cansed 
by  this  blunder,  the  vessel  would  have  arrived  at 
Gape  Town  in  time  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  bertb 
that  had  been  secured.    That  is  the  finding  of 
the  learned  judge,  and  there  was  ample  material 
before  him  upon  which  he  might  fairly  come  to 
that    conclusion.    When   the    vessel  arrived  at 
Cape  Town  the  berth  that  had  been  secured  was 
no  longer  available.    The  bills  of  lading  oontained 
a  clause  providing  that  if  in  the  opinion  of  the 
master  discbarge  could  not  be  effected  without 
undue  detention,  the  steamer  was  to  have  liberty 
to  over-carry  the  cargo  to  London  at  merchant's 
risk  and  deUver  them  to  the  consignees  or  their 
assigns.    The  master,   in  the  exercise   of  what 
was  found  by  Kennedy,  J.  to  be  a  sound  judg- 
ment, was  of  opinion  that,  having  regard  to  the 
congestion  of  shipping  in  the  harbour  at  Gape 
Town,  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  could  not  be 
effected  without  undue  detention,  and  he  decided 
to  carry  the  cargo  on  to  London.    The  cargo 
was  accordingly  carried  to  London,  and  then  had 
to  be  brought  back  to   Cape  Town,  and  these 
proceedings  very  naturally  involved  the  plaintiff 
in  considerable  expense.    The  action  is  brought 
to    recover    the    damages  cansed    by  the   over- 
carriage  of  the  goods.    The  question  is  whether 
the  chain  of  casuality  between  the  negligence  at 
Durban  in  dischai^ing  the  plaintiff's  cargo,  which 
caused  the  vessol  two  or  tliree  days'  delay,  and 
the  late  arrival  at  Cape  Town  which  resulted  in 
the  loss  of  the  berth  and  the  carrying  on  of  the 
cargo  to  London  has  been  sufficiently  established. 
In  my  opinion  it  has,  and  none  the  less  because 
the  master  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  elected 
to  make  use  of  the  option  of  carrying  the  cargo 
on  to  London.    There  was  no  negligence  or  im- 
proper conduct  on  his  part    I  think  tJaat  the 
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damage  all  raanlted  from  tlie  negligence  which 
oocntred  at  Durban,  and  which  caused  the  vessel 
to  lose  the  berth  that  had  been  secured  at  Cape 
'Town.  The  consequence  is  one  that  might 
veaaonably  be  anticipated  and  regarded  as  fol- 
lowing naturally  on  the  act  of  negligence.  That 
«eem8  to  me  to  be  the  legal  and  practical  view  of  the 
matter.  The  ship  made  the  voyages  so  regularly 
-that  the  day  of  her  arrival  at  Gape  Town  could  be 
calculated  with  considerable  exactness,  and  a 
berth  was  secured  for  her  there  in  view  of  the 
"voyage  there  from  Durban  being  completed  in 
4he  usual  time.  The  vessel  did  not  arrive  at 
Gape  Town  as  soon  as  she  ought  to  have  done  in 
consequence  of  the  blonder  at  Darban,  and  this 
blonder  was  made  by  someone  for  whom  the 
•defendant  is  responsible.  The  defendant  now 
-says  that  the  damage  is  too  remote,  but  from  the 
correspondence  it  appears  that  he  himself  took 
the  view  which  was  afterwards  taken  by 
Kennedy,  J.  I  think  that  the  decision  of 
Kennedy,  J.  was  right,  and  that  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed. 

RoMSB,  L.J. — The  oircomstances  of  this  case 
Are  somewhat  complex,  but  I  am  not  prepared  to 
•differ  from  Kennedy,  J.,  who  has  held  that  the 
aon-disoharge  of  the  plaintiffs  goods  at  Cape 
Town  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defen- 
•dant's  agents  at  Darban.  The  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  is  not  too  remote.  He  is  entitled  to 
succeed  in  this  action,  and  the  appeal  must  fail. 

Mathew,L.J.  concurred.    Appeal  dismUsed. 

Solicitors :  for  the  plaintiff,  Mellor,  Smith,  and 
JUay ;  for  the  defendant,  Thomas  Cooper  and  Co. 


Tuesday,  April  12. 

(Befoi-e  Collins,  M.B.,  Bomeb  and 

Mathew,  L.J  J.) 

NosuAK  AND  BuBTi;.  Waldeb.  (a) 

APPEAL  TTNDEE  THE  WOEKMEN's  COMPENSATION 
ACT  1897. 

.Employer  and  workman — Injury  by  aeeident — 
Compensation — Review  of  award — Profits  of 
trade  carried  on  by  worhman — "  Average  aTtiouwt 
which  he  is  able  to  earn  after  the  accident " — 
Workmen's  Compensalim  Act  1897  (60  <£•  61 
Vict.  e.  37),  sched.  1,  par.  2. 

Upon  an  application  to  review  an  award  of  a 
weekly  payment  to  an  injured  workman  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  the  fact 
that  since  the  accident  the  workman  has  staHed 
a  trade  or  business  of  his  own  from  which  he  is 
deriving  profits  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
Jor  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  the  weekly 
payment  should  be  ended  or  diminished. 

Appeal  by  the  employers  from  the  decision  of 
the  late  Jodge  Mai-tineau  at  Hayward's  Heath 
County  Court  refusing  to  make  any  order  upon 
an  application  by  them  for  the  review  of  an 
award  for  a  weekly  payment  to  an  injured 
workman  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  18.97. 

Charles  Walder  had  been  a  machinist  in  the 
employment  of  Messrs.  Norman  and  Burt,  who 
carried  on  business  as  builders  and  contractors. 

His  wages  were  378.  a  week. 

<a)  Boponed  bj  E.  Maslit  SMrrB,  Eaq.,  Burlater-at-Lnw. 


In  May  1901  he  met  with  an  accident  arising 
ont  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  by 
which  he  lost  the  top  joint  of  one  of  his 
fingers. 

In  Aug.  1901  he  obtained  an  award  onder 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  for  a 
weekly  payment  of  18<.  6d. 

In  May  1903  the  employers  made  an  applica- 
tion onder  sched.  1,  par.  12,  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897  for  a  review  of  the 
weekly  payment. 

At  the  hearing  of  this  application  it  appeared 
that  soon  after  the  accident  the  workman  had  set 
op  a  small  baker's  business,  which  he  carried  on 
with  the  help  of  his  wife,  his  son,  and  his  daughter, 
and  that  he  was  still  carrying  on  the  bosiness  and 
making  a  profit  ont  of  it. 

The  County  Coort  jodge  delivered  the  following 
jodgment : 

This  is  an  sppliaation  by  an  insarsnoe  office  asking 
me  aa  aibitrator  to  aaapend  or  radaoe  the  oompensatiou 
awarded  to  the  respondent  by  the  award.    The  grronnd 
of  the  appUoation  is  that  amoe  the  award  was  made  the 
reapondent'a  earnings  have  inoreaaed  to  snoh  an  extant 
that  ha  is  no  longer  entitled  to  any  compensation.    The 
eaminga    are    not    wage    earnings,    nor    anything    in 
the  nature   of  wage   earnings,  but  are  the  profits  of 
a  trade  basinesa  carried  on  by  the  reapondent  at  Dane 
Hill.      I  reserved   judgment   to  ooniider  whether  the 
earnings  of  a  trade  bnaineaa  can  be  treated  aa  "  earn- 
ings "  within  the  meaning  of  ached.  1,  par.  2,  of  the 
Act.    The  word  in  the  Act  no  doubt  is  "  earnings,"  bat 
I  am  dear  that,  according  to  tha  trae  oonatruclion  of 
the  sohednla,  wage-earning  capacity  alone  ia  to  be  taken 
into  aooonnt.    I  may  mention  here  that  the  earnings  of 
the  bnsinaeB  carried  on  by  the  respondent  are  obtained 
in  a  peculiat  manner.    The  respondent  carries  on  the 
bnsineas  in  question  with  the  labour  and  asaiatance  of 
his  wife,  who  has  the  principal  share  in  the  work,  his 
daughter  who  aervea  in  the   shop,  and  his  eon  who  goes 
out  with  the  horae  and  oart.    He  himself  goes  out  with 
the  horae  and  oart  and  has  a  general  control  of  the 
bnsineas.    As  head  of  the  family  he  appropriates  the 
labour  and  assistance  of  his  wife,  son,  and  daughter, 
and  takes  the  i^hole  of  the  profits  and  maintains  them. 
He  does  not  receive  any  wages,  nor  is  he  in  the  service 
of  any  employer.     It  would  be  diificult  to  aay  what 
proportion  of  the  total  earnings  in  the  business  ought 
to  be    attributed   to    the    reapondenfs    own   labour. 
I  have  had  some  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the  total 
earnings  in  the  bnainess,  but  I  estimate  them  at  21.  a 
week.    In  the  view  that  I  take  of  the  case,  it  is  imma- 
tariaL    It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  compensation  to 
the  workman  for  personal  injury  is,  in  my  opinion,  clearly 
assessable  with  reference  to  weekly  wages  or  earnings 
earned  before  the  injury  and  weekly  earnings  or  wages 
earned  after  the  injury,  and.  In  my  opinion,  trade  profits  in 
a  business  are  no  more  to  be  taken  into  account  than  in- 
come of  real  estate.  It  may  well  be  that  the  work  in  respect 
of  which  wages  are  earned  after  an  accident  need  not 
be  ejiudem  generis  with  the  work  in  respect  of  which 
wages  were  earned  before  the  accident,  and  there  is 
authority  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  that  view,  but,  in 
my  opinion,  earnings  in  trade  are  not  earnings  within  the 
meaning  of  sched.  1,  par.  2,  of  the  Act.    The  application 
foils,  and  must  be  refused  with  coata. 

AgMnst  this  decision  the  employers  appealed. 

I^he  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Vict.  c.  37)  provides  as  follows  : 

Sched.  1,  par.  1.  The  amount  of  compensation  under 
this  Act  ahall  be  .  ...  (b)  where  total  or  partial 
incapacity  for  work  results  from  the  injury,  a  weekly 
payment  during  the  incapacity  after  the  second  we^ 
not  exoeediog  fifty  per  cent,  ot  his  average  weekly  earn- 
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iagt  daring  the  prerions  tirelTS  montlu,  if  he  luM  been 
■o  long  employed,  bat  if  not,  then  for  any  leea  period 
daring  which  he  hiui  been  in  tiie  employment  of  the  eame 
employer,  raoh  weekly  payment  not  to  exceed  one 
pound. 

Bar.  2.  In  fixing  the  amonnt  of  the  weeUy  payment, 
regard  shall  be  had  to  the  difference  between  the  amonnt 
of  the  arerage  weekly  eamicgi  of  the  workman  before 
the  aooident  and  the  average  amonnt  which  he  ia  able  to 
earn  after  the  aooiJent,  and  to  any  payment  not  beiag 
wagei  which  he  may  reoeire  from  the  employer  in 
respect  of  hii  injary  dnriag  the  period  of  hie  inoapaoity. 

Arthur  Powell,  K.O.  (W.  Addington  TTtMw  with 
him)  for  the  employers. — Under  sched.  1,  par.  2, 
the  qnestion  with  regard  to  the  workman  that 
the  Coanty  Goart  judge  had  to  consider  was  what 
ia  "  the  arerage  amonnt  which  he  ia  able  to  earn  " 
after  the  accident  The  learned  Gonnty  Conrt 
judge  said  that  those  words  onght  to  be  limited  to 
mean  "  the  average  amount  oTwages  which  he  is 
able  to  earn."  But  the  words  of  the  paragraph 
are  quite  general,  and  there  is  nothing  to  justify 
the  limitation  that  the  learned  judge  imposed  on 
them.  Here  the  workman  has  worked  since  the 
aooident  in  the  baker's  bnainess  he  has  started, 
and  in  that  bnsineas  he  has  earned  money. 
Though  he  is  not  in  the  employment  of  anyone 
but  himself,  yet  he  is  able  to  earn  money,  and  it 
is  only  fair  that  the  amount  of  hia  earnings 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  in  assessing 
the  compensation  he  is  entitled  to.  Par.  1  Ifi)  has 
reference  to  the  earnings  received  by  a  workman 
as  wages  from  an  employer,  because  the  very 
foundation  of  a  claim  for  compensation  is  that 
the  injury  has  been  reoeired  while  in  the  sertrice 
of  an  employer.  But  the  same  oonsiderations  do 
not  apply  to  par.  2.  Under  that  paragraph  the 
qnestion  is  as  to  the  general  ability  of  the  work- 
man to  earn  money,  whether  as  wages  or  not.  The 
oourt  has  sereral  times  held  that  the  earnings  of  a 
workman  ^ter  tha  aooident,  which  are  to  m  con- 
sidered, are  not  limited  to  wages  at  the  same 
work  as  that  on  which  he  was  employed  before 
the  aoddent,  or  even  at  work  ejiudam  generU  : 

Irons  V.  Davif,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  673 ;  (1899)  2  Q.  B. 
330; 

ChandUr  T.  Smith  and  Bon,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  317 ; 
(1899)  2  Q.  B.  506 ; 

Pomphrty  v.  Southwark  Prtu,  83  L.  T.  Rep.  468 ; 
(1901)  1  Q.  B.  86. 

Sliuirt  Btvan  for  the  workman. — Par.  2  directs 
regard  to  be  had  between  what  the  workman 
earned  before  the  accident  and  what  he  is  able  to 
earn  afterwards.  That  means  that  his  wage- 
earning  capacity  before  the  accident  ia  to  be  com- 
pared with  his  wage-earning  capacity  after  the 
accident: 

Crotffitld  and  Son*  Limited  v.  Tanian,  82  Ii.  T. 
Rep.  813  ;  (1900J  2  Q.  B.  629. 

There  Smith,  L.J.  said  that  eched.  1,  par.  12, 
means  that  in  cases  where  a  weekly  payment  has 
been  ordered  and  the  injured  workman  gets 
better  in  health  "  and  earns  better  wages,"  the 
employer  may  apply  for  a  review.  If  the  employers 
are  right  in  this  case,  and  par.  2  applies  to  earn- 
ings other  than  wages,  these  applications  to 
review  will  lead  to  the  incurring  of  great  trouble 
and  expense.  It  will  be  open  to  employers  to 
argue  all  sorts  of  points  as  to  what  course  it  is 
possible  for  an  injured  workman  to  pursue  with 
the  view  of  making  money.  Moreover,  there  will 
be  great  di£Bculties  with  regard  to  the  medical 


examination  which  is  provided  for  by  par.  II.  as 
all  sorts  of  questions  as  to  the  genertl  capabilities 
of  the  workman  will  have  to  be  gone  into.  The 
arbitrator  will  also  have  to  go  int^  discussions  as 
to  any  property  the  workman  may  have,  and  how 
he  could  uteinlly  employ  it  with  a  view  to  earning 
money  by  patting  it  into  some  trade  or  other- 
wise. 

OoLLiNS,  M.R.  —  This  is  an  appeal  by  the 
employers  from  a  decision  of  the  late  Jndge 
Martineau.  An  award  for  a  weekly  payment  was 
made  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897,  and  the  question  is  whether,  upon  an  appli- 
cation under  ached.  1,  par.  12,  to  review  that 
award,  the  fact  that  the  workman  was  making 
money  by  means  of  a  trade  or  business  conducted 
by  himself  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  taken  into 
consideration.  The  learned  County  Court  judge 
held  that  it  was  not  an  element  to  be  taken 
into  consideration,  and  that,  however  pros- 
perous the  trade  or  business  of  the  work- 
man might  have  become,  it  afforded  no  ground, 
for  reducing  the  amount  of  the  weekly  pay> 
ment  that  had  been  originally  awarded  a» 
compensation.  That  conclusion  was  arrived  at 
by  the  County  Court  judge  on  the  construction 
of  the  Act.  Now,  par.  I  (6)  of  ached.  1  provides, 
thus :  [His  Lordship  read  it.]  As  was  pointed 
out  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  claus» 
assumes  that  np  to  the  time  of  the  injury  th» 
workman  has  been  earning  wages  from  an  em/- 
ployer.  Then  comes  par.  2,  wMch  is  the  para- 
graph on  which  the  question  in  dispute  really 
turns.  It  is  this :  [Uis  Lordship  read  it.]  I& 
the  present  case  the  workman  was  earning  wages- 
at  37<.  a  week  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  the 
compensation  awarded  to  him  was  a  weekly 
payment  of  18«.  6<i.  Now,  it  appears  that  since 
the  accident  he  has  started  a  amall  buaineas  as  a. 
baker,  out  of  which  he  gets  a  weekly  return  of 
40i.  He  is  helped  in  the  bnainess  by  hia  wife, 
his  son,  and  his  daughter.  The  County  Court- 
judge  has  not  found  with  any  exaotness  the 
amount  of  the  actual  profit  derived  from  th» 
business  which  can  be  considered  as  due  to  the 
workman's  own  exertions,  beoauae  he  held  that 
that  amount  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  question 
that  waa  really  being  diaouased  before  him.  He 
was  of  opinion  that  the  amount,  whatever  it  was,, 
was  not  '^wages  "  earned  by  the  workman  from 
one  employer,  and  was  therefore  not  a  matter 
which  ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  County  Court  judge  has  pat 
too  narrow  a  construction  npon  the  Act.  The 
worda  of  par.  2  do  not  expressly  exclude  any 
earnings  other  than  wagea  received  from  an 
employer.  It  ia  true  that  the  average  weekly 
earnings  earned  before  an  accident  mean  wagea 
earned  from  an  employer.  But  the  Legislatare'a 
intention  was  to  compensate  an  injured  workman 
for  his  loss — that  is  to  say,  his  loss  of  earning 
power — and  therefore,  I  think,  the  average  amount 
which  the  workman  is  able  to  earn  after  tihe  acci- 
dent ought  not  to  be  limited  in  its  meaning  so  a» 
to  exclude  everything  except  what  he  receives 
by  way  of  wages  from  an  employer.  The  highest 
weekly  payment  that  the  Act  allows  to  be  awarded 
as  compensation  is  half  the  avorage  weekly 
earnings  earned  before  the  accident,  whidi  shows 
that  compensation  under  the  Act  was  not  in- 
tended to  be  a  complete  compensation.  If  a 
review  of  the  weekly  payment  is  desired  under 
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jpar.  12,  tlie  whole  Bitnation  mast  be  looked  at. 
The  arbitrator  ahoald  find  ont  how  far  the  work- 
man's money-earning  capacity  has  been  altered ; 
and,  if  it  is  as  good  as  it  was  oefore  the  accident, 
the  fact  should  not  be  i^ored,  eren  though  the 
money  made  by  the  workman  ia  not  received  by 
him  as  wages  paid  him  by  an  employer.  In  the 
present  oaae,  therefore,  the  County  Court  judge 
should  hare  taken  into  consideration  the  earnings 
of  the  workman  in  his  trade  or  business  and 
given  them  their  due  weight.  The  appeal  must 
be  allowed,  and  the  case  will  go  back  to  the 
County  Court  judge  to  consider  it  upon  all  its 
merits. 

BOMBR,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
clear  upon  the  evidence  that  the  workman  is 
getting  something  from  his  baker's  buainesa. 
How  much  he  himself  is  earning  should  be  in- 
quired into,  and  the  case  must  therefore  be  sent 
back  to  the  County  Court  jadge.  The  words  in 
par.  2,  "  the  average  amount  which  he  ia  able  to 
earn  after  the  accident,"  are  not  limited  in  meaning 
to  the  amount  which  can  be  earned  as  wages  paid 
by  a  master.    A  man  may  be  his  own  master. 

Mathxw,  LJ. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  workman  in  this  case  has  been  employing 
himself  since  the  accident,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  money  that  he  ia  earning  in  this  way 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  upon  the 
application  for  a  review.  ^^^^j  ^„^^^^ 

Solicitors  for  the  employers,  Treadwell  and 
Aylwin. 

Solicitors  for  the  workman,  /.  A'.  Nye  aud 
Treacher,  Brighton. 


HIGH   COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION. 

Wednesday,  Feb.  17. 
(Before  Kbkkwich,  J.) 
Flews  r.  Samubl.  (a) 
Vender    and  pv,rchaier — Speeifie   performance — 
Vendors'  possession — Receipt  of  rents  due  from 
tenants  before  date  of  contract  after  date  for 
completion — Allocation  of  receipts. 

Where  a  vendor  remains  in  possession  after  the 
date  fixed  for  completion  of  the  purchase,  the 
completion  having  been  delayed  by  no  fault  on 
the  purchaser's  part,  and  receives  interest  in  lieu 
of  rents  by  his  oum  choice  after  the  date  for  com- 
pletion but  still  receives  the  rents,  he  is  not  at 
liberty  a«  against  the  purchaser  to  allocate  any 
part  of  such  rents  so  received  to  arrears  of  rents 
.  due  to  himself  from  tenants  either  before  the 
date  of  the  contract,  or  subsequently  before  the 
date  fixed  for  completion  of  the  purchase. 

Action  by  the  vendors  for  specific  performance 
by  the  defendant  of  an  agreement,  dated  the  24  th 
Feb.  1902,  for  the  sale  of  leasehold  premises, 
Nos.  172, 173,  and  174,  Bute-street,  Cardiff. 

There  was  a  counter-claim  by  the  defendant 
«skin(c  for  an  account  of  rents  received  by  the 
plainnlts,  or  which  would  have  been  received  but 
for  their  wilful  default. 

The  ISth  condition  of  sale,  stated  to  be  part  of 
the  "  General  Conditions  of  Sale  of  the  Incor- 

(«)  Beported  by  W.  P.  Pais,  Esq.,  Barri»ter-atLaw. 


porated  Law  Society  for  Cardiff  and  District," 
provided  that : 

The  rente,  pro&ta,  or  poueeeion,  o(  the  property  will 
be  reoeived,  or  retained,  and  the  ontgoinf^  dieoharged, 
by  the  vendor  np  to  the  time  appointed  for  completion, 
and  aa  from  the  same  time  the  lenta  and  profits  (if  any) 
shall  belong  to  Ihe  porohaser,  and  all  oatgoinga  aball 
be  paid  by  him,  bat  he  ihall  not  be  let  into  the  aotnal 
poaaeuion,  or  receipt  of  the  renta  and  profit!,  nntil  the 
completion  of  the  pnrohaie.  All  oorrent  rentti  and 
on^goinga  shall,  for  the  pnrpoaea  of  these  conditions,  be 
apportioned  between  the  vendor  and  the  porchaaer,  and 
paid  with  or  dedacted  from  the  pnrohsae  money,  snoh 
apportionment  in  cue  of  diapate  being  made  by  the 
aaotioneer    .     .     .    whose  deoiaion  shall  be  final. 

The  action  now  came  before  the  court  upon  an 
agreed  "  atatement  of  facts  "  bet  ween  ihe  parties 
in  the  following  terms,  in  which  the  facts  and 
questions  for  consideratiou  by  the  court  are  set 
out: 

1.  By  an  agreement  made  the  24th  Fob.  1903  the 
plaintiffs  agreed  to  sell  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  pur- 
chase certain  leaaehold  properties  daaoribed  in  the  par- 
tioolara  of  lale  therein  referred  to  and  being  Noa.  172, 
173,  and  174,  Bate-atreet,  Cardiff,  snbjeot  to  theoondi- 
tiona  of  aale  therein  referred  to  ao  far  aa  the  aame 
applied  to  a  aale  by  private  contract.  The  aaid  agree- 
ment waa  contained  in  a  memorandnm  of  that  date 
signed  by  the  defendant. 

2.  The  aaid  premiaea  Noa.  172  and  174,  Batn-atraet 
were  atated  in  the  aaid  partiaalara  of  aale  t}  be  then 
let  at  the  respective  recti  of  1(.  2«.  6d.  per  week  and 
li.  7«.  6d.  per  week,  the  landlorda  paying  aJl  onfgoings. 

3.  The  said  conditions  of  aale  provided,  amongat 
other  thinga,  that  the  pnrchaae  ahoidd  be  completed  oa 
the  18th  Maroh  1902,  and  that,  if  the  pnrohaen  shonld 
not  complete  the  pnroluMe  at  the  time  appointed  and  the 
sale  ahonld  not  be  annulled,  he  ahonid  pay  interest  on 
the  nnpaid  pnrohaaa  money  after  the  rate  of  61.  per 
centam  per  annnm  from  that  day  nntil  the  aame  ahonld 
be  paid,  or  the  vendors  might,  at  their  option,  take  the 
tents  of  the  property  for  the  tame  period. 

4.  Under  the  oironmatanoea  next  hereinafter  atated 
the  defendant  did  not  complete  the  pnrohaae  on  the  18th 
Maroh  1902.  Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  aaid  agree- 
ment, the  defendant  oontended  that  he  waa  entitled  to 
a  conveyance  of  certain  other  premiaea  in  addition  to 
Ihoae  compriaed  therein.  The  plaintiffs  in  oonseqnenoe 
issned  a  snmmona  under  tlie  Vendor  and  Porchaaer  Act 
1874,  and  aa  the  reanlt  it  waa  decided  that  the  aaid  oon- 
tention  waa  not  anatainable.  Pending  the  deoiaion  of 
the  aaid  anrnmooa  theplaintiffa  remained  in  poaaeaaiou 
of  the  premii<  a  oomptiaed  in  the  aaid  agreement. 

5.  At  the  date  of  the  aaid  agreement  anms  amonntiog 
to  311.  1b.  and,  at  the  date  fixed  for  oompletion,  anms 
amounting  to  341.  were  owing  by  tenant!  of  the  aaid 
premiaea  for  arrears  of  rent.  Thia  the  def endaLt  did 
not  know  till  long  after,  but  he  did  not  make  any 
inqnitiea  of  the  plaintiffs  on  the  subject. 

6.  Sabaeqnently  to  the  date  fixed  for  oompletion  and 
while  they  were  in  each  poaseaaion  aa  afotetaid,  the 
plaintiffi  received  from  the  aaid  tenanta  the  renta 
appearing  by  the  apportionment  acoonnt  rendered  by 
the  plaintiffa. 

7.  The  defendant  has  long  ainoa  accepted  the  plain- 
tiffs' tiUe. 

8.  The  plaintiffa  have  long  einoe  elected  to  receive 
interest  on  the  nnpaid  purchase  money. 

9.  Ob  the  9th  March  1903,  whoi  completion  waa 
about  to  take  plaoe,  the  plaintiffa  laadered  an  apportion- 
ment acoonnt  made  out  on  the  footing  that  tiiey  were 
entitled  as  againat  the  defendant  to  apply,  oat  of  the 
auma  leoeived  from  the  aaid  tenanta,  the  aom  of  34i.  in 
payment  of  the  aaid  arreara.  The  defendant  refused  to 
aoknowledge  the  oliUm,  and  tendered  the  full  amount  of 
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t)ie  puiohue  money  on  the  footmg  tli>t  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  entitled  bo  to  apply  the  said  snm  of  342.  or  any 
part  thereof. 

10.  On  the  lat  May  1903  this  action  waa  brought. 
The  defendant  by  hia  defenoa  pleaded  that  his  liabUity 
to  pay  the  341,  aforesaid  was  the  only  qnestion  in 
diipate,  and  that  he  had  tendered  all  othar  moneys 
and  bronght  all  sooh  othar  moneys  into  court  ao- 
oordiogly. 

11.  Oa  the  10th  Ang.  1903  the  plaintiffs  for  the  first 
time  informed  the  defendant  that  21.  19«.  of  the  341. 
foresaid  aoamed  between  the  24  bh  Feb.  and  tiie  18th 
March  1902. 

12.  To  the  agreement  and  other  docnments  aforesaid, 
and  to  the  pleadings,  the  parties  are  at  liberty  to  refer, 
and  the  jndge  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  drair  any  inference 
of  faot.  The  qnestiona  for  the  deoiaion  of  the  oonrt  are : 
(1)  Whether  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  retain  oat  of 
the  inma  so  reoeived  as  aforesaid  the  said  sum  of  341., 
or,  altematiyely,  the  said  sam  of  341.  leas  the  said  anm 
of  21.  19«.  (2)  By  whom  the  costs  of  this  action  onght 
to  be  paid. 

ThiB  statement  was  eigned  by  the  agents  for 
the  solicitors  for  the  respectlTe  parties  to  the 
action. 

The  phiintiSs  famished  an  account  showing 
they  htM  collected  972.  in  respect  of  rents  of  the 
property  sold. 

MaeSwinney  for  the  plaintiffs.  —  The  vendors 
are  only  constmctiTe  trnstees  of  the  rents,  and, 
being  in  possession,  are  entitled  to  appropriate 
them  to  wipe  off  the  arrears  dae  to  them  before 
the  date  of  the  agreement  according  to  the  rule 
in  ClayUm't  case  (1  Mer.  585) : 

Lytaght  ▼.  Edximrdi,  34  L,  T.  Bap.  787 ;  per  Jesse], 
M.B.,  at  pp.  789,  790 ;  2  Ch.  Div.  499. 

The  defendant  had  no  interest  in  the  property 
before  the  date  of  the  agreement  for  sale,  and  is 
wrong  in  charging  the  plaintiffs  with  wilf  al  default 
before  that  date.  The  342.  may  be  regarded  as 
outgoings  in  respect  of  the  properly.  The  legal 
position  of  a  Tendor  remaining  in  possession  is 
shown  in  Foster  t.  Deacon  (3  Madd.  394).  He  is 
not  to  be  held  liable  for  wilful  default,  as  In  the 
case  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession :  (per  Knight 
Bmoe,  L.J.  Bherwin  v.  SKaktpear,  5  De  G.  M. 
&  Q.  517,  at  p.  531).  In  the  case  of  a  trustee,  a 
special  case  onght  to  be  made  out  to  charge  him 
with  wilful  default  Wilful  default  will  not  be 
presumed,  and  here  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
vendors  have  not  dealt  jproperly  with  the  property. 
Further,  one  case  of  wilful  default  must  be 
proved : 

Fry  on  Speoifio  Performance,  p.  590  et  seq.,  4th  edit. 
It  was,  as  your  Lordship  held,  through  the 
purchaser's  default  that  the  purchase  was  not 
completed  before.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
rente  were  paid  to  the  vendors  in  respect  of 
current  rente.  They  were  only  bound  to  pay  the 
outgoings  out  of  the  estate,  not  from  their  own 
pockets.  This  is  really  a  qnestion  of  which  of 
two  innocent  parties  should  suffer  for  the  default 
of  the  tenants.  The  purchaser  says  that,  the 
vendors  being  entitled  to  interest,  rents  and 
interest  are  mutually  destructive.  The  purchaser 
is  only  entitled  to  so  much  of  the  342.  as  accrued 
between  the  dates  of  the  contract  and  that  for 
completion  of  the  purchase,  if  he  is  entitled  to 
anything. 

P.  Ogden  Lawrence,  K.C.  and  Athion  Cross  for 
the  purchaser. — The  legal  position  of  a  vendor 
remaining  in  possession  after  the  time  fixed  for 


completion  of  the  contract  is  laid  down  by  your 
Lordship  in  Boyal  Bristol  Permanent  BuiMing 
Society  v.  Bomeuh  (57  L.  T.  Bep.  179 ;  35  Ch. 
Div.  390).  The  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Selbome, 
L.O.  in  Pfct22tp«  v.  SilveaUr  (27  L.  T.  Bep.  840; 
L.  Bep.  8  Ch.  173),  where  his  Lordship  in 
substance  says  that  the  vendor  in  possession 
under  a  contract  of  sale  is  a  trustee  for  the- 
purchaser,  is  preferable  to  that  in  Shenoin  v. 
Shdkspear  {ubi  sup.).  Inferences  of  fact  may  be 
drawn  under  the  statement  in  this  case.  The 
vendors  admit  the  receipt  of  rents  after  the  date 
fixed  for  completion  of  the  agreement,  and  they 
must  show  that  they  have  been  paid  in  respect' 
of  rents  accruing  before  the  18th  March  1902. 
They  snggest  that  we  ought  to  lose  the  arrear» 
of  rent.  That  is  absolutely  contrary  to  the  cases 
as  to  where  a  trustee  is  in  possession  of  the  trust 
estate.  Lord  Selbome,  L.C.  likens  the  positioik 
of  the  vendor  to  that  of  a  trustee  who  haa  been 
farming  the  estate  in  such  a  way  that  the  defen- 
dant will  lose  hia  money.  It  is  for  the  vendors 
to  show  that  these  tenants  could  have  been 
ejected.  From  the  date  for  completion  the 
Vfindors'  position  changed  from  that  of  a  bene- 
ficiary or  tenant  for  life  to  that  of  a  trustee,  and 
the  purchaser  does  not  carry  the  account  farther 
back  than  that  date.  Up  to  then  the  vendors 
could  forego  arrears  of  rent.  On  electing  to 
take  interest  they  became  trustees  of  the  rente 
and  profits.  They  could  have  elected  to  take  the 
rente  up  to  the  date  of  actual  completion.  From 
that  time  they  became  trustees  of  the  rente  anck 
corpus  of  the  esteto. 

MaeSujinney  in  reply. — The  vendors    do  nob 
deny  that  they  are  trustees,  but  only  in  a  modified 


Royal    Briatol   Permanent    Building    Society  V. 
Bomash  (ubi  «up ) ; 

Dart's  Vendors  A  Pnrchaaara,  283,  284,  6th  edit. 
Plaintiffs  might  have  distrained  for  arrears,  even 
if  they  could  not  eject.  The  vendors  need  not 
tell  their  purchaser  that  there  are  rente  in  arrear, 
and  the  13th  condition  of  sale  gives  them  the 
right  to  charge  them  against  the  purchaser. 

KxKBWiCH,  J. — The  stetement  of  facte  in  thi» 
case  raises  a  nice  point,  and  one  which  is  certainly 
not  covered  by  authority.  There  are  some  old«r 
cases  touching  on  the  question,  but  there  are  also 
some  more  modem  oases  laying  down  what  is  the 
relation  of  vendor  and  purchaser,  or  rather  of 
vendor  and  purchaser  in  cases  in  which  the 
vendor  remains  in  possession  of  the  property  he 
has  sold  after  the  date  in  the  contract  fixed  for 
the  completion  of  the  purchase.  One  of  the 
moi-e  instructive  cases  is  that  of  Lysaght  v. 
Edwards  {ubi  sup.),  in  which  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  (Sir  George  Jessel)  examines  many  autho- 
rities and  lays  down  a  rule  of  his  own.  There 
the  qnestion  was  whether  land  included  in  a  oon- 
traot  for  sale  passed  under  a  devise  by  the 
vendor  of  trust  estetes,  and  it  was  held  that  it  did 
BO  pass,  and  that  raised  a  fTirther  question  whether 
a  vendor  might  be  properly  called  a  trustee  alter 
the  date  of  the  contract.  I  will  not  really  refer  to 
the  case  further  than  to  say  that  Sir  George  Jeasel 
held  that  he  was  a  trustee,  and  he  says  at  p.  789  : 
"  In  the  same  way  a  correlative  liability  applies 
to  the  vendor  in  possession.  He  is  not  entitled 
to  treat  the  estete  as  his  own.  If  he  wilfully 
damages  or  injures  it,  he  is  liable  to  the  par- 
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chaser,  and,  more  than  that,  he  is  liable  if  he  does 
not  take  reasonable  care  of  it.  So  far  he  is 
treated  in  all  respects  as  a  tmstee,  subject,  of 
«onrae,  to  his  ri|;ht  to  be  paid  the  pnrchase 
money  and  his  rieht  to  enioroe  his  security 
against  the  estate.  The  relation  of  vendor  and 
parchaser  is  further  illustrated  by  the  case  of 
PhiUipa  T  SUveater  (uH  stip.),  a  case  of  consider- 
able importance,  and  there  are  other  cases 
showing  that  a  vendor  may  be  made  liable,  as  he 
there  was,  for  neglect  to  take  care  of  the  property ; 
and  by  cases  which  show  that  he  can  be  charged 
with  wilful  default,  a  deduction  which  follows 
from  Phillips  v.  Silvester  [ubi  sup.).  All  those 
cases  dealt  with  contract  of  sale,  the  relation 
constituted  by  a  contract  capable  of  being  enforced 
in  proceedings  for  specific  performance,  and  in 
them  everything  is  laid  down  subject  to  the 
contract  being  eventually  performed.  Then,  of 
course,  if  the  contract  is  not  performed  by  the 
purchaser,  if  the  vendor  was  in  possession,  it  may 
foe  for  many  months  or  years,  as  tmstee  for  the 
pnrohaser,  that  relation  is  discharged  between 
them,  and  nothing  could  be  said  against  the 
vendor  for  neglect  or  misfeasance.  If  the 
vendor  obtained  a  judgment  for  specific  per- 
formance and  that  was  set  aside  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  he  would  be  and  remain 
owner  of  the  estate  in  possession  free  from 
liability.  That  illustrates  the  very  peculiar 
position  in  which  he  stands.  He  is  a  trustee, 
and  under  obligations,  in  a  very  modified  sense. 
The  present  case,  however,  raises  a  new  question, 
and  I  am  bound  to  consider  his  position  and  the 
relations  subsisting  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  before  the  day  "  fixed  for  completion  "  when 
he  no  longer  remains  in  unqualified  possession, 
hnt  from  the  time  from  which  the  purchaser  is 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits — that  is  usually, 
according  to  the  common  form,  the  day  ^ed  for 
the  completion  of  the  purchase — not  necessarily, 
however,  for  they  can  fix  another  day.  Thus  in 
commercial  contracts  it  is  very  usual  to  fix  another 
day,  and  one  even  prior  to  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract, as  when  a  purchaser  takes  a  business  from 
January  which  is  sold  in  July.  So,  too,  it  might 
be  fixed  as  regards  lands.  There  is  no  reason 
why,  if  the  parties  find  it  convenient  so  to  con- 
tract, they  might  not  say  the  time  "fixed  for 
completion  "  should  be  an  earlier  day  than  usual, 
and  the  parchaser  should  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits.  Here  it  was  the  18th  March 
1902  from  which  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  and  liable  to  pay  interest  on 
unpaid  purchase  money.  But  completion  did  not 
— as  happens  in  very  many  cases — take  place  on 
that  day.  The  vendors  still  remained  in  pos- 
session. There  was  no  default  in  them,  or,  in  a 
legal  sense,  in  the  purchaser  either.  The  point  the 
parchaser  raised  was  a  proper  one  to  take.  From 
that  date,  the  vendors  being  still  in  possession, 
ther  elected  to  receive  interest  in  lieu  of  rents 
and  profits  as  they  were  entitled  to  do,  but 
they  continued  to  receive  the  rents.  The  pro- 
perty was  let  to  weekly  tenants,  and  after  that 
date  thev  received  the  rents  which  they  say  they 
are  entitled  to  appropriate  or  allocate  to  rents  in 
arrear,  and,  as  a  result,  to  put  into  their  own 
pockets  the  rents  so  received.  And  that  involves 
a  difference  in  the  accounts  of  some  34Z.  This 
raises  an  important  question.  If  there  were 
nothing  else  in  it,  I  should  have  thought  that  the 


vendors  could  properly  say  —  the  tenants  not 
having  appropriated  the  payments  made  by  them 
— "  We  can  appropriate  the  rents  to  any  part  we 
please  of  the  rents  due  to  us.  We  appropriate 
them  to  the  weeks  before  the  18th  March."  It  is 
argued  that,  even  if  this  is  so,  they  might  be  liable 
and  the  purchaser  entitled  to  recover  because  ab 
the  time  of  payment  the  vendors  were  liable  for 
wilful  default.  I  need  not  say  any  more  about 
that.  What  the  plaintiffs  really  say  is  that  they 
may  appropriate  as  they  are  only  trustees  in  a 
modified  sense.  Their  duty — I  am  considering 
nothing  about  wilful  default  —  was  to  get  in 
and  hold  the  rents  for  the  purchaser,  to  whom 
they  belong,  but  their  interest  is  to  appro- 
priate to  the  prior  arrears.  Beyond  that  they 
have  an  interest  as  absolute  owners  in  case  the 
purchaser  failed  to  complete.  Their  interest  is  to 
say  that  the  rents  in  question  were  paid  them  in 
respect  of  the  period  before  the  18th  March  1902. 
Clearly  their  duty  lies  the  other  way.  There  is  a 
conflict  between  interest  and  duty.  When  there 
is  a  conflict  of  duty  and  interest  as  between 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  duty  must  prevail. 
And  if  duty  has  not  prevailed  in  fact,  the  court 
will  insist  upon  the  duty  being  performed.  The 
matter  being  open,  I  am  to  see  that  the  result 
is  as  it  would  be  if  daty  prevailed,  if  the 
vendors  really  received  these  rents  for  the  pur- 
chaser to  whom  they  belonged.  They  did  not 
intend  to  hand  them  over,  but  they  cannot  set 
up  their  interest  against  their  duty.  They  must 
account  for  the  rents  to  the  purchaser.  The 
plaintiffs  are  entitied  to  the  costs  of  the  counter- 
claim ;  the  purchaser  to  the  general  costs  of  the 
action. 

Solicitors :  Bower,  Cotton,  and  Bower,  for 
Stephens,  David,  and  Co.,  Cardiff;  Witulybank, 
Samuell,  and  Lawrence,  for  Lewis,  Morgan,  and 
Box,  Cardiff. 


Wednesday,  March  9. 

(Before  Kekewich,  J.) 

Johnson  v.  Whitakeb.  (a) 

Practice  —  Discovery  —  Production  —  Privilege  — 
Further  affidavit  —  Suffi^ciency  —  Omission  of 
statement  by  party  that  documents  for  which 
protection  is  claimed  contain  nothing  impeach- 
ing his  own  case. 

In  an  action  to  enforce  the  right  to  profit  made 
upon  an  aJieged  joint  purchase  and  resode  of 
land  and  an  account,  defendant  had  counter- 
claimed  for  specific  performance  of  an  alleged 
agreement  between  him  and  the  plaintiff  a$  to 
certain  properties  purchased  by  defendant  and, 
<u  aileged,  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  joiniiy 
and  payments  to  be  made,  for  a  sale,  and  the 
execution  of  a  proper  conveyance. 

Defendant  in  an  apdavit  of  documents  had  sworn 
that  he  objected  to  produce  certain  documents . 
on  the  ground  that  tney  related  only  to  his  own 
case,  and  did  not  tend  to  prove  or  support  the 
plaintiff's  case. 

Held,  that  the  affidavit,  according  to  the  dicta  tn 
the  case  of  Morris  v.  Edwards  (63  L.  T.  Rep. 
26  ;  15  App.  Cas.  309)  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
as  followed,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Attomey- 

Ca)  Beported  by  W.  P.  Paih,  Biq.,  Barrlatac-at-LAw. 
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General  v.  Mayor  and  Oorporation  of  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne)  81  L.  T.  Rep.  311;  (1899)  2  Q.  B. 
478)  toa>  UehnieMy  tuffieienl,  although  not 
eoMaining  the  statement  that  the  dosumente 
for  tohich  privilege  toai  claimed  contained 
nothing  impeaching  hit  oion  ease. 

Adjoubnbd  sumuons. 

This  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff, John  Harral  Johnson,  that  the  defendant 
inight  be  ordered  within  seven  days  after  service 
of  the  order  to  file  a  further  fall  and  sufficient 
utBiiavit  of  docnments. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  had,  prior  to  1900,  been 
engaged  in  several  transactions  consisting  of  the 
bnyiog  and  selling  of  land  at  a  profit  on  their 
joint  account,  the  plaintiff  doing  the  commercial 
work  and  the  defendant,  a  solicitor,  the  legal 
without  charge,  expenses  to  be  repaid,  and  net 
profit  divided  equally  between  them. 

A  property  known  as  the  Gower-street  pro- 
perty at  Leeds  had  been  purchased  about  «fuly 
1900,  and  conveyed  to  plaintiff  as  trustee  and 
agent  for  bimseU  and  defendant  by  deed  of  the 
3 let  July  1900,  expressed  to  be  made  between 
Richard  Thomas  Otley  Bobinson  and  the 
plaintiff.  Defendant  agreed  to  resell  at  a 
profit,  and  it  was  conveyed  by  plaintiff  to  the 
purchaser,  Israel  Morris.  Defendant  had,  as 
plaintiff  alleged,  received  the  purchase  money 
upon  trust  for  himself  and  the  plaintiff  on  their 
joint  account,  and  refused  to  account  for  the 
balance  of  pn^ts. 

The  plaintiff  by  bis  statement  of  claim 
claimed  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  one 
moiety  of  the  net  profit  on  the  purchase  and 
resale  of  the  Gower-street  property,  an  account, 
damages,  and  costs. 

Defendant  by  his  statement  of  defence  denied 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  any  part  of  the 
purchase  money  of  the  Gower-street  property, 
and  he  counter-claimed  for  specific  performance 
of  an  alleged  agreement  as  to  the  proceeds  of 
other  lands  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of 
arrangements  made  between  the  parties  as  to 
other  property  in  which  they  were  alleged  to  be 
jointly  interested,  as  to  some  of  which  he 
required  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  to  himself 
or  nis  nominee. 

Defendant  in  his  affidavit  of  documents  filed  on 
the  11th  Dec.  1903  admitted  that  he  had  in  bis 
posssession  or  power  documents  relating  to  the 
matters  in  question  in  the  action  set  forth  in 
the  Ist  schedule,  but  stated  that  he  objected 
to  produce  those  set  forth  in  the  second  part 
of  that  schedule,  on  the  grounds  that  "they 
relate  only  to  my  own  case,  and  do  not  in 
any  way  tend  to  prove  or  support  the  plainUff 's 
case." 

The  second  part  of  the  1st  schedule  contained 
(infer  alia) :  "  18th  Sept.  1900.— Draft  convey- 
ance J.  H.  Johnson  to  Israel  Morris." 

Plaintiff  accordingly  took  out  a  summons  for  a 
further  and  better  affidavit  of  documents. 

W.  H.  Cozent-Hardy  for  the  applicant. — The 
defendant  has  not  sworn  that  the  documents  he 
objects  to  produce  contain  nothing  impeaching 
the  case  or  title  of  the  defendant:  {M-imt  v. 
Morgan,  W  L.  T.  Bep.  573 ;  L.  Rep.  8  Ch.  361. 
which  followed  the  case  of  Combe  v.  Corporation 
cf  London,  1  Y.  &  C.  0.  C.  631  ;  affirmed  10  Jur. 
57).    The  point  is  most  elaborately  dealt  with 


in  Bray  on  Discovery,  p.  494.  Coming  down 
to  Combe  v.  Corporation  of  London  (ubi  rup.y, 
it  may  be  fairly  stated  that  only  in  actions  of 
ejectment  can  the  statement  that  the  docnments 
do  not  impeach  his  own  case  be  omitted  with 
impunity.  The  allegations  that  the  document* 
do  not  support  his  adversary's  case  and  do  not 
impeach  his  own  ought  to  be  coupled  :  (Attorney- 
General  V.  Emergen,  48  L.  T.  Rep.  18 ;  10  Q.  B. 
Div.  191,  the  case  which  is  always  quoted  in  dis. 
covery  cases).  Lindley,  L.J.'s  dictum  in  Budden 
V.  WUkinton  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  427,  at  p.  429 ;  (1893) 
2  Q.  B.  432)  that  "  the  words  '  and  do  not  tend  to 
im^ach  the  plaintiff's  title '  may  apparently  be 
omitted  in  the  affidavit ;  but  their  omission  does 
not  affect  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit "  is  relied 
on  by  the  other  side.  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Mayor 
and  Corporation  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne  (81  L.  T. 
Bep.  311 ;  (1899)  2  Q.  B.  478).  where  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  varying  the  order  of  the  Divisional  Court, 
held  that  the  affidavit  need  not  state  that  the 
documents  for  which  the  claim  of  privilege  is 
made  do  not  contain  anything  impeaching  the 
case  of  the  defendant,  was,  like  Morns  v.  Edwards 
(63  L.  T.  Rep.  26 ;  15  App.  Gas.  309),  in  substance 
an  action  of  ejectment  (vide  argument  at  p.  313, 
81  L.  T.  Bep.)-  If  that  is  so,  it  has  no  bearing  on 
the  present  case,  for  it  is  admitted  that  in  actions 
of  ejectment  and  other  similar  cases  the  words  in 
question  need  cot  be  inserted.  Smith,  L.J., 
at  p.  313  of  81  L.  T.  Bep.,  states  that  Attorney- 
General  V.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne  (ubi  sup.)  was  so  decided  in  deference 
to  the  generality  uf  the  expressions  of  the  noble 
and  learned  Lords  in  Morris  v.  Edioards  (ubi  sup.). 
It  is  quoted  in  the  Annual  Practice  for  1904, 
at  p.  394.  Yaughan  Williams,  L.J.  does  confine 
his  remarks  in  that  case  to  such  a  case  as  that 
before  his  Lordship.  After  the  decision  in 
Minel  v.  Morgan  (ubt  sup.),  the  form  of  affidavit 
in  use  contained  the  words  as  to  not  tending  to 
impeach  the  defendant's  case.  Budden  r. 
Wilkinson  (ubi  sup.)  was  decided  as  not 
being  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff's  possession 
of  the  loeus  in  quo  was  m  dispute,  and  that 
therefore  the  plaintiff  could  not  succeed  by  the 
weakness  of  the  defendant's  title.  Lord  Selbome, 
L.0-  gave  the  form  in  Minet  v.  Morgan  (ubi 
sup.)  his  sanction,  and  James,  L.J.  followed  the 
case  in  Hastings  Corporation  v.  IvaU  (L.  Bep. 
8  Ch.  1017).  There  is  nothing  in  uie  cases 
reported  since  1842  to  alter  the  practice  of  1842 
as  to  the  necessity  for  inserting  the  words  as  to 
impeachment.  Applicant  asks  for  prodaciaon, 
not  only  for  a  farther  and  better  affidavit.  He 
says  the  Gower-street  property  is  partly  his; 
ddlendant  says  it  is  altogether  hie.  Order  XXXI., 
r.  19,  A  (2),  was  also  referred  to. 

Warrington,  K.C.  and  if.  M.  Humphry  were  not 
called  upon  on  this  point. 

Kekbtvicb,  J.— There  are  three  questions 
raised  for  decision.  The  first  relates  to  whether 
privilege  is  sufficiently  claimed  as  to  documents 
set  out  in  the  second  part  of  the  schedule  in 
the  following  language :  "  The  grounds  of  my 
objection  to  produoe  the  said  documents  set  forth 
in  the  second  part  of  the  said  first  schedule  are 
that  they  relate  only  to  my  own  case  and  do  not 
in  anv  way  tend  to  prove  or  support  the  plaintiff's 
case."  It  is  said  that  that  is  not  enoagh,  because 
there  are  no  words  that  these  documents  do  not 
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impeach  the  defendant's  case.  Words  of  that 
character,  not  varying  very  much  in  their  natare, 
are  to  be  foand  in  all  the  test-books  and  in  very 
many  authorities  from  the  time  of  the  decision  of 
Knight-Brace,  V.C.  in  Comhe  v.  Corporation  of 
LoTMon  (uhi  tup.).  That  is  unquestionable,  and 
probably  in  a  carefully  prepared  aiSdavit  they 
ought  not  to  be  omitted.  It  is  impossible  to  say, 
after  what  has  been  said  this  morning,  that  they 
can  be  safely  omitted.  I  have  Mr.  Bray's  book — 
Oi^st  of  the  Law  of  Discovery — before  me  in 
which  he  explains  in  a  summary  brought  down  to 
the  present  time  (at  p.  40)  the  form  of  claim  for 
protection  of  documents  and  says,  "  It  is  doubtful 
whether  it  can  now  be  insisted  upon  in  any  case." 
I  agree  with  hiui  that  it  would  be  doubtiul  how 
the  matter  would  be  decided.  But,  having  regard 
to  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Morrit 
T.  Edward*  (tM  mp.)  and  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Attonuy-Qeneral  v.  Mayor  arid  Corporation  of 
NewecuUe-vpon-I^ne  {ubi  tup.),  I  am  not  at  liberty 
to  treat  the  question  as  being  0{>en.  It  is  quite 
true  that  in  that  case  the  Attorney- General  was 
treated  as  suing  primarily  as  a  plaintiff  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  and  that  the  established 
exception  only  covers  actions  of  ejectment,  also 
tbat  Morrit  T.Edwardt  (tibi  tup.)  was  an  action  of 
ejectment,  and  therefore  what  is  said  there, 
and  by  the  members  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
AUomey-Qenercd  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 
NeuieastU-upon-Tyne  (ubi  tup.),  was  with  reference 
to  the  oases  before  them.  But  the  expressions 
used  by  Lord  Halsburr,  L.C.  and  Lord  Herschell 
have  no  limit  at  all.  They  ^o  to  the  whole  practice 
and  not  simply  as  to  actions  of  ejectment,  and 
their  Lordships  express  themselves  in  the  plainest 
way  aa  to  the  necessity  of  having  these  words.  But 
I  will  not  pause  to  quote  Morrit  v.  Edward*  (vM 
tup.)  farther  because  I  have  the  interpretation  of 
that  demsion  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  Attorney- 
General  V.  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Neweattle- 
upon-Tyne  (ubt  tup.).  They  do  not  say,  so  far  as 
I  can  see,  that  the  decision  had  any  reference  to 
the  peculiar  character  of  the  action  of  ejectment. 
Smith,  L.J.  lays'  it  down  in  general  terms.  His 
Lordship  is  reported  to  have  said:  "I  well 
remember  that  when  I  was  at  the  Bar  the  practice 
after  the  decision  of  the  case  of  Jlftnet  y.  Morgan 
(vhi  tup.)  used  to  be  that  a  party  to  an  action 
who  claimed  that  documents  in  his  possession 
were  privileged  from  production  had  to  state  in 
his  affidavit  that  they  contained  nothing  tending 
to  impeach  his  own  case."  And  later  (81  L.  T. 
Bep.  313 :  "  Now  we  are  absolutely  bound  by  that 
decision."  Taughan  Williams,  L.J.  makes  re- 
marks to  the  same  effect  as  reported.  It  seems 
impossible  for  me  to  get  over  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  if  the  Lords  Justices  could  not. 
It  would  not  be  respectful  in  me  to  say  that,  the 
Lords  Justices  having  said  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  is  binding  on  them,  it  is  not  to 
bind  me.  I  am  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords.  I  cannot  say,  in  the  face  of 
that»  this  affidavit,  although  it  does  not  follow 
the  common  form  and,  notwithstanding  the 
dictum  of  Lindley,  L.  J.  in  Budden  v.  WiUtinton 
{uJn  tup.),  is  not  sufficient.  I  cannot  hold  that 
this  affidavit  is  insufficient.  I  do,  however, 
veatore  to  express  the  hope  that  Mr.  Bray  will 
be  able  to  say  in  a  future  edition  of  his  book  that 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  words  either  must,  or 
need  not  be,  inseitsd. 


Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Corbin,  Greener, 
and  Cook,  agents  for  Beaumont  and  Croft, 
Leeds. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Qrihble,  Oddie, 
Sinclair,  and  Johnton. 


Saturday,  March  2S. 
(Before  EIbkewich,  J.) 
Be  KiNNEAB  (deceased) ;  Kinneas  v. 
Babkbtt.  (a) 
WiU — Conhtruetion — Gift  to  tenant  for  life  with 
remainder  to  a  date,  their  children  to  tahe  by 
tubiUtuiion—Ooeurrenee  of  events  not  eontem. 
plated  by  teitator. 
A  gift  by  will  to  a  elait  to  take  effect  after  a  life 
ettate,  unth  a  tubstitutional  gift  to  the  children 
of  deceased  membert  of  the  class,  expressed  in 
words  of  futurity,  doet  not  let  in  the  children  of. 
a  msmber  of  the  clots  in  a  ease  where,  he  having 
survived  the  tenant  for  life,  both  die  after  this 
date  of  the  toiU  during  testator's  life. 
Adjouened  BCMMOirS. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  10th  April  1876,  which 
was  duly  proved  in  the  Principal  Probate  Registry, 
on  the  5th  March  1900,  by  Henry  James  Kinnear, 
the  sole  executor  therein  named,  the  testator, 
John  James  Kinnear,  after  certain  bequests  to 
his  wife,  Mary  Ann  Kinnear,  as  to  the  residue  of 
his  estate  devised  and  bequeathed  the  same  unto- 
his  wife,  Mary  A.  Kinnear,  and  appointed  his 
son  Henry  J.  Kinnear  executor  and  adminis- 
trator thereof  upon  trust  to  permit  testator's 
wife  to  have  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  such 
parts  thereof  as  should  not  yield  income,  and  tO' 
invest  the  residue  of  such  of  his  estate  as  should 
not  have  been  applied  in  payment  of  his  debts  and 
funeral  and  tostamentaiy  expenses  and  legacies- 
and  pay  the  produce  thereof  and  of  such  other 
parts  of  his  estate  as  should  yield  income  to  his 
wife  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and 
from  and  after  her  decease  testator  gave,  devised, 
and  bequeathed  the  same  and  ever^  part  thereof 
unto  and  among  and  to  be  equally  divided  between 
all  and  every  bis  children,  both  sons  and  daughters, 
who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
the  testator's  wife  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as- 
"  shall  be  dead  "  (such  issue  nevertheless  taking 
only  the  share  which  their  deceased  parent  would 
have  been  entitled  to  in  the  event  of  such  parent 
surviving  testator's  wife)  to  and  for  their  own 
use  and  bene&t  absolutely. 

The  testator  died  on  the  7th  Jan.  1900.  His 
wife  died  on  the  7th  April  1891.  They  had  five 
children  —  viz.,  William  Charles  Kinnear,  who 
died  on  the  31st  Jan.  1899,  and  who  married  the 
plaintiff  Annie  Dove  in  1886,  and  by  her  had  three 
children,  the  infant  plaintiffs  by  their  next 
friend  ;  Henry  J.  Kinnear,  who  died  on  the  24th 
June  1902 ;  John  William  Kinnear,  who  died  on 
the  31st  Ojt.  1900;  and  Eleanor  Mary  Ann 
Bamett  and  Mary  Ann  Sophia  Parr,  the  defen- 
dants. 

The  plaintiff  Annie  Dove  became  the  wife  of 
her  present  husband  on  the  1st  May  1899. 

One-fifth  of  testator's  estate  remained  unad- 
ministered. 

Eleanor  M.  A.  Bamett  ani  Maiy  A.  S.  ,Fvr 
having  renounced  administration,  the   plaintiff 

W  Baportcd  b;  VI.  S.  Pais,  Ewin  Bwilatn-ftt-Law. 
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Annie  Dove,  in  right  of  the  infant  pliuntiff b,  applied 
to  the  Probate  Begistryfor  gmnt  of  administration 
to  the  testator  in  order  to  obtain  payment  of  this 
one-fifth  share,  which  was  claimed  on  their  behalf 
as  substituted  residnary  legatees  in  place  of 
their  father,  William  C.  K!innear,  deceased. 

The  registrars  of  the  Probate  Division  there- 
upon desired  the  opinion  of  this  honourable  court 
as  to  whether  the  three  infant  plaintiffs  were 
substituted  residuary  legatees  under  testator's 
will,  in  the  place  of  their  late  father. 

This  summons  asked  for  a  declaration  ac- 
cordingly. 

H.  ClaughtoTi  Scott,  for  the  children  of  William 
0.  Kinnear,  stated  the  facts  as  above.  It  is  a 
pare  question  of  construction  as  to  the  intention 
of  .the  testator  to  be  gathered  from  his  will. 
[Kbkbwich,  J.  —  The  difficulty  arises  from 
testator  not  having  contemplated  the  one  event 
which  took  place.]  The  words  "  shall  be  dead  " 
-refer  to  the  distribution  of  the  fund.  If  the 
children  of  William  G.  Kinnear  cannot  take  by 
subsUtution  to  their  father,  I  am  afraid  they 
cannot  take  at  all,  as  it  is  a  case  of  a  gift  to  a 
class.  Olney  v.  Bates  (3  Drew,  319)  at  first  sight 
is  entirely  against  me,  but  at  the  bottom  of 
p.  319  testator  recites  the  decease  of  another 
daughter,  Harriet.  Testator  had  provided  for 
that  event  by  a  codicil  in  favour  of  her  issue. 
That  would  have  been  unnecessary  if  he  did  not 
intend  by  his  will  that  the  issue  should  not  take  : 
<per  Kinderaley,  Y.C,  at  p.  323).  The  facts  there 
are  analogons  to  those  of  the  present  case.  In 
this  case  the  word  "  then  "  is  not  found  in  the 
aabstitutionary  gift.  Be  Potter't  Trust  (20  L.  T. 
Bep.  649 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Eq.  52)  is  some  authority 
for  saying  we  ma^  construe  "  dead  "  as  dead  at 
the  period  of  distribution,  whenever  that  happens. 
It  William  G.  Kinnear  had  died  at  an  earlier  or 
laier  date  he  would  have  taken. 

P.  M.  WaUen  for  teslstor's  remaining  fonr 
children. — William  C.  Kinnear's  children  cannot 
take  tiiis  fifth,  as  he,  having  died  before  testator, 
could  not  take  under  such  a  gift  as  that  in  the 
present  wilL  [Kskewich,  J. — Testator  uses  the 
words  "  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  he  or  she 
had  survived  my  said  wife."1  The  gift  is  to  the 
children  living  at  the  death  of  the  wife  and  the 
issne  of  those  then  dead.  It  must  mean  then 
dead.  He  means  the  issue  of  those  who  died 
before  the  testator's  wife.  Olney  v.  Bates  {uhi 
tup.) :  is  in  point.  The  reference  to  the  codicil 
there  was  an  afterthought  of  the  Yice-Chanoellor. 
This  is  not  a  case  where  your  Lor^lship  has  to 
straggle  to  avoid  an  intestacy.  It  is  analogous 
to  cases  like  Jones  v.  Westoomhe  (1  Eq.  Gas.  Abr. 
245,  pi.  10),  in  which  a  gift  during  widowhood 
and  uien  over  has  been  held  to  extend  to  death 
as  well  as  marriage, 

Kekbwich,  J. — It  impossible  not  to  surmise 
in  the  case  of  this  will,  if  we  were  at  liberty  to 
surmise,  that  the  testator,  if  the  matter  had  been 
present  to  his  mind,  would  have  provided  for 
these  children,  because  the  general  intention  of 
the  will  is  to  provide  for  his  children  and  those 
who  claim  through  his  children.  But  unless  I 
can  find  it  stated  within  the  fonr  corners  of  the 
document,  I  have  no  right  to  surmise  as  to  what 
it  might  have  contained.  I  must  take  the  will  as 
being  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  testator. 
He  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  his  sons  and 


daughters  who  should  be  living  at  the  decease 
of  his  wife.  This  particular  onild  pi-edeceased 
the  testator,  though  he  survived  the  wife.  Of 
course  his  children  could  not  have  taken  under 
sect.  33  of  the  Wills  Act,  because  this  has  been 
held  not  to  be  applicable  to  gifts  to  a  class. 
Look  also  at  the  gift  to  the  issue.  It  reads: 
"  And  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be 
dead  (such  issue  nevertheless  taking  only  the 
share  which  their  deceased  parent  would  have 
been  entitled  to  in  the  event  of  such  parent  sur- 
viving my  said  wife) " — without  putting  in  the 
word  "  then."  He  means  at  the  death  of  the  wife. 
The  word  "then"  is  not  here,  but  the  testator 
uses  words  of  futurity.  A  careful  draftsman 
might  have  put  in  the  word  "then."  It  is  the 
issue  of  children  who  shall  be  then  dead  who  are 
to  take.  I  might  go  further ;  the  issue  are  to 
take  the  share  their  deceased  parent  would  have 
taken  in  the  event  of  the  parent  surviving  "my 
said  wife."  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  child  did  not 
survive  the  wife.  I  do  not  see  how  his  children 
can  come  in  in  any  way.  I  declare  that  the  testa- 
tor's residuary  estate,  including  the  one-fifth 
unadministered,  passed  in  fourths. 

Solicitors  for  ail  parties :  Marchant,  BenvoeU, 
and  Marchant. 


March  16  and  24 
(Before  Kekbwich,  J.) 
Be  LONQBOTHAM  AND  SoNS  (Solicitors),  (a) 
Costs — Taxation — Third  party  liable — Mortgagee 
and  mortgagor — Solicitors  Act  1843  (6  <£•  7  Vict, 
c.  73),  s.  38. 
On  a  taxation  hy   a  mortgagor  of  his  mortgagee's 
solicitor's  bill  of  costs  in  respect  of  a  suggested 
further  advance,  and   a  transfer  of  the  security, 
the  taxing  master    disallowed  more    than  one- 
sixth    of  tlie  amount  of  the  hill,  consisting  of 
items  for  work  done  and  letters  written  for  the 
protection  of  the  security  without  consiUtation 
with  the  'mortgagor. 
On  a  summons  to  review,  the  senior  tasring  master 
having  certified  thai   since  the  decision  in  Be 
Gray  (84  L.  T.  Bep.   24  ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  239)  the 
practice  liad  been  to  tax,  apart  from  the  order, 
as  between  the  solicitor  and  the  party  or  estate 
liable  to  pay,  the  court  refused  the  application 
by  the  solicitors. 
Adjousned  summons    to    review    taxation  of 
costs  under  an  order  dated  the  19th  Aug.  1903. 

Messrs.  Longbotham  and  Sons  were  the  soli- 
citors for  Miss  Taylor,  holder  of  a  mortgage  upon 
an  interest  vested  in  Samuel  B.  Grossley,  the 
petitioner,  which  was  subject  to  a  second  charge. 
The  costs  were  incurred  by  the  mortgagor, 
who  applied  to  Messrs.  Longbotham  and  Sons  for 
a  further  advance  by  Miss  Taylor  on  the  mort- 
gaged property,  but  such  further  advance  was  not 
made  as  the  mortgagor  made  arrangements  by 
which  he  paid  off  Miss  Taylor's  mortgage,  the 
bill  of  costs  including  charges  in  respect  of  the 
transfer  of  the  mortgage. 

As  the  sole  question  was,  as  appears  below, 
whether  Messrs.  Longbotham  and  Sons'  IhU  of 
costs  was  made  out  on  a  wrong  principle,  the 
taxing  master  stating  that  it  contained  but  one 
instance  of  a  small  overcharge,  no  purpose  would 

(3)  Beported  br  W.  P.  Pain,  Esq.,  BarTlMar.*t-I«V. 
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be  aerred  by  setting  out  the  bill  of  costs  and 
charges  and  partioalars  of  the  items  taxed  off, 
some  of  which  were,  however,  afterwards  allowed 
by  the  master.  It  may  be  stated,  however, 
that  the  total  amonnt  of  the  bill,  as  sent  in  for 
taxation,  was  121.  9s.  8d.,  from  which  more  than 
one-sixth — namely,  21.  10s.  8d. — was  ultimately 
taxed  off,  the  items  disallowed  consisting  of 
attendances  not  made  at  the  request  of  the  mort- 
gagor, but  for  the  convenience  of  the  mortgagee, 
and  unnecessary  letters.  The  petitioner  was 
given  his  costs  of  the  taxation. 

Detailed  objections  were  carried  in  by  the 
respondents  to  the  taxation,  the  following  grounds 
and  reasons  being  alleged  to  the  disallowance 
made  by  the  taxing  master :  (1)  That  the  items 
were  properly  chargeable  against  the  mortgagee, 
and,  if  BO,  the  mortgagor  was  not  entitled  to  have 
any  of  them  disallow^.  (2)  If  any  of  them  were 
not  properly  chargeable  against  the  mortgagee, 
they  were  properly  chargeable  against  the  mort- 
gagor, and  therefore  ought  to  be  allowed. 

The  taxing  master,  in  his  answers  on  respon- 
dents' objections,  stated  that  he  had  taxed  this  bill 
upon  the  principles  laid  down  in  Be  Gray  (84  L.  T. 
Bep.  24 ;  (1901)  1  Oh.  239),  and  that  he  thought  all 
the  points  raised  by  the  respondents  were  really 
governed  by  this  statement,  and,  after  dealing 
with  the  objections  in  detail,  stated  that  the  bill 
was  made  out  on  a  wrong  principle,  the  old 
practice  being  present  to  the  minds  both  of  the 
solicitor  and  his  London  agent,  and  consequently 
more  than  one-sixth  had  been  disallowed.  He 
further  added  that  if  the  present  practice  had 
been  followed,  and  the  bill  drawn  accordingly,  he 
was  satisfied  that  there  would  have  been  no  ques- 
tion raised,  as  the  bill  did  not  contain  overcharges 
except  in  one  instance,  and  that  a  small  one ;  out 
it  was  sought  to  charge  the  mortgagor  with  more 
than  he  was  liable  to  pay  as  between  him  and  the 
mortgagee,  and  such  bills  were  of  very  frequent 
occurrence. 

George  Lawrence  for  the  applicant  solicitors. 
— This  summons  rsuses  a  question  as  to  whether 
the  decision  of  Cozens-Hardy,  J.,  in  Be  Gray  (84 
L.  T.  Bep.  24;  (1901)  1  Oh.  239)  affects  the 
principle  on  which  on  a  third  party  taxation 
of  the  mortgagee's  solicitor's  coste  by  the  mort- 
gagor should  be  carried  out.  According  to  the 
present  practice,  it  appears  that  all  items  which 
cannot  be  charged  as  between  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  are  struck  out,  as  I  submit,  evoneously, 
according  to  the  earlier  decisions.  A  mortgagor 
has  not  the  right  to  have  the  bills  of  costs  of  the 
mortgagee's  solicitor  taxed  on  a  different  principle 
from  that  which  the  mortgagee  himself  nas  (per 
Lord  Langdale,  M.R.  in  Be  Fyion  (9  Beav.  117, 
at  p.  119) ;  and  in  Be  Bignold  (9  Beav.  269),  his 
Lordship  lays  down  the  principle  that  the  mort- 
gagor may  tax  as  against  the  mortgagee's  solici- 
tor for  the  purpose  of  reducine  the  amount 
claimed.  In  Be  Baker  (8  L.  T.  Rep.  566)  Lord 
Bomilly,  M.B.  lays  down  that  the  mortgagor 
must  pay  the  amonnt  due  to  the  solicitor  from 
the  mortgagee.  Be  Jones  (8  Beav.  479)  is  to  the 
same  effect.  The  cases  are  collected  in  Daniell's 
Chancery  Practice,  p.  1728,  7th  edit.,  and  their 
result  similarly  stated.  Cozens-Hardy,  J.  deals 
with  the  question  of  law  in  Be  Gray  {ubi  tup.), 
which  was  a  case  between  lessor  and  lessee, 
at  p.  25  of  84  L.  T.  Bep.,  where  his  Lordship 


refers  to  the  law  of  mortoagor  and  mortgagee. 
The  basis  on  which  the  items  were  there  dis- 
allowed was  because  they  would  have  been  dis- 
allowed as  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
and  Be  Fyson  (ubi  sup.)  is  cited.  His  Xiord- 
ship  professed  to  follow  Chitty,  J.'s  decision  in 
Be  Negus  (71  L.  T.  Rep.  716 ;  (1895)  1  Oh.  73),  and 
it  is  stated  that  the  third  party  by  obtaining 
an  order  to  tax  does  not  render  himself  liable  to 
pay  the  whole  bill.  The  difficulty  in  understand- 
ing Be  Gray  {ubi  sup.)  is  that  the  learned  judge 
does  not  intend  to  lay  down  a  new  rule,  and 
mentions  the  old  cases  referred  to  above.  "  On 
a  third  party  taxation,"  it  is  said,  "the 
taxing  party  stands  in  the  position  of  the 
party  chargeable;  but  this  general  rule  does 
not  prevent  the  taxing  master  taking  into 
account  where  the  third  party  is  in  fact  liable." 
This  latter  remark  is  founded  on  Be  Brovm 
(L.  Bep.  4  Eq.  464),  a  case  of  a  cestui  que  trust 
taxing  the  bill  of  the  solicitor  to  the  trust  estate. 
[Kekewich,  .T. — The  solicitor  never  charges  the 
trust  estate.]  In  the  same  way  that  Be  Gray 
(ubi  sup.)  is  fotinded  on  Be  Negus  (ubi  sup.),  so 
Be  Negus  is  founded  on  Be  Brown  (ubi  sup.). 
There  is  a  great  difference  between  the  case  of  a 
mortgagor  and  a  cestui  que  trust  as  a  third  party 
taxing.  Both,  however,  by  obtaining  the  order 
to  tax  come  under  a  certain  liability : 

Holliday  v.  Oodlee,  58  L.  T.  Bep.  301. 

Neither  Cozens-Hardy,  J.  nor  Chitty,  J.  intended 
to  overrule  any  authority.  Arguing  elsewhere, 
it  would  be  respectfully  contended  that  these 
decisions  are  not  law,  and  that  the  judicial 
expressions  of  opinion  to  be  found  there  are,  as 
between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  merely  obiter 
dicta. 

T.  L.  Wilkinson,  for  the  petitioner,  was  not 
called  on  to  address  the  court.  [Keebwich,  J. 
expressed  the  intention  of  consulting  the  taxing 
masters  in  order  to  ascertain  what  is  the  rule  of 
the  taxing  office  in  third  party  taxations  by  a 
mortgagor.] 

March  24.  —  Kekewich,  J.  —  This  summons 
raises  a  very  important  question  under  the  third 
party  clause.  It  was  an  application  to  review  a 
certificate  of  the  taxing  master  made  on  the 
taxation  by  a  mortgagor  of  the  bUl  of  costs  of  the 
mortgagee's  solicitor  under  sect.  38  of  the  Solici- 
tors Act  1843.  These  cases  are  of  frequent 
occurrence,  and  therefore,  apart  from  the  ques- 
tion of  the  proper  practice,  it  is  a  matter  of 
very  considerable  importance.  The  point  was 
this:  Counsel  in  support  of  the  summons 
insisted  that  under  certain  authorities,  of  which 
he  only  cited  a  few,  but  which  he  said  were 
numerous,  the  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs  of  a 
solicitor  of  a  mortgagee  by  the  mortgagor  must 
proceed  according  to  the  rules  which  would 
govern  the  taxation  of  the  same  bill  by  the 
mortgagee  —  the  taxation  by  a  client  of  his 
solicitor's  bill.  That  seems  on  the  face  of  it 
to  be  a  rather  useless  way  of  dealing  with 
a  bill  of  costs,  because  the  mortgagor  on 
repayment  does  not  care  to  know  what  the 
mortgagee  owes  to  his  solicitor,  but  what  is  his 
own  liability  to  the  mortgagee's  solicitor  — 
that  is  to  say,  through  the  mortgagee  to  the 
solicitor.  He  wants  to  know  what  he  nas  to  pay 
for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  and  he  wants  to 
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ascertain  what  ought  to  be  charged  against  him, 
so  there  is  very  little  advantase  to  him  in  know- 
ing what  is  to  be  charged  against  the  mortgagee. 
Bnt  the  cases  which  were  decided  npon  the  con- 
struction of  the  Solicitors  Act  1843  (6  &  7  Vict, 
a  73),  B.  38,  clearly  went  to  this :  that  the  taxation 
must  proceed  as  between  solicitor  and  client— 
that  is  to  say,  between  the  mortgagee  and  his  solici- 
tor— and  the  cases  are  necessarily  to  be  found  in 
Bearan's  Reports.  They  are  very  nameroos,  and 
they  establish  the  practice.  Bat  not  long  ago, 
Cozens- Hardy,  J.,  as  he  then  was,  in  the  case  of 
Se  Oray  {ubi  lup.)  gave  a  decision  which,  thongh 
not  parporting  to  overrule  the  cases  which  are  to 
be  found  in  Beavan,  certainly  directed  taxation  on 
an  entirely  different  footing,  and  what  seems  to 
me  to  be  a  useful  footing,  but  whether  that  is  the 
right  and  true  construction  of  the  Act  is  another 
question.  Cozens-Hardy,  J.  would  not  say  that 
the  oonstrnolion  of  the  Act  adopted  by  Lord 
Romilly,  MB.  was  wrong,  but  he  certainly  came 
to  a  different  conclusion.  Bnt,  after  hearing 
counsel  for  the  applicants  and  before  hearing 
oounsal  for  the  petiboner,  I  thought  that  for  the 
assistance  of  the  Profession  I  would  desire  a  cer- 
tificate from  the  taxing  masters  as  to  what  the 
practice  it,  and  I  therefore  prepared  a  short  case 
raising  the  point,  and  I  gave  the  taxing  masters 
an  opportunity  of  seeing  the  papers  to  see  exactly 
how  the  point  arose.  I  have  received  from  the 
senior  taxing  master  a  certificate  in  the  follow- 
ing terms :  "To  the  Honourable  JSx.  Justice 
Kekewich. — Your  Lordship  having  desired  a  oer- 
tifioate  from  the  masters  of  the  Supreme  Court 
(Taxing  Office)  of  the  practice  generally  in  cases 
between  the  mortgagor  and  the  solicitor  of  the 
mortgagee,  I  beg  respectfully  to  report  <o  yonr 
Lordship :  That  the  practice  followed  by  the 
masters  in  taxations  under  sect.  33  of  6  &  7 
Tict.  c.  73  (the  Solicitors  Act)  up  to  within 
recent  years  was  to  tax  as  between  the  solicitor 
and  the  client  (the  party  chargeable  in  the  first 
instance),  and  not  as  between  the  solicitor  and  the 
party  liable  to  pay,  effect,  however,  being  given,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  the  cases  of  Be  Negus  (1895)  1 
Gfa.  73)  and  Be  Abbott  (4  L.  T.  B«p.  576)  and 
the  observations  of  Cotton,  L.J.  in  Be  More- 
croft  (29  Sol.  Jo.  471,  0.  A.).  The  principles, 
however,  laid  down  by  these  cases  were,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  masters,  considerably  extended  by 
the  case  of  Be  Gray  (1901)  1  Ch.  239),  and  since 
that  case  the  practice  in  the  taxing  office  in 
taxations  under  this  section  has  been  to  tax, 
apart  from  the  order,  as  between  the  solicitor  and 
the  party,  or  estate,  liable  to  pay. — (Signed)  M. 
Sfoffosth,  Senior  Master."  So  that  I  have 
the  practice  thus  certified  in  that  way,  and  I 
have  the  statement  of  the  master  in  this  par- 
ticular case  that  be  has  taxed  according  to  Be 
Gray  {ubi  rup.).  My  duty  is,  after  that  certifi- 
cate, to  follow  the  practice  laid  down,  subject,  of 
course,  to  my  decision  being  reversed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  and  to  refuse  the  application 
with  costs. 

George  Lawrence. — I  suppose  your  Lordship 
will  give  me  leave  to  appeal  if  necessary  ? 

Kekbwicb,  J. — Tea. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicant  solicitors.  Bower, 
Cotton,  and  Bower. 

Solicitors  for  the  petitioner,  Indermaur  and 
Broum,  agents  for  W.  Pearee,  Todmorden. 


Thureday,  Feb.  4. 
(Before  Swinfen  Eadt,  J.) 
Be  Lord  Wimborne  and  Browne's  Contract 
AND  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act  1874.  (a) 

Vendor  and  purchaser — Settled  land — Original 
settlement— Compound  settlement — Life  estate 
under  origintd  settlement  extinguished — Charge 
for  jointure  and  portions  under  original  settle- 
ment— Sale  by  tenant  for  life  under  powers 
of  original  settlement — Trustees  of  original 
settlement. 

A  testator  settled  hit  land  on  his  eldest  son  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  son's  sons  in  tail  male  in 
strict  settlement,  with  power  for  each  tenant  for 
life  on  hi*  marriage  to  create  charges  thereon  for 
jointure  for  his  wife  and  portions  for  his  younger 
children.  Land  was  purchased  by  the  trustees 
of  the  will  and  added  to  the  settled  land,  and 
the  tenant  for  life  married  and  charged  the  land 
tubjeot  to  the  settlement  with  jointure  and 
portions.  By  successive  deeds  of  resettlement, 
family  arrangement,  and  appointment,  to  which 
the  tenant  for  life  and  tenant  in  tail  male  were 
parties,  the  life  estate  tiiven  by  the  testator's  will 
was  extinguished  and  a  compound  settlement 
was  created ;  but  the  charge  for  jointure  and 
portions  made  under  the  powers  given  by  the 
testator's  will  still  subsisted.  The  tenant  for 
life,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  tenant  in  tail, 
then  agreed  to  sell  part  of  the  settled  larul  in 
exercise  of  his  power  of  sale  under  the  original 
settlement  created  by  the  testator's  will  alone, 
the  purchase  money  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of 
the  wUl. 

On  a  summons  by  tlie  purchaser  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  question  whether  the  tenant  for 
life  could  sell  under  the  original  settlement 
created  by  the  will  alone,  or  whether  trustees  of 
the  compound  settlement  created  by  the  will  and 
subsequent  deeds  must  be  appointed : 

Held,  that,  ai  the  charge  for  jointure  and  portions 
made  urtder  the  powers  given  by  the  wUl  was 
still  subsisting,  the  original  settlement  created 
by  the  will  alone  was  still  existing  side  by  side 
with  the  compound  settlement  created  by  tne  wUl 
and  subsequent  deeds,  and  that  the  tenant  for  life 
could  sell  under  the  will  alone,  to  that  it  was 
unnecessary  to  appoint  trustees  of  the  compound 
settlement. 

Be  Comwallis-West  and  Munro's  Contract  (83 
L.  T.  Bep.  351 ;  (1903)  2  Ch.  150)  explained. 

Sir  Josiah  J.  Guest,  who  died  on  the  26th 
Nov.  1852,  by  his  will,  dated  the  9th  Sept.  1850, 
devised  certain  freehold  estates  to  the  use  of  his 
eldest  son  Lord  Wimborne  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  every  other 
son  successively  according  to  seniority  in  tail 
ma!e,  with  divers  remainders  over  in  strict  settle- 
ment; and  the  testator  empowered  each  tenant  for 
life  of  the  settled  land  to  charge  the  same  with  a 
jointure  for  bis  wife  and  portions  for  his  younger 
children  and  to  limit  terms  to  secure  the  same ; 
and  provided  that  any  tenant  for  life  in  possession 
or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  settled 
land  might,  with  the  consent  of  the  trustees, 
sell  the  same,  and  that  the  trustees  should  invest 
the  purchase  money  in  the  purchase  of  {inter  alia) 
freehold  land  to  be  settled  upon  the  trusts  to  which 
the  land  sold  had  been  subject ;  and  the  testator 

(a;  Beported  b;  J.  TacaTBAlf,  Esq.,  Barristerwit-Law. 
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directed  that  his  trnstees  shonld  stand  possessed 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and  conversion  of  his 
fesidnary  personalty  upon  the  same  trusts,  so  far 
as  was  material  in  the  present  case,  as  if  such 
proceeds  had  been  produced  by  sale  of  the  settled 
land,  and  declared  that  the  receipt  of  his  trustees 
for  any  money  payable  to  them  should  be  a  suffi- 
<aent  wscharge  for  the  same. 

On  the  14th  June  1865  the  trustees  invested 
oertain  proceeds  of  conversion  of  the  testator's 
residnaty  personalty  in  the  purchase  of  an  estate 
called  the  Fifehead  estate,  which  was  conveyed 
to  them  upon  the  same  trusts,  so  far  as  material, 
as  those  to  which  the  settled  land  was  subject. 

In  May  1868  Lord  Wimbome,  the  tenant  for  life 
of  the  settled  land,  married,  and  by  his  marriage 
settlement  charged  the  Fifehead  estate  and  other 
aettled  lands  with  a  jointure  for  his  wife  and 
portions  for  the  younger  children  of  his  mar- 
rii^re,  and  limited  terms  therein  to  secure  the 
eame. 

By  a  disentailing  assurance  dated  the  17th 
Jan.  1895,  aud  made  between  Lord  Wim- 
bome of  the  first  part,  the  Hon.  Ivor  Ghurcbill 
Guest,  his  eldest  son,  then  tenant  in  tail 
male  of  the  reoond  part,  and  Samuel  Bircham 
of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  that  Lord 
Wimbome  and  the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest  were 
desirous  of  barring  the  entail  created  by  the 
testator's  will  (but  without  prejudice  to  the  uses 
and  estates  thereby  limited  prior  to  the  estate  of 
the  first  son  oE  Lord  Wimbome)  and  of  assuring 
the  premises  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned 
without  prejudice  as  aforesaid,  except  that  the 
joist  power  of  appointment  thereinafter  limited  to 
Lord  Wimbome  and  the  Hon.  I.  C.  Guest  should 
oTenreaoh  the  estate  limited  by  the  will  to  Lord 
Wimbome  and  the  powers  annexed  to  that 
«8tate,  the  Fifehead  estate  with  the  lands  settled 
by  the  testator's  will  was  limited,  subject  to  the 
oharge  for  jointure  and  portions  and  to  the 
incumbrances  therein  mentioned  and  to  the 
terms  for  securing  the  same  and  to  the  uses  and 
«8tates  limited  by  the  testator's  will  prior  to  the 
«state  thereby  limited  to  the  first  son  of  Lord 
Wimbome,  but  freed  from  the  estate  in  tail  male 
of  the  Hon.  I.  C.  Guest  and  from  all  estates  in 
remainder,  to  such  uses  as  Lord  Wimbome  and 
the  Hon.  I.  C.  Guest  should  jointly  appoint,  and 
in  default  to  the  nses,  trusts,  and  powers  which 
ander  the  testator's  will  were  subsisting  imme- 
diately before  the  execution  of  the  disentailing 
Assnranoe  so  as  to  restore  and  confirm  the  same. 

By  a  deed  of  resettlement  dated  the  19th  Jan. 
1895,  and  made  between  Lord  Wimbome  of  the 
first  part,  the  Hon.  I.  C.  Guest  of  the  second 
.part,  and  trustees  of  the  third  part,  the  Fifehead 
■estate  with  other  settled  lands  was  appointed, 
«abject  to  the  charge  for  jointure  and  portions 
and  to  the  term  for  securing  the  same,  to  such 
uses  as  Lord  Wimbome  and  the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest 
should  by  deed  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  to 
the  nse  that  the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest  during  their 
joint  lives  misht  receive  a  yearly  rentcharge  of 
15002.,  and  subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  Lord 
Wimbome  for  life  in  restoration  and  confirma- 
tion of  his  estate  for  life  limited  by  the  testator's 
will  or  subsisting  under  the  disentailing  assur- 
ance, and  so  as  to  restore  all  powers  annexed  or 
appendant  thereto,  and  after  his  death  to  certain 
uses  for  raising  money  for  payment  of  certain 
debts,  duties,  and  costs  therein  mentioned,  and 


subject  thereto  to  the  use  of  the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest 
for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over  in  strict 
settlement. 

By  a  deed  of  family  arrangement  dated  the 
20th  July  1895,  and  made  between  Lord  Wim- 
bome of  the  first  partt  the  Hon.  I.  0.  Guest  of 
the  second  part,  and  S.  Bircham  of  the  third 
part,  Lord  Wimbome  as  to  his  life  estate 
granted  the  Fifehead  estate  with  other  settled 
iandB  to  S.  Bircham  for  the  terms  therein 
mentioned  for  securing  the  payment  of  certain 
charges  thereon,  and  subject  tnereto  to  the  use  of 
the  Uon.  I.  C.  Guest,  his  hairs  and  assigns,  and  the 
Hon.  I.  G.  Guest  released  the  annual  rentcharge  of 
1500/.  eranted  to  him  by  the  resettlement  of  the 
19th  Jan.  1895  and  covenanted  to  pay  certain 
portions  chargeable  on  the  settled  estates  and  the 
jointure  of  Lady  Wimbome. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  20th  March  1899,  and 
made  between  Lord  Wimbome  of  the  first  part, 
the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest  of  the  second  part,  and 
trustees  of  the  third  part.  Lord  Wimtiome  and 
the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest,  in  exercise  of  the  power  of 
appointment  created  by  the  deed  of  resettlement  of 
the  19th  Jan.  1895,  appointed  the  Fifehead  entate, 
subject  to  the  charge  for  jointure  and  portions 
and  to  the  incumbrances  thereon  and  the  terms 
for  securing  the  same,  to  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts, 
and  subject  to  the  powers  which  would  be  sub- 
sisting therein  under  the  deed  of  resettlement  if 
Lord  Wimbome  were  then  dead. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  6th  Oct.  1903,  and 
made  between  Lord  Wimbome  of  the  first  part, 
the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
purchaser  of  the  third  part.  Lord  Wimbome,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Hon.  I.  G.  Guest,  agreed 
to  sell  the  Fifehead  estate  to  the  purchaser,  the 
agreement  stating  that  the  vendor  was  s^ing 
and  would  convey  the  property  as  tenant  for  life 
or  the  person  having  tiie  powers  of  the  tenant  for 
life  for  the  purposes  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts 
under  the  settlement  made  by  the  testator's  wiU, 
and  that  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid  to 
the  trnstees  ot  that  settlement. 

This  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  purchaser 
for  the  determination  of  the  question  whether  the 
vendor  could  sell  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  settle- 
ment made  by  the  will  alone,  or  whether  he 
could  only  sell  as  tenant  for  life  under  l^he  com- 
pound settlement  made  by  the  will,  the  oonvey- 
anoe  of  the  14th  June  1865,  the  disentailing 
assurance  of  the  17th  Jan.  1895,  the  deed  of 
resettlement  of  the  19th  Jan.  1895,  the  deed  of 
family  arr->ngement  of  the  20th  July  1895,  and 
the  deed  of  appointment  of  the  20th  March  1899, 
or  by  some  of  those  documents,  so  that  trustees 
for  the  purposes  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  must 
be  appointed  of  such  compound  settlement. 

The  deedof  appointment  of  the  existing  trustees 
of  the  testator's  will  constituted  them  trustees 
thereof  for  all  the  purposes  and  with  all  the 
powers  for  and  with  which  the  trnstees  nominated 
oy  the  testator  had  been  appointed  trustees  by 
his  will. 

Vernon  Smith,  K.G.  and  G.  J.  Dunean  for  the 
purchaser. — The  vendor  proposes  to  sell  under  his 
power  of  sale  as  tenant  for  life  or  as  the  person 
having  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  un^r  the 
testator's  will ;  but  after  the  resettlement  of  the 
19th  Jan.  1895,  by  which  the  vendor's  life  estate 
under  the  will  and  all  powers  annexed  to  that  life 
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estate  were  restored,  the  vendor  can  only  sell 
under  the  compoand  settlement  created  by  the 
will  and  the  varions  deeds  down  to  and  inclnding 
that  resettlement : 

Re  Comwallia-  Wnt  and  Munro't  Contract,  88  L.  T. 
B»p.  351 ;  (1903)  2  Ch.  ISO. 

The  statutory  power  of  sale  of  a  tenant  for  life, 
after  alienation  or  release  of  his  life  estate,  still 
remains  exercisable  nnder  sect.  50  of  the  Settled 
Laid  Act  1882 : 

Re  Mundy  and  Roper's  Contract,  79  L.  T.  Bep.  583 ; 
(1899)  1  Ch.  275. 

In  1897,  in  the  unreported  case  of  Re  Lord 
Wimbome  and  Lee's  Contrac'  (1897)  W.  N.  176), 
Stirling,  J.  held  that  Lord  Wimbome  could  then 
sell  under  his  power  of  sale  as  tenant  for  life 
for  the  pnrposee  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  under 
the  testator's  will;  and  in  the  same  year,  in 
the  case  of  Barry  Bailtoay  Company  and  Lvrd 
Wvmhome  and  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act  1874 
(76  L.  T.  Bep.  489),  North,  J.  decided  that  Lord 
Wimbome's  life  estate  was  not  merged  or  extin- 
gnished  by  the  indenture  of  the  20th  J  uly  1895,  and 
that  he  could  then  sell  under  his  power  of  sale  as 
tenant  for  life  for  the  purposes  of  the  Settled 
Land  Acts  nnder  the  testator's  will;  but  both 
these  cases  were  prior  to  the  indenture  of  the  20th 
March  1^.  Lord  Wimbome  can  now  sell  only 
under  the  compound  settlement  created  by  the 
will  and  subsequent  deeds. 

J.  G.  Wood  for  Lord  Wimbome. — Although 
there  is  a  compound  settlement  created  by  the 
will  and  subsequent  deeds,  the  original  settlement 
created  by  the  will  is  still  in  existence  by  reason 
of  the  charge  for  jointure  and  portions  nnder 
that  settlement  and  the  term  for  securing  the 
same : 

Re  Mundy  and  Roper's  Contract  (ubt  sup.). 
And  the  vendor  can  still  exercise  his  power  of  sale 
nnder  the  will : 

Re  Su  Cane  and  Nettlafold's  Contract,  78  L.  T.  Bep. 
458;  (1898)  2  Ch.  96  ; 

Re  Lord  Wimbome  and  Lee's  Contract  (ubi  sup.)  ; 

Barry  Ratluiav  Company  and  Lord  Witriborns  and 
Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act  1874  (uhi  sup.). 

The  case  of  Be  ComwaUis-West  and  Munro'a 
Contract  {vhi  sup.)  did  not  decide  that  the  vendor 
could  not  sell  nnder  the  will  if  there  were  trustees 
for  the  purposes  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  of  the 
settlement  created  by  the  wilL  If  the  court 
decides  in  favour  of  the  vendor,  both  parties  desire 
that  the  present  trustees  of  the  will  should  be 
appointed  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  the  Settled 
Land  Acts  of  the  settlement  created  by  the  will  in 
respect  of  the  Fifehead  estate. 

SwiNVKN  Eadt,  J.  stated  the  facts  and  pro- 
ceeded : — The  question  is,  Can  the  vendor  sell 
under  the  will  alone  and  the  trustees  of  the  will 
give  a  good  receipt  for  the  purchase  money,  oi 
can  he  only  sell  nnder  the  compound  settlement 
created  by  the  will  and  the  subsequent  deeds  so 
as  to  necessitate  the  appointment  of  trustees  of 
that  compound  settlement  P  It  is  clear  from  the 
cases  of  Re  Jhi  Cane  and  NeUlefold'e  Contract 
(uhi  ev/p.)  and  Be  Mundy  and  Roper's  Contract 
(ubi  sup.)  that  an  original  settlement  and  a 
compound  settlement  may  be  subsisting  side  by 
side,  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  life  tenant  has 
parted  with  his  life  estate  does  not  prevent  him 
from  exercising  his  statutory  powers  nnder  the 


original  settlement.  In  the  present  case  the 
original  settlement  created  by  the  will  is  still 
subsisting,  since  by  reason  of  the  jointure  and 
portions  charged  and  remaining  to  be  raised 
thereunder  the  land  still  stands  for  the  time 
being  limited  to  persons  by  way  of  succession 
under  that  instrument  according  to  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Be  Mundy  and  Boper's 
Contraet  (uit  sup.).  If  that  were  all,  it  would 
be  clear  &om  those  cases  that  the  vendor  can 
sell  under  the  original  settiement  created  by 
the  will,  and  that  the  trustees  of  the  wilt 
can  give  a  valid  receipt  for  the  purchase 
money.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  this 
would  be  contrary  to  the  decision  of  Farwell,  J. 
in  Be  ComtBoIlis-West  and  Munro's  Contraet 
{ubi  sup.),  and  that  where  there  are  instru- 
ments constituting  a  compound  settiement  the 
tenant  for  life  can  only  sell  nnder  that  com- 
pound settlement,  and  that  the  trustees  of  that 
compound  settlement  are  the  only  persons  who 
can  give  a  valid  receipt  for  the  purchase  money, 
even  although  there  are  still  subsisting  limita- 
tions under  the  original  settlement.  I  have  the 
authority  of  Farwell,  J.  for  stating  that  the  true 
explanation  of  that  case  is  that,  as  the  old  life 
esute  created  by  the  will  had  been  restored,  the 
tenant  for  life  could  not  sell  and  confer  a  good 
titie  under  the  resettlement  alone,  as  he  proposed 
to  do,  and,  as  there  were  no  trustees  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Settled  Land  Acts  of  the  setUemenfc 
created  by  the  will,  the  tenant  for  life  could  not, 
as  matters  then  stood,  sell  under  the  will  alone. 
The  learned  judge  did  not  decide,  and  did  nob 
intend  to  decide,  that  the  vendor  could  not  seU 
and  make  a  good  titie  as  tenant  for  life  under  the 
will  if  and  when  trustees  of  the  settlement  created 
by  the  will  were  appointed  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Settied  Land  Acts.  Indeed,  the  contrary  was 
assumed  in  the  argument  before  him.  In  the 
present  case  the  vendor  has  entirely  parted  with 
nis  life  estate  in  the  land,  but  the  original  settie- 
ment created  by  the  will  is  still  subsisting,  and 
the  vendor  can  exercise  his  statutory  powers 
thereunder.  Therefore  the  vendor  can  sell  under 
the  will  alone,  and  the  trustees  of  the  will  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Settied  Land  Acts  can  give  a 
valid  receipt  for  the  purchase  money.  As  the 
parties  are  agreed  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  existing  trustees  of  the  will  are  trustees  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Settied  Land  Acts  of  the  Fife- 
head  estate,  to  obviate  any  doubt  I  appoint  them 
as  trustees  of  the  wUl  for  those  purx>oses  in 
respect  of  that  estate,  and  give  leave  to  amend 
the  summons  by  intituling  it  in  the  matter  of  the 
Settled  Land  Acts  1882  to  1890. 

Solicitors:    Thrupp,    ChideU,     and      Sharp  t 
Bircham  and  Co, 
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KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Wedneeday,  March  2. 
(Before  Lord  Alvebstone,  G.  J.,  Wiu.s  and 
Kbkitedt,  JJ.) 
Wing  (app.)  v.  Epsom  Ubban  Distbict 
Gounciij  (reaps.),  (a) 
Public  health — Juetieea — Abatement  of  nuisance — 
OrdAr  vutAe  by  three  juetieeB — Order  tigned  by 
one  jtistiee  only — Validity  of  order — Necessity 
of  signature  by  two  justices — Public  Health  Act 
1875  (38  *  39  Vict.  c.  55),  ss.  96,  251— Summary 
Jwriedietion  Act  1848  (11   £  12    Viet.  c.  43), 
..14. 
By  sect.  251  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  a  court 
of  summary  jurisdiction    when    hearing    and 
determining  an  information  or  complaint  under 
the  Act  must  be  constituted  of  two  or  more  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  in  petty  sessions.    A  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction  consisting  of  three  justices 
in  petty  sessions  made  an  order  under  sect.  96 
of  the  Act  on   the   owner   of  certain  premises 
for  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance  on  the  premises. 
The  order  as  drawn  vp  and  served  on  the  owner 
was  signed  by  one  justice  only. 
Held,  that  the  order  must  be  signed  by  two  justices, 
and,  having  been  signed  by  onejuttiee  only,  was 
bad. 
Case  stated  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for 
the  county  of  Surrey. 

At  the  midsummer  quarter  sessions  for  the 
county  of  Surrey  three  appeals  by  Walter  Wing 
(the  appellant)  against  three  orders  made  by  the 
court  of  summary  jurisdiction  sitting  at  Epsom 
were  heard.  Each  of  the  orders  was  made 
by  the  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  on  the 
appellant  under  sect.  96  of  the  Public  Health  Act 
1875  as  being  the  owner  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  of  certain  premises  situated  at  Q-arien- 
oottagea,  Epsom. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  dismissed  the 
appeals,  and  confirmed  the  orders  with  costs,  sub- 
ject to  this  case. 

The  facta  of  the  case  were  as  follows  :— 
The  appellant  was  the  owner,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  and  lessee  of 
certain  premises  situate  at  Nos.  1  to  20,  Garden, 
cottages,  Epsom,  within  the  district  of  the 
respondents,  of  which  fourteen  years  of  the  term 
of  the  appellant's  lease  were  still  unexpired. 

In  or  about  the  months  of  March  and  April  1903 
the  respondents  relaid  the  sewer  with  which  the 
drains  of  the  premises  were  connected,  and  the 
respondents  served  three  notices  upon  the  appel- 
lant alleging  a  nuisance  existing  in  respect  of  the 
drains  and  requiring  the  same  to  be  abated  and 
certain  works  to  be  executed. 

The  appellant  did  not  comply  with  the  notices 
or  any  of  them,  and  three  complaints  relating  to 
the  uleged  nuisance  were  thereupon  made  to  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  such  justice  issued  three 
eummonses  requiring  the  appellant  to  appear 
before  the  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  sitting 
at  Epsom. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  summonses  on  the  20th 
April  1903,  both  parties  being  then  present,  the 
orders  were  made  b^  the  court  of  summary  juris- 
diction, three  justices  being  then  present  and 
taking  part  in  the  hearing  and  determination  of 
the  summonses,  and  subsequently  on  the  27th 

(s)  Beponed  by  W.  W.  Obb,  Eaq.,  Barrl>ter-at-Lsw. 


April  1903  the  appellant  served  the  respondents 
with  notice  of  appeal  against  each  of  the  orders 
as  having  been  made  by  His  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  acting  in  and  for  the  division  of  Epsom, 
and  setting  forth  in  each  such  notice,  amongst 
other  grounds  of  appeal,  that  the  order  appealed 
from  was  bad  on  tne  face  of  it,  and  on  the  same 
day  (the  27th  April  1893)  the  appellant  duly 
entered  into  three  several  recognisances  as 
required  by  law  for  the  prosecution  of  his  appeals, 
copies  whereof  were  hereto  annexed  and  were  to 
be  taken  as  part  of  this  case. 

The  orders  were  on  the  2nd  June  1903  served  on 
the  appellant  by  the  respondents,  and  each  of  the 
original  orders  was  duly  delivered  to  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  prior  to  the  hearing  of  these  appeals. 

The  following  was  an  exact  copy  of  one  of  the 
original  orders,  and  was  in  the  same  terms  in  ali 
respects  as  the  order  served  on  the  appellant : 

la  the  oonntj  of  Soney,  petty  Beaaional  division  of 
Epaom. — Before  th«  court  of  sonunary  joriadiotion 
■itting  at  Epiom  the  20th  day  of  April  1903,  complaint 
was  made  on  the  9th  day  of  April  1903  by  Kdward 
Robert  Capon,  of  Btomley  Hnrst,  Chnreh-street,  Epaom, 
Inapeotor  of  Xniaanoes  to  the  Epaom  Urban  Distriot 
Connoil,  that  in  or  on  certain  premiaea  aitnated  at  15, 14, 
13, 12,  and  11,  Garden-oottagea,  Epsom  aforesaid,  in  the 
distriot,  under  the  Pnblio  Health  Act  187S,  of  the  Epaom 
Urban  District  Connoil,  the  following  nmaanoe  than 
axiated — viz.,  a  nniaaooa  ariaing  from  want  or  defeotive 
oonatmotion  of  atractoral  oonvenienoea,  that  is  to  aay, 
arising  from  leaky  drains,  alao  drains  not  being  intw- 
oepted  from  lawer,  the  diaoharge  of  sink  wastes  into 
closet  pans,  the  abaenoe  of  ventilation  to  drains,  defeo- 
tive flashing  oiitem  in  aaoh  closet,  and  rain-water  pipe 
connected  directly  with  sewer,  and  that  Walter  Jamea 
Wing  (hereinafter  called  "  the  defendant  ")  ii  the  owner 
of  the  premises  on  which  the  said  noisanoe  arises.  On 
hearing  the  said  complaint  it  is  ordered  that  the  defen- 
dant within  six  weeks  from  the  service  of  this  order,  or 
a  trne  copy  thereof  according  to  the  said  Act,  do  take 
oat  the  existing  branch  drains  and  construct  new  drains 
with  atoneware  pipes,  with  watertight  cement  joints 
laid  to  proper  falls  in  beds  of  cement  concrete  properly 
intercepted  from  aewer,  provided  with  efficient  ventila- 
tion, with  cast  iron  pipes  of  a  diameter  not  leas  than 
foar  inches,  disconnect  sink  wastes  from  closet  pans, 
and  canse  same  to  discharge  into  the  open  over  a 
trapped  stoneware  golly  which  shall  be  oonneoted  with 
the  aewer,  so  that  the  same  shall  no  longer  be  a  nnisance 
or  injnrions  to  health  as  aforesaid. — Dated  the  20th  day 
of  April  1903.— (Signed)  William  B.  Q.  Fabmer, 
Jnitioe  of  the  Peaoa  for  the  county  aforeaaid. 

Each  of  the  other  original  orders  was  in  exactly 
the  same  terms,  and  was  under  the  hand  and 
seal  of  William  A.  G.  Farmer  as  the  order  herein- 
before set  out,  and  each  of  the  other  orders  served 
on  the  appellant  was  in  exactly  the  same  terms  and 
was  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  William  B.  G. 
Farmer  as  the  order  hereinbefore  set  out,  save 
that  each  of  the  orders  referred  to  different 
premises  in  the  same  street. 

It  was  contended  for  the  appellant  that  each  of 
the  orders  was  bad  and  ougnt  to  be  quashed, 
inasmuch  as  each  order  was  made  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  one  justice  of  the  peace  only. 

It  was  contended  for  the  respondents  that  each 
of  the  orders  was  valid. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  of  opimon 
that  each  of  the  orders  was  valid,  and  overruled 
the  appellant's  contention,  and  they  afterwards 
heard  the  appeals  together,  by  consent  upon  the 
merite,  and  dismiesed  them  with  coste. 
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If  the  coorfc  should  be  of  opinion  upon  the  facts 
stated  that  the  quarter  sesBions  were  right  in 
OTermling  the  appellant's  contention  and  in 
holding  that  the  orders  were  valid,  the  order  of 
qoarter  sessions  was  to  stand ;  bat  if  not,  each  of 
the  orders  was  to  be  quashed,  and  each  of  the 
appeals  was  to  be  allowed  with  costs. 

The  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Yict 
c.  55),  provides : 

8«ot.  96.  If  the  oonrt  is  latiafied  that  the  alleged 
nnismnoe  exiets,  or  that  although  abated  it  is  likely  to 
T««iir  on  the  same  premieei,  the  oonrt  ehall  make  an 
order  on  snah  person  Teqnixing  him  to  crmply  with  all 
or  soy  of  the  reqniaitions  of  the  notioe,  or  otheririae  ta 
abate  the  nniaanoe  within  a  time  ipeoified  in  the  order, 
and  to  do  any  works  neoenary  for  that  purpose ; 
.  .  .  The  oonrt  may  by  their  order  impose  a  penalty 
not  exoeeding  fire  pounds  on  the  person  on  whom  the 
order  is  made,  and  shall  also  give  direotiona  as  to  the 
payment  of  all  ooats  incurred  up  to  ttie  time  of  the 
hearing  or  making  the  order  for  abatement  or  proUbi' 
tion  of  the  nnisanoe. 

Seat.  251.  All  offences  under  this  Aot,  and  all 
penalties,  forfeitarei,  oosta,  and  expenses  nnder  this  Aot 
directed  to  be  recovered  in  a  summary  suuiner,  or  the 
reoovery  of  which  is  not  otherwise  provided  for,  may  be 
prosecnted  and  recovered  in  manner  directed  by  the 
Sommary  Juriediotion  Acts  before  a  oonrt  of  summary 
inrisdiotion.  The  '  court  of  summary  inrisdiotion,  when 
bearing  and  determining  an  information  or  complaint 
under  this  Act,  shall  be  constitated  of  two  or  more 
jostiess  of  the  peaoe  in  petty  sessions,  sitting  at  a  place 
an>ointed  for  holding  petty  sessions,  or  of  some  magis- 
trate or  officer  for  ihe  time  being  empowered  by  law  to 
do  alone  any  aot  anthoriied  to  be  done  by  more  than 
one  jastice  of  the  peaoe  sitting  at  some  oonrt  or  othar 
place  i4>poin(ied  for  the  administration  of  jastice. 

F.  Low,  K.C.  {William  Mackenzie  with  him) 
for  the  appellant — It  is  sufficient  to  deal  with 
one  of  the  three  orders.  Sect.  96  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  1875  is  the  section  under  which  an 
order  for  the  abatement  of  a  nuiBaace  is  made 
.by  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction.  By  sect.  12 
of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Actl848  (11  &  12  Yict. 
0.  43),  every  complaint  and  information  "  shall  be 
heard,  tried,  determined,  and  adjudged  by  one  or 
two  or  more  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  as 
shall  be  directed  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  upon 
which  such  complaint  or  information  shall  be 
framed,  or  such  other  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament 
as  there  may  be  in  that  behalf."  There  is  in  the 
present  case  such  a  direction  that  the  matter  of 
this  information  shall  be  heard  by  two  justices, 
as  sect.  251  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  pro- 
vides that  the  court  of  summary  jurisdiction, 
when  hearing  and  determining  a  complaint  under 
the  Act,  shall  be  constitntM  of  two  or  more 
justices  in  petty  sessions.  Therefore  there  must 
be  at  least  two  justices  sitting  to  hear  a  com- 
plaint of  this  kind,  and  that  section  is  relied  on 
ns  showing  that.  Then,  by  sect.  14  of  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1848,  if  the  justice  or 
justices  convict  or  make  an  order  against  the 
defendant,  "a  minute  or  memorandum  thereof 
shall  then  be  made,  for  which  no  fee  shall  be  paid, 
and  shall  afterwards  be  drawn  up  by  the  said 
justice  or  justices  in  proper  form,  under  his  or 
their  hand  and  seal  or  hands  and  seals,  and  he 
or  they  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  lodged  with 
the  clerk  of  the  peaoe  to  be  by  him  fil^  among 
the  records  of  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the 
peace  .  .  ."  That  procedure  was  followed  in  this 
case;  the  order  was  first  dra'vu  up,  and  it  was 


then  signed,  but  it  was  signed  by  one  justice  only 
of  the  three  who  sat  and  heard  the  case,  and 
being  so  signed  it  was  served  on  the  appdlaat. 
The  form  of  order  for  abatement  of  a  nuisance- 
under  this  section  (sect.  96  of  the  Act  of  1875), 
is  form  G  in  sched.  4  to  that  Act.  Some  orders 
may  be  made  by  one  justice  and  some  are  to  be 
made  by  two  justices  ;  and  the  forms  which  ar« 
now  in  use  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act 
1879  are  the  Consolidated  Forms  1886,  which  are 
given  in  the  schedule  to  the  Summary  Juris- 
diction Rules  1886.  Under  sect.  12  of  th» 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  18^  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction  may  be  composed  of  one, 
two,  or  more  justices.  Then  when  we  look  at 
sect.  251  of  the  Act  of  1875.  the  section  requires 
two  justices  at  least  to  hear  this  case,  and  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction  there  must  be  two  justices 
at  least.  Then  as  to  the  form  of  the  order  it  i» 
clear  that  if  an  order  is  required  to  be  made  by 
two  justices,  a  form  that  is  open  to  the  construc- 
tion that  the  order  is  made  by  only  one  justice 
is  inapplicable.  It  is  clear  upon  these  sections 
that  the  order  as  drawn  up  must  be  signed  by  two- 
justices,  and  that  this  order,  having  oeen  signed 
by  one  justice  only,  is  bad  upon  that  ground, 
and  the  quarter  sessions  were  therefore  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  signature  of  one  justice  to  the 
order  was  sufficient.    He  referred  to 

Lahalmondivre  v.  Ffo$i,  1  E.  &  E.  527  ;  28  L.  J. 
155,  H.  C. 

Avory,  K.C.  (S.  G.  Liuhinglon  and  Sieinbume- 
Hanham  with  him)  for  the  respondents. — Two 
justices  having  sat  to  hear  the  case,  the  order 
signed  by  one  justice  is  sufficient.  It  may  be  a 
question  whether  the  appeal  was  in  fact  an  appeal 
against  the  written  document  or  was  an  appml 
from  the  verbal  order  made  in  open  court, 
and  in  that  connection  the  form  of  the  order 
ought  to  be  looked  at.  The  appellant's  notioe 
of  appeal  was  against  an  order  made  by  the 
justices  of  the  Epsom  Division,  and  at  the  time 
he  gave  that  notioe  of  appeal  be  had  nothing  to 
^o  upon  except  the  veroal  adjudication  of  the 
justices  in  open  court.  There  was  a  perfectty 
good  order  upon  the  appellant  made  by  the 
justices  verbally  in  court,  and  it  is  submitted 
that  the  appellant  could  have  been  summoned 
for  not  obeying  that  order  even  it  a  written 
notice  or  order  had  not  been  served  upon  him. 
The  order  as  drawn  up  is  in  fact  only  drawn 
up  for  the  quarter  sessions,  and  the  only  reason 
for  drawing  it  up  is  that  it  may  be  sent  to 
quarter  sessions  and  preserved  there  as  a  record 
of  the  order  which  might  be  made  at  quarter 
sessions.  That  is  the  effect  of  sect.  14  of  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1848,  which  says  that 
the  order  when  drawn  up  is  "  to  be  lodged  with 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  to  be  by  him  filed  amonj^ 
the  records  of  the  general  quarter  sessions,"  as  the 
court  of  summary  jurisdiction  is  not  a  court  of 
record.  Under  sect.  96,  if  the  court  is  satisfiect 
of  the  existence  of  a  nuisance,  they  may  make  an. 
order,  and  under  sect.  98  if  the  person  does  not 
obey  the  order  he  is  liable  to  a  penalty.  If  there 
were  no  other  order  than  the  written  order,  and  if 
this  order  were  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  then  the 
court  would  look  at  the  order ;  but  the  justicea 
can  make  a  perfectly  valid  order  verbally  in 
court  and  say  to  a  person  that  he  must  do  a 
certain  thing,  and  the  person  could  be  summoned 
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for  not  doing  that  thing.      If  we  refer  to  the 
recognisance  to  proaecnte  the  appe<>l  it  recites 
tbat  tiie  order  was  made  by  two  jnstices,  so  that 
both  the  notice  of  appeal  aad  the  recognisance 
recosnise  that  the  order  was  made  by  two  justices. 
The  fact  that  it  was  signed  by  one  justice  only 
follows  the  general  form  for  all  these  purposes. 
Sect.  29  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1879 
gave  the  Lord  Gbaacellor  power  to  make  rules 
as  to  the  forms  to  be  used  under  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Acts ;  and  sect.  12  of  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Act  1884  provided  that  any  rules  for 
the  time  being  in  force  nnder  that  section  should 
be  of  the  same  effect  as  if  they  were  contained 
in  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1848.    Rules 
were  made  under  the  Act  of  1884,  and  there  is 
attached  thereto  a  schedule  of  forms — the  Con- 
solidated Forms  1886 — and  by  rule  31  those  forms, 
or  others  to  the  like  effect,  may  be  used,  and 
these  are  the  forms   now  in  use.     There  is  a 
general  form,  form  19  (Douglas,  8th  edit.,  p.  248), 
and  in  that  form  there  is  the   signature  of  one 
jostioe  only.    [Lord  Alvbestonh,  C.J. — Suppose 
the  order  had  no  name  of  a  justice  upon  it,  would 
the  party  be  bound  to  obey  it  ?]      Yes ;    there 
would  be  nothing  to  prevent  the  jnstices  makine 
an  order  then  and  there  in  court  for  the  abatement 
of  a  nuisance  forthwith — as,  for  example,  in  the 
case  of  a  dangerous  nuisance  likely  to  spread 
disease.     That  would  be  a  good  order,  and  the 
person  might  be  summoned  next  day  for  not 
complying  with  it,  although  no  written  notice  or 
written  order  was  served  on  him.    The  effect  of 
the  signature  is  not  the  making  of  the  order  valid, 
but  the  signature  is  merely  the  verification  of  an 
order  previously  made  in  court,  and  it  is  not 
even  necessary  that  that  order  should   be  pat 
into  writing.    The  order  in  the  prment  case  is 
quite  oonsutent  with  the  matter  having  been 
beard  by  two  justices.    Lastly,  by  sect.  262  of 
the  Act  of   1875,  no  order  made  in  execution 
of  the  Act  is  to  be  qnaahed  or  set  aside  for  want 
of  form,  and  at  the  utmost  the  defect  alleged  in 
this  case  is  a  mere  want  of  form.    There  is  no 
case  on  the  point,   bat  upon  the  statutes  the 
quarter  sessions  were  clearly  right. 

Low,  K.C.  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Lord  Alyebstonb,  G.J. — I  confess  I  should 
have  been  glad  if  I  could  have  seen  my  way  to 
have  prevented  this  appeal  from  succeeding,  be- 
cause I  do  not  think  that  there  are  any  merits 
whatever  in  the  appeal.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  appellant  knew  that  the  order  was  made  by 
two  justices  and  that  he  appealed  on  the  merits 
and  failed.  But  a  more  important  principle  is 
involved  in  this  appeal,  and  therefore  we  must 
decide  the  case  in  accordance  with  what  our  view 
of  the  law  is.  I  have  always  understood  that  orders 
were  drawn  np,  and  sometimes  courts  have  been 
ordered  to  draw  them  np,  in  order  that  if  there  is 
any  objection  to  be  tucen  to  them,  it  may  be 
raised  by  an  appeal.  Upon  the  appeal  l>eing 
heard  by  the  quarter  sessions  a  formal  objection 
was  taken  on  oehaU  of  the  present  appellant  that 
the  original  order  of  the  SOth  April,  which  was 
served  upon  the  appellant,  was  bad  upon  the  face  of 
it,  becanse  it  had  only  got  the  signature  of  one 
justice.  If  counsel,  who  has  argued  the  case  before 
QS  for  the  respondents,  could  have  satisfied  me 
that  the  object  of  the  record,  or  the  object  of  the 
signatnre  of  the  jastioe,  was  merely  for  verifica- 


tion, or  if  he  oonld  have  satisfied  me  that  it  was 
not  contemplated  that  the  order  should  be  drtiwa 
up  and  served  before  ulterior  proceedings  could 
be  taken,  I  should  have  been  able  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  not  the  necessity  for  an 
order,  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  being  served. 
Bat  I  think  the  words  of  the  statute  are  too 
strong,  and  I  must  say  that  there  is  this  very 
important  principle  before  proceedings  can  be 
launched  against  a  person  which  may  ultimately 
result  in  subsequent  proceedings  against  him 
for  penalties,  and  may  put  him  to  costs,  that 
the  order  made  upon  him  should  be  definitely 
certain,  and  should  in  accordance  with  the  weLU 
known  principle,  be  good  upon  the  face  o£ 
it.  Sect.  96  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875 
says :  "  If  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  alleged 
nuisance  exists,  .  .  .  the  court  shall  make' 
an  order  on  such  person  requiring  him  .  .  . 
to  abate  the  nntsanoe  within  a  time  specified 
in  the  order."  I  do  not  want  to  lay  too  much 
stress  on  the  words  "specified  in  the  order," 
but  they  occurred  to  me  as  rather  indicating 
something  to  be  in  writing,  and  not  merely 
"  stated  in  court " ;  but  it  is  possible  that  that  is 
consistent  with  what  I  may  call  the  verbal  order. 
Then  the  court  may  by  their  order  impose  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  52.  on  the  person  on  whom 
the  order  is  made.  Ttien  I  ought  to  notice,  though 
it  is  not  disputed,  bat  it  is  admitted,  that  two 
or  more  justices  ought  to  have  heard  and  did 
in  fact  hear  these  proceedings,  as  provided 
by  sect.  251  of  the  Act  which  says :  "  The 
Court  of  Summary  Jurisdiction  when  hearing 
and  determining  an  information  or  complaint 
under  this  Act  shall  be  constituted  of  two  or 
more  justices."  Then  the  form  of  order  for  the 
abatement  of  the  nuisance  which  is  to  be  nsed,  is 
form  G  in  sched.  4  to  the  Act  of  1875,  and  that 
form  does  reoite  the  whole  proceedings,  the 
sitting  of  the  court,  the  date  within  which  the 
work  is  to  be  done  from  the  service  of  the  order 
or  a  true  copy  thereof,  and  it  indicates  that  it  is 
to  be  signed  by  two  justices.  The  only  thing  that 
enaHes  counsel  for  the  respondents  to  contend 
that  that  ordei  so  drawn  np  must  not  be  an  order 
and  need  not  be  an  order,  signed  by  two  justices, 
is  the  argument  he  founded  on  sect.  14  of  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1843,  that  "  if  he  or 
they  conriot  or  make  an  order  against  the  defen- 
dant, a  minute  or  memorandum  thereof  shall  then 
be  made,  for  which  no  fee  shall  be  paid,  and  the 
conviction  or  order  shall  afterwards  be  drawn 
up  by  the  said  justice  or  justices  in  proper  form 
under  his  or  their  hand  and  seal  or  hands  and 
seals,  and  he  or  they  shall  cause  the  same  tio  b& 
lodged  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  to  be  by  him 
filed  among  the  records  of  the  general  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace."  It  occurs  to  me  that  in  a- 
case  where  we  had  to  consider  this  section,  and 
where  something  of  the  same  sort  was  referred 
to,  I  pointed  out  at  the  time,  and  I  should  like  to 
repeat  it  now,  that  the  fact  that  the  order  is  to  be 
drawn  np,  and  that  no  fee  is  to  be  paid  for  thfr 
order  or  a  copy  of  the  order  on  being  given  out> 
would  rather  look  as  though  it  were  intended  that 
the  person  should  know  what  were  the  real  terma 
of  the  order  made  against  him.  The  order  in 
question  in  this  cise  of  the  20th  April,  when 
served,  was,  upon  the  face  of  it,  an  order  made- 
only  by  one  justice.  It  is  obvious  that'lhe  order 
may  be  made  in  oases  where  the  person  has  not 
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appeared.  It  may  be  made  under  <nroamstanceB 
wnere  it  is  essential,  before  a  person  can  know 
what  he  has  got  to  do,  that  the  order  shall  be 
f^ven  to  him,  and  shall  specify  what  he  has  to  do. 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  is  an  objection 
to  these  proceedinfrs  that  the  order  which  was 
serred  on  the  appellant  in  this  instance,  was  an 
order  which,  upon  the  face  of  it,  did  not  comply 
with  the  statute,  and  the  fact  that  the  present 
appellant  to  these  proceedings  had  knowledge 
that  two  jastices  did  sit  to  hear  the  complaint, 
is  not,  in  my  opinion,  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
objection  which  is  taken  that  the  record  of  the 
proceedings,  which  must  be  supposed  to  be  a 
truthful  record,  does  not  show,  on  the  face 
of  it,  that  the  order  is  good.  Although  I  am 
eorry  to  be  obliged  to  come  to  this  conclusion, 
because  I  do  not  think  that  there  are  any 
merits  in  the  case  yet,  in  my  opinion,  for  the 
teasons  I  have  given,  this  appieal  should  be 
allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion. 
I  think  when  form  C.  in  sched.  4,  which  is  ap- 
pended to  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  is  looked 
at,  it  is  clear  that  such  an  order  as  this  is  intended 
to  be  served,  and,  if  eerved,  it  must  be  drawn  up 
and  must  be  in  writing.  I  do  not  feel  at  all 
pressed  with  Mr.  Avory's  argument  that  an  order 
may  have  to  be  made  which  may  have  to  be  obeyed 
inatanter,  or  within  a  very  short  time,  because 
orders  of  this  kind,  although  they  look  as  if  they 
would  take  a  formidable  time  to  work  out,  are  all 
printed,  and  any  magistrates  clerk  has  forms  and 
has  nothing  to  do  out  to  fill  in  a  few  blanks; 
and  therefore,  when  an  order  is  required  to  be 
immediately  acted  upon,  there  can  he  no  real  or 
serious  difficulty  in  making  it  out  and  probably 
serving  it  at  once.  If  an  order  is  to  be  drawn 
up  and  is  to  be  in  writing,  then  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  it  ought  to  show  on  the  face  of  it 
that  it  is  a  good  or&t.  I  cannot  think  that  the 
signature  of  a  justice  to  an  order  of  this  kind  is 
meant  merely  to  verify  the  record,  as  it  were.  In 
my  opinion  it  is  intended  to  be  part  of  the  record 
itself,  and  to  indicate  who  has  made  the  order 
and  how  it  has  been  made.  The  schedules  to  the 
Act  are  by  sect.  317  to  be  read  and  have  effect  as 
parts  of  the  Act,  and  the  form  of  order  is  to  be 
varied  as  circumstances  may  require,  and  as  so 
varied  they  are  to  be  sufficient  for  all  purposes. 
But  then  counsel  for  the  respondents  argues  that 
because  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act 
of  1884,  the  forms  which  are  to  be  drawn  up  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  are  to  be  laid  on  the 
table  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament,  are  substi- 
tuted forthe  forms  which  were  originally  appended 
to  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  of  1848,  we  must 
look  to  them  to  see  what  form  would  be  sufficient 
in  the  present  case,  and  he  says,  as  the  only  form 
that  is  given  as  applicable  to  such  a  case  as  this, 
is  a  general  form  which  is  applicable  to  a  great 
many  kinds  of  orders  which  would  have  to  be  varied 
or  supplemented  by  written  matter  in  order  to  make 
them  complete  in  each  particular  case,  therefore, 
inasmuch  as  the  form  which  is  there  given,  con- 
tains the  signature  of  only  one  justice,  that  the 
mgnature  of  one  justice  is  sufficient.  But  I  think 
tl^t  that  overlooks  the  fact  that  in  rule  31  of  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Bules  1886  it  is  said  that 
the  forms  in  the  schedule  to  those  rules  are  to  be 
used  with  snch  variations  as  circumstances  may 
require.    Where  the  circumstances  require  that  an 


order  must  be  made  by  two  justices,  surely  that  is 
one  of  the  instances  in  which  the  regulations  or 
rules  themselves  direct  that  the  necessary  altera- 
tions should  be  made.  Therefore  I  do  not  thmk 
that  the  mere  fact  that  the  signature  of  only  one 
justice  is  provided  in  a  general  form  is  sufficient  to 
qualify  or  abrogate  the  necessity  of  letting  the 
order  appear  good  on  the  face  of  it.  Thinking, 
as  I  do,  that  the  signatures  of  the  justices  or 
magistrates  who  made  the  order,  are  not  merely 
for  verification,  but  are  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
suring that  the  record  shall  be  a  complete  memo- 
randum of  the  order  which  has  been  made,  and 
the  persons  who  made  it,  I  therefore  am  of 
opinion  that  if  two  justices  must  make  the  order, 
two  justices  must  sign  it. 

Kbnkbdt,  J. — ^I  agree;  and,  as  my  brothers 
have  so  fully  expressed  their  reasons,  I  have 
nothing  to  add. 

Appeal   allowed,,  hut    voWhovi  eo$U  of  ihit 
appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Spenoer,  Gibtot, 
and  Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  LyeU  and  Beten- 
(on,  for  Edmund  G.  WiUon,  Epsom. 


Monday,  April  18. 
(Before  Lord  Alyebbtoitb.  G.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 
Hbnnait  and  Co.  Lihitbd  v.  Duckwobth.  (a) 
Dentiitry — Unregistered  person — Supply  of  false 
teeth — Fitting  set  in  patient's  Tuouth — Bight  to 
recover  fee—"  Dental  operation,  dental  attend- 
ance or  advice  "—Dentists  Act  1878  (41  <t-  42 
Vict.  e.  33),  s.  6. 
A  person  who  teas  carrying  on  the  practice  of  a 
dentist,  but  who  was  not  registered  under  the 
Dentists  Act  1878,  made  by  the  defendant  and 
fitted  to  the  defendant's  mouth  a  set  of  false 
teeth  which  were  taken  for  the  defendant  and 
kept  and  used  by  him.     The  defendant  having 
refused  to  pay  for  the  same  : 
Held,  that  sect.  5  of  the  Dentists  Act  1878,  which 
prevented  an  unregistered  person  from  recover- 
ing any  fee  or  charge  for  "  the  performance  of 
any  dental  operation,  or  for  any  dental  attend- 
ance or  advice,"  did  not  prevent  the  unregistered 
person  from  recovering  the  price  of  the  set  of 
teeth   so  supplied,  as  distinguished  from  the 
fitting  of  the  same. 
Affeal  by  the  defendant  from  the  County  Court 
of  Lancashire,  held  at  Blackburn. 

The  plaintiffs,  J.  B.  Hennan  and  Go.  Limited, 
were  a  registered  company  with  a  registered  office 
at  Blackburn,  who  carried  on  the  practice  oE 
dentists  by  means  of  unregistered  managers  who 
were  not  duly  qualified  to  act  as  dentists  under 
the  Dentists  Act  1878,  and  they  brought  the 
present  action  to  recover  the  sum  of  5Z.,  the  price 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  for  a  set  of 
artificial  teeth  and  fillings. 

The  particulars  of  the  p  laintifb'  claim  were  as 
follows : 

To  npper  and  lower  sets  of  artifioial  tMth  sad 
fiUingi,  51. 

John  B.  Hennan  said  that  he  was  the  managing 
director  of  the  plaintiff  company,  that  he  was  not 

(«)  Baported  \)y  W.  W,  Obk,  E«q.,  BurlaMr-M-Lftw. 
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in  the  register,  but  that  he  was  apprentioed  to  a 
dentist  for  seven  years ;  that  the  defendant  called 
on  him  on  the  23rd  April  last,  when  he  (the 
defendant)  was  wearing  a  set  of  teeth  with  which 
he  was  not  satisfied ;  and  the  witness  said  that  he 
would  make  a  set  of  teeth  and  do  some  filling 
for  52.;  that  the  defendant  visited  him  fonr  times, 
and  tlwt  on  the  27Ui  April  the  set  was  fitted  in  ; 
that  a  Mr.  Aynley  fitted  them  in ;  that  he  (the 
defendant)  took  them  away,  and  that  he  had  a 
conversation  with  the  defendant  about  not  being 
qualified ;  that  the  defendant  came  and  com- 
plained, and  the  witness  offered  to  remedy  the 
set. 

Mr.  Aynley  said  that  the  price  was  fixed  for  the 
teeth;  that  he  fitted  them  in  the  defendant's 
month  about  the  27th  April;  and  that  the  teeth 
were  in  his  opinion  a  good  fit;  that  the  day 
before  the  action  was  entered  he  offered  to  alter 
them,  but  that  the  defendant  said  he  could  not 
spare  them. 

The  defendant  said  that  the  set  was  bad ;  when 
he  had  worn  them  a  week  he  went  and  complained, 
and  he  saw  Mr.  Hennan,  who  did  something  to 
them  and  told  him  to  keep  them  in  for  some 
weeks ;  he  again  saw  Mr.  Hennan  in  August  and 
said  they  were  wrong,  and  that  he  would  come  in 
sad  see  him  at  a  later  time ;  he  went  in  Sep- 
tember, when  Mr.  Hennan  wanted  them  for  the 
purpose  of  altering  them,  but  the  defendant  could 
not  spare  them  then.  Ultimately  this  action  was 
brought. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  objected  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  recover  on  the  ground 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  fees  or 
chaif^  for  the  performance  of  a  dental  operation 
or  for  dental  attendance  or  advice,  and  came 
within  the  provisions  of  sect.  5  of  the  Dentists 
Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict  c.  33). 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  held  that  the 
daim,  so  far  as  it  was  for  making  the  set  of 
teeth,  as  distinguished  from  the  fitting  of  the 
same  and  the  fiUings,  was  not  within  the  Act,  and 
he  assessed  the  amount  to  bs  recovered  in  respect 
of  such  making  at  the  sum  of  42.  48.  for  which 
amount  he  gave  judgment,  with  leave  to  appeal, 
as  he  considered  the  matter  of  pn^o  interest. 

The  defendant  appealed  upon  the  grounds  that ' 
the  judge  was  wrong  in  law  in  not  holding  that 
the  Dentists  Act  1878,  s.  5,  was  a  defence  to  the 
action,  and  in  not  entering  judgment  for  the 
defendant  or  non-suiting  the  plaintiffs  ;  and  that 
there  was  no  evidence  on  which  the  judge  could 
arrive  at  the  decision  he  did. 

Sect.  5  of  the  Dentists  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict, 
c.  S3)  provides : 

A  person  registered  under  this  Act  ihaU  be  entitled 
to  piaotiu  dectistrr  and  dental  sorgeiy  in  any  part  of 
Her  Majesty's  dominions,  and  from  and  after  the  first 
day  of  Angnst  one  thoniand  eight  hundred  and  seventy- 
nine,  a  person  (hall  not  be  entitled  to  leoover  any  fee  or 
chuie,  in  any  court,  for  the  performsnoe  of  any  dental 
operation,  or  for  any  dental  attendance  or  advioe,  nnleas 
he  is  registered  nnder  this  Aot,  or  is  a  legally  qualified 
medical  practitioner. 

B.  W.  Turner  for  the  defendant.  —  [Lord 
Alyerstone,  O.J.  —  The  defendant  kept  the 
teeth,  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  case 
we  must  assume  that  he  kept  them.]  Yes;  the 
learned  judge  gave  judgment  for  the  whole 
amount,  less  16s.,  which  he  assessed  as  the  costs 
of  the  fillings  and  the  fitting.      He  was  wi-ong  in 


allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  any  part  of  th& 
claim.  The  point  is  whether  under  the  Dentists- 
Act  the  plaintiffs  can  charge  for  the  bare  cost- 
of  the  materials,  in  which  case  there  ought  to  have 
been  some  evidence  offered  as  to  the  cost  of  th& 
materials.  If  a  person  went  into  a  dentist'a 
shop  and  simply  bought  a  set  of  artificial  teeth, 
without  any  attendance  or  advice  being  given, 
then  that  would  be  a  case  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  the  Act  would  not  apply  to  prevent 
the  person  from  recovering  the  price.  That  cas» 
is  totally  different  from  the  present.  With 
regard  to  a  person  who  does  dental  work  and 
carries  on  a  dental  practice,  it  is  not  the  value  of 
the  materials  supplied  for  which  the  charge  is 
made ;  the  materials  are  merely  incidental  to  th& 
work,  which  is  the  skilled  work  of  a  dentist. 
[Lord  Alvebstone,  O.J. — The  judge  has  not 
given  anything  for  "  dental  attendance "  or 
"  dental  aidvice  " ;  he  has  not  allowed  the  plaintiffs 
anything  for  fitting  nor  for  the  fillings ;  and  we 
must  take  it  that  what  he  has  given  is  the  cost 
of  making  a  frame  and  teeth,  and  that  he  has 
assessed,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly,  42.  48.  for 
the  gold  and  the  teeth.]  Yes,  for  the  cost  of  the 
materials.  What  a  dentist  charges  for  is  his 
dental  skill  in  pr<>paring  the  teeth  for  the  plate, 
in  taking  the  impression,  and  in  actually  ntiing 
the  teeth  to  the  mouth ;  but  the  section  does  not 
mean  to  hit  persons  who  merely  make  frames  and 
who  make  teeth  which  are  sold  to  dentists.  Th» 
fitting  in  of  the  gold  and  the  teeth  on  the  frame 
is  a  dental  operation,  and  it  is  dental  advice,  and 
the  giving  of  the  teeth  is  merely  ancillary  to  tho 
advice,  and  therefore  not  recoverable.  The  judge 
had  no  power  to  split  the  claim,  and  assess  so- 
much  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  so  much 
for  dental  operations.  The  real  claim  here  is  a 
claim  for  work  done  as  a  dentist,  for  dental  advice, 
attendance,  and  for  a  dental  operation,  and  that 
is  the  very  thing  the  section  was  intended  to 
prevent ;  and  to  allow  an  unregistered  person  to 
bring  an  action  for  the  materiaJJa  supplied  in  such 
a  case  would  be  to  encourage  a  class  of  actions 
which  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  prevent. 
There  is  no  hardship  in  not  allowing  such  persona 
to  recover  for  the  materials  supplied,  as  they  can 
protect  themselves  by  requiring  payment  before 
they  part  with  the  materials.  There  is  a  corre- 
sponding section  (sect.  32)  in  the  Medical  Act  1858, 
which  provides  that  no  unregistered  person  shall 
be  entitled  to  recover  any  charge  "  for  any  medical 
or  surgical  advice,  attendance,  or  for  the  per- 
formance of  any  operation."  IJnder  that  section 
an  unregistered  person  who  had  performed  a. 
surgical  operation  could  not  recover  a  charge  for 
the  sutures  or  other  things,  such  as  splints  or 
tubes  which  he  had  used.  The  reason  whv  the 
Legislature  in  that  section  added  the  worls 
"or  for  any  medicine  which  he  shall  have 
both  prescribed  and  supplied"  was  that_  at 
that  time  there  was  the  Pharmaceutical  Society 
of  Chemists,  a  body  which  supplied  medicines. 
They  may  not  prescribe  them,  but  they  may 
supply  them.  The  section  is  a  defence  to  the 
wh<Me  claim. 

J.  B.  Bandolph  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  learned 
judge  took  a  proper  view  of  the  section.  It  is 
admitted  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument  that 
the  figures  are  correct ;  and,  assuming  them  to 
be  correct,  the  judge  disallowed  everything  for 
fitting  these  teeth  and  so  on,  and  he  only  gave 
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the  plaintiffs  jad^ment  for  the  balance  for  that 
■which  they  could  supply.  The  supply  of  a  sefc  of 
false  teeth  is  really  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and 
not  work  and  laboar  done.  In  the  case  of  Lee 
T.  CMffin  (4  L.  T.  Rep.  546;  1  B.  &  S.  272)  a 
oerson  who  had  ordered  a  set  of  false  teeth  died 
oefore  they  were  delivered,  and  there  being 
no  memotandam  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
her  representative  would  not  pay  for  them.  The 
f)oint  turned  on  the  question  whether  the  dentitt 
was  right  in  suing  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
in  which  case  he  was  beaten  by  the  Statute  of 
iFrauds,  or  whether  he  was  right  in  suing 
for  work  and  labour  done,  in  which  oaee  the 
etatate  would  not  apply;  and  the  court  held 
that  it  was  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The 
court  there  drew  the  distinction  between  the  two 
causes  of  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
and  for  work  and  labour  done,  and  they  came 
-to  the  conclusion  that  a  set  of  teeth,  to  be 
made  for  the  person  and  fitted  to  the  month  and 
then  paid  for,  was  goods  sold  and  delivered. 
That  is  a  decision  to  show  that  the  sale  of  a 
«et  of  false  teeth  to  be  fitted  to  the  mouth  of 
the  patient  is  the  sale  of  a  chattel.  [He  was 
«topped.] 

LoBD  AxYSBSTONE,  C.J. — ^I  must  say  that  I 
have  a  strong  feeling  that  it  would  be  very  desir- 
able that    the  Dentists  Act  of  1878  should    be 
Amended,  if  it  is  thought  by  persons  who  are 
acqufunted  with  dental  matters  that  it  is  desirable 
that  only  registered  and  qualified  persons  should 
«npply  false  teeth  to  go    into  person's  months. 
I  can  well  imagine  that  although,  in  one  sense,  it 
is  quite  a  difCei'ent  thing  to  perform  an  operation 
«n  the  teeth,  the  mouth,  the  gums,  or  the  jaw, 
yet  at  the  same  time  it   may  be  an  extremely 
uncomfortable  and  unsuitable  thing,  and  I  dare- 
«ay,  perhaps  in  rare  cases,  a  dangerous  thingr  to 
have  improperly   fitted  teieth ;    but,  I  think  that, 
takine  the  language  of  sect.  5  of  the  Dentists  Act 
1878,  it  does  not  go  far  enough  to  include  snoh  a 
ease  as  this,  and  we  must  take  it  that,  at  any 
rate  in  1878,  the  common  use  of  false  teeth  was 
perfectly  well    known.     The  language  used  in 
sect.  5  is  that  the  unregistered  person  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  recover  any  fee  or  charge  "  for  the 
performance  of  any  dental  operation,  or  for  any 
cental   attendance    or  advice."     In  my  opinion, 
prima  faeie  certaiuly,  the  words  in  that  section 
"  dental  operation '     mean    operation  upon  the 
person— on  the  month  of  the  patient;  "dental 
attendance "  would  mean  advising  in  i-espect  of 
the  condition  of  the  month,  or  as  to  what  should 
be  done,  and  "  advice "  would,  of  course,  mean 
^something  of  the  same  character.    If  it  had  been 
intended  by  the    Legislature   that  the   section 
«honld  go  on  and  say :  "  And  nothing  supplied  by 
the  dentist  in  pursuance  or  in  consequence  of  such 
advice  shall  he  charged  for  " ;   I  think  we  should 
-expect  to  find  those  words  there.    And  I  myself 
am  a  little  pressed  by  the  fact  that,  in  the  corre- 
sponding section  in  the  Medical  Act,  which  was 
{lassed  in  1858,  the  Legislature  did  add  the  words  : 
'"  For  any  medicine  which  he   shall    have  both 
prescribed  and  supplied  " ;  whereas  in  the  Dentists 
Act  they  did  not  add :  "  For  any  teeth  prescribed 
or  supplied."     The  reason  given  by  counsel  for 
the  appellant — namely,  that  those   words  were 
inserted  in  the  Medical  Act  because  chemists  then 
existed  who  supplied  medicines  without  prescrib- 
ing—does not  seem  to  me  quite  a  sufficient  answer. 


This  Act,  being  an  Act  which  prevents  an 
unregistered  person  from  being  entitled  to 
recover  charges  and  fees,  must  be  construed 
strictly;  and  while  I  should  be  glad  if  it 
should  be  thought  desirable  that  the  Act 
should  be  amended  in  the  direction  I  have 
indicated,  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  going  too 
far  to  hold  that  the  learned  judge,  who  has 
expressly  excluded  any  charge  for  fitting  and 
advice  and  so  on,  was  wrong  in  the  view  he  took. 
Whether  he  has  giren  the  plaintiffs  too  much  is 
a  point  we  cannot  deal  with.  He  has  assessed 
the  amount  recoverable  on  a  right  principle, 
unless  the  Act  makes  the  supply  of  the  false 
teeth  part  of  the  "  dental  operation,"  the  "  dental 
attendance  "  or  "  advice,"  which  I  do  not  think 
it  does.  I  was  for  the  moment  pressed  by 
counsel's  suggestion  that  the  non-registered 
person  could  protect  himself  by  requiring  pay- 
ment beforehand,  and  by  saying  "  You  shall  not 
take  the  thing  away  until  you  have  paid  your 
money  for  it " ;  bnt  we  have  here  to  deal  with  a 
statute  which  prevents  a  person  from  having  the 
ordinary  rights  of  being  paid  for  articles  which 
he  has  supplied,  and  I  thmk  that  the  language 
of  the  section  in  not  sufficient  to  bring  such  a 
case  as  the  present  within  its  terms.  We  must 
hold,  therefore,  that  the  Connty  Court  judge  was 
right,  and  that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Wills,  J. — ^I  come,  with  some  reluctance,  to  the 
same  conclusion.  I  say  "  with  some  reluctance," 
because,  probably,  there  is  no  part  of  a  dentist's 
work  which  requires  more  care  and  very  often 
more  skill  than  the  preparation  and  the  mann- 
facture  of  false  teeth,  and  it  might  very  well  have 
been  that  the  words  would  have  covered  such  a 
case  as  this.  But  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  pos- 
sible to  say  that  making  the  teeth  can  come 
under  "  dental  attendance  or  advice."  Therefore 
we  are  really  driven  to  the  question  whether  the 
words  "  dental  operation  "  are  sufficiently  large  to 
include  such  work  as  this.  It  seems  to  me  that 
a  dental  operation — an  operation  in  respect  of  the 
teeth — reuly  means  an  operation  in  a  surgical 
sense,  something  that  is  to  be  done,  not  upon  the 
false  teeth,  but  upon  the  Uving  person,  and  that 
what  really  is  charged  for  here  is  that  which  was 
not  done  upon  the  person,  but  was  done  upon  the 
incomplete  set  of  false  teeth,  in  order  to  make 
them  fit  the  person;  and  I  do  not  think  that 
"  dental  operation  "  can  reasonablv  be  construed 
to  cover  such  a  state  of  things  as  that. 

Kennedy,  J. — I  concur,  and  have  nothing  to 

^  Appeal  dUmisted. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Budc,  Mellor,  and 
Norri$,  for  T.  J.  and  H.  Backhotue,  Blackburn. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Borotnan  and 
Curtis  Hayward,  for  H.  Duckioorth,  Blackbum. 
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PROBATE,  DIVOECE,  AND  ADMIRALTY 

DIVISION. 

ADMIEALTT   BUSINESS. 

March  17  and  18. 

(Before  Babnes,  J.  and  Tbinitf  Mastebs.) 

The  Sussbx.  (a) 

CoUition^FaUure  to  $tand  by  and  give  name — 
Compidtory  pilotage — Limiti  of  port  of  Liver- 
pool—^ Anne,  e.  8 — Slersey  Dock  Acts  Consolida- 
tion Act  1868  (21  &  22  Viet.  c.  92)— Merchant 
Shipping  Aet  1894  (57  &  53  Viet.  e.  60),  ss.  422, 
586,  603,  633. 

The  fact  of  a  vessel  after  collision  uiith  another 
vessel  not  standing  by  and  givina  her  name,  as 
required  by  sect.  422  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1894,  does  not  render  her  owners  liable,  if  at 
the  time  she  teas  eompuUorily  in  charge  of  a 
pilot. 

The  Queen  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  855  ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cos. 
0.  8.  242;  L.  Hep.  2  A.  &  E.  354)/oiIowed. 

A  collision  occurred  in  the  estuary  of  the  river 
Mersey  between  the  steamships  G.  and  S. 

By  sect.  127  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Acts  Consolidation 
Act  1858,  "  every  pilot  taking  upon  himself  the 
charge  of  any  vessel  shall,  if  so  required  by  the 
master  thereof,  pilot  sudi  vessel  so  far  to  the 
westward  as  the  .  .  .  Fairway  Buoy  of  the 
Queen's  Channel." 

Since  the  date  of  the  Act  the  buoy  has  been 
removed,  and  for  the  purposes  of  pilotage  the 
Bar  Lightship,  which  occupies  a  position  outside 
of  that  occupied  by  the  buoy,  is  treated  as  the 
westward  limit. 

The  Q.  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  at  anchor 
between  the  Bar  Lightship  and  the  place  where 
the  buoy  used  to  be. 

The  defendants  pleaded  that  the  S.  was  at  the 
time  of  the  eoUtsion  compuliorily  in  charge  of  a 
pilot. 

Meld,  that,  the  Fairway  Buoy  having  been  removed, 
the  Bar  Lightship  occupied  the  same  place 
relatively  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  127  of  the  Aet 
of  1858,  and  that  pilotage  was  therefore  compul- 
sory. 

AcTioK  for  damage  by  collision  broaght  by  the 
owners  of  (he  steamship  Gladestry  against  the 
owners  of  the  steamship  Sussex. 

The  collision  occurred  about  12.45  a.m  on  the 
20th  Dec.  1903,  about  one  mile  S.  i  E.  of  the 
Mersey  Bar  Lightahip. 

The  Gladestry  was  a  steamship  of  2360  tons 
gross  register,  and  at  the  time  was  on  a  voyage 
from  Savannah  to  Manchester  with  a  cargo  of 
cotton  and  phosphate  rock,  and'  manned  by  a 
crew  of  twenty-four  hands  all  told. 

At  the  time  of  the  collision  she  had  a  Liverpool 
pilot  on  board,  and  was  at  anchor,  heading  about 
S.S.E.,  and  exhibiting  the  regulation  anchor 
lights. 

The  Sussex  was  a  steamship  of  5174  tons  gross 
register,  and  was  on  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to 
London  with  a  general  cargo,  and  manned  by  a 
crew  of  fifty-nine  hands  all  told.  She  was  at  the 
time  of  the  collision  in  charge  of  a  duly  lioensoi 
Liverpool  pilot. 

The  defendants  admitted  that  the  collision  was 
caased  by  the  n^ligent  navigation  of  the  Sussex, 
but  alleged  that  it  was  occasioned  solely  by  the 

(fl)  Baportad  by  OBBiaToracB  HtAD,  Etq.,  Bwrltter-at-lAW. 


fault  of  the  pilot  in  charge,  and  that  the  collision 
took  place  within  a  district  in  which  pilotage  is 
oompolsory  by  law. 

Barnes,  J.  came  to  the  coaclusion  on  the  facta 
that  the  collision  was  solely  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  pilot  in  charge  of  the  Sussex. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  pilot  of 
the  Oladestry  that  the  Fairway  Buoy,  which 
marked  the  entrance  to  the  Queen's  Channel  in 
1858,  was  about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  nearer  in 
than  the  position  of  the  present  Bar  Lightship. 

A  lightship  was  first  placed  near  the  bar  in 
1873,  and  the  lightship  and  Fairway  Buoy 
co-existed  until  1876,  when  the  latter  was  removed 
and  nothing  put  in  its  place. 

In  1884  the  Bar  Lightship  was  moved  to  its 
present  position. 

It  was  also  alleged  by  the  plaiatifEs  that  those 
in  charge  of  the  Sussex  after  the  collision  failed, 
without  reasonable  cause,  to  stand  by  and  give 
the  name  of  their  vessel,  and  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  sect  422  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1894. 

Sect.  422  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894 
(57  &  53  Vict. c  60}  is  as  follows : 

(1)  la  every  oaee  of  coUition  between  two  veasels,  it 
■ball  be  the  duty  o(  the  maeter  or  peieoa  In  oharge  of 
eaob  vessel,  i(  and  so  far  aa  he  oan  do  so  withont 
dangfer  to  hia  own  veasel,  orew,  and  paaaengeri  (if  aay), 
(a)  to  render  t3  the  other  veaael,  her  muter,  orew,  and 
PMaengera  (if  any),  eaoh  asaiataaoe  as  may  ba  praotic- 
able,  and  may  be  neoeaauy  to  lave  them  from  any 
danger  oaniel  by  the  oolUaioa,  and  to  stay  by  the  other 
veaael  natil  he  haa  aaoertained  that  she  hu  no  need  of 
farther  aasiataace  ;  and  alao  (b)  to  give  to  the  master 
or  pjraon  ia  oharge  of  the  other  veaiel  the  nama  of  hia 
own  veaael  and  ot  tha  port  to  whioh  ehe  belongs,  and 
alao  the  namea  of  the  porta  from  whioh  she  oomea  and 
to  whioh  ahe  ia  bonad.  (2)  If  the  maater  or  peraon  in 
obarga  of  a  vessel  faila  to  comply  with  thia  seotioa,  am) 
no  reaaoaable  oaoae  for  aaoh  failare  ia  ahowo,  the  oolli- 
aion  aball,  in  the  abaenoe  of  prjjf  to  the  oontrary,  b» 
deemed  to  have  beea  oaaaed  by  hia  wrongf  al  act,  neglect, 
or  defanlt. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  at  the  time  of  the 
collision  the  Sussex  was  not  compulsorily  in 
charge  of  her  pilot  as  she  was  outside  the 
district  in  which  pilotage  is  compulsory. 

By  sect.  3  of  8  Anne,  c.  8 — an  Act  for  making 
a  convenient  dock  or  basin  at  Leverpoole  for  the 
security  of  all  ships  trading  to  and  from  the  said 
port  of  Leverpoole — the  limits  of  the  ports  are 
defined  as : 

The  limits  an  j  extent  whereof  are  as  far  as  a  certain 
place  in  Hoyle-Lake  called  the  Kadatonea,  and  from 
thence  all  over  the  river  Meraey  to  Warrington  and 
Frodaham  Bridges. 

The  material  sections  of  the  Mersey  Dock 
Acts  Consolidation  Act  1858  (21  &  22  Vict 
c.  92)  are  as  follows : 

Sect.  121.  The  board  may  examine  any  person,  being: 
of  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  ap  wards,  who  shall  have 
aerved  aa  an  apprentice  in  any  of  the  Liverpool  pilot 
bsata  for  not  leea  than  three  years  .  .  .  and  every 
such  apprentice  or  otiier  person  who  npon  any  encn 
examination  shall  be  foand  to  l>e  qnalilied  t j  act  as  a 
pilot,  and  shall  be  approved  of  by  the  board,  shall 
receive  a  lioenoe  in  writing,  aignad  by  tha  secretary  of 
the  board,  certifying  that  he  ia  dnly  qaalified  to  act  aa  a 
pilot  for  tiie  port  ot  Liverpool.    .    .    . 

Sect.  123  provides  for  a  penalty  on  persona 
acting  as  pilots  without  a  licence. 
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Sect.    124    provides    thafc  pilots  misbehaving 
themselves  are  to  have  their  licences  recalled. 

Seat.  127.  Erety  pilot  taking  npon  himaeU  the  ohar^ 
of  any  vessel  shall,  if  so  teqnired  by  the  master  thereof, 
pilot  aaoh  vessel,  if  sailine;  oat  of  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
throagh  the  Queen's  Channel,  so  far  to  the  westward  as 
the  traoy  commonly  called  or  known  hy  the  name  of  the 
formby  North- West  Buoy,  or  Fairway  Booy  of  the 
<}aeen's  Channel ;  and,  if  sailing  through  the  Book 
-Channel,  pilot  the  same  so  far  to  the  westward  as  the 
North- West  Bnoy  of  Hoyle  ;  and  any  pilot  who  shall  in 
any  snoh  oase  refuse  to  pilot  snoh  vessel  to  snch  dis- 
tuioe  as  aforesaid  shall  forfeit  his  right  to  receive  any 
«nm  of  money  for  piloting  such  vessel,  and  may  also, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  board,  be  deprived  of  his 
lioenoe. 

Beet.  133.  The  hoard  may  from  time  to  time  deter- 
mine, vary  and  alter  and  fix  rates  of  pilotage  to  be  paid 
to  pilots  for  piloting  vessels,  snoh  rates  to  be  aooording 
to  the  draught  of  water  of  such  vessels,  and  to  be  within 
the  limit :  that  is  to  say,  (a)  as  to  British  vessels  :  For 
piloting  a  vessel  from  the  distance  of  the  Great  Orme's 
Head  or  tbe  coast  of  Wales  to  the  port  of  Liverpool,  not 
less  than  five  shiUiogs  nor  more  than  eight  shillings  per 
foot ;  for  piloting  a  vessel  any  greater  distance  to  the 
port  of  Liverpool,  not  leas  than  six  shillings  nor  more 
than  nine  shillings  per  foot ;  for  piloting  a  vessel  out  of 
■the  port  of  Liverpool,  not  less  than  three  shillings  and 
oot  more  than  tonr  idiillings  per  foot ;  for  piloting  a 
posting  vessel,  inclnding  therein  vessels  trading  with 
Ireland,  the  islands  of  Faro  or  Ferro,  Ouemsey,  Jersey, 
Aldemey,  Sark,  and  Man,  either  into  or  out  of  the 
port  of  Liverpool,  one  half  only  of  the  above  rates 
respectively. 

Sect.  IS9.  In  oase  the  master  of  any  vessel,  being 
outward  bound,  and  not  being  a  coasting  vessel  in 
ballast,  or  under  the  burthen  of  100  tons,  for  which 
provision  is  otherwise  made,  shall  prooeed  to  sea,  and 
ahall  refuse  to  take  on  board  or  to  employ  a  pilot,  he 
shall  pay  to  the  pilot  who  shall  first  offer  himself  to 
pilot  the  same  the  full  pilotage  rate  that  would  have 
been  payable  for  such  vessel  if  snoh  pilot  had  actually 
piloted  the  same  into  or  out,  as  the  oase  may  be,  of 
<he  said  port  of  Liverpool,  together  with  sU  expenses 
inoorred  in  recovering  the  same. 

Bj  sects.  586,  603.  and  633  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1894  (57  &  58  Vict.  o.  60)  it  is  pro- 
vided as  follows : 

Sect.  586  (1).  A  pilot  shall  be  deemed  a  qualified  pilot 
tor  the  purpossB  ol  this  Act  if  duly  licensed  by  any 
pilotage  authority  to  conduct  ships  to  which  he  does 
not  belong.  (2)  Every  qualified  pilot,  on  his  appoint- 
ment, shall  receive  a  licence  containing  his  name  and 
usual  place  of  abode,  a  description  of  his  person,  and  a 
speoifioation  of  the  limits  within  whioh  he  is  qnali- 
fied  to  act.  (4)  Every  qnalifled  pilot  acting  beyond 
•the  limits  for  whioh  he  is  qualified  by  his  licence  shall 
bs  considered  an  nnqnaUfied  pilot. 

Sect.  603  (1).  Snbjeot  to  any  alteration  to  be  made 
bj  the  Board  of  Trade  or  by  aoy  pilotage  authority  in 
pursuance  of  the  powers  hereinbefore  contained,  the 
employment  of  pilots  shall  oontinue  to  be  compulsory 
in  all  districts  where  it  was  compulsory  immediately 
before  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  but  all  exemptions 
from  oompnlsory  pilotage  shall  continue  to  be  in  force- 
^2)  If  within  a  district  where  pilotage  is  compnlsory 
the  master  of  an  uaexempted  ship  after  a  qualified  pilot 
has  offered  to  take  charge  of  the  ship,  or  has  made  a 
signal  for  the  purpose,  pilots  his  ship  himself  without 
holding  the  necessary  certificate,  he  shall  be  liable  for  each 
offence  to  a  fine  of  double  the  amount  of  the  pilotage 
does  that  oonld  be  demanded  for  the  conduct  of  tbe 
ship. 

Sect.  633.  An  owner  or  master  of  a  ship  shall  not  be 
-answerable  to  aoy  person  whatever  for  any  loss   or 


damage  oooasionecl  by  the  fault  or  incapacity  of  any 
qualified  pilot  aotlng  in  charge  of  that  ship  within  any 
district  where  the  employment  of  a  qualified  pilot  is 
oompnlsory  by  law. 

The  pilotage  certificate  which  had  been  given  to 
the  pilot  of  the  Suatex  was  as  follows : 

Pilot  of  the  first  class. — Pilot  boat  No.  3. — Lioencs 
No.  104. — The  Merae;  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  Pilotage 
Department. — To  all  whom  it  may  concern,  be  it  known 
that  Oeorge  F.  Parkinson,  aged  sixty-five  years,  being 
Sf t.  Sin.  in  stature,  having  a  fair  oomplexion,  and  whose 
plaoe  of  abode  is  20,  Sandown-road,  Seaforth,  having  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Mersey  Dock  Aots 
Consolidation  Act  1858  been  duly  examined  and  found 
to  be  qualified  to  conduct  any  vessel  into  or  oat  of 
Liverpool,  Holyhead,  Beaumaris,  Chester,  Fleetwood, 
Pile  of  Foudre,  and  the  Isle  of  Man,  is  by  this  certificate 
duly  lioensed  to  act  as  a  pilot  of  the  first  class  for  the 
port  of  Liverpool,  from  the  date  thereof  until  the  1st 
day  of  June  1904,  provided  that  he  shall  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  said  Act,  and  of  all  other  Aots 
binding  npon  him  in  relation  to  pilotage,  and  with  every 
order  or  by-law  made  by  the  said  board,  and  shall  ooo- 
dact  himself  with  propriety  and  prudence. — Given  by  the 
said  board. — Milks  K.  Burton,  Secretary. 

Piekford,  K.C.  and  Balloeh  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  SruBex  must  be  found  to  blame  as  she  failed 
to  stand  by  and  give  her  name  after  the  collision, 
as  required  bj  sect.  422  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  1894.  It  may  be  that,  if  it  is  shown  that  the 
collision  was  solely  the  fault  of  the  pilot,  then 
there  is  proof  to  the  oontrary  within  the  meaning 
of  the  section : 

The  Queen,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  855 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
O.  S.  242  ;  L.  Bep.  2  A  ft  E.  354. 

[BA.BNES,  J. — I  think  that,  assuming  the  pilot 
was  compulsorily  in  charge  at  the  time  of  the 
collision,  the  fault  for  not  standing  hj  was  his.] 
The  Siissex  at  the  time  was  not  compnlsorilj  in 
charge.    She  was  going  oat  through  the  Queen's 
Channel,  and  the  collision  hsppened  outside  the 
place  where  the  Fairway  Buoy  used  to  be — ^that  is 
to  say,  outside  the  limits  fixed  by  sect.  127  of 
the  Act  of  1858.    It  is  true  that  the  rate  charged 
by  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour  Board  is  to 
the  Bar  Lightship,  but  the  board  have  no  power 
to  extend   the  limits  fixed   by  the  Act.    If  the 
Bock  Board  see  fit  to  remove  the  landmarks,  it 
may  make   it   more    difficult   to   tell   when  the 
vessel  is  outside  the  district  in  which  pilotage  is 
compulsory,  but  that  does  not  alter  the  liabilities 
of  the  parties.    The  fact  of  the  pilot  remaining 
on  board  after  the  spot  where  the  buoy  used  to  be 
is  immaterial.    The  cases  of  Oeneral  Steam  Navi- 
gation  Company  v.   British  and  Colonial  Steam 
Navigation  Company  (20  L.  T.  Eep.  581 ;  3  Mar. 
Law  Cas.  O.  S.  237;  L.  Rep.  4  Ex.  238)  and  The 
Charlton  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  49 ;  8  Asp.  Mar.  Law  Cas. 
29)  are  not  in  point.    In  those  cases  the  collision 
took  place  in  a  district  in  which  the  pilot  was 
licensed  to  act,  and  he  was  paid  a  rate  fixed  for  the 
whole  district.    In  the  present  case  he  was  licensed 
to  take  vessels  into  and  out  of  the  port  of  Liver- 
pool.   The  question  must  be  determined  at  some 
time  or  another  whether  the  pilot  is  compulsorily 
in  charge  or  not.    If  it  is  said  that  the  fact  of  his 
being  on  board  and  in  charge  is  sufficient,  where 
is  one  to  stop  ?    The  contention  would  be  just  as 
good  a  one  for  a  vessel  during  her  voyage  across 
the  full  breadth  of  the  Atlantic  as  for  a  few  miles. 
Under  sect.  133  the  Mersey  Docks  and  Harbour 
Board  only  have  sbitatory  power  to  levy  rates  for 
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tbe  pilotage  of  reesels  into  and  ont  of  the  port  of 
LiverpooL  It  may  be  said  that  if  yon  take  a 
pilot  yon  pay  him  for  piloting  your  Tessel  to  the 
Bar  Idghtahip,  and  therefore  he  is  never  yonr 
serrant,  bat  that  would  apply  eqnally  to  a  pro- 
Tision  for  piloting  vessels  to  Holyhead,  or  any 
other  place  outside  the  port  of  Liverpool.  It  is 
to  be  noti(»d  that  the  terms  of  the  licence  are  for 
the  port  of  Liverpool  only. 

AtpinaU,  E.G.  and  Noad,  for  the  defendants, 
contra. — ^The  real  test  is  whether  the  owner  has  a 
choice  and  is  allowed  to  say  whether  or  not  he 
will  take  a  pilot,  or  whether  he  is  obliged  to  take 
one,  whether  he  will  or  not.  As  Lord  Esher,  M.B.. 
says  in  The  Charlton  (73  L.  T.  Rep.,  at  p.  51 ;  8 
AMp.  Mar.  Law  Gas.,  at  p.  30) :  "  When  therefore 
he  took  this  pilot  on  board,  he  mnst  have  taken 
him  in  the  ordinary  way  by  giving  notice  at  the 
pilotage  station  at  Bristol  that  his  ship  was  going 
out  from  Bristol,  and  would  require  a  pilot.  He 
does  not  select  a  pilot ;  he  is  not  allowed  to  ;  he 
is  obliged  to  take  the  pilot  whom  he  does  not 
select,  and  that,  in  itself,  makes  that  pilot  com- 
pulsory." It  will  be  seen  from  the  licence  that 
the  pilot  had  knowledge  of  various  ports.  What 
the  authorities  were  dealing  with  was  the  require- 
ments of  their  own  port.  It  was  necessary  that 
the  pilot  should  have  knowledge  of  the  neigh- 
bouring ports.  Th^re  is  here  an  obligation  to 
take  &  pilot  into  and  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
and  Parliament  has  seen  fit  to  give  the  Mersey 
Docks  and  Harbour  Board  powers  to  license 
pilots  to  act  far  outside  their  own  port.  In  1858 
the  conditions  were  such'  that  it  was  well  known 
where  the  Fairway  Buoy  was.  They  have  since 
altered,  and  the  Harbour  Board  have  adapted 
their  regulations  to  the  change  of  circumstances. 
It  is  submitted  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
that  prevents  the  Harbour  Board  from  varying 
the  limits' of  the  pilotage  district. 

Piek/ord,  K.C.  in  reply. — The  argument  of  the 
defend^ts  comes  to  this :  If  the  shipowner  treats 
the  pilot  as  compulsorily  in  charge  because  he 
has  been  compelled  to  take  him  originally,  then 
he  is  not  liable  for  his  negligence.  There  is  no 
authoritgr,  no  principle  of  law  to  support  such  a 
proposition.  It  does  not  matter  whether  you 
mean  to  make  a  man  your  servant  or  not ;  you 
must  show  that  you  were  obliged  to  employ  him 
and  put  him  in  charge ;  and,  unless  you  are  com- 
pelled to  do  BO,  you  are  liable.  If  the  pilot's 
licence  does  not  extend  beyond  the  place  men- 
tioned in  sect.  127  of  the  Act  of  1858,  then  he 
becomes  an  unqualified  pilot  as  soon  as  that  place 
has  been  reached.    See 

Ssoi.  586,  Bub-Beot.  4  of  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Aot  1894. 

There  is  nothing  in  sect.  133  which  gives  the 
Dock  Board  the  power  contended  for.  This  is 
clearly  shown  by  the  words,  "  such  rates  to  be 
according  to  the  draught  of  water  of  such  vessels, 
and  to  be  within  the  limits  following,  &a." 

Babnbs,  J. — This  is  a  case  of  collision  which 
took  place  on  the  20th  Dec.  last,  at  a  little  before 
one  o'clock  in  the  morning,  bertween  the  steam- 
ship Gladestry  and  the  steamship  Suraeir,  about 
one  mile  S.  i  E.  of  the  Mersey  Bar  Lightship. 
The  Gladestry  is  a  screw  steamer  belonging  to 
the  port  of  West  Hartlepool,  of  2360  tons  gross 
register,  and,  whilst  on  a  voyage  from  Savannah 
to  Manchester  with  a  cargo  of  cotton  and  phos- 


phate rock,  had  anchored  at  the  spot  where  th» 
collision  took  place.  I  nnderstand  she  had  a. 
Liverpool  pilot  on  board,  but  nothing  turns  on 
the  question  of  what  was  done  on  board  her.  Her 
regulation  lights  were  burning — that  is  to  say, 
the  regulation  lights  for  a  vessel  over  150ft. 
in  length,  at  anchor,  according  to  the  rules 
which  govern  the  river  Mersey.  Whilst  in  that 
position,  at  anchor,  she  was  run  into  by  th& 
Siutex.  The  stem  of  the  Sussex  struck  the  port 
side  of  the  Gladestry  forward  of  the  fore  rigging. 
The  Gladestry  at  the  time  was  heading  about- 
S.S.E.,  and  the  tide  was  about  ebb,  running  about 
a  knot.  The  defendants'  vessel,  the  Sussex,  is  a. 
screw  steamer  of  5474  tons  gross  register,  and 
was  bound  ont  from  Liverpool  to  London.  Sh» 
was — ^I  am  using  the  term  in  the  neutral  sense  at 
present — in  charge  of  a  duly  licensed  Liverpool 
pilot,  who  had,  I  presume,  been  obtained  in  the 
usual  way ;  because  the  master  of  the  defendants' 
ship,  in  answer  to  this  question :  "  Had  they  (th» 
broKers  in  Liverpool)  notified  the  pilotage  autho- 
rities that  you  would  require  a  pUot  ? '  said  "  I 
instructed  them  to "  and  "  A  pilot  came  on 
board."  The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  tJie 
owners  of  the  defendant  vessel  are  responsible 
for  the  damage  which  was  thus  occasioned  to  the 
plaintiffs'  ship.  The  defendants'  ship,  according 
to  the  captain's  evidence,  suffered  no  damage  at 
all.  The  charges  that  are  made  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  statement  of  claim  impute  negligent  navi* 
gation  to  those  on  the  Sassex,  and  they  also 
impute  a  breach  of  the  422nd  section  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894.  The  defendants 
in  their  defence  say  as  follows :  "  The  defendants 
admit  that  the  plaintiffs  have  suffered  damage 
by  a  collision  between  their  steamship  Gladestry 
and  the  steamship  Sussex,  belonging  to  the  defen- 
dants, and  that  such  coUision  was  solely  caused 
by  the  negligent  navigation  of  the  Sussex.  They 
deny  that  such  negligent  navigation  was  by  them- 
selves or  their  servants  or  by  any  person  for 
whose  acts  they  are  responsible  at  law."  Then 
they  plead  in  the  second  paragraph  the  usual  plea 
of  compulsory  pilotage  and  allege  that  the 
damage  was  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  incapacity 
of  the  pilot  in  charge  of  the  Sussex.  They  say 
that  the  pilot.  "  though  the  lights  of  the  Gladestry 
were  reported  to  him  when  the  Sussex  was  more 
than  a  mile  distant  from  the  Glauiestry,  so  navi- 
gated the  Sussex  that  she  ran  into  the  Gladestry, 
which  was  lying  at  anchor."  That  is  the  state 
of  the  pleadings.  The  plaintiffs'  vessel  being  at 
anchor,  with  proper  lights  showing — there  is  no- , 
dispute  as  to  that — and  the  defendants'  vessel 
having  navigated  into  her  in  weather  that  was 
quite  clear  enough  for  the  moving  vessel  to  keep 
clear  of  the  one  at  anchor  without  the  slightest 
difficulty,  it  is  quite  obvious  that  the  defendants*' 
vessel  is  to  blame  for  this  collision,  and  that  the 
defendants  would  be  liable  for  this  collisioa 
unless  they  are  exempted  by  reason  of  the  vessel 
being  in  charge  of  a  compulsory  pilot  at  the  time. 
I  thuik  it  will  appear  when  I  come  to  deal  with 
the  case  before  Sir  Robert  Phillimore  that  that 
question  of  compulsion,  or  non-compulsion,  de- 
termines both  questions  in  the  case — namely,  the 
responsibility  for  the  navigation  of  the  Sussex  and 
the  point  raised  under  the  422ad  seotionof  the  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act  1894.  The  first  point  to  deter- 
mine is  one  which  I  have  aready  given  my  view 
abont — namely,  whether  the  pilot  was  alone  to 
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blame.     There  is  not,  to  my  mind,  the  slit^^bteBt 
doubt  about  that.     [His  Lordship  then  dealt  with 
the  evidence  as  to  this,  and  as  to  whether  there 
had  been  a  breach  of  the  proTisions  of  ^eot.  422 
of   the    Merchant    Shipping    Act    1894.]      The 
pilot,  who  was  called  here,  was  not  asked  anj 
question  abont  this  part  of  the  cate  at  all,  and  so 
I  have  nothing  bat  the  evidence  about  it  to  which 
I  have  already  referred.    Now,  I  do  not  think, 
«fter  considering  the  evideoce,  that  the  master  of 
the  defendants'  sbip  intentionally  wished  to  run 
away  or  keep  his  name  dark.    It  would  not  have 
been  the  slightest  use  trying  that,  because  there 
was  a  pilot  on  board,  who  had  been  taken  on 
board  in  the  usual  way,  and  they  must  have 
known  all  abont  it  afterwards.    But  what  I  think 
is  the  explanation  is  that  which  he  gives  himself. 
He  said  he  was  excited  and  worried.     But  the 
question  is  whether  a  master  in  charge  of  a  large 
vessel  like  this  is  entitled   to   be  excited  and 
worried,    and    not   stand   by  simply   for   that 
reason.     In  my  judgment,  there  was  in  fact  a 
fiulnre  to  stand  by  and  give  the  name,   under 
sect.  422,  and  the  question  that  then  comes  to  be 
oonsidered  is  whether  a  reasonable  cause  for  such 
failure  has  been  shown.    Both  I  and  the  Elder 
Brethren,  who  are  much  better  judges  about  this 
than  myself,  think  that  no  reasonable  cause  has 
been  shown  for  this  failure.    If  we  were  to  allow 
cause  to  be  shown  on  such  facta  as  these,  every 
shipmaster  would  be  able  to  show  cause.    In  my 
judgment  there  has  been  no  reasonable  cause 
shown  for  failure  to  oomply  with  some  part  of 
sect.  422,  at  all  events.    That  brings  me  to  the 
law  applicable  to  the  oase.      The  position  was 
this :  There  was,  from  what  I  have  shown,  in  my 
opinion  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  pilot  alone 
which  caused  the  collision.    There  was  failure  to 
comply  with   sect.  422,  and  there  has  not  been 
sufficient   cause    shown    for  that   fulure.      But 
as  the  pilot  was  in  charge  in  fact,  then,  if  he 
were    compnlsorily    in    charge    the    negligence 
of  the  pilot  alone  would  not  render  the  owners 
responsible  for  the  navigation  of  the  vessel,  and  the 
failure  to  comply  with  sect.  422  would,  in  my  judg- 
ment, according  to  Sir  Robert  Phillimore's  deci- 
mm  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  (vbi  sup.),  not  make 
the  collision  one  deemed  to  have  been  caused  by 
the  master  or  any  other  servant  of  the  shipowners. 
Sub-sect.  2,  it  will  be  remembered,  says  that  it 
the  master  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vesEel  fails  to 
comply  with  this  section,  and  no  reasonable  cause 
for  such  failure  is  shown,  the  collision  shall,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  conti-ary,  be  deemed 
to  have  been  caused   by   his    -wrongful  act   or 
default.    Now,  Sir  Robert  Phillimore,  in  dealing 
with  the  correspondincr  section  of  the  older  Act 
<25  &  26  Tict.  c.  63,  s.  33),  in  which  the  words  are 
"person    in    charge,"  said    (20    L.  T.  Bep.,  at 
p.  855 ;  3  Mar.  Law  Cas.  O.  S.,  at  p.  242 ;  L.  Bep.  2 
A.  &  E.,  at  p.  355) :  "  It  has  been  argued  on  behalf 
of  the  Lord  John  ButteU" — one  of  the  ships  in 
that  case — "that  the  Queen  is  not  entitled  to 
claim  this  exemption  upon  two  grounds.    First, 
upon  the  construction  of  sect.  33  of  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  63.    And  this  upon  two  grounds.    First, 
it  is  said  that  the  'person  in  charge'  intended  by 
that   section    must,    having    reference   to  the 
context,  be  deemed  to  be  the  mastor,  and  with 
this  part  of  the  argument  I  agree.    Secondly,  it 
is  contended  that  whereas  the  master  has  been 
goilty,  as  in  this  instance,  of  a  violation  of  his 


duty  in  offering  no  assistance  to  the  other  vessel 
which  came  into  collision,  he  is,  by  the  words  of 
the  statute,  to  be  deemed  alone  to  blame  for  the 
collision,  and  that  it  follows  by  neoessary  impli- 
cation that  the  pilot-exemption,  so  to  speak,  is 
taken  away.  With  this  portion  of  the  argument 
I  am  quite  unable  to  agree.  There  is  no  doubt, 
on  the  assumption,  of  course,  that  the  pilot  is 
alone  to  blame  for  the  collision,  that  his  liability 
and  the  exemption  of  the  master  attached  when, 
that  fact  took  place ;  and  if  it  was  intended  by 
the  statute  to  say  that  the  subsequent  misconduct 
of  the  master  would  remove  the  exemption  and  fix 
the  liability  of  the  collisicn  upon  the  master,  the 
language,  in  order  to  produce  this  result,  ought 
to  have  been  much  clearer  and  plainer  than  I 
now  read  it  to  be."  Even  assuming  that  the 
failure  was  to  be  treated  as  that  of  the  master — 
I  am  not  concerned  for  the  moment  in  considering 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  because  the  effect  of 
the  decision  that  the  pilot  is  solely  respon- 
sible is  that  proof  to  the  contrary  has  beien  shown, 
and  it  clears  the  master  and  other  servants  of 
the  shipowners.  Because  the  wording  of  the  sub- 
section is :  "  The  collision  shall,  in  the  absenoo  of 
Eroof  to  the  contrary,  be  deemed  to  be  caused  by 
is  wrongful  act  or  default."  The  master  and  other 
servants  of  the  shipowner  are  not  responsible, 
and  the  collision  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been 
caused  by  their  wrongful  act  or  default.  Now 
that,  I  think,  both  counsel  have  agreed,  in  this 
case  leaves  the  question  to  be  determined,  which 
governs  both  points.  Was  the  pilot  in  this  case 
compulsory  or  not?  The  pilot  was,  in  fact, 
navigating,  and  the  question  is  reduced  to  this : 
Was  he  oompulsorily  in  charge  P  Or,  perhaps, 
having  regard  to  the  defendwts'  argument,  I 
might  sav.  Was  he  in  charge  in  such  circum- 
stances that  the  owners  are  not  liable  for  his 
acts  ?  That  covers  the  various  points  taken  by 
Mr.  Aspinall  in  connection  with  the  various  cases 
cited.  This  question  turns  upon  a  certain  curious 
state  of  facts,  and  also  upon  tne  Mersey  Dock  Acta 
Consolidation  Act  of  1858,  some  of  the  sections 
of  which  were  recently  oonsidered  in  this  court. 
Now,  that  Act  makes  pilotage  compulsory  for 
outward  bound  ships.  I  need  not  go  into  the 
q  uestion  here  of  inward  boun  d  ships.  We  have  had 
that  discussed  already.  The  rections  which  apply 
to  this  subject  are  sects.  121, 123,  124,  in  par- 
ticular sect.  127.  and  sects.  133  and  139.  The 
general  effect  of  those  sections — I  am  only  sum- 
marising them — is  that,  so  far  as  outward  bound 
ships  are  concerned,  the  pilotage  is  compulsory, 
and  a  pilot  must  be  employed  to  pilot  the  vessel 
out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool.  The  port  of  Liver- 
pool is  defined  by  the  old  statute  of  8  Anne,  c.  8, 
in  these  words :  [His  Lordship  then  read  the 
section.]  The  vessel  is  under  pilotage  out  of 
that  port.  Now,  the  collision  in  tnis  case,  I  think 
there  can  be  no  dnubt,  took  place  outside  the  port 
of  Liverpool.  The  spot  which  I  have  already 
stated  as  being  the  place  of  the  collision  is  to 
the  westward,  considerably,  of  the  place  called 
the  Bedstone.  The  particular  section  under 
which  the  present  difficulty  arises  is  the  127th 
section,  which  provides  that  every  pilot  taking 
upon  himself  the  charge  of  any  vessel  shall,  if 
so  required  by  the  master  thereof,  pilot  the  said 
vessel,  if  sailing  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool, 
through  the  Queen's  Channel,  as  far  as  the  buoy 
commonly  called  or  known  as  the  Form  by  N.W. 
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Baoy,  and  as  the  bnoy  commonly  called  or  known 
^  the  name  of  Fairway  Baoy  in  the  Qaeen's 
ChanTiel,  &c.,  and  that  every  pilot  who  shall  in 
Any  each  case  refnse  to  pilot  aach  vessel  shall 
forfeit  his  right  to  receive  the  pilotage  rates 
and  at  thia  discretion  of  the  board  be  deprived 
of  his  licence.  At  the  time  that  the  Act  of 
1858  was  passed  it  appears  to  be  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  buoy  called  the  Fairway  Baoy,  and  it 
aeemB  to  have  been  placed  on  the  charts  by  the 
name  of  the  Bell  Beacon,  at  the  outside  end  of 
the  Qaeen's  Channel,  which  appears  to  be  that 
part  of  the  Crosby  Channel  to  the  westward,  the 
Formby  Channel  going  more  to  the  N.  or  N.W. 
That  Bell  Beacon  is  shown  on  the  oldest  chart 
that  has  been  famished  to  me,  corrected  np  to 
May  1870,  and  it  is  shown  as  a  little  outside  the 
five  fathom  line.  It  is  shown  well  clear  of  the 
bar,  as  it  then  existed,  and  it  has  been  agreed  in 
tite  conrae  of  the  argument  that  that  is  about,  or 
I  may  take  it  that  is  about,  the  position  of  the 
Bell  Beacon  or  Fairway  Bnoy  in  1858.  I  do  not 
Buppoee  it  is  precisely  the  same,  becanse  changes 
of  a  slight  character  may  have  been  made  from 
time  to  time ;  but  at  any  rate  it  is  sufficiently 
near  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  case.  Now, 
that  position  has  been  transferred  by  the  Elder 
Brethren,  for  me,  on  to  the  latest  chart  I  have 
been  famished  with — ^namely,  one  published  on 
the  21st  Dec.  1903 ;  and  it  will  be  found  that  that 
poriiaon  puts  the  old  site  of  the  Fairway  Baoy  a 
uttle  to  the  eastward  of  what  is  marked  on  the 
present  chart  as  QB  2  gas  light  fixed  and  black 
baoy  on  the  northern  side  of  the  channel,  and  a 
little  to  the  S.  and  W.  of  Q  3,  and  almost  on  top 
of  a  very  shallow  sounding  on  the  banks.  The 
state  of  things  at  the  present  time  is  that  that 
bnoy  has  been  removed  and  has  been  removed  for 
some  considerable  time,  as  I  nnderstand,  and  in 
recent  years  the  bar  has  extended  itself  farther 
and  farther  out  to  sea,  as  far  as  one  can  judge 
from  these  charts ;  and  in  still  more  recent  years 
the  channel  has  been  dredged  somewhat  to  the 
westward  of  the  old  site  of  the  Fairway  Buoy, 
and  is  now  marked  on  the  chart  as  "  dredged 
cat " ;  and  there  are  four  gas  baoys  marking  that 
dredged  cot,  and  they  are  marked  as  Q  2  and  Q 1 
on  the  northern  side  and  B  1  and  B  2  on  the 
sontbem  side.  Those  buoys  are  all  inside  the  five 
fathom  line.  Now,  the  place  of  the  collision, 
which  has  also  been  marked  for  me  on  the  chart, 
is  shown  on  the  chart  which  I  am  referring  to  as 
about  half  to  three-quarters  of  an  inch  below  the 
centre  of  the  word  Bidstone,  jost  between  the 
two  figures  5  and  5^.  There  is  now,  and  has  buen 
for  a  long  time — I  think  it  has  been  said  since 
1884 — the  Bar  Lightship,  which  is  shown  on 
the  1903  chart  to  the  westward  a  little  of 
the  five  fathom  line  and  the  northern  exit 
of  the  Qaeen's  Channel.  So  that  if  you  run 
on  past  these  gas  buoys  Q  2  and  Q  1  and 
completely  cross  the  bar,  and  then  pass  over  the 
five  fathom  line,  in  a  very  short  distance  you 
4mme  upon  the  Bar  Lightship.  So  that  the  place 
of  the  collision  is  outside  the  old  position  of  the 
Fairway  Buoy  and  inside  the  position  of  the  Bar 
Lightship.  The  point  is  now  made  that  under 
sect.  127  of  the  Act  the  pilot's  duties  ceased,  and 
compulsory  pilotage  ceased,  as  soon  as  the  vessel 
paased  the  position  in  which  the  old  Fairwav 
B«oy  was  when  the  Act  of  1858  was  passea. 
Tbere  is  one  point,  before  dealing  with  that  main 


point  in  the  case,  which  I  will  dispose  of  shortly. 
Mr.  Aspinall  contended  that  sect.  133  g^ve  the 
Dock  Board  power  to  extend  the  limits  to  which 
ships  had  to  be  taken.    That  section  states  that 
the  board  may  from  time  to  time  vary  and  fix  the 
i-ates  to  be  paid  for  pilotage,  and  his  contention 
was  that  as  the   board  had  done   something — 
namely,  treat  the  Bar  Lightship  as  the  place  to 
which  the  pilots  had  to  go — they  had  extended  the 
distance  to  which  ships  have  to  be  taken,  by  virtue 
of  the  133rd  section.    I  do  not  myself  regard  that 
section  as  having  any  such  effect  as  contended  for 
by  Mr.  Aspinali.      Pilotage   is  compulsory  on 
vessels  outward  bound,  as  I  have  already  said, 
except  in  the  case  of  certain  small  vessels,  and  I 
rc^rd  this  section  as  a  section  which  only  deals 
with  the  rates  which,  within  certain  limits,  the 
board  may  fix.    I  do  not  think  that  section  has 
any  application  to  the  present  case.    Now,  so  tar 
as  the  Dock  Board  is  concerned,  what  has  been 
done  with  regard  to  this  matter  appears  to  be 
that  they  have  taken  away  the  old  t>eacon,  th^ 
have  placed  the  Bar  Lightship  in  the  position 
which  I  have  described,  they  have  placed  the 
gas  buoys  which  1  have  referred  to,  they  have 
deepened    the   channel,    and    they   hare    fixed 
pilotage   rates.    The  sheet  before  me  gives  the 
compulsory  pilotage  rates  outward :    Liverpool 
to  Bar  Lightship,  or  Hofse  Channel   Fairway 
Baoy.     So  tax  as  the  present  case  is  concerned 
the   rate   is  Liverpool    to   Bar  Lightship.    The 
evidence    shows   that    the    pilot    in    this    case 
was  taken  to  pilot  the  ship  to  the  Bar  Light- 
ship.   The  master  said  in  his  evidence  that  the 
pilot  wanted  to  be  engaged  to  take  the  ship  to 
Point  Lynas,  but  that  he  had  repUad  that  he 
wanted  him  to  take  the  ship  to  the  Bar  Light- 
ship— that  he  had  another  man.    Some  pilotage 
cards  were  pat  in — one  dealing  with  pilotage  to 
the  bar  and  the  other  with  pilotage  from  the  Bar 
Light-vessel — and  it  seems  clear   that  the  Bar 
Lightship    is  at  present  treated  as   the   place 
whei'e  vessels   are  to  be  taken  to.    The  matter, 
therefore,  as  far  as  the  facts  are  concerned,  I 
have  dealt  with,  and  the  question  comes  to  be. 
What  is  to  be  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  P  At 
present  I  do  not  regard  this  case  as  on  all  fours 
with  the  two    cases  which    Mr.  Aspinall  relied 
npon.    The  first  of  those  two  cases  is  that  of 
Oeneral  Steam  Navigation   Company  v.  Britiih 
and   Colonial   Steam  Navigation  Company  (ubi 
rup.).    Shortly  stated,  it  is  the  case  of  a  ship 
coming  up  the  Channel  to  London  and  taking  a 
pilot  on  board  at  Dongeness.     Before  reaching 
Gravesend,  whilst  the  vessel  was  still  under  the 
control  of  the  pilot,  she  came  into  collision  with 
another  ship  through  the  pilot's  negligence.  The 
defendants'  ship  belonged  to  the  port  of  London, 
and  there  was  a  question  as  to  where  the  port  of 
London  extended.    Bat  thesabstance  of  the  case 
was  this,  that  she  was  in  a  district  in  which  she 
was  bound  to  take  a  pilot  to  Gravesend,  when  she 
took  him  on  board,  and  to  pay  him  to  Gravesend ; 
that  when  she  got  to  a  certain  distance  she  was 
within  the  exemption  of  vessels  navigating  within 
their  own  port ;  and  that  so,  as  soon  as  she  passed 
across  a  certain  imaginary  line,  she  was  not,  in 
the  strict  sense,  under  compulsory  pilotage.    Bat 
it  was  held  that,  there  having  been  an  obligation 
to  take  a  pilot  on  board  to  begin  with,  and  to  pay 
him  np  to  the  end,  and  he  remaining  in  chai^  as 
pilot,  the  shipowner  was  not  responsible  for  the 
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colliaion  which  took  place.  It  is  shortly  pnt  by 
Byles,  J.,  who  delirerod  the  judgment  of  the 
oonit,  as  follows :  "  If  the  master  of  the  defen- 
dants' ship  wanted  to  go  to  GraTOsend,  or  beyond, 
he  could  not  take  a  pilot  for  a  shorter  distance. 
It  was  compulsory  on  him  to  take  a  pilot  for  that 
distance  at  least.  The  pilot  could  insist  on  being 
paid  all  the  way  to  Graresend,  and  could  insist 
on  being  caniea  to  Graresend.  There  had  been 
in  effect  a  contract  between  the  captain  and  the 
pilot  that  the  pilot  should  go  to  Graresend, 
should  be  paid  to  Gravesend,  and  should  act  as 
pilot  to  Graresend."  Then  he  says  :  "  Suppose  a 
storm,  a  fog,  or  other  emergency  to  have  arisen, 
endangering  the  life  not  oiOy  of  the  crew,  but  of 
the  pHot  himself,  surely  the  pilot  could  hare 
insisted  not  only  on  being  carried  to  Gravesend, 
but  on  piloting  the  vessel  thither  according  to 
his  contract.  It  is  plain  that  during  the 
first  portion  of  the  transit  between  the  Downs 
and  Gravesend  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  did  not  exist  between  the  owner  of 
the  defendants'  vessel  and  the  pilot;  and 
we  cannot  see  any  indication  of  a  fresh  contract 
as  to  the  latter  portion  of  that  tivussit."  The 
other  case  is  that  of  The  Charlton  {ubi  tup.).  1 
summarise  the  facts  as  they  strike  me.  The 
defendants'  pilot  was  employed  to  take  the  ship 
oat  of  Bristol,  and  I  think  she  was  going  to  GardiS. 
The  pilotage  was  compulsory  m  ute  xx»^  o^ 
Bristol,  which    did   not   extend   as  far  as  the 

Elace  of  the  collision.    Bat  the  Bristol  Channel 
district  extended  to  further  than  the  place  of 
collision,  and  the  pilot  had  a  licence  which  covered 
the  port  of    Bristol  and  the    Bristol   Channel 
District.    So  the  collision  took  place  in  a  district 
in  which  ttitf  man  was  licensed  to  act ;  he  had 
been  originally  taken  on  board  under  compulsion ; 
he  was  paid,  as  I  nnderstand,  a  rate  fixed  for  the 
whole  district ;  and  practically  that  case  appears 
to  me  to  be  on  all  fours  with  the  case  of  the 
General  Steam  Navigation  Company.    I  do  not 
think  it  is  pnt  in  quite  the  same  way  in  the  judg- 
ment, though  there   are    some  passages  whidi 
would  seem  to  do  so.    But  even  if  it  is  not  so 
put,  there  is  a  distinction  between  that  case  and 
the  point  raised  in  the  present  case.    Because  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  (Lord  Esher),  in  the  course 
of  his  judgment  (73  L.  T.  Bep.,  at  p.  51 ;  8  Asp. 
Mar.  Law  Gas.,  at  p.  30),  sud :  *'  Then,  looking  at 
this  statute,   and  the  order  of  1891,  when  the 
vessel  had  passed  out  of  the  port  of  Bristol,  when 
she  had  gone  through  the  port  and  was  outside 
the  port,  I  have  no  doubt  myself  that  he  was  no 
longer  a  compulsory  pilot.    Therefore,  when  the 
accident  happened,  he  no  longer  was  a  compulsory 
pilot.    But  when  he  was  taken  on  board  this  ship 
and  put  in  charge  he  was  a  compulsory  pilot,  and, 
although  he  had  passed  out  of  the  limits  where 
he  was  a  compulsory  pilot,  he  still  was  in  charge 
as  pilot,  and  in  charge  without  any  alteration  of 
the  relations  between  himself  and  the  master  of 
the  ship.    He  was  still  the  pilot.     He  was  in 
charge  of  the  ship,  for  they  had  not  gone  to  such 
a  place  that  he  was  no  longer  a  licensed  pilot. 
He  was  in  the  district  where  he  was  a  licensed 
pilot,  and  although  he  had  gone  beyond  the  port 
where  he  was  a  compulsory  pilot,  it  is  under  such 
circumstances  that  the  master  could  not  properly 
be  called  upon  to  determine  whether  the  com- 
pulsion had  ceased  or  not.    Then  the  necessities 
of  the  case  require  that  you  should  not  make  him 


a  servant  of  the  owners  when  they  had  no  real 
opportunity  of  determining  whether  ne  was  or  was 
not  their  servant.    They  were  compelled  to  take 
him  without  his  being  their  servant,  and  they  had 
no  real  opportunity  of  seeing  that  that  relation- 
ship  whicn  had  been  pat  upon  them  had  ceased." 
Apart  from  the  qaestion  of  payment,  there  is  this, 
tlutt  the  pilot  was  still  a  pilot  acting  within  a 
district  for  which  he  was  licensed,  and  the  oonrt 
held  in  the  circumstances   that  the  case  came 
within  the  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
which  exonerates  the  shipowner.    There  is  a  con- 
siderable   distinction,   I    think,    at    the   outset, 
between   that   case   and   this    particular    case, 
because  the  pilot  here  was  duly  licensed  to  act  as 
a  pilot  of  the  first  class  for  the  port  of  LiverpooL 
Now,  if  one  reads  those  words  in  their  restrictive 
meaning,  that  would  be  only  in  the  port  of  Liver- 
pool.   But,  having  regard  to  the  Act  of  1858,  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  possible  to  read  those  words 
in  such  a  restrictive  meaning,  because  the  pilot 
has  to  take  the  ship  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool 
to  a  point  outside  it ;  and  on  coming  in,  for  in- 
stance, the  master  of  a  ship  is  bound  to  employ  a 
filot  from  the  pilot  stations  fixed  by  by-laws,  and 
think,  if  I  remember  rightly,  one  of  those  is 
right  out  at  Great  Orme's  Head,  and  another  is 
Point  Lynas.    So,  to  take  a  vessel  in  or  oat,  the 
pilot  must  act  partly  outside  the  port.    Therefore 
his  licence  means  to  do  those  duties  which  are  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  navigating  a  vessel  into 
and  out  of  the  port  of  Liverpool.    But  that  is  alL 
Then,  going  out,  the  pilot  has  to  take  the  ship  to 
a  certain  distance,  and  there  his  duties  cease,  and 
he  does  not  become  a  pilot  licensed  for  a  district 
at  that  point  at  all.    He  is  licensed  to  a  point  in 
a  certain  place,  and  this  Act  is  not  like  those 
Acts  which  refer  to  Bristol  and  London,  where 
I  think  it  will  be  found  that  persons  navigating 
the  districts  must  be  qualified.    So  those  cases 
do  not  seem  to  me  to  be  precisely  in  point  in  the 
present  case.    That  still  leaves  a  very  important 
qaestion  to  be  determined — namely,  whether  this 
pilot  was  still  acting  compulsorily  in  charge  of 
the  ship  because  of  the  state  of  things  which 
exist  at  the  present  day.    I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  decide  this  case  upon  the  point  which  the 
plaintiffs  raised.    The  reason  I  have  come  to  my 
conclusion  is  this :  I  do  not  think  that  the  strict 
construction  which  the  defendants  endeavonred 
to  put  upon  the  127th  section  of  this  Act  can 
be  maintained.  If  it  is  construed  striotiy,  the  limit 
to  which  a  pilot  has  to  go  is  the  Fairway  Buoy  of 
the  Queen's  Channel — in  other  words,  a  spot  where 
the  Fairway  Buoy  rested  in  the  year  1858.    To  my 
mind  that  construction  would  be  unreasonable, 
and  not  within  the  fair  contemplation  of  those 
who  must  have  framed  this  section,  and  not  within 
that  which  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  work- 
ing out  the  subject  with  which  we  are  dealing 
and  the  employment  of  pilote.    My  reasons  are . 
these :  Construed  strictiy — and  if  you  once  con-  . 
strne  it  strictly  you  must  do  it  entirely  strictly — 
the  Fairway  Buoy  of  the  Queen's  Channel  would 
be  that  which  was  then  there.    Of  course  that . 
cannot  be.    The  buoy  has  been  removed.    But  if 
constiued  strictly  it  must  mean  the  identical  spot 
when  the  Act  received  the  Royal  Assent.    That 
cannot  be  so,  because  we  are  dealing  with  a  port 
which  has  a  well-known  estuary  where  there  are 
banks  of  sand,  which,  I  suppose,  from  time  imme- 
I  morial  have  been  existing  and  shifting  in  a  great 
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variety  of  ways,  and  probably,  from  the  nature  of 
the  locality,  extending  and  silting  up  the  port 
and  rendering  necessary  what  has  been  done — 
namely,  the  dredging  of  a'  deep  cat  oat  to  the 
bar.  It  seems  clear  to  my  mind  that  the  bar  has 
gradually  extended  itself.  Take  the  case  that 
must  be  presented  on  a  strict  oonstraotion,  and 
assume  that  a  Fairway  Buoy  is  left  to  mark  the 
Queen's  Ghannel.  That  Fairway  Buoy  means  a 
buoy  which  shows  you  are  well  out  of  the  channel 
and  clear  of  danger.  If  the  bar  extends  from 
time  to  time,  and  I  am  still  dealing  only  with  the 
Fairway  Buoy,  that  must  inevitably  be  moved  by 
those  who  have  charge  of  the  entrance  of  the 
port,  to  suit  the  stats  of  the  channel.  What, 
then,  is  the  legitimate  conclasion  to  draw  ?  I 
thing  it  is  that,  although  that  buoy  has  been 
moved,  something  has  taken  its  place — namely, 
the  Bar  Lightship — which,  although  not  a  buoy 
in  the  strict  sense,  is  the  snbstitute,  to  my  mind, 
for  the  buoy.  It  is  remarkable  to  find,  and  I 
hope  I  have  made  it  clear  in  stating  its  position, 
that  it  is  placed,  having  r^^ard  to  the  state  of  the 
bar,  in  almost  the  same  position  as  the  Fairway 
Buoy  occupied  with  regard  to  the  channel  which 
it  was  intended  to  guard.  That  is  the  explana- 
tion, I  have  not  the  least  doubt,  why  the  lightship 
is  now  treated  as  being  the  boundary  to  which 
the  pilots  have  to  go,  why  the  rates  are  stated  in 
the  pilot  sheet  to  oa  Liverpool  to  the  Bar  Light- 
ship, and  why  the  contract  is  made  in  sucn  a 
form  as  to  be  a  contract  to  take  the  ship  out  to 
the  Bar  Lightship.  I  think,  myself,  that  is  the 
reasonable  interpretation  to  place  upon  this  Act, 
having  regard  to  the  necessary  shifting  of  the 
place  and  the  nature  of  the  exigencies  wmch  have 
to  be  dealt  with ;  and  it  is  shown  by  those  con- 
versant with  the  locality  that  that  is  the  manner 
in  which  the  matter  is  acted  upon.  To  my  mind 
-the  evidence  of  the  pilot  really  tends  to  establish 
that  position.  The  result  therefore,  to  my  mind, 
is  that  in  this  case  the  pilot  was  still  compulsorily 
in  charge  at  the  time  when  the  collision  took 
place,  and  that  answers  the  whole  of  the  questions 
raised  in  this  case.  I  have  given  the  best  con- 
eideration  I  can  to  the  case,  and  I  hope  I  have 
made  clear  the  points  which  I  think  material  and 
npon  which  this  case  is  to  be  decided.  The  result 
mast  be,  in  my  judgment,  that  the  d^endants 
eacceed  in  this  case. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Botterell  and  Boche. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  W.  A.  Crump  and 
8(m. 


CXlOWir    CASES    SESEXtVED. 

March  12  and  30. 
(Before  Lord   Alvebstokb,  C.J.,  GBANTHAai, 
Bbucb,  Dabuno,  and  Channell,  JJ.) 
Bex  v.  Humphbis.  (a) 
Criminal  law — Bankrapley — Fraudulent  debtor — 
Abaeonding  loith  property — Debtor's  property — 
Deed  of  assignment — Revocable  deed — Debtors 
Act  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  o.  42),  «.  12. 
Property  of  an  assignor  does  not  become  the  pro- 
perty of  the  trustee  under  a  deed  of  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  untU  it  has  come  into 
the  possession  of  the  trustee. 

(a)  BtporiMl  by  A.  A.  BiTUCNB,  B«q.,  B»rTl«tar-M-Law. 


J.  H.  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  whereby  he 
atsigned  all  his  property  to  W.  B.  as  trustee  for 
his  creditors.  The  deed  was  duly  registered  as 
a  deed  of  assignment,  but  was  not  disclosed  to 
the  creditors.  Immediately  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed  J.  H.,  having,  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  trustee,  collected  certain  debts  due  to  him, 
absconded  with  part  of  the  proceeds  of  his 
collection,  and  left  England.  He  was  thereupon 
adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  subsequently  in- 
dicted, under  sect.  12  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869, /or 
having  quitted  England  and  taken  with  him 
part  of  his  property  which  should  have  been 
divided  amongst  his  creditors. 

Held,  that  the  money  with  which  J.  H.  absconded, 
having  never  come  into  the  possession  of  the 
trustee,  was  not  the  property  ^  the  trustee,  but 
remained  the  property  of  J.  B.,  and  that  J.  H. 
was  therefore  properly  eonvictisd  under  sect.  12 
of  the  Debtors  Act  1869. 

Beg.  V.  Creese  (29  L.  T.  Bep.  897 ;  12  Cox  C.  C. 
539 ;  L.  Bep.  2  C.  C.  B.  105)  considered  and 
distinguished. 

In  this  case,  stated  by  the  Recorder  of  Banbury, 
the  facts  were  as  follows  : — 

The  prisoner  was  tried  on  an  indictment 
charging  him  with  a  felony  under  sect.  12  of  the 
Debtors  Act  1869  for  having,  within  four  months 
next  before  the  presentation  of  a  bankruptcy 
petition  against  him,  quitted  England  and  taken 
with  him  a  part  of  his  property  to  the  amount  of 
202.  and  upwards — that  i^  to  say,  a  sum  of  1202.— 
which  ought  to  have  been  divided  amongst  his 
creditors. 

The  prisoner,  Joseph  Humphris,  who  carried  on 
basiness  at  Banbury,  being  in  a  pecuniary  diffi- 
culty, on  the  21th  April  1903  executed  a  deed  by 
which  he  assigned  all  his  property  to  William 
Booth  as  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

The  deed  was  executed  by  the  prisoner  and  by 
William  Booth,  the  trustee,  on  the  24th  April, 
but  was  never  executed  by  any  creditor,  nor  was 
the  name  of  any  creditor  or  the  amount  of  any 
debt  ever  inserted  in  the  schedule  thereto. 

On  the  24th  April  1903,  before  and  at  the  time 
when  prisoner  executed  the  deed,  he  had  in  his 
possession  the  sum  of  1612.  in  cash,  being  moneys 
dae  to  him  which  he  had  collected  from  various 
debtors,  the  whole  of  which  sum  he  retained 
instead  of  handing  the  same  over  to  the  trustee. 
William  Booth,  as  trustee,  on  the  25th  April 
1903  took  possession  of  the  prisoner's  business 
premises,  stock,  and  effecte,  and  continued  the 
basiness  until  the  appointment  of  the  official 
receiver  under  the  bankraptcy  consequent  on  the 
petition  which  was  subsequently  presented.  The 
deed  was  registered  under  the  Deeds  of  Arrange- 
ment Act  1887  on  the  27th  AprU  1903. 

On  the  28th  April  1903  the  prisoner  absconded 
from  and  quitted  England  and  went  to  Canada, 
taking  with  him  the  sam  of  1202.,  part  and  parcel 
of  the  sum  of  1612.  of  which  he  was  possessed  on 
the  24th  April  1903. 

On  the  30th  April  1903  a  bankruptcy  petition 
was  presented  against  the  prisoner ;  a  receiving 
order  was  thereupon  made  on  the  15th  May  1903, 
and  on  the  18th  May  1903  the  prisoner  was  adju- 
dicated a  bankrupt.  No  evidence  was  addaced 
at  the  trial  that  any  creditor  knew  of  the 
prisoner's  intention  to  execute  the  deed,  or  that 
ctoy  creditor  had  ever  in  any  way  assented  thereto. 
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or  that  any  creditor  ever  knew  of  its  ezistenoe,  or 
that  the  trostee  had  done  anything  under  the 
deed  beyond  taking  posBession  of  the  prisoner's 
properfy  and  effeoU  and  carrying  on  his  business. 

At  the  close  of  the  proseontion  it  was  subnaitted 
on  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  there  was  no  case 
to  go  to  the  jury,  becanse  on  the  evidence  the 
sum  of  120Z.  so  taken  sway  by  the  prisoner  on  his 
quitting  England  as  aforesaid  was  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  deed  the  property  of  the  trustee  and 
not  the  property  of  the  prisoner  at  all,  and  there- 
fore, on  the  authority  of  Beg.  v.  Greete  (  29  L.  T. 
Eep.  897 ;  12  Cox  C.  C.  539 ;  L.  Rep.  2  C.  G.  R. 
105],  the  case  was  not  within  sect.  12  of  the 
Debtors  Act  1869. 

The  recorder  declined,  however,  to  withdraw 
the  case  from  the  juty,  but  consented  to  reserve 
the  point. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the 
prisoner  was  sentenced  to  six  months'  imprison- 
ment in  the  second  division  and  was  released  on 
bail  pending  the  decision  of  the  court. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  the  sum  of  1201.  so  taken  away  by  the 
prisoner  when  be  quitted  England  was  "  his  "  (the 
prisoner)  property  within  the  mnaning  of  sect.  12 
of  the  Debtors  Act  1869  (32  &  33  Yict.  c.  62). 

VaeheU  for  the  prisoner. — The  case  is  concluded 
by  Beg.  v.  Crerse.  The  whole  point  is  whether 
the  property  was  the  property  of  the  prisoner  or 
the  property  of  the  trnstcw,  and  here  the  prisoner 
bad  parted  with  all  his  property  to  the  trustee. 
He  might  possibly  have  been  convicted  of  larceny 
of  the  trustee's  property,  but  he  cannot  be  con- 
victed under  sect.  12  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869. 
This  deed  was  irrevocable.  It  had  not  been  com- 
municated to  the  creditors,  and  might  therefore 
be  revocable  so  far  as  thev  were  concerned 
(Siagert  v.  Evan,  5  E.  &  B.  367),  bat  the  trustee 
had  incurred  expense  under  it,  and  it  was  there- 
fore irrevocable  in  respect  of  him. 

Button  for  the  Grown.— The  facts  in  this  case 
an  different  from  the  facts  in  Beg.  v.  Creete. 
In  that  ease  the  fact  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  had  been  communicated  to  the  creditors, 
and  the  debtor's  money  and  other  property  had 
actually  come  into  the  possession  of  the  trustee. 
Here,  however,  the  trustee  never  had  the  money 
which  the  prisoner  misappropriated  ;  the  prisoner 
was  merely  liable  to  account.  The  deed  was 
revocable.  No  creditor  had  expressed  his  assent 
to  it: 

Aeton  V.  Woodgatt,  2  llj.  A  E.  492 ; 
Jcihtu  V.  Jamet,  39  L.  T.  Bap.  54 ;  8  Ch.  Div.,  at 
p.  748,  per  Jamas,  L.J.   disonwng  Oarrett    v. 
Lord  Lauderdale,  2  Bass.  A  Mj.  451 ;  3  Sim.  1. 
Further,  the  effect  of  the  prisoner's  retaining  the 
161Z.  was  to  revoke  the  deed  pro  tanto. 

VacheU  in  reply.  Cur.adv.vuU. 

The  judgments  of  Lord  Alverstone.  G.J., 
Grantham,  Darling,  and  Ghannell,  J  J.  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Alverstone,  C.J.  —  This  was  a  case 
stated  by  the  Recorder  of  Banbury  on  the  con- 
viction before  him  of  the  prisoner  on  a  charge, 
under  the  12th  section  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869.  of 
having  within  four  months  next  before  the  pre- 
sentation of  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  him 
quitted  England  and  taken  with  him  a  part  of 
bis  property  to  the  amount  of  201.  and  upwards — 


that  is  to  say,  a  sum  of  120Z. — which  oug'at  by  law 
to  be  divided  amongst  his  creditors.  The  prisoner 
was  proved  to  have  so  quitted  England  taking 
witii  him  1202,  but  he  had,  shortly  before 
going,  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  of  all  bis 
estate  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  credi- 
tors, and  it  was  contended  on  his  behalf,  on  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Creete  {uhi  »tqt.\ 
that  the  1202.  was  not  "  part  of  his  property  "^ 
within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  That  case  i» 
undoubtedly  somewhat  similar  to  the  present,  and 
we  have  to  consider  whether  it  is  distinguishable. 
There  the  oharee  was  preferred  under  snb-seot.  & 
of  sect.  11  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869  as  to  fraudu- 
lently receiving  "  any  part  of  his  property,"  and 
it  is  impossible,  we  think,  to  put  a  different 
meaning  on  the  words  *'  any  part  of  his  property  " 
in  the  12th  section  to  that  which  they  bear  in  the 
11th  section,  sub-sect.  5.  But  for  the  doubte 
created  by  the  decision  in  Beg.  v,  Creete,  we 
should  certainly  have  held  that  "his  properhr 
which  ought  to  be  divided  amongst  his  creditors,^ 
in  the  section  in  question,  included  proper^ 
which  had  been  his,  which  remained  in  his  poa- 
session,  and  the  title  to  which,  so  far  as  parted 
with  at  all,  had  only  been  parted  with  by  hiok 
in  such  a  way  as  to  leave  it  atill  divisible  amongst 
his  creditors  in  the  event  of  bankruptcy. 
The  concluding  words  of  the  section,  "  unless  the 
jury  are  eatiefied  there  was  no  intention  to 
defraud,"  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  the 
accused  where  he  had  acted  innooentiy  and  nob 
in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.  We  have,  how. 
ever,  to  see  whether,  if  we  eo  held,  it  would  be 
contrary  to  anything  really  decided  in  Beg.  v. 
Creete,  and  for  that  purpose  we  have  to  consider 
the  facts  of  that  case  and  this.  In  Beg.  v.  Greet* 
the  assignment  of  the  2l8t  Dec.  1872  had  been 
acted  upon,  and  was  undoubtedly  a  genuine  trans- 
action ;  further  advances  had  been  made  upon  it. 
Creese  entered  the  service  of  Lakin  and  White, 
the  trustees  under  the  deed  pursuant  to  the  torme 
of  it,  and  for  several  months  continued  to  aot  aa 
the  agent  and  bailiff  of  the  trustees.  The  baak- 
ruptoy  of  Creese  did  not  take  place  until  the  17tb 
Got.  1873,  nearly  a  year  after  the  date  of  the 
deed,  and  the  removal,  which  was  the  alleged 
offence  under  sub-sect.  5,  of  sect.  11,  took  plaoeon 
the  14th  or  16th  Oct  1873.  The  only  ground 
on  which  the  title  of  the  trustees  of  the  dsed 
failed  was  that  the  deed  of  Dec.  1872  had  not 
been  registered  as  a  bill  of  sale.  It  seems  to 
us,  therefore,  that  the  court  was  right  in  holding 
that  at  the  date  of  the  alleged  fraud  the  pro. 
perfy  reaUy  belonged  to  the  trustees  and  not  to 
Creese.  We  sf^ree,  therefore,  that  Beg.  v.  Creete 
was  righUy  decided,  the  facto  of  that  case  being  aa 
steted;  but  if  the  reasoning  of  the  court  lays 
down  any  g^eral  rule  which  would  exempt  the 
defendant  in  this  case  from  responsibility,  we  de 
not  agree  with  it.  The  facts  in  this  case  appear 
to  be  different.  Except  by  the  trustee  taking 
possession  of  the  stock  and  effecte,  the  deed  does 
not  appear  to  have  ever  been  acted  on.  The  12021 
with  which  the  prisoner  absconded  was  no  doubt 
money  which  the  trustee  under  the  deed  might 
have  claimed  from  him  by  virtue  of  the  assign- 
ment, but  he  never  did  get  it  as  the  tru8> 
tees  of  the  deed  in  Creese't  case  got  the 
stock  which  Creese  misappropriated,  and,  at 
most,  the  trustee  here  had  a  mere  paper  tiUe. 
Nothing  took  place  which  would  make  this  money 


Digitized  by 


Google 


July  2,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 557 


Gs.  Gas.  Bbs.]  Joskph  Ososvield  &  Sons  Lim.  v.  Majtchebteb  Ship  Oanal  Go.  [Gt.  of  Afp. 


which  the  defendant  was  obvionaly  keeping  back 
from  his  creditors,  and  which  he  hadin  hia  actnal 
posaeaaion  and  waa  not  holding  for  the  tmatee,  in 
anj  real  senae  the  property  of  the  tmabae  nnder 
the  deed  executed  three  days  before  the  abscond- 
mg.  We  do  not  adopt  the  view  that  the  deed  was 
rsTocable  so  far  as  regards  the  property  of 
which  the  trustee  under  it  got  possession,  for  the 
trustee  had  an  interest  in  it.  James,  L.J.  in 
John$  r.  Jame$  (8  Gh.  Div.,  at  p.  751)  says: 
"  You  cannot  revoke  the  deed  and  get  the  pro- 
perty out  of  the  hands  of  the  trustee  until,  at  all 
events,  you  have  satisfied  all  the  charges  and 
expenses  he  has  incurred,  and  any  right  he  has 
acquired  in  the  pro{>erty.  It  is  not  a  revocation 
of  the  deed ;  it  is  a  revocation  of  the  directions 
given  by  the  deed  to  the  assignee  as  to  what  he 
should  do  with  the  property."  The  deed  there- 
fore was  not  ravocable,  but  as  to  the  money  of 
which  the  trustee  never  got  possession,  no  irrevoc- 
able trust  appears  to  have  been  created.  We 
think  that  the  recorder  was  right  in  leaving  the 
case  to  the  jury,  and  that  on  the  facts  the  1202. 
was  when  taken  away  by  the  prisoner  his  pro* 
perty  which  ought  by  law  to  be  divided  amongst  his 
creditors,  and  that  any  claim  which  the  trustee 
under  the  deed  might  have  to  have  the  money 
handed  over  to  him  is  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
the  operation  of  sect.  12  of  the  Debtors  Act  1869. 
The  conviction  must  be  affirmed,  and  the  defen- 
dant be  ordered  to  serve  the  remainder  of  the 
sentence. 

Bbitce,  J. — ^I  agree  that  the  conviction  must 
be  affirmed.  But  I  wish  to  add  that  I  think  the 
facts  in  Beg.  r.  Creese  were  very  different  from 
the  facts  in  the  present  case.  In  this  case  the 
deed  of  assignment  was  a  voluntary  deed  executed 
by  the  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  and 
was  not  communicated  to  them,  and  so  was  revoc- 
able by  him  except  in  so  far  as  the  trustee  had 
acquired  an  interest  in  the  property  assigned. 
But,  so  long  as  there  were  proceeds  to  meet  the 
claim  of  the  trustee  for  his  expenses  in  acting 
nnder  the  direction  of  the  deed,  the  debtor  was 
at  liberty  to  revoke  the  mandate  contained  in  the 
deed  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  residue  of  his 
property.  I  think  there  was  no  evidence  what- 
ever to  show  that  the  trustee  had  acquired 
any  interest  in  the  sum  of  1202.  in  question. 
When  on  the  28th  April  the  debtor  appropriated 
the  sum  of  120Z.  which  had  never  Been  in  the 
possession  of  the  trustee,  I  think  he  revoked  the 
mandate  to  the  trustee  contained  in  the  deed  so 
far  as  it  related  to  the  1202.  In  the  case  of  Beg. 
y.  Creete  the  deed  was  not  a  voluntary  deed,  for 
part  of  the  consideration  of  the  deed  was  a  sum 
of  3502.  paid  by  one  of  the  trustees  to  the  debtor. 
The  deed,  therefore,  in  that  case  was  not  a  revoc- 
able deed,  and  the  money  which  the  prisoner 
appropriated  he  had  received  as  the  servant  or 
bailiff  of  the  trustees,  and  the  money  was  clearly 
the  money  of  the  trustees.    Co«wc«on  affirmed. 

Solicitor  for  the  Grown,  Solicitor  to  the 
Treasury. 

Solicitor  for  the  prisoner,  Crowther  Davies, 
Leamington. 
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COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Jan.  26,  27,  28,  29,  and  March  15. 

(Before  Yavohan  Williaks,   Stibung,  and 

Gozens-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Joseph  Gbosfield  and  Sons  Limited  v. 

Manchestbb  Ship  Canal  Company,  (a) 

APFBAX.  FBOM  THE  CHANCEBT   DIVISION. 

Arbitration — Ouster  of  jurisdiction  of  the  court — 
Dedeieney  in  pleading  —  Waiver  of  right  to 
object — Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885  (48  & 
49  Viet.  c.  Ixxxviii.),  $.  88,  tub-ss.  14,  22,  «.  202 
—Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1896  (59  &  60 
Vict.  c.  clxxxii.),  s.  43,  schedule. 

Where  by  private  Acts  of  Parliament  and  a 
scheduled  agreement  regulating  the  rights  and 
duties  of  the  co-plaintiffs  {traders  and  manufajc- 
turers  at  W.  ana  the  corooration  of  W.)  and  the 
defendants,  it  was  in  effect  provided  that  any 
difference  arising  bettoeen  the  parties  as  to  the 
statutes  and  agreement  should  be  determined 
by  arbitration,  an  action  brought  by  the  co- 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendant*  in  respect  of  a 
certain  dispute  between  them  arising  under 
the  statuses  was  ordered  to  be  dismissed  as  be- 
tween  the  corporation  of  W.  and  the  defendants, 
and  stayed  until  the  determination  by  arbitra- 
tion of  the  dispute  as  betieeen  the  traders  and 
^nanvfacturers  at  W.  and  the  defendants,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  being  ousted,  and  no 
deficiency  in  pleading  and  no  waiver  by  tho 
parties  could  give  such  jurisdiction. 

So  held  by  Vaughan  WiUiams  and  Stirling,  L.JJ. 
(dissentiente  Coxens-Hardy,  LJ.),  reversing  the 
decision  of  Byrne,  J. 

Appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  decision  of 
Byrne,  J.  The  only  point  which  calls  for  a  report 
is  with  reference  to  a  preliminary  objection  raised 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  decide  the  questions  in  dispute, 
but  that  they  must  be  referred  to  arbitration. 

The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  from 
the  judgments. 

The  material  sections  of  the  private  Acts  of 
Parliament  read  in  the  course  of  the  judgments 
were  as  follows : 

Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885 : 

Seot.  88.  For  the  protection  of  the  oorpontion  of 
Warrintrton,  and  of  traderi,  mannfaotorers,  and  others 
oarrying  on  business  at  or  near  Wurrington,  the  follow- 
intr  proviaiona,  nnleaa  otherwise  agreed  on  between  the 
oorporation  and  the  oompany,  shall  have  etfeot — viz. 
(inter  alia),  tnb-ieot.  14:  The  oompany  shall,  before 
the  canal  be  opened  for  traffic,  at  their  own  cost  dredge 
the  bed  and  banks  of  the  river  Mersey  and  for  ever 
after  maintain  the  same  dredged,  so  that  at  all  times 
there  shall  be  a  depth  of  8ft.  of  water  at  low-water  of 
spring  tides  between  the  western  boundary  of  the  works 
of  Monks,  Hall,  and  Co.,  at  or  near  Bank  Qnay  and  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  borongh  of  Warrington  near  the 
oommenoement  of  the  Latohford  Canal.  Sab-seot.  22.  If 
any  difference  shall  arise  between  the  oompany  and  the 
corporation  as  to  the  tme  intent  and  meaning  of  this 
section  or  as  to  anything  to  be  done  therennder,  snoh 
difference  shall  be  determined  by  an  engineer  to  be  ap- 

(a)  Beported  oj  £.  A,  Sceatchlbt,  Eaq,,  BarrlaMr-at-Law. 
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{winted  (nnleis  otherwise  agreed  on)  on  the  application 
of  the  company  or  the  corporation  by  the  Board  of  Trade, 
wboee  decision  shall  be  final  and  bindinfr  on  both  partiee, 
and  the  costs  of  the  reference  shall  be  borne  as  he  shall 
direct. 

Sect.  202.  If  any  question  arise  between  the  company 
and  any  person  touohingf  anythinar  to  be  dose  or  not 
to  be  done,  or  any  money  to  be  paid  nnder  the  prori- 
■ions  of  this  Act.  then,  unless  by  this  Act  otherwise 
expressly  provided,  such  question  shull  be  determined  by 
■tbitration  in  manner  proTided  by  the  Biilways  Clansea 
Consolidation  Act  1845. 

Manchester  Ship  Ganal  Act  1896  : 

Sect.  43.  The  terms  of  agreement  set  forth  in  the 
•ohedole  to  this  Act  are  hereby  confirmed  and  made 
binding  npon  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 
4>orough  of  Warrington  and  the  company  as  if  the  same 
were  ooaiained  in  an  agreement  dnly  entered  into  by 
"those  parties  and  confirmed  by  Act  of  Puliament  and 
the  agreement  dated  the  ninth  day  of  April  one  thousand 
'«ight  hnndred  and  ninety -six  and  made  between  the 
Mune  parties  is  hereby  declared  to  be  null  and  void  so 
-far  only  as  the  same  differs  from  the  terms  of  agreement 
hereby  confirmed. 

The  scheduled  a«reement  referred  to  in  sect.  43 
of  the  Act  of  1896  contained  (inter  alia)  the 
-following  provisions : 

Clause  6.  It  and  whenever  the  company  shall  fail  to 
maintain  the  channel  referred  to  in  the  first  clanse  of 
these  presents  and  navigation  is  thereby  obstructed, 
then  and  in  each  such  case  the  traders  and  manufac- 
turers carrying  on  business  at  Warrington  shall  have 
the  right  of  navigation  in  respect  of  vessels  passing 
through  the  Walton  Lock  of  the  portion  of  the  Man- 
chester Ship  Canal  extending  from  Eastham  to  the 
Walton  Lock,  of  the  Walton  Lock  and  of  the  portion 
of  the  river  Mersey  within  the  limits  described  in 
clause  1  (a)  of  this  agreement,  free  of  all.tolls  and  dues, 
until  the  aforesaid  channel  shall  have  been  made  and 
completed  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  surveyor 
^or  the  time  being  of  the  corporation,  provided  always 
that  no  such  trader  or  manufacturer,  as  aforesaid,  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  right  of  navigation  referred  to  in  this 
clause,  if  the  company  immediately  on  the  receipt  of  a 
written  notice  from  the  surveyor  for  the  time  being  of 
-the  corporation,  certifying  the  fact  of  such  obstruction 
and  its  position  and  extent,  commsnoe  to  dredge,  and 
continue  to  dredge,  the  aforesaid  channel  to  the  reason- 
able satisfaction  of  the  surveyor  for  the  time  being  of 
the  corporation, 

Clanse  9.  Save  as  hereinbefore  expressly  mentioned 
nothing  in  this  agreement  contained,  shall  affect,  lessen, 
or  take  away  any  rights,  powers,  and  privileges  en- 
joyed by,  ur  conferred  npon,  the  corporation  and  the 
manufacturers  and  traders  of  Warrington,  nnder  or  by 
virtue  of  any  Acta  relating  to  the  company  or  other- 
wise, and  save  as  aforesaid  such  rights,  powers,  and 
privileges  are  hereby  reserved  accordingly, 

Clanse  10,  If  any  difterence  shall  arise  between  the 
company  and  the  corporation  as  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  agreement,  or  as  to  anything  to  be  done 
or  not  to  be  done  thereunder,  such  diffsrenoe  shall  be 
determined  by  an  engineer  to  be  appointed  (unless 
otherwise  agreed  on)  on  the  application  of  the  company 
or  the  corporation  by  the  president  for  the  time  being 
of  the  Institution  of  Civil  Engineers,  whose  decision 
shall  be  final  and  binding  on  both  parties,  and  the 
cost  of  the  reference  shall  be  borne  as  he  shall  direct. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  before  Byrne,  J, 
on  the  16th  Jan.  1903,  when  the  following  prelimi- 
nary judgment  was  delivered : — 

Bybne,  J. — ^In  this  case  an  important  point 
has  been  raised  by  way  of  preliminary  objection, 
Kow,  the  action  is  brought  by  "  Messrs,  Joseph 


Grosfield  and  Sons,  James  Faircloagb  and  Sons, 
and  Monks,  Hall,  and  Go,,  on  behaK  of  them- 
selves aud  all  others  the  traders,  manufacturers, 
and  others  carrying  on  business  at  or  near 
Warrington,  and  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Warrington,"  To 
prevent  the  possibility  of  ambiguity  I  have  been 
asked  to  amend  the  statement  of  claim  by 
making  the  firms  sue  also  in  their  own  reapective 
rights.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  reasonable 
application,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
case,  and  I  propose  to  treat  the  statement  of 
claim  as  amended  in  that  respect,  and  also  in 
respect  of  the  slight  amendments  introduced  to 
accord  with  that  in  the  praying  part  of  the  state- 
ment of  claim.  Taking  the  case  npon  that 
footing,  I  now  consider  what  is  the  nature  of  the 
case  sought  to  be  made.  The  co-plaintiffs  are 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Wan-ington.  The  named  plaintiffs 
are  traders  and  manufacturers  carrying  on  busi- 
ness at  or  near  Warrington,  Under  the  Man- 
chester Ship  Canal  Act  1885  there  were  certain 
provisions  introduced  in  this  way :  By  sect.  88  it 
was  provided  that:  [His  Lordship  read  the 
preamble  to  that  section,  and  continued :]  Then, 
follow  a  series  of  provisions  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  and  of  the  traders  in  question. 
Subsequently  to  the  date  of  this  Act  au  agree- 
ment was  entered  into — it  was  dated  the  9th 
April  1896 — between  the  corporation  and  the 
Manchester  Ship  Canal  Company,  and,  putting  ih 
quite  shortly,  certain  provisions  were  introduced, 
and  there  was  an  alteration  of  rights  purporting 
to  be  made  by  means  of  that  agreement.  The  j 
the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1896  was  passed, 
and  sect,  43  is  as  follows :  [His  Lordship  raad 
that  section,  and  continued:]  Of  course,  some 
difficulty  arises  upon  the  form  of  that  section; 
but  the  result  of  it  is  that  the  terms  of  agree- 
ment are  made  binding  as  if  the  same  were  con- 
tained in  the  agreement  subsequently  confirmed 
by  Act  of  Pariiament.  Now,  obligations  were 
imposed  by  the  Act  of  1885  and  by  the  Act  of 
1896,  and  the  terms  of  agreement  thereby  con- 
firmed, whereby — again  putting  it  quite  shortly— 
the  canal  company  was  to  keep  a  certain 
channel,  and  certain  privileges  were  conferred 
upon  the  class  of  traders  referred  to  in  the  event 
of  nonfulfilment  of  the  obligations  of  the  canal 
company.  It  is  alleged  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
canal  company  has  not  fulfilled  its  obligations  in 
certain  respects,  and  that  a  right  arose,  and  still 
exists,  of  certain  free  navigation.  In  fact,  the 
canal  company  has  insisted  upon  charging  tolls — 
certain  rates  —  and  has  declined  to  allow  free 
navigation ;  and  the  moneys  have  been  paid  under 
protest  in  respect  of  the  demands  of  the  canal 
company  in  that  respect.  Thereupon  this  action 
was  brought  asking,  first  of  all,  for  a  declaration, 
the  general  effect  of  which  is  to  establish  a  rignt 
to  a  certain  depth  of  water  in  the  channel  of  a 
portion  of  the  river  Mersey.  In  terms  it  follows 
the  exact  words  of  part  of  a  clause  of  the  con- 
firmed agreement.  But  the  substance  of  the 
matter  is  that  there  is  a  dispute  between  the 
parties  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  obligation, 
the  one  party  saying  that  there  must  always  be  a 
depth  of  8ft.  of  water  at  low  water  of  spring  tides 
in  the  channel,  meaning,  in  fact,  a  depth  of  8ft, 
of  water.  It  is  contended,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  that  is  not  the  true  meaning;  that  there 
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need  not  neceaearily  be,  as  I  nnderstand  it, 
Actually  8ft.  of  water  because  the  bed  of  the 
channd  has  altered;  and  that  what  has  to  be 
done  is  to  look  at  the  cironmstanoes  as  at  the 
time  whm  the  obligation  was  imposed,  and 
to  take  a  certain  other  datnm  Une  from  which 
to  oalenlate  the  8ft.  I  think  I  have  with 
«nfficient  fairness  stated  th^  natora  of  the 
dispute  between  the  parties.  I  do  not  need 
to  define  what  it  is — there  is  a  dispate  as  to 
what  the  true  meanin^i^  is.  Secondly,  the  plain, 
tiffs  ask  for  a  declaration  that  for  the  period 
for  which  the  canal  company  has  failed,  and  so 
long  as  it  shall  continue  to  fail  to  fulfil  its  obliga- 
tions, the  traders  of  Warrington,  on  whose  behalf 
the  plaintiffs  sne,  will  possess  the  right  of  navi- 
gation, which  they  say  was  conferred  upon  them 
in  the  events  which  have  happened.  Shortly,  the 
pUuntiff  firms  in  their  individual  capacities  asked 
tar  the  repayment  of  dues  and  tolls  paid  by  them 
since  April  1896,  in  respect  of  navigation  between 
certain  limits,  and,  if  necessary,  for  aocounts  and 
inquiries  to  ascertain  the  amount.  Then  they 
also  ask  in  their  individual  capacity  for  payment 
of  damages  for  breach  by  the  canal  company  of 
the  obligations  cast  upon  it  by  the  agreement, 
and  tlie  statutes.  Then  there  is  a  claim  for  an 
injunction  in  what  is  called  "  general  terms." 
What  the  injunction  is  to  be  I  do  not  know,  and 
it  is  not  for  me,  and  I  am  not  going  to  pretend, 
how  to  define  exactly  what  relief  I  tlunk  toe  plain- 
tiib  may  or  will  be  entitled  to.  But  what  I  have 
to  ccmsider  is  the  preliminary  objection  taken 
which  I  think  is  fairly  expressed  in  this  way : 
First,  that  having  regard  to  the  arbitration  pro- 
visiona  contained  aa  well  in  the  original  Act  of 
Parliament,  as  in  the  terms  of  the  agreement  con- 
firmed  by  the  subsequent  Act  of  Parliament,  the 
jnriadiction  of  the  court  to  entertain  the  action 
is  onsted  in  the  full  sense — that  is  to  say,  the 
court  cannot  entertain  the  action,  even  with  the 
oonaent  of  all  parties  to  it.  Or,  secondly,  that 
even  assuming  the  action  is  one  which  the  court 
eoold  deal  with  if  the  canal  company  waived  its 
right  to  inaist  on  arbitration  it  nas  not  wuved 
anoh  right,  and  it  is  now  at  the  trial  entitled  to 
insist  upon  arbitration  to  the  exolosion  of  the 
«sennse  of  jarisdiction  by  the  court.  I  think  that 
feirly  seems  to  be  the  way  in  which  the  objection 
is  put  forward.  It  will  be  convenient  to  consider 
tiie  objection  first  as  between  the  corporation  of 
Warrington  and  the  canal  company,  and  to 
keep  that  matter  entirely  distinct  from  the  ques- 
tion as  between  the  other  plaintiffs  and  the  canal 
company.  It  is  common  ground,  and  in  fact 
oonld  not  be  dispnted,  that  an  Act  of  Parliament 
may  be  so  framed  as  to  entirely  oust  the  juris- 
4i<^on  and  to  compel  the  court  to  refuse  to  hear 
the  action,  even  although  all  parties  asked  to  have 
it  heard.  I  regard  the  cam  of  Caledonian  Rail- 
¥oay  Company  v.  Qreenoeh  and  WefnwjM  Bay  Bail- 
vay  Company  (L.  Rep.  2  Soo.  App.  347)  as  a  case 
of  that  nature,  and  I  cannot  do  Setter  than  read 
what  Farwell,  J.  says  about  it  in  the  recent  case 
of  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Company  v.  Manehetter 
Baeeeourte  Company  (83  L.  T.  Bep.  274  ;  (1900) 
2  Oh.  352).  The  case  which  I  have  mentioned  of 
(Caledonian  Bailtoay  Company  v.  Greenock  and 
Wemyu  Bay  Baiheay  Company  (ubi  sup.)  had 
been  cited,  Euid  the  learned  judge  says  (at  p.  361 
of  (1900)  2  Ch.) :  "  A  great  deal  of  argument  was 
tonnded    upon     Caledonian    Bailway    Company 


V.  Greenock  and  Wemyss  Bay  Bailway  Company 
{uhi  sup.).  But  the  problem  before  the  court  in 
that  case  and  subsequent  cases  of  the  same  nature 
was  absolutely  different  to  anything  I  have  to 
solve.  The  question  was  not  whether  the  parties 
were  or  were  not  bonnd  by  the  contract  into 
which  they  had  entered.  No  such  question  arose. 
The  question  was  whether  the  courts  were  bound 
or  not  by  a  substantive  statutory  enactment,  pre- 
sumably in  the  interests  of  the  public,  that  the 
agreement  which  was  confirmed  between  the 
parties  should  be  implemented  and  made  effective 
by  the  parties.  Of  course,  if  the  Legislature  says 
to  the  parties, '  Not  only  do  we  declare  the  agree- 
ment valid  between  you,  but  you  shall  perform  it/ 
then  there  is  a  statutory  enactment  over  and  above 
the  agreement  validated  between  the  parties,  which 
enactment  the  Attorney- General  could  probably 
enforce,  or  to  which,  at  any  rate,  the  remedy  by 
mandamus  would  apply.  The  parties  might 
waive  the  agreement  between  themselves  for 
their  own  benefit.  They  could  not  waive  the  sta- 
tutory duty  imposed  upon  them,  if  it  were  a  duty 
imposed  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large. 
Now,  referring  to  the  case  itself  of  Caledonian 
Baihoay  Company  v.  Greenock  and  Wemyss  Bay 
Bailway  Company  {ubi  tup.),  I  find  first  that 
there  a  certain  agreement  had  been  entered  into 
between  the  provisional  directors  of  the  railway 
companies  as  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  certain  railways  and  works.  And  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  after  reciting  that  fact,  goes  on  (at 
p.  349  of  L.  Bep.  2  Sco.  App.)  thus :  "  And  it  is 
expedient  that  the  said  agreement  should  be 
sanctioned.  The  said  agreement  shall  be  and  the 
same  is  hereby  sanctioned  and  confirmed,  and 
shall  be  as  valid  and  obligatory  upon  the  com- 
pany and  the  Caledonian  Railway  Company 
respectively  as  if  those  companies  had  oeen 
authorised  by  this  Act  to  enter  into  the  said 
agreement,  and  as  if  the  same  had  been  duly 
executed  by  them  after  the  passing  of  this  Act. 
That  phraseology  to  a  great  extent  resembles  the 
phraseology  in  sect.  43  of  the  second  Act  in  the 
present  case ;  it  is  not  exacUy  the  same,  but 
similar  to  it.  Lord  Cairns  pauses  there  and  then 
says :  "  Up  to  this  point,  the  enactment  does  no 
more  than  give  statutory  validitjf  to  the  agree- 
ment; but  the  clause  proceeds  in  these  words, 
'  And  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  (that  is, 
the  G-reenock  and  Wemyss  Bay  Bailway  Oom> 
pany)  and  the  Caledonian  Bailway  Company 
respectively,  and  they  are  hereby  required,  to 
implement  and  fulfil  all  the  provisions  and  stipa- 
lailons  in  the  said  agreement  contained.' "  And 
upon  that  portion  of  the  clanae  the  Lord  Chan- 
oellor  expresses  his  view  that  there  ia  more  than 
a  statutory  validity  given  to  the  agreement. 
There  is  a  snbtantial  statutory  enactment  to  the 
effect  that  the  obligations  imposed  shall  be  fnl> 
filled  having  this  result,  inasmuch  as  there  was  in 
the  agreement  a  clause  to  the  effect  that  "  AU 
differences  which  may  arise  between  the  parties 
hereto  respecting  the  trae  meaning  or  effect  of 
this  agreement,  or  the  mode  of  carrying  the  same 
into  operation,  shall,  from  time  to  time,  so  often 
as  any  such  questions  or  differences  shall  arise,  be 
referred  to  arbitrdtion  in  terms  of  the  Bailways 
Glauses  Consolidation  (Scotland)  Act  1845  (8  &  9 
Yict.  c.  33,  e.  119)."  I  have  read  the  view  which 
Farwell,  J.  has  expressed  with  reference  to  the 
trae  meaning  of  that  case,  and  I  may  say  that  I 
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abflolntelT'  and  entirely  agree  vith  what  that 
learned  jndge  said  in  respect  to  it.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  case  which  has  heen  cited  to  me  of 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Sailway  Conmany 
T.  Bouih-Eattem  Bailway  Company  (60  L.  T. 
Bep.  370:  40  Ch.  Div.  100)  the  question  was  as  to 
the  effect  of  an  agreement  having  legislative  con- 
firmation without  any  express  statutory  enact- 
ment in  an  Act  of  Parliament,  but  having  certain 
danses  in  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  were 
referred  to  in  the  agreement.  In  that  case  there 
had  been  an  agreement  to  submit  matters  in  dis- 
pute to  arbitration.  "The  courb,"  it  was  held, 
"is  not  deprived  of  its  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  matters  in  dispute  if  neither  party  insists  on 
an  arbitration.  And  in  a  case  where  the  defen- 
dant had  in  his  pleadings  insisted  on  his  right  to 
arbitration,  but  had  failed  to  raise  the  point  at 
the  hearing,  and  had  gone  into  evidence  on  the 
merits,  the  Court  of  Appeal  refused  to  eJIow  the 
point  to  be  raised  on  tbe  appeal."  Xow,  that 
agreement  was  an  agreement  to  refer  to  arbi- 
tration under  an  Act  of  Parliament.  The 
Act  of  Parliament  which  was  referred  to  in 
the  agreement  contained  certain  provisions,  and 
amongst  others  sect.  26:  "Full  efEeot  shall 
be  given  by  all  the  superior  courts  of  law  and 
equity  in  the  United  Kingdom,  according  to  their 
respective  jurisdiction,  and  by  the  companies 
respectively  ...  to  all  agreements,  refer- 
ences, arbitrations,  and  awards  in  accordance 
with  this  Act."  The  learned  judges  there  pointed 
out  that  the  legislation  which  was,  so  to  speak, 
incorporated  in  the  agreement,  was  legislation 
which  places  it  in  the  power  of  railway  companies 
to  insist  upon  that  contractual  right  as  against 
each  other,  if  they  choose  to  make  a  bargain  to 
that  effect,  and  to  fall  far  short  of  legislation 
which  debars  the  courts  of  this  country  from 
deciding  disputes  between  railway  copipanies  if 
the  railway  companies  themselves  do  not  choose 
to  insist  upon  the  arbitration  clause  in  their 
agreement."  I  have  read  that  passage  from  the 
judgment  of  Bowen,  L.J.  in  that  case  (at 
p.  108  of  40  Gh.  Div.).  So  that  that  case 
really  stands  upon  a  different  footing  from  the 
class  of  cases  represented  by  Caledonian  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Oreenoek  and  Wemytt  Bay 
Railway  Company  (ubi  sup.).  In  the  case 
of  London  and  North-  Western  Bailway  Company 
V.  DoneUan  and  Billington  (78  L.  T.  Rep.  575  ; 
(1898)  2  Q.  B.  7)  there  are  observations — though 
I  cannot  say  that  the  point  was  decided — tending 
directly  in  the  'same  direction  as  the  decision  in 
Caiedonian  Railway  Company  v.  Greenock  and 
Wemyts  Bay  Bailway  Company  (ubi  tup.).  That 
was  not  a  case  of  an  agreement  confirmed  by 
an  Act  of  Parliament;  it  was  a  case  of  legis- 
lative enactment  by  means  of  a  provisional 
order  and  subsequent  statute,  and  Chitty,  L.J. 
at  the  commencement  of  his  judgment  (at  p.  17 
of  (1898)  2  Q.B.)  says :  "  The  question  really  is 
one  of  construction  of  that  which  has  the  force 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament."  It  is  exactly  the  same 
case.  There  had  been  no  provisional  order,  but 
there  bad  been  an  Act  of  Parliament  in  so  many 
words  enacting  the  provision  in  question.  I  need 
not  dwell  upon  other  points  of  distinction 
between  London  and  North-Westem  Bailway 
Company  v.  DoneUan  and  Billington  [ubi  sup.)  and 
the  present  case  that  have  been  referred  to,  but  it 
appears  to  me  that  there  are  two  distinct  classes 


of  cases.    There  is,  first  of  all,  the  class  of  case- 
where    there  is    a   direct   statutory   enactment 
which  Bays   that  matters   shall    be    referred    to 
arbitration,  which   has  the  effect  of  preventing 
the  courts  from  entertaining  jarisdiotion.    Tfaero 
is  the  second  class  of  case,  where  there  is  an  agree> 
ment  with  statutory  confirmation,  in  which  case 
the  parties  may  waive  their  right  to  insist  upon 
having  an  arbitration.     Now,  the  present  case 
does  not  stand  on  precisely  the  same  footing  a» 
any  of  those  cited,  and  again  it  is  convenient  to 
consider  the  effect  of  the  Act  first,  and  still  a» 
alone  between  the    corporation    and  the  canai 
company.      I  go  back  now  to  the   statute,     i 
have  read  the  introductory  words   showing  for 
whose  protection  sect.  SB  was  passed :  "  The  fol- 
lowing provisions    unless    otherwise   agreed   on 
between  the  corporation  and  the  company  shall 
have  effect."    Then  there  is  sub-sect.  22,  which  i» 
important.     [His  Lordship  read  that  section  and 
continued :]      Now,   that    provision   is   entirely 
governed  by  the  introductory  words  which  I  kav» 
read :    *'  Unless  otherwise   agreed    on    between 
the    corporation    and    the    company."     There- 
fore   although    there   is,    but    tor    the    words 
that   I  have  last  read,   what  would  be  a  direct 
statutory  enactment  probably  ousting  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  altogether,  as  between  iii» 
corporation  and  the  canal  company  in  respect  of 
these  matters,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  worda 
"  unless  otherwise  agreed  on  between  the  cor- 
poration and   the  company"    show  that  it  was- 
within  the  competence  of  the  parties,  notwith- 
standing the  8(».tatory    enactment,  to  alter  by- 
agreement,  or  to  waive  the  right  to  insist  upon 
that,  and  to  appeal  to  the  ordinary  tribunals  of 
law.    So  that  there  is  that  clear  distinctioti  at  the 
outset.    Now,  striking  out  those  words  "  unlesa 
otherwise  agreed  on,"  &o.,  the  case  of  Caledonian- 
Railway  Company  v.  Greenock  and  Wemyss  Bay 
Railway  Company  (ubi  tup.),  and  the  opinion  in 
London    and  North-Western  Railway  Company 
V.    DoneUan  and  Billington    {ubi    sup.)    would 
seem  to  apply.    It  is  true  that  the  express  enact- 
ment would  not  appear  to  be  an  enactment  intro- 
duced for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  of  the  public, 
but  an  express  enactment  introduced  for  a  class- 
or  section  of  the  public.    With  reference  to  the 
variation  by  agreement,  it  is  to  be  observed  that- 
it  does  not  say  "  unless  otherwise  agreed  on  "  in 
wi-iting,  or  in  any  specific  way.      I  mention  that- 
because  I  fiiid  that  there  are  other  sections  in 
this  Act  of  Parliament  where  it  is    specifically 
enacted  that  the  agreement  must  be  in  writine, 
or  says  in  what  form  or  manner  the  alteration  i» 
to  take  place.    Now,  it  appears  to  me  that  if  the- 
matter  stood  on  the  original  Act  alone,  it  would 
be  competent  for  the  agreement  to  be  effected- 
between  the  parties  in  reference  to  going  to  a  court 
of  law  by  the  one  party  bringing  the  action  and 
the  other  party  waiving  the  right  to  insist  upon 
arbitration.    Then  the  next  question  is,  has  there 
been  a  waiver  P     I  think'  the  true   answer   i» 
"  yes,"  unless  the  objection  to  the  action  has  been 
taken,  as  Bowen,  L.J.  expresses  it  in  the  case  t> 
which  I  have  referred,  from  the  first.    I  am  clear 
that  this  objection  was  not  taken  by  the  defence. 
It  has  been  pointed  out  that  under  the  rules  of 
practice  it  is  not  necessary  to  raise  points  of  .law, 
and  it  has  also  been  pointed  out  that  in  this 
defence  there  are  some  general  words  referring 
to  all  rights  and  remedies  arising  under  the  Act 
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wliioh  mieht  possibly  be  held  to  cover  what  is 
meant.  With  reference  to  the  express  words  in 
the  defence,  I  said  that  it  was  clear  that  the  point 
was  not  raised  in  any  trne  sense,  and  I  have  not 
heard  it  suggested  that  it  was,  in  fact,  intended 
to  be  raised  by  those  words.  It  is  trne  yon  need 
not  plead  points  of  law,  or  plead  the  eviaenoe  on 
which  they  are  founded.  But  yon  may  give 
notice  of  points  of  law;  and  it  appears  to  me 
that  it  is  of  the  greatest  importance  in  consider- 
ing whether  the  objection  has  been  taken  from 
the  first  to  see  whether  the  first  reasonable  oppor- 
innity  has  been  taken  of  raising  the  objection, 
bdng  an  objection  to  jurisdiction,  if  it  is  intended 
to  insist  npon  it.  Having  come  to  that  oonclu- 
«ion  that  the  objection  was  not  taken  by  the 
defence,  and  it  not  having  been  taken  at  the 
■earliest  possible  stage,  it  is  perhaps  unnecessary 
to  express  an  opinion  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
visions of  sect.  4  of  the  Arbitration  Act  1889  as 
to  raising  these  points  and  as  to  moving  for  a 
stay  of  proceedings  when  there  is  an  arbitration 
-clause,  and  for  a  reference  to  arbitration.  But, 
-as  at  present  advised,  it  strikes  me  that  that 
-section  precisely  points  out  the  method  in  which 
■an  objection  to  jurisdiction  may  be  taken  from 
the  first.  And  1  am  by  no  means  prepared  to 
say  that  if  a  party  having  the  right  so  to  apply 
elects  not  to  do  it,  but  put  in  his  defence — 
even  it  on  his  defence  he  gave  notice  that  he 
meant  to  raise  the  objection — it  might  not  be  held 
to  be  too  lato  when  he  came  to  the  trial,  he  not 
having  taken  that  proceeding  which  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  expressly  designed,  amongst  other 
things,  to  enable  the  parties  to  take  the  objection 
■at  the  very  earliest  opportunity.  I  do  not  think, 
there  being  opposition,  that  I  ought  to  permit  an 
amendment  by  allowing  the  introduction  of  this 
■objection  into  the  defence,  for  the  reason  that  it 
is  an  objection  going  to  jarisdiction,  and  one 
which  ought  to  have  been  taken  at  ^e  earliest 
■available  opportunity.  Then,  still  as  between  the 
■corporation  and  the  canal  company,  I  come  to 
the  second  Act  and  the  agreement,  and  reading 
sect.  43, 1  find  that  the  terms  of  the  agreement — 
not  the  agreement,  bat  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment— set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act  are 
hereby  confirmed  and  made  binding  on  the  cor- 
poration and  the  company  as  if  the  same  were 
■contained  in  the  agreement  duly  entered  into  by 
these  parties  and  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament, 
And  the  agreement  of  the  §th  April  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  null  and  void  so  far  only  as  the 
«ame  differs  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
hereby  confirmed.  Now,  suppose  the  {^reement 
had  b«en  first  made,  and  had  then  been  simply 
■oonfirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  case  would 
■appear  to  have  fallen  within  the  class  of  cases  like 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Company 
V.  South-Ecutem  Eailway  Compam/  {vbi  tup.), 
and  what  was  said  by  tiie  Lord  Ohaiicellor  in 
Caledonian  BailtBay  Company  v.  Oreenook  and 
Wemyts  Bay  Bailway  Company  (u6t  tup.)  as  to 
the  true  effect  and  meaning  of  a  confirmation  of 
■an  agreement,  apart  from  the  express  statutory 
enactment  that  the  parties  were  to  implement 
and  can^  out  the  agreement.  It  is  really  an 
4  fortion  case  so  far  as  waiver  is  concerned,  to 
the  case  depending — if  it  depended  aione— on  the 
provisions  of  the  earlier  Act.  Therefore,  I  oome 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  power  in  the 
f  arties  to  waive,  and    that  there  has   been  a 


waiver  of  the  right  to  insist  upon  the  matter  being 
referred  to  arbitration.  Taking  the  view  which  I 
have  expressed  as  to  this  preliminary  point  as 
between  the  corporation  and  the  canal  company 
the  case  would  have  to  proceed,  and  I  might  s^  I 
should  simply  take  the  evidence  and  give  relief  to 
one  or  both  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  would  onlj  be  a 
case  of  misjoinder  and  perhaps  some  additional 
evidence.  But,  I  think,  in  view  of  the  ar^mente 
that  have  been  addressed  to  me,  and  also  because 
it  might  save  taking  some  portion  of  the  evidence 
should  I  entei'tain  a  particular  view,  I  ought  to 
deal  shortly  with  this  question  also.  The  first 
Act  in  question  enables  the  corporation  to  vaiy  or 
alter  the  rights  of  traders.  But,  nevertheless, 
and  subject  to  alteration,  I  think  that  they  have 
— that  this  class  of  traders  have — direct  rights 
conferred,  in  respect  of  which  the  class  may  be 
representative— again  in  respect  of  class  rights— 
and  individuals  may  have,  in  respect  of  individual 
righte,  direct  relief  in  some  respects.  There  is 
this  :  that  in  fact  these  traders  have  paid  moneys 
which  they  say  the  canal  company  was  not 
entitied  to  levy,  and  they  ask  to  have  the  money 
back  again.  Now  it  appears  to  me  that  if  they 
have  righte  conferred  upon  them  in  the  way  that 
the  righte  have  been  coi^erred  by  the  orig^inal  and 
by  the  subsequent  stetute,  and  the  stetutory  con- 
firmation of  the  second  agreement  varying  the 
terms  of  the  first,  they  have  a  right  to  come  and 
ask  to  have  that  money  returned  to  them  indi- 
vidually, which  they  have  wrongfully  paid,  and  that 
they  are  nob,  in  any  way,  bound  to  wait  until  the 
corporation  shall  have  had  an  arbitration  with  the 
canal  company  before  teking  snoh  prooeedin  tfs. 
I  think  that  they  could  have  sued  nnder  uie 
first  Act,  and  so  far  as  they  are  concerned  their 
righte  are  not  lost,  but  varied  by  means  of  the 
second  Act  and  agreement.  With  reference  to 
their  right  to  sue  as  a  class  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that  tbey  cannot  establish  a  right  to  a  decla- 
ration which  would  be  common  to  all  of  them, 
assuming  that  they  proved  right  upon  the  facte 
that  they  have  a  free  right  of  navigation  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  I  have  expressed  my  opinion  on 
what  I  recognise  as  a  difficult  and  important 
point — and  both  parties  have  represented  it  to  me 
as  an  extremely  important  point — and  I  under- 
stead  that  the  probability  is  that  the  objection 
will  be  insisted  upon  elsewhere.  Should  the  canal 
company  be  successful  on  an  appeal,  and  particu- 
larly in  reference  to  the  first  form  of  the  objection 
wUoh  has  been  taken  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  is  entirely  ousted,  I  can  only  point  out 
that  the  expenditure  which  will  be  occasioned  by 
what  I  understand  must,  neoessarily,  inite  nature, 
be  a  long  case,  and  the  taking  of  evidence, 
will  be  thrown  away,  and  if  the  plaintiffs  prove 
wrong  the  burden  of  that  expense  will  entirely 
fall  upon  them.  At  the  same  time,  having  de- 
cided as  I  have,  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitied  to  ask  that  the  case  may  now  proceed.  I 
should  have  thought;  myself,  assuming  that  it  is 
intended  —  I  nnosrstand  it  is  —  to  seek  for  an 
opinion  on  this  point  elsewhere,  that  by  far  the 
more  convenient  course  to  follow,  would  be  to 
teke  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  first  upon 
thiu  preliminary  point;  and  I  should  thmk, 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  it  is 
extremely  likely  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  would 
see  ite  way  to  advance  such  an  appeal  as  that,  and 
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that  the  rest  of  the  case  should  be  allowed  to 
stand  oyer  in  order  to  see  whether  the  evidence 
should  be  taken  at  all. 

MouUon,  K.C.— I  was  about  to  apply  to  your 
Lordship  for  that  purpose.  The  defendants  do 
wish  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
on  that  subject  of  waiver. 

Btsnb,  J. — I  think  I  have  expressed  an  opinion 
about  this  that  I  think  it  rests  with  the  plaintifEs. 
I  Uiink  that  they  are  entitled  to  go  on  now.  They 
have  got  my  judgment,  and  by  what  I  have  eaid 
about  its  being  an  important  and  difficult  point  it 
mast  not  be  understood  that  I  have  any  doubt 
myself  as  to  the  view  I  have  ezpresjed.  I  think 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  siy :  "  Let  the 
case  proceed.  The  court  has  jurisdiction^  and  we 
have  come  here  properly  and  will  proceed." 

Hughei,  K.G. — We  have  considered  the  matter 
very  carefully  with  our  clients,  and  it  is  so  im- 
portant to  us  that  the  matter  should  be  promptly 
disposed  of  that  we  would  necessarily  press  yonr 
Lordship  to  go  on.  If  there  is  to  be  an  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Appeal  and,  possibly,  to  the  House 
of  Lords  on  this  preliminary  point,  it  would  take 
a  very  long  time,  and  then  would  have  to  come 
back  and  start  afresh.  We  will  take  all  risks. 
We  quite  appreciate  all  the  risks  we  take. 

The  trial  of  the  action  proceeded  accordingly, 
and  the  hearing  of  the  evidence  occupied  several 
days.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  his 
Lordship  reserved  judgment. 

On  the  7th  April  1903  the  following  written 
judgment  was  d^vered  by 

Bybke,  J. — The  constitution  of  the  action  is  as 
follows :  Three  limited  companiies  sue  in  a  repre- 
sentative capacity  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
others — the  traders,  manufacturers,  and  others 
carrying  on  business  at  or  near  Warrington. 
Each  company  also  sues  in  its  individual  capacity, 
and  the  conioration  of  Warrington  is  the  remain- 
ing plaintiff.  The  defendants  are  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal  Company.  The  relief  claimed  by  the 
corporation  and  by  their  co-plaintifEs  in  their 
representative  capacity  is  for  declarations  to 
establish  alleged  rights,  and  that  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  traders  individually  is  for  repayment  of 
tolls  paid  by  themuuder  protest  which  they  alleged 
to  have  been  wrongfully  enacted  from  them,  and, 
as  a  separate  matter,  damages  for  delay  occa- 
sioned by  neglect  to  preserve  a  channel  in  a  cer- 
tain portion  of  the  river  Mersey  in  accordance 
with  statutory  obligations  imposed  on  the  defen- 
dants. The  case  raises  important  questions  of 
construction  arising  out  of  two  Acte  of  Par- 
liament and  the  terms  of  an  agreement  scheduled 
to  the  later  of  such  Acts.  The  defendants,  the 
Manchester  Ship  Canal  Company,  are  under 
certain  obligations  in  respect  o(  a  portion  of  the 
river  Mersey,  situate  between  the  western  bonn- 
daiy  of  Monks,  Hall,  and  Go.  Limited  at  or 
near  Bank  Quay  and  Howley  Lock,  including  the 
portion  of  the  old  bed  of  the  Mersey  between 
the  westerly  end  of  the  river  diversion  and  Walton 
Lock.  The  nature  and  extent  of  their  obliga- 
tions so  far  as  necessary  to  be  considered  in  the 
present  case  are  defined  by  the  Manchester  Ship 
Canal  Act  1885,  s.  88,  and  by  the  Manchester 
Ship  Canal  Act  1896,  s.  43,  and  the  terms  of 
agreement  by  the  last- mentioned  section  con- 
firmed.    The  Acte  of  1885  and  1896  are  local 


and  personal  Acte  as  distinguished  from  general 
Acte  and  private  Acte.      Undoubtedly  such  aa 
Act  may  be   so  framed  as   to  amount  to  mor» 
than  a  statutory  confirmation  of  an  agreement 
inter  partes,  but  unless  the  Act  be  so  framed 
I    think    that    the   principles    of    construotioa 
to    be    applied    are    to    be    found   clearly  laid 
down   in  I).    Davit  and   Son»  Limited  v.    Taf 
Yale  Bailtoay  Company  (72  L.    T.   Bep.   632^ 
(1895)  A.  C.  542).    I  wUL  refer  to  the  remarks  tA 
the  Lord   Chancellor,  which  are  to  be  found  at 
p.  549  of   (1885)   A.C.,  where  he  says:   "That 
brings  me  to  the  question  whether  the  Act  does 
in  truth  constitute  a  contract  between  the  two 
companies  giving  no  right  except  to  each  other, 
and  therefore  not  justifying  the  trader  in  refusing 
to  pay  the  amonnded  demanded.    Now,  it  seems 
to  me  that  there  is  a  very  obvious  answer  to  the 
argument  that  the  23rd  section  of  the  Act  con> 
stitntes  merely  a  contract  between  the  companies. 
It  is  not  a  contract ;  it  is  not,  to  my  mind,  evea 
like  a  contract ;  it  bears  no  analogy  to  a  contract. 
It  is  an  express   enactment   which   imposes  an 
obligation   on  the  Taff  Yale  Railway  Company 
to  charge  certain  rates ;    it  is  immaterial  what 
the  terms  are  upon  which  these  rates  are  to  be 
charged;    we  are  now  construing  the  statatorjr 
obligation ;  and  if  the  Taff  Yale  Bail  way  Com- 
pany has  done  the  thing  which  the  Legislature 
has  contemplated  they  might  do,  and  which,  if  I 
am  right  in  what  I  have  said  before,  they  have 
done,  then  their  right  to  charge  more  than  the 
lowest  rate,  which  for  the  time  being  they  have 
charge  for  like  traffic  to  or  from  the  docks  at 
Cardiff,  Penarth,  or  Barry  has  ceased,  and  the 
Legislature  has  prohibited  them  from  doing  it 
It  would  be  strange  indeed  if  this  be  true,  that 
a  trader  sued  for  the  higher  charge  should  not 
be  able  to  set  up  the  unlawful  character  of  the 
excess."    And  Lord  Wateon   (at  p.  552  ofthe 
same  report)  says  :  "  In  cases  where  the  provisions 
of  a  local  and  personal  Act  directly  impose  mutual 
obligations  upon  two  persons  or  companies,  such 
provisions  may,  in  my  opinion, be  fairly  considered 
as  having  this  analogy  to   contract,  that  they 
must,  as  between  those  parties,  be  construed  ia 
precisely  the  same  way  as  if  they  had  been  matter, 
not  of  enactment,  but  of  private  ag^reement.    It 
was  in  that  sense  that  in  Countess  of  Bothei  v. 
Kirkcaldy    Waterworks    Cotumisaioners  (7   App. 
Caa.  694,  at  p.  707)  J  ventured  to  observe  that 
'such  statutory  provisions  as  those  of   sect.  43 
occurring  in  a   local  and  personal  Act  must  be 
regared  as  a  contract  between  the  parties,  whether 
made  by  their  mutual  agreement,  or  forced  upon 
them  by  the  Legislature.'    For  all  purposes  of 
construction,  I  thought  that  the  provisions  which 
the  House  had  to  interpret  might  be  legitimately 
viewed  in  that  light.    But  it  did  not  occur  to  me 
then,  nor  am  I  now  of  opinion,  that  the  analc^ 
of   contract,    for   it   is    nothine   more,    oomd, 
in    an    English     case    especiaUy,    be    carried 
further.      The  provisions  of  a  railway  Act,  even 
when    they    impose    mutual    obligabons,    differ 
from  private  stipulations  in  this  essential  respect, 
that  they  derive  their  existence  and  their  foroe, 
not  from  the  agreement  of  parties,  bat  from  the 
will  of  the  Legislature.    And  when  provisions  of 
that  kind  are  not  limited  to  the  intoreste  of  the 
of  the  parties  mutually  obliged,  but  impose  upon 
one  or  other  or  both  of  them  an  obligation  in. 
favour  of  third  parties,  who  are  suffioientiy  desig- 
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nated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  obligation  so 
imposed  must  operate  as  a  direct  enactment  of 
the  Legislature  in  favour  of  these  parties,  and 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  mere  stipulation  inter 
alios,  which  they  may  have  an  interest  bat  have 
no  title  to  enforce."  [His  Lordship  rea.d  and 
commented  npon  sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885,  and 
continued :]  I  will  only  say  that  if  rights  directly 
enforceable  by  traders  and  manufacturers  are 
given  by  the  section,  it  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  the  clause  is  applicable  to  such  rights  as  for 
the  time  being  existing  under  the  original  Act  or 
as  altered  by  agreement  at  all.  I  have  shortly 
analysed  the  whole  section  of  the  Act,  with  the 
resnlt  that  I  am  quite  clear  that  some  of  the  sub- 
sections-— as,  for  instance,  8  to  11 — confer  rights 
upon  the  corporation  only,  and  others — such  as 
2  and  5 — npon  traders  and  manufacturers,  and 
others  carrying  on  business  at  or  near  War- 
rington directly.  Omitting  the  words  at  the 
beginning  of  the  section,  "unless  otherwise 
agreed  on  between  the  corporation  and  the  com- 
pany," it  appears  to  me  from  the  whole  scope  of 
the  section  that  certain  of  the  sub-sections,  not  in 
terms  confined  to  the  corporation,  or  to  traders, 
imposed  obligations  on  the  company  towards  all 
those  for  whose  protection  the  section  is  expressed 
to  be  enacted,  and  to  confer  direct  rights  npon  all 
or  any  of  those  in  whose  favour  it  is  so  enacted, 
and  notably  I  consider  that  sub-sect.  14,  which  is 
the  most  important  one  for  the  purpose  of  the 
present  case,  confers  a  direct  right  upon,  and 
gives  a  right  of  action  to,  all  or  any  of  the  persons 
mentioned  as  those  for  whose  protection  the 
section  was  introduced.  To  what  extent  the 
words  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  section, 
"  unless  otherwise  agreed  on  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  the  company,"  confer  a  right  upon  the 
corporation — acting,  of  course,  in  good  faith — to 
vary  the  rights  of  all  or  any  of  the  classes  of 
persons  interested  under  the  sub-sections,  or  of 
members  of  those  classes,  is  not,  in  the  view  1  take 
of  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  1896,  material  to  con- 
sider. And  it  is  snfBcient  to  say  that  I  can  see 
ground  for  fair  argument  that  the  agreement 
subsequently  entered  into  between  the  corporation 
and  the  company  exceeded  the  powers  of  the 
coloration  to  apply  the  legislative  sanction 
which  it  received  by  the  Act  of  1896.  I  am 
guarding  myself ;  I  am  not  in  the  least  saying 
that  it  was  in  excess,  but  I  can  see  fair  ground 
for  arguing  that  it  was  so.  [His  Lordship  then 
dealt  with  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
succeed  in  their  action.] 

From  that  decision  the  defendants  now  ap- 
pealed. 

Upon  the  opening  of  the  appeal  the  defendants 
took  the  preliminary  objection  which  had  been 
raised  by  them  in  the  court  below. 

Crippi,  K.C.  {Moulton,  K.O..  rickford,  K.C., 
0.  Leigh  Clare,  and  Aubrey  T.  Lttorenee  with 
him)  for  theappellants. — Thepreli  .unary  question 
raised  by  this  appeal  is  whether  the  matter  in 
■dispute  between  the  parties  should  be  determined 
by  arbitration  instead  of  by  the  court.  Sect.  88, 
sub-sect.  22,  of  the  Act  of  1885  raises  in  one  form, 
although  not  in  a  complete  form,  the  question  of 
jurisdiction.  I  say  that  thereby  there  is  a 
statutory  substitution  of  an  engineer  for  the 
court.    Byrne,  J.  was  entirely  in  favour  of  the 


defendants  npon  this  point,  except  on  the  ques- 
tion of  waiver.  His  Lordship  decided  that  the 
defendants  had  waived  their  right  to  object  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that  such  juris- 
diction arose.  Upon  this  point  I  would  also  refer 
to  sect.  202  of  the  same  Act,  which  ia  likewise  an 
arbitration  clause,  and  is  a  very  wide  arbitration 
clause,  and  one  that  covers  the  substance  of  the 
present  dispute.  [Vauqhan  Williams,  L.J. — 
The  agreement  being  embodied  in  the  statute,  it 
is  a  statutory  condition  precedent  and  goes  to 
jurisdiction.]  Suppose  that  it  is  not  a  questioik 
of  jurisdiction,  but  only  a  matter  inter  partes^ 
the  court  would  interfere  by  way  of  a  stay  of^ 
proceedings.  1  submit  that  the  learned  judge  in 
the  court  below  has  made  a  mistake  on  the  point-- 
whether  it  is  necessary  to  plead  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion. He  thought  that  because  the  defendants - 
had  not  specifically  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction 
they  had  waived  their  ri^ht  to  do  so.  Bat 
parties  cannot  waive  the  jurisdiction.  If  it  i» 
ousted  by  legislative  enactment,  the  partie» 
cannot  waive  it.  As  between  the  parties  they 
can  waive ;  but  if  it  is  a  statutory  provision  they 
cannot.  The  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1885  are  to  - 
apply  unless  the  parties  otherwise  agree.  Byrne,  J. 
thought  that  as  the  defendants  had  not  pleaded 
the  want  of  jurisdiction  they  had  otherwise 
agreed.  But  it  cannot  be  "  otherwise  agreed  " 
simply  because  the  pleader  has  adopted  a  par- 
ticular form  of  pleading.  ["Vattohan  Williams^ 
L.J. — If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  ousted,  it 
is  not  in  accordance  with  the  practice  to  go  to  th& 
court  to  ask  for  a  sta^  of  proceedings,  because  in 
such  a  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  does  not 
exist.]  Yon  go  to  the  court  to  ask  for  an  exerciso 
of  its  discretion.  [Vaughan  Williams,  L.J. — 
Can  the  manufacturers  and  traders  sue  here  P' 
They  are  not  parties  to  the  agreement.  That  was 
made  between  the  canal  company  and  the  cor- 
poration: (see  Ellis  v.  Duke  of  Bedford,  70  L.  T.. 
Bep.332;  (1899)  ICh.  494).]  Persons  having  joint 
interests  can  sue.  [Vaughan  Williams,  L.J. — 
Is  there  any  statutory  provision  as  to  a  stay  in  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  1854  or  the  Arbitra- 
tion Act  1889P  I  am  aware  that  there  is  a 
practice  as  to  that,  bat  is  there  any  statutory 
provision  I'l  Sect.  4  of  the  Arbitration  Act  18£^ 
provides  that :  "  If  any  party  to  a  submission. 
.  .  .  commences  any  legal  proceedings  in  any 
court  against  any  other  party  to  the  submission 
.  .  .  in  respect  of  any  matter  agreed  to  be- 
referred,  any  party  to  sach  legal  proceedinga 
may  at  any  time  after  appearance,  and  befor» 
delivering  any  pleadings  or  taking  any  other 
steps  in  the  proceedings,  apply  to  that  court  to 
stay  the  proceedings,  and  that  court  ...  if 
satisfied  that  there  is  no  sufficient  reason  why 
the  matter  should  not  be  referred  in  accordance 
with  the  submission,  and  that  the  applicant  was, 
at  the  time  when  the  proceedings  were  com- 
menced, and  still  remains,  ready  and  willing  to  do 
all  things  necessary  to  the  proper  conduct  of  the 
arbitration,  may  make  an  order  staying  the  pro- 
ceedings."   He  referred  also  to 

Mayor,  ^e.,  of  London  v.  Cox,  L.  Bep.  2  E.  &  I.  App. 
239,  at  p.  261. 

Bousfield,  K.C.  and  Hughes,  K.C.  (with  them 
Frederic  Thompson)  for  the  respondents. — It  was 
not  urged  before  that  no  jurisdiction  existed,  and 
that  the  matter  ought  to  go  to  arbitration.    No 
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iuggestion  was  made  that  arbitration  was  the 
proj^r  tribunal.  We  agree  that  if  the  conrt  has 
no  jurisdiction  it  is  not  neoeesary  to  refer  to  that 
fact  in  the  pleadings.  All  that  has  to  be  shown  to 
the  oourt  is  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction.  There 
are  four  classes  of  cases  which  mav  arise  relating 
to  the  present  question :  First,  where  the  conn 
only  has  jurisdiction ;  secondly,  where  the  oourt 
has  no  jurisdiction ,  and  some  other  tribunal 
possesses  it.  Between  those  two  classes  of  cases 
there  are  two  other  instances :  (a)  Where  a  party 
to  proceedings  comes  tub  modo  and  says  that  he 
is  entitled  to  have  arbitration.  The  oourt  is 
bound  to  give  effect  to  that  application  and  to 
stay  the  proceedings.  (6)  The  court  has  power  to 
stay  where  it  has  a  discretion  to  exercise,  origi- 
nally under  the  Oommon  Law  Procedure  Act 
1854  and  now  under  the  Arbitration  Act  1889. 
The  following  cases  were  relied  upon  by  the 
defendants  in  the  court  below  : 

Caledonian  Railway  Company    v.   ffr««nocI;  and 

Wemyu  Bay  Raitiieay  Company,  L.  Bep.  2  Soo. 

App.  317 : 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Company  r. 

South-Eastem  Railway  Company,  60  L.  T.  Bep. 

370 ;  40  Cb.  DiT.  100 ; 
London  and  North- Wutem  Rail/way  Company  r. 

Donellan  and  Billington,  78  L.  T.  Bep.   575; 

(1898)  2  Q.  B.  7 ;  on  appeal  79  L.  T.  Bap.  503 ; 

(1899)  A.  C.  79  J 

Manchteter  Ship  CoTutl  Company  r.  Uanchesler 
Bacecour$e  Company,  83  L.  T.  Bep.  274  ;  (1900) 
2  Ch.  352,  at  p.  361. 

Bnt  neither  Xfondon  and  North-WesUm  Railway 
Company  v.  Donellan  (ubi  tup.)  nor  London  and 
North-Westem  Bailway  Company  v.  Billington 
(ubi  tup.)  supports  the  appellants'  contention, 
while  the  latter  case  supports  ours.  In  Midland 
Jtailway  Company  y.  Loteby  and  Camley  (80 
L.  T.  Bep.  93;  (1899)  A.  C.  133)  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  London  and  North. 
Wettem  Bailway  Company  t.  Donellan  {ubi  tup.) 
was  approved  by  the  House  of  Lords.  There 
must  be  something  more  than  a  simple  common 
form  arbitration  clause  in  an  Act  of  Parliament 
to  deprive  the  court  of  its  jurisdiction.  It  may 
^ve  the  parties  the  rip;ht  to  go  to  arbitration,  but 
it  does  not  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  oourt  if 
thev  prefer  to  go  to  the  conrt.  The  effect  of 
such  a  section  is  not  to  exclude  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  so  that  the  parties  cannot  waive, 
but  must  go  to  arbitration.  The  Arbitration  Act 
1889  contemplates  references  under  statutory 
powers,  for  by  tne  24th  section  it  is  provided  that : 
"  This  Act  shall  apply  to  every  arbitration  und«r 
any  Act  passed  before  or  after  the  commencement 
of  this  Act  as  if  the  arbitration  were  pursuant  to 
a  submission,  except  in  so  far  as  this  Act  is 
inconsistent  with  the  Act  regulating  the  arbi- 
tration, or  with  any  rules  or  procedure  authorised 
or  recognised  by  that  Act."  In  the  ComUet*  of 
Sothet  V.  Kirkcaldy  Watenoorkt  Committionert 
(7  App.  Cas.  694)  there  was  a  clause  precisely 
simikr  to  that  in  the  present  case.  As  to  the 
question  of  waiver  of  the  right  to  object  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  conrt,  Byrne,  J.  went  fully 
into  that  question.  So  far  we  have  dealt  with 
the  matter  as  if  the  arbitration  clause  were  in 
common  form.  But  it  is  not  in  oommon  form. 
The  clause  is  not  directed  to  excluding  the  juris- 
diction of  the  conrt,  but  to  providing  a  special 
tribunal  if  the  parties  wish  to  raaort  to  it.    It  is 


the  provision  of  a  tribunal,  not  the  exclusion  of 
the  jurisdiction,  that  is  aimed  at.  It  was  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  that  such  a  tribunal  should 
be  set  up,  but  not  to  their  benefit  that  the  juris- 
diction should  be  excluded.  And,  unless  there 
are  some  express  words  to  exclude  it,  it  cannot  be 
treated  as  excluded.  The  appellants  must  show 
that  the  purpose  of  this  clause  is  exclusion  to 
enable  them  to  succeed.  It  is  not  enacted  that 
all  differences  shall  go  to  arbitration,  but  three 
specified  things.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is 
not  ousted  unless  one  of  the  parties  iusisU  that 
arbitration  shall  be  the  tribunal.  We  have  so 
far  argued  as  if  there  were  not  the  words  at  the 
beginning  of  sect.  88.  That  section  is  prefaced 
by  the  words  "  unless  otherwise  agreed  on 
between  the  corporation  and  the  company." 
Those  are  an  integral  part  of  the  enactment,  and 
dominate  the  whole  matter.  You  cannot  have 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  determined  by  the 
will  of  the  parties  unless  in  the  case  alrijady 
mentioned.  If  the  sections  only  give  the  parties 
the  right  to  arbitration  that  is  enough  for  the 
plaintUfs.  Then  arises  the  question  of  waiver, 
and  sect.  4  of  the  Arbitration  Act  1889  becomes 
very  material.  As  to  what  is  a  "  step  in  the  pro- 
ceedings," within  the  meaning  of  that  section, 
see 

Ford's  Hotel  Company  Limited  v.  Bartlett,  73 
h.  T.  Bep.  665  ;  (1896)  A.  C.  1,  at  p.  4. 
The  authorities  show  that  if  it  is  intended  to 
go  to  arbitration,  the  party  desirous  of  doing  so 
must  decide  to  do  so  earlier  than  at  the  stage  at 
which  the  appellants  did  in  the  present  case. 
Dealing  with  the  matter  as  between  the  company 
and  the  corporation,  the  question  is  whether  the 
provisions  of  the  Acts  are  sufficient  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  appellants  contend 
that  no  amount  of  waiver  will  do,  and  that  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction.  Bnt  in  a  private  Act 
it  is  not  intended  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.    Although  in  a  public  Act  it  might  be 

5rovided  that  persons  sliould  go  to  arbitiation. 
'hat,  however,  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case, 
and  the  intention  ought  not  to  be  imputed  to  the 
Legislature  that  the  parties  should  never  resort 
to  the  court,  but  should  go  to  arbitration.  In  a 
public  Act  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  it 
might  be  a  matter  of  policy  that  arbitration 
should  be  the  tribunal — e.g.,  for  the  purpose  of 
saving  expense.  But  that  is  not  so  when  it  is  a 
matter  of  agreement.  There  is  no  case  which 
shows  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  ousted 
in  such  circumstances  as  these.  The  case  of 
Caledonian  Bailtoay  Company  v.  Greenock  and 
Wemytt  Bay  Bailieay  Company  {ubi  tup.)  is  an 
authority  for  exaotiy  the  opposite  proposition  for 
which  the  appellants  cited  it  in  the  court  below. 
Cou7ttett  of  Mothet  v.  Kirkoaldy  {ubi  tup.)  was 
certainly  not  a  case  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
conrt  being  ousted.  In  London  and  North-Wettem 
Railway  Company  v.  Donellan  and  Billington 
{ubi  tup.)  the  whole  discussion  was  not  upon  the 
question  whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  but 
whether  the  arbitrator  had  jurisdiction  to  deal 
with  a  certain  part  of  the  case.  And  when  the 
court  came  to  consider  that  case  in  Midland 
Bailway  Company  v.  Loteby  omd  Camley  {ubi 
tup.)  that  point  was  made  clear.  The  case  ot 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Company 
V.  South-Eattem  Bailway  Company  {ubi  tup.) 
shows  that  where  two  companies  have  agreed  that 
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all  differences  between  them  shall  be  sabmitted 
to  arbitration,  the  parties  vaaj  waire  the  arbitra- 
tion and  go  to  the  court.  Why  should  it  be 
■apposed  that  the  Legislature  intended  the 
plaintiffs  here  to  go  to  arbitration  if  they  pre- 
ferred to  go  to  the  court.  And  when  some  nice 
qoeations  of  law  are  involved,  it  is  most  desirable 
tnat  they  shonld  have  the  right  to  go  to  the  oonrt, 
for  where  qaestions  of  law  are  rais^  arbitration  is 
the  most  nnsatistaotory  tribunal,  and  public  policy 
cannot  require  that  they  should  go  to  arbitration 
whatever  it  may  in  the  case  of  a  public  Act.  With 
regard  to  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  traders 
and  manufactnrers  to  sue,  sab- met.  22  of  sect.  88 
of  the  Act  of  1886  as  to  arbitration  has  nothing 
to  do  with  any  dispute  between  them  and  the 
oompanjr.  Supposing  that  they  have  no  right  to 
bring  this  action,  the  municipal  corporation  has 
the  power.  But  the  traders  and  mannfactnrers 
are  greatly  affected,  and  if  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1885  are  carried  out  the  canal  is  much  to 
their  advantag^.  It  was  for  that  reason  that 
Tarions  provisions  were  inserted  in  that  Act  to 
preserve  the  river  and  to  protect  the  traders  and 
manufacturers.  That  gives  them  a  direct  right 
to  enforce  the  provisions  of  sect,  88  : 

Herron  and  othen  v.  BcUhminet  and  Rathgar 
Impnvement  Oommitnonar$,  67  L.  T.  Bep.  658  j 
(1892)  A  C.  498,  at  p.  553. 

That  was  a  very  similar  case  to  the  present,  and 
there  the  action  was  bro^ht  by  three  persons 
as  representing  a  class.  [  VA.uaHAR  Williaus, 
liJ. — The  question  is  whether  the  traders  and 
manufacturers  were  intended  by  the  Legislature 
to  have  any  voice  in  the  matter.  The  words 
at  the  beginning  of  sect.  88,  "  unless  otherwise 
agreed  on  between  the  corporation  and  the 
company,"  seem  to  make  the  corporation  and 
the  company  the  masters  of  the  situation.] 
They  are  masters  of  the  situation  to  this 
extent  and  no  more,  that  they  can  agree  to 
a  modification  ot  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

tSTZBLiNO,  L.J. — ^Why  is  this  point  not  governed 
ly  EUit  V.  Duke  of  Bedford  {ubi  mp.)  as  to 
whether  a  representative  action  may  be  brought  P] 
It  is  rather  more  than  that — namely,  whether 
persons  who  are  represented  have  a  right  of 
action.  We  say  that  the  traders  and  mannfao- 
torers  themselves  have  the  right  to  enforce  this 
agreement  which  was  for  their  protection,  and 
that  without  the  aid  of  the  corporation.  TbiB  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  contract  between  the  company 
and  the  traders  and  manufacturers,  as  Lord  Hals- 
bnry  said  in  Herron  v.  Rathminet  and  Eathgar 
Improvement  CommUrionerg  (uhi  lup.).  It  i^at 
is  so,  they  have  by  virtue  of  contract  the  rights 
of  the  corporation.  There  is  an  alternative  pro- 
position: Suppose  it  is  an  agreement  between 
the  corporation  and  the  company  and  incorporated 
in  an  Act,  even  a  member  of  the  public  who  can 
show  damage — and  d  fortiori  a  trader — is  entitled 
to  sue  to  enforce  the  obligation.  The  clearest 
anthority  on  that  proposition  is 

D.  Davit  and  Soru  Limited  v.  Toff  Vale  Raiheay 
Company,  72  L.  T.  B«p.  632 ;  (1895)  A.  C.  542. 

Crippt,  K.C.  in  reply. — Two  other  oases  which 
show  that  the  rights  ot  the  traders  and  manu- 
facturers are  put  much  too  high  are 

Atkinton  v.  Newccutle  and  Oateihead  Waterworke 
Company,  36  L.  T.  B«p.  761 ;  2  Ex.  Div.  441,  at 
p.  448; 
Vd.  XC,  2329.» 


Johnston  and  otlters  v.  Con$um»rs'  Oas  Company 
of  Toronto,  78  h.  T.  Bep.  270 ;  (1898)  A  C.  447, 
at  p.  454. 

[Yauohak  Williaus,  L.J. — The  proposition 
which  you  are  dealing  with  was  discussed  very 
f  uUy  in  this  court  subsequently  to  the  year  1897  in 
Grove*  v.  Lord  Wimbome  (79  L.  T.  Rep.  284 ;  (1898> 
2  Q.  B.  402,  at  p.  416).  His  Lordship  referred 
also  to  the  decisions  as  to  arbitration  under  th» 
Building  Societies  Acts  ;  and,  in  particular,  cited 
Crisp  V.  Bunbury  (8  Bing.  394).    q^^  ^„  ^^^ 

Mar<^  15. — ^The  following  written  judgments 
were  delivered : — 

Yauohan  Williams,  L.J. — This  is  an  appeal 
by  the  defendants,  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal 
Companv,  in    an  action   brought  against  them 
in    which    the    plaintiffs    are    the    corporation 
of    Warrington    and    certain   traders    of    War- 
rington as    representing    the  traders    of    War- 
rington generally,  and  also  in  their  individoal 
capacities.     The    object   ot    the   action    is   to 
enioroe   rights  which   they    claim    respectively 
to  have  against  the  Ship  Oanal  Companv  under 
a  clause  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  or  under  that 
clause  as  modified  by  an  agreement  affirmed  by  a 
subsequent   Act  of    Parliament   or  under   that 
af^reement.    The  trader  plMntiffs,  in  their  indi- 
vidual capacities,  although  they  include  a  claim 
for  damages  for  the  breach  by  the  Ship  Canal 
Company  of  dredging  obligations  cast  on  them 
by  the  statute  or  by  the  agreement,  in  substance, 
claim   the  retom   of   tol£,  which  were  paid  by 
the  traders  on   the  demand  of  the   Ship  Canal 
Company  for  the  user  of  the  canal,  which  user 
was  necessitated  by  failure  of  the  canal  company 
to   perform    duties   alleged   by  the  plaintiffs  to- 
have  been  cast  on  the  canal  company,  in  respect 
of  maintaining  the  channel  of  the  river  Mersey 
at  a  certain  depth.    The  failure  by  the  canal 
company  to  perform  these  duties  would  entitle 
the  traders  under  the  6th  section  of  the  agree- 
ment scheduled  to  the  Act  of  1896,  to  navigate 
a  portion  of  the  canal,  free  of  all  tolls  and  dues, 
during  such  time  as  the  said  channel  should  be 
obstructed.      The    plaintiffs    generally    ask    tor 
declarations  of  rights.    When  the  caae  came  on 
for  hearing  the  (kfendant  company  took  a  pre- 
liminary objection,  which  was  this  :  that  having 
regard  to  the  arbitration  provisions  contained  as 
well  in  the  original  Act  of  Parliament  as  in  tho 
agreement  affirmed  by  the  subsequent  Act,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  absolutely  ousted  in, 
the  sense  that  the  court  could  not,  even  with  th& 
assent  of  all  parties,  entertain  the  action  or  dis- 
pose  of  a  particular  matter  in  difference  essential  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  action.    I  will  observe 
here  that  the  action  really  embodies  three  actions, 
and  that  it  may  be  that  we  ousting  of  the  juris- 
diction may  be  effective  as  to  one  or  more  of  the 
claims  although  not  effective  as   to   all   three 
actions  or  all  the  claims.    This,  however,  would 
seem  an  unfortunate  result,  for  it  is  obvious  that 
it  is  desirable  that  all  these  oases  relating  to  the 
same  obligations  of  the  oanal  company  should  be 
disposed  of    by  the  same  tribunal.      The  pre- 
liminary objection  so  far  as  it  is  based  on  the 
original  Act  ot   the  Manchester  Ship   Canal^ 
1885 — depends  primarily   on    sect.  88   of    that 
Act.     The   section   begins    with    these   words: 
FHis  Lordship  read  them  and  continued :]     Then 
follow  numerous  provisions,  the  14th  of  which. 
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deals  with  the  obligation  of  the  canal  company  in. 
respect  of  the  diedging  of  the  channel  of  the 
river    Mersey,    and    the    maintenance    of    the 
dredging,    so    that    at   all    times    there  shoold 
be   a  depth   of    8ft.    of  water    at   low   water 
of  spring  tides  between  a  certain  point,  and  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  borough  of  Wan-ington, 
the  object  of  this  proTision  being,  of  course,  the 
maintenance  of  the  channel  of  the  Mersey,  which 
might  be  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  canal, 
and  its  maintenance  in  such  a  condition  that  the 
channel  of  the  Mersey  might  continue  a  navigable 
way  convenient  to  the  borough  of  Warrington  and 
its  traders.    Then  provision  22  says  this  :    [His 
Lordship  read    that  provision,   and  continued :] 
The  words  "  unless  otherwise  agreed  on  "  refer,  I 
assume,  simply  to  the  appointment  of  the  arbi- 
trator, who  may  be  an  agreed  arbitrator  or  one 
appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade.      Thus  far  I 
have  only  dealt  with  the  statute  of  1885,  but  sub- 
sequently, in  1896,  the  company  and  the  corpora- 
tion in  the  exercise  of  the  power  conferred  by 
the  words  in   the  pretaoe  of  sect.  88,  "  Unless 
otherwise  agreed  on  between  the  corporation  and 
the  company,"  agreed  to  modify  the  provisions  of 
eeot.    88.      I    should    here    observe    that  in  my 
opinion,  the  power  of  agreement    thus  given  in 
the  prefatory  clause  of  sect.  88  is  only  a  power  to 
alter  the  provisions  in  that  section,  and  has  no 
bearing  whatever  on  the  power  of  the  corpora- 
tion or  the  company  to  waive  the  provision  con- 
tained in  sub' sect.  22.    Now,  the  agreement  thus 
made  in  1896  between  the  corporation  and  the 
company,  slightly   modified,    was    confirmed    by 
sect.  43  of  the  M!anchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1896, 
which    runs    thus  :      [His    Lordship    read    that 
section  and  continued:]     The  agi-eement  in  the 
schedule  recites  the  prefatory  words  in  sect.  88 
of  the  Act  of  1885  and  sub-sect.  14  of  that  section 
and  then  recites  an  agreement  of  1893  between 
the  corporation  and  the  company  whereby,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  corporation  not  opposing  the 
opening  of  the  canal,   although  incomplete,   the 
company  agree,  subject  to  penalties,  to  complete 
&t  their  own  cost  on  or  before  the  Ist  July  1894 
the  dredging  authorised  b^  sect.  88,  sub- sect.  14, 
of  the  Act  of  1885,  reserving  all  powers,  rights, 
and  privileges  of  the  corporation  and  the  manu- 
facturers and  traders  of  Warrington,  under  the 
Acts  relating  to  the  company  or  otherwise.     The 
recital  of  this  agreement  of  1893  is  followed  by  a 
recital  that,  by  the  same  agreement  the  company 
agreed  that  during  the  time  fixed  for  completion 
by  that  agi-eement,  the  corporation,  traders  and 
mannfaotarers  at  Warrington  should    have  the 
right   to    carry,     by    means    of    their    barg^, 

Soods  from  the  Mersey  to  the  Mersey  along  the 
[anchester  Ship  Canal  free  of  rates  or  tolls. 
Then  follows  a  recital  of  disputes  and  difEerences 
having  arisen  between  the  company  and  the  cor- 
poration, and  that  the  company  and  the  corpora- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  settling  those  disputes 
have  agreed  to  execute  these  presents.  This 
recital  of  the  agreement  between  the  corpora- 
tion and  the  company  is  followed  by  a  rather 
remarkable  recital  relating  to  the  traders.  It 
runs  thus :  "  And  whereas  the  traders,  manu- 
facturers, and  all  other  persons  now  or  here- 
afte**  carrying  on  business  at  or  near  War- 
rington are  entitled  to  use  portions  of  the  canal 
and  river  Mersey  and  the  lock  and  works  at 
Walton,  on  the  terms  and  conditions  defined  in 


sub- sect.  2  of  sect.  88,  and  the  corporation  and 
the  company  have  agreed  to  alter  those  terms  and 
conditions  as  hereinafter  mentioned."    It  will  be 
observed  that  although  it  is  rights  of  the  traders 
and  others  carrying  on  business  which  are  affected, 
it  is  the  corporation  and  company  who  make  the 
agreement,  and  this  may  be  very  important  when 
one  comes  to  consider  wnether,  upon  v.  breach  of 
this  agreement  confirmed  by  statute  affecting  the 
rights  of  traders  aud  others,  an  action  based  on 
the  breach  may  be  brought  by  the  injured  person, 
as  is  the  case  when  an  individual  is  injured  by 
the  breach  of  a  statute  passed  for  his  benefit, 
provided  such  a  remedy  comes  within  the  purview 
of  the  Legislature  in  t£e  particular  statute  which 
it  is  especitdly  likely  to  do  in  a  case  in  which  the 
Act  is  not  an  Act  of  public  and  general  policy,  but 
is  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  private  legislative 
bargain  between    certain    persons    likely  to  be 
affected  by  the  work  authorised  by  a  special  Act, 
and  a  body  of  undertakers  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  they  will  keep  up  certain  public  works. 
The  scheduled  agreement  by  clause  1  provides 
that  "  Sub-sect  14  of  sect.  88  shall,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  agreement"  (I  am  not  sore  what 
these  last  words   mean,  but  I  think  practically 
nothing)  "  be  read  and  have  effect  as  if  the  same 
were  in  the  words  foUowing."    Then  follow  some 
give-and-take  clauses  as  to  the  dredging  and  two 
clauses  {d)  and  (e)  which  detd  with  wharves  and 
the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  company  and  the 
wharf  owners  respectively  in   relation    thereto. 
These  clauses  are  remarkable  because  they  em- 
body a  bargain  with  considerations  passing  to 
and  from  the  company  and  the  wharf  owners. 
Then  follows  sect.  2,  which  provides  for  a  modifi- 
cation of  sub.sect.  2  of  sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885, 
the  sub- section  which  dealt  with  the  rights  of  the 
traders  of  Warrington  in  certain  circumstances 
to  use  the  canal  on  the  payment  of  certain  fixed 
tolls.    Then  comes  clause  4,  whereby  the  com- 
pany bind  themselves   to  execute  the  dredging 
and  works  prescribed  by  the  agreement    Then 
danse  6,  which  gives  the  traders  a  right  of  navi- 
gation on  a  certain  part  of  the  caual  free  of 
charge.     It  piovides  as  follows :  [His  Lordship 
read  it  and  continued  :J  It  will  be  observed  that 
it  is  the  surveyor  of  the  corporation  who  has  to 
give  this  notice.   Clause  7  provides  for  the  revival 
of  sect.  88  as  it  originally  stood  after  notice  and 
default,   but  this  clause  is  unimportant,   as  no 
such  notice  was  ever  given.     Clause  8  enables 
the  corporatioQ  in  case  of  neglect  or  default  of 
the    company  in    maintaining    the    channel    to 
remove  the  obstruction  at  the  cost  of  the  com- 
pany.   Then  come  clause  9,  which  saves  all  the 
rights  of  the  traders,  and  clause  10  which  is  the 
arbitration  clause.    Those  two  clauses  run  thus : 
[His  Lordship  read  them,  and  continued:]     It 
will  be  observed  that  the  latter  clause  differs  very 
litUe  from  sub-sect.  22  of  sect  88  except  that  the 
engineer  arbitrator  is  to  be  named  by  a  different 
authority.    Clause  12  sa5rs  that  the  corporation 
shall  have  all  rights  and  privileges  under  and 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  traders  within  the  meaninsr 
of  this  agreement.    I  think  I  have  now  ctdlea 
attention  to  all  the  material  parts  of  the  statutory 
agreement    It  will  be  observed  that  the  right  to 
recover  the  tolls  can  only  arise  under  the  statu- 
tory agreement,  although  other  damages  could 
be  recovered  by  traders  and  manufacturers  for 
breaches  of  the  provisions  of  sect   88  affecting 
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ibem  if  indeed  traders  indiTidaally  hare  a  right 
of  action  within  the  pnrriew  of  the  Act  of  1^5. 
The  right  of  the  traders  collectively  to  a  declara- 
tion of  rights,  whether  under  the  Act  of  1885  or 
tinder  the   statutory  aereement  of  1896,  I  will 
oonsider  presently.    I  Uiink  that  the  only  other 
matter  which  I  have  to  call  attention  to  before 
considering  the  preliminary  point,  based  on  an 
alleged  ouster  of  jurisdiction  of    the  court,   is 
«ect.  202  of  the    Act  of  1885,   which  runs  thus : 
[His  Lordship  read  it,  and  continued  :]     I   may 
as  well  at    onoe    dismiss    the  consideration  of 
sect.  202.    In  my  judgment,  it  is  quite  unneces- 
sary to  resort  to  the  arbitration  clause  contained 
in  the   section,    even   in  the  case   of   general 
damages  or  return  of  tolls  claimed  by  the  traders 
individually,  for  whether  such  claims  are  based 
on  the  Act  of  1885  or  on  the  scheduled  agreement 
the  claimants  cannot  succeed  unless  the  company 
are  in  default,  and  the  company  cannot  be  proved 
to  be  in  default  unless  and  until  their  liability  or 
obligation  has  been  fixed,  and  if  that  liability  or 
obligation  can  only  be  fixed  by  arbitration,  the 
claim  for  damages  or  return  of  money  paid  for 
tolls  must  fail  until  the  obligation  or  liability  has 
been  so  fixed,  and  the  same  proposition  is  true  of 
an  action  for  declaration  of  ooligation  or  liability. 
I  will  now  proceed  to  deal  with   the  question 
whether  the  effect  of  sub-sect.  22  of  sect.  88  is  to 
oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  fullest 
sense  of  the  word,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  sense  that 
jurisdiction  cannot    be    given    to    the  court  to 
determine  a  question  the  deteimiuation  of  which 
has  to  be  relegated  by  Act  of  Parliament,  even  by 
the  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  litigation  in 
court.    That  a  statute  may  thus  bar  a  plaintiff 
from  maintaining  an  action  in  a  coart  of  law  and 
compel  him  to  pursue  the  course  laid  down  by 
the  statute  cannot  be  doubted:    (see    Crisp    v. 
Btmbury,  8  Bing.  394 ;  and  also  the  provisions  in 
the  BnUding  Societies  Acts).    In  that  case  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  although  there  was  a  trial  at 
Nisi  Frins  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
objection  to  the  tribunal  was  allowed  to  prevail 
without  any  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  on  a  mere 
objection  taken  at  Nisi  Frius  and  reserved  to  be 
disposed  of  by  the  court  in   Banc.    The  same 
case   shows  that   it  is   not   necessary  that   the 
jurisdiction  of   the   court  should  be  barred  by 
express  words;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  jurisdiction 
is  barred  by  necessary  implication.    A  great  deal 
of  argument  was  addressed  to  us  as  to  when  and 
under  what  circamstances  a  statutory  arbitration 
-clause  will  i:i  the  full  sense  of  the  word  oust  the 
jurisdiction    of  the  courts.     Byrne,  J.,  on  the 
authorlcy  of    Oaledonicm  BaUway    Company  v. 
•Greenock    and  Wemyit  Bay    Bailuiay  Company 
(L.  B«p.  2  Sco.  App.  347),  and  the  judgments  of 
Smith  and  Chitty,  L.JJ.  in  London  and  North- 
western BaUway  v.  Donellan  and  Billington  (78 
L.  T.  Rep.  575  j  (1898)  2  Q.  B.  7),  which  were 
approved   oy  the  House  of   Lords  in  Midland 
Sailtoay   Company  v.   Loseby   and  Camley  (80 
L.  T.  Rep.  93 ;  (1899)  A.  G.  133),  held  that  in  the 
present  case  if  the  matter    hsd    stood   on  the 
Miginal  Act  independently  of  the  words  "  unless 
oUierwise  e^eed  on,"   the    jurisdiction    of  the 
conrta    would  have  been  ousted  by  an  arbitra- 
tion enactment   raising  a  statutory  duty   which 
could  not  be  waived.      Thus  far  I  agree  with 
Byrne,    J.     But   the   learned   judge   went  on 
to  hold  the  words   in  the  prefatory  olanse  of 


sect,  88,  "  unless  otherwise  agreed  on,"  rendered 
it  competent,  in  case  an  action  was  brought,  for 
one  of  the  parties  by  his  conduct  to  agree  to 
waive  the  right  to  insist  on  arbitration.  I  cannot 
agree.  I  think,  as  I  have  already  stated,  that 
these  words  only  refer  to  a  modification  of  the 
provisions  of  sect.  88.  As  to  the  ouster  of 
jurisdiction,  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Boasfield 
and  Mr.  Hughes  that  Byrne,  J.  had  misunder- 
stood the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
in  the  Caledonian  Bailioay  case  {ubi  sup.),  and 
that  the  opinion  of  Sir  Archibald  Smith  and 
Ghitty,  L.JJ.  in  the  London  and  North-  Western 
case  (ubi  sup.)  had  not  been  affirmed  by  the  House 
of  Lords  on  the  appeal  in  London  and  North- 
western Railway  Company  v.  Donellan  and 
Billington  {ubi  sup.)  or  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Loseby  and  Camley  {ubi  sup.).  I  canaot 
agree.  The  suggestion  that  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Gaims  in  the  Caledonian  Railway  case  {ubi 
sup.)  had  been  misunderstood  was  largely  based 
on  observations  by  Cotton  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.  in 
London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway  Company 
V.  South-Eastem  Railway  Company  (60  L.  T. 
Rep.  370;  40  Ch.  Div.  100)  by  which  those  Lords 
Justices  expressed  doubts  whether  Lord  Gairns 
meant  to  decide  or  meant  to  indicate  his  owu 
opinion  to  the  effect  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
courts  was  ousted.  With  deference  to  those 
Lords  Justices,  I  think  that  a  careful  examination 
of  the  Caledonian  Railway  case  as  reported  in  the 
Law  Reports,  in  connection  with  the  facts  and 
pleadings  as  stated  in  the  Court  of  Session  deci- 
sions (3rd  series,  vol.  10,  p.  892)  shows  that  Lord 
Gaims  did  mean  to  decide  and  indicate  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  coart  was  ousted  in  respect  of 
the  particular  matter  in  question.  The  matter 
stands  thus :  The  plaintiffs  brought  their  action 
claiming  payment  under  certain  clauses,  8,  9,  and 
14,  of  an  agreement  between  the  two  companies 
— of  one- fourth  part  of  the  balance  of  certain 
gross  receipts  after  making  certain  deductions. 
The  defendants  pleaded  to  the  whole  action  art.  18 
of  the  agreement,  whereby  it  was  provided  that : 
"All  differences  which  may  arise  between  the 
parties  hereto,  respecting  the  true  meaning  or 
effect  of  this  agreement,  or  the  mode  of  carrying 
the  same  into  operation,  shall  from  time  to  time, 
BO  often  as  any  such  questions  or  differences  shall 
arise,  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  terms  of  the 
Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  (Scotland)  Act 
1845,  and  the  provision  with  regard  to  the 
settiement  of  disputes  by  arbitration  in  such  Act, 
shall  be  be  held  to  be  incorporated  with  this 
agreement,  and  pleaded  that  the  action  was 
excluded  by  the  said  art.  18."  The  Lord  Ordixary 
sustained  the  plea  in  law,  and  dismissed  the 
action.  Against  this  decision  there  was  an  appeal 
which  was  argued  twice — once  before  four  judges 
and  onoe  before  seven.  The  first  decision  on 
appeal  was  simply  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the 
Lord  Ordinary  on  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
a  simple  action  for  money  debt,  raising  on  the 
face  of  it  no  question  falling  under  clause  18,  and 
it  was  pointed  out  that  the  judge  might  still  send 
a  special  point  to  an  arbitrator  if  any  ques- 
tion arose  in  the  course  of  the  cause  which 
fell  within  the  obligation  to  refer  to  arbi- 
trators. By  the  second  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  it  was  farther  decided  that  the  question 
raised  by  the  defenders'  second  plea,  that  is  to 
say,  that  the  defenders  "  ought  to  be  assoilsied 
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in  respect  that  in  none  of  tiie  halt  years  in  qnes- 
tion  did  any  balance  of  revenue  remain  after 
meeting  the  requisite  charges,  and  that  thns  there 
was  1^0  sam  divisible  between  the  parsners'  and  the 
defenders'  shareholders  in  terms  of  the  9th 
article  of  the  said  agreement "  involved  a  differ- 
ence between  the  parties  respecting  the  true 
meaning  or  effect  of  the  agreement,  for  what  the 
^^emyss  Bay  Railway  Company  maintained  was 
that  acoordinir  to  "  the  true  meaning  and  effect 
of  the  agreement "  the  Caledonian  Railway  Com- 
pany h{^  a  right  to  one-fonrth  of  the  profits 
only  when  the  remaining  three-fourths  was 
snfaoient  to  meet  the  interest  on  the  debt,  and 
Lord  Kinlocb,  in  advising  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  question 
thus  raised  is,  in  the  sound  sense  of  the  agree- 
ment, a  'difference  arising  between  the  parties 
respecting  the  true  meaning  or  effect  of  the 
agreement.'  "  And  it  was  ordered,  therefore,  to 
supersede  the  consideration  of  the  cause  until  the 
said  question  should  be  settled  by  arbitration  in 
the  manner  prescribed.  It  was  against  this 
judgment  that  the  Caledonian  Railway  Company 
appealed  to  the  House  of  Lordf,  and  the  Lord 
Chancellor  (Lord  Cairns),  having  regard  to  the 
words  of  the  Act  to  which  the  agreement  between 
the  railway  companies  had  been  scheduled 
"and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  (that 
is,  the  Greenock  and  Wemyss  Ba^  Railway  Com- 
pany) and  the  Caledonian  Railway  Company 
respectively,  and  they  are  hereby  required  to 
implement  and  fulfil  all  the  provisions  and  stipu- 
lations in  the  said  agreement  contained,"  held 
that  the  arbitration  clause  had  become  a  statutory 
obligation,  and  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  ez- 
oluded  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  decide  this 
question  which  had  arisen  in  the  course  of  this 
action,  forcing  the  parties  to  have  it  settled  not 
by  the  ordinaiT'  tribunals  of  this  country,  but  by 
arbitration.  The  case  of  London,  Chatfuim,  and 
Dover  BaUway  Company  v.  South-Eastem  Bail- 
way  Company  {ubi  sup.)  was  very  different, 
because  in  that  case  the  arbitration  dau&e  was 
contained  in  a  voluntary  agreement  which  the 
railway  companies  were  authorised  to  enter  into 
by  the  Railway  Companies  Arbitration  Act  1859, 
and  which  although  entered  into  under  such 
authority  was  nevertheless  simply  a  voluntary 
agreement  imposing  no  statutory  obligation  to 
arbitrate.  With  regard  to  the  contention  that  the 
judgments  of  Smith  and  Chitty,  L. JJ.  in  London 
ana  North-  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Donellan 
and  BUlington  {ubi  sup.)  were  not  approved  by 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Midland  Railway  Company 
▼.  Loseby  and  Camley  {ubi  tup.),  and  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Law  Lords  in  London  and  North- 
western and  Great  Western  Joint  Railway  Com- 
panies V.  BUlington  (79  L.  T.  Rep.  603;  (1899) 
A.  C.  79)  show  this,  I  cannot  agree.  The  last- 
mentioned  case  only  decided  that  the  jurisdiction 
was  not  ousted  because  there  had  been  no  differ- 
ence existing  between  the  parties  before  action, 
which  is  certainly  not  the  fact  in  the  present 
case.  Assuming  then,  as  in  my  opinion  you 
must,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
may  be  ousted  by  statutory  provisions  which 
have  no  express  words  to  that  effect,  let 
us  see  what  are  the  modes  by  which  jurisdiction 
may  be  ousted.  Sometimes  the  statute  consti- 
tutes arbitration,  the  only  tribunal  in  which  dis- 
putes between  certain  parties  can  be  determined. 


and  thns  onsts  the  jurisdiction.    Sometimes  the- 
jurisdiction  is  onsted  because  the   statute  has- 
plainly  said  that  some  matter  essential   to  be 
proved    in  a  particular  action  should  only  be- 
determined    by    arbitration.      The    Caledonian 
Baiheay  case  (ubi  sup.)  seems  to  me  to  be  an> 
instance.    In  either  case  if  the  arbitration  pro- 
vision thus  enacted  is  for  the  public  good  and  not 
for  the  benefit  of  individuals,  no  deficiency  in 
pleading  and  no  waiver  by  litigants  can  give  th^ 
court  jurisdiction.    In  my  jnc^^ent  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Leglislatnre  as  expressed  in   sub- 
sect.  22  is  that,  in  regard  to  anything  to  be  done 
or  not  to  be  done  under  sect.  88,  the  en^eer  to 
be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  is  intended 
to  be  the  onlyi  tribunal  for  the  determination  of 
what  lis  the  true   intent  and  meaning  of   the 
section,  just  as  under    sub-sect.  21,  the   same- 
engineer  is  to  have  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction 
to  determine  details  as  to  sub-secte.  13, 15,  and 
16,  so  under  sub- sect.  22,  that  arbitrator  has  sole 
and  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  obli- 
gations of  the  company  under  sect  14.    Sect.  88- 
in  spite  of  ite  preface  cannot  be  regarded  as 
merely  embodying'  an  agreement  come  to  by  the- 
promoters  of  the  Bill  and  the  corporation    of 
Warrington  in  the  course  of  the  promotion.     It 
provides   for  the  protection  of  those  who  were- 
parties  to  no  agreement — traders,  manufacturers, 
and  others  carrying  on  bosiness  at  or  near  War- 
rington— because  the  Legislature  thought  it  right 
that  this  section  of  the  public  should  oe  so  pro- 
tected, and  I  cannot  see  that  the  fact  that  the 
preface   authorises  the  corporation  and  the  com- 
pany to   agree  on   other  provisions   alters  the 
character  of   the   section.    It  is  still  a  section 
passed  in  the  public  interest  and  not  merely  the- 
embodimeut  of  private  agreement.    The  corpora- 
tion of  Warrington  are  obviously  deemed  to  be 
sufficient  guardians  of  public  interests,  to  intrust 
them  with  such  modification  of  the  provisions  aa- 
receives  the  approval  of  the  corporation  and  the 
company.    It  is  perhaps  a  convenient  place  to- 
mention,  although  taking  the  view  which  I  do  of 
this  case  it  is  not  very  important  that  this  power 
of  the  corporation  goes  rather  to  show  that  the 
Legislature  did  not  intend  traders  to  have  any 
dii«ct  remedy  in  this  part,  either  in  an  action  by- 
someone  on  behalf  of  others  or  in  actions  by 
individuals.     I  vrill  now  pass  to  the  scheduled 
agreement.    The  agreement  is,  by  sect.  43  of  the 
Act  ot  1896,  confirmed  and  made  binding  on  the- 
corporation  and  the  company.     The  corporation 
and  the  company  are  the  only  parties  to  it,  and  it 
seems  to  me  to  follow  that  it  is  impossible  for- 
the  traders  to   sue    upon    the   agreement   qua 
agreement  and  the  righto  of   the  traders  seem 
to  me  to  fall  exactly  within  the  words  of  Lord 
Watson  in  D.  Davis  and  Sons  Limited  t.  To^ 
Vale  Bailway  Company  (72    L.  T.  Rep.    632; 
(1895j  A.  G.  542),  where  after  pointing  out  thai 
in  cases  where  the  provisions  of  a  local  and  per- 
sonal Act  directly  impose  mutual  obligations  upon 
persons  or  companies,    such  provisions  may  be 
fairly    considered    as    having    this    analogy    to 
contract,    and    they    must,    as    between    those 
parties,    be    construed   in    precisely    the    same- 
way  as  if  they  had  been  matter  not  of  enact- 
ment but  of  private  agreement.    And  he  goes  oiv 
to  say  that  it  was  in  the  sense  that  he  observed  in 
Countess  ofBothes  v.  Kirlcoaldy  Waierworks  Com- 
mieaioners  (7  App.  Cas.  694),  that  such  statutory 
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(proTisions  mnBt  be  regarded  as  a  contract  between 
the  parties  whether  made  by  their  mutnal  agree- 
ment or  forced  upon  them  bjr  the  Legislatnre. 
And  he  aaja  that  for  all  purposes  of  conatmction 
'these  observations  apply,  but  not  further.  Then 
follow  the  words  of  Lord  Watson,  which  seem  to 
me  to  apply  exactly  to  this  case  (at  p.  552  of 
'(1895)  A.  G.) :  "The  proTisions  of  a  railway  Act, 
■even  when  they  impose  mutual  obligations,  differ 
from  private  stipulations  in  this  essential  respect, 
that  they  derive  their  existence  and  their  force, 
not  from  the  agreement  of  parties,  but  from  the 
will  of  the  Legislature.  And  when  provisions  of 
that  kind  ai-e  not  limited  to  the  interests  of  the 
parties  mutually  obliged,  but  impose  upon  one  or 
other  or  both  of  them  an  obligation  in  favour 
of  third  parties,  who  are  sufSciently  designated, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  obligation  so  imposed 
must  operate  as  a  direct  enactment  of  the  Legis- 
lature in  favour  of  these  parties,  and  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  mere  stipulation  infer  alios,  in  which 
they  may  have  an  interest  but  no  title  to  enforce. 
'Theae  observations  are  not  meant  to  apply  to  any 
case  where  a  private  contract  made  between  two 
companies  is  scheduled  to  and  confirmed  by  the 
Act,  because,  in  such  a  case,  the  very  form  of  the 
enactment  indicates  that  it  is  to  operate  as  a 
contract,  and  not  otherwise."  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  in  the  present  case,  if  we  are  to 
regard  the  scheduled  contract  as  a  mere  contract 
between  the  parties  to  it,  the  traders  cannot  sue 
-upon  such  a  contract,  and  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
we  are  to  regard  the  Act  of  1896,  or  the  Act  of 
1885  as  operating  as  a  direct  enactment  of  the 
Xiegislature  in  favour  of  the  traders,  neither  the 
traders  nor  the  company  can  get  rid  of  such  direct 
-enactment  by  waiver  or  otherwise,  unless  upon  a 
true  construction  of  the  Act  the  enactments  ap- 
pear to  have  been  passed  merely  for  the  benefit  of 
such  persons  and  not  in  the  interests  of  the  public. 
The  outcome  of  these  considerations  is  that,  in 
my  opinion,  the  preliminary  objection  ought  to 
be  allowed  in  respect  of  the  whole  action.  First 
as  to  the  statute,  and  the  efEect  of  sub-sect.  22  of 
sect.  88.  It  seems  to  me  that  alike  in  respect  to 
'the  claims  of  the  corporation  and  the  traders, 
collectively  and  individually,  the  action  is  based 
on  default  by  the  canal  company  in  the  perform- 
ance of  their  obligation  after  dredging  the  bed 
and  banks  of  the  nver  Mersey,  to  "  for  ever  after 
maintain  the  same  dredged,  so  that,"  &c.,  or  if 
-one  treates  sub-sect.  14  of  sect.  88  as  modified  by 
-clause  1  of  the  scheduled  agreement,  then  for  ever 
to  maintain  the  channel  dredged,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  sub-sect.  14,  as  modified  by 
ihat  agreement,  and  it  matters  not  whether  one 
takes  the  arbitration  clause  in  sub- sect.  22  of 
sect.  88,  or  takes  the  arbitration  clause  in  sub- 
sect.  22,  as  modified  by  clause  10  of  the  scheduled 
agreement — in  neither  case  can  it  be  proved  that 
there  is  a  default  in  maintainance,  if  the  pai-ties 
-differ  as  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
words  of  the  statute  as  in  force,  with  relation  to 
the  obligation  to  maintain,  until  that  difference 
has  been  settled  in  the  manner  provided  by  the 
statute.  Now,  that  there  had  been  for  a  long 
time  before  the  date  of  this  action  a  dif- 
"ference  between  the  corporation  and  the  canal 
-company  as  to  the  true  meaning  and  intent  of  the 
provisions  regulating  the  obligation  to  maintain  I 
-cannot  doubt,  and  it  follows  that  the  determina- 
"tion  of  this  difference  must  go  to  arbitration  before 


any  action,  based  on  the  statutes,  can  be  brought. 
Then  as  to  an  action  by  the  corporation  based  on 
the  agreement,  as  an  agreement,  in  my  opinion, 
the  confirmed  agreement,  having  regard  to  its 
frame,  and  in  particular  to  its  modification  under 
the  statutory  powers  given  by  seat.  88,  and  to  the 
sub-sections  to  that  section,  cannot  be  relied  upon 
by  the  corporation  as  a  mere  agreement  contain- 
ing provisions,  which  can  be  waived  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
no  action  can  be  brought  by  the  corporation 
based  on  the  agreement  qua  agreement.  The 
action  of  the  traders  collectively  claiming  declara- 
tion of  right  fails  for  the  same  reasons  which  I 
have  given  in  regard  to  the  action  of  the  corpora- 
tion making  similar  claims.  The  claim  ot  the 
individual  ti'aders  for  return  of  tolls  paid  fails, 
because  it  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  this 
claim  that  default  by  the  canal  company  should 
be  proved,  but  this  cannot  be  done  till  the 
standard  of  duty  has  been  determined  by  the 
statutory  arbitrator,  which  has  not  yet  been  done. 
I  think  that  the  arbitration  clause  in  sect.  88  of 
the  Act  of  1885,  and  clause  10  of  the  agreement, 
prevent  the  traders  in  their  individual  capadfy 
proving  any  default  in  fact  by  the  canal  com- 
pany ;  but  even  if  this  were  not  so,  I  should  be 
mclined  to  hold  that,  as  regards  individual 
traders,  jurisdiction  is  ousted  by  sect.  202  of  the 
Act  of  1885.  If,  however,  their  action  fails  merely 
because  something  essential  to  their  cause  ot 
action  fails  to  be  decided  by  arbitration,  I  think 
the  action  might  be  stayed  and  not  dismissed. 
With  regard  to  the  pleading,  I  agree  with  the 
contention  that  although  according  to  the  old 
iTdes  of  pleading  it  was  not  necessary  to  plead  the 
jurisdiction,  modem  practice  has  been  so  to 
plead  ouster  of  jurisdiction :  (see  Mayor,  &c.,  of 
Folkestone  v.  Brooles  and  Loidd,  69  L.  T.  Bep. 
403;  (1893)  3  Gh.  22).  But  assuming  the  plead- 
ing of  the  defendant  company  is  faulty  in  this 
respect,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  pleading 
ought  to  be  treated  as  amended.  No  one  was 
placed  in  any  difficulty  by  the  omission  to 
plead,  and  the  case,  in  my  opinion,  bears  no 
analogy  to  those  cases  in  which  tiiere  is  a 
refusal  to  stay  after  a  step  has  been  taken  by 
the  defendant  in  actions  brought  in  contra- 
vention of  an  arbitration  clause  contained  in  a 
voluntary  agreement.  In  my  judgment,  this 
appeal  ought  to  be  allowed.  I  will  &al  with  the 
costs  later. 

Stibuno,  L.J. — This  is  an  action  by  certain 
traders  and  manufacturers  can-ying  on  business 
at  or  near  Warrington  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  all  others,  the  traders,  manufacturers,  and 
others  carrying  on  business  at  or  near  War- 
rington, and  also  in  their  own  respective  rights 
and  the  corporation  of  Warrington  as  plain- 
tiffs against  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Com- 
pany. The  plaintiffs  complain  that  the  defen- 
dants have  failed  to  perform  certain  obligations 
imposed  on  them  by  Act  of  Parliament  and  that 
damage  has  thereby  been  occasioned  to  the 
plaintiffs,  who  are  traders  and  manufacturers  in 
their  individual  capacity.  They  also  allege  that, 
in  the  events  which  hav»  happened,  the  traders, 
manufacturers,  and  others  near  Warrington 
became  entitled  to  a  right  of  navigation  over 
portions  of  the  defendants'  canal  and  the  river 
Mersey,  free  of  tolls ;  but  that  the  defendants 
have  insisted  on  payment  of  toll.    In  these  cir- 
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camatancea  the  plaintiffs  claim  dedlarations  as 
to  their  rights;  repayment  to  the  traders  and 
manufacturers,  plaintiffs  in  their  own  rights,  of 
the  tolls  which  they  have  been  compelled  to  p^ ; 
pavment  of  damages  to  the  same  plaintiffs  K>r 
defendants'  breach  of  their  statutory  obligations ; 
and  an  injunction  at  the  trial  before  Byrne,  J.  a 
preliminary  objection  was  taken  to  the  jarisdiotion 
of  the  court  as  to  the  matters  in  dispute  was  ousted, 
and  the  questions  between  the  parties  mast  be 
determined  by  arbitration;  bnt  this  objection 
was  overruled  by  the  learned  judge.  Upon  this 
appeal  the  same  objection  has  been  taken  and 
argued,  and  we  have  now  to  dispose  of  it.  Sect.  88 
of  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  1885  commences 
thus :  [His  Lordship  read  the  preamble  to  that 
section,  and  continued :]  There  follow  twenty-two 
snb-sections,  some  of  which  contain  provisions 
which  seem  to  be  mainly  for  the  protection  of  the 
corporation  (as,  for  example,  sab-sects.  8,  9,  10, 
which  relate  to  the  sewage,  gas,  and  other  works 
ot  the  corporation).  Others  contain  provisions 
which  seem  to  be  mainly,  if  not  exclusively,  for 
the  protection  of  the  traders  and  others  carrying 
on  business  at  or  near  Warrington  (as,  for  example, 
sub-sect.  2,  which  confers  on  those  ti-aders  and 
others  the  right  to  use  certain  portions  of  the 
canal  entrances,  locks  and  lock  entrances,  and 
also  part  of  the  river  Mersey,  upon  payment 
of  tolls) ;  while  other  sub-sections  contain 
provisions  apparently  for  the  benefit  of  both  (as, 
for  example,  sub-sect.  13).  Sub-sect.  14  appears 
to  me  to  fall  under  the  last  clause,  a  view  which 
is  confirmed  by  the  way  in  which  the  sub-section 
is  dealt  with  in  the  agreement  of  the  9th  April 
1896:  (see  clause  1,  sub-clause  (d).  The  enactment 
at  the  commencement  of  sect.  88  contains  the 
nsual  qualifications  that  the  provisions  there 
referred  to  are  to  take  effect  "  unless  otherwise 
agreed  on  between  the  corporation  and  the 
company."  These  words  read  in  their  ordinary 
meaning  seem  to  authorise  the  corporation  and 
the  company  to  vary  the  provisions  of  sect.  88 
by  entering  into  an  agreement  to  that  effect. 
This  power  was  exercised  by  an  agreement  between 
the  corporation  and  the  company  bearing  date 
9th  April  1896,  and  that  agreement  was  with 
some  modification  confirmed  and  made  binding 
on  both  parties  by  sect.  43  of  the  Manchester 
Ship    Canal    Act  1896,    which    is    as    follows: 

iHis  Lordship  read  that  section  and  continued :] 
?hi8  section  does  not  expressly  give  the  force  of 
a  legislative  enactment  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment thus  confirmed,  although  two  sub-sections 
of  sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885  are  expressed  to  be 
thereby  varied.  There  is  no  dispute  that  either 
by  action  or  by  recourse  to  arbitration  the  Corpo- 
ration of  Warrington  is  entitled  to  enforce  the 
provisions  for  its  protection  contained  both  in 
sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885  and  of  the  agreement 
confirmed  by  the  Act  of  1896.  The  first  question 
to  be  considered  is  whether  the  traders  and 
others  carrying  on  business  at  or  near  Warrington 
are  entitled  to  enforce  such  of  the  provisions  of 
sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885  as  are  intended  for 
their  benefit.  These  provisions  are  found  in  the 
form  of  legislative  enactment  and  do  not  arise 
merely  out  of  a  contract  which  has  received 
statutory  confirmation :  and  they  are  expressed 
to  be  for  the  protection  of  such  traders  and 
others.  1  think  the  decision  in  D.  Davis  and 
Sons  Limited    v.   Taff  Vale  Railway   Company 


(72  L.  T.  Bep.  632;  (1895)  A.  C.  542)  applies,  and 
that  the  traders  are  entitled  to  enforce  the  pro- 
visions of  the  section.  Next,  can  they  enforce 
the  similar  provisions  of  the  agreement  confirmed 
by  sect.  43  of  the  Act  of  1896  r  Those  provisions- 
do  not  take  the  form  of  legislative  enactment,, 
yet  seeing  that  by  the  terms  of  sect.  88  of  the 
Act  of  1896  they  are  an  authorised  substitnte 
for  legislative  enactment,  it  seems  to  me  that  the- 
same  right  of  enforcing  them  must  exist.  If,, 
however,  I  rightly  understand  the  way  in  which 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  action  shape  their 
case,  it  may  not  be  absolutely  necessary  to  decide 
this  point,  for  they  base  their  claim  on  the  pro- 
visions of  sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885,  but  do  not 
desire  to  enforce  them  to  an  extent  beyond  those 
contained  in  the  agreement  of  1896,  which  aro' 
less  favourable  to  them.  I  now  come  to  the 
main  question  to  be  decided  on  the  present  occa- 
sion, namely,  whether  the  corporation  and  traders, 
or  either  of  them,  can  enforce  their  claims  by 
action,  it  being  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
defendante,  that  the  provisions  as  to  arbitration 
found  in  the  Act  of  1885,  and  the  confirmed 
agreement  of  1896,  are  such  as  to  oust  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courte.  In  support  of  this  con- 
tention, reliance  is  first  and  principally  placed 
on  Eect.  88,  sub-sect.  22,  of  the  Act  of  1885.  It 
is  not  really  disputed  that  this  enactment  doee- 
impose  on  the  company  and  the  corporation  an 
obligation  to  refer  to  arbitration  any  difference 
arising  between  them  "  as  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  sect.  88,"  or  as  to  anything  to  be  done- 
or  not  to  be  done  thereunder ;  bat  there  is  a 
question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  obligation; 
namely,  whether  it  is  such  as,  in  the  language  of 
Lord  Cairns  (see  Caledonian  Railway  Company 
V.  Oreenock  and  Wemyss  Bay  Railieay  Company^ 
L.  Bep.  2  Sco.  App.  347,  350),  to  force  the  parties 
to  have  their  disputes  settled,  not  by  the  ordi- 
nary tribunals  of  the  country,  bat  by  a  refer- 
ence to  arbitration,  or  whether  it  is  only  such 
as  to  render  it  the  duty  of  the  coart  to  enforce 
the  section  when  either  party  insiste  on  a  reference 
to  arbitration  :  (see  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Railway  Company  v.  South- Eastern  Railwayi 
Company,  60  L.  T.  Rep.  370 ;  40  Ch.  Div.  100). 
This  is  important,  for  if  the  latter  be  the  correct 
view,  then  it  may  be  that  as  a  fact  Byrne,  J.  has 
held  the  defendfuits  were  too  late  in  claiming  it 
reference  to  arbitration,  whei^as,  if  the  former  be 
that  which  is  the  true  meaning,  the  objection  i8» 
in  fact,  that  the  court  has  no  jarisdiotion  to 
entertain  the  action,  and  it  may  properiy  be  raised. 
at  any  time.  Now  the  corporation  of  Warrington 
does  not  claim  damages.  The  question  between, 
it  and  the  defendant  company  are  :  (1)  What  is 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  sub-sect.  14  o£ 
sect.  88  of  the  Act  of  1885  as  varied  by  the  agree- 
ment and  statute  of  1896.  (2)  Whether  the  com- 
pany has  or  has  not  duly  dredged  and  main- 
tained the  bed  and  banks  of  the  river  Mersey.  In 
my  judgment  both  these  are  questions  which  faU. 
to  be  decided  by  arbitration  in  accordance  with 
sub-sect.  22. .  That  being  so,  and  the  obligation 
as  to  arbitration  being  imperative,  and  imposed 
by  stetute,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  case  falls 
within  the  terms  used  by  Lord  Cairns  in  advising 
the  Hoase  of  Liords  in  Caledonian  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Oreenock  and  Wemyss  Bay  Railway 
Company  (ubi  sup  ).  And  it  is  to  be  observed  of 
Lord  Chelmsford,    Lord    Hatherley,  and    Lord 
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Selbome,  that  they  expressed  their  nnqualified 
ooncarrenoe  with  what  Lord  Cairns  said  on  that 
oooasion.    It  is  tme  that  in  the  case  jnst  men- 
tioned the  circumstances  were  such  that  the  same 
oonolusion  might    have  been  arrived  at.  even  if 
the  tme  nataie  of  the  obli^cation  imposed  on  the 
parties  to  that  litigation  had  been  such  as  was 
held    by  the   Court  of  Appeal  to  exist  in    the 
sabseqaent  case  of  London,  Cliatham,'-  and  Dover 
Mailway    Company    y.   South-Ecutem     Railtoay 
Company  (ubi  sup.).    It  is  also  true  that  in  that 
case  Cotton  and   Bowen,    L.JJ.  (the  former  of 
whom  had    been   oonnsel   in   the  Scotch  case) 
expressed   donbta    as  to    whether  Lord  Cairns 
really  meant  to  decide  or  express  an  opinion  that 
the  jnrisdiotion  of  the  courts  was  ousted.    And 
those  doubts  on  the  point  of  so  high  authorities, 
have  caused    me  veir  great  difficulty.     But  the 
decision  in  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway 
Company  t.    Souih-Eattem    Sailway    Company 
(t«W  aup.) — ^by  which,  of  course,  I  am  bound — is 
not  precisely  in  point,  and  on  the  whole  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  oetter  course  is  that  this  court 
should   follow  the   language   of    Lord   Cairns, 
aasented  to  by  the  other  noble  Lords,  and  that 
any  mistake  as  to  its  meanins— -if  such  there  be 
— should  be   set  right  by  a  higher  tribunal.    I 
agree  with  Yanghan  Williams,  L.J.  in  thinking 
tukt  the  obligation  to  refer  is  not  altered  by  the 
words  "  unless  otherwise  agreed  on  "  which  occur 
at  the  beginning  of  sect.  88,  and  I  do  not  desire 
to  add  anything  to  what  he   has  said  on  that 
point.    Assuming,  then,  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  ousted  in  the  case  of  difference  as 
between  the  corporation  and  the  company,  within 
sect.   88,    snb-seot.    22,   of  the  Act   of  1885,  I 
have  to  inquire   whether   this    is  also    true   as 
to   the    difference  between  the  traders    and  the 
corporation.      Now,    it     is    obvious    that    sub- 
sect.    22    does   not   in   terms   extend   to  •  such 
differences :  nor  can  I  dee  that  it  makes  the  settle- 
ment of  differences  between  the  corporation  and 
the  company,  a  condition  precedent  to  the  bring- 
ing of  an  action  by  the  trader  against  the  com- 
pany.   Many  of  the  provisions  of  sect.  88 — as,  for 
example,  those  in  sub-sect.  2 — are  of  the  highest 
importance   to    traders,    but    might   affect  the 
interests  of  the  corporation  very  slightly.    In  the 
case  of  differences  arising  between  a  trader  and 
the  company  as  to  these  provisions,  the  corpora- 
tion might  reasonably  be  desirous  to  avoid  con- 
troversy, and  the  Act,  so  far  as  I  see,  provides 
no  means  by  which  the  corporation  could  be  com- 
pelled to  embark,  on  what  might  prove  to  be  an 
expensive   contest    before  an  arbitrator.    Even 
where   the  corporation  has   an    interest  in  the 
matter  in  dispute,  the  trader  might  be  differently 
affected,  and  serious  injustice  might  be  done  if 
he  were  to  be  held  bound  by  arbitration  proceed- 
ings, between  the  corporation  and  the  company, 
to  which  he  could  not  be  directly  a  party.    It  is 
lastly  contended  that  the  present  case  falls  within 
the  terms  of  sect.  202  of  the  Act  of  1885— namely : 
FHIb  Lordship  read  that  section,  and  continued :] 
The  reference  is  to  the  provisions  in  sects.  126  to 
137  of  the  Act.    This  sect.  202  is  found  in  part  10 
of  the  Act,  under  the  heading  "  Miscellaneous."  To 
ascertain  its  effect  I  think  it  is  desirable  to  look 
back  to  the  earlier  portions  of  the  Act  and  see 
what  express  provision  has  there  been  made  on 
tiie  aubiect  of  arbitration.    The  earliest  section 
in  which  such  a  provision  occurs  appears  to  be 


sect.  63,  which  is  one  for  the  protection  of  the 
owners  for  the  time  being  of  the  Hooton  Overport 
and  Netherport  estate  in  the  county  of  Chester. 
This  section  is  followed  by  a  long  series  of  sections 
(sects.  64  to  126  inclusive)  for  the  protection  of 
other   owners,    persons,   corporations   and  com- 
panies, some  01  which  do,  while  others  do  not,, 
contain  provisions  for  arbitration.    The  general 
nature  of  the  provisions  of  the  sections  which 
contain  arbitration  clauses  does  not  as  far  as  I 
can  see,  materially  differ  from  those  of  the  section 
which   do  contain    such    clauses.     Further,   the 
arbitration  clauses  actually  inserted  vary  con- 
siderably in  their  terms.   In  some  (as  sects.  71  and 
118),  all  differences  under  the  section  are  to  be  so 
determined  ;  in  others  only  matters  more  or  less 
specific,  for  example,  sect.  63  as  to  anything  to 
lie  done  or  not  to  be  done  under  the  particular 
section  or  (sect.  88)  as  to  the  true  intent  or  mean- 
ing of  the  section  or  as  to  anything  to  be  done  or 
not  to  be  done  thereunder  or  (sect.  99)  as  to  any 
plans  or  mode  of  executing  any  work  under  the 
section.     Again,  the  modes  of  arbitration  pre- 
scribed are  very  various  :  as,  for  example  (sect.  63), 
an  engineer  to  be  appointed  (unless  otherwise 
agreed)  by  the  Board  of  Trade;   or  (sect.  64) 
under  the  Bailway  Companies  Arbitration  Act 
1859 ;  or  (as  in  sect.  84)  "  in  manner  provided  by 
this  Act " ;  or  (sect.  113)  in  accordance  with  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act.     It  would  seem 
that  as  regards  these  arbitration  provisions  the 
Legislature  was  desirous  of  giving  effect  to  the 
wishes  of    those    for  whose    benefit    they   were 
intended.    Sect.  202  appears  to  be  a  eection  of 
wide  operation  applicable  to  all  matters  falling 
within  its  terms  for  which  no  specific  provision 
has  been  made  elsewhere.    It  is  a  positive  legis- 
lative enactment  that  all  questions  arising  between 
the  company  and  any  person  touching  "  anything 
to  be  done  or  not  to  m  done  "  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  shall  be  determined  by  arbitration  in 
the  way  pointed  out.    That  seems  to  me  to  extend 
to  anything  to  be  done  or  not  to  be  done  under 
sect.  88.    Now  the  main  question  at  issue  between 
the  company  and  the  traders  of  Warrington  is 
whether    the  company  have  or  have  not  duly 
dredged,  and  maintained  dredged,  the  bed  and 
banks  of  the  river  Mersey ;  and  that  is  a  question 
as  to  a  thing  to  be  done  or  not  to  be  done  under 
sect.  88.    If  the  question  is  as  between  the  com- 
pany and  the  corporation  of  Warring^n — as  I 
think — to  be  settled  by  arbitration  under  sect.  88, 
sub-sect.  22,  then  it  seems  to  me  that  for  the 
same  reasons  it  onght  to  be  settled  as  between 
the  company   and    the   tmders   by   arbitration 
under  sect.  202.     It  appears  to  me  that  it  would 
be  an  anomaly  if  it  were  held  that  the  differences 
between  the  company  and  the  corporation  must 
be  setUed  by  arbitration,  while  those  on  the  same 
matters  between  the  company  and  the  traders 
need  not.    I   do  not  think  that  the  tolls  and 
damages  claimed    by  the  trader  plaintiffs    are 
moneys  to  be  paid  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1855.    But  still  in  accordance  with  what 
was  done  in  the  case  of  CaUdonian  Railway  Com- 
pany  v.    Greenock   and    Wemyss    Bay  Railway 
Company  {ubi  sup.),  the  action  oaght  to  be  stayed 
until  the  question  which  faJls  to  be  determined 
by  the  arbitration  has  been  decided.      In  my 
opinion,  therefore,  the  action  ought  to  be  whoUy 
stayed  or  dismissed  as  between  the  corporation 
of  Warrington  and  the  defendant  company ;  and 
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should  be  stayed  nntil  the  determination  of  the 
main  question  as  between  the  traders  and  manu- 
facturers of  Warrington  and  the  defendant 
company. 

Cozek8-Ha.bdt,  L.J. — As  I  hare  the  mis- 
fortune to  differ  from  the  majority  of  the  court, 
it  is  necessary  that  I  should,  as  briefly  as  possible, 
state  my  own  views.  This  is  an  action  in  which 
the  corporation  of  Warrington  and  certain  traders 
carrying  on  baainess  at  Warrington,  are  oo-plain- 
tiSs,  and  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Company 
are  defendants,  and  a  preliminary  objection  has 
been  raised  that  the  jarisdiction  of  the  conrt  is 
onsted,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  High  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  action,  and 
that  the  disputes  between  the  parties  must  be 
decided  by  arbitration.  Byrne,  J.  has  overruled 
this  objection.  The  question  depends  upon  the 
proper  construction  and  effect  of  a  few  sections 
in  the  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Act  of  1885  and  the 
amendiog  Act  of  1896.  The  plaintiffs'  case  is 
«hortiT  this :  Tbey  say  that  the  canal  company 
were  bound  by  statute  to  dredge  and  maintain 
-dredged  a  certain  portion  of  the  river  Mersey  at 
a  certain  depth,  and  that  they  have  not  fulfilled 
this  statutory  obligation,  and  that  heavy  damages 
have  been  sustained  by  the  individual  traders  oy 
reason  of  this  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
canal  company.  The  traders  also  allege  that 
they  were  entitled  in  the  events  which  have 
happened  to  use  a  portion  of  the  canal  free  from 
toll,  and  they  seek  to  recover  tolls  which  they 
have  paid  under  protest.  Sect.  8S  of  the  Act  of 
1885  is  an  elaborate  section,  obviously  inserted  in 
the  interest  of  Warrington.  It  commences  as 
follows :  [His  Lordship  read  the  preamble  to 
that  section,  and  continued :]  Then  follow 
twenty-three  sub-sections,  under  which  various 
rights  are  conferred  upon  the  corporation  and  the 
traders,  and  various  restrictions  and  obligations 
are  imposed  upon  the  canal  company.  Sub- 
sect.  14  binds  the  company  to  dredge,  and  main- 
tain dredged,  a  certain  part  of  the  Mersey  to  a 
depth  of  8ft.,  and  sub-sect.  22  is  as  follows :  [His 
Lordship  read  that  sub-section,  and  continued :] 
Now,  it  will  be  observed  from  the  introductory 
words  that  although  certain  rights  are  given  by 
the  section  to  the  traders,  power  is  left  to  the 
corporation  and  the  canal  company  by  agreement 
to  modify  these  provisions,  but  not,  I  think,  to 
make  entirely  new  and  independent  provisions. 
For  this  purpose  the  corporation  was  apparently 
treated  as  representative  of  the  traders.  In  1896 
an  agreement  dated  the  9th  April  1896,  was 
entered  into  between  the  corporation  and  the 
oanal  company,  which  was,  I  think,  intended  to 
operate  and  titke  effect  under  the  introductory 
words  in  sect.  88.  By  clause  1  of  the  agreement 
sub- sect.  14  of  sect.  88  was,  for  the  purposes  of 
that  agreement,  to  be  read  and  have  effect  as  if 
the  same  were  in  the  words  following  :  It  is  not 
necessary  to  read  the  whole  clause ;  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  it  altered  the  portion  of  the  Mersey 
which  the  canal  company  were  bound  to  dredge 
and  maintain  dre  jged,  and  it  contained  various 
other  provisions  modifying  the  rights  conferred 
by  sect.  88  upon  the  traders  as  well  as  upon  the  cor- 
poration, and  clause  10  was  as  follows  :  [His  Lord- 
ship read thatclause, a]idcontinued :]  I mav remark 
in  passing,  that  this  arbitration  clause  differs  from 
the  arbitration  clause  in  sect.  88  of  the  Act  of 
1885,  the  appointment  of  thearbitrator  resting  with 


the  President  of  the  Institution  of  Civil  Engineers, 
and  not  with  the  Board  of  Trade.  Sect.  43  of 
the  Act  of  1896  was  as  follows :  [His  Lordship 
read  that  section,  and  continued:]  Now,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  case  of  the  corporation 
separately  from  the  case  of  the  traders.  I  cannot 
regard  sect.  88,  in  its  original  form  or  as  modified 
by  the  Act  of  1896,  as  a  mere  agreement  between 
tbe  corporation  and  the  canal  company.  I  think 
it  was  an  enactment  dealing  with,  and  conferring 
rights  upon,  not  the  whole  public  but  a  particular 
class  of  pulalic — ^namely,  manufacturers,  traders, 
and  others  at  or  near  Warrington — and  this  bmng 
so,  it  seems  to  me  that  sect.  88  must  be  taken  to 
have  conferred  rights  to  be  dealt  with  and  en- 
forced only  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  sub- 
sect.  22,  or,  in  other  words,  I  think  that  sub- 
section excludes  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in 
any  case  of  difference  between  the  corporation  and 
the  canal  company  falling  within  the  language  of 
the  sub-section :  (see  CMedonian  Baihoay  Com- 
pany V.  Greenock  and  Wemyss  Bay  RaUvxxg 
Company  (ubi  eup.).  The  authorities  which  have 
decided  that  under  the  Building  Societies  Acta 
and  the  Friendly  Societies  Acts  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  is  ousted  may  be  referred  to 
as  illustrating  the  general  principle:  (see  espe- 
cially Crisp  V.  Bunbury,  8  Bing.  394)  and 
Municipal  Permanent  Investm^ni  BnHding 
Society  v.  Kent  (51  L.  T.  B«p.  6;  9  App. 
Cas.  260).  In  my  view  the  position  is  not 
changed  by  reason  of  the  Act  of  1896.  Tha 
scheduled  agreement  confirmed  by  the  Act  most 
either  be  regarded  as  something  to  be  read  into, 
and  to  form  part  of,  sect.  88,  or  as  something 
more  than  a  mere  agreement  between  the  parties, 
and  as  in  substance  a  public  enactment  affecting 
not  merely  the  parties,  but  traders  and  others. 
I  agree,  therefore,  with  my  Lord  and  Stirling, 
L.J.  that  the  objection,  so  far  as  the  corporation 
is  concerned,  is  valid.  With  reference  to  the 
traders  different  considerations  apply.  Neither 
of  the  two  arbitration  clauses  referred  to  in  torms 
affects  the  traders,  each  relating  only  to  differ- 
ences between  the  corporation  and  the  company. 
It  is  quite  true  that  in  a  certain  sense  the  cor- 
poration might  be  said  to  represent  the  traders 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  the  arbitrator 
a  declaration  of  right,  yet  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  either  of  those  arbitration  clauses  can  be 
applied  to  the  case  of  individual  traders,  each  of 
whom  alleges  that  he  has  sustained  damage  by 
reason  of  the  breach  by  the  canal  company  of 
its  statutory  obligations.  No  traders  could 
be  a  party  to  such  an  arbitration  or  require 
such  an  arbitration  to  be  entered  upon.  The 
introductory  words  of  sect.  88  suffice  to  show 
that  is  was  intended  to  confer  certain  righte  upon 
the  traders  for  whose  benefit  the  section  was 
enacted,  and  even  apart  from  that  there  is  suffi- 
cient in  the  section  itself  to  entitie  the  traders  to 
maintain  an  action  for  damages  unless  there  is 
some  other  provision  in  the  Act  expressly  ex- 
cluding the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court :  (see 
D.  Davis  and  Sons  Limited  v.  Taff  Vale  Railway 
Company,  72  L.  T.  Rep.  632 ;  (1895)  A.  0.  642). 
It  seems  to  me  wrong  to  postpone  the  adjadioft- 
tion  upon  the  claims  of  the  traders  until  after  an 
award  in  a  reference  to  which  they  wiU  not  be 
parties.  I  agree  with  Stirling,  L.J.  upon  this  point. 
It  is  sngeested,  however,  that  sect.  202  of  tiie  Act 
of  1885  has  the  effect  of  ousting  or  postponing 
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the  jntisdiotion  of  the  cotui.  The  seotion  is  as 
follows :  [His  Lordship  read  that  section,  and 
continued :  J  I  may  remark  in  passing  that  this 
jtrbitration  clause  differs  from  both  the  arbitration 
-daoses  I  haTe  already  set  out.  No  importance 
was  attached  to  this  section  in  the  argrument  in 
the  coort  below ;  but  it  is  nevertheless  open  to 
the  appellants  to  contend  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  excluded  by  it  I  am  not  able  to 
Attribute  such  force  to  the  section.  Even  if, 
which  may  be  doubted,  it  has  any  application  to 
A  claim  for  damages  of  the  nature  I  hare  indicated, 
I  think  it  is  at  the  most  only  a  clause  enabling 
•either  party  to  apply  to  the  court  to  stay  the 
proceedings,  and  to  refer  to  arbitration,  and  is  not 
a  clause  excluding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court : 
(see  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Com- 
pany V.  Souih-Eastern  BaUieay  Company,  60 
li.  T.  Bep.  370;  40  Ch.  Dir.  100).  I  cannot  con- 
-clnde  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  ousted 
for  all  time,  in  every  case  of  dispute  between  the 
■canal  company  and  members  of  the  public  with 
reference  to  the  statutory  obligations  imposed  on 
the  canal  company  towards  those  members  of  the 
public.  These  obUgationa  are  both  numerous  and 
varied.  They  extend  over  nearly  100  sections.  I 
find  in  some  sections  an  express  reference  to 
sect.  202  (see,  for  example,  sect  72,  sub-sect  7, 
«nd  sect.  85,  sub-sects.  3,  8,  and  10).  It  may  be 
that  sect.  202  only  prescribes  a  mode  of  arbitra- 
tion for  those  cases  in  which  in  the  earlier  part  of 
the  Act  arbitration  is  prescribed,  but  no  particular 
mode  of  arbitration  is  specified.  But,  however 
that  may  be,  I  do  not  find  myself  able  to  ag^ree 
with  the  view  of  the  majority  of  the  court  that 
it  is  not  competent  to  us  at  the  present  moment 
to  consider  the  case  presented  oy  the  traders. 
The  result,  in  my  opinion,  is  that  the  objection 
prevails  as  to  the  corporation,  but  not  as  to  the 
traders,  and  the  strict  course  would  be  to  strike 
out  the  corporation  as  co-plaintiffs,  and  to  leave 
the  other  co-plaintiffs  to  continue  the  action. 
But,  although  no  relief  could  be  given  to  the  cor- 
poration in  this  action,  the  misjoinder  is  not  very 
material  for  the  questions  arising  for  decision  as 
between  the  traders  and  the  canal  company 
involve  or  include  the  questions  sought  to  be 
raised  as  between  the  corporation  and  the  canal 
company,  and  under  these  circumstances,  in  my 
view,  we  ought  now  to  deal  with  the  merits  of  the 
appeal. 

VAUQHAN  Williams,  L.J. — I  think  that  so 
far  as  the  Corporation  is  eoncemed,  the  action 
ought  to  be  dismissed.  We  will  deal  with  the 
traders  collectively  in  the  same  way  as  we  do 
individually.  I  understood  that  they  claimed  no 
damages,  and  only  claimed  a  declaration.  So  far  as 
it  is  an  action  by  the  traders  there  will  be  a  stay 
thereof  until  further  order,  or,  if  we  use  the 
Scotoh  word,  the  action  will  bie  "superseded" 
until  further  order.  That  was  what  was  said  in 
the  case  of  Caledonian  Sailtoay  Company  v. 
Greenock  and  Wemytt  Bay  Railway  Company 
<ttW  tup.).  "  Superseded  "  is  the  word  used  in  the 
report  Then,  with  regard  to  the  costs,  I  think 
that  we  all  agree,  having  regard  to  the  view  of 
the  majority  of  the  court  of  what  the  judgment 
should  be,  that,  inasmuch  as  this  preliminary 
point  of  ouster  of  jurisdiction  was  not  taken 
until  the  case  was  before  Byrne,  J.,  the  defen- 
duito  ought  not  to  have  any  costs  prior  to  that 
time— prior  to  their  taking  the  point    But  with 


regard  to  the  coste  since  the  plaintiffs,  having 
elected  to  g^  on,  and  have  an  inquiry  held,  those 
coste  the  defendante  must  have.  Then  with 
regard  to  the  coste  of  this  appeal,  they  must 
have  those  likewise.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellante,  Qrundy,  Kerahaw, 
Samaon,  and  Co.,  Manchester  and  London. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondente,  Burton,  Teatea, 
and  Hart,  agents  for  Alexander  WUaon  and 
Cowie,  LiverpooL 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHANOERT  DIVISION. 

Jan.  29  and  30. 

(Before  Btsnb,  J.) 

Gabmichabl  v.  Evans,  (a) 

Partnerahip  —  Diaaoluiion  —  Expulaion  clmue— 
Conduct  detrimental  to  partnerahip  buaineaa  or 
flagrant  hrecuh  of  any  dutiea  of  partner — Con- 
viction by  police  magiatrate  for  traoeliing 
without  a  ticket — Injunction. 

Artielea  of  partnerahip  provided  that  the  mMH(tging 
partner,  in  the  event  of  either  of  the  other 
partnera  being  addicted  to  notorioua  intemperance 
or  immorality  or  other  aoandaloua  conduct  detri- 
niental  to  the  partnerahip  buaineaa  or  at  any 
time  during  the  partnerahip  permitting  or  being 
guilty  of  any  flagrant  breach  of  any  of  the 
dutiea  of  a  partner,  ahoidd  be  at  liberty  to 
remove  either  or  both  of  them  from  the  partner- 
ahip on  giving  them  aim  daya'  notice  in  writing. 
One  of  the  partnera  wax  convicted  by  a  police 
magiatrate  of  travelling  on  a  railway  without  a 
ticket  vnth  intent  to  avoid  payment  and  fined 
the  full  penalty,  and  thereupon  the  managing 
partner  gave  him  notice  expelling  him  from 
the  patinerahip. 

On  motion  by  tne  partner  for  an  interim  iiyune- 
Hon  to  reatrain  hia  expultion  : 

Held,  that,  aa  the  plaintiff  had  been  convicted  of 
diahoneaty,  the  caae  waa  within  the  expultion 
dauae,  and  Huit  there  waa  ample  juattfi^ation 
for  the  notice  of  Aiaaolutimi,,  and  the  cowrt 
declined  to  interfere  by  injunction. 

Application  for  an  interim  injunction  by  the 
plaintiff,  to  restrain  hia  expulsion  from  a  paxtner- 
ship. 

In  July  1901  articles  of  partnership  were 
entered  into  between  the  defendant  Mrs.  Elizabeth 
Harries  Evans,  Joseph  Harries,  and  the  plaintiff 
Peter  Garmichael,  whereby  the  parties  became 
partners  in  the  business  of  general  drapers, 
carried  on  in  the  Brompton-road  under  the  name 
or  firm  of  "  Tudor  Brothers." 

The  business  had  for  some  time  previously  been 
carried  on  by  the  defendant,  and  the  bulk  of  tiie 
capital  was  provided  by  her,  the  other  partners 
receiving  salaries  and  being  each  farther  entiUed 
to  an  eighth  share  in  the  net  profite  of  the 
business. 

By  the  partnership  deed  the  defendant  Mrs. 
Evans  was  to  have  the  sole  general  direction  and 
control  of  the  business,  and  also  the  right  to 
require  the  other  partners  to  devote  the  whole 
of  their  time  to  the  business ;  but  she  was  only 
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bound  to  devote  so  much  of  bar  time  to  it  as  she 
should  think  fit. 

By  olanse  22  of  the  deed  it  was  provided 
amongst  other  thin^  that  in  the  event  of  Harries 
or  the  plaintiff,  or  either  of  them,  being  addicted 
to  notorious  intemperance  or  immorality  or  other 
scandalous  conduct  detrimental  to  the  partnership 
business,  or  at  any  time  during  the  partnership 
permitting  or  being  guilty  of  any  breach  of  any  of 
the  conditions  of  the  deed,  or  any  flagrant  breach 
of  any  of  the  duties  of  a  partner,  or  failing  to 
account  for  moneys  received,  the  defendant  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  remove  either  or  both  of  them 
from  the  partnership  on  giving  to  either  or  both 
not  less  than  six  days'  notice  in  writing,  and 
thereupon  the  partnership  was  to  cease  and 
determine  at  the  expiration  of  such  notice  as 
regards  the  person  to  whom  it  was  given.  In  any 
such  event  the  defendant  was  empowered  to 
publish  a  notice  of  the  partial  or  total  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  as  the  case  might  be. 

The  deed  also  contained  provisions  for  ascer- 
taining the  value  of  the  interest  of  the  expelled 
partner. 

On  the  Slst  Dec.  1903  the  pMntitf  was  con> 
victed  at  the  Westminster  Police-court  for  having 
travelled  on  the  London,  Brighton,  and  South 
Coast  B^ilway  without  a  ticket  and  fined  4/Os. 
and  21.  2a.  costs.  A  report  of  the  conviction 
,  appeared  in  several  of  the  daily  papers,  but  in 
'  none  of  them  was  any  reference  made  to  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  partner  in  "  Tudor 
Brothers,"  though  his  full  name  was  given,  and 
he  was  described  as  "  managing  partner  of  a 
large  drapery  firm  in  Bromp ton- road." 

The  defendant,  having  seen  a  notice  of  the 
conviction  in  one  of  the  papers,  made  inquiries 
as  to  the  facts  therein  alleged,  and,  luiving 
determined  to  exercise  the  power  of  expulsion 

Siven   to   her   by  clause  22   of  the  partnership 
eed,  she  on  the  14th  Jan.  1904  sent  to  the  plaintiff 
the  following  notice : 

In  ooDBeqnenoe  of  your  reoent  oonviotion  at  the  West- 
minatar  Court  for  iraTelling  on  the  London,  Brighton, 
and  Sonth  Coaat  Railway  with  intent  to  avoid  pa}rment, 
I  hereby  give  yon  notice,  in  porsnanoe  of  the  articles  of 
partnersUp  nnder  which  the  bosiness  of  Tndor  Brothers  is 
carried  on  by  yon,  Mr.  Harriea,  and  myBelf,  that  the 
■aid  partnership  shall  cease  and  determine  so  far  as 
oonoeriiB  yourself  on  the  expiration  of  one  week  from 
this  date. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action 
against  Mrs.  Evans  in  which  he  claimed  a  decla- 
ration that  the  notice  of  dissolution  on  the 
14th  Jan.  was  void,  and  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  excluding  him 
from  the  ^rtnership  and  from  publishing  notice 
of  the  dissolution,  and  now  he  moved  for 
an  interim  injunction  to  restrain  his  exclusion 
from  the  partnership  until  trial  of  the  action,  and 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  publishing  the 
dissolution. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  a  season-ticket  uolder  on  the  Brighton 
line  for  about  ten  years ;  his  season  ticket  had 
expired  on  the  8th  Sept.  1903,  and  it  had  not 
been  renewed  on  the  27th  Nov.  1903,  the  day  on 
which  he  had  been  detected  travelliug  without 
a  ticket.  The  plaintiff  in  his  evidence  alleged 
that  he  had  been  iU  and  overworked,  and  that 
he  had  always  intended  to  renew  his  season 
ticket ;  that  he  had  usually  in  the  meantime  taken 


a  daily  ticket,  but  on  this  occasion  he  had  inad- 
vertently omitted  to  take  a  ticket. 

He  further  alleged  that  as  the  name  of  Tudor 
Brothers  was  not  mentioned  in  the  newspapers, 
and  it  was  not  generally  known  that  he  was  a 

fartner,  no  harm  whatever  had  been  done  to  th» 
usinees  by  the  report  of  his  conviction. 

Evidence  to  the  same  effect  was  given  by 
Harries,  the  other  salaried  partner. 

The  defendant  in  her  evidence  stated  that  the' 
effect  of  the  conviction  was  most  injurious  to 
the  bosiness ;  that  the  whole  staff  of  the  firm  of 
Tudor  Brothers,  comprising  male  and  female 
shop  assistants,  buyers,  oonnting-honse  clerks, 
and  porters,  biew  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
partner;  that  the  wholesale  house  from  whom 
goods  were  purchased  knew  that  the  plaintiff' 
was  a  partner  of  the  firm,  and  many  of  the 
customers  also  had  similar  knowledge;  that  from 
the  point  of  view  of  hnsiness  dealings  with 
wholesale  houses  with  whom  the  credit  of  the 
firm  and  of  the  individual  partners  was  of  the 
highest  importance,  and  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  cnstomers  with  whom  bnainess  wa» 
transacted,  the  widely  spread  report  that  a 
member  of  the  firm  bad  been  convicted,  in  the 
words  of  the  magistrate,  of  a  "shabby  trand" 
could  not  but  detrimentally  affect  the  welfare  of 
the  business. 

Mr.  Evans,  the  defendant's  husband,  who  wa» 
himself  engaged  in  a  large  drapery  business, 
took  the  same  view  of  the  effect  of  the  plaintiffe 
conviction. 

There  was  also  evidence  that  the  plaintiff'e 
brother,  a  builder,  had  considered  it  necessary 
since  the  plaintiff's  conviction  to  advertise  in  the 
daily  papers  and  trade  journals  that  his  bnsinesa 
was  not  in  any  way  connected  with  that  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Bowden,  E.O.  and  G.  Henderton  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— The  defendant  ought  to  be  restrained  from 
acting  under  the  expulsion  clause  until  the  trial 
of  the  action.  The  object  of  a  clause  of  this  kind 
is  to  protect  the  partnership.  The  court  always 
construes  clauses  of  this  kind  strictly  in  view  of 
the  abuse  to  which  they  may  be  subjected  and  of 
the  hardship  resulting  from  expulsion  : 

Lindley  on  Partnership,  6th  edit.,  p.  427. 

Immoral  conduct  on  the  part  of  a  partner  in  a 
firm  of  bankers  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  a 
dissolution  as  to  that  partner,  ^though  the 
articles  of  partnership  contained  a  clause  for  dis- 
solution in  case  any  of  the  partners  should  do 
an^  act  to  the  discredit  or  injury  of  the  co-partner- 
ship: 

Snaio  T.  Milford,  18  L.  T.  Rep.  142. 

The  court  ought  to  maintain  the  status  quoveai- 
iag  the  trial.  If  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
partner  is  not  generally  known,  his  continuance 
in  the  busineES  will  do  no  injury  to  the  defendant. 
The  offence  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  convicted 
is  not  within  the  terms  of  clause  22. 

Iievett,  K.O.  and  Jlf.  Bonier  for  the  defendant. 

— The  court  ought  not  to  interfere  in  this  case. 
The  defendant  has  the  laigest  interest  in  the 
business,  and  she  is  convinced  that  the  plaintifTs 
conviction  is  detrimental  to  the  partnership  busi- 
ness. The  status  quo  would  not  be  maintained 
by  an  interim  injunction,  for  the  defendant  would 
until  the  trial  have  to  carry  on  the  business  with 
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a  partner  who  has  been  convicted  of  dishonesty. 
Mutual  trust  and  absolute  honestjr  are  essential 
features  of  partnerships.  If  a  partner  has  been 
guilty  of  embezzlement  or  has  couimitted  a  breach 
of  tnutt  his  CO- partner  maj  by  notice  dissolve 
the  partnership  from  the  date  of  the  notice, 
notwithstanding  the  articles  of  partnership  pro- 
vide for  its  oontinuaDce  for  the  joint  lives  ofthe 
partners: 

Stttll  V.  Eayward,  30  B«av.  158. 

There  is  no  suggestion  that  this  notice  of  expul- 
sion has  been  given  otherwise  than  in  good  faith. 
J2*«ie»,K.C.  in  reply.  Cur.  «i,.  rwZfc 

Jan.  30.— Btrnk,   J.  (having  referred   to  the 
notice  of  motion,  and  having  read  clause  22  of  the 
deed  of   partnership,  continued :)— It  has  been 
said  in  argument,  that  a  clause  of  this  description 
being  of  &  veiy    stringent  character,  the    court 
must  be  careful  to  see  that  it   is  reasonably  and 
fairly  exercised,  and   that  events  have  happened 
which  justify  expulsion    before    allowinir  it  to 
operate.    Having  said  that,  I  ought  to  add  that 
in  the  present  case  there  is  no  contest  at  all  with 
reference  to  the  main  facts.    The  plaintiff  in  the 
action  was  a  season-ticket  holder  on  the  Brighton 
line,  and  in  the  habit  of  travelling  daily  to  and 
from  London.    On  the  8th  Sept.  1903  he  allowed 
that  season  ticket  to  expire,  and  up  to  the  27th 
Nov.  of  the  same  year  he  had  failed  to  renew  it ; 
on  that  day  he  was  detected  travelling  without  a 
ticket.  ^  Proceedings  were  subsequently  taken  in 
the  polioe-oourt  under  the  Regulation  of  Railways 
Act   1889,   s.   5,   sub-s.  3    (a),  wluch  imposes  a 
penalty  in  the  case  of  a  person  travelling  with- 
out having  previously  paid  his  fare  "  with  intent 
to  avoid  payment  thereof."     He  was  convicted 
and  fined  the  full  penalty  with  costs.    I  neither 
deeire  to  exaggerate  nor  to  minimise  the  nature 
of  the  ofFence,  nor  do  I  desire  to  dwell  upon  the 
circumstances  more  than  to  this  extent—to  say 
that  the  circumstances  in  connection  with  this 
conviction,  so  far  as  there  is  no  dispute   about 
them,  are  not  such  as  induce  me   to  think  that 
this  was  otherwise  than  a  bad  instance  of  defraud- 
ing the  railway  company.    The  period  of  two  and 
a  half  months  was  allowed  to  dapse   without 
renewal  .of  the  season  ticket,  and  the  excuses 
given  appear  to  me  to  be  wholly  insufficient.  This 
was  a  matter  in  which  every  day  the  man  must 
have  been  reminded  of  the  fact  ofthe  absence  of 
his  ticket.      Before  the  magistrate  he  said  that 
sometimes  he  took  a  ticket  and  sometimes  he  did 
not  during  this  period.     In  his  affidavit  he  says 
that,  except  on  three  or  four  occasions,  he  did 
take  a   ticket    when   travnlling.      I  do    not    go 
behind  the  conviction     and    uie    circumstances 
nnder  which  the  conviction  was  obtained.  He  says 
this  is  not  a  matter  which  is  calculated  to   be 
injurious  to  the  business,   and  he  has  made  an 
affidavit  to  that  effect.    An  account  of  what  had 
taken  place  before  the  police  magistrate  appeared 
in  several  of   the  daily   papers.     Although   the 
literal  accuracy  of  the  report  in  the  Daily  Tele, 
graph  is  not  strictlv  proved,  it  is  proved  that  this 
newspaper  has  published  to   the  world  remarks 
attributed  to  the  magistrate  showing  that  he  was 
of  opinion  that  the  case  was  one  of  continued 
frandulent    conduct.      The    plaintiff    does    not 
challenge  the  accuracy  of  the  accounts  published, 
but  he  says  that  the  name  of  the  firm  "  Tudor 


Brothers  "  was  not  mentioned,  nor  the  names  of ' 
the  partners,  and  that  it  was  not  generally  known 
that  he  was  a  partner.     On  the  other  hand,  I  have 
the  evidence  of    Mrs.  Evans  and  of  Mrs.  Evans' 
husband,  who   himself    was    the    proprietor  of 
another  large  drapery  business  in  London,  to  the 
effect  that  such  an  act  would  be  most  injurious ; 
and,  moreover,  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was 
a  partner  in  this  business  was  largely  known  to 
customers,  employees,  and  others.      [His  Lord- 
ship then  referred    to    the    evidence,   and  con- 
tinued :]    Now,  apart  from  t^e  question  on  the 
facts,  1   go   to   the  actual    clause   itself,   and, 
amongst  other  things,  it  provides  that  if  Peter 
Carmiohael  should    be    gculty    of    any  flagrant 
breach  of  any  of  the  duties  of  a  partner,  then  the 
clause  is  to  operate.    I  conceive  it  to  be  one  of 
the  first  duties  of  a  partner  to  be  an  honest  man, 
and  that  not  merely  in  his  accounts  as  between 
himself  and  his  partners,  but  in  relation  to  third 
persons ;  and  I  cannot  imagine  anything  more  in 
(he  teeth  of  the  duty  of  one  partner  towards 
another  than  that  he  should  do  something  to 
bring  himself  within  the  penalties  of  the  criminal 
law.  If  this  had  been  the  case  of  picking  a  pocket, 
I  do  not  suppose  his  counsel  would  have  ventured 
to  say  that  it  was  not  a  flagrant  breach  of  his  duty ;. 
and  it  is  no  part  of  my  duty  for  this  purpose  to 
try  and  draw  nice  distinctions  between  the  degree- 
of  moral  turpitude  to  be  attached  to  one  or  other 
of  offences  of  this  nature.    I  find  that  the  man 
has  been  convicted,  ani  convicted  of  fraud  under 
circumstances  which,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  afford 
no  reasonable  ground  for  saying  that  it  was  not 
of  its  kind  a  bad  case.  Under  those  circumstances 
the  argument  was  presented,  and  strongly  pre- 
sented, to  me  that  upon  motion  the  court   was 
not  in  the  habit  of  allowing  clauses  of  this  de- 
scription to  be  acted  upon,  but  left  the  matter  to 
be  determined  at  the  trial,  only  taking  care  of  the 
preservation  of  the  righte  in  the  meantime.    But, 
as  I  have  observed,  the  material  facte  in    the 
present  case  are  admitted.   There  is  no  contest  as 
to   the  oonriction  or  the    circumstances  under 
which    the  conviction  took  place;   and  in    my 
judgment  this  is  exactly  one  of  those  cases  that 
come  within  the  clause,  and  there  wag  justifica- 
tion for  giving  the  notice  which  was  given.    I  was 
appealed  to  on  the  ground  of   balance  of  con- 
venience.    To  my  mind,  in  the  present  case,  the 
balance  of  convenience  and  of  justice  points  to 
non-interference  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff. 
It  is  not  immaterial  in  considering  this  question 
to  remember  that  I  offered  the  parties  to  make 
arrangemente    tbat   the   whole    case    might    be 
finally  tried  within  a  fortnight;    but   that  was 
refused  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  although  the 
defendant  was  willing  to  accept  that  proposition 
if  the  plaintiff  would  take  a  holiday  and  keep 
away  from  the  business  till  the  matter  could  be 
determined.    But  I  do  not  base  my  decision  upon 
that.    If  it  be  true,  as  I  think  it  is,  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  partner  is  detrimental  to  the  partner- 
ship business,  and  likely  to  do  serious  injury,  that 
injury  would  be  going  on  during   the  interval 
between  now  and  the  toial ;  whereas  the  exclusion 
of  the  plaintiff  from  the  business  would  not  inflict 
irreparable  injury  upon  him,  and  he  would  have 
his  remedy,  if  at  the  trial  it  should  turn  out  that 
he  was  right,  and  that  he  ought  not  to  have  been 
excluded.    I  agree  that  this  is  an  exceptional  caae 
in  ite  circumstances,  but  I  do  not  feel  justified  in 
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.granting  an  interlooutory  injonotioii,  and  I  there- 
fore refuse  the  motion. 

Solicitors :     Maehrell,     Maton,     Oodlee,     and 
-Quineey ;  Niehchon,  Qraham,  and  Oraham. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Ttietday,  Mareh  1, 

(Before  Lord  Alvebstone,  G.J.,  Wnjd  and 
Kennedy,  JJ.) 

Alton  Ubban  Distbict  Council  (apps.)  v. 
Spicbb  (reap.),  (a) 

McUe — Oenerod  district — SporliTig  righU—Arahh, 
meadoiB,  or  pasture  lands  and  V)oodland»— 
Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  <!»  39  Viet.  e.  55), 
«.  211. 

"The  lessee  of  sporting  rights  over  arable,  meadow, 
pasture  grounds  and  toooMands,  such  rights 
being  let  apart  from  the  ooeupation  of  Oie  umd, 
is  ru)t  entitled  to  he  assessed  in  the  proportion 
of  one  fourth  part  only  of  the  net  anrnial  value  to 
ihe  general  aisiriet  rate  by  virtue  of  sect.  211 
(1)  (b)  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875. 

Case  stated  upon  a  complaint  preferred  by  the 
appellants  against  the  i-eapondent  for  a  general 
district  rate  made  the  26  th  March  1903,  at 
If.  lid.  in  the  pound,  rateable  value  562.,  on 
sporting  rights  over  land. 

The  respondent  rented,  and  had  rented  for 
fnany  years,  the  shooting  over  certain  lands, 
bedng  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  land  and 
woodlands,  situated  within  the  appellants'  joria- 
diction. 

The  rate  was  properly  made  and  was  good  on 
the  face  of  it,  and  had  been  duly  demanded  from 
the  respondent,  but  the  respondent  had  never 
been  in  the  habit  of  paying  more  than  one- 
fourth  thereof.  He  therefore  declined  to  pay 
the  whole  rate,  but  made  a  legal  tender  of  one- 
iourth,  which  was  refused. 

In  March  1895  the  predecessors  of  the  appel- 
lants entered  a  complaint  for  the  recovery  irom 
the  respondent  of  the  general  district  rate,  but  it 
was  decided  by  the  court  of  sammaiy  jnrisdiotion 
"that  the  respondent  was,  under  sect.  211  (1)  (6)  of 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  onlv  liable  to  be 
assessed  in  respect  of  his  right  of  sporting  over 
ihe  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  ground  and 
woodlands  in  the  proportion  of  one  fonrth  part 
onl^  of  the  net  annual  value  thereof,  and  that 
decision  had  never  been  questioned  or  appealed 
.against. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants 
that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  that, 
the  rate  having  on  its  face  been  duly  made,  their 
duties  were  purely  ministerial,  and  that  they 
were  obliged  to  make  an  order  on  the  respondent 
"for  the  fall  amount. 

The  justices'  attention  was  called  to  sect.  256 
of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  and  to  the  words 
"  If  no  sufficient  cause  for  nonpayment  be 
shown,  the  court  may  make  an  oraer  .  .  ." 
and  also  to  Beg.  v.  Barclay  and  others  {Essex 
Justices) ;  Ex  parte  Weaver  (46  L.  T.  Bep.  102), 
and,  to  the  judgment  of  Gave,  J.,  where  he  decided 
ihat,  upon  a  proceeding  before  justices  to  enforce 
payment  of  a  general  diRtrict  rate,  it  is  competent 
<to  the  justices  to  hear  objections  to  the  mode  of 

(a)  Beportcd  by  W.  DI  B.  Hbsbxbt,  Esq.,  BuiUwr-at-Law. 


assessment,  inasmuch  as  it  affects  their  right  to 
enforce  the  rate. 

The  justices  accordingly  decided  that  they  had 
jurisdiction  to  adjudicate,  and  they  overruled  the 
objection  taken  bv  the  appellants. 

After  hearing  tne  parties  they  decided  that  the 
sporting  rate  on  the  arable,  meadow,  or  pastore 
land  and  woodlands  was  properly  assessable  only 
in  the  proportion  of  one  fourth  part  of  the  net 
annual  value  thiereof ,  and,  as  a  legal  tender  had 
been  made  of  this  fourth  part,  they  refused  to 
make  any  order  on  the  complaint. 

By  sect.  211  of  the  PubUc  Health  Act  1875  (38 
&  39  Vict.  c.  55)  it  ie  provided : 

With  reapeot  to  the  aaseasment  and  levymg  of  general 
district  rates  under  this  Aot  the  following  provision 
shall  have  eifeot — namely,  ...(&)  the  owner  of 
any  tithes,  or  of  any  tithe  oommntation  rentoharge,  or 
the  ooonpier  of  any  land  need  ■■  arable,  meadow,  or 
pastnre  gronnd  only  or  >■  woodlands  .  .  .  ahall  be 
uaeaMd  in  respect  of  the  same  in  the  proportion  of 
one  fonxth  part  only  of  each  net  annual  valne  thereof. 

Foote,  K.C.  (Bernard  with  him)  for  the  appel- 
lants.— The  question  raised  here  is  wheuier 
shooting  rights  over  land  are  an  occupation  of 
land  used  as  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  ground 
only  or  as  woodlands  so  as  to  come  within 
sect  211  (1)  (b)  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875. 
A  right  to  shoot  over  land  by  a  person  who  is  not 
in  occupation  of  the  land  is  merely  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  and  cannot  come  within  the  words 
of  that  section : 

Eytm  V.  Mold  Oveneer;  43  L.  T.  Bep.  472 ;  6  Q.  B. 
Div.  13. 

The  judgment  of  Field,  J.  in  that  case  shows  the 
nature  of  such  rights.  Until  the  Bating  Aot 
1874  (37  <fc  38  Vict.  c.  54),  shooting  rights  as  such 
were  not  rateable,  but  by  that  statute  the  Poor 
Bate  Acts  were  extended  to  rights  of  fowling  and 
shooting,  killing  game  and  ralsbits,  and  fishing 
when  severed  from  the  occupation  of  land, 
and  when  the  right  of  sporting  was  severed 
from  the  occupation  and  let  separately,  either 
the  owner  or  the  lessee  could  be  rated.  The 
justices  here  were  wrong  in  not  holding  the 
respondent  liable  tor  the  whole  rate. 

M.  M.  Macnaghten  for  the  respondent. — ^The 
sporting  rights  which  the  respondent  rented  were 
only  over  arable,  meadow,  pasture,  and  wood- 
lands, and  so  the  exemption  granted  by  sect.  211 
(1)  (6)  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  applies,  and 
he  is  only  liable  to  be  assessed  at  one  fourth  part 
of  the  annual  value.  In  order  to  exercise  his 
right,  which  is  a  profit  a  prendre,  he  most  go  on 
the  land,  and  qud  his  rignt  he  is  in  ooonpation. 
He  referred  to 

Holywell  Union  T.  Halkyn  District  Mines  2>raiii<i^ 
Company,  71  L.  T.  Bep.  818;  (1895)  A.  C.  117. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  C.J. — Mr.  Macnaghten  is 
entitled  to  contend  that  you  cannot  exercise  a 
right  of  shooting  without  going  on  the  land,  but 
tlmt  is  a  very  long  way  ofE  from  showing  that  the 
person  entitled  to  the  shooting  rights  is  the  ooon- 
pier of  the  land.  When  the  statutes  are  looked 
at  the  point  is  clear.  Prior  to  1874  shooting 
rights  were  not  rateable,  but  the  Bating  Act  1874 
extended  the  Poor  Bate  Acta  to  rights  of  shoot- 
ing and  fishing  when  severed  from  the  occupation 
of  the  land.  Therefore  a  new  rateable  heredita- 
ment was  created  which  was  independent  of  Uie 
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ordinaiy  occupation  of  the  land,  and,  by  sect.  6 
(rf  the  Act  of  1874,  where  any  right  of  Bporting 
when  severed  from  the  oocnpation  of  the  land  is 
let,  either  the  owner  or  the  lessee  thereof,  accord- 
ing as  the  persons  making  the  rate  determine, 
m»^  be  rated  as  the  occopier.  That  being  so, 
having  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bating  Act 
1874,  it  ooald  not  be  contended  that  the  lessee  of 
sporting  rights  was  not  liable  to  be  rated.  Bat 
it  is  said  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  here  that 
be  is  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  sect.  211  (1)  (6) 
of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  because  he  is  the 
occupier  of  land  used  as  arable,  meadow,  pasture 

Sound,  or  woodlands,  because  he  mast  go  npon 
em  to  exercise  his  right  of  sporting.  The 
answer,  however,  to  that  contention  is  uiat  the 
respondent  is  not  the  occupier  of  land  used  as 
arable,  meadow,  pasture  ground,  or  woodlands, 
but  of  a  special  rateable  hereditament  liable  to  be 
rated  by  the  Bating  Act  1874.  The  justices  were 
therefore  wrong  in  allowing  a  reduction  of  three- 
fonrths  of  the  net  annual  value. 

WiiiLS,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  use  of  the  word  "  occupier  in  sect.  6  (2)  of 
the  Bating  Act  1874  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  legislation  as  to  poor  rates  is 
based  on  oocnpation,  and  so  sporting  rights  were 
considered  as  being  occupied.  The  Public  Health 
Act  1875  deals,  however,  with  the  occupation  of 
land,  and  it  is  only  the  person  who  occupies  the 
land,  who  g^ts  the  benefit  of  the  reduction.  The 
respondent  here,  however,  is  the  statutory  ooou- 
pier  of  sporting  rights  and  not  the  occupier  of  the 
land  over  which  those  rights  exist. 

EsNKKBT,  J. — I  agree. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Solicitors :  Church,  Adanu,  and  Prior,  for  C.  and 
W.  Trimmer,  Alton ;  Cunliffet  and  Davenport,  for 
Bailey  and  White,  Winchester. 


Tueeday,  March  1. 
(Before  Lord  Alvbbstons,  O.J.,  WiUiS  and 
Ebnnksy,  JJ.) 
DuNM  (app.)  V.  Holt  (resp.).  (a) 
Stghtoay — Wilfui  obitruetion — No  obstruotion  in 
foot — Truck  in  street  for  purpose  of  cleaning 
houee — Purpose,  Hme,  and  space  reasonable — 
Metropolitan  Police  Act  1839  (2  <£  3  Viet.  e.  47), 
«.  54. 
A  truck,  &ft.  long  by  2ft.  Sin.  wide,  containing  an 

EircUus  for  removing  dust  from  houses,  was 
id  by  D.  in  a  highway  30ft.  wide  for  some 
I  while  the  dust  was  being  rcTnoved  from 
a  certain  house.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
anyone  was  incommoded  or  thai  anyone  was  pre- 
vented from  passing  along  the  highway.  It  was 
found  as  a  fact  that  the  business,  purpose,  and 
time  selected  were  reasonable,  and  thai  neither 
the  time  nor  the  apace  occupied  were  excessive, 
but  that  the  system  of  cleaning  was  not  neces- 
sary to  the  ordinary  comfort  or  exigency  of  life 
and  was  still  in  the  experimental  stage,  and  that . 
the  noise  of  the  apparatus  and  the  eoUeetion  of 
sightseers  might  cause  discomfort  or  inconveni- 
ence to  the  occupiers  of  houses  and  people  using 
the  street. 

(a)  Baported  \>r  W.  DS  B.  Hubibt,  Esq.,  BurlBttr-at-L«w. 


Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  wilful  obstruo- 
tion within  sect.  54  (6)  of  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Act  1839. 

Case  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellant  under  sect.  54. 
of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Act  1839  (2  &  3  Vict 
o.  47)  for  wilfully  causing  an  obstruction  in  a 
thoroughfare  by  means  of  a  truck. 

On  the  21st  April,  at  about  10.30  a.m.,  the- 
appellant  caused  a  truck  to  be  brought  to  a  public 
thoroughfare  rauled  Trebovir-road,  and  caused  the- 
truck  to  be  placed  opposite  No.  7  on  the  carriage- 
way. 

The  truck  contained  an  apparatus  for  removing; 
dust  from  and  cleaning  houses  and  their  furniture, 
carpets,  and  contents.  This  apparatus  consisted 
of  a  motor  driven  by  petrol,  which,  by  creating 
a  vacuum,  caused  the  dust  and  dirt  to  pass  from< 
the  house  through  indiarubber  tubes  into  a  recep- 
tacle on  the  truck. 

The  indiarubber  tubes  were  passed  from  the 
truck  over  the  pavement  for  foot  passengers,  but 
in  such  a  manner  and  at  such  a  height  as  not  to' 
interfere  with  any  persons  using  the  pavement  or 
carriage-way. 

The  noise  made  by  the  working  of  the  motor 
was  considerable,  and  not  unlikely  to  frightenr 
horses  and  prevent  persons  driving  them  from 
passing  near. 

The  appellant  was  in  the  employment  of  the- 
British  vacuum  Gleaner  Company  Limited,  the- 
owners  of  the  truck  and  apparatus,  who  were- 
employed  by  the  occupier  of  the  house.  No.  7, 
Trebovir-road,  to  remove  the  dust  and  dirt  from- 
and  dean  the  house  and  fnmituro,  carpete,  and' 
contente. 

The  van  and  apparatus  remained  opposite  the 
house  from  1030  a.m.  tiU  5.30  p.m.,  a  period 
of  seven  hours,  which  was  not  a  longer  time  than 
necessary  to  remove  the  dust  and  dirt  into  the- 
receptacle  on  the  truck  and  to  clean  the  house 
and  contents.  The  dirt  and  dust  wero  placed  in 
the  receptacle  on  the  truck  by  the  process,  which ' 
went  on  continuously.  The  truck  and  the  appa- 
ratus and  receptacle  containing  the  dust  was  then  < 
driven  away. 

The  carnage- way  on  which  the  truck  stood  was 
30ft.  wide.    The  pavement  for  foot  passengers' 
was  lOft  wide.    The  extreme  length  of  the  track, 
which  stood  lengthwise  beside  the  pavement,  was- 
6ft.,  and  the  extreme  width  was  2ft.  8in. 

Sufficient  width  of  carriase-way    was  left    to- 
enable  vehicles  to,  pass,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  anyone  was  actually  prevented  from  passing 
along    the   street,   or    that  any    individual   was- 
incommoded. 

It  was  proved  that  during  the  period  between 
the  1st  June  1903  and  the  2nd  July   1903,  721' 
houses  in  the  London  area  alone  had  been  cleaned ' 
by  the  British  Vacuum  Cleaner  Company  in  the 
above  manner. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  respondent 
that  the  acts  of  the  appellant  amounted  to  wilfully 
causing  an  obstraction  in  a  thoroughfare  by  the 
means  specified  in  sect.  54  (6)  of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  47. 

It  -was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 
that  he  -was  not  liable  to  be  convicted  of  the- 
offence  with  which  he  was  charged,  because - 
the  facte  proved  did  not  show  that  the  appel- 
lant did  wilfully  cause  an  obstruction  or  allow 
the  track  to  stand  longer  than  was  necessary  for 
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loading  or  nnloading;  tbat  the  appellant  beini; 
-employed  bj  the  occupier  of  the  honse,  No.  7, 
Trebovir-road,  for  the  purpose  of  remoTin;;  the 
dnat  and  dirt  from  and  cleaning  the  honite  and 
contents  In  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner,  and 
having  kept  the  truck  in  TreboTir-road  for  no 
longer  time  than  was  reasonably  necessary  for 
such  purposes,  this  was  a  reasonable  and  proper 
nser  of  the  highway,  and  the  appellant  had  not 
wUfulIy  obstructed  the  thorougnfare  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section. 

It  was  further  contended  by  the  appellant  that 
the  act  of  removing  the  dust  and  dirt  from  the 
house  to  the  receptacle  upon  the  truck  by  means 
of  the  vacuum  apparatus  was  a  loading  of  the 
dust  and  dirt  upon  the  truck. 

It  was  further  contended  upon  behalf  of  the 
appellant  that  the  obstruction  referred  to  in  the 
section  is  an  actual  obstruction  rendering  the 
passage  through  the  thoroughfare  impossible  or 
troublesome. 

It  appeared  to  the  magistrate  that  the  acts  of 
-the  appellant  as  constituting  a  volontary  in- 
-fringement  upon  the  public  right  of  tree  passage 
amounted  to  wilful  obetraotion  within  2  &  3  Yidi. 
■0.  47,  8.  54  (6),  unless  they  could  be  justified  as  a 
reasonable  temporarr  appropriation  by  him  of 
part  of  the  roadway  for  a  reasonable  purpose  of 
businesB,  unaccompanied  by  any  unreasonableness 
in  the  time  chosen  for  the  operations,  substantial 
ezoesB  in  the  time  or  space  occupied  by  them, 
existence  of  undue  noise  or  crowd  arising  from 
them,  or  other  elements  converting  them  into  a 
common  law  nuisance,  regard  being  had  to  the 
incidents  of  everyday  life. 

In  his  opinion  upon  the  evidence  (1)  the  busi- 
ness purpose  was  in  itself  reasonable ;  (2)  the 
time  selected  for  the  operation  was  reasonable; 
(3)  neither  the  time  nor  space  occupied  by  it  was 
excessive;  (4)  on  the  other  hand,  the  system  of 
carpet  cleaning  involved  was  in  no  sense  necessary 
to  the  ordinary  comfort  or  exigency  of  life ;  (5)  it 
is  still  in  the  experimental  stage,  and  cannot  be 
regarded  as  an  incident  of  everyday  life ;  (6)  the 
present  noise  of  the  machinery  used  and  the  col- 
lection of  sightseers  attracted  by  the  working  of 
it  are  or  maybe  productive  of  discomfort  and  incon- 
▼enience  to  occupants  of  houses  and  people  using 
the  streets  which  can  scarcely  be  dismissed  as 
trivial  or  unsubstantial.  He  further  did  not  adopt 
ihe  contention  that  the  removal  of  dust  in  the 
receptacle  was  a  "  loading  "  within  the  first  part 
of  sect.  54  (6),  both  because  the  information  was 
founded  on  the  second  part  of  the  section  and 
because  he  thought  the  removal  of  the  dust  was 
a  mere  secondary  incident  in  the  operations. 

On  the  above  grounds  he  came  upon  the  whole 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellant  bad  not  made 
out  any  legal  justification  for  his  appropriation 
of  the  roaidway,  and  he  accordingly  convicted 
him. 

By  the  Metropolitan  Police  Act  1839  (2  &  3 
Vict.0.  47),  8.  64: 

Every  person  iball  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  more 
than  40>.  who  within  the  limits  of  the  metropolitan 
polioe  diatriot  ihall  in  any  thoronghfkre  or  pnblio  plaoe 
commit  any  of  the  followingr  oifanoee  ;  (that  is  to  lay) 
...  (6)  Every  person  who  shall  canse  any  cart, 
pnblio  oarriage,  sledge,  tmok,  or  barrow,  with  or  withont 
horsea,  to  stand  any  longer  than  may  he  neoessary 
for  loading  or  nnloading,  or  for  taking  up  or  setting 
down  pastengeri,  except  hackney  oarriagea  atanding  for 


hire  in  any  place  not  forbidden  by  law,  or  who  by  meaoa 
of  any  cart,  carriage,  aledge,  track,  or  barrow,  or 
any  horae  or  other  animal  shall  wilfnlly  interrnpt  any 
public  creasing,  or  wilfnlly  canse  any  obatrnotion  in  any 
thoionghfare. 

Danekioerts,  K.O.  {R.  E.  Vaughan  WiUianu 
and  D.  H.  Crompton  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
— The  conviction  was  wrong,  for  before  the 
magistrate  could  nonvict  he  must  find  that  there 
was  a  material  obstruction — ^that  is,  a  common 
law  obstruction : 

Original  Hartlepool  Collieriet  Company  v.  CHbb, 
36  L.  T.  Bep.  433;  5  Ch.  Div.  713. 
Each  case  must  be  considered  on  its  merits,  and 
no  limit  is  placed  by  sect.  54  (6)  of  the  Metro- 
politan Police  Act  1839  as  to  what  is  a  necessary 
time  for  loading  and  unloading.  A  pantechnicon 
van  might  stand  outside  a  house  ail  day  and  be 
much  more  of  an  obstruction  than  this  truck, 
but  it  could  not  be  augeested  that  proceedings 
ought  to  be  taken  for  that.  If  the  use  of  the 
highway  is  reasonable  and  the  space  occupied  not 
excessive  there  can  be  no  offence. 

Maemorran,  K.G.  (Arthur  Gill  with  him)  for 
the  respondent. — Everybodv  has  a  right  to  a  free 
and  uninterrupted  use  of  the  whole  of  the  high- 
way, and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  persons^y 
going  round  any  obstruction  could  get  past.  lid 
referred  to 

Attomty-Oeneral  v.  Brighton  and  Hove  Co'Operativ* 
Supply  Aetociation,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  762 ;  (1900) 
1  Ch.  276 ; 

Corner  v.  Oadman,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  421;  16  Coz 
C.  C.  51 ; 

Cheltea  Veatry  v.  Stoddard,  43  J.  P.  782. 

What  the  appellant  claims  here  is  to  practically 
carry  on  his  business  in  the  highway.  The  con- 
viction was  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 

Lord  Altesbtokk,  G.J. — I  think  that  every 
case  of  this  kind  where  a  person  is  summoned  for 
wilful^  causing  an  obstruction  to  a  thoroughfare 
must  depend  upon  its  particular  facts,  and  I  have 
not  the  least  intention  of  expressing  any  opinion 
that  people  have  a  right  of  appropriating  a  street 
for  the  purpose  of  canning  on  their  business,  or 
that  this  company  or  anybody  else  have  any  right 
to  put  their  machinery  in  the  shreet  anywhere,  or 
that  it  may  not  be  a  wilful  obstruction.  All  I 
say  is  tbat  ike  magistrate  seems  to  me  to  have 
stated  facts  to  show  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
an  offence  under  this  statute.  He  first  finds  that 
nobody  was  in  fact  obstructed;  he  then  gives 
the  width  of  the  street,  and  that  some  2ft.  Sin. 
or  2ft.  lOin.— I  think  it  is  out  of  a  width  of  30ft. 
— were  obstructed  for  some  hours  in  the  day.  I 
do  not  want  to  deal  with  this  case  in  detail,  which 
comes  from  a  very  experienced  magistrate, 
because  he  says  how  he  finds.  He  says  he  finds 
the  business  purpose  was  in  itself  reasonable — 
that  is,  it  was  reasonable  to  have  the  house 
cleaned  at  that  time ;  the  time  selected  for  the 
operation  was  reasonable;  neither  the  time  nor 
apace  occupied  by  it  was  excessive.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  system  of  carpet  cleaning  involved 
was  in  no  sense  necessary  to  the  ordinary 
^comfort  or  exigency  of  life ;  it  is  still  in  the 
experimental  stage,  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  an 
incident  of  everyday  life  ;  the  present  noise  of 
the  machinery  used  and  the  collection  of  sight- 
seers attracted  by  the  working  of  it  are  or  may 
be  productive  of  discomfort  and  inoonvenimoe  to 
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oocapants  of  boaaes  and  people  usine  the  streets, 
Ac  It  seems  to  me  all  those  three  i^iags  might 
be  ywj  material  indeed  if  he  wai  dealing  with  a 
-case  where  in  fact  be  was  able  to  say  there  bad 


wilful  obstruction,  or  that  the  people  or 
the  road  had  been  wilfully  obstructed,  out  it 
seems  to  me,  having  found  as  be  has  that  it  was 
a  reasonable  use  and  there  was  no  obstruction  in 
fact,  that  to  nullify  the  eSeot  of  those  findings 
by  saying  that  it '  was  experimental  or  had  not 
become  part  of  the  ordinary  comfort  and  exigency 
of  life  is  applying  a  test  which  ought  not  to  be 
applied.  I  think  that  in  this  case  there  was  no 
evidence  of  a  wilful  obstruction  of  the  highway. 
I  desire  to  repeat  that  I  do  not  want  a  ay  thing  I 
say  to  suggest  or  indicate  that  the  company  have 
the  right  of  carrying  on  their  business  in  every 
highway,  or  to  appropriate  any  part  of  the  high- 
way independently  of  the  inconvenience  caused 
to  other  people.  I  think  in  this  case  there  was 
no  evidence  on  which  we  can  properly  find  that 
there  was  wilful  obstruction  of  the  highway  under 
sub-sect.  6  of  sect.  54  of  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Act,  and  I  think  the  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Wii.i.8,  J. — I  agree. 

Kbnnedt,  J. — I  am  of  the  sams  opinion.    It 
appears  to  me  that  it  must  in  each  case  be  a 
question  of  degree,  and.  therefore,  in  this  cose, 
in  order  that  we  miy  do  as  I  concur  with    my 
Lsrd    and  Wills,    J.  we  ought   to  do — namely, 
reverse  the  decision — let  us  see  whether  there  was 
anything  to   show  such  circumstances  as  justify 
the  magistrate  finding  as  he  did.    I  think,  from 
the  very  fair  and  full  way  that  the  case  is  stated, 
we    have  the  means    of   seeing   that  there  was 
nothing  which  ought  to  have  led  to  this  convic- 
tion on  the  facts.     The  learned  magistrate  has 
given  us  some  reasons  which  do  not,  I  confess, 
seem  to  be  applicable.      I  do  not  think  the  noise 
of  the    machinery  used,  so  as  to  possibly  cause 
discomfort    and  inconvenience   to  occupants  of 
neighbouring  houses,  is  an  obstruction  of  a  high- 
way, or  is  an  element  of  the  obstruction  of  a  high- 
way.   Of  course,  if  it  causes  a  crowd,  it  would  be 
otherwise.    So,  in  the  same  way,  I  do  not  think  it 
is  very  relevant  to  consider   taat  the  system  of 
carpet  cleaning  involved  is  not  neoessarv  to  the 
ordinary  comfort  or  exigency  of  life.    If  that  is 
to  be  considered,  it  is  prohibitive  of  every  new 
invention  of  the  sama  kind,  if  th3re  could  be  any 
justification  to   bring  machinery  there  to  clean 
carpets.    It  must  be  a  matter  of  degree  to  justify 
a  convioticn  for  wilful  obstruction  of  a  highway, 
and  when  it  is  said  by  Mr.   Macmorran  in  his 
argument  that  a  trader  has  not  got  a  right  to  use 
the  streets  for    part  of  his  trade,  in  a  degree 
we  all  know,  living,  as  we  have  to  live,  in  a  city, 
and  making  reasonable  allowance  for  reasonable 
eondnot,  that  there  are  people  who,   in    selling 
things,  do  pass  their  trucks,  I  should  think,  down 
every  street  in  London,  certainly  in  the  west  of 
London,  and,  if  they  do  not  stop  too  long,  I  do 
not    think  you  should    condemn   them  because 
while  a  oustomar  comes  to  them    they  are  using 
the  street  for  their  trade.    This  is  a  big  machine 
and  a  novel  one,  and  might  be  a  nuisance  if  used 
difierently  to  the  way  in  which  the  magistrate  has 
stated  it  oas  been  used  on  this  occasion  in  this 

*^°*"  Appeal  dUowed. 

Solicitors :  HouUei ;  Wontner  and  Sons. 


Mareh  9  and  10. 
(Before  Ghannell,  J.) 
Mount  Ltbll  Mining   and   Railway  Coir- 

PANT  LiUITBD  V.  GoMMtSSIONEBS  OF  INLAND 

Revenub.  (a) 

Bevenxie^Stamp  duty  ^Company — English  deben- 
ture—Colonial debenture — Subttituted  eecurity 
—Stamp  Act  1891  (54  &  55  Vict.  e.  39),  schedule, 
"  Marketable  security  "  (3)  (4) ;  «.  82. 

A  colonial  company  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
taJting  over  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  an 
English  company,  and  by  agreement  the  holders 
of  debentures  in  the  English  company  delivered 
them  up,  and  accepted  in  lieu  thereof  debentures 
of  an  equivaient  amount  in  the  colonicU.  com- 
pany. 

Held,  that  these  debentures  in  the  colonial  com- 
pany were  not  "  given  in  substitution  for  a  like 
security  "  within  the  Stamp  Act  1891,  schedule, 
"  Marketable  security  "  (4). 

Cabb  stated  by  Gommissioners  of  Inland  Revenue. 
In  1899  the  Xorth  Mount  Lyell  Gopper  Gom- 
pany  Limited  (hereinafter  called  the  N'orth 
Gompany),  being  a  company  registered  under 
the  Gompanies  Acts  1862  to  1893,  issued  nnder 
the  seal  of  the  company  a  series  of  debentures  of 
varving  amounts,  whereby  they  promised  to  pay 
to  Dearer,  or,  when  registered,  to  the  registered 
holder,  the  respective  amounts  thereof. 

In  order  to  secure  such  debentures  a  trust  deed 
was  on  the  7th  Dec.  1898  executed  between  the 
North  Gompany  of  the  one  part  and  General  Sir 
Hugh  Qongh  and  William  Jacks  (as  trustees  for 
the  debenture-holders)  of  the  other  part,  con- 
taining che  conditions  usual  in  such  trust  deeds. 

By  an  agreement,  dated  the  22  ad  May  1903, 
made  between  a  company  called  the  Mount  Lyell 
Mining  anl  Railway  Gompany  Limited  (being  a 
company  registered  under  the  laws  of  the  Stete 
of  Victoria)  of  the  one  part  and  the  Korth  Com- 
pany of  the  other  part  it  was  provided  that  a  new 
company  should  be  incorporated  to  take  over  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  the  companies  parties 
thereto,  including  the  liability  of  the  North 
Gompany  to  the  debenture-holders,  to  whom 
debentures  in  the  new  company  were  to  be  given 
as  therein  provided. 

By  a  subsidiary  agreement,  dated  the  18th 
June  1903,  mide  between  Daniel  James  Maokay 
(on  behalf  of  all  the  holdard  of  the  outstanding 
debentures  of  the  North  Gompany)  of  the  one 
part  and  the  North  Company  of  the  other  part, 
it  was  (amongst  other  things)  provided  that  every 
holder  of  debentures  of  the  North  Company 
should  deliver  up  the  debentures  held  by  him  and 
accept  in  lieu  thereof  debentures  of  an  equivalent 
amount  in  the  new  company  to  b)  formed  as 
aforesaid ;  such  debentures  were  to  be  framed 
and  secured  as  therein  mentioned,  and  by  clause  5 
the  delivery  of  sach  substituted  debentures  was 
to  be  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  the  liability  of 
the  North  Company  to  him  nnder  the  debenture 
trust  deed  and  debentures. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  6  th  Aug.  1903,  and 
made  between  the  aforesaid  Mount  Lyell  Mining 
and  Railway  Gompany  Limited,  of  the  State  of 
Victoria,  of  the  first  part,  the  North  Company  of 
the  second  part,  and  Alfred  Mellor,  on  behalf  of 
a  new  company  which  it  was  contemplate!  should 

(a)  Beported  bj  W,  Di  B.  Hsbbbbt,  Biq.,  Burriatar-at-Lftw. 
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be  formed  tinder  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Yiotoria, 
under  the  style  of  the  Mount  Lyell  Mining  and 
Railway  Company  Limited  (the  appellant  com- 
pany) of  the  third  part,  it  was  agreed  to  sell  the 
respective  nndertakings  of  the  old  oompanies  to 
the  appellant  company  when  incorporated,  and  as 
to  iihe  assets  of  the  said  North  Company  subject 
to  the  existing  mortgage  debentures  to  bs  saticmed 
by  the  issue  of  debentures  of  the  appellant  com* 
pany  as  therein  provided. 

On  the  11th  Aug.  1903  the  appellant  company 
was  duly  incorporated  nniier  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Yiotoria,  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia, 
and  by  deed  of  that  date  it  duly  adopted  under 
seal  the  last-mentioned  agreement. 

A  holder  of  one  of  the  above-mentioned  deben- 
tnres  issued  by  the  North  Company  surrendered 
such  debenture  at  the  office  of  the  appellant 
company  in  London,  and  in  lieu  thereof  received 
the  debantnre  uhder  the  seal  of  the  appellant 
company  which  is  the  subject  of  adjudication. 
In  aooepting  snoh  new  debenture  he  acted  under 
the  agreement  of  the  18th  June  1903,  and  he 
thereby  released  and  gave  up  all  right  against  the 
North  Company  and  all  rights  in  respect  of  the 
first-mentioned  debenture. 

The  appellant  company  contended  that  the 
instmment  in  question  falls  to  be  charged  only 
with  substituted  security  duty  at  the  rate  of  6a. 
for  every  202.  thereof. 

The  commiesionera,  being  of  opinion  that  the 
instrument  in  question  was  a  marketable  security, 
being  a  security  transferable  by  delivery,  and 
bearing  date  after  the  6th  Aue.  1885,  by  reference 
to  the  heading  "  Marketable  Security "  sub- 
head (3)  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  Stamp  Act 
1891,  and  that  it  was  not  within  the  fourth  sub- 
head of  that  heading,  assessed  the  duty  at  1*.  for 
eveiy  lOZ.  and  for  every  fractional  part  of  102.  of 
the  money  thereby  secured — ^in  all,  11«. 

By  the  Stamp  Act  1891  (54  &  55  Yict.  c.  39), 
schedule,  "  Marxetable  security  "  .- 

.  .  .  (3)  Marketable  Monrity  (ezoept  a  odkmial 
Ooveminent  seoiirit;)  being  a  Monrity  transferable 
by  delivery  and  bearing  date  or  signed  or  offered 
for  sabsoription  after  the  6tli  Angnat  1885.  For 
•very  101.,  and  also  for  any  fractional  part  of 
lOi.,  of  the  money  thereby  leonred,  It.  (4)  Mar- 
ketable uoority  (ezoept  a  oolonial  Qovemment  lecn- 
rity)  being  snoh  aeonrity  as  lait  aforesaid  given  in 
Bubatitation  for  a  like  seonrity  dniy  stamped  in  oon- 
formity  with  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  when  it 
became  anhjeot  to  dnty.  For  every  201.,  and  also  for  any 
fractional  part  of  201.,  of  the  money  thereby  seonnd, 
M. 

And  by  sect.  82 : 

(1)  Marketable  seoaritiea  for  the  purpose  of  the  oharge 
of  dnty  thereon  inolade  (a)  a  marketable  seonrity  by  or 
on  behalf  of  any  company  or  body  of  persons  corporate 
or  nninoorpoiate  formed  or  established  in  the  United 
Kingdom;  and  (b)  a  marketable  seonrity  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  foreign  State  or  Oovemment  or  foreign  or 
oolonial  or  mnnioipal  body,  corporation,  or  company 
(hereinafter  called  a  foreign  secarity)  bearing  date  or 
signed  after  the  3rd  day  of  Jnne  1862— (i.)  Which  is 
made  or  issued  in  the  United  Kingdom ;  or  (ii.)  which 
though  originally  issned  out  of  tiie  United  Kingdom 
has  been  after  the  6th  Ang.  1885  or  ia  offered  for  subscrip- 
tion and  given  or  delivered  to  a  snbvoriber  in  the  United 
Kingdom ;  or  (iii.)  which,  the  interest  thereon  being 
payable  in  the  United  Kingdom,  is  assigned,  transferred, 
or  in  any  manner  negotiated  in  the  United  Kingdom  ; 
(e)  a  marketable  seonrity  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  oolonial 


Oovemment  whioh  if  the  botiowar  were  a  foroign- 
Qovemment  would  be  a  foreign  saocrity  (hereinafter 
called  a  oolonial  Government  security). 

W.  F.  Hamilion,  K.C.  and  E.  J.  Elgood  for  the 
ap^llants.  —  The  debenture  in  question  was 
"  given  in  substitution  for  a  like  security  " — that 
is,  gnven  in  lieu  of  or  in  place  of.  The  security 
neM  not  be  in  the  same  company,  but  the  wor^ 
"  in  substitution  "  are  used  in  the  same  sense  a» 
they  are  used  in  sect.  1  of  the  Stamp  Act  1891, 
which  says  that  the  duties  to  be  charged  are  to 
be  in  substitution  for  those  heretofore  chargeable. 
The  new  security  takes  the  place  of  thn  old  one, 
and  so  must  be  in  substitution.  This  case  is  very 
different  to  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v. 
Commianoneri  of  Inland  Revenue  (79  L.  T.  Rep. 
648  ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  121),  for  there  the  old  security 
still  existed,  and  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  new 
one  was  in  substitution. 

The  Aiiomey-General  (Sir  B.  Finla;r,  E.C.)  and 
Bowlatt  for  the  respondents. — ^This  in  one  sense- 
may  be  a  security  given  in  substitution,  but  it 
cannot  be  said  that  a  colonial  security  given  for 
an  English  security  is  a  security  given  in  substi- 
tion  for  a  like  security.  It  is  a  new  security,  for- 
there  is  a  new  debtor.  It  is  a  novation,  not  a 
substitution.  Sect.  82  of  the  Stamp  Act  1891 
shows  a  difference  is  drawn  by  the  statute 
between  an  English  and  a  colonial  marketable- 
security.  The  appellants  desire  to  read  "  given  in 
substitution  "  as  "  taken  in  substitution." 

W.  F.  SamiUon,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Channill,  J. — In  this  case  I  am  not  at  aU* 
anxious  to  decide  questions  which  I  think  I  have 
not  necessarily  to  decide.  There  are  some  portions' 
of    the'  Attorney- General's    argument   whioh    I 
confeas  I  am  not  prepared  to   accept  without' 
further  consideration.    They  may  be  correct.    It 
mav  be  that  I  personally  have  formed  an  alto- 
gether erroneous    view   of   what  is    meant  by 
"substitution"    in    the    Stamp     Act  1891.     I 
gave  my  opinion  once  before  in  one   of  theeo 
oases  —  City   of   London  Brewery   Company  v. 
Commiiiioners  of  Inland  Beventie  (sup.) — and  F 
was  corrected  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.    I  confess- 
I  do  not  understand  fully  the  grounds  of  that' 
decision.    I  understand  one  of  the  grounds,  but 
the  other  one  I  do  not  quite  understand,  so  it- 
may  be  I  take  an  erroneous  view  of  the  matter. . 
Consequently  I  do  not  propose  to  decide  or  say 
an^thinK  one  way  or  the  otuer  about  one  of  the- 
pomts  that  the  Attorney- General  has  raised,  and' 
which  he  says  -will  govern  a  great  many  cases— 
namely,  as  to  the  distinction  between  giving  and' 
taking  in  substitution.    I  think  I  have  to  look  at 
the  exact  wording  of  this  schedule,  and  it  is^ 
"  Marketable  security  except  a  colonial  Govern- 
ment security  being  such  security  as  last  afore- 
said given  in  substitution  for  a  like  security." 
The  points  that  I  do  not  feel  sure  about  are  that 
there  is  any  "  giving  in  substitution  "  and  "  talring  - 
in  substitution,"  and  so  on.   Those  are  the  points, 
and  I  give  no  decision  one  way  or  the  other.    But 
it  must  be  for  a  "  like  security  "  duly  stamped, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  "  like  security,   occurring 
where  it  does  in  the  schedule  to  this  Stamp  Act, 
means  "  for  a  security  which  is  like  this  one  tor 
the  purpose  of  stamping."    When,  however,  yon 
see  that  one  of   these    is    a   delienture    of    an 
English   company  and   the  other  of   a  colonial 
company,  and  that  under  sect.  82  of  the  Stamp- 
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Act',  although  when  stampable  may  be  stamped 
'with  the  same  amonnt  of  stamp,  yet  neverthelesB 
the  considerations  under  which  they  become  liable 
to  a  stamp  are  not  the  same,  it  seems  to  ine 
that  there  is  a  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  one 
security  is  a  like  security  with  the  other  for  stamp 
purposes.  On  that  ground  I  think  I  mast  hold 
that  this  is  not  a  substituted  security.  I  say 
nothing  about  the  other  points  one  way  or 
another. 

Appeal  dismissed.    Judgment  for  the  Crown. 

Solicitors :  James  White  and  Leonard ;  Solieitor 
^Inland  Bevenue. 


Ifareh  10  and  11. 

(Before  Channbll,  J.) 

Attornet-Gxnbbai.  «.  Ghambbklaiit  and 

OTHERS,  (a) 

Uevenue — Estate  duty — Settlement  estate  duty — 
Precatory  trust — Letter  voith  wishes  of  testator 
—Finance  Act  1894  (57  *  68  Viet.  e.  SO), 
ss.  1,  2  (1)  (c),  6  (1). 

N.  C,  by  his  wUl  dated  the  13lh  Dee.  1901,  devised 
and  bequeathed  all  his  estate  and  effests  of  every 
description  to  his  brother,  0.  T.  V.,  absolutely, 
and  he  appointed  his  said  brother,  H.  J.  M.,  and 
C.  G.  executors  and  trustees  of  his  wiU. 

On  the  nth  Jan.  1902  N.  C.  signed  a  dooumeni  or 
letter  (which  has  not  been  admitted  to  probate) 
which  was  headed  :  "  Instructions  to  my 
executors  Crawford,  Morgan,  and  Oasquet. — 
Dear  Brother  •  Crawford  {I  dictated  Oiia  to 
Gasquet), — Like  m.any  others  who  have  gone 
before  me,  I  have  failed  to  make  provision  for 
the  distribtftion  of  my  property  amongst  my 
relatives  and  friends  before  it  became  loo  late  to 
do  it  with  care.  For  this  reason  I  have  left  aU 
my  estate  to  you  in  the  fullest  reliance  that  you 
wtU,  as  far  as  possible  and  to  the  uttermost, 
carry  out  any  wish  that  I  may  express  in  writing 
now  or  later,  or  whieh  may  be  conveyed  to  you 
'verbally  by  Gasquet  or  my  good-hearted  cousin 
Henry.  I  have  made  a  settlement  on  P.  D. 
which  should  sujfficefor  him  in  the  struggle  of 
life  which  we  all  have  to  face.  As  regards  our 
family,  you  will  be  the  best  judge  how  and  when 
a  tuuable  distribution  should  be  made.  I  do 
not  fetter  your  disereiion  in  any  way.  Tou  are 
an  old  man,  and  therefore  do  not  delay  the  dis- 
tribution." And  then  foUoioed  directions  as  to 
the  dimosal  of  certain  property  and  amounts  to 
bs'paid  to  certain  persons.  The  document  eon- 
eluded  :  "  FincUly,  these  are  the  instruotione 
referred  to  in  my  wUl.  They  are  not  in  any 
way  to  fetter  Crawford,  and  may  probably  be 
added  to  if  I  am  spared,  or  I  may  carry  some 
out  tit  my  own  lifetime." 

A  copy  of  this  document  was  sent  to  C.  T.  C,  who, 
on  the  Uth  Jan.  1902,  wrote  to  C.  Q.  a  letter  in 
which  he  said  :  "  AU  I  wish  to  say  now  is  thai 
fvery  wish  expressed  by  my  brother  shaM  be 
carried  out  to  the  very  fuMesi  extent  so  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  and  cu  far  as  aU  we  three 
executors  are  concerned,  for  his  loishes  are 
sacred,  every  loord." 

The  effect  of  this  letter  was  communicated  to  N.  C. 

N.  C.  died  on  the  18th  Feb.  1902,  and  his  will  was 

(a)  BaporMd  ^7  W.  Di  B.  HlSBBBT,  Bw}.,  Bwrtlitar-kt-Law. 


proved  by  all  the  executors,  and  estate  duty  and 
legacy  duty  was  paid  on  his  estate,  includingsums 
given  or  settled  by  the  testator  toithin  twelve 
months  of  his  death. 

C.  T.  C.  took  possession  as  beneficial  owner  of  the 
residuary  personal  estate  and  of  the  freehold  and 
leasehold  estate  of  N.  C.,  and  he  made  on  the 
13th  May  1902  (within  twelve  months  next 
before  his  death)  a  settlement  of  50002.  on  each 
of  his  four  nephews  and  niece.  C.  T.  C.  also 
gave  and  paid  other  sums  to  various  persons 
in  accordance  with  the  instructions  in  the  letter 
of  the  nth  Jan.  1902. 

C.  T.  C.  died  on  the  13th  Dee.  1902. 

Held,  that  no  trust  was  created,  and  that  the 
settlement  of  50002.  so  made  was  a  gift  made  by 
C.  T.  C.  within  twelve  months  of  his  death,  aiM 
so  estate  duty  and  settlement  estate  duty  were 
payable  in  respect  thereof. 

Information. 

Field-Marshal  Sir  Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain, 
G.G.B.,  G.G.S.I.,  of  Lordswood,  near  Southamp- 
ton, by  his  will,  dated  the  13th  Dec.  1901,  devised 
and  bequeathed  all  his  estate  and  effects  of  every 
description  to  bis  brother,  General  Sir  Crawford 
Trotter  Chamberlain,  his  hpirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  absolutely,  but  if  he  should  die  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or  become  from  any 
reason  incapable  of  managing  his  affairs  (the 
decision  of  the  testator's  executors  thereon,  or 
that  of  a  majority,  to  be  final),  the  testator 
directed  his  executors  to  hold  his  estate  and  effects 
upon  such  trusts  as  he  should  at  any  time  make 
known  to  them,  and  the  testator  appointed  his 
brother  Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain, 
Henry  John  Morgan,  and  Charles  Gasquet 
executors  and  trustees  of  his  will. 

On  the  11th  Jan.  1902  the  testator  signed  the 
following  document  or  letter  (which  has  not  been 
admitted  to  probate) : 

Inatmotioni  to  my  exeontors  Crawford,  MoigrMi,  and 
GHqnet. — Dear  Brother  Crawford  (I  dictated  this  to 
Guqnet), — (1)  Like  many  others  who  have  gene  before 
me,  I  have  failed  to  make  proriiion  for  the  diatribntion 
of  my  property  amongat  my  relatlrea  and  f rienda  before 
it  has  beoome  too  late  to  do  it  with  oare.  For  this 
teaaon  I  hare  left  all  my  estate  to  yon  in  the  fnlleat 
reliance  that  yon  will  as  far  as  possible  and  to  the 
nttennost  carry  ont  any  wish  that  I  may  expreai  in 
writing  now  or  later,  or  whioh  may  be  oonveyed  to  yon 
verbally  by  Oaaqnet  or  my  good-hearted  oouain  Henry. 
I  have  made  a  aetUamant  on  P.  D.  whijh  should  snffioe 
for  him  in  the  straggle  of  life  whioh  we  aJl  have  to 
faoa.  Aa  regards  onr  family,  yon  will  be  the  beat  judge 
how  and  when  a  suitable  distribution  ahonld  be  made. 
I  do  not  fetter  yonr  discretion  in  any  way.  Yon  are  an 
old  man,  and  therefore  do  not  delay  the  distribution. 
I  should  like  yon  to  prefer  those  who  are  leaat  likely  to 
be  well  off.  Keep,  of  conrae,  anything  for  yonraelf .  Aa 
Sir  Henry  Chambwlain  is  what  is  usually  oalled  the  head 
of  the  family  and  is  not  well  off,  I  ahonld  like  him  to  have 
20001.  It  may  be  desirable  to  tie  up  Hatty's  share. 
(2)  I  wish  to  be  cremated  and  my  remains  interred  in 
my  wife's  grave  at  Bownhams  with  aa  little  expense 
and  ostentation  aa  possible.  (3)  I  wish  the  following 
amounts  to  be  paid  to  my  aervanta.  (Here  followed 
the  names  of  variona  persons  and  the  amonnt  each 
peraon  was  to  reoeive.)  (4)  Deoorationa  belonging  to 
the  Crown  to  be  returned  according  to  onatom.  (5) 
My  journals,  letters  (especially  those  oopied  by  my 
aiater  Harriet),  and  other  papers  relatisg  to  my  career, 
opinions,  or  official  life  (amongst  which  I  moat  valoe  the 
general  order  of  Iiord  Lawtesoe,  Yioeroy  wbaa  I  left  in 
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Indu  in  1864,  the  last  baisg  my  Magoa  Chaiia) — all  these 
for  my  nephew  NeTille  Fitzjrerald  to  use  as  he  thinks  fit. 
(6)  The  sword  I  used  in  the  first  Afghan  wsr  is  for 
Harry's  yonnger  son,  Neville  Oraham.  (7)  The  rifle 
given  me  by  the  Dnke  of  Edinburgh  is  for  Neville 
Fitzgerald.  (8)  My  Field-Marshal  baton  is  for  Hairy, 
also  large  photograph.  My  watch  and  one  of  the  olooks 
for  P.  D.  (9)  The  piotnre  of  the  Nile  for  the  Naval  and 
Military  Clnb.  Henry  Morgan,  as  exeontor,  lOOOl.  The 
following  ohsritable  legaoies  (not  to  be  paid  if  I  have 
done  so  whilst  living)  :  (a)  British  and  Foreign  Unitarian 
Aasooiation  (receipt  of  the  treasurer  to  be  a  good  dis- 
charge), lOOCl. ;  (b)  Chnroh  of  the  Savionr,  London-road, 
Soatfaampton,  10001.,  to  be  paid  to  the  trastees  of  the 
church ;  (e)  Queen's  Jubilee  Institute  for  Nurses, 
SonthamptiHi,  lOOOt. ;  (d)  South  Hants  and  Southamp- 
ton Hospital,  lOOOl.  (Here  followed  certain  Ifgacies 
to  various  persons.)  (10)  To  the  School  for  Officers' 
Panghters,  I.      Finally,  these  are  the  instinotioDS 

referred  to  in  my  will.  They  are  not  in  any  way  to 
fetter  Crawford,  and  may  probably  be  added  to  if  I  am 
spared,  or  I  may  carry  some  out  in  my  own  lifetime. 
— Lordswood,  January  11,  1902. —  (Signed)  Netilli 
Ceai(bsbi.aik. 

A  copy  of  this  docnment  or  letter  was  sent  to 
Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain,  who  wrote 
the  following  letter  to  the  defendant  Charles 
Gasqaet : 

Villa  des  Chamerops,  Cannes,  I4th  January  1902. — 
Bear  Mr.  Qasquet, — Last  evening  I  reoeived  from  Henry 
Morgan  a  copy  of  the  letter  addressed  to  me  by  my 
brother,  dictated  by  him.  H  M.  adu  me  to  acknow- 
ledge it  to  yourself,  and  to  make  any  suggestions.  All 
I  wish  to  say  now  is  that  every  wish  expressed  by  my 
brother  shall  be  oarried  out  to  the  very  fullest  extent  so 
far  as  I  am  coooemed,  and  as  far  as  we  ail  three 
executors  are  ooneemed,  for  his  wishes  are  saored,  every 
word.  Ill  as  I  fear  be  is,  I  hope  and  pray  that  he  may 
yet  be  spsred  and  recover,  aod  that  it  may  be  long  ere  a 
will  shall  be  useful.  He  has,  I  am  sore,  snffered 
awfully,  and  it  has  been  great  pain  to  me  not  to  be  able 
to  go  to  him  as  my  heart  longs  to  do.  Lady  0.  is  in 
very  delicate  health  and  a  great  invalid  at  present,  and, 
unless  Sir  Neville's  condition  was  rnoh  as  to  make  my 
travelling  at  this  season  a  necessity,  I  am  hardly  justified 
in  running  the  riek,  for  I  am  under  a  doctor's  hands 
jnst  now,  bat  nothiog  very  special.  Please  do  not  let 
Sir  N.  know  this  if  you  feel  it  right  to  let  him  know  jou 
havehesrd  from  me  of  my  acceptance  to  the  very  follest 
of  the  trust  he  has  reposed  in  me. — With  every  good 
wish  to  yourself,  yours  sincerely  (sd.)  C.  T.  Chahbib- 

LAIN. 

The  effect  of  the  foregoing  letter  of  the  14th 
Jan.  1902  was  communicated  (so  far  as  the  writer 
desired  it  should  be)  to  the  testator,  Sir  Neville 
Bowles  Chamberlain. 

After  the  letter  of  the  11th  Jan.  1902  the  tes- 
tator verbally  expressed  some  farther  wishes  or 
"  instructions  "  to  the  defendant  Charles  Gasquet 
to  the  following  effect — viz. : 

The  nnrse  to  have  51. ;  the  poor  woman  named  Bettridge 
to  have  51. ;  the  clergyman  to  have  251.  for  the  funeral 
service ;  his  medals  to  be  kept  together ;  the  groom  to 
have  20i.  iostead  of  151. ;  various  publications  of  a 
politioal  character  to  be  given  to  the  Liberal  Association 
at  Southampton ;  various  friends  to  have  smsU  remem- 
brances of  him  ;  and  Mr.  Basil  Chamberlain's  share  and 
Mr.  Houston  Chamberlain's  share  to  revert  to  the 
famUy. 

He  also  made  the  following  gifts  for  charit- 
able pnrpoBes  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  the  11th 
Jan.  1902 — viz. : 

2501.  to  the  Church  of  the  Saviour,  Southampton, 
for  a  new  organ ;  lOOOl.  to  the  South  Hants  and  South- 


ampton Hospital;  lOOOl.  to  the  Southampton  Jnbilee 
Nurses'  Institute ;  10002.  to  the  British  and  Foreign 
TJnitarian  Society. 

Estate  duty  has  been  paid  on  these  gifts  as 
having  been  made  within  twelve  months  of  the 
testator's  death. 

The  testator.  Sir  Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain, 
died  on  the  18th  Feb.  1902,  and  his  will,  dat^^d  the 
13th  Dec.  1901,  was  proved  by  all  the  executors 
in  the  Principal  Registry  of  the  Probate  Division 
of  the  High  Court  on  the  11th  March  1902. 
The  testator  left  personal  property  valued  at 
88,5262.  17s.  6d.,  and  real  and  leasehold  pro- 
perty valued  at  41802.  Estate  duty  at  6  per  cent, 
was  paid  on  an  amount  exceeding  100,0001.,  in- 
cluding sums  given  or  settled  by  the  testator 
within  twelve  months  of  his  death. 

On  the  16th  June  1902  the  exeoators  paid 
2326Z.  178.  lOi.  for  legacy  duty  at  3  per  cent,  and 
interest  on  77,4492. 128.  6d.,  the  value  of  the  testa- 
tor's residuary  personal  estate  after  deducting 
estate  duty,  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  expenses 
of  administration. 

The  declaration  by  the  executors  at  foot  of  the 
residuary  account  stated  the  sum  of  77,4492. 128.  Gd. 
an  being  the  whole  of  the  residue  and  moneys 
which  "  we  intend  to  retain  for  the  use  of  Sir 
Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain,  G.C.I.E.,  C.S.L, 
being  a  brother  of  the  deceased." 

On  the  16th  June  1902  the  executors  also  paid 
1222.  16s.  7d.  for  succession  duty  (less  discoont) 
at  3  per  cent,  on  41802 ,  the  value  of  the  real  and 
leasehold  property  of  the  testator,  stating  by 
their  declaration  (at  foot  of  the  soocession  duty 
aoconnt). 

That  this  is  a  just  and  true  account  of  all  the  sncoei- 
sion  in  real  and  leasehold  propeHy  of  General  Sir  Craw- 
ford Trotter  Chsmberlain,  G.C.LR,  C.S.I.,  upon  th» 
death  of  the  before-named  Field-Marshal  Sir  Nevills 
Bowles  Chamberlain  and  that  the  General  Sir  Crawford 
Trotter  Chamberlain  is  a  brother  of  Field-Marshal  Sir 
Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain,  the  predecessor,  from  wkons 
the  property  is  derived. 

The  testator  died  a  widower  without  issne.  His 
father  left  issne  by  two  marriages.  Sir  Henry 
Chamberlain,  referred  to  in  the  letter  of  the  11th 
Jan.  1902,  is  a  grandson  of  one  of  the  testator's 
half-brothers. 

At  the  date  of  the  testator's  will  Sir  Crawford 
Trotter  Chamberlain  was  his  only  surviving 
brother  and  Mrs.  Guthrie  was  his  only  snrvivinf; 
sister,  both  of  them  being  of  the  whole  blood. 
There  were  living  five  children  of  deceased 
brothers  of  the  testator  of  the  whole  blood 
— viz.,  Basil  Hall  Chamberlain,  the  defendant 
Henry  Cfanmberlain,  Houston  Stewart  Chamber- 
lain, and  Harriet  Sarah  Chamberlain  (children  of 
testator's  brother  William  Chamberlain),  and 
Neville  Francis  Fitzgerald  Chamberlain,  a  child 
of  testator's  brother  Charles  Chamberlain. 

Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain  took  posses- 
sion as  beneficial  owner  of  the  residuary  personal 
estate  and  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estate  of 
Sir  Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain,  and  he  made 
(within  twelve  months  next  before  his  death)  a, 
settlement  of  50002.  on  each  of  his  four  nephews 
and  niece  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  defendante  alleged  that  the  nephews  and 
niece  were  told  by  or  by  the  direction  of  Sir 
Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlaiu,  that  these  sums 
were  gifts  to  them  from  Sir  Neville  Bowles 
GhamMrlain. 
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Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Ghamberlaia  also  gave 
to  Henry  John  Morsran  (a  first  cousin  of  himself 
and  of  Sir  Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain)  the  sum 
of  50001.,  and  to  Sir  Henry  Chamberlain  2000J. ; 
and  he  purchased  an  annuity  oil  302.  for  Mary 
Stnbbings,  and  Miss  Helena  Gambler  800{., 
Miss  Mabel  Gambler  502.,  Meta  Young  502.,  and 
Grace  HanweU  502.  He  also  paid  to  Sir  Neville 
Bowles  Chamberlain's  serrants  the  amounts 
mentioned  in  the  letter  of  the  11th  Jan.  1902, 
and  10002.  to  the  British  and  Foreign  Unitarian 
Society. 

The    settlements    by    Sir    Crawford    Trotter 
Chamberlain  of  50002.  each  on  his  four  nephews 
andnieoe  were  made  (except  the  settlement  of 
Basil  Hall  Chamberlain,  which  was  by  agreement 
not  nnder  seal)  by  deeds  all  substantiallv  in  the 
same  form  and  containing  similar  recitals.    The 
settlement  on  the  defendant  Henry  Chamber- 
lain was  made  by  an  indenture  dated  the  13th 
May  1902,  and  between  Sir  Crawford  Trotter 
Chamberl^   of    the  first  part,   the    defendant 
Henry  Chamberlain  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
defendants  Henry  Chamberlain,  Joseph  Horace 
Noble,  Henry  Seymour  Chamberlain,  and  Charles 
Gasqnet  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
that  Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain,  being 
desirous  of  making  such  settlements  in  favour  of 
the  defendant  Henry   Chamberlain  or  his  issue 
as  is  hereinafter  contained,  had  recently  paid  the 
sum  of  50002.  to  the  defendants  Henry  Chamber- 
lain,   Joseph    Horace    Noble,    Henry    Seymour 
Chamberlain,  and  Charles  Gasquet,  to  the  intent 
that  the  same  should  be  held  by  them  upon  the 
tmste^  hereinafter    declared,  it    was    witnessed 
that,  in  pursuance  of  such   desire  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  natural  love  and  affection  of 
Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain  for  his  nephew, 
the  defendant  Henry  Chamberlain,  it  was  declared 
by  the  parties  thereto  that  the  defendants  Henry 
Chamberlain,    Joseph     Horace     Noble,    Henry 
Seymour     Chamberlain,    and    Charles    Gasquet 
should  invest  tbe  sum  (after  payment  of  certain 
costs)  as  therein  mentioned,  with  power  to  vary 
investments,  and  should  pay  tbe  income  of  the 
trust  funds  to  the  defendant  Henry  Chamberlain 
daring  his  life,  provided  that  if  he  should  become 
bankrupt  or  should  assign  or  charge  the  income 
or   part    thereof,  or  some    other  event  should 
happen  whereby  such  income  if  belonging  to  him 
would  become  vested  in  or  charged  in  favour  of 
some  other  person,  the  trustees  should   during 
the  remainder  of  his  life  pay  or  apply  all  or  any 
part  of   the  income  nnto  or  for   the  personal 
support  or  benefit  of  all  or  any  one  or  more  of 
tbe  following  persons,  viz.,  the  defendant  Henry 
Chamberlain,  his  wife  and  children,  if  any,  and 
'  the  persons  for  the  time  being  interested  in  the 
trust  funds  under  tbe  trusts  thereinafter  declared 
as  the  trustees  should  in  their  absolute  discretion 
think  proper;  and  subject  to  such  discretionary 
trust  should  during  such  remainder  of  the  life 
of  the  defendant  Henry  Chamberlain  hold  the 
income  upon  the  trusts  upon  which  the  same 
would  be  held  imder  the  now  stating  indenture  if 
the  defendant   Henry    Chamberlain   were    then 
dead ;  and  after  his  death  should  stand  possessed 
of  the  trust  funds  in  trust  for  the  children  or 
remoter  issue  of  the  defendant  Henry  Chamber- 
'iain  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in 
defanit  of  appointment  in  trust  for  his  children 
who  being   sons  should   attain   twenty-one,  or 


being  daughters  should  attain  that  age  or  marry, 
in  equal  shares.'and  in  defaa<t  of  children  attaining 
a  vested  interest  in  trust  for  the  defendant  Henry 
Chamberlain  absolutely,  and  the  settlement  con- 
tained a  power  for  Henry  Chamberlain  to  appoint 
a  life  interest  in  the  trust  funds  to  any  widow 
who  might  survive  him. 

The  sum  of  50002.  was  paid  by  Sir  Crawford 
Trotter  Chamberlain  to  the  defendants  as  trus- 
tees of  the  last-mentioned  settlement  on  or  about 
the  date  thereof,  and  the  investments  representing 
the  sum  are  now  in  their  possession. 

Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain  by  his  will 
dated  the  20th  Got.  1902,  after  making  various, 
specific  and  other  gifts,  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  his  real  and  residuary  personal  estate  to  his- 
wife  upon  trust  that  she  or  other  the  trustees  of 
his  will  should  convert  the  same  into  money  and 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  (charged 
with  an  annuity  of  2002.)  in  trust  for  his  wifo 
during  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  his  wife  in 
trust  for  such  of  the  four  nephews  and  niece, 
Neville  Francis  Fitzgerald  Chamberlain,  Basil 
Hall  Chamberlain,  Henry  Chamberlain,  Houstoik 
Stewart  Chamberlain,  and  Harriet  Sarah  Cham- 
berlain, as  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  the  testator  and  bis  wife  in  eqnak 
shares  with  certain  provisions  for  settlement  of 
the  shares  of  bis  niece  and  of  Houston  Stewart 
Chamberlain. 

Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain  died  on  th& 
13th  Dec.  1902,  and  his  will  was  proved  by  his 
widow  and  executrix  in  the  Principal  Registry  of 
the  Probate  Division  of  tbe  High  Court  on  the 
9th  Jan.  1903.  Estate  duty  has  been  paid  in 
respect  of  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  value  of 
about  60,0002.,  the  greater  part  of  which  consisted 
of  property  derived  by  htm  under  the  will  of  Sir 
Neville  Bowles  Chamberlain. 

Under  the  oiroumstances  aforesaid  it  wa» 
claimed  that  estate  duty  and  settlement  estate 
duty  under  the  Finance  Act  1894,  ss.  1,  2  (1)  (c)» 
and  5  (1),  became  payable  on  tbe  property  (namely, 
the  sum  of  50002.  or  investments  representing  the 
same)  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  13th 
May  1902  as  property  passing  on  the  death  of  Sir 
Crawford  Trocter  Chamberlain  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act. 

The  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  applied 
to  the  defendants  for  an  account  and  payment  of 
such  duties,  bat  the  defendants  have  refused  and 
still  refuse  to  pay  the  duties,  and  contend  that  no 
such  duties  are  payable. 

The  Attorney-General,on  behalf  of  His  Majesty,, 
prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  on  the 
death  of  Sir  Crawford  Trotter  Chamberlain  estate 
duty  and  settlement  estate  duty  became  payable 
under  tbe  provisions  of  the  Finance  Act  1891  in 
respect  of  the  principal  value  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  indenture  of  settlement  of  the 
13th  May  1902  as  property  passing  on  his  death 
under  tbe  settlement  within  the  meaning  of  th» 
Act,  and  that  the  defendants  are  accountable  for 
such  duties  accordingly. 

By  the  Finance  Act  1891  (57  &  58  Yict. 
c.  30),  8.  1 : 

la  the  case  of  every  person  ijiati  after  the  oom- 
mencement  of  this  part  of  this  Aot,  there  shall,  save 
as  hereinafter  expreuly  prorided,  be  levied  and  paid 
upon  the  prinoiptl  value  asoertained  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided of  all  property,  real  or  personal,  settled  or  not 
settled,  whioh  paases  on  the  death  of  sash  person  a  duty 
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oalled  "  estate  daty  "  at  the  fnidatted  ratea  hereinafter 
mentioned,  and  the  existing  daties  mentioned  in  the 
first  Bahedole  to  this  Aot  shall  not  be  levied  in  respect 
of  property  chargeable  with  such  estate  duty. 

And  by  aeot  2  : 

(1)  Property  passing  on  the  death  of  the  deceased  shall 
be  disemed  to  inclnde  the  property  following — that  is  to 
■ay,  .  .  .  (e)  Property  which  wonld  be  reqnired  on  the 
4eath  of  the  deceased  to  be  inolnded  in  an  aooonnt  under 
•act.  38  ot  the  Castoma  and  Inland  BaTcrae  Aot  1881 
<44  &  45  Vict.  o.  12),  as  amended  by  sect.  11  of  the 
Cnatoms  and  Inland  Berenne  Act  1889  (52  &  53  Vict 
«.  7),  if  those  sections  were  herein  enacted  and  extended 
to  real  property  aa  well  aa  paraonal  property  and  the 
woida  "  Tolnntary  "  and  "  yolontarily  "  and  a  reference 
to  a  "  Tolnnteer  "  were  omitted  ther^rom. 

B  J  sect.  5 : 

(1)  Where  property  in  respect  of  which  estate  dnty 
in  leriable  is  settled  by  will  of  the  deceased  or  having  been 
settled  by  acme  other  disposition  passes  under  that 
disposition  on  the  death  of  the  deceased  to  some  person 
not  competent  to  dispose  of  the  property — (a)  a 
further  estate  doty  (called  settlement  estate  duty)  on 
-the  principal  value  of  the  settled  property  shall  be 
levied  at  the  rate  hereinafter  specified,  exoept  where  the 
only  life  interest  in  the  property  after  the  death  of  the 
■deceased  ia  that  of  a  wife  or  hnsbeuid  of  the  deceased  ; 
but  (b)  during  the  continnance  of  the  settlement  estate 
intj  shall  not  be  payable  more  than  once. 

By  the  Gnstoms  and  Inland  Bevenne  Act  1881 
<44  &  46  Viofc.  c.  12),  s.  38 : 

(1)  Stamp  duties  at  the  like  rates  aa  are  by  thia  Act 
charged  on  affidavits  and  inventoriea  shall  be  charged 
«nd  paid  on  accounts  delivered  uf  the  peraonal  or 
movable  property  to  be  inolnded  therein  according  to  the 
^ue  thereof.  (2)  The  peraonal  or  movable  property 
to  be  included  in  an  account  shall  be  property  of  the 
(ollowiDg  description,  viz.  :  (a)  Any  property  taken  as 
a  donatio  mortii  cau»A  made  by  any  person  djing  on  or 
4iftar  the  1st  .Tnne  1881,  or  taken  under  a  volontary 
■disposition  made  by  any  person  so  djing,  purporting  to 
operate  as  an  immediate  gift  infer  mvo$,  whether  by  way 
of  transfer,  delivery,  declaration  of  trnat,  or  otherwiae, 
which  ahall  not  have  been  bond  fide  made  three  montha 
before  the  death  of  the  deceased,  (b)  Any  property 
which  a  person  dying  on  or  after  such  a  day,  having  been 
Absolutely  entitled  thereto,  has  volnntarily  caused,  or 
tnay  volnntarily  cause,  to  be  transferred  to  or  veated  in 
himaaU  and  any  other  peraon  jointly,  whether  by  dia- 
potition  or  otherwiae,  so  that  the  beneficial  intereat 
-therein  or  in  aome  part  thereof  paaaea  or  accrues  by  sur- 
Tivorship  on  his  death  to  such  other  parson,  (c)  Any 
property  paaaing  under  any  past  or  future  voluntary 
•etUement  made  by  any  person  dying  on  or  after  auch 
-day  by  deed  or  any  other  inatmment  not  taking  effect 
■a  a  will  whereby  an  intereat  in  such  property  for  life 
«r  any  other  period  determinable  by  reference  to  death 
ia  raaerved,  either  expreaaly  ot  by  implication  to  the 
aettlor,  or  whereby  the  aetUor  may  have  reaarved  to 
Umaelf  the  right,  by  the  exercise  of  any  power  to 
restore  to  himself,  or  to  reclaim  the  absolute  intereat  in 
<nch  property. 

By  the  Gastoms  and  Inland  Be  venue  Aot  1889 
<52  <fc  53  Yiot.  o.  7).  s.  11 : 

(1)  Snb-aeot.  2  of  aeot  38  of  the  Customs  and  Inland 
Itevenne  Act  1881  (44  *  45  Vict.  c.  12)  ia  hereby 
amended  aa  follows :  The  deaoription  of  property  marked 
(a)  ahall  be  re*d  aa  if  the  word  "  twelve "  were  aub- 
etitated  for  the  word  "  three "  therein,  and  the  aaid 
■deaoription  of  property  ahall  include  property  taken 
■under  any  gift,  whenever  made,  of  which  property  bona 
_fidg  poeaeaaion  and  enjoyment  ahall  not  have  been 
aasnmed  by  the  donee  immediately  upon  the  gift  and 
thenceforth   retained,  to  the  entire  exclnaicn  of  the 


donor,  or  of  any  benefit  to  him  by  contract  or  otherwiae. 
The  deaoription  of  property  marked  (b)  ahall  be  com- 
atrued  aa  if  the  expreaaion  "  to  be  Izanaferred  to  or 
veated  in  himself  and  any  other  person  "  included  also 
any  pnrchaae  or  inveatment  effected  by  the  person  who 
was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  property  either  by  hinuelf 
alone  or  in  concert  or  by  arrangement  with  any  other 
person.  The  description  of  the  property  marked  (e)  shall 
be  oonatmed  aa  if  the  expreaaion  "  voluntary  aettlement " 
included  any  trust,  whether  exprefied  in  writing  or 
otherwiie,  in  favour  of  a  volunteer,  and  if  contained  in 
a  deed  or  other  instrument  effecting  the  settlement, 
whether  such  deed  or  other  instrument  was  made  for 
valuable  consideration  or  not  as  between  the  settlor  and 
any  other  peraon,  and  as  if  the  expression  "  auch  pro- 
perty "  whnever  the  aame  oconra,  included  the  prooeeda 
of  aikle  thereof.  The  charge  under  the  aaid  aection  shall 
extend  to  money  reoeived  under  a  policy  of  aaauianoe 
effected  by  any  peraon  dying  on  orsfter  the  lat  June  1889 
on  hia  life  where  the  policy  ia  wholly  kept  up  by  him  for 
the  benefit  of  a  donee,  whether  nominee  or  aasignee,  or 
a  part  of  such  money  in  proportion  to  the  premiums  paid 
by  him  where  the  policy  ia  partially  kept  up  by  him  for 
auch  benefit. 

The  Attorney-General  (Sir  B.  Finlay,  K.C.)  and 
Vaughan  Sawkina  for  the  Grown. — The  defen- 
dants say  that  a  trust  was  created  here,  bat  we 
contend  that  there  was  no  trust.  In  order  to  con- 
stitute  a  trust  the  request,  or  whatever  it  is,  must 
come  to  the  notice  of  the  devisee  and  be  aeaented 
to  by  such  devisee.  The  document  in  questicn 
was  communicated  to  an  executor  to  be  sent  to 
the  devisee,  and  the  acceptance,  if  it  can  be  so 
called,  was  addressed  to  an  executor.  In  the 
dictated  letter  Sir  Neville  Chamberlain  aaya :  "  I 
do  not  fetter  your  discretion  in  any  way."  Lord 
Langdale  in  Knight  v.  Knight  (3  Beav.  148 ;  52 
B.  B.  74)  says,  at  p.  172 :  "  As  a  general  rule, 
it  has  been  laid  down  that  when  property  is 
given  absolutely  to  any  person  and  the  same 
person  is  by  the  giver  who  has  power  to  com- 
mand recommended  or  entreated  or  wished  to 
dispose  of  that  property  in  favour  of  another, 
the  recommendation,  entreaty,  or  wish  shall  be 
held  to  create  a  trust,  first  u  the  words  are  so 
used  that  upon  the  whole  they  ought  to  be  con- 
strued as  imperative ;  seoondly,  if  uie  subject  ot 
the  recommendation  or  wish  be  certain ;  and 
thirdly,  if  the  objects  or  persons  intended  to 
have  the  benefit  of  the  recommendation  or  wish 
be  also  certain.  .  .  .  On  the  other  hand,  if 
the  giver  accompanies  his  expression  of  wish  or 
request  by  other  words  from  which  it  is  to  be 
collected  that  he  did  not  intend  the  wish  to  be 
imperative;  or  if  it  appears  from  the  context 
that  the  first  taker  was  intended  to  hare  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  withdraw  any  part  of  tlM 
subjects  from  the  object  of  the  wish  or  request ; 
or  u  the  objects  are  not  such  as  may  be  ascer- 
tained with  sufficient  certainty,  it  has  been  held 
that  no  trust  is  created.  Thus  the  words  '  free 
and  unfettered '  accompanying  the  strongest 
expression  of  request  were  held  to  prevent  the 
words  of  the  request  being  imperative.  Any 
words  by  which  it  is  expressied  or  from  which  ic 
may  be  implied  that  the  first  taker  may  apply 
any  part  of  the  subject  to  his  own  use  are  held 
to  prevent  the  subject  of  the  gift  from  beine 
'  considered  certain ;  and  a  vague  deaoription  M 
the  object — that  is,  a  description  by  which  the 
giver  neither  clearly  defines  the  object  himself 
nor  names  a  distinct  class  out  of  which  the  first 
taker  is  to  select,  or  which  leaves  it  doubtful 
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what  interest  the  object  or  olass  of  objects  is  to 
take — will  prevent  the  objects  from  being  certain 
within  the  meaning  of  the  rale."  They  also 
Toferrad  to 

White  and  Tador'i  Lsad.  Cm.,  Tth  edit,  toL  2, 
p.  337  at  leq. 

All  these  wishes  of  Sir  Neville  Ohambarlain  are 
in  the  letter  and  not  in  the  will.  There  is 
nothing  here  to  create  a  precatory  trast.  There 
is  an  absolnte  gift  to  Sir  Crawford  Ohamber- 
lain,  and  the  document  or  letter  of  the  11th  Jan. 
1902  oreates  no  trnst.    They  referred  to 

Se  Williams ;  Williamt  t.  WHliama,  76  L.  T.  Bsp. 

600  ;  (1897)  2  Ch.  12  j 
R»  Hanbury  ;  Hanbury  v.  TUher,  90  L.  T.  B«p.  66  ; 

(1904)  1  Ch.  415. 

The  defendants  here  mnst  show  an  enforceable 
tmst.  The  deeds  of  May  1902,  under  which  the 
defendants  take,  are  made  by  Sir  Crawford  Cham- 
berlain as  beneficial  owner  of  the  property  of 
Sir  Neville  Chamberlain.  There  is  no  recital  of 
the  trnst,  and  the  consideration  is  natural  love 
and  affection.    They  referred  to 

Finanoe  Aot  1894  (57  *  58  Yiot.  o.  30),  i.  2  (1)  (c). 

An  execntor  may  make  a  gift  even  although  he  is 
an  executor.  In  Stead  v.  MeUor  (36  L.  T.  Bep. 
498 ;  5  Ch.  Div.  225)  a  testatrix  gave  aU  her  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  upon  trust,  after  payment 
of  certain  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies,  to  hold 
the  residue  "  m  trust  for  such  of  my  nieces  A.  and 
B.  as  shall  be  living  at  my  death,  my  desire  being 
that  they  shall  distribute  such  residue  as  they  think 
will  be  moat  agreeable  to  my  wishes."  A.  and  B. 
having  survived  the  testatrix,  it  was  held  that 
they  took  the  residue  for  their  own  benefit.  They 
sJao  referred  to 

Ra  Maddoehi  Unoellyn  v.  Waihington,  86  L.  T. 
Bep.  644;  (1902)  2  Ch.  220. 

Hdldarui,  K.O.,  Jerikiru.  K.C.,  and  K.  G.  Met- 
edl/e  for  the  defendants. — If  there  is  an  intention 
to  create  a  trnst  which  fails,  but  the  donee  is  only 
to  take  "  on  trust,"  then  the  donee  holds  for  the 
next  of  kin  or  the  heir-at-law.  If  the  donee  takes  on 
a  precatory  trust  which  fails,  then  he  takes  abso- 
lutely. Sir  Crawford  Cbambariain  was  a  trustee 
with  a  special  power  to  select  the  beneficiaries. 
What  he  did  was  only  done  as  trustee  and  in 
execution  of  that  special  power.  The  Crown  to 
succeed  must  show  that  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain 
had  a  beneficial  interest.  The  words  "in  the 
fnlleat  reliance"  show  that  it  was  intended  to 
create  a  trust.    They  referred  to 

McCormick  v.  Orogan,  L.  Bep.  4  H.  L.  82  ; 
Grant  v.  Lynam,  4  Boss.  292  ;  28  B.  B.  97  ; 
Cruwys  v.  Colman,  9  Yei.  319  ;  7  B.  B.  210 ; 
Be  Weelcea'  Bittlement,  76  L.  T.  Bep.  112;  (1897) 
1  Cb.  289. 

The  Attorney-General  in  reply. — ^In  Meredith  v. 
Heneage  (1  Sioa.  542;  10  Price,  306;  27  B.  B. 
243)  a  testator,  after  giving  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  his  wife  in  fee,  said  that  he  had  so  given 
the  same  to  her  nnfettered  and  unlimited  in  full 
confidence  that  in  her  future  disposition  thereof 
she  would  distinguish  the  heirs  of  his  late  father 
by  devising  the  whole  of  his  estate  together  and 
entire  to  such  of  his  father's  heirs  as  she  might 
think  best  deserved  her  preference,  and  this  was 
held  to  create  no  trust.    He  also  referred  to 

BuUivan  v.  BuUivan,  (1903)  1  Ir.  Bep.  193  Cb. 


Channbll,  J. — I  have  not  been  encouraged, 
by  the  authority  that  the  Attorney- Qsneral 
quoted  to  me,  which  tells  me  this  is  about  one  of 
the  moat  embarrassing  questions  that  any  judges 
can  have  to  deal  with  ;  but,  having  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  looking  into,  at  any  rate,  one  of  these 
oases  and  considering  this  matter  and  having 
had  the  advantage  of  an  admirably  clear  argu- 
ment on  both  sicras,  I  think  it  is  better  to  dispose 
of  it  at  once  rather  than  take  any  time  to  consider 
and  possibly  be  further  embarrassed  by  the  con- 
tradictory expressions  which  probably  are  to  be- 
fonnd  both  in  the  authorities  and  in  the  different 
expraasions  of  recommendation,  or  desire,  or  trust, 
or  whatever  else  there  may  be  in  the  varioas 
letters  and  documents  in  the  cises.  I  think  I 
have  now  the  principles  pretty  fairly  in  my  mind. 
Duty  is  claimed  here  on  the  ground  that  this 
settlement  of  the  50002.  was  a  gift,  and  I  suppose 
the  real  question  I  have  to  consider  is  whether 
that  settlement  was  made  at  a  time  when  tho 
settlor  was  under  an  enforceable  obligation  either 
to  make  that  settlement  or  in  some  other  way 
to  execute  the  trusts  which  are  alleged  to  have 
been  imposed  npon  him.  I  have  to  decide 
that  question  in  a  different  way  and  with  leas 
material  than  a  oonrt  would  generally  have.  It 
is  quite  clear  that  if  there  was  any  trust  at  all, 
any  binding  enforceable  obligation,  it  was  created 
not  by  the  will  or  even  by  the  letter  of  the 
testator  alone,  but  by  the  assent  to  it  which  was 
given  by  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain  in  his  letter 
of  the  14th  Jan.  Where  the  obligation  arises  in 
that  way  by  assent  given  by  the  donee,  it  i& 
clearly  explained  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  by 
Lord  Westbury  in  McCormiek  v.  Grogan  (L.  Bep. 
4  H.  L.  82)  that  the  ground  of  the  jurisdiction  is 
to  prevent  something  in  the  natnre  of  fraud ;  that, 
when  a  donee  has  assented  to  certain  directions, 
and  communicated  his  assent  to  the  testator,  and 
thereupon  the  testator  has  either  made  a  testa- 
menta^  instrument  or  allowed  to  stand  a  testa- 
mentary instrument  previously  made,  to  depart 
from  that  would  be  something  in  the  nature  of 
fraud.  If  that  is,  as  it  obviously  is,  the  ground 
upon  which  the  conrt  could  enforce  an  obligation 
so  incurred,  it  follows  that  in  the  ordinarv  wij 
the  court  would  have  before  it,  when  considering 
whether  the  particular  man  was  oommitting- 
either  a  fraud  or  something  in  the  nature  of  a. 
fraud,  the  circumstances  of  the  refusal  to  perform 
the  obligation,  and  would  know  what  he  was  doing 
or  proposing  to  do,  and  would  judge  whether  or 
not  that  came  within  this  jurisdiction  to  prevent 
frauds  or  things  in  the  nature  of  fraud.  Bat 
here  I  have  not  anything  of  the  sort,  because  Sir 
Crawford  Chamberlain  desired  from  the  first  to 
comply  with  this  obligation,  whether  it  was  merely 
a  moral  obligation  or  an  enforceable  obligation  or 
not.  He  was  doing  his  bast,  and  I  think  he  did 
throughout  comply  with  the  obligation,  if  there 
was  one.  The  only  thing  that  has  been  suggested 
in  any  way  in  reference  to  his  deviating  in  fact 
from  what  he  was  requested  or  directed,  as  the- 
case  may  be,  to  do,  is  that  it  is  suggested  posaibly 
he  appropriated  to  himself  somewhat  more  than 
he  ought  to  have  done  of  the  property  of  which 
he  was  entitled  certainly  to  appropriate  to  him- 
self some  part.  I  do  not  think  he  even  did  that. 
It  seems  he  more  or  less  appropriated  to  himself' 
and  to  his  wife,  for  a  time  at  any  rate,  about  half 
of  the    property,  but,  even  as  to  that  half,  th» 
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larseat  portion  of  it,  at  any  rate,  eventaally  went 
back  after  his  wife's  death,  under  his  disposition 
ot  the  propertT,  to  what  would  be  the  family  of 
the  Gnamberlains — that  is,  of  himself  and 
his  brother  Sir  Neville  Chamberlain.  There- 
ioro  I  do  not  think  there  is  the  sliehtest 
^ronnd  for  thinking  that  Sir  Crawford  Cham- 
berlain did  not  absolutely  comply  in  fact 
with  this  lobligation,  whether  it  was  a  moral 
obligation  or  only  an  enforceable  obligation. 
Then  there  was  a  suggestion  by  Mr.  Jenkins,  I 
think,  that  it  is  a  little  hard  upon  the  parties 
taking  under  this  settlement  if  tney  have  to  pay 
this  duty,  because  they  would  practically  m 
paying  it  twice  over.  Where  the  <;^ae8tion 
'depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  Taxing  Act 
of  Parliament,  it  may  be  material  to  consider 
whether  a  particular  construction  inflicts  hard- 
ship or  inflicts  what  some  constructions  some- 
times do,  a  duty  twice  over.  But  where  it 
depends  upon  the  facts,  of  course  it  is  not 
material.  The  amount  of  duty  that  people 
have  to  pay  when  they  get  benefits  from  their 
deceased  relations  or  friends  depends  upon  what 
may  be  called  an  accident  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  they  take  it.  Sometimes  it  is  more,  and 
sometimes  it  is  less.  Here  the  whole  question 
is  as  to  the  mode  in  which  these  beneficiaries 
take.  It  happens  not  to  make  a  very  great  deal 
of  difference  in  this  case.  If  the  provisions 
which  are  suggested  to  be  obligatory  had  been 
inserted  in  Sir  Neville  Chamberlain's  will,  the 
Orown  would  have  taken  the  same  duty  as  they 
have  already  had,  because  it  happens  that  aU 
parties  are  chargeable  with  a  3  per  cent.  duty. 
jBut  whether  the  incidence  of  it  would  be  the 
«ame  would  depend  upon  whether  the  5000Z.  had 
been  given  free  of  duty  or  not.  If  it  had  been 
^ven  free  of  duty,  the  duty  would  have  fallen 
where  it  has  fallen  in  the  present  case,  upon  the 
person  in  the  position  of  residuaiy  legatee ;  but, 
if  not,  it  would  have  fallen  upon  the  parties 
taking  this  50002.  There  are  all  sorts  of  things 
jou  cannot  tell  anything  about  in  reference  to 
that.  Passing  on  to  what  is  the  r^qnestion,  I 
think  it  must  be  put  in  this  way  :  Whether  this 
-alleged  obligation  was  enforceable  at  the  time 
when  this  settiement  was  made.  As  I  pointed 
out,  there  being  no  refusal  in  fact,  I  have  not 
before  me  the  circumstances  of  any  refusal 
so  as  to  judge  whether  it  was  fraudulent.  I 
think  what  I  nave  to  consider  is  this :  If  at  the 
time  when  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain  in  fact 
made  this  settlement  he  had  said,  "  I  have  beeoi 
.acting  upon  these  directions  np  to  the  present 
time,  but  I  consider  I  am  only  under  a  moral 
obligation  to  do  it,  at  the  ontside ;  I  have  changed 
my  mind;  I  have  determined  not  to  act  upon 
them  any  more,  and  I  propose  to  g^ve  the  whole 
property  away  to  some  charity,"  or  some  person 
■who  was  not  in  any  sense  the  object  of  the  bounty 
of  Sir  Neville  Chamberlain,  could  the  Court  of 
Chancery  either  at  the  instance  of  Mr.  Henry 
Chamberlain,  who  takes  under  this  settiement,  or 
any  other  member  of  the  family,  have  granted  any 
kind  of  order,  either  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
him  from  so  acting,  or  an  order  compelling  him 
to  execute  the  trusts,  or  anything  of  that  kind  ? 
I  think  that  is  the  question  I  have  to  consider 
and  deal  with.  That  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  whole  of  the  three  documents.  I 
leave  out,  because  it  does  not  add  to  it,  the  verbal 


instmctions  nven,  which,  though  they  oome  in, 
do  not  affect  the  question  really.  The  three  docu- 
ments are  the  will,  the  dictated  letter  of  the  11th 
Jan.,  and  the  letter  of  Sir  Crawford  of  the  14tb 
J  an.  The  obligation,  if  there  was  one,  ot  course 
arises  from  the  letter  of  the  14th  Jan.,  which  says 
in  substance,  "  I  will  carry  out  the  wishes  to  the 
very  fullest  extent."  But  if  there  is  in  the  other 
document  of  the  11th  Jan.  an  express  reservation 
of  a  full  direction  to  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain  to 
carry  the  suggestions  out  or  not,  then  the  assent 
must  be  interpreted  with  reference  to  that,  and  it 
is  Just  as  if  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain  had  said, 
"  I  will  carry  out  your  wishes,  but  I  understand 
those  wishes  to  be  that  I  may  have  a  power,  if  I 
think  fit,  of  not  acting  upon  them  according  to 
circumstances,  and  it  is  upon  that  condition  and 
in  that  view  that  I  accept  and  tell  you  that 
I  propose  to  carry  out  your  wishes."  Of 
course  if  that  had  been  said,  there  is  no 
binding  obligation  to  do  anything  in  pmnt 
of  fact,  and  the  question,  therefore,  although 
the  obligation  is  created  by  the  letter  of  the  14tii, 
depends  really  upon  what  is  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  document  of  the  11th.  That  document 
of  tbe  11th  Jan.  I  think  you  must  also  construe  in. 
reference  to  the  will  which  had  been  made  a  short 
time  previously.  It  is  true  that  the  actual  terms 
of  that  will  do  not  appear,  so  far  as  I  know,  to 
have  been  known  to  Sir  Crawford  Chamberlain  at 
the  time  he  wrote  his  letter,  but  the  g^eneral  effect 
of  the  will  was  undoubtedly  known,  and  the  will 
is,  in  x>oiut  of  fact,  referred  to  in  the  latter  part 
of  the  letter  of  the  11th  Jan.  Therefore  those 
two  documents,  it  seems  to  me,  have  to  be  con- 
strued together.  The  letter  of  the  11th  Jan.,  if 
you  read  part  of  it  alone,  is  undoubtedly  capable 
of  creating  a  binding  obligation.  There  are  words 
in  it  which,  according  to  tbe  cases,  would  be 
amply  sufficient,  but  a  difficulty  arises,  and  the 
whole  question  arises,  about  certain  other  words 
which  oome  in.  I  will  deal  first  with  the  words 
that  would  create  the  obligation.  If  we  had 
simply  the  paragraph  in  the  case,  "  I  have  left  all 
my  estate  to  you  in  the  fullest  reliance  that  yoa 
will,  as  far  as  possible  and  to  the  utmost,  carry 
out  any  wish  that  I  may  express  in  writing  now 
or  later,  or  which  may  be  conveyed  to  you  verbally 
by  Gasquet,"  and  so  on,  and  had  gone  on  at  tlm 
end  of  that  sentence  with,  "  I  wish  to  be  cremated 
and  my  remains  interred.  I  wish  the  following 
amounts  to  be  paid  to  my  servants,"  and  aU 
those  numbered  things  down  to  '  to  the  School  for 
Officers'    Daughters,  I.' "    (of    course,    the 

blank  pounds  would  have  made  that  inoperative) 
— if  the  thing  had  stood  in  that  way  I  !do  not 
think  there  could  be  a  possible  doubt  that 
within  the  cases  it  would  have  been  a  binding 
obligation.  But  there  is  the  passage,  which  I 
have  omitted,  in  reference  to  the  family,' and  the 
passage  at  the  end  which  I  have  also  omitted. 
They  are  the  two  passages  which  make  the  dif- 
ference. I  think,  when  you  have  to  consider  those 
Jassages,  you  have  to  refer  back  to  the  wilL  Mr. 
enkins  in  his  very  clear  argument  has  put  a 
perfectly  intelligible  view  of  tnese  two  doubtful 
and  difficult  passages.  He  admits,  quite  frankly, 
that  if  the  final  passage,  "  Finally,  tnese  are  the 
instructions  referred  to  in  my  wiU.  They  are 
not  in  any  way  to  fetter  Crawford,"  relates  to  the 
whole  of  the  document,  then  it  prevente  there 
being  any  binding  obligation;  but  he  su^^ts. 
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and  it  is  a  perfectly  plaasible  sug^stion,  that 
that  passage  refers  back  to  the  previous  passage 
in  which  there  has  been  said,  "  I  do  net  fetter 
your  discretion  in  any  way."  I  do  not  think,  for 
reasons  which  I  will  explain  presently,  that  it  is 
the  correct  yiew,  but  it  is  a  perfectly  possible  one. 
It  throws  ns  back  upon  the  consideration  of  the 
other  passage  which  makes  the  difficulty :  "  1 
have  made  a  settlement  on  P.  D.  which  should 
snfiSce  for  him  in  the  struggle  of  life  we  all  have 
to  face."  That  is  information  given  in  order 
to  ezplun  that  there  will  not  be  any  neces- 
sity for  providing  for  P.  D.  "As  regards  our 
family,"  that  I  read  as  meaning  "  our  own  family," 
as  this  is  from  one  brother  to  another,  and  as  the 
gentleman  who  was  writing  it  had  no  children 
and  no  wife  their  family  would  be  the  same. 
Whether  the  wife  would  come  in  with  the  "family" 
appears  to  be  a  doubtial  question ;  but  I  think  I 
could  decide  that,  if  I  had  to  decide  it.  "As 
regards  onr  family,"  under  the  oircnmstanoes 
clearly  means  the  family  of  the  two  brothers. 
"As  regards  onr  family,  you  will  be  the  best 
judge  how  and  when  a  suitable  distribution 
ahould  be  made.  I  do  not  fetter  your  discretion 
in  any  way.  You  are  an  old  man,  and  therefore 
do  not  delay  the  distribution."  That  is  a  reference 
to  a  passage  which  has  gone  before  which  I  will 
read  directly.  "I  should  like  to  prefer  those 
who  are  least  likely  to  be  weU  off.  Keep,  of 
course,  anything  for  yourself.  As  Sir  Henry 
Chamberlain  is  what  is  usually  called  the  head  of 
the  family  and  is  not  well  off,  I  should  like  him  to 
have  20002.  It  may  be  desirable  to  tie  up  Hetty's 
share."  Now,  the  question  is  whether  those  are 
suggestions  made  to  the  brother  who  is  to  have 
the  absolute  property  for  himself  as  to  how  he 
should  when  he  dies  dispose  of  it,  or  whether  it  is 
intended  to  be  a  binding  obligation  to  distribute 
this  property,  which  in  uiat  event  would  mean  the 
residue  of  the  property  after  giving  specific 
amounts  which  are  afterwards  mentioned  amongst 
a  class,  including  in  that  class  the  donee  himself — 
"  Keep,  of  course,  anything  for  yourself  " — with  an 
absolute  discretion  as  to  the  amount  of  the  shares 
and  an  absolute  discretion  as  to  the  partacular 
individuals  who  are  to  be  given  something  as 
members  of  the  family,  but  stiU  a  binding  obli- 
gation not  to  give  the  property  away  from  the 
class.  I  do  not  say  it  is  impossible  that  the 
words  could  have  that  meaning.  The  thing  is 
quite  intelligible,  and  the  words  might  have  that 
meaning.  But  I  think  there  is  a  difficulty  in 
those  words  alone,  even  if  one  does  not  look  at 
the  other  circumstances,  and  that  arises  in  the 

fassage  "  Keep,  of  course,  anything  for  yourself." 
t  does  not  seem  to  me  such  a  very  odd  sort  of 
power  to  give  to  anybody.  It  is  a  power  to  dis- 
tribute amongst  a  class,  including  the  person 
himself,  who  is  to  take  as  much  as  ever  he  likes. 
On  the  very  face  of  it  that  looks  discretionary 
rather  than  any  obligation  to  divide.  I  think  Mr. 
Jenkins  told  me  that  under  the  present  law  in 
reference  to  powers  of  appointment  and  so  on,  if 
a  power  of  appointment  is  given  without  words  ^ 
to  the  contrary,  you  may  now  give  the  whole  to 
-one.  I  gather  that  is  so  by  a  comparatively 
modem  statute,  and  that  to  a  certain  extent  the 
old  doctrine  about  illnsoiy  appointments  has  been 
trenched  upon.  I  do  not  thmk  I  need  go  into  it. 
This  is  not  a  case  in  which  it  is  a  statutory  obliga- 
tion, or  in  which  the  statute  would  apply.  That  lan- 


guage in  itself  is,  to  my  mind,  almost  enough  to  say 
that  the  person  writing  that  could  not  have  meant 
anything  more  than  a  suggestion,  -and  could  not 
have  meant  any  obligation,  because  otherwise  he 
would  have  said  something  as  to  the  proportion 
which  he  meant  the  person  to  whom  he  was  giving 
this  large  power  to  take  for  himself.  And  now 
one  must  turn  to  matters  which  to  my  mind  are 
pretty  well  conclusive  of  the  other  view.  At  this 
stage  I  think  it  is  convenient  to  refer  to  a  passage 
at  p.  95  of  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
in  McCormick  v.  Groaan  (»«».).  That  case  throws 
a  great  light  on  what  I  nave  to  decide  here, 
although  the  actual  decision  throws  no  light  at 
all.  The  actual  decision  proceeded  upon  this. 
In  that  case  there  was  no  assent  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  donee  to  the  suggested  directions  of 
a  certain  letter.  Of  course,  if  that  was  so,  the 
case  came  to  an  end.  But  as  I  gather,  I  have  not 
seen  the  report  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ireland, 
that  had  there  proceeded  possibly  upon  different 
grounds,  certainly  partially  upon  a  different 
ground,  and  the  Lords  dealt  with  that  different 
ground,  and  this  passage  occurs  where  they  are 
dealing  with  the  question  of  the  intention  of 
Mr.  Craig,  whose  dispositions  were  in  question : 
"I  think  the  letter  itself,  and  all  the  circum- 
stances attending  it,  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  the  full  intention  of  the  testator,  uninduced 
by  anything  except  that  it  was  his  own  wish  so 
to  deal  with  his  property,  to  give  Mr.  Qrogan 
full  and  complete  control  over  the  property  and 
to  leave  the  instructions  simply  as  a  guide  which 
might  assist  him  in  the  discretion  which  he 
would  himself  exercise.  In  fact,  what  I  believe 
to  have  been  his  intention  is  better  expressed 
than  I  can  myself  express  it  in  the  words  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  when  reversing  the  decision 
of  Lord  Chancier  Blackbnme.  It  is  there  said 
by  the  Lord  Justice  of  Appeal :  "  If  we  could  look 
into  the  thoughts  of  Abraham  Walker  Craig  as 
they  were  at  the  moment  when  he  was  inditing 
the  will  and  letter,  I  am  persuaded  that  what  we 
should  find  there  would  be  a  purpose  to  this 
effect,  to  set  up  after  his  decease,  not  an  executor 
or  a  trustee,  but  as  it  were  a  second  self,  whom, 
while  he  communicates  to  him  confidentijally  his 
ideas  as  to  the  distribution  of  his  property,  he 
desires  to  invest  with  all  his  own  irresponsibiiity 
in  carrying  them  into  effect.'  That,  I  think,  is 
not  by  any  means  an  unjust  description  of  the 
instrument  in  question."  I  myself  think,  when 
you  come  to  read  the  whole  of  this,  the  will  and 
the  introdnctoiy  part  of  this  letter  of  instruc- 
tion, that  it  is  exactly  what  Sir  Neville  Chamber- 
lain intended  to  do.  You  start  with  the  wiU. 
He  gave  by  the  will  all  his  estate  to  his  brother 
Sir  Crawford  absolutely,  "  but  if  he  should  die 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or  become  from  any 
reason  incapable  of  managing  his  affairs,"  the 
testator's  executors  were  to  hold  his  said  estate 
and  effects  upon  such  trusts  as  he  should  at  any 
time  make  known  to  them."  There  you  begin  with 
the  fact  that  the  executors,  it  the  matter  came 
to  them  under  that  "  but  if,"  were  to  bo  subject 
to  a  binding  trust  which  was  to  be  communi- 
cated, and  Sir  Crawford  was  to  stand  certainly  in 
a  different  position.  That  is  a  very  strong  circum- 
stance to  begin  with.  It  is  quite  possible  that  Sir 
Neville  might,  after  making  that  will,  have  more  or 
less  changed  his  mind  and  have  thought,  "  WeU, 
after  all,  I  had  better  bind  Sir  Crawford,  and  I 
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will  write  positive  directions  to  him  and  get  him 
to  give  his  assent  to  these  positive  directions." 
He  might  hare  done   so,  but,  when  you  come 
to  look  at  the  directions,  did  he  P    He  begins  in 
this  way :   "  Like  many  others  who  bare  g^ne 
before  me,  I  have  failed  to  make  provision  for 
the  distribution  of    my  propertv  amongst    my 
relatives  and  friends  De»>re  it  has  become  too 
late  to  do  it  with  care."    He  is  regretting  that 
he  has  not  been  able  to  make  the  will  that  he 
'  should  like  to  make,  and,  regretting  that,  what  is 
he  to  do?    I  think  he  is   contemplating  doibg 
exactly  what  is  said  in  HeCormiek  v,   Orogan 
{sup.)  to  create  the  second  self  whom  he  desires  to 
invest  with  his  powers  of  distributing  this  pro- 
perty absolutely,  to  give  him  those  powers,  and 
to  make  him   something  like   the   bon  p'ere  de 
famille  who  is  supposed  to  provide  and  create 
interests    and    that    sort    of    thing    when    he 
divides  his  property  up  amongst  his  children. 
He  is  going   to  put  him   into  the  position  to 
make  the  proper  and  best  distribution  amongst 
the  family  because  he    cannot    do    it  himself, 
having  put  it  off  too  late,  and  because  his  brother 
is  alive  whom  he  absolutely  trusts  to  do  what  be 
thinks  to  be  absolutely  best,  and  he  desires  to 
leave  it   absolutely  to  his  discretion.     That  is 
what  those  introductory  words  seem  to  mean.    If 
you  start  with  that,  yon  then  get  to  this  passage 
— it  is  no  doubt  capable  of  making  the  trust  and 
capable  of  not  doing  so— and  come  to  the  very 
large  words  of  discretion  which  he  gives  him, 
repeating,  "  I  do  not  fetter  your  discretion  in  any 
way  "  and  "  Keep,  of  course,  anything  for  your- 
self."    "  Of  course  "  is   an  expression  which  is 
commented  upon  in  Sullivan  v,  Sullivan  (1903)  1 
Ir.  B«p.  193    Ch.),  where  the  Master   of    the 
Bolls  in  Ireland  delivering  the  judgment  there 
says,  at  p.  201 :  "  Why  '  of  course '  ?   '  Of  course ' 
she  could  not  modify  it  if  it  imposed  a  binding 
trust,  and,  if  not, '  of  course '  she  could."  That  is 
what  was  said  in  that  case,  and  the  same  thing  is 
here — "  Keep,  of  course,  anything  for  yourself." 
The  "  of  coarse  "  certainly,  when  you  come  to  con- 
sider it,  has  some  meaning.     When  you  get  to 
the  bottom,  "  Finally,  these  are  the  instructions 
referred  to  in  my  will " — that  is  to  say,  these  are 
the  things  that  are  to  be  obligatory  upon  the 
trustees  and  executors  if  it  ever  comes  to  them, 
but  they  are  not  in  any  way_  to  fetter  Crawford. 
That  means  to  say,  "  lify  desire  is  that  inasmuch 
as  I  cannot  dispose  of  my  property  equitably  and 
reasonably  amongst  people  who  have  claims  upon 
me  and  whom  I  should  desire  to  benefit,  and  as  I 
do  not  think  I   am  capable  now  of  positively 
instructing  anybody  to  do  it  in  the  way  that  I 
should  like,  I  will  leave  the  whole  thing  to  my 
brother.    I  know  he  is  an  honourable  man,  a 
man  who  when  he  dies  will  in  all  probability  dis- 
tribute the  property  just  as  I  should,  and  do  it 
better  than  I  can  in  my  present  condition,  and  I 
will  remind  him  not  to  get  into  the  same  di£S- 
culty  as  I  am  in,  and  not  to  put  it  off  too  late," 
and  accordingly  he  puts  in :  "  You  are  an  old  man, 
and  therefore  do  not  delay  this  distribution."  He 
is  getting  his  brother  to  do  that  which  he  cannot 
do  himself  by  putting  his  brother  in  the  same 
position    that   he    is    in — namely,    giving    him 
absolute  control  and  disposition  over  the  property 
altogether.    I  think  that  is  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  document,  and,  as  I  pointed  out,  I 
think  in  accepting  those  words  and  accepting 


those  directions  Sir  Crawford  aooepts  them, 
subject  to  the  full  power  and  limitation  thai 
there  is  in  them,  and  that  he  takes  therefore  with 
absolute  power  to  do  anything  that  he  likes  with 
the  property  with,  at  tbe  outside,  a  moral  obliga- 
tion which  as  an  honourable  man  he  would  be  likely 
to  feel  bound  by,  and  which  in  point  of  fact  I  & 
not  doubt  in  this  case  he  did  in  fact  feel  bound  by, 
an  honourable  obligation  to  regard  those  wishes 
expressed  by  his  brother  unless  he  saw  reason  to 
the  contrary.  As  I  illustrated  the  case  yesterday, 
if  any  of  those  servants  who  were  to  have  money 
had  misbehaved  themselves,  he  clearly  would 
have  had  power,  in  my  judgment,  to  say :  "  I  do 
not  think  now  my  brother  would  if  he  were  alive 
have  given  that  man  his  252.,  and  I  shall  not  nve 
it"  He  clearly  could  do  anything  of  that  kind  in 
the  way  it  was  left  to  him.  That  being  my  view 
of  this  case,  it  follows  that  the  settlement  that 
was  made,  although  made  in  x>oint  of  fact  under 
a  sense  of  moral  oDligation,  was  in  point  of  fact  a 
gift.  The  motive  for  making  the  gift  does  not 
at  all  affect  the  question  of  the  thing  being  a  gifL 
I  think  it  was  a  gift,  and  I  think  it  follows  this 
particular  duty  in  this  particular  case  happens  to 
DO  payable.  If  it  was  only  substitution,  it  would 
have  Deen  paid  if  these  instructions  had  gone  into 
the  will  and  been  binding.  The  judgment  will  be 
tiierefore  for  the  Crown.  j^OgmerU  accordingly. 

Solicitors  :  Solicitor  of  Inland  Bevenue ;  Crot* 
quet  and  Metcalfe. 


Tuesday,  March  29. 

(Before  Lord  Axveestone,  G.J.,  Daslino  and 
Ohannell,  J  J.}. 

WiELAND  (app.)  V.  BuTLEB.HooAN  (resp.).  (o) 

Public  health — Unsound  meat — Meat  going  bad 
while  stored^Meat  not  set  out  or  offered  for  idlo 
— "  Intended  for  the  food  of  man  "  —  PubUe 
Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  55),  ss.  116, 
117. 

On  a  Monday  morning,  shortly  after  twelve  o'doet 
at  noon,  an  inspector  of  nuisances  visited  the 
shop  where  the  appellant  carried  on  the  business 
of  a  butcher.  2%«  shop  contained  a  safe  which 
the  inspector  found  closed.  It  was  opened  by 
him  and  found  to  contain  some  meat  which 
showed  signs  of  decomposition.  Business  was 
carried  on  at  the  appellant's  shop  up  to  midnight 
on  the  previous  Saturday,  when  all  the  meat 
remaining  unsold  w<is  placed  in  the  safe,  and 
was  then  sound  and  fit  for  the  food  of  man.  On 
the  Monday  in  question  the  safe  had  not  been 
opened  after  midnight  on  the  previous  Saturday 
until  the  inspector's  visit,  a  period  of  thirty-sia 
hours. 

In  the  ordinary  course  of  the  appellant's  busi- 
ness all  the  meat  contained  in  the  safe  would 
have  been  examined  before  setlirig  it  out  for 
sale,  and  any  part  found  to  have  Men  unsound 
would  have  been  removed. 

Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  meat 
was  deposited  on  the  appellant's  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  sale  and  intended  for  the  food  of 
man. 

Mallinson  v.  Oarr  (63  L.  T.  Bep.  459 ;  17  C(W  C.  C. 
220 ;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  48)  disttnguUhed. 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  DiB.  Hibbut,  Eiq.,  Bftrrl<ter.«tJ«w. 
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Oasb  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellant  nnder  the  Publio 
Health  Act  1875  for  that  on  the  12th  Oct.  1903 
certain  meat  In  the  possession  of  the  appellant 
was  deposited  for  the  purpose  of  sale  on  his  pre- 
mises, and  was  intended  for  the  food  of  man  and 
was  unsonnd. 

The  facts  proved  and  admitted  before  the  jns- 
lices  were  as  follows  : 

On  Monday,  the  12th  Oct.  1903,  shortly  after 
twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  an  inspector  of  nmsances 
for  the  district  visited  the  shop  where  the  appel- 
lant carried  on  the  basis  ess  of  a  batcher.  One 
castomer  was  present  in  the  shop,  which  was 
being  cleaned  under  the  direction  of  the  appel- 
lant^ manager. 

The  shop  contained  a  safe  which  the  inspector 
found  closed.  It  was  opened  by  him  and  found 
to  contain  a  large  quantity  of  meat  for  the  most 
pait  perfectly  sound,  but  part  of  a  neck  of  mutton 
weighing  about  31b.,  pome  sausages,  and  nine 
pieces  of  cooked  meat  in  separate  dishes  showed 
signs  of  decomposition. 

All  these  were  seized  by  the  inspector,  and,  after 
being  submitted  for  inspection,  were  taken  before 
and  condemned  by  a  justice  on  the  same  day  as 
unsound  and  unfit  for  the  food  of  man. 

The  meat  condemned  was  unsound  and  unfit 
for  the  food  of  man  at  the  time  of  seizure  by 
reason  only  of  decomposition  or  putrefaction. 

Evidence  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  was  ad- 
dnoed  as  follows : 

Business  was  carried  on  at  the  appellant's 
shop  np  to  midnight  on  the  previous  Saturday, 
when  all  the  meat  remaining  unsold  was  placed 
in  the  safe,  and  was  then  sound  and  fit  for  the 
food  of  man. 

The  ordinary  course  of  businfiss  at  the  appel- 
lant's shop  was  to  devote  the  morning  on 
Mondays,  when  very  little  trade  takes  plaoe,  to 
cleansing  and  preparatory  work,  and  not  to  set 
out  or  examine  the  contents  of  the  safe  until  the 
process  is  complete. 

On  the  Monday  in  question  the  safe  had  not 
been  opened  after  midnight  on  the  previous 
Saturday  until  the  inspector's  visit,  a  period  of 
thirty-six  hours.  Further,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  appellant's  business,  all  the  meat  contained 
in  the  safe  would  have  been  examined  before 
setting  it  out  for  sale,  and  any  part  found  to  have 
been  unsound  would  have  been  removed. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  facts  as 
above  stated  constituted  an  offence  against 
sects.  116  and  117  of  the  Public  Health  Act  1875, 
and  they  convicted  the  appellant 

By  the  Public  Health  Act  1875  (38  &  39  Vict. 
c.  55),  s.  116 : 

Any  msdieal  offioer  of  health  or  inspaotor  of  nnisuioes 
may  at  aU  reasonable  times  inapeot  and  examine  any 
animal,  earoaae,  meat,  ponltry,  ^ame,  flesh,  flih,  fmit, 
vegetables,  ootn,  bread,  flonr,  or  milk  exposed  for  sale 
or  deposited  in  any  plaoe  for  the  pnrpoie  of  sale,  or  of 
preparation  for  sale,  and  intended  for  the  food  of  man, 
the  proof  that  the  same  was  not  expoied  or  deposited 
for  any  such  purpose,  or  was  not  intended  for  the  food 
of  man.  Testing  with  the  party  charged  ;  and  if  any  snoh 
animal,  oaroaae,  meat,  ponltry,  game,  flesh,  fiih,  fmit, 
vegetable,  oom,  bread,  flour,  or  milk  appears  to  inch 
madioal  offioer  or  inapeotor  to  be  diseased  or  unsonnd 
or  unwholesome,  or  unfit  for  the  food  of  man,  he  may 
seize  and  carry  away  the  same  himself  or  by  an  aisis- 
taat  in  order  to  have  the  same  dealt  with  by  a  jastice. 

VoL  XC,  2380. 


And  by  sect.  117  : 

If  it  appears  to  the  justice  that  any  animal,  carcase, 
meat,  poiUtry,  game,  flesh,  fleh,  fruit,  vegetables,  oom, 
bread,  floor,  or  milk  so  seized  is  diseased  or  nnaonnd  or 
unwholesome,  or  nnfit  for  the  food  of  man,  he  shall  con- 
demn the  same  and  order  it  to  be  destroyed  or  so  dis- 
posed of  as  to  prevent  it  being  exposed  for  sale  or  need 
for  the  food  of  man ;  and  the  person  to  whom  the  same 
belongs  or  did  belong  at  the  time  of  exposure  for  sale, 
or  in  whose  possession  or  on  whose  premises  the  same 
was  fonnd,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  ezoeeding 
201.  for  every  animal,  carcase,  or  fieb,  or  pieoe  of  meat, 
flesh,  or  fish,  or  any  poultry  or  game,  or  for  the  panel 
of  fmit,  vegetables,  corn,  bread,  or  floor,  or  for  the 
milk  so  condemned,  or,  at  the  discretion  of  the  jnstice, 
without  the  infliction  of  a  flne  to  imprisonment  for  a 
term  of  not  more  than  three  months.  The  jastioe  who 
under  this  section  is  empowered  to  convict  the  offender 
may  be  either  the  jostice  who  may  have  ordered  the 
article  to  be  disposed  of  or  destroyed  or  any  other 
jastioe  having  jnrUdiotion  in  the  plaoe. 

Clarice  Hall  for  the  appellant. — ^The  jnstices 
were  wrong,  for  on  the  case  as  stated  by  them  it 
is  clear  that  this  meat  was  not  deposited  for  sale 
and  intended  for  the  food  of  man.  [He  referred 
to  the  corresponding  provisions  in  the  Publio 
Health  (London)  Act  1891  (sect.  47).]  In  no  sense 
could  it  be  said  that  this  meat  was  intended  for 
the  food  of  man,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that 
because  meat  goes  bad  on  the  premises  before 
the  person  owning  the  premises  has  the  oppor- 
tunity of  examining  it,  that  constitutes  an  offence 
nthin  the  Public  Health  Act  1875.  The  facts  in 
MaUintonv.  Carr  (63  L.  T.  Hep.  459 ;  17  Oox  C.  C. 
220;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  48)  are  very  different  from 
the  present  case,  for  there  the  defendant  kept  the 
meat  on  his  premises  after  he  knew  it  was  un- 
sound and  unfit.  Here  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  appellant  meant  to  keep  the  meat  after 
he  discovered  it  was  bad ;  in  fact,  the  evidence 
shows  it  would  have  been  examined  before  he  set 
it  out. 

B.  Cunningham  OUn  for  the  respondent/— 
Under  sects.  116  and  117  the  onus  is  on  the  appel- 
lant. The  intention  was  for  the  justices  to 
consider,  and,  although  they  have  set  out  in  the 
case  the  evidence  given  by  the  appellant,  the 
fact  that  they  convicted  mm  shows  that  they 
did  not  believe  him.  Here  the  seizure  was  not 
until  twelve  o'clock,  and  there  was  a  customer  in 
the  shop.    The  conviction  was  therefore  right. 

Lord  Alybsstone,  C.J. — Of  course  if  the 
argument  put  forward  by  Mr.  Glen  on  behalf  of 
the  respondent  is  good  on  the  case  as  it  is  stated, 
this  conviction  would  have  to  stand.  If  the  jus- 
tices had  only  treated  what  they  have  set  out  in 
the  case  as  evidence  which  they  heard,  but  did  not 
believe,  he  might  be  right ;  but  I  cannot  think 
that  the  justices  meant  it  to  be  understood  thai 
they  did  not  believe  the  evidence  given  for  the 
appellant.  They  say :  "  We  were  of  opinion  that 
the  facts  as  above  stated  oonstitated  an  offence 
against  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  ss.  116, 117, 
and  convicted  the  appellant."  That  statement, 
I  think,  shows  that  their  findings  amounted  to 
that  the  meat  had  gone  bad  between  Saturday 
and  Monday,  that  the  meat  had  not  been  dealt 
with  up  to  the  time  on  Monday  when  the  inspector 
opened  the  safe,  and  that  up  to  that  time  on  the 
Monday  the  meat  had  not  been  bandied  or  moved 
from  the  safe.  That  being  so,  I  do  not  think 
that  there  was  any  evidence  that  meat  in  (be 
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posBesrion  of  the  appellant  was  deposited  for  the 
nurpose  of  sale  on  his  premises  and  was  intended 
for  the  food  of  man  in  addition  to  being 
nnsonnd.  In  MalliTuon  v.  Carr  (63  L.  T.  Bep. 
459;  17  Cox  0.  0.  220;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  48)  the 
decision  tamed  on  the  fact  that  the  respondent 
had  retained  the  meat  on  his  premises  after  he 
knew  that  it  was  unsound  and  unfit.  I  think  the 
jnstices  here  were  wrong,  and  the  apx>eal  must  be 
allowed. 

Dablikg,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  What 
the  magistrates  had  to  consider  here  was  whether 
the  meat  was  deposited  for  the  purpose  of  sale  on 
the  premises,  and  was  it  intended  for  the  food  of 
man.  The  evidence  given,  and  which  we  must 
take  the  magistrates  believed,  shows  that  it  was  not 
intended  for  the  food  of  man,  for  they  say :  "  In 
the  ordinary  coarse  of-  appellant's  business  all  the 
meat  contained  in  the  safe  would  have  been 
examined  before  setting  it  out  for  sale,  and  any 
part  found  to  have  been  unsound  would  have 
been  removed."  That  shows  the  meat  was  not 
exposed  in  the  business  at  all,  and  the  evidence 
amounted  to  that,  whatever  the  condition  of  the 
meat  was  at  the  time  the  safe  was  opened,  at  that 
time  it  was  not  intended  for  the  food  of  man,  for 
it  would  have  had  to  have  been  examined  first. 

OHANNEmJ-I  agree.  Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors:  W.  T.  Bieketts  and  Bon;  F. 
Shelton.  

EbbIM Soman  and  Co.  ▼.  Bucttmih.—Kt  page  548  (ante), 

Jnd  col.,  lloa  37,  /or  "  by  "  read  "  for,"  tai  In  Una  89/or  '•  Jor" 
rtad'^bj." 
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COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

April  12  and  13, 

(Before   Yauoha^n  Williams,  STisLiiia,  and 

Cozens- Habot,  L.JJ.) 

Mabes  V,  Samuel,  (a) 

APPLICATION  FOB  NEW  TBIAL. 

fllandtr — Aeevsation  of  bringing  "  blackmailing  " 
aetion — Imputation  of  criminal  offence — Action 
for  elander  maintainable. 

An  aetion  for  elander  founded  upon  an  accusation 
that  the  plaintiff  had  brought  a  "  blackmailing  " 
action  was  htld  to  be  maiiUainable  on  the  ground 
that  the  word*  spoken  might  fairly  be  inter' 
preted.  by  hearers  as  imputing  to  the  plaintiff 
an  indictable  offence. 

The  pluntifl,  Arnold  Jacobs  Marks,  who  carried 
on  business  as  a  director  of  a  public  company, 
brought  an  action  against  the  defendant,  Henry 
Samuel,  who  also  carried  on  business  as  a  director 
of  a  public  company,  for  an  alleged  slander. 

The  plaintiff  alleged,  by  his  stetement  of  claim, 
that  the  defendant  at  a  meeting  of  the  share- 
holdera  of  a  gold-mining  company,  stated  that  his 
counsel  had  accused  the  plamtifE  of  bringing  a 
"  bkuskmailing "  action.  The  plaintiff  uleged 
that  the  defendant  bad  originated  the  slander 
himself. 

(a)  Beported  by  £.  A.  ScaA.TOHLBi,  Esq.,  Barriitar-at-Law, 


By  his  defence  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
occasion  on  which  the  alleged  words  were  spoken 
was  privileged,  the  words  having  been  spoken 
bond  fide  and  without  malice,  and  were  them- 
selves privileged  by  reason  of  their  being  spoken 
at  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  a  company,  at 
which  both  the  plaintifE  and  the  defendant  were 
present  as  shareholders,  and  were  spoken  for  the 
purpose  of  vindicating  the  defendant's  character 
against  an  attack  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  reason- 
able and  necessary  self-defence. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  in  Nov.  1903,  before 
Grantham,  J.  and  a  special  jury,  the  jury  stopped 
the  case,  and  judgment  was  entered  for  the 
defendant. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiff  applied  for  a  new  trial 
of  the  action  or  that  judgment  might  be  entered 
for  him. 

Bray,  E.G.  and  P.  Bose  Innes,  for  the  plaintiff, 
supported  the  application. 

Bufus  Isaacs,  E.C.  and  A.  NMson,  for  the 
defendant,  contended  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable  at  all,  the  words  alleged  to  have 
been  used  not  being  actionable ;  that  it  was  not 
suggested  that  anything  was  said  with  reference 
to  the  plaintiff's  trade  or  calling ;  that  the  bring- 
ing of  a  "  blackmailing  "  action  was  not  a  criminal 
offence,  anyone  being  entitled  to  bring  an  action, 
however  unfounded  it  might  be ;  and  that  in  the 
absence  of  special  damage  («hich  was  not  alleged) 
there  was  no  cause  of  action. 

Bray,  E.C,  in  reply,  contended  that  when  a 
"  blackmailing "  action  was  spoken  of  any 
listener  would  naturally  draw  the  deduction  that 
the  plaintiff  was  accused  of  being  a  "black- 
mailer " — imputing  to  him  an  indicteble  offence 
— which  was  actionable ;  and  that  therefore  the 
mode  in  which  the  words  would  have  been  under- 
stood by  a  bystander  had  to  be  considered. 

Williams,  L.J. — On  the  whole,  we  think  that 
there  must  be  a  new  trial  here.  I  will  deal  first 
with  the  point  that  was  made  by  Mr.  Bufus 
Isaacs.  He,  of  course,  was  right  in  his  submis- 
sion that,  unless  this  statement  of  claim  is  a 
statement  of  claim  in  which  the  alleged  slander 
impnted  or  might  impute  a  criminal  offence,  this 
action  fails.  There  is  no  special  damage  alleged, 
and  it  is  not  a  case  in  which  there  is  any  imputa- 
tion of  professional  miscondaot  at  all,  or  mis- 
conduct by  a  tradesman  in  his  trade,  or  anything 
of  that  sort.  It  is  just  one  of  those  cases  in 
which  spoken  words  are  not  actionable  unless 
they  are  spoken  words  which  impute  or  might 
impute  a  crime  in  the  opinion  of  the  tribunal 
which  ultimately  deals  with  the  matter.  If  they 
appear  to  have  been  words  not  necessarily  which 
were  intended  by  the  speaker  to  impute  a  crime, 
but  which  the  hearers  might  understand  as 
imputing  a  crime,  they  may  bis  actionable.  Now, 
the  words,  as  set  forth  in  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  statement  of  claim,  are  these :  "  On  the 
30th  May  1902,  at  a  meeting  of  shareholders  of 
the  Elandsfontein  No.  2  Grold  Mining  Company, 
held  on  such  date  at  the  Institute  of  Accountants, 
Moorgate-street,  E.G.,  the  defendant  falsely  and 
maliciously  spoke  and  published  of  and  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff  the  following  words  :  '  On  that 
occasion  (meaning  upon  the  hearing  of  certain 
arbitration  proceedings  arising  out  of  the  sud 
action  in  the  Mayor's  Court)  Mr.  Marks  (mean- 
ing the  plaintiff)  was  taxed  with  having  brought 
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a  blackmailinf;  action  (meaning  the  said  action 
in  the  Mayor's  Oonrt)  against  me.  He  waa 
awfolly  indi^rnant  about  it,  and  wanted  to  know 
if  it  waa  bj  instmctions  of  mine  that  my  connsel 
accused  him  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  of  having 
broaght  a  blackmailing  action.  My  counsel  said 
it  was  upon  his  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  own 
evidence.'  '  Now,  the  next  paragraph,  No.  3, 
contains  the  innuendo.  But  I  will  first  say  a 
word  upon  the  mattei,  without  any  reference  to 
the  innuendo  at  all.  I  am  not  at  all  prepared 
to  say  that  even  without  any  innuendo  it  would 
be  right  to  say  that  these  words  actually 
used  could  not  be  reasonably  understood  by  the 
bearers  as  imputing  to  the  plaintiff  a  criminal 
offence.  I  mean  by  that  a  criminal  offence  in 
making  a  claim,  supporting  it  by  an  action, 
and  supporting  it  in  that  action  by  criminal 
means— that  is  to  say,  either  by  false  evidence 
given  by  the  plaintiff  himself ,  or  by  false  evidence 
obtained  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  the  action. 
If  there  was  such  an  action  brought  and  thus 
supported,  it  seems  to  n)e  that  it  would  be  a 
blackmailing  action,  and  a  blackmailing  action 
brought  by  such  means  and  in  such  manner  as 
to  constitute  an  indictable  offence.  When  one 
comes  to  look  at  the  third  paragraph  of  the  state- 
ment of  claim  and  see  what  the  innuendo  is,  that 
parajpraph  confirms  what  I  have  said,  because  the 
meaning  which  it  is  suggested  that  these  words 
conveyed  to_  the  hearers  is  very  much  the  same 
as  that  which  I  have  just  stated ;  and,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  the  words  might  reasonably  have 
been  understood  to  mean  by  the  hearers  that 
which  I  have  just  stated.  The  words  of  the 
innuendo  are  as  follows  :  "  The  meaning  of  the 
said  words  was  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  black- 
mailer and  had  brought  an  unfounded  action 
agajnst  the  defendant,  had  been  guilty  of  an 
indictable  offence  or  offences,  and  of  endeavouring 
to  obbdn  moneys  by  means  of  threats  from  the 
defendant,  and  was  further  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanour in  snpportiog  his  claim  by  giving 
false  evidence,  and  had  so  admitted  in  his 
evidence  given  upon  oath  before  the  said  court." 
Now,  taking  those  last  words,  "  And  was  further 
giiltyof  a  misdemeanour  in  supporting  his  claim 
by  givmg  false  evidence,  and  had  so  iSmitted  in 
his  evidence  given  upon  oath  before  the  said 
court,"  I  think  that  the  hearers  might  well  have 
understood  that  that  was  the  imputation  which 
was  being  made  by  Mr.  Samuel  upon  Mr.  Marks, 
especially  when  one  has  regard  to  the  concluding 
words  o£  par.  2  complained  of :  "  My  counsel  said 
it  _  was  upon  his  (meaning  the  plaintiff's)  own 
evidence.'  It  certainly  suggests  there  that  that 
evidence  was  untrue  evidence  given  on  oath  by 
the  plaintiff.  Now,  having  said  that,  I  have 
pointed  out  that  we  should  not  refuse  a  new  trial 
upon  this  point  taken  by  Mr.  Isaacs,  and  I  now 
proceed  to  deal  with  the  reasons  why  I  think  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  here.  I  have  no 
doubt  but  that  in  this  action  G-rantham,  J.  did 
not  for  one  moment  intend  to  tell  the  jniy  that 
if  they  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
respectively  were  abusing  one  another,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  the  beginner,  there  was  an  end 
of  the  action.  I  do  not  think  that  the  learned 
judge  meant  to  tell  the  jury  anything  of  the  sort. 
But  unfortunately  the  learned  judge  aii  not,  in  my 
opinion,  explain  to  the  jury  what  were  the  issues 


which  they  really  had  to  try  in  the  action.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if  he  left  matters  with  the 
jury  in  such  a  way  that  they  might  very  well 
have  supposed  that  if  they  thought  this  was  a 
case  of  cross  imputations,  made  by  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  one  against  Ute  other  at  a 
public  meeting,  no  action  would  lie,  and  that  it 
did  not  matter  whether  the  imputations  madO' 
by  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  were  true  or 
were  false.  I  cannot  help  saying  that  the  jury 
may  very  well  have  thought  that  this  was  the- 
view  of  the  law  intended  to  be  put  before  them  by 
the  learned  judge.  The  learned  judge  did  not  in 
fact  explain  to  them  at  all  what  the  issues  were. 
More  than  once  in  the  course  of  the  trial  when 
the  plaintiff  wished  to  bring  before  the  court 
and  jury  what  happened  at  the  arbitration  at 
which  this  imputation  was  first  made,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  there  could  be  no  ground 
whatsoever  for  the  defendant  believing  in  tne 
truth  of  any  such  allegation  as  that  this  was  a 
blackmuliog  action  or  an  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  which  he  supported  by  false  evidence, 
the  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  he  thought 
these  matters  ought  not  to  be  gone  into,  and. 
refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  go  into  the 
matters  any  further.  The  learned  judge  pointed 
out  that  that  which  the  defendant  allegeid — that  is, 
that  his  counsel  had  said  this  and  said  that — was 
perfectly  true.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  again,, 
although  the  learned  judge  knew  himself  per- 
fectly well  what  the  issues  were  and  what  waa 
relevant  and  what  was  not,  the  jury  may  very 
well  have  supposed  that  the  learned  judg» 
thought  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant 
could  not  possibly  have  believed  in  the  truth  of 
the  statements  he  made  which  were  complained  of 
by  the  plaintiff.  Under  these  circumstances  it 
seems  to  me  that,  although  the  jury  practically 
on  the  invitation  of  the  learned  judge  stopped 
the  case,  yet  we  ought  not  to  allow  tiua  verdict 
to  stand.  The  result  is  there  will  be  a  new 
trial.  The  costs  of  this  application  and  in  the 
court  below  will  abide  the  result  of  the  new 
trial. 

Stiblinq,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
the  first  place,  as  regards  the  point  that  waa 
raised  by  Mr.  Bufus  Isaacs 'that  the  action  was 
not  maintainable  at  all,  it  seems  to  me  that  that 
cannot  be  relied  on.  It  is  impissible,  I  think,  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  words  set  out  in 
the  second  paragraph  of  the  statement  of  claim 
were  not  such  as  the  persons  hearing  them  might 
fairly  interpret  as  imputing  an  indictable  offence 
to  the  plaintiff.  If  that  be  so,, the  action  is  main- 
tainable, and  the  question  must  be  asked  of  the 
i'ury  as  to  the  sense  and  meaning  which  ought  to 
lave  been  put  upon  them.  Therefore  the  question 
comes  to  this,  whether  there  ought  to  be  a  new 
trial.  Upon  that,  I  agree  with  what  my  Lord  has 
said.  I  think  that  the  jury  in  this  case  acted 
upon  the  suggestion  which  was  made  by  the 
learned  judge  in  the  court  below,  that  it  was 
merely  a  case  of  recriminations  between  two 
persons,  who  neither  of  them  exactly  meant  what 
they  said.  It  is  a  misfortune,  it  seems  to  me, 
that  the  learned  judge  did  not  explain,  as  he 
naturally  would  have  done  if  he  had  given  a  more 
formal  summing  up,  the  issues  which  the  jury 
were  called  upon  to  try,  and  ask  them  for  a 
formal  verdict.  I  agree  with  what  my  Lord 
has    said,    that,  under   the  circumstances,    the 
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best  ooursa  is  for  the  case  to  go  back  and  be 
tried  out. 
Gozbns-Habdt,  L  J. — I   agree,  and  I   have 


nothing  to  add. 


ApplieaHon  tUloioed. 


Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Morris,  Coode,  and 
Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant.  Dale,  Newman, 
and  Hood. 


Tuesday,  April  19. 

(Before  YAuaHAir  Williams,    Stibling,  and 

Gozeks-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Hamilton  v.  Seal,  (a) 

APPLICATION  FOB  NBW  TBIAL. 

Practice  —  Costa  —  Application  for  judgment  or 
n«jo  triaU^-Costs  of  successful  applicant— Discre- 
tion of  court. 
Where  an  application  is  made  to  th«  Court  of 
Appeal  for  judgment  or  a  new  trial  on  appeal 
from  a  judgment  and  verdict  at  a  trial  before  a 
judge  and  jury,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  or 
othenoise,  and  such  a^lication  is  opposed  by 
the  other  side,  but  a   new    trial  is    granted, 
although  there  is  no  absolute  rule  applicable  to 
aU  such  eases,  and  the  court  has  a  discretion 
either  to   give  or  refrain  from,   giving,  or  to 
reserve  the  costs  of  the  sv^cessftU  application 
to  abide  the  residt  of  the  new  trial,  yet,  in  the 
absence  of  special  circumstances,  prim&  facie 
the  costsflf  the  successful  application  ought  to  be 
borne  by  the  party  who  opposed  it. 
The  order  made  in  Bray  v.  Ford  (73  L.  T.  Bep. 
609 ;  (1896)  A.  C.  4i)  is  not   to  be  considered  as 
■an  order  laying  down  any  general  rule  upon  the 
■point,  but  merely  as  an  order  in  that  particular 
■ease. 
An  application  was  made  by  the  defendant  in 
this  action  for  jndgment  or  new  trial,  on  appeal 
from  a  verdict  and  judgment  at  the  trial  of  the 
action  before  Grantham,  J.  and  a  special  jary, 
the  eronnd  of    the  application  being  that  there 
had  been  a  misdirection  bv  the  learned  jndge. 

The  court  having  ordered  a  new  triu,  the 
question  arose  whetner  the  costs  of  the  snooessfnl 
application  ought  to  abide  the  result  of  the  new 
tnal,  or  whether  the  defendant  ought  to  hare  his 
costs  in  any  event. 

Scott  Fox,  K.C.  and  Thorn  Drury  for  the 
defendant. — Although  an  order  was  made  in  Bray 
V.  Ford  (73  L.  T.  Eep.  609;  (1892)  A.  C.  44)  that 
the  costs  of  the  application  there  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  tor  a  new  mal  ought  to  abide  the  result 
of  the  new  trial,  yet  there  is  no  general  rule  to 
that  effect.  And  in  Fletcher  v.  London  and  North- 
Western  Railway  (65  L.  T.  B«p.  605;  (1892)  1 
Q.  B.  122)  the  application  for  a  new  trial  was 
iulowed  with  costs. 

Kem^,  K.O.  and  F.  M.  Abrahams,  for  the  plain- 
tiff, contra. — [Vaughan  Williams,  L.J. — It  is 
.stated  in  the  Annual  Practice  1904,  p.  548,  that 
where  the  new  trial  is  granted  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection  the  court  will,  as  a  general  rule, 
order  the  costs  of  the  application  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  new  trial,  and  Bray  v.  Ford  (ubi 
sup.)  and  Jones  v.  Biohardt  (15  Times  L.  Rep. 
S^)  are  referred   to.     There   is  no   reason  for 

<a)  Baportad  b;  £.  A.  BoaiTCHUT,  Eaq,,  BanlMarHtt-I««. 


departing  from  the  role  here,  if  there  is  any 
general  rule.  We  will  consult  our  colleagues  as 
to  what  is  the  general  rule.] 

Vaughah  Williams,  L.J. — We  have  con- 
suited  with  the  other  members  of  the  court,  and 
it  seems  that  in  practice  the  order  that  was  made 
in  Bray  v.  Ford  (73  L.  T.  Eep.  609 ;  (1896)  A.  C. 
44)  in  the  House  of  Lords  has  not  been  considered 
as  an  order  laying  down  any  g^eral  mle,  bat 
merely  as  an  order  made  in  that  particular  case. 
Beyond  that-,  it  seems  that  the  Court  of  Appeal 
has,  in  dealing  with  these  common  law  cases, 
generally  dealt  with  them  upon  the  basis  that 
there  is  no  absolute  mle  applicable  in  all  cases, 
but  the  court  has  a  discretion,  and  that  it  will  in 
the  exercise  of  its  discretion  Mther  give  or 
refrain  from  giving  or  reserve  the  costs.  We 
have  to  exercise  that  discretion  to-day ;  and, 
speaking  for  myself,  althoneh  I  cannot  find  that 
there  is  any  general  rule  which  is  to  be  applied 
in  these  cases,  I  am  entitled  to  say,  and  I  do  say, 
that,  BO  far  as  I  am  concerned,  in  the  absence  of 
special  oircnmstances  in  any  particular  case,  if 
there  is  an  appeal  which  asks  for  a  new  trial, 
and  that  is  successful,  then  in  my  judgment,  if 
the  other  side  has  opposed  the  granting  of  the 
new  trial,  the  costs  of  the  sucoessful  appeal  ought 
primd  facie  to  be  borne  by  those  who  opposed  it 
quite  irrespective  of  the  results.  That  is  my 
view,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  rule  to  the  con- 
trary, I  shall,  act  upon  it.  In  this  case  there  has 
been  an  application  for  a  new  trial,  and  a  new 
trial  has  berai  granted.  It  was  opposed ;  and  the 
parl^  who  moved  for  it^  and  obtiuned  it  notwith- 
standing the  opposition,  should  have  his  costs. 
The  defendant,  tnerefore,  must  have  his  costs  of 
the  application.  The  costs  of  the  first  trial  must 
abide  the  resnlt  of  the  second  trial  subject  to  any 
direction  which  may  be  given  by  the  judge. 

Stiblino  and  Cozens-Habdt,  LJ^J.  con- 
onrrea.  Application  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicant,  BecH  and  Edgelow. 
Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  H.  EJXis. 


Tuesday,  March  29. 

(Before  Yatjghan  Williams,   Stibling,  and 

Gozbns-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Cabb's  Tbtjstb  ;  Cabb  v.  Cabb.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Iiunatie — Applicationof  property  for  maintenance 
of — Jurisdiction  of  Chancery  Vivision — Lunacy 
Act  1890  (53  *  54  Vict.  c.  5),  s.  116. 

Where  a  person  of  unsound  mind  not  so  found, 
who  was  detained  in  an  asylum  abroad,  was 
absolutely  entitled  to  ceriain  trust  property  in 
this  country,  and  directions  were  desired  as  fo 
her  muirttenanee  thereout,  the  Court  of  Appeal 
{acting  under  the  jurisdiction  in  Chaneerv),  upon 
an  undertaking  by  the  trustees  to  bring  the  &ust 
property  into  court,  ordered  that  the  interest 
thereof  should,  during  the  lifetime  of  the  lunatic, 
or  until  further  order,  be  paid  to  the  lunaHe's 
sister,  who  was  one  of  the  trustees,  she  under- 
taking to  apply  the  same  for  the  Tnaintenance  of 
the  lunatic. 

Decision  of  Joyce,  J.  reversed, 

(a)  BaporUd  by  E.  A.  BOB1TOBI.IT,  B14.,  BanclBtSHbt-Lkw. 
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Bt  a  marriage  settlement,  dated  the  10th  Jane 
1829,  the  snfriTor  of  the  hosband  and  wife  was 
«mpowered  to  appoint  the  trust  funds  by  will 
among  the  children  of  the  marriage. 
On  the  2l8t  Dec.  1859  the  wife  died. 
Bt  his  will,  dated  the  24th  April  1880,  the 
linsDand  appointed  that  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment should  stand  possessed  of  the  trust  funds 
upon  trust  as  to  the  sum  of  45002.  for  his  daughter 
OaroUne  Emil^  Carr,  subject,  howoTer,  to  the 
following  proviso,  that  the  trustees  should  stand 
poesessed  of  the  sum  of  45002.  thereinbefore  ap- 
|K>inted  to  the  testator's  daughter  upon  trust  for 
inTestment  as  therein  mentioned,  and  should 
dnring  the  period  of  twenty-one  years  from  the 
"testator's  death  apply  the  income  of  the  sum 
-of  4500/.  or  of  the  iuTestments  thereof  for  the 
benefit  of  his  daughter  in  such  manner  as  the 
imstees  shonld  in  their  or  his  discretion  think  fit, 
his  intent  and  meaning  being  that  the  trustees 
should  bare  absolute  discretion  either  to  apply 
the  income  of  the  sum  of  45002.  or  any  part 
thereof  immediately  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
or  pay  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  at  such  times 
and  in  such  manner  and  way  as  they  might 
think  fit  into  the  hands  of  the  daughter,  if  they 
in  their  uncontrolled  judgment  were  of  opinion 
that  the  daughter  was  able  to  manage  her  own 
affairs. 

On  the  10th  Dec.  1832  the  testator  died. 
Caroline  Emily  Carr  was  a  person  of  unsound 
mind,  not  so  found  by  inquisition.  In  1878  she 
liad  been  placed  by  her  father  in  an  institution 
ior  persons  of  unsound  mind  in  Germany,  pur- 
suant to  a  certificate  duly  signed  by  a  physician, 
and  she  bad  been  detained  there  ever  since. 

The  trustees  of  the  settlement  had  applied  the 
whole  of  the  income  (except  a  sum  of  1642. 188.  5<2.) 
of  the  investments  representing  the  45002. — which 
sow  consisted  partly  of  India  Stock  and  partly 
of  a  mortgage— in  the  maintenance  and  for  the 
l}enefit  of  Caroline  Emily  Carr  dnring  the  period 
of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  her  father, 
the  testator. 

The  ^riod  of  twenty-one  years  having  expired, 
an  originatinK  summons  was  taken  out  on  behalf 
of  Caroline  Emily  Carr  by  a  next  friend  against 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  and  a  son  of  the 
testator  (as  representing  the  persons  who  might 
ultimately  be  entitled  to  the  fund  on  one  possible 
constmction  of  the  settlement  and  will),  asking 
for  a  declaration  that  she  was  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  fund  and  for  directions  as  to  her  main- 
tenance out  of  the  income,  and  as  to  the  applica- 
tion of  the  residue  of  the  income  and  of  so  much 
-(if  any)  of  the  capital  as  the  court  should  think 
fit  for  her  comfort  and  benefit. 

The  summons  also  asked  that,  if  necessary,  the 
trusts,  so  far  as  regarded  the  45002.,  might  be 
Administered  by  the  court. 

There  was  evidence  of  the  unsoundness  of 
mind  of  Caroline  ^mily  Carr,  and  that  she  was 
not  likely  to  recover.  There  was  also  evidence  to 
the  effect  that  personal  service  upon  her  of  a 
summons  or  other  proceedings  in  Lunacy  would 
cause  violent  excitement  and  inflict  upon  her 
deep  and  enduring  distress;  and  that,  if  the 
names  of  her  sisters  and  the  next  friend,  or  any 
of  them,  appeared  on  any  such  proceedings,  her 
«x<ntment  and  distress  would  be  intensified,  and 
«he  would  beg^  to  distrust  them,  and  the  conse- 
qseneea  would  be  most  disastrous  so  far  as  her 


health  and   peace  of   mind  and  comfort  were 
concerned. 

The  summons  came  on  to  be  heard  before 
Joyce,  J.  sitting  in  chambers,  when  his  Lordship 
made  a  declaration  that,  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  settlement  and  will,  Caroline 
Emily  Carr  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  trust 
fund,  but  the  learned  judge,  being  of  opinion 
that,  having  regard  to  sect.  116  of  the  Lunacy 
Act  1890,  the  application  for  maintenance  would 
more  properly  be  dealt  with  under  the  jurisdiction 
in  Lunacy,  did  not  think  fit  to  make  any  order 
with  respect  thereto,  except  to  sanction  tne  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  392.  made  by  the  trustees  for 
that  purpose. 

From  that  decision  Caroline  Emily  Carr  by 
her  next  friend  now  appealed. ' 

Mickle:n,  K.C.  (with  him  Harry  Oreenwood)  for 
the  appellant. — It  is  most  desirable  that  if 
possible  no  service  in  Lunacy  shonld  be  made 
upon  this  lad^,  as  the  evidence  shows  she  would 
be  seriously  disturbed  if  she  became  aware  that 
proceedings  under  that  jurisdiction  were  being 
taken  on  her  behalf.  If,  as  I  submit,  the  Chan- 
cery Division  has  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order 
now  asked  for,  and  the  lady  could  thus  be  saved 
the  service  in  lixmaeif,  the  case  is  an  exceptionally 
proper  one  for  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction, 
and  it  would  be  of  immense  advantage  to  her. 
The  court  will  be  in  effect  administeiing  the 
trusts.  A  person  lawfully  detained  out  of 
England  as  a  lunatic  is  not  a  person  *'  lawfully 
detained  as  a  lunatic"  within  sect.  116,  sub- 
sect  1  (e),  of  the  Lunacy  Act  1890 : 

R>  Watkiru,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  504 ;  (1896)  2  Cb.  336. 
In  that  case  Lindley,  L  J.  sugg^ted  the  proper 
method  of  getting  over  the  difficulty  which 
occurred  there.  The  juris^ction  of  the  Chan- 
cery Division  is  clear'  from  several  cases.  The 
most  recent  is 

Re  Tuer't  ITiU  Tru$ti,  51  L.  T.  Bep.  910 ;  32  Ch. 
Div.  39. 

Earlier  cases  were 

Re  Srandon'e  Trtuti,  41   L.  T.  Bep.  755 ;  13  Gb. 

Div.  773; 
Fans  V.  Vane,  34  L.  T.  Bep.  477 ;  2  Ch.  Div.  124. 
Be  Bligh,  41  L.  T.  Bep.  570 ;  12  Ch.  Div.  364. 

In  an  unreported  case  very  similar  to  the  present, 
which  came  recently  before  Eekewich,  J.,  that 
learned  judge  made  an  order  such  aa  is  asked  for 
here.  But  Joyce,  J.  declined  to  follow  that  case 
for  the  reason  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
application  for  maintenance  would  more  properly 
be  made  under  the  jurisdiction  in  Lunacy. 
[Vattghan  Williams,  L.J.  referred  to  B» 
Barlow's  WiU  (57  L.  T.  Rep.  95  ;  36  Ch.  Div. 
287),  which  case,  his  Lordship  remarked,  had  been 
discussed  very  recently  and  distinguished  in 
Diduheim  v.  London  and  Weetminster  Bank  (82 
L.  T.  Rep.  738 ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  15).] 

L.  F.  Potts,  for  the  respondents,  the  trusteas  of 
the  settlement,  referred  to 

Hew  York  Security  and  Trust  Company  v.  Keyttr, 
84  L.  T.  Bep.  43  ;  (1901)  1  Ch.  666. 

The  GoiTBT  (Yanghan  Williams,  Stirling,  and 
Cozens-Hardy,  L.JJ.),  without  deliverins  any 
formal  judgments,  ordered  that  the  order  of 
Joyce,  J.  should  be  discharged  so  far  as  it 
declined  to  give  any  directions  for  the  mainten- 
ance, comfort,  and  benefit  of  Caroline   Emily 
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Garr.  And  the  tmstees  by  their  counsel  nnder- 
takint;  to  transfer  into  court  the  India  Stock,  and 
to  deposit  in  court  the  mortgage  deed  and  other 
title  deeds  in  their  hands  ruating  to  the  mort- 
age security,  and  Mary  Eleanor  Garr,  a  sister  of 
'aroline  Emily  Garr  (who  was  one  of  the  trus- 
tees), undertaking  to  apply  the  money  to  be 
receired  by  her  under  this  order  and  the  schedule 
thereto  for  the  maintenance,  comfort,  and  benefit 
of  Caroline  Emily  Garr,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
trustees  do  pay  to  Mary  Eleanor  Garr  the  beJance 
of  income  in  their  hands  up  to  the  date  of 
transfer,  and  the  fntore  income  from  the  mort- 
gage as  and  when  the  same  should  be  received  by 
them  until  further  order.  General  liberty  to 
apply  was  reserved.  The  schedule  directed  that 
the  interest  as  it  accrued  upon  the  stock  during 
the  life  of  Garoline  Emily  Garr  or  until  farther 
order  should  be  paid  to  Mary  Eleanor  Garr. 

Appeal  allowed. 
Solicitors  for  all  parties,  Carr,  Seott,  Smith, 
aai  Crorringe. 


Nov.  20,  21.  23,  24, 1903.  and  Feb.  22, 1904. 
(Before  YAuaHAN  Williaub,  Bomeb,  and 

Stiklinq,  L.JJ.) 
Be  Bbauchahp  ;  Ex  parte  Bbattchamp.  (a) 

APPEAL  IK  BANEKUPTCT. 

Bankruptcy  —  Bankruptcy  notice  —  Address  of 
creditor — Power  of  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  go 
behind  judgment — Form  of  judgment— Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1883  (46  <e  47  Viet.  e.  52),  s.  4, 
«uo-«.  1  (g),  s.  7,  sub-s.  3— Bankruptcy  Bulet 
1886  to  1890,  Appendix,  form  6. 

The  fact  that  a  judgment  may  be  irregular  or 
wrong  in  form  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for 
the  Court  tn  Bankruptcy  to  exercise  its  power  to 
go  behind  the  judgment.  The  judgment  is  con- 
clusive unless  the  consideration  can  be  ques- 
tioned. 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  a  creditor  who  issues  a 
bankruptcy  notice  to  give  in  the  notice  an 
address  at  which  he  can  be  heard  of;  it  must 
be  an  fiddress  at  which  the  debt  can  be  paid  or 
seatred  or  compounded  for,  and  of  a  place  at 
which  the  creditor  is  to  be  found  during  the 
seven  days  limited  by  the  notice,  whether  the 
address  u  of  the  residence  or  place  of  business 
of  the  creditor. 

If  the  address  given  in  the  notice  is  such  an 
address  at  the  date  of  the  service  of  the  notice, 
the  occasional  absence  of  the  creditor  from  the 
place,  even  for  a  whole  day,  will  not  render  the 
notice  inefficient,  unlets  the  absence  is  such  as 
to  deprive  the  debtor  of  a  reasonable  opportunity 
of  paying  or  securing  or  compounding  for  the 
sum  due. 

It  would  not  make  any  difference  that  the  address 
was  the  temporary  home  of  the  creditor,  who 
had  no  permanent  home ;  or  that  his  absence 
occurred  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven. 

But  if  the  creditor,  after  the  service  of  the  notice, 
abandons  his  place  of  address,  so  that  it  ceases 
to  be  a  place  where  at  reasonable  times  he,  or 
some  authorised  agent  on  his  behalf,  can  be 
found  to  receive  payment  of  the  debt,  or  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  security,  the  bankruptcy 
notice  will  cease  to  be  efficient. 

(«)  Beported  by  W.  a  Btu,  Eiq.,  BuriiMr-at-Law. 


Be  Stogdon(73£.  T.  Bep.  279;  (1895)  2  Q.  B. 
534)  considered. 

In  July  1901  an  action  for  libel  was  commenced, 
the  defendant  being  <iMcrt6e<2  in  the  virit  and 
the  pleadings  as  "a  married  woman."  At  that 
date  a  decree  nisi  had  been  made  for  the  disso- 
lution of  the  defendant's  mnrriage,  and  in  Nov. 
1901  the  decree  was  made  absolute. 

On  the  30th  Oct.  1902  the  libel  action  was  tried, 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  with 
5000!.  damages,  and  judgment  was  entered 
accordingly. 

In  June  1£K)S,  on  the  avplieation  of  the  defendant, 
the  Court  of  Appeal  ordered  a  new  truU  unles» 
the  plaintiff  consented  to  the  damages  being 
reduced  to  15002.  The  plaintiff'  consented,  and 
the  judgment  was  on  the  19th,  July  amended 
accordingly,  but  the  date  of  the  SOth  Oct.  v>o» 
not  altered.  The  judgment  as  dravm  up  was  in- 
the  ordinary  form  of  a  judgment  against  an 
unmarried  woman. 

The  15002.  not  having  been  paid,  the  plaintiff,  on 
the  28th  July,  served  a  bankrupt&jf  notice  on 
the  defendant  claiming  payTnent  of  the  15002., 
with  interest  from  the  30ih  Oct.  1902,  the 
address  of  the  creditor  being  given  at  an  hotel 
in  London,  where  she  was  thien  staying,  and 
where  i%e  was  in  the  habit  of  staying,  but  she 
did  not  permanently  retain  a  room  there. 

On  the  ith  Aug.,  the  last  of  the  seven  days  limited 
for  compliance  with  the  notice,  the  creditor  left 
the  hotel  at  10.15  a.m.,  leaving  no  address.  8he 
went  to  Newhaven  and  thence  to  France,  and 
did  not  return  to  England  till  the  end  of 
September. 

The  debtor  not  having  complied  with  the  bank- 
ruptcy notice,  on  the  24ih  Aug.  the  creditor- 
presented  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  her,  and 
a  receiving  order  was  made. 

Held,  that,  as  at  the  date  of  the  trial  the  defendant 
had  been  divorced  and  a  judgment  could  have 
been  obtained  against  her  creating  a  personal 
debt,  the  fact  that  she  was  described  in  the  writ 
and  pleadings  as  a  married  woman,  and  the 
judgment  v>as  draton  up  in  the  form  applicable 
to  an  unmant'eti  wom^n,  was  a  matter  of  form- 
only,  and  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  had  no  power- 
to  go  behind  the  judgment. 

Held  also,  that  an  objection  that  interest  wo* 
claimed  from  the  SOth  Oct.  1902  instead  of  the 
19th  July  1903  was  concluded  by  the  judgment- 
Held  also,  that  the  address  given  in  the  notice  wa» 
sufficient,  and  that  the  creditor  did  not  abandon 
it  when  she  left  the  hotel. 

Appeal  by  the  debtor  against  a  receiving  order 
in  bankruptcy  made  against  her  by  Mr.  B«gistrar 
Giffard  on  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Watt. 

On  the  7th  May  1901  a  decree  nisi  was  mad» 
for  the  dissolution  of  debtor's  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  her  adultery  with  Mr.  Watt. 

On  the  25th  July  1901  Mrs.  Watt  commenced 
an  sotion  against  the  debtor  for  libel,  and  in  the 
writ  and  pleadings  the  defendant  was  described 
as  "  a  married  woman." 

On  the  25th  Nov.  1901  the  decree  nisi  waa 
made  absolute. 

On  the  30th  Oct.  1901  the  trial  of  the  libel 
action  took  place  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  ^or 
the  plaintiff  with  50002.  damages,  and  judgment 
was  given  accordingly.  The  judgment  as  entered 
was  headed  with  the  title  of  the  action,  in. which 
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the  defendant  was  described  as  "  a  married 
woman,"  and  it  was  adjudged  "  that  the  plaintiff 
recover  af^inst  the  defend^t  50002.  and  her  costs 
to  be  taxed." 

An  application  was  made  by  the  defendant  to 
the  Court  of  Appeal  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
{inter  alia)  that  the  damages  were  excessive,  and 
on  the  17th  June  1903  the  Court  of  Appeal 
■ordered  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial  niuess 
the  plaintiff  would  consent  to  the  damages  being 
reduced  to  15002.  The  plaintiff  having  consented, 
the  judgment  was  amended  by  substituting  15002. 
for  50001.,  the  original  date  of  the  judgment,  the 
30th  Oct.  1902,  not  being  altered. 

The  judgment  as  drawn  up  was  in  the  nsual 
form  of  a  judgment  against  an  unmarried  woman, 
.and  not  in  uie  form  of  a  judgment  against  a 
married  woman  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate 
AS  settled  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Scott  v. 
MorUy  (57  L.  T.  Rep.  919;  20  Q.  B.  Div.  120). 

An  appeal  by  the  debtor  to  the  House  of  Lords 
gainst  this  judgment  was  pending. 

The  15002.  was  not  paid,  and  on  the  28th  July 
the  plaintiff  i  erved  a  bankruptcy  notice  on  the 
defendant  in  form  No.  6  of  the  Bankruptcy  Rules 
1886  and  describing  the  debtor  as  unmarried, 
requiring  f  ayment  of  the  snm  of  1769Z.  10s.  9d.  as 
the  amount  due  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs 
en  a  final  judgment  obtained  by  her  against  the 
debtor  in  the  King's  Bench  Division,  dated  the 
30th  Oct.  1902,  amended  by  order  of  the  Court 
-of  Appeal  dated  the  17th  June  1903.  Interest 
was  claimed  from  the  30th  Oct.  1902. 

In  the  notice  the  plaintiff  was  described  as  "  of 
Hans-crescent  Hotel,  in  the  county  of  London." 
She  was  at  that  time  staying  at  the  hotel,  and  was 
in  the  habit  of  staying  there  whenever  she  came 
to  London,  but  she  did  not  continuously  keep  a 
room  there. 

On  the  morning  of  the  4th  Ang.  1903,  the  last 
-of  the  seven  days  Umited  by  the  bankruptcy  notice, 
the  plaintiff  left  the  hotel  at  10.15  in  a  motor-car 
and  went  to  Newhaven  and  thence  to  Dieppe, 
leaving  no  address,  though  she  had  told  her 
-solicitors  where  she  was  going.  She  did  not 
return  to  England  until  the  end  of  September. 

The  defendant  not  having  complied  with  the 
bankruptcy  notice,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  24th  Aug. 
1903,  presented  a  bankruptcy  petition  against  her, 
and  on  the  31st  Oct.  a  receiving  order  was  made, 
and  the  debtor  appealed. 

Herbert  Beed,  E.C.  and  Frank  Melhr  for  the 
appellant. — The  creditor  of  a  married  woman  has 
now  two  rights  if  she  commits  a  tort.  He  can 
bring  an  action  against  her  alone  under  sect.  1, 
snb-sect.  2,  of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act 
1882,  when  only  her  separate  estate  will  be 
affected,  or  he  can  bring  an  action  in  the  ordinary 
way  against  both  husband  and  wife  : 

Beroka  v.  Kattenburg,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  649  ;  17  Q.  B. 

Div.  177; 
BarU  V.  KingMcote,  83  L.  T.  Bep.  377;  (1900)  2  Cb. 

585. 

Here  the  action  was  brought  against  the  married 
woman  alone,  seeking  to  make  her  Uable  as  to  her 
separate  estate,  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
plaintiff  to  make  her  a  bankrupt,  as  she  has  sued 
her  in  respect  of  her  separate  property.  A 
married  woman  cannot  be  committed  for  her 
default  in  paying  a  sum  for  which  judgment  has 
been  recovered  against  her  by  virtue  of  sect.  1, 


sub- sect.  2,  of  the  Married  Women's  Property 
Act  1882.  That  Act  only  makes  the  separate 
estate  of  the  married  woman  the  debtor,  not  the 
married  woman  herself : 

Scott  V.  MorUy,  57  Ii.  T.  Bep.  919  ;  20  Q.  B.  Div. 
120. 

The  only  judgment,  therefore,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  was  one  in  the  form  settled 
in  Scott  V.  Morley  (uhi  sup.).  The  fact  that  a 
judgment  is  useless  in  that  form  is  no  reason  for 
altering  it : 

Boftlam  V.  Welch,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  64  i  (1899)  2  Q.  B. 
419,  424. 

A  married  woman  cannot  be  made  a  bankrupt  on 
a  judgment  in  the  form  in  Scott  v.  Morley  {ubi 
sup.),  and,  whatever  the  form  of  the  jn^ment 
against  her  may  be,  it  can  only  have  the  effect  of 
a  judgment  against  her  separate  estate : 

Be  Lynes,  68  L.  T.  Bap.  739  ;  (1893)  2  Q.  B.  113  ; 

Re  Francee  Handford  and  Co.,  80  L.  T.  Bep.  125  ; 
(1899)  1  Q.  B.  366,  570. 

No  distinction  is  drawn  in  Scott  v.  Morley  {ubi 
Bup.)  between  an  action  in  contract  and  in  tort. 
Beforo  the  passing  of  the  Married  Women's  Pro- 
perty Act  1882  it  had  been  held  that  a  married 
woman  was  not  personally  liable  in  an  action  in 
contract  or  in  tort,  her  separate  estate  being  alone 
liable: 

Wainford  v.  Heyl,  33  L.  T.  Bep.  155  ;  I,.  Bep.  20 
£q.  321,  324. 

This  judgment  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  judg- 
ment against  an  unmarried  woman,  although  it 
is  against  a  defendant  described  in  the  action  as 
a  married  woman.  It  is  therefore  wrong  in  form, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  proceed  under 
it.  The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  can  go  behind  a 
judgment  and  inquire  whether  there  is  a  liability 
on  which  a  bankruptey  petition  can  be  founded. 
The  fact  that  the  d^endant  became  discovert 
after  the  commencement  of  the  action  makes  no 
difference,  as  the  object  of  the  action  when  com- 
menced was  to  bind  her  separate  estate.  On  the 
application  for  a  new  trial  the  only  questions  for 
the  Court  of  Appeal  were  whether  the  judge  had 
misdirected  the  juir  and  whether  the  damages 
were  excessive ;  the  form  of  the  judgment  was  not 
beforethecourt.  The  judgment  can  only  takeeffeot 
under  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act*  and 
therefore  &fi.fa.  could  not  issue  upon  it.  A  further 
objection  to  the  recwving  order  is  that  interest  is 
claimed  on  the  15002.  from  the  30th  Oct.  1902,  the 
date  of  the  judgment  in  the  action,  but  there  was 
no  judgment  for  15002.  until  the  19th  July,  when 
the  judgment  was  altered  by  the  master.  The 
15002.  is  claimed  under  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal.  The  plaintiff  did  not  at  once  consent 
to  the  reduction  of  the  damages,  and  pending 
her  consent  there  was  no  judgment.  There  was 
no  antecedent  debt  as  in  Fisher  v.  Budding 
(3  Man.  &  G.  238).  A  further  objection  is  that 
the  creditor  was  not  at  the  address  given  in  the 
bankruptey  notice  for  the  seven  days  from  the 
service  of  the  notice.  If  the  debtor  late  on  the 
seventh  day  had  desired  to  pay  the  debt  she  would 
not  have  found  the  creditor  there,  and  would  not 
have  been  able  to  discover  where  the  creditor  was. 
The  nonpayment  of  the  debt,  therefore,  within 
the  seven  days  did  not  constitute  an  act  of 
bankruptey : 

Re  Siogdon,  73  L.  T.  Bep.  279 ;  (1895   2  Q.  B.  534. 
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It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  creditor  could  have  ' 
communicated     with     the    creditor's     solicitor. 
When  the  creditor  left  the  hotel  she  must  be 
taken  to  have  abandoned  her  temporary  residence 
there. 

Muir  Mackemie,  for  the  creditor,  was  called  on 
with  reference  to  the  last  point  only. — If  there 
has  been  any  irregularity  it  has  caused  no 
injustice,  and  therefore  the  proceedings  are  not 
invalid : 

Bftnkinptoy  Aot  1883,  i.  143. 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  Act  that  the  address 
of  the  creditor  must  be  stated  in  the  bankruptcy 
notice ;  it  is  only  contained  in  form  No.  6  in  the 
appendix  to  the  Bankruptcy  Rules.  The  objec- 
tion is  technical,  and  ought  not  to  succeed  when 
no  injury  has  resulted  to  the  debtor.  She  has 
not  been  in  any  way  prejudiced  or  misled,  and 
made  no  attempt  to  pay,  secure,  or  compound  for 
the  debt : 

R»  Murritta,  3  Man.  35,  39; 

Re  Low ;  Ex  parte  Oibton,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  450  ;  (1895) 
1  Q.  B.  734. 

The  address  given  in  Be  Stogden  (uhi  tup.)  was 
really  no  address  at  all.  The  creditor  did  not 
reside  at  the  club  he  gave  as  his  address,  and  was 
out  of  England  during  the  whole  of  the  seven 
days  limited  by  the  notice  for  the  payment  of  the 
debt.  Here  the  address  given  was  the  only  per- 
manent address  the  creditor  had,  and  she  leat  the 
address  to  which  she  was  going  with  her  solicitors. 
She  was  at  the  address  for  a  reasonable  time,  and 
was  not  bound  to  be  there  for  the  whole  of  the 
seven  days. 

Beed,  E.G.  in  reply. — This  is  not  a  technical 
objection ;  it  may  be  of  gre&t  importance  to  the 
debtor  to  be  able  to  find  the  creditor  on  the  last  of 
the  seven  daya.  In  Be  Howe*  (67  L.  T.  Bep.  213 ; 
(1892)  2  Q.  B.  628)  Bowen,  L.J.  said :  "  Bankruptcy 
proceedings  are  of  a  peculiar  character.  They 
involve  quaei  penal  consequences  to  the  debtor, 
and  it  is  essential  that  all  those  forms,  the  object 
of  which  is  to  prevent  injustice,  should  be  strictly 
followed."  The  onus  is  on  the  creditor  to  show 
he  has  complied  with  the  forms  and  the  substance 
of  the  Act  and  rules.  The  address  must  be  the 
true  address — that  is,  one  at  which  the  creditor 
can  be  ordinarily  found,  not  merely  heard  of.  If 
a  London  man  having  a  shooting  box  in  Scotland, 
which  he  only  visited  during  the  shooting  season, 
gave  that  as  his  address  in  a  bankruptcy  notice 
it  would  not  be  sufficient.  The  address  must  be 
one  at  which  the  creditor  is  personally  present, 
or  at  which,  if  he  is  absent,  the  creditor  can 
ascertain  the  time  of  his  return  or  present  where- 
abouts. It  must  be  an  effective  address,  not  only 
at  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  notice,  but  also  at 
the  date  of  the  service,  and  during  the  whole  of 
the  seven  days.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Feb.  22.— Yaughan  Wii.uah8,  L.  J.  read  the 
judgment  of  the  court  as  follows: — This  is  an 
appeal  against  a  receiving  order  made  against  a 
divorced  wife,  who  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  order  was  a  single  woman.  The  objections 
raised  are  three.  First,  that  there  is  no  judgment 
debt  effectual  as  against  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
which  does  not  regard  estoppel  binding  the 
debtor,  but  has  a  right  to  inquire  into  the  real 
debt.  Secondly,  it  is  objected  that  there  is  no 
act  of  bankruptcy,  because  the  act  of  bankruptcy 


relied  on,  which  is  failure  to  comply  with  a- 
bankruptcy  notice,  is  invalidated  by  the  fact,  as 
alleged,  that  the  notice  contained  no  such  address 
of  the  judgment  creditor  as  was  intended  by  the 
Act  should  be  given.  Thirdly,  it  was  objected 
that  the  bankruptcy  notice  was  bad,  because  th» 
amount  of  the  judgment  as  therein  stated  was 
wrong  by  reason  of  including  interest  prior  to 
the  date  when  the  Court  of  Appeal  amended  the 
judgment  by  reducing  the  damages  from  5000L 
to  15(X){.  As  to  the  hrst  point,  undoubtedly  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  the  power  on  the 
hearing  of  a  bankruptcy  petition  to  go  behind 
the  judgment  and  to  inquire  into  the  considera- 
tion for  the  judgment  debt,  not  only  at  the 
instance  of  the  trustee,  but  also  at  the  instance 
of  the  judgment  debtor  himself.  This  power  ia 
founded  on  sect.  7,  sub-sect.  3,  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act  1883,  which  gives  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy^ 
on  the  hearing  of  a  bankruptcy  petition,  a  discre- 
tion for  "  any  sufficient  cause  to  dismiss  the 
petition.  But,  in  my  judgment,  the  fact  that  the 
judgment  may  be  irregular  or  wrong  in  form  is  no 
sufficient  reason  for  going  behind  the  judgment 
and  dismissinsr  the  petition.  The  action  m  th» 
present  case  is  an  action  for  a  tort  committed  by 
a  woman  during  coverture;  it  is  for  a  libel 
published  by  her  while  she  was  a  married  woman. 
Now,  by  the  common  law,  independently  of  the 
Married  Women's  Property  Act  1882,  a  married 
woman  was  liable  to  be  sued  for  a  wrong  com- 
mitted by  her,  and  the  husband,  strictly  speak* 
ing,  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  at  aU.  for  such, 
tort.  His  only  liability  was  to  be  sued  jointly 
with  her,  because  of  the  universal  rule  that  the 
wife  during  coverture  cannot  be  either  a  sole 
plaintiff  or  a  sole  defendant ;  and  it  was  decided 
in  Capel  v.  PoweU  (11  L.  T.  Bep.  421 ;  17  C.  B. 
N.  S.  743)  that  a  husband  who  has  obtained  a 
divorce  is  not  liable  to  be  joined  in  an  action  of 
tort  for  a  tort  committed  by  his  wife  during 
coverture.  It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  in  the- 
present  case,  in  which  the  defendant  at  the  date 
of  the  trial  and  judgment  had  been  divorced,  she 
alone  remained  liable  for  the  tort,  and  the 
amendments,  if  any,  which  were  required  in  the 
writ  or  pleadings  went  merely  to  the  form  and 
not  to  the  substance  of  the  cause  of  action.  TLe 
case  is  very  different  from  the  case  of  a  breach 
of  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  wife  during  cover* 
tnre.  In  such  a  case  coverture  is  a  plea  in  bar 
and  not  in  abatement,  and  the  cause  of  action 
given  by  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act 
1882  and  the  remedy  thereon  are  new,  being- 
created  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  whence  it  follows 
that,  if  the  husband  dies  or  obtains  a  divorce,  this 
will  not  affect  the  statutory  cause  of  action  or  the 
remedy  thereof,  but  the  remedy  will  remain  a 
remedy  against  the  wife's  separate  property,  and 
the  judgment  in  such  an  action  will  not  create  a 
personal  debt  from  her,  and  therefore  will  not 
support  a  bankruptcy  notice  under  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1883,  s.  4,  sub-s.  1  {g).  It  i» 
true  that  in  the  present  case  we  have  not  to 
deal  with  the  setting  aside  of  a  bankruptcy 
notice,  because  the  judgment  in  form  creates  a 
personal  debt ;  but  if  in  substance  the  action  had. 
been  one  in  which  no  judgment  could  have  been 
obtained  creating  a  personal  debt  by  the  wife,  I 
am  disposed  to  think  there  would  have  been, 
sufficient  cause  to  dismiss  the  petition.  But  in 
the  present  case  no  such  question  arises.    It  is 
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plain  that  the  objection  to  the  judgment,  if  any, 
18  one  of  form  only,  and  that  the  power  of  the 
Ooort  of   Bankraptoy  to   go   behind    a   judg- 
ment  is    a   power    to   inquire    into   the   con- 
sideration   and    not    into    the     form    of    the 
judgment.     The    judgment,  to    my   mind,    ia 
«onolnsive    nnless    the    consideration    can    be 
oueetioned.    The  first  objection  therefore  fails. 
The  third  objection — that  is  to  say,  the  "  interest " 
objection — is  also  concluded  by  the  judgment. 
The  Court  of  Bankmptoy  cannot,  I  think,  question 
the  discretion  of  the  court  in  such  a  matter.    The 
-only  remMning  objection  is  the  objection  founded 
on  the  insufficiency  of  the  address  given  by  the 
judgment  creditor  m  the  bankmptey  notice.    The 
-objection  is  based  upon  the  judgments  of  the 
Oonrt  of  Appeal  in  Be  Stogdon  (ubi  Bup.).    Now 
in  that  case  the  judgment  creditor,  who  was  out 
of  England  at  the  time  the  notice  was  served,  and 
so  oontinued  during  the  seven  days  that  it  was 
running,  inserted  in  the  bankruptoy  notice  as  his 
address  "  White's  Club,  St.  James',  S.W. " ;  and 
the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  that  the  bankruptoy 
notice  was  bad,  holding  that  the  notice   must 
describe  the  creditor  as  of  an  address  where  the 
sum  claimed  can  be  paid  to  him  or  secured  or 
compounded  for,  not  merely  where  he  could  be 
heard  of,  and  that  the  address  of  "  White's  Club  " 
was  not  under  the  circumstances  such  an  address ; 
and  the  question  which  we  have  now  to  decide  is 
whether  the  address  given  by  Mrs.  Watt  is  such 
an  address  as  is  required  by  the  Act,  having 
regard  to  the  decision  in  Be  Stogdon.    Now,  what 
are  the  facte  P    Mrs.  Watt  appears  to  have  been 
in  the  habit  for  some  time  of  staying  at  the  Hans- 
orescent  Hotel  whenever  she  came  to  London,  but 
she  did  not  continuously  keep  a  room   there. 
Sometimes  she  left  an  address  to  which  her  letters 
could  be  sent,  sometimes  she  did  not.    At  the  date 
of  the  issue  of  the  bankruptoy  notice  she  was  not 
in  fact  at  the  Hans-creeoent  Hotel ;  she  seems  to 
have  come  there  on  the  evening  of  the  28th  July, 
so  that  the  seven  days  mentioned  in  the  notice 
would  not  run  out  till  the  end  of  the  4th  Aug. 
She  left  the  hotel  on  the  morning  of  the  4th  Aug. 
in  a  motor-oar,  and  went  to  Newhaven  and  thence 
to  Dieppe ;  she  did  not  return  to  England  till  the 
the  end  of  September,  and  she  went  on  the  30lh 
Sept.  to  the  Hans-crescent  Hotel.    She  left  on 
the  4th  Aug.  no  address  to  which  her  letters  could 
be  sent,  and  in  fact  they  were  not  sent  after  her. 
In  order  to  see  whether  this  address  fulfils  the 
conditions  laid  down  in  Be  Stogdon,  one  must 
ascertain  what  is  the  principle  of  that  decision ; 
and  it  is  the  more  necessarr  to  do  so  because  it 
■wiU  govern  the  practice  of  the  Bankruptoy  Court 
hereafter.    It  is  plain  that  it  ia  not  sufficient  for 
the  creditor  mer^y  to  give  an  address  where  he 
-can  be  heard  of,  but  it  must  be  an  address  where 
he  can  be  paid,  or  where  by  agreement  the  debt 
can  be  secured  or  compounded.    Now  what  does 
this  mean  ?      Suppose  a   creditor  gives   as   his 
address  his  home  where   he  permanently  lives. 
Is  he  bound  to  remain  at  home  all  day,  or  never 
^  out  without  leaving  word  where  he  proposes 
to   go,  but,  for  the  matter  of  that,  might  not 
succeed  in  going  P    This   is  impossible.    What 
then  are  the  necessary  conditions  of  the  address  P 
I  think  that  the  address  must  be  of  a  place  where 
the  cnaditor  is  to  be  found  during  the  seven  days, 
and  this  is  ao  whether  such  address  is  of  the 
residence  or  of   the  place   of  business  of   the 


creditor;  and  I  think  that,  if  the  address  given  in 
the  bankruptoy  notice  is  such  an  address  at  the  date 
of  the  service  of  the  notice,  occasional  absence  of 
the  creditor  from  such  place,  even  for  a  whole  day, 
will  not  render  the  bankruptoy  notice  inefficient, 
unless  the  absence  is  such  as  to  deprive  the  debtor 
of  a  reasonable  opportunity  of  paying  or  securing 
or  compounding  for  the  sum  due  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  notice.  And  I  do  not  think  that  it 
would  make  any  difference  that  the  address  was  the 
temporary  home  of  the  creditor  who  happened  to 
have  no  permanent  home,  or  that  the  absence 
relied  on  as  depriving  the  bankruptoy  notice  of  ite 
efficiency  happened  to  occur  on  the  last  day  of  the 
seven.  On  the  other  hand  I  think  that,  if  the  cre- 
ditor, after  the  service  of  the  notice,  abandoned  his 
place  of  address,  bo  that  it  ceased  to  be  a  place 
where  at  reasonable  times  the  creditor  could  be 
found  (or  some  authorised  agent  on  his  behalf)  to 
receive  payment  of  the  judgment  debt,  or  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  security,  the  bankruptoy 
notice  would  cease  to  be  efficient.  It  was  urged 
in  the  present  case  that  when  Mrs.  Watt  started 
on  her  journey  to  the  Continent  she  abandoned 
her  temporary  address,  and  ceased  to  have  any 
address  where  she,  or  any  agent  authorised  to 
act  on  her  behalf  in  the  matter,  could  be  found. 
My  brethren  think  that,  having  regard  to  the 
practice  of  residing  at  the  Hans-crescent  Hotel, 
and  that  her  letters  would  be  likely  to  be 
delivered  there  after  her  departure,  this  conten- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  debtor  fails  in  fact ;  and  I 
do  not  think  I  ought  to  differ  from  them  on  a 
question  of  fact ;  so  this  appeal  will  be  dismissed 
with  coste.  I  wish  to  add  that  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Be  Stogdon  seems  to  me, 
so  far  as  the  observations  contained  in  the  judg- 
mente  are  concerned,  to  be  difficult  of  practiiMU 
application.  Perhaps  it  might  be  considered 
whether  the  rnlea  and  forms  might  not  be  some- 
what altored. 

The  court  gave  the  debtor  leave  to  appeal  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  steyed  proceiedings 
under  the  receiving  order  in  the  meantime,  on  her 
undertaking  to  present  her  petition  of  appeal 
within  fourteen  days. 

Solicitors :  If.  Abrahams,  Sons,  and  Co. ; 
Charles  Bussell  and  Co. 


Feb.  18  and  23. 

(Before  Yauohan   Williahs,    Stiblino,  and 

Gozkn8-Bjjeu>t,  L.JJ.) 

GOBDON  V.  GtoBDON.  (a) 
Divorce — Person  in  contempt — Appeal— Bight  to 
hearing — Married  tootnan — Separate  estate^ 
Bestraint  in  antidpation^^unsdiction  to  ordtr 
payment  of  costs — "  Proceeding  instituted  "— 
Married  Women's  Property  Act  1893  (56  *  57 
Vict.  c.  63),  s.  2. 

A  de:ree  nisi  for  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  on 
the  ground  of  the  viife's  adultery  directed  that 
the  child  of  the  marriage  should  remain  in 
the  custody  of  the  husband  until  further  order, 
and  should  iwt  be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  On  the  same  day  an  order, 
was  made  ex  parto  in  chambers  that  the  child 
should  be  forthvoith  delivered  to  the  husband. 
At  that  time  the  wife  was  abroad  with  the  child. 


(a)  B«ported  b;  W.  C.  Bui,  Eaq.,  B»nist«r-«(-Ltw, 
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After  the  decree  niai  had  been  made  ahiolute  she 
returned  to  England  loith  the  child,  and  was  for 
the  first  time  served  personally  with  the  orders 
wiik  reference  to  the  custody  of  the  child.  She 
then  tooh  out  a  summons  asking  that  the  decree 
nisi  and  the  ex  parte  order  might  be  varied  and 
the  custody  of  the  child  given  to  her.  During 
the  hearing  of  the  summons  the  wife  gave  an 
undertaking  not  to  remove  the  child  out  of  the 
jurisdieiion  of  the  court. 

On  the  10th  March  1903  the  summ^ms  was  dis- 
missed and  the  wife  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs 
out  of  her  separate  property,  notwithstanding 
that  it  was  subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation, 
and  she  was  also  ordered  to  deliver  the  child  to 
the  husband  forthwith.  It  was  then  discovered 
that  she  had  sent  the  child  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
two  or  three  days  before  the  10th  March  and  had 
since  gone  abroad  herself,  and  she  had  remained 
abroad  with  the  child  ever  since.  On  the  12th 
March  an  order  was  made  for  her  committ  al 
for  contempt  of  court  and  directing  a  u>rit  of 
attachment  should  issue  against  her. 

The  wife  gave  notice  of  appeal  from  so  much  of 
the  order  of  the  10th  Marm  as  directed  the  costs 
to  be  paid  out  of  her  separate  estate,  and  it  was 
contended  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  it. 

Held,  that  the  rule  tJuxt  aperson  who  is  in  evfUempt 
cannot  be  heard,  prim&  facie  applies  to  voluntary 
'  applications  on  nis  part,  to  cases  where  he  is 
asking  for  something  and  not  to  cases  in  which 
aU  he  seeks  is  to  be  heard  in  mcMers  ofdefenee  ; 
that  the  appellant  objected  to  the  order  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it ; 
and  its  legality  ought  to  be  determined,  and 
therefore  the  appeal  must  be  heard. 
Held  also,  that  the  summons  was  not  a  "proceeding 
instituted  "  by  the  married  woman  loithin  sect.  2 
of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act  1893,  but 
an  applieation  in  the  divorce  suit,  and  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  to  order  her  to  pay  the  costs  out 
of  her  separate  estate  which  was  subject  to  a 
restraint  on  anticipation. 

Appeal  against  an  order  of  the  President  (Sir 
F.  Jenne)  that  certain  costs  should  be  paid  ont 
of  the  separate  propKBrty  of  Margaret  Gordon, 
notwithstanding  tnat  it  was  subject  to  a  restraint 
on  anticipation. 

On  the  25th  Nor.  1901,  on  the  petition  of  the 
husband,  a  decree  nut  was  pronounced  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  marriage  of  M.  Gordon  (the 
present  appeUant)  and  her  husband,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  onlv  child  of  the  marriage  should 
remain  in  the  onstodj  of  the  husband  until  further 
order ;  bat  it  was  directed  that  the  child  should 
not  be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  without 
the  sanction  of  the  court.  The  child  was,  how- 
ever, then  with  the  appellant,  who  was  abroad. 
The  same  day  an  oraer  was  made  ex  parte  in 
chambers  directing  that  the  child  should  be 
forthwith  delivered  up  and  should  remain  in  the 
custody  of  the  husband  until  further  order  of 
the  court. 

On  the  2nd  June  1902  the  decree  m«t  was 
made  absolute,  and  in  August  the  respondent 
was  married  to  the  co-respoiraent. 

In  Oct.  1902  the  appellant  returned  to  England, 
brining  the  child  with  her,  and  was  for  the  first 
time  served  personally  with  the  orders  with 
reference  to  the  custo^  of  the  child,  and  on  the 


15th  Oct.  she  took  out  a  summons  entitled  in  tis» 
suit  calling  on  the  husband  to  show  cause  why  so 
much  of  the  decree  nisi  as  ordered  that  the  child 
should  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  husband 
until  farther  order  of  the  court  and  the  order 
of  the  25th  Nov.  1901  should  not  be  varied,  and 
in  lieu  thereof  that  the  custody  of  the  child 
should  be  given  to  her.  She  afterwards  by  her 
counsel  gave  an  undertaking  not  to  remove  the- 
child  oat  of  the  jurisdiction  without  the  per* 
mission  of  the  court. 

On  the  10th  March  the  President  dismissed 
the  summons  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  73;  (1904)  P.  14.1), 
and  ordered  tnat  the  respondent  "do  i>ay  U> 
the  petitioner  his  costs  of  and  incident  to 
the  summons,  such  costs  to  be  payable  out  of 
the  respondent's  separate  property,  notwith- 
standing that  such  property  is  snbjeot  to  » 
restraint  on  anticipation.  He  farther  ordered 
that  the  child  should  be  forthwith  delivered  vp^ 
by  the  appellant  to  the  husband,  and  that  it 
should  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  husband  until 
farther  order;  and  that  such  child  should  not- 
be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ooatt 
without  its  sanction.  This  order  was  entitled  in 
the  divorce  suit.  When  an  attempt  was  made  to 
serve  this  order  on  the  respondent,  it  was  dis- 
covered that  she  had  gone  away  with  the  child. 

On  the  12th  March  1903  the  President  made  an 
order  pronouncing  the  appellant  "  to  be  contu- 
macious and  in  contempt  lor  breach  of  and  son- 
compliance  with  her  undertaking  .  .  .  not 
to  take  the  child  out  of  London,"  and  he  ordered 
her  to  be  attached  for  such  contempt. 

On  the  same  day  another  order  was  made 
that  the  respondent  do  stand  committed  to 
Holloway  Prison  for  her  contempt  in  not  com- 
plying with  the  order  of  the  25th  Nov.  1901 
directing  that  the  child  should  not  be  removed 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  without  it» 
sanction,  and  the  next  day  a  writ  of  attachment 
was  issued  against  the  respondent  and  a  warrant- 
granted  for  ner  arrest,  but,  as  she  had  remained 
abroad  with  the  child,  she  had  not  been  arrested. 

On  the  12th  May  1903  she  gave  notice  of 
appeal  against  so  much  of  the  order  of  the  lOth 
Mfurch  as  ordered  payment  of  costs  out  of  her 
separate  property,  notwithstanding  that  it  was- 
subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation. 

In  opposition  to  the  appeal  an  affidavit  was 
made  by  the  husband's  solicitor,  in  which  he- 
said:  "Notwithstanding  the  undertaking  of  th» 
respondent  not  to  remove  the  said  child  oat  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  in  defianoo 
thereof,  the  respondent,  two  or  three  days  before 
the  decision  of  the  court,  surreptitiously  sent- 
the  child  out  of  the  connti-y,  and  on  the  dav  the 
court  gave  judgment  she  herself  left  England, 
and  she  has  since  remained  abroad  with  the  said 
child  and  has  been  joined  by  the  co-respondent,, 
and  they  are  living  abroad  with  the  said  child." 

That  affidavit  was  not  contradicted. 

Duke,  K.G.  and  Priestley,  K.G.,  for  the  peti- 
tioner, took  the  preliminary  objection  that,  the 
respondent  being  in  contempt,  the  court  would 
not  hear  the  appeal  until  she  had  purged  her 
contempt. 

Bargrave  Deane,  K.C.  and  Methold  for  the 
i-espondent. — The  fact  that  a  person  is  in  con- 
tempt does  not  preclude  him  from  appealing 
against  an  order  which  is  irregular,  though  he 
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«ould  not  be  heard  to  make  any  application  of 
his  own.  He  may  appeal  from  the  order  which 
places  him  in  contempt: 

King  t.  Bryant,  3  My.  &  Cr.  191 ; 

Wilton  ▼.  Batei,  3  Hj.  &  Cr.  197  ; 

Fry  T.  Enutt,  9  L.  T.  Sep.  321. 
Here  the  appellant  contends  that  the  court  has 
no  jnriadiotion  nnder  sect.  2  of  the  Married 
Women's  Property  Act  1883  to  make  this  order 
as  to  costs.  In  a  note  to  Chuck  t.  Cremer  (1 
Goop.  temp.  Oott.  205)  a  large  namber  of  cases 
are  collected  with  reference  to  the  right  of  a 
person  in  contempt  to  be  heard.  They  show  he 
may  defend  himself  against  an  irregular  order,  and 
among  them  are : 

Oreen  y.  Orem,  2  Sim.  394  ; 

Barker  t.  Davison,  1  Coop.  207  ; 

Parry  t.  Ferryman,  1  Coop.  207  j 

Bicketti  T.  Momington,  7  Sim.  200  ; 

fi«  Brady,  1  MolL  254 ; 

Eawlcina  t.  Ball,  1  Bear.  73  ; 

Anon  V.  Lord  Oort,  1  Hog.  77 ; 

Horrieon  y.  MorrUon,  4  Hu«,  590  ; 

Flurnbe  y.  Pl-jimbe,  3  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  622  ; 

CattA  ▼.  Simons,  5  Beav.  396  ;  6  Bear.  304. 
Besides  which    the   follomng   later   cases    are 
important: 

Ex  parte  Chadwick,  IS  Jor.  597  ; 

Chatterton  v.  Thomas,  36  L.  J.  692,  Ch. ; 

Futvoye  y.  Kennard,  3  L.  T.  Bep.  687 ;  2  Giff.  110. 

In  Barker  v.  Datoson  (ubi  sup.)  Lord  Gottenham 
«aid  that  there  was  a  wide  distinction  between  a 
■case  where  the  order  alleged  to  be  irregular  was 
obtained  prior  to  the  contempt,  and  where  it  was 
obtained  subsequent  to  the  contempt.  That 
where  it  was  obtained  prior  to  the  contempt,  and 
was  not  the  order  whicn  placed  the  party  m  con- 
tempt, the  rule  was  that  the  contempt  must  be 
-cleared  before  the  party  could  make  any  applica- 
tion to  the  court.  But  he  never  would  exfcoid  the 
rule  to  a  case  where  the  order,  sought  to  be  set 
aside  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  was  made 
sabsequently  to  the  contempt.  Such  an  extension 
of  the  rule  would  place  the  party  in  contempt  too 
much  at  the  mercy  of  his  advei'saiy.  The  affi- 
-davit  of  the  petitioner's  solicitor  shows  that  here 
the  contempt  was  committed  two  or  three  days 
tiefore  t^e  order  appealed  from  was  made.  But 
there  is  no  distinction  between  an  order  made 
1>efore  and  an  order  made  after  the  contempt. 
Although  the  order  is  invalid,  the  trustees  of  tne 
4BettIement  cannot  safely  pay  the  income  to  the 
appellant.  There  is  a  proper  punishment  for  the 
oontompt,  and  pressure  ought  not  to  be  put  on 
the  appelant  oy  the  existence  of  an  invalid 
order. 

Ditke,  K.C.  and  Priestley,  E.G.  for  the 
petitioner. — While  a  person  is  in  contempt  with 
reference  to  a  particular  order  he  cannot  be 
beard  to  contest  that  order  nntil  he  has  purged 
the  contempt : 

Ohuek  V.  Cremer  (ubt  sup.). 
[YAuaHAK  WiLUAMS,  L.J.  referred  to  Bamardo 
V.  Ford  (67  L.  T.  Eep.  1 ;  (1892)  A.  0.  326).]  As 
a  ride,  a  litigant  who  is  in  contempt  cannot  take 
amy  step  of  his  own  in  the  action  or  cause  in 
wmoh  he  is  in  contempt : 

Oarstin  r.  Oaretin,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  73  ; 

Cavendish  y.  Cavendish,  15  W.  B.  182  ; 

Curtis  V.  CuHis,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  252,  256 ; 

Boward  v.  Newman,  1  Moll.  221,  282. 


This  case  does  not  come  within  any  of  the  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule.  The  contention  here  is 
not  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order,  but  that  under  the  circumstances  it 
ought  not  to  have  been  made,  and  that  is  not  really 
a  question  of  jurisdiction.  [Vattghan  Williams, 
L.J.  referred  to  Ex  parte  Fernandez  (4  L.  T.  Brop. 
324;  10  G.  B.  N.  S.  3).]  That  was  a  proceeding 
hj  way  of  habeas  corpus,  and  the  right  to 
cnallenge  imprisonment  is  d^erent  from  a  right 
to  appeal  in  a  suit.  If  an  attempt  was  made  to 
enforce  this  order,  the  appellant  or  the  trustees 
could  raise  the  question  as  to  its  validity.  This 
objection  that  the  appellant  is  in  contempt  may 
be  the  only  way  of  obtaining  the  delivery  up  of 
the  child,  and  the  court  will  not  readily  assist  the 
appellant  in  disobeying  the  order.  Althongh  it 
is  not  expressly  stated  in  the  order  of  the  12th 
March  that  the  appellant  is  in  contempt  with 
reference  to  the  older  of  the  lOth  March,  yet 
that  order  had  been  in  fact  disobeyed,  and  the 
contempt  continues  up  to  the  present  time.  In  ' 
Oarstin  v.  OarsHn  (ubi  sup.)  and  Cavendish  v. 
Cavendish  (ubi  sup.)  there  had  been  no  adjncUca- 
tion  that  the  party  was  in  contempt,  yet  the 
court  refused  to  hear  him.  Wilson  v.  Bates  (vbi 
sup.)  only  applies  to  the  facte  of  that  case,  and 
does  not  deal  with  any  general  principle.  There 
may  be  a  distinction  where  the  order  which  it 
is  contended  is  irregular  is  made  subsequently  to 
the  contempt : 

Kitig  V.  Bryant  (ubi  sup.). 

Bat  that  is  not  the  case  here.  In  Lord  Ghief 
Baron  Gilbert's  Forum  Bomanum,  p.  102  (vide 
Daniell's  Chancery  Practice,  7th  edit.,  vol.  1, 
p.  724),  it  is  said :  "  It  is  to  be  observed,  as  a 
general  rule,  that  the  contemnor,  who  is  in  con- 
tempt, is  never  to  be  heard,  by  motion  or  other- 
wise, till  he  has  cleared  his  contempt  and  paid 
the  ooste."  This  is  confirmed  by  Hewitt  v. 
McCartney  (13  Yes.  560)  and  Lord  Wenman  v. 
Osbaldiston  (2  Bio.  P.  0.  276).  The  onus  is  on 
the  appellant  to  show  that  one  of  the  exceptions 
to  the  general  principle  applies  to  this  case,  and 
that  has  not  been  done. 

Yauohan  Williams,  L.J.  —  A  preliminary 
objection  has  been  taken  to  this  appeal — namely, 
that  the  appellant  is  in  contempt,  and  that  there- 
fore the  appeal  ought  not  to  be  heard.  The 
appeal  is  only  against  so  much  of  the  order  of  the 
10th  March  1903  as  directs  that  the  coste  incident 
to  a  summons  in  chambers  taken  out  by  the 
appellant  and  adjourned  into  court  should  be 
payable  out  of  her  separate  property,  notwith- 
standing that  such  property  is  subject  to  a 
restraint  on  anticipation.  The  contempt  which 
is  relied  upon  as  debarring  the  appellant  from 
appealing  against  that  part  of  the  order  is  thus 
set  forth  in  the  affidavit  of  Sir  Georee  Lewis: 
"  Notwithstanding  the  undertaking  of  the  respon- 
dent not  to  remove  the  said  child  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  in  defiance  thereof, 
the  respondent,  two  or  three  days  before  the 
decinon  of  the  court,  surreptitiouBly  sent  the  child 
oat  of  the  country,  and  on  the  day  the  court  gave 
judgment  she  herself  left  Bngland."  The  under- 
taking was  given  antecedently  to  the  hearing  of 
the  summons  in  court,  and  the  question  which  we 
have  to  determine  is  whether  the  objection  that 
the  appellant  is  in  contempt  ought  to  prevail.  I 
think  it  ought  not  to  prevail.    We  have  heard 
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a  great  deal  about  oaaes  which  were  decided  in 
the  Goorta  of  Ohanoery  and  of  the  ralea  and 
principles   which    were    laid    down   by  yariona 
jadges,  indading  Lord  Cottenbam,  in  reference 
to  this  matter  of  contempt,  and  when  it  should 
and  when  it  should  not  debar  a  would-be  appel- 
lant, or  applicant,  from  being  heard.    The  greater 
part  of  the  cases  are  set  out  in  the  notes  to  Chuck 
y.  Cremer  {ubi  lup.),  bat  I   do  not  think    it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  go  through  those  oaaes.    I 
think   that  there  are  general  principles  which 
apply  to  this  case,  and  which   are    not  realty 
affected  by  the  decisions  to  which  our  attention 
has  been  particularly  called.    What  I  mean  is 
that,  taking  it  generally,  it  has  not  been  disputed 
in  the  discussion  before  us  that  this  rule  that  a 
person  who  is  in  contempt  cannot  be  heard,  primd 
facie  applies  to  roluntaiy  applications  on  his  part, 
to  cases  where  he  comes  and  aska  for  something, 
and  not  to  cases  in  which  all  that  he  is  seeking  is 
to  be  heard  in  respect  of  matters  of  defence.    I 
do  not  for  one  moment  suggest  that  it  is  every 
matter  of  defence  which   entitles  a  person   in 
contempt  to  be  heard;  for  instance,  if  an  order 
has    been   made    in   the   ezeroiae   of   the   dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  someone  who  is  op- 
pressed, or  thinks  himself  oppressed,  by  that 
order  appeals,  saying  that  the  court  has  exer- 
cised its  discretion  wrongly,  that  person  if   he 
is  in  contempt    cannot  be  heard  to    say  any- 
thing of  the  sort  until  he  has  purged  his  con- 
tempt.      Oar$tin    t.    Qaritin    (ubi  lup.)    is  an 
instance   of  that  kind.      But  when  you  come  to 
the  case  of  an  order  which  it  is  suggested  may 
have  been  made  without  jurisdiction,    if,  upon 
looking  at  the  order  one  can  see  that  that  really 
is  the  ground  of  the  appeal,  it  seems  to  me  that 
such  a  case  has  always  been  treated  as  one  in 
which  the  court  will  entertain  the  objection  to  the 
order,  though  the  person  making  the  objection  is 
in  contempt.    It  was  admitted,  and  could  not  be 
otherwise  than  admitted,  that  if  the  objection  was 
to  the  very^  order  which  had  created  the  contempt 
and  the  objection  was  one  of  the  character  which 
I  have  described,  tbe  fact  that  the  person  taking 
the  objection  was  in  contempt  would  not  deprive 
him  of  the  right  to  be  heard.    I  do  not  propose 
to  consider  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Cotten- 
bam in  Barker  v.  Daioson    {ubi  iwp.),  for  the 
reason  that  the  order  of  events  here,  as  stated  in 
Sir   George  Lewis'  affidavit,  was  different  from 
that  with  reference   to  which  Lord  Cottenham 
laid  down  the  rule  that  a  person  in  contempt 
could  not  be  heard.      In  the  present  case   the 
contempt  was  committed  before,    not  after,  the 
order  appealed  from,  and  his  rule  has,  therefore, 
no  application  to  the  present  case.    That  being 
so,  the  simple  point  which  we  have  to  decide  now 
is  this  :  Here  is  an  order,  the  objection  to  which 
is  obviously  of  a  character  which  does  not  depend 
upon  an  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
It  is  said  that  it  is  unlawful  to  make  such  an 
order  in  respect  of  the    separate  property  of  a 
woman  which  is  subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipa- 
tion— that  is  to  say,  unlawful  for  the  court  by 
which  the  order  was  made  and  on  the  occasion  on 
which  it  was  made — and  it  is  said  that  we  ought 
not  to  look  at  the  order  because  this  lady,  this 
divorced  wife,  is  in  contempt.    In  my  judgment 
that  is  not  so.     Having  regard  to  the  natare  of 
the  objection,  in  my  opinion  the  mresent  appellant 
is  merely  coming  here  to  say :  "  This  order  which 


has  been  made  against  me  is  an  illegal  order,  and 
it  avpeara  to  be  ao  upon  the  face  of  the  order 
itaelf?'  That  being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
no  rule  haa  been  brought  to  our  notice  which 
should  prevent  her  from  being  heard.  I  wish 
only  to  add  that,  supposing  this  order  is  in  fact 
an  illegal  order,  and  we  were  to  refuse  to  hear 
the  appellant  now,  it  by  no  meana  follows  that 
there  would  not  be  any  opportunity  hereafter  of 
questioning  the  order.  But  be  that  how  it  may,  I 
think  that,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  Uio 
objection  is  to  the  legality  of  the  order,  it  would 
not  be  naht  to  allow  an  order  to  be  enforced 
without  first  determining  the  question  of  ita 
legality.  I  think,  under  these  circumstances,  we 
ought  to  hear  the  appeal. 

Stirliko,  L.J. — I  also  think  that  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  heard.  The  counsel  for  the  husMuid 
have  relied  very  much  on  the  decision  of  Lord 
Cottenham  in  Chuck  v.  Cremer  {ubi  sup.).  If  I 
thought  our  decision  involved  a  departui'e  from 
what  waa  there  laid  down  by  Lord  Cottenham,  I 
ahould  desire  to  consider  the  matter  further,  but 
when  the  sequence  of  events  is  ascertained  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  present  case  is  not  iden- 
tical with  Chu^k  V.  Cremer.  In  that  case  the 
order  of  events  was  this  :  The  defendant  moved 
that  an  injunction  granted  ex  parte  might  be 
dissolved ;  his  application  waa  unenccesaful,  and 
he  g^ve  notice  of  motion  by  way  of  appeal. 
Previously  to  the  notice  of  the  appeal  motion 
being  given,  an  attachment  was  issued  against 
the  defendant  for  not  having  put  in  his  answer. 
Upon  the  motion  being  opened,  it  was  objected 
that  the  defendant  was  in  contempt,  and  could 
not  be  heard.  The  Lord  Ohancelior  gave  effect 
to  the  objection,  but  he  said  :  "  That  a  party  waa 
entitled  to  be  heard  if  his  object  was  to  get  rid 
of  the  order,  or  other  proceeding  which  placed 
him  in  contempt,  and  he  was  also  entitled  to  be 
heard  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  or  setting  aaide 
for  irregularity  any  proceedinga  aubaequent  to 
hia  contempt."  Hera,  according  to  the  affidavit 
which  the  nusband  has  himself  put  forward,  the 
contempt  began  two  or  three  days  beforo  the- 
order  in  question  was  made.  Therefore,  if  we 
aUow  the  appeal  to  be  heard,  we  shall  in  no  way  ' 
contravene  what  Lord  Cottenham  these  aaia. 
Here  the  question  is  not  meraly  one  of  irregu- 
larity in  the  order,  but  one  of  want  of  jurisdiction 
in  the  court.  Having  regard  to  that,  I  entirely 
agree  that  the  appeal  ought  to  be  heard. 

Cozens-Hajcdy,  L.J. — I  agree.  Until  recently 
no  court  had  jurisdiction,  to  direct  the  payment 
of  costs  out  of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  subject  to  I'estraint  on  anticipation ;  but 
the  Married  Women's  Property  Act  1893  haa  by 
aect.  2  in  terma  enacted  that  in  certain  cases  the 
court  shall  have  jurisdiction  from  time  to  time 
to  direct  payment  of  coste  out  of  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman  which  is  subject  to  8 
restraint  on  anticipation.  This  is  plainly  a 
limited  jurisdiction,  and  the  only  object  of  this 
appeal,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to  raise  the  contention 
that  this  is  not  one  of  the  limited  class  of  cases 
in  which  that  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  court  by 
sect.  2  of  the  Act.  That  being  so,  I  entirely  agree 
with  my  learned  brethren  that  the  preliminary 
objection  ought  to  be  disallowed.  But  I  desire 
to  limit  my  judgment  to  a  case  in  which  the 
appellant  contend  that  the  order  complained  of 
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is  outside  the  jarisdictioii  of  the  conrt,  as  dis- 
tmeoiabed  from  the  case  of  an  order  -wbioh, 
altnoagh  it  is  Tfithiathe  jurisdiction  of  the  conrt, 
ought  not,  it  is  said,  to  have  been  made.  So  far 
as  I  can  see,  there  is  no  principle  opposed  to  the 
yiew  which  we  are  taking,  nor  do  I  think  that 
there  is  any  authority  against  it.  Speaking  for 
myself,  I  have  been  unable  to  discover  what 
principle,  if  any,  is  at  the  root  of  the  distinction, 
which  has  been  taken  in  some  of  the  cases  cited 
to  us,  between  contempt  committed  before  and 
contempt  committed  after  the  making  of  the 
order  which  it  is  sought  to  set  aside. 

Bargrave  Deane,  K.C.  and  Methold  for  the 
appellant. — There  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
this  order  for  the  payment  of  costs  out  of  the 
appellant's  separate  estate  subject  to  a  restraint 
on  anticipation.  It  does  not  come  within  sect.  2 
of  the  Marrictd  Women's  Property  Act  1893, 
which  gives  power  to  make  such  an  order  only 
"  in  any  action  or  proceeding  now  or  hereafter 
instituted  by  a  woman  or  by  a  next  friend  on  her 
behalf."  That  means  an  action  or  proceeding  in 
the  nature  of  an  action  initiated  by  a  married 
woman  as  plaintiff ;  and  does  not  include  any 
motion  or  step  made  or  taken  by  a  married 
woman  in  an  action  in  which  she  is  defendant: 

Htod-Barrs  t.  Caihcart,  71  L.  T.  Eep.  11 ;  (1894r 

3  Cb.  376. 
An  appeal  by  a  woman  from  a  judgment  in  an 
action  in  which  she  is  defendant  is  not  a  "  pro- 
ceeding instituted  "  within  the  meaning  of  that 
section : 

Hocd-Barn  t.  Beriot,  76  L.  T.  Bep.  299;  (1897) 

A.  C.  177. 
Tbis  summons  was  a  step  in  the  divorce  suit,  and 
was  not  an  action  or  proceeding  taken  by  the 
appellant. 

Duke,  K.O.  and  Prieithy,  K.O.  for  the  peti- 
tioner.— When  the  summons  was  taken  out  the 
decree  niri  had  been  made  absolute,  and  the 
di-'orce  suit  was  at  an  end.  The  summons  ought 
not  to  have  been  entitled  in  the  suit.  The  conrt 
has  a  statutory  jurlsdictiofi  with  reference  to  the 
custody  of  children  independently  of  divprce  pro^ 
oadSngs  under  sect.  4  of  the  Matrimonial  Causes 
Ajt  1&9  (22  &  23  Vict.  c.  61).  That  provides 
tist  an  application  for  the  custody  of  children 
nay  be  miaae  by  petition  after  a  fimil  decree.  It 
Lb  an  independent  prooeeding,  and  there  is 
mthing  to  show  by  whom  such  petition  may  be 
presented.  The  question  litigated  on  this  snm- 
nons  was  whether  the  petitioner  was  the  father 
d  the  child,  and  that  is  a  matter  outside  the 
dvorce  proceedings.  The  summons  was  therefore 
I,  prooeeding  initiated  by  the  appellant : 

Nunn  an.d  Co.  v.  Tywm,  85  L.  T.  Rtp.  123 ;  (1901) 
2  K.  B.  487. 

"Vauqhan  Williams,  L.J. — I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt  that  this  summons  was  a  step  in 
the  divorce  suit,  and  that  it  did  not  initiate  anpr 
new  litigation.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is 
plain,  lutving  regard  to  the  decisions  in  Hood- 
Bam  V.  Cathcart  {ubi  tup.)  and  Hood-Bam  v. 
Herioi  (ubi  sup.),  and  the  other  cases,  that  there 
is  no  jnrisdiction  to  make  this  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  out  of  this  lady's  separate  property 
which  is  subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  say 
any  more.    It  is  admitted  that  costs  cannot  b«  < 


ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  funds  es  to  which  a 
married  woman  is  restrained  from  anticipation 
unless  those  costs  come  within  the  words  of 
sect.  2 — that  is,  unless  they  are  costs  of  a  pro- 
ceeding initiated  by  the  married  woman.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  this  summons  was  not  initiated  by 
the  married  woman,  but  was  a  mere  step  in  the 
previous  litigation. 

Stiblinq,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Two  orders  were  made  by  the  Divorce  Conrt  on 
the  25th  Kov.  1901.  The  first  was  the  decree 
niii  in  the  suit  by  which,  after  the  provisions  with 
reference  to  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  it 
was  ordered  that  the  only  child  of  the  marriage 
"  do  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  petitioner  until 
further  order  of  the  court,  but  it  is  directed  thai 
such  child  be  not  removed  out  of  the  jnrisdictioa 
of  the  court  without  its  sanction."  The  other 
order  of  the  25th  Nov.  1901  was  that  the  child  be 
"forthwith  delivered  up  to  and  do  remain  in 
the  custody  of  the  petitioner  until  further  order 
of  the  court."  Both  orders  were  of  a  temporary 
nature,  "until  further  order."  Afterwards,  on 
the  15th  Oct.  1902,  the  wife  took  out  a  summons- 
asking  that  those  orders  should  be  varied.  The 
question  we  have  to  decide  is  this :  whether  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  2  of  the  Married  Women's 
Property  Aot  1893  this  was  a  prooeeding  "  insti- 
tuted "  by  the  wife.  It  has  oeen  held  by  the 
House  of  Lords  as  well  as  by  this  court  that,  tm 
Lord  Herschell  said  in  Hood-Bam  v.  Herioi  (76 
L.  T.  Bep.  299 ;  (1897)  A.  0. 179),  these  words  refer 
"  to  an  action  or  some  other  litigation  initiated  by 
the  married  woman."  Can  it,  then,  be  said  that 
this  summons  was  "  an  action  or  some  other  liti- 
gation initiated  by  the  married  woman "?  I 
think  not.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  simply  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  litigation  which  had  been  com- 
menced by  the  husband  by  the  institution  of  the 
suit  for  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  in  which, 
from  the  very  first  the  question  of  the  custody 
of  the  child  was  a  subject  of  litigation,  and  was- 
not  finally  determined  by  the  two  orders  to  which 
I  have  rdterred. 

Goeknb-Habdt.L.  J. — I  am  of  the  sameopinion. 
It  seems  to  me  that,  both  in  form  and  in  substance^ 
this  application  by  the  appellant  was  made  by 
her  in  tae  suit  of  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  and  was  not 
an  independent  proceeding  initiated  by  her. 

Solicitors:  Dangerfield  and  Blythe  ;  Lewis  and 
Lewis. 


Thursday,  March  10. 

(Before  YAiraHAN    Williams,  STiBUNa,  and 
Cozeks-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

British  Home  and  Hospital  for  Incttrablks 
V.  BoTAL  Hospital  for  Incdrablbs.  (a) 

APPEAL  from  the  CHAMCBRT  DIVISIOK. 

Will — Charitable  gift — Ambiguity — Uncertainty  of 
object — Erroneous  recital  in  eodicU. 

A  testatrix  by  loill  made  in  1897,  among  other 
legacies  to  charitable  itutitulions,  beqtteathed  to 
the  British  Home  for  Incurables,  Streatham, 
8.  W.,  mentioning  cueurately  the  name  of  He 
secretary  and  address  of  its  office,  2501.  By 
eodtetJ  made  in  1902,  after  reciting  twice  ineor- 

(a)  Sapoitad  by  W.  C.  BllB,  bq.,  BirrI<t«i-at-Lair. 
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reetly  that  the  had  given  by  vxiU  5002.  to  the 
Brituh  Home  for  Inewrahles,  Streatham,  8.W. 
.  .  .  and,  amongtt  others,  to  St.  M.'t 
Orphanage,  BaysuxUer,.  1001.,  the  revoked  all  the 
legadea,  "  and  tnitead  thereof"  bequeathe  d  5002. 
each  to  the  Boyal  Home  for  Ineurablei,  Streat- 
ham, 8.W.,  and  to  St.  M.'s  Orphanage. 
The  legctey  of  5002.  was  claimed  by  the  Boyal 
Hoi^iital  for  Incurables  and  by  the  plaintiff 
institution,  founded  in  1861  by  the  name  of 
the  British  Rome  for  Incurables,  and  in  1899 
incorporated  by  Boyal  Charter  by  its  present 
name. 
Held,  that,  having  regard  to  entries  in  a  book  kept 
by  the  testatrus  containing  particulars  of  her 
dkaritdble  contributions,  she  distinguished  the 
two  insHtutioTU  as  the  "  Boyal "  and  the 
"  British,"  and,  therefore,  on  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  codicil,  the  Boyal  Hospital  for 
Incurables  was  entitled  to  the  legacy. 
Decision    of  Kekewieh,  J.  (89   L.  T.  Bep.   495) 

reversed. 
Maboabet  Ann  Lochlan,  by  her  will  dated  the 
loth  July  1897,  among  other  charitable  legacies, 
bequeathed  "  to  the  British  Home  for  Incurables, 
Streatham,  S-W.  (present  secretary,  B.  G.  Sal- 
mond,  Esquire,  72,  Oheapside,  London,  E.O.),  two 
hondred  and  fifty  pounds." 

On  the  11th  Feb.  1902  the  testatrix  executed  a 
-codicil  to  her  will  which,  so  far  as  material,  was 
in  the  following  terms : 

Whwress  I  haTO  by  mj  said  will  given  the  foUowing 
lepwnes,  inbjeot  to  daty,  videlidt,  to  the  London  Hos- 
{lital  in  Whiteohapel-ioad,  London,  £.,  5001.;  to  the 
BritUh  Home  for  Inoniablaa,  Streathac,  S.W.,  5001. ;  to 
the  Britiah  Home  for  Inonrablea,  Streatham,  S.W.,  5001. ; 
to  St.  Mary's  Hospital,  Cambridge-plaoe,  Paddington, 
W.,  1001. ;  and  to  St.  Matthew's  Orphanage,  Biyswater, 
London,  W.,  1001.  Koir  I  hereby  revoke  all  the  said 
legacies,  and  instead  thereof  I  give  5001.  each,  subject 
to  daty,  to  the  Boyal  Home  for  Inonrables,  Streatham, 
S.W.,  and  to  St.  Matthew's  Oiphanage  aforesaid,  to  be 
paid  to  the  treasurer  or  other  proper  offioer  of  the 
respestive  institntioas  for  the  general  purposes  thereof. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  22nd  Feb.  1902, 
and  her  will  and  codicil  were  proved  by  the 
executors  on  the  3rd  April  1902,  and  thej  paid 
5002.  to  the  defendant  institution,  and  the  puuntiff 
institution  then  commenced  an  action  (uaiming 
the  5002. 

The  plaintiff  institution  was  founded  in  1861 
by  the  name  of  the  British  Home  for  Incurables. 
Since  1894  it  had  been  situated  at  Streatham, 
S.W.  Its  secretary  and  office  were  correctly 
desig^ted  in  the  will.  It  was  in  Nov.  1899 
incorporated  by  Boyal  Charter  by  the  name  of 
the  British  Home  and  Hospital  for  Incurables. 

The  Boyal  Hospital  for  Incurables  was  founded 
in  1854,  and  is  situated  at  West  Hill,  Putney 
Heafb. 

There  was  evidence,  which  Kekewieh,  J.  held 
admissible,  to  the  effect  that  for  the  three  last 
years  of  her  life  testatrix  had  subscribed  to  botii 
societies  under  the  respective  names,  as  shown  by 
her  diary  and  the  counterfoils  of  her  cheque-book, 
of  the  "British  Home  "  and  the  "  Boyal  Home  " 
or  "  H08  "  (short  for  hospital)  except  daring  the 
^ear  1901,  when  she  paid  32.  3s.  to  the  defendant 
institution  and  nothing  to  the  plaintiff  institution. 
In  1900  she  subscribed  82.  3s.  to  each,  and  in  1899 
82.  3s.  to  the  plaintiff  and  22.  28.  to  the  defendant 
institntion. 


Kekewieh,  J.  held  that  the  British  Home  and 
Hospital  for  Incurables  was  entitled  to  the  legacy, 
and  from  this  decision  the  defendant  institution 
appealed. 

Warririgton,  K.O.,  Howard  Wright,  and  Marten 
for  .the  appellants. — The  testatrix  was  accustomed, 
when  referring  to  these  institutions  in  her  books, 
to  call  them  "  British  "  and  "  Boyal."  and  there- 
fore  the  use  of  the  word  "Boyal"  shows  she 
intended  the  legacy  for  the  defendant  institution, 
although  she  made  a  mistake  as  to  the  address. 

Stewart-Smith,  K.C.  and  G.  H.  Devonshire  for 
the  plaintiff  institution. — Between  the  date  of  the 
will  and  codicil  a  Boyal  Oharter  had  been  granted 
to  this  institution,  and  circulars  announcing  that 
fact  were  sent  to  all  the  subscribers,  so  that  the 
testatrix  might  well  have  used  the  word  "  Boyal " 
when  referring  to  that  institution.  She  refers  to 
the  legatee  as  the  "Home,"  and  the  defendant 
institution  is  not  called  a  "  Home,"  and  it  is  n:>t,'at 
Streatham.  The  testatrix  knew  the  proper  address 
of  both,  and  in  her  book  of  subscriptions  describes 
the  defendant  institution  as  of  Putney.  In  fivoor 
of  the  plaintiff  institution  is  the  word  "  Home " 
andj  the  address  as  against  the  word  "  Boyal "  in 
favour  of  the  other  institution. 
..  Marten  for  the  executors. 

Warrington,  K.O.  in  reply. 

YATjaHAN'  WiiiiiiAMS,  L.J. — This  appeal  is  a 
rehearing.  The  conclusion  of  Kekewieh,  J.  is 
not  a  conclusion  based  upon  the  value  which  the 
learned  judge  put  upon  the  testimony  which 
was  before  him;  it  is  merely  a  question  of  the 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  a  document  aid 
from  undisputed  facts.  In  such  a  case,  even  if  vo 
think  there  was  strong  ground  for  the  conclusbn 
at  which  the  learned  judge  arrived,  yet,  if  ne 
think  it  is  dear  that  there  is  strong  ground  i>r 
the  other  condusion,  our  duty  in  a  court  of 
equity  is  to  decide  in  accordance  with  the  vAj 
in  which  we  think  the  balance  plainly  lies,  aid 
my  conclusion  here  is  that  having  regard  to 
this  codicil  the  balance  is  in  favour,  and  I  thiik 
strongly  in  favour,  of  the  Boyal.  Now,  wi^ 
regard  to  the  words  of  the  will  itself,  we  mat 
consider  which  shall  prevail — ^the  word  "Boyal" 
or  the  address.  I  wish  to  say  here  that  in  tie 
argument  presented  to  us  by  counsel  for  tie 
plaintiff  institution  they  rather  contended  thit 
we  had  not  to  balance  "Boyal"  against  tie 
address ;  that  one  had,  in  addition  to  the  addres 
in  favour  of  the  "  British,"  the  words  "  Home  for 
Incurables,"  which,  it  was  said,  was  appropriatt 
to  the  "  British  "  and  not  to  the  "  Boyal,^'  thi 
Boyal  being  a  hospital  and  not  a  home.  As  t( 
that,  I  think  an  examination  of  the  documents  it 
this  lady's  own  handwriting  makes  the  mattet 
quite  conclusive,  and  shows  quite  condnsively 
that  she  called  both  these  institutions  "Home 
for  Incurables  " ;  and  therefore  I  think  that  the 
right  way  of  looking  at  this  codicil  is  to  ask 
onesdf  which  is  to  prevail — the  name  "  Boyal "  or 
the  address  "  Streatham  "  P  As  I  have  said,  not 
only  does  this  lady  in  these  documents  speak  of 
them  and  write  of  them  both  as  being  "Home 
for  Incurables,"  but  it  is  obvious  that  in  her 
mind  the  distinction  between  the  two  is  in  the 
first  name.  The  one  is  the  "  British  "  and  the 
other  is  the  "  Boyal."  It  seems  to  me  that,  if 
one  tries  to  put  oneself  as  far  aa  possible  in  the 
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state  of  mind  and  state  of  habit  of  this  lady  when 
dealing  with  these  charities,  it  is  impossible  to 
avoid  the  conclasion  that  she  distinguishes  these 
institutions  as  being  one  the  "  British  "  and  the 
other  the  "  Boyal."    !Now,  that  being  so,  I  should 
on    those    grounds    decide   in    faronr    of    the 
"  Boyal."     It   seems   to   me  extremely  improb- 
able  that    the    testatrix    would   hare    made   a 
mistake  when  she  mentioned  the  "  BoyaJ  " ;  and, 
whiltt  speaking  on  this  point,  I  cannot  help  bear- 
ing in  mind  that  the  Royal  was  a  name  which, 
havioe  regard  to  what  she  was  doing,  she  was  very 
little  likely  to  have  ou  her  tongue,  or  to  mention 
by  unconscious  cerebration,  or  to  have  mentioned 
at  all,  unless  she  was  going  to  give  the  legacy ; 
becanea  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  she  knew 
what  Ler  antecedent  will  was,  and  the  name  of 
the  Ro^al  would  not  'be  running  in  her  head  as 
an  insCitntion  the  legacy  to  which  was  to  be 
revoked.    One  cannot  see  why  she  should  have 
"  Boyd  "  running  in  her  mind  at  all  except  for 
the  pirpose  of  givinj;  a    legacy  to  the  Boyal. 
Now,  f  that  is  the   right  conclasion,  is  there 
anythiig  else  to  make  one  depart  from  it  P    I 
think  lot.    If  you  look  at  the  whole  character 
of  thisoodicil,  it  is  obvious  that  she  is  making 
this  o^cil  on  this  basis  :  "  I  will  revoke  my  old 
legacieito  these  charities  and  will  revoke  some  of 
them  fcr  the  purpose  of  revoking  them  altogether 
and  dq)riving  tne  charities  of   the  benefit,  and 
I  will  svoke  others  for  the  purpose  of  increasing 
them."     That  being  so,  there   is  no  reason  in 
the  namre  of  things  why  she  should  not  have 
revoke!    the  legacy    to  the  "  British "   on  the 
gromd  that  she  meant  to  revoke  it  altogether 
andnot  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  it.    If  she 
realy  meant  to  increase  it,  it  is  an  odd  thing,  to 
say  :be  least  of  it,  that  the  figure   she  mentions 
whei  she  comes  to  give  the  legacies  is  identical 
with  the  figure  of  the  legacy  which  she  men- 
tion   in    the    revoking    clanse.      Under    these 
circmstances    I    most   say    I    think    that    the 
balaice    is    strongly  in    favonr   of    the   Boyal, 
andthat  we  ought  to  decide  in  favour  of  that 
insttntion. 

Stblino,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
am  oifortunate  enough  to  differ  from  Eekewich,  J. 
as  0  the  construction  that  he  places  on  the 
codcU,  he  approaching  it  without  any  regard  to 
thesvidence  which  has  been  given  as  to  the  mode 
in  'hioh  this  lady  dealt  with  these  two  societies. 
Tb  learned  judge,  as  I  read  his  judgment,  appears 
to  have  placed  great  weight  on  the  use  of  the 
wod  "  aforesaid,"  which  he  treats  as  being, 
acording  to  the  true  grammatical  construction 
of  the  codicil,  used  in  connection  both  with  "  the 
Bral  Home  for  Incurables,  Streatham,  S.W.," 
an  "the  St.  Matthew's  Orphanage."  I  am 
niible  to  take  that  view.  It  seems  to  me  that 
w.en  you  look  to  the  fact  that  the  gift  is  in 
fbse  terms,  "the  Boyal  Home  for  Incurables, 
greatham,  S.  W,"  and  to  "  St.  Matthew's  Orphan- 
tfa  aforesaid,"  the  "aforesaid"  naturally  goes 
ith  St.  Matthew's  Orphanage  in  accordance 
-tth  the  construction  of  the  grammatical 
leaning.  No  doubt  the  omission  of  the  second 
to  "  would  make  a  great  difference,  but  there 
he  preposition  is  twice  inserted — first,  before 
he  "  Boyal  Home,"  and,  secondly,  before  "  St. 
datthew's  Orphanage."  That  seems  to  me  to 
ie  at  the  foundation  of  the  learned  judge's 
judgment  as  I  read  it,  and  on  that  point  I  am 


unable  to  agree  with  him.  Now,  approaching 
the  construction  of  the  codicil,  bearing  in  mind 
the  facts  which  are  in  evidence,  how  does  it 
stand  ?  The  testatrix  gives  by  her  will  a  legacy  to 
the  British  Home  for  Incnrables.  She  then  recites, 
by  a  codicil  made  nearly  five  years  afterwards, 
that  she  had  given  certain  legacies,  and,  amongst 
others,  one  to  "  the  British  ilome  for  Incurables, 
Streatham,  S.W.,  500Z."  The  amount  is  incor- 
rect, no  doubt,  but  still  she  had  given  one  to  that 
institution.  She  proceeds :  "  I  hereby  revoke  all 
the  said  legacies,  and  instead  thereof  I  give  5002. 
each,  subject  to  duty,  to  the  Boyal  Home  for 
Incurables,  Streatham,  S.W."  The  lady  was 
perfectly  well  awam  of  the  existence  of  the  two 
institutions,  one  called  in  strictness  "  the  British 
Home  and  Hospital  for  Incurables,"  and  the  other 
"the  Boyal  Hospital  for  Incurables."  She  had 
been  in  the  habit  for  years  of  giving  donations  to 
both;  and  we  have  in  a  memorandum-book  in 
which  she  recorded  her  benefactions,  occurring 
repeatedly  and  in  successive  lines,  gifts  to 
these  two  institutions.  In  the  year  1899  she 
enters  "  British  Home  In."  three  guineas,  and 
under  "  Boyal  In."  two  guineas.  Exactly  the 
same  thing  takes  place  in  the  year  1900;  in 
which  case  it  is  "British  Home  Incurables," 
three  guineas ;  "  Boyal  ditto,"  three  guineas  " ; 
and  in  the  last  year  in  which  there  is  an  entry 
she  began  evidently  "  British'  Home  for  Incur- 
ables," and  then  that  is  written  over  by  the 
name  of  another  society,  and  then  "  Boyal  ditto  " 
as  before,  so  that  it  appears  to  me  (and  this  is 
confirmed  by  the  entry  which  she  made  on  the 
connterfoil  of  the  cheque)  that  she  recognised  the 
existence  of  these  two  societies,  and  yet  in  her 
own  mind  distinguished  the  one  as  "  the  British  " 
and  the  other  as  "  the  Boyal."  Now,  when  we 
some  to  apply  that  knowledge  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  codicil,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  fact 
of  reciting  first  the  gift  to  the  British  vad  then 
giving  a  legacy  to  the  Boyal  is  very  strong,  and 
outweighs  the  fact  that  in  the  first  place  the 
address  is  at  Streatham ;  and  there  is  also  the 
fact  that  she  describes  the  Boyal  as  "  the  Boyal 
Home,"  it  being  strictly  "the  Boyal  Hospital 
for  Incnrables.'  I  am  unable,  therefore,  to 
agree  with  Kekewich,  J.  in  the  conclusion  he 
came  to,  and  think  that  the  appeal  ought  to  be 
allowed. 

Cozenb-Habdy,  L.J. — ^I  cannot  bring  myself  to 
doubt  that  the  distinction  between  these  two 
charities,  as  indicated  by  the  lady's  own  use  of  the 
name  on  the  counterfoils  and  the  books,  was  that 
the  one  was  "  the  British  "  and  the  other  was  "  the 
Boyal."  I  draw  the  same  conclusion  from  the 
codicil  itself,  where,  having  accurately  described 
"  the  British,"  she  revokes  the  legacy  to  "  the 
British  "  and  gives  an  increased  legacy  to  "  the 
Boyal."  It  is  true  that  the  Boyal  is  called  "  Home 
for  Incurables,"  and  is  not  called  by  its  full  title 
"  Hospital  for  Incurables,"  but  it  is  manifest  from 
the  books,  to  which  Mr.  Warrington  has  referred, 
that  she  repeatedly  called  the  appellant  charity 
"  the  Boyal  Home  for  Incurables  "  and  not  "  the 
Boyal  Hospital  for  Incurables."  There  is  only 
one  more  point,  which  is  one  that  was  made  by 
Mr.  Marten  in  his  veiy  clear  address  to  us,  that, 
althoogh  the  word  "  Streatham "  was  wrong, 
"  S.  W."  was  quite  right ;  and,  if  she  had  put 
"  the  Boyal  Home  for  Incurables,"  there  would 
really  have  been  no  ambiguity.     I  respectfully 
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differ  from  the  view  of  the  learned  jadge,  and  I 
think  that  the  appeal  should  he  allowed. 

Solicitors  :  Freihjields ;  Devonihire,  Monkland, 
and  Go. ;  Pemberton,  Cope,  Gray,  and  Co. 


Feb.  9  and  10. 

(Before  Collins.  M.B.,  Bomeb  and 

Mathkw,  L.JJ.) 

KiLOOUB  V.  Gaddbs.  (a) 

APPLICATION  FOB  A  NBW  TEIAL. 

Freieriptum — Easement — Bight  of  way  —  Forty 
yearr  enjoyment — Tuoo  tenemenli  Mid  under 
tame  oumer — Prescription  by  one  tenant  against 
another  tenant  of  same  owner — Prescription 
Aet  1832  (2  4  3  WiU.  4.  «.  71),  s.  2. 

A  tetumt  cannot,  by  enjoyment  for  a  period  of 
forty  years,  acquire  a  prescriptive  right  to  an 
easement,  siieh  as  a  right  of  loay,  under  sect.  2 
of  the  Prescription  Act  1832,  as  against  another 
tenant  of  the  tame  landlord. 

Apfbal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  judgment  of 
Walton,  J.,  npon  farther  consideration  after  the 
trial  of  the  action  with  a  jary. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  against  the 
defendant  claiming  damages  for  trespass  to  land 
and  an  injunction. 

The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  occupied  ad- 
joining hoQses  in  Longtown.  The  plaintiff  was 
the  assignee  of  a  lease  granted  by  Sir  James 
Graham  on  thn  13th  July  1850  for  the  term  of 
ninety- nine  years;  and  the  defendant  was  the 
ussignee  of  a  lease  granted  by  Sir  James  Graham 
on  tiie  10th  Jan.  1850. 

The  reversions  on  these  two  leases  were  always 
-vested  in  one  aad  the  same  owner. 

Between  the  two  houses  there  was  a  passage 
over  which  the  occupiers  of  both  houses  had  a 
right  of  way  to  the  back  yards  of  their  respective 
houses. 

In  the  yard  at  the  back  of  the  plaintifTs 
house  there  was  a  pump.  This  yard  opened  into 
the  said  passage. 

Until  1902  there  was  no  fence  separating  the 
plaintiff's  yard  from  the  common  passage,  and 
the  pump  was  as  accessible  from  the  back  of  the 
defendant's  premises  as  from  the  back  of  the 
plaintiff's  premises. 

A  dispute  having  arisen  with  regard  to  the  use 

of  the  passage,  the  plaintiff  in  1902  erected  a 

screen  and  door  which  prevented  the  plaintiff 

from  using  the  pump.    The  defendant  broke  the 

'  door,  and  thereby  obtained  access  to  the  pump. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action 
claiming  damages  and  an  injunction. 

The  defendant  denied  that  the  place  where  the 
pump  was  situate  was  the  property  of  or  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff  ;  and  he  claimed  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  use  the  pump  by  user  for  forbyyears, 
nnder  the  Prescription  Act  1832  (2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  71) ;  and  he  counter-claimed  a  declaration  of 
his  right  to  use  the  pump,  and  damages,  and  an 
injunction. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Walton,  J.  with  a 
jury.  The  jury  found,  in  answer  to  questions 
left  to  them  by  the  learned  judge:  (1)  That  the 
pump  had  been  used  as  of  right  by  the  occupiers 
of  the  defendant's  premises  for  forty  years  before 

(a)  Baportod  br  J.  U.  WiLUAHS,  Esq.,  BuTliter-at-LiT. 


action ;  and  (2)  that  it  was  so  used  at  and  before 
the  grant  of  the  defendant's  lease. 

The  arsument  of  the  questions  of  law  was 
reserved  £>r  farther  consideration,  the  plaintiff 
having  leave  to  amend  his  reply  by  pleading 
specially,  under  sect.  5  of  the  Prescription  Act, 
that  the  alleged  servient  tenement  had  been  Iield 
under  a  lease  during  the  whole  period  of  forty 
years ;  the  learned  judge  having  power  to  dicide 
all  questions  of  law  and  fact  subject  tc  the 
findings  of  the  jory. 

The  learned  judge,  npon  farther  conBider<ition, 
found  that  the  pump  was  upon  land  inclnled  in 
the  plainUfPs  lease ;  and  that  there  was  no  dsfinite 
path  or  way  at  any  time  from  the  defeidant's 
premises  to  the  pump  affording  any  apparmt  sign 
of  the  easement  claimed.  The  learned  judge, 
therefore,  held  that  the  defendant  had  lot  any 
easement  by  express  or  implied  grant;  but  he 
held  that  the  defendant  had  acquired  a  pre- 
scriptive right  against  the  plaintiff  by  f  ort^  years' 
enjoyment,  under  sect.  2  of  the  Prescriptun  Act, 
and  gave  judgment  in  the  defendant's  favour 
for  damages  and  an  injunction  (89  L.  ".  Bep. 
444). 

The  Prescription  Act  1832  (2  &  3  Will.  1.  o.  71) 
provides : 

Seot.  2.  No  olum  wbioh  may  be  Iiwfally  mMle  at 
the  common  law,  by  custom,  presoription,  or  {rant,  to 
any  way  or  other  easement,  or  to  any  watsraorae,  or 
the  nae  of  any  water,  to  be  enjoyed  or  deri«d  upon, 
over,  or  from  any  land  or  water  of  onr  said  loid  the 
King,  his  heirs  or  inooeseore,  or  beingf  pKro4  of  the 
Daohy  of  Lanoaster  or  of  the  Daohy  of  Coriw41,  or 
being  the  property  of  any  eoolesiastioil  or  lay  perim  or 
body  oorpoAte,  when  anoh  way  or  other  mittr  as 
herein  last  before  mentioned  ehall  have  been  tohally 
enjoyed  by  any  perion  oUimiog  right  thereto  wihoat 
intermption  for  tiie  fall  period  of  tirenty  years,  shll  be 
defeated  or  destroyed  by  showing  only  that  snoh  nyor 
other  matter  was  first  enjoyed  at  any  time  pnr  to 
inch  period  of  twenty  years,  bnt,  nevertheless,  anoh 
olaim  may  be  defeated  in  any  other  way  by  whio  the 
came  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated ;  and  where  inolway 
or  other  matter  as  herein  last  before  mentioned ihall 
have  been  lo  enjoyed  aa  aforeaaid  for  the  fall  peril  of 
forty  yeara,  the  right  thereto  ahall  be  deemed  abalnie 
and  indefeasible,  nnleaa  it  ahall  appear  that  the  ame 
waa  enjoyed  by  aome  consent  or  agreement  expaaly 
given  or  made  for  that  pnrpoae  by  deed  or  writing. 

Beat.  5.  In  all  aotiona  npon  the  oaaa  and  other  pnd- 
inga,  wherein  the  party  olaimiog  may  now  by  law  aege 
his  right  generally,  without  averring  the  eziatenc  of 
anoh  right  from  time  immemorial,  anch  general  allegaon 
ihall  still  be  deemed  anffioient,  and  if  the  aame  aba^  be 
denied,  all  and  erery  the  matters  in  this  Act  «n- 
tioned  and  provided,  which  ahall  be  ipplioable  toi^e 
ca#e,  ahall  be  admiaaible  in  evidenee  to  ^natain  or  rent 
anoh  allegation ;  and  in  all  pleadinga  to  actioneof 
trespass,  and  in  all  other  pleadings  wherein  before  he 
pasting  of  this  Act  it  woold  have  been  neoeaaaiyto 
allege  the  right  to  have  eziated  from  time  immemorl, 
it  shall  be  sufficient  to  allege  the  enio3rment  thereofia 
of  right  by  the  oocnpiera  of  the  tenement  in  reeptt 
whereof  the  aame  ia  claimed  for  and  daring  anoh  of  ta 
perioda  mentioned  in  thia  Aot  aa  may  be  applicable) 
the  case,  and  withont  claiming  in  the  name  or  right  t 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  aa  ia  now  nanally  done ;  and  if  tl 
other  party  ahall  intend  to  rely  on  any  proviso,  ezoe 
tion,  inoapacity,  diaability,  oontraot,  agreement,  or  oth 
matter  hereinbefore  mentioned,  or  on  any  clanse  < 
matter  of  faot  or  of  law  not  iaoonaiBtent  with  tl 
aimple  fact  of  enjoyment,  the  aame  ahall  be  apeoiall 
alleged  and  set  forth  in  answer  to  the  allegation  of  th 
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party  olaiming,  and  shall  not  be  reoeired  in  eridenoe  on 
any  geneiil  trarerse  or  denial  of  inoh  allegation. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

L.  Sanderson,  E.C.  and  J.  Lumb  for  the  ap- 
peUant. — The  learned  jndge  was  wron^  in  holding 
that  the  defendant  conld  claim  a  right  of  way 
under  the  Prescription  Act.  That  right  can  he 
claimed  under  the  Act  onlj  nnder  sect.  2.  To 
acquire  a  right  nnder  sect.  2,  the  enjoyment  must 
be  "  as  of  right."  A  man  cannot  enjoy  a  right  of 
wav  over  his  own  land,  and  a  tenant  cannot 
enjoy  as  of  right  an  easement  over  other  land  of 
his  landlord.  A  man  cannot  prescribe  for  a  right 
of  way  or  other  easement  orer  his  own  land : 

Large  r.  Pitt,  Peake  Add.  Cai.  152. 
Under  the  Act  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement 
within  sect.  2  must  be  "  as  of  right,"  whether  it 
has  been  for  a  period  of  twenty  years  or  for  the 
fall  period  of  lo-rtj  years.  This  is  made  clear  by 
the  provisions  of  sect.  5  of  the  Act  which  pre- 
scriM  the  rules  of  pleading  and  of  proof.  Ihe 
proTisions  of  sect.  3,  which  relate  only  to  light,  do 
not  use  the  words  "  as  of  right,"  and  the  right  to 
light  is  made  indefeasible  by  any  enjoyment  for 
twenty  years  unless  it  be  under  a  written  consent 
or  agreement.  The  cases,  therefore,  which  have 
haea  decided  under  sect.  3  have  no  application  to 
a,  case  within  sect.  2.  A  right  of  way  cannot  be 
acquired  by  prescription  for  a  term  of  years ;  it 
«an  only  be  acquired  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  owner 
of  the  fee  of  one  tenement  against  the  owner  in 
fee  of  another  tenement.  Tlie  possession  of  the 
tenant  is  in  contemplation  of  law  the  possession 
of  his  landlord,  and  therefore  one  tenant  cannot 
prescribe  against  another  tenant  of  the  same 
£uidlord : 

Oauford  v.  lloffatt,  L.  Bep.  4  Cb.  183  ; 

Timmont  v.  Htwitt,  22  L.  Bep.  Ir.  627. 
^nbe  learned  jndge  relied  upon  the  judgment  of 
Chitty,  J.  in  Harris  v.  De  Pinna  (54  L.  T.  Rep.  38 ; 
33  Gh.  Div.  238).    That  case  was  decided  upon 
the  authority  of  two  Irish  cases : 

Beggan  v.  WDonald,  Ir.  Bep.  11  C.  L.  362;  2  L. 
Bep.  Ir.  560 ; 

Fahey  v.  Dwyfir,  4  L.  Bep.  Ir.  271. 

TEhe  former  of  these  two  cases  is  no  authority  for 
the  decision  in  this  case,  because  it  was  a  case  of 
two  tenaitts  holding  under  different  owners  in 
fee ;  and  Fahey  v.  Dioyer  {uhi  sup.)  was  decided 
-upon  a  misapprehension  of  Beggan  v.  WDonald 
■{uhi  svm.)  and  of  Frewen  v.  PhUipps  (11  C.  B. 
N.  S.  4^9),  which  was  a  decision  under  sect.  3  of 
the  Act  as  to  the  right  to  light.  The  judgment 
of  Chitty,  J.  in  Harris  v.  De  Pinna  (vhi  sup.)  is 
inconsistent  with  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 

■  of  Wheaton  v.  Maple  and  Co.  (69  L,  T.  Bep.  208 ; 
<1893)  3  Ch.  48),  in  which  Lindley,  L.J.  clearly 
-states  the  law  to  be  that  a  right  of  way  cannot  be 
-claimed  by  prescription  for  a  term  of  preai-s.  That 
was  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Bright  v. 
Walker  (1  C.  M.  &  R.  211 ;  40  R.  B.  536),  which 
-was  adopted  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Wheaton 
r.  Maple  and  Co.  (ubi  sup.)  The  Prescription 
Act  has  only  shortened  the  time  of  prescription, 
and  prevented  the  claim  to  an  easement  by  pre- 
scription from  being  defeated  by  proof  of  the 
origin  of  the  user ;  it  has  not  altered  the  mode  in 
which  prescriptive  rights  may  be  acquired,  except 
in  the  case  of  light : 

James  v.  Plant,  4  A.  &  E.  749 ;  43  B.  B.  465. 


Cavanagh  for  the  respondent. — ^The  learned 
judge  rightly  decided  that  the  defendant  had 
acquired  the  right  claimed  by  prescription. 
There  is  no  decision  upon  this  point  in  the  English 
courts,  but  there  is  an  express  decision  in  Ireland, 
in  favour  of  the  defendant's  contention,  in  Fahey 
V.  Bwyer  (ubi  sup.).  In  Bright  v.  Walker  {ubi 
sup.)  the  observations  upon  this  question  were 
merely  obiter ;  and  in  Wheaton  v.  Maple  and  Co. 
{ubi  sup.)  the  actual  decision  was  with  regard  to 
a  right  to  light  under  sect.  3,  the  observations  of 
Lindley,  L.J.,  which  have  been  relied  on,  being 
unnecessary  to  the  decision.  Although  at  common 
law  such  an  easement  as  is  here  claimed  could 
not  be  acquired  by  prescription,  yet  under  sect.  2 
of  the  Prescription  Act  it  can  be  acquired.  In 
sect.  2  the  words  "  by  any  person  claiming  right 
thereto"  refer  only  to  the  enjoyment  for  the 
shorter  period  of  twenty  years,  and  do  not  affect 
the  last  part  of  the  section,  which  confers  an 
absolute  indefeasible  right  after  enjoyment  for 
forty  years  unless  the  enjoyment  has  been  under 
a  -written  consent  or  agreement.  The  provisions 
of  sect.  3  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  last  part  of 
sect.  2.  Therefore  a  right  of  way  can  be  acquired 
under  any  circumstances  and  for  a  term  of  years, 
by  forty  years'  enjoyment,  jast  as  in  the  case  of 
light: 

Frewen  t.  Philipps  (ubi  sup.). 
In  Harris  v.  De  Pinna  (ubi  sup.)  Chitty,  J. 
expressly  held  that  under  sect.  2  of  the  Act  a 
tenant  can,  by  enjoyment  for  forty  years,  acquire 
an  easement  against  another  tenant  of  the  same 
landlord.  Sect.  8  of  the  Act  provides  that,  in  the 
case  of  forty  years'  enjoyment,  when  the  land  is 
in  lease  the  reversioner  shall  have  three  years 
after  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  -within 
which  to  dispute  the  right,  and  that  shows  that 
the  easement  may  be  acquired  by  forty  years'  uaer 
which  is  good  against  aU  the  worla  except  the 
reversioner.  Enjoyment  as  of  right,  in  the  first 
part  of  sect.  2,  means  only  that  the  enjoyment 
must  have  been  had  openly  and  without  any  leave 
or  licence : 

Oardner  v.  Hodgson's  Kingston  Brewerg  Company, 

88  L.  T.  Bep.  698;  (1903)  A.  C.  239 ; 
Tickle  V.  Broum,  4  A.  &  E.  369 ;  43  B.  B.  358. 

L.  Sanderson,  K.C.  was  not  called  upon  to 
reply. 

Collins,  M.R. — The  aiyument  in  this  case  has 
covered  a  very  wide  area,  but  the  point  when  pro- 
perly understood  is  a  short  one.  The  question  is 
whether  as  between  two  termors  nnder  the  same 
landlord  a  right  of  way  by  prescription  can  be 
acquired  for  the  owner  by  the  one  termor  against 
the  other.  I  say  "  for  the  owner,"  because  unddr 
the  Prescription  Act  1842  an  easement  of  that 
kind  must  be  acquired  for  the  owner  in  fee.  In 
this  case,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  the  tenants  of 
the  so-called  dominant  and  servient  tenements 
held  under  the  same  landlord.  If  that  proposition 
is  right,  this  prescriptive  easement  must  under 
the  Prescription  Act  be  acquired  for  the  owner  of 
the  fee.  If  that  were  not  so,  the  anomalous  result 
would  follow  that  the  tenant  of  the  owner  of  land 
would  acquire  an  easement  by  user  of  land  for  the 
owner  of  that  land.  That  cannot  be  so.  I  have 
limited  what  I  have  said  to  the  case  of  a  right  of 
way  and  similar  rights.  In  this  case  we  are  not 
concerned  with  the  case  of  a  prescriptive  right  to 
light,  which  stands  upon  a  totally  Cerent  footing 
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under  the  OTOvisions  of  sect.  3  of  the  Prescrip- 
tion Act.  We  hare  here  to  deal  with  a  right  of 
way,  and  easements  of  that  kind,  under  sect.  2  of 
the  Act.  Sect.  2  proTidea  that :  "  No  claim  which 
may  be  made  at  the  common  law  by  custom,  pre- 
scription, or  grant,  to  any  way  or  other  easement, 
or  to  any  watercourse,  or  the  nee  ot  any  water, 
to  be  enjoyed  or  derived  upon,  over,  or  from  any 
land  or  water  .  .  .  when  such  way  or  other 
matter  as  herein  last  before  mentioned  shall  have 
been  actually  enjoyed  by  any  person  claiming 
right  thereto  without  interruption  for  the  fou 
period  of  twenty  years  shall  be  defeated  or 
destroyed  by  showing  only  that  such  way  or 
other  matter  was  first  enjoyed  at  any  time  prior 
to  such  period  of  twenty  years,  but,  neveitheiess, 
such  claim  may  be  defeated  in  any  other  way  by 
which  the  same  is  now  liable  to  be  defeated  ;  and 
where  such  way  or  other  matter  as  herein  last 
before  mentioned  shall  have  been  so  enjoyed  as 
aforesaid  for  the  full  period  of  forty  years,  the 
right  thereto  shall  Ibe  deemed  absolute  and 
indefeasible,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  same 
was  enjoyed  by  some  consent  or  agreement 
expressly  given  or  made  for  that  purpose  by  deed 
or  writing."  On  the  words  of  that  section  it 
appears  that  the  easement  must  in  all  cases  have 
been  enjoyed  as  of  right,  and  that  is  made  clear 
by  the  provisions  of  sect.  5,  which  prescribes  'the 
rules  for  pleading  the  right  to  easements  of  this 
kind  and  enacts  that :  "  In  all  pleadings  to 
actions  of  trespass,  and  in  all  other  pleadings 
wherein  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  it  woiud 
have  been  necessary  to  allege  the  right  to  have 
existed  from  time  immemorial,  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  allege  the  enjoyment  tibereof  as  of  right 
by  the  occupiers  of  the  tenement  in  respect  whereof 
the  same  is  claimed  for  and  during  such  of  the 
periods  mentioned  in  this  Act  as  may  be  applicable 
to  the  case,  and  without  claiming  in  the  name  or 
right  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  as  is  now  usually 
done."  That  is  a  perfectly  clear  enactment  that 
the  enjoyment  for  the  period  of  twenty  years  or 
of  forty  years  must  be  as  of  right.  The  point  was 
taken  long  since  that  sect.  5  applied  to  a  claim 
for  a  prescriptive  right  to  light,  but  it  was  held 
that  it  did  not.  As  has  been  pointed  out  by 
Bomer,  L.J.  in  the  present  case,  and  almost  in 
the  same  language  as  that  used  by  Falles,  C.B., 
in  explaining  why  the  occupier  cannot  acquire  the 
right  for  the  owner,  the  reason  is  that  the  enjoy- 
ment and  user  cannot  be  as  of  right.  In  Timmona 
V.  Hewitt  (22  L.  Rep.  Ir.  627,  635)  PaUes,  C.B. 
said :  "  These  eztracte  from  the  judgments  in 
Beggan  v.  APDonald  (Ir.  Bep.  11  C.  L.  362; 
2  L.  Bep.  Ir.  560)  appear  to  me  to  show  that  the 
case  is  no  authority  upon  the  question  at  present 
before  us.  Where  the  two  tenements  are  held  by 
termors  under  the  same  landlord,  prescription 
does  not  apply ;  because,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord 
Oaims,  in  Gayford  v.  Moffatt  (L.  Bep.  -i  Oh.  135), 
■  the  possession  of  the  tenant  of  the  demised  close 
is  the  possession  of  his  landlord ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  an  utter  violation  of  the  first  principles  of  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  to  suppose  that 
the  tenant,  whose  occupation  of  close  A  was  the 
occupation  of  his  landlord,  could  by  that  occu- 
pation acquire  an  easement  over  close  B,  also 
belonging  to  his  landlord.'  This  doctrine 
was  approved  and  acted  upon  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  this  country  in  Clancy  v.  Byrne 
(Ir.  Bep.  11  C.  L.  355).    If  I  am  asked  how  it  is 


consistent  with  the  Prescription  Act,  I  answer 
that  such  user  and  enjoyment  is  not  as  of  right 
within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd  section.  It  is  a> 
user  by  a  termor,  who,  if  he  acquire  the  rights 
must  acquire  it  as  incident  to  the  land  of  wUoh 
he  is  termor,  and  thus  for  the  benefit  of  hi» 
reversioner.  Such  user  cannot  be  as  of  right, 
unless  a  reversioner  can  in  law  by  user  acquire  a 
right  against  himself."  So  stands  the  law  upon 
the  question.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  conclusive  of 
this  case.  There  has  been  a  long  argument  as  to 
the  possibility  of  a  termor  under  one  landlord 
acquii-ing  a  prescriptive  right  of  way  as  against 
the  termor  under  another  owner  of  other  land. 
That  raises  an  interesting  question.  It  has  been 
decided  in  Ireland  that  such  a  right  can  be  ac- 
quired. That  is  contrary  to  the  view  which  has 
been  expressed  in  this  country,  and  is  contrary  to 
the  cases  of  Bright  v.  Walker  (I  C.  M.  &  B.  211 ; 
40  B.  B.  536)  and  Wheaton  v.  Maple  (69  L.  T. 
Bep.  208  ;  (1893)  3  Ch.  48),  though  the  point  was 
not  absolutely  necessary  to  the  decision  in  those 
two  cases.  That  question,  however,  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  thequestion  in  the  present 
case.  The  judgment  of  Walton,  J.  in  the  present 
case  is  based  entirely  upon  the  authority  of  the 
judgment  of  Chitty,  J.  in  Harris  v.  De  Pinna  (54 
L.  T.  Bep.  38;  38  Oh.  Div.  238).  In  that  case  it 
was  a  subsidiary  point,  but  Chitty,  J.  expressed  thd 
opinion  tliat  an  easement  such  as  this  could  be 
acquired  by  prescription  by  one  tenant  of  a 
landlord  over  land  in  the  occupation  ot  another 
tenant  of  the  same  landlord.  When  those 
observations  of  Chitty,  J.  are  examined  they  seem 
to  me  to  be  based  upon  an  unsound  foundation. 
His  opinion  was  based  upon  two  cases  decided  in 
Ireland — Fahey  v.  Dwyer  (4  L.  Bep.  Ir.  271)  and 
Beggan  y.  M'Donald  (Ir.  Bep.  11  C.  L.  362  r 
2  L.  Bep.  Ir.  560).  The  case  of  Beggan  v. 
M'Donald  was  not  an  authority  for  any  pro- 
position of  the  kind.  In  that  case  it  was  decided 
that  by  uninterrupted  enjoyment  for  a  period 
ot  forty  years  a  right  of  way  might  be  ac- 
quired against  a  lessee  whose  lease  had  been  in 
existence  during  the  whole  of  that  period,  the 
dominant  and  servient  tonemente  bein^  held 
under  different  owners,  though  the  period  of 
three  years  after  the  termination  of  thelease  had 
not  expired  and  it  was  unknown  whether  the 
reversioner  would  during  those  three  years 
exercise  his  right,  under  sect.  8  of  the  Act,  of 
resisting  the  claim.  That  was  a  decision  in  a  case 
in  which  there  were  different  owners  of  the  two 
tenements,  and  not  a  case  of  two  termors  under 
the  same  owner,  and  therefore  is  no  authority 
that  an  easement  can  be  acquired  by  prescription 
by  one  termor  urainst  another  termor  under  the 
same  owner.  Then  came  the  case  of  Fahey  v. 
Dwyer  (ubi  sup.),  the  other  case  upon  which 
Chitty,  J.  relied.  That  case  does  purport  to  be 
a  decision  as  to  the  possibility  of  the  acquisition 
of  a  prescriptive  right  of  way  by  one  tenant 
aeainst  another  tenant  of  the  same  landlord. 
Tue  headnoto  to  that  case  ia :  "A  prescriptive 
right  of  way  may  be  acquired  in  respect  of  one 
tenement,  by  user  for  forty  years,  against  another 
held  for  a  term  of  years  under  the  same  landlord  ; 
and  such  right  is  not  necessarily  determined  upon 
the  expiration  of  the  lease,  when  the  tenant  of  the 
servient  tenement  continues  in  occupation  upon 
the  same  terms  as  before."  Upon  examining  that 
case  we  find  that  the  decision  was  based  upon  & 
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misconception  of  the  previouB  case  of  Beggan  y. 
M'Vonald  {ubi  tup.).  In  delivermg  the  judgment, 
LawBon,  J.  said :  "  We  think  that  in  this  case  the 
defendant  is    entitled  to   maintain  the  verdict 
which  he  has  got.    He  has  a  right  of  way,  which 
he  has  been  in  the  enjoyment  of,  as  of  right,  for 
a  period  of  forty  years,  as  found  by  the  jury.    I 
see  no  reason  why  the  Prescription  Act  should 
not  apply  as  between  two  tenants  of  adjoining 
lands.    Mr.  Gibson  has  argued  that  it   cannot. 
That  is  met  by  the  case  of  Frewen  v.  Philippe  (11 
G.  B.    N.    S.    449)    and    the    observations    of 
Kindersley,  V.C.  in  Daniel  v.  Anderson  (7  L.  T. 
£ep.  183).    There  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not 
apply  aa  between  two  tenants  so  as  to  bind  them, 
though  the  landlord  should  not  be  bound.    But  if 
(here  was  any  difficulty  about  the  case,  Beggan 
V.  W Donald  {ubi   sup.)  appears  to    remove  it; 
for    it    decided  that    a  period  of  forty    years' 
enjoyment    is    absolute    and    indefeasible,  and 
that   Bright    v.    Walker    (1    0.  M.  &   B.  211) 
applies    only  to  a    twenty    years'    enjoyment." 
Therefore  Chitty,  J.  based  his  opinion  upon  those 
cases.    He  was  misled,  in  applying  the  case  of 
Frewen  v.  Philippe  (11  O.  B.  N.  S.  449),  by  the 
headnote    to  the  report  into  supposing  that  it 
decided  that  the  fact  that  two  tenements  are 
occapied  under  distinct  leases  both  held  under  the 
same  landlord  is  not  material,  and  that    one 
tenant  or  lessee  acquires,  notwithstanding  the 
unity  of    seisin,  an    easement    as    against   the 
other.    The  case  did  not  decide  that,  but  only 
that  under  sect.  3  of  the  Act  an  indefeasible  right 
to  light  can  be  acquired  by  twenty  years'  enjoy- 
ment, although  both  tenements  belong  to  the 
same  owner ;  that  decision  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  acquisition  of  a  right  of  way  or  water,  and  did 
not  decide  that  such  a  right  could  be  acquired 
under  the  Act  by  one  tenant  against  another 
tenant  of  the  same  ovmer.    The  case  of  Beggan  v. 
M'Donald  {ubi  sup.),  as  I  hare  already  explained, 
does  not  apply  to  the  claim  of  an  easement  by 
prescription  by  one  tenant  against  another  tenant 
of  the  same  owner.    Therefore  that  case  is  not 
an  adequate  foundation  for  the  conclusion  at 
which  Ohitty,  J.  arrived;  and  for  th6  reasons 
which  I  have  ^ven  I  cannot  approve  of  that 
opinion.   Then,  in  Wheaton  v.  Maple  {ubi  sup.),  we 
find  the  rule  laid  down,  and  very  clearly  stated, 
by  Lindley,  L.J.    He  there  deals  with  the  pos- 
sibility of  tenants  acquiring  easements   against 
each  other  by  prescription,  and  says :    "  It  is 
true  that  it  has  been  said  that,  after  an  uninter- 
rupted enjoyment  of  light  for  twenty  years,  a 
covenant  not  to  interrupt  will  be  presumed.    But 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  for  presuming, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  a  lost  grant  by  a  lessee  for 
years  in  the  case  of  ordinary  easements,  or  a  lost 
covenant  by  such  a  person  not  to  interrupt  in  the 
ease  of  light,  and  I  am  certainly  not  prepared  to 
introdnce  another  fiction  to  support  a  claim  to  a 
oovel  prescriptive  right.      The  whole  theory  of 
prescription  at  common  law  is  against  presum- 
u^  any  grant  or  covenant  not  to  interrupt,  by  or 
with  anyone  except  an  owner  in  fee.    A  right 
claimed  by  prescription  must  be  claimed  as  ap- 
pendant  or  appurtenant    to  land,  and  not   as 
annexed  to  it  for  a  term  of  years.    Although, 
therefore,  a  ^^rant  by  a  lessee  of  the  Crown,  oom- 
mensnrate  with  his  lease,  might  be  inferred  as  a 
fact,  if  there  was  evidence  to  justify  the  infer- 
ence, there  is  no  legal  presumption,  as  distin- 


guished from  an  inference  in  fact,  in  favour  of 
such  a  grant.  This  view  of  the  common  law  is  in 
entire  accordance  with  Bright  v.  Walker  {ubi 
sup.),  where  this  doctrine  of  presumption  is  care- 
fully examined."  That,  indeed,  deals  with  the 
question  of  implied  grant,  and  not  with  the  Fre- 
scfiption  Act.  In  another  part  of  his  judgment, 
however,  he  does  deal  with  the  Prescription 
Act,  and  says :  "  I  come  now  to  the  last  question 
— viz.,  whether  sect.  3  has  conferred  an  easement 
as  against  the  Crown's  lessees.  So  far  as 
mere  language  is  concerned,  and  apart  from 
the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  with  which 
the  section  is  dealing,  I  should  see  no  diffi- 
culty in  applying  sect.  3  to  all  English 
subjects,  whether  lessees  of  the  Grown  or  other 
people;  I  should  see  no  difficulty  in  reading 
'  absolute  and  indefeasible '  as  meaning  absolute 
and  indefeasible  aeainst  all  persons  to  whom  the 
section  is  applicable.  But  if  the  section  is  so 
read,  the  consequence  will  necessarily  be  to  ereate, 
by  mere  occupation  and  enjoyment,  a  class  of 
easements  which  at  common  law  could  never 
have  been  acquired  by  prescription,  but  only  by 
express  agreement  or  grant.  An  easement  for  a 
term  of    years  may,  of  course,  be  created  by 

grant ;  but  such  an  easement  cannot  be  gained 
y  prescription,  and,  not  being  capable  of  being 
so  acquired,  it  does  not  fall  within  the  scope  of 
the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71.  The  expression 
'absolute  and  indefeasible,'  as  applied  to  ease- 
ments of  all  kinds,  coupled  with  the  declared 
object  of  the  Act,  which  is  to  shorten  the  time  of 
prescription,  shows  that  the  easements  dealt  with 
were  easements  appendant  or  appurtenant  to 
land,  and  which,  when  acquired,  imposed  a  burden 
for  ever  on  the  servient  tenement.  This  view  of 
the  statute  was  clearly  expressed,  soon  after  it 
was  passed,  in  Bright  v.  Walker  {ubi  sup.),  and, 
although  some  passages  in  Parke,  B.'s  judgment  in 
that  case  have  been  criticised,  and  even  wssented 
from,  the  broad  view  which  underlies  the  judg- 
ment has  never  been  disapproved."  That  is  a 
clear  authority  for  the  proposition  that,  when  the 
easement  is  not  one  of  light,  and  the  claim  is  made 
under  the  Prescription  Act,  the  claim  to  on  ease- 
ment can  be  made  in  respect  of  the  fee  alone.  That 
is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  defendant's  claim  in 
this  case.  That  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
is  inconsistent  with  the  view  of  Chitty,  J. 
expressed  in  Sarris  y.  De  Pinna  {ubi  eup.).  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
Walton,  J.  was  wrong,  and  that  this  appeal  must 
be  allowed. 

BoMES,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
Wheaton  v.  Maple  {ubi  sup.)  it  was  pointed  out 
that  under  the  Prescription  Act  an  easemmt 
could  not  be  acquired  for  a  term  of  years.  It 
must,  with  regard  to  both  the  dominant  and 
servient  tenement,  be  acquired  in  respect  of  the 
fee.  In  this  case  the  easement  is  claimed  under 
sect.  2  of  the  Act.  and  the  enjoyment  referred  to 
in  that  section  must  be  enjoyment  as  of  right, 
and  in  that  respect  it  is  different  from  the  ease- 
ment of  light  dealt  with  by  sect.  3  of  the  Act. 
Now,  when  such  an  easement  as  this  is  sought  to 
be  established,  how  can  the  enjoyment  be  said  to 
be  as  of  right  when  there  is  a  common  owner  of 
the  fee  of  both  tenemente  P  As  was  i>ointed  out 
by  Lord  Cairns,  in  Gayford  v.  Moffatt  (L.  Bep.  4 
Ch.  133),  the  occupation  of  the  tenant  is  in  law 
that  of  his  landlord,  and  when  the  owner  goes  ci. 
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adjoining  land  of  his  landlord,  he  does  not  do  so 
as  of  right  in  respect  of  an  alleged  dominant 
tenement,  the  land  being  the  freeholder's  own 
land.  Upon  that  short  ground  I  think  that  this 
appeal  must  sncceed. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  simple  point  raised  on  this  appeal  has  not 
been  satiafactorilj  answered  by  the  respondent. 
That  point  is  that  there  was  a  common  owner  of 
the  two  tenements,  and  that,  therefore,  the  alleged 
easement  could  not  be  acquired.  An  easement 
at  common  law  can  only  be  acquired  by  pre- 
scription when  the  dominant  and  serrient  tene- 
ments belong  to  different  owners.  There  most  be 
enjoyment  as  of  right  in  respect  of  the  dominant 
tenement  over  the  servient  tenement.  That  rule 
of  law  has  been  clearly  laid  down  in  Wheaton  y. 
Maple  {ubi  tup.).  How  can  the  enjoyment  be  as 
of  right  when  both  tenements  are  owned  by  the 
same  person  F  Test  the  question  by  the  case 
where  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  presumption  of  a 
lost  grant.  There  cannot  be  a  lost  grant  by  the 
owner  of  the  land  to  himself.  That  seems  to  me 
to  be  conclusive  of  the  whole  question.  Under 
the  Prescription  Act  it  is  said  tnat  there  can  be 
a  statutory  easement  which  could  not  be  acquired 
at  common  law.  There  is,  however,  a  distinction 
between  an  easement  of  this  kind  and  an  ease- 
ment of  light,  which  has  been  pointed  out ;  and 
an  easement  of  this  kind  cannot  be  acquired 
under  the  Act  where  there  is  common  ownership 
of  the  two  tenements.  I  agree  that  this  appetu 
murt  be  allowed.  Appeal  aOau^d. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Ullithome,  Currey, 
and  Jenningi,  for  C.  B.  Hodgion,  Carli8l& 

Solidtors  for  the  respondent,  J.  A.  Broughton, 
Carlisle. 


Feb.  24  and  25. 

(Before    Collins,   M.B..    Bomdb   and 

Mathkw,  L.JJ.) 

Kaufman  v.  Gebson.  (a) 

°  APPEAL  from  the   KINQ'S  BBKCH  DIVISION. 

Contract — Contract  made  in  France — Ihtrest  and 
itndtte  influence — Agreement  not  to  proiecute— 
Contract  not  invalid  in  France — Validity  of 
eoniroet  im.  England. 

The  courts  of  this  country  totZZ  not  enforce  a  con- 
tract made  in  a  foreign  dviliied  country  between 
pereoni  domiciled  in  that  country,  if  it  hat  been 
obtained  by  coercion,  whether  moral  orphytical, 
even  though  the  contract  is  valid  and  enforce, 
alile  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  wai 
made. 

Appeal  of  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of 
Wright,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
jutT. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  1342.  alleged  to  be 
due  under  an  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  had  intrusted  a  sum  of  money  to 
the  defendant's  husband,  in  Prance,  to  be  used 
for  a  particular  purpose  in  France.  All  the 
parties  were  then  domiciled  in  France. 

The  defendant's  husband  appropriated  the 
money  to  his  own  use  instead  of  applying  it  to 
the  purpose  for  which  it  had  been  handed  to  him. 

(a)  Bq^orted  by  J.  H.  Wiuujis,  Eiq.,  B«irlit<r-»t-L»w. 


His  conduct  was  criminal  according  to  the  lav 
of  France,  and  the  plaintiff  threatened  a  pro- 
secution. 

Under  the  influence  of  threats  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  in  order  to  prevent  the  prosecution 
of  her  husband  and  to  protect  the  good  name  of 
her  children,  the  defendant,  who  had  property  of 
her  own,  signed  an  agreement  in  Paris,  upon  the 
terms  that  there  should  be  no  prosecution  of  her 
husband,  by  which  she  agreed  that  she  would  by 
instalments  spread  over  three  years  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  amount  which  her  husband  had  mis- 
appropriated. 

An  expert  in  French  law,  whose  evidence  was 
not  contradicted,  gave  evidence  that  such  an 
agreement  was  not  invalid  by  the  law  of  France 
either  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  made  in  order 
to  stifle  a  criminal  prosecution  or  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  duress  or  undue 
influence. 

The  defendant  by  various  instalments  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  8012.,  leaving  a  balanoe  of 
134Z.  due  under  the  agreement. 

The  defendant  having  come  to  reside  in  England, 
the  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  the 
balanoe  of  1342. 

The  defendant  set  up  a  counter-claim  claiming 
repayment  of  the  money  which  she  had  paid 
under  the  agreement. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Wright,  J.'withoufe 
a  jury,  and  the  learned  judge  gave  judgment  is 
favour  of  theplaintiff :  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  691). 

The  defendant  appealed. 

Montagus  Shearman,  K.C.  and  Eustace  O.  HiUe 
for  the  appellant. — The  learned  judge  was  wrong 
in  holding  that  this  contract  can  be  enforced  in  the 
courts  of  this  country.  This  contract  will  not  be 
enforced  by  English  courts,  because  it  was  made- 
for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with  the  coutse  of 
justice,  and  also  because  it  was  obtained  by 
moral  pressure  amounting  to  coercion  or  duress. 
The  general  rule  is  that  a  contract  which  is  valid 
by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  is  made 
is  held  to  be  valid  in  the  courts  of  this  country, 
but  there  are  exceptions  to  that  rule : 

Bdbimon  v.  Bland,  1  Wm.  Bl»ok.  257 ;  2  Bnzr.f 

1077  i 
Bifgt  V.  Lawrmee,  3  T.  B.  454 ;  IB.  B.  740. 

If  a  contract  made  in  a  foreign  country  and  valid 
by  the  law  of  that  country  is  contrary  to  what 
the  law  of  this  countrv  deems  to  be  a  general 
principle  of  morality,  the  courts  of  this  country- 
will  not  enforce  it : 

Be  Xittouri  Bteamthip  Company,  61  L.  T.  Bep. 

316;  42  Ch.  Div.  321 ; 
BouMUlon  V.  Roustillon,  42  L.  T.  Bep.  679 ;  14  Ch> 

Div  351. 

A  contract  which  is  obtained  by  coercion  of  any 
kind,  whether  by  violence  or  by  unfair  mor^ 
pressure,  is  deemed  by  English  law  to  be  contrary 
to  general  moral  principles  and  will  not  be  en<- 
forced,  wherever  it  was  made  : 

Santos  V.  Ulidge,  3  L.  T.  Bep.  155 ;  6  C.  B.  N.  S. 

841 J  8  Id.  861 ; 
Orett  V.  I,»By,  9  L.  T.  Bop.  721 ;  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  73  t 
Hope  V.  Hope,  8  De  G.  M.  &  Q.  731 ;  7-; 

Quarrier  v.  Colston,  1  PhilUpB,  147  ;  65  B.  B..351. 

It  is  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  this^  contracfc 
was  obtained  from  the  defendant  by  such  moral 
pressure  as  to  amount  to  coercion ;  and  the  conits 
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of  this  ootmtry  will  not  enforce  a  contraot  ob-  | 
tained  by  coercion,  wherever  it  waa  made.  | 

IrtM^,  K.C.  and  Iirael  Davis  for  the  respon- 
dent.— ^The  decision  of  the  learned  jadee  was 
right.  The  conrts  of  this  country  will  enioice  a 
contraot  which  is  valid  according  to  the  law  of  the 
cotmtrv  where  it  was  made  and  was  to  be  per- 
formed, unless  it  violates  some  principle  of 
morali<7  which  is  accepted  by  all  civilised 
conntriea : 

Re  Miesouri  Bteamthip  Company  (ubi  nip.). 

This  contract  is  not  within  that  exception.  A 
contraot  to  stifle  a  criminal  prosecution  dearly 
does  not  come  within  that  exception.  A  contract 
such  as  this,  which  is  said  to  oe  a  blackmailing 
contract,  is  not  such  an  immoral  contract  as  is 
meant  in  that  exception.  There  was  no  force  or 
physioal  violence  or  any  coercion  of  that  kind, 
assuming  that  the  courts  of  this  country  would 
not  in  any  case  enforce  a  contract  so  obtained. 
The  learned  judge  has  found  as  a  fact  that  there 
was  not  any  coercion  which  was  immoral  and 
such  as  to  prevent  the  contract  being  enforced  in 
the  conrts  of  any  civilised  country.  The  courts 
in  France  would  enforce  this  contract,  and  there- 
fore it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  contraot  so  immoral 
that  the  courts  of  no  civilised  country  would 
enforce  it.  Coercion,  if  it  can  be  so  called,  by 
threats  to  institute  a  criminal  prosecution  is  not 
immoral  in  that  sense : 

Joties  V.  Merionethshire  Permanent  B«t^/U  Building 
SoeUiv,  65  L.  T.  Bap.  685;  (1892)  1  Ch.  173. 

The  conrts  do  not  refuse  to  enforce  contracts  not 
to  prosecute  upon  any  general  moral  considera- 
tions, but  because  it  is  a  rule  of  English  law  that 
Buch  contracts  will  not  be  enforced : 

WnUanu  V.  Bayley,  14  L.  T.  Bep.  802  ;  L.  Bep.  1 
H.  L.  200. 

The  question  is  not  whether  this  is  a  contract 
which  can  be  enforced  by  the  law  of  this  country. 
If  the  French  jaw  takes  a  different  view  of  pubhc 
policy  in  matters  of  this  kind  from  that  which  is 
taken  by  the  English  law,  the  courts  of  this 
country  will  give  effect  to  a  French  contract 
which  is  not  contrary  to  the  public  policy  of  that 
otuntry.  If  the  French  courts  will  enforce  the 
contract  as  not  being  contrary  to  public  policy, 
the  courts  in  England  will  not  refuse  to  enforce 
it  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  contrary  to  public 
policy  as  understood  in  the  English  courts.  In 
France  the  conrts  would  not  hold  this  to  be  an 
unfair  and  invalid  contract,  and  therefore  the 
English  courts  will  not  i«f use  to  enforce  it.  The 
alleged  illegality  or  immorality  must  be  such 
as  to  be  contrary  to  the  laws  of  all  civilised 
countries ;  such  that  it  would  be  contrary  to  the 
law  of  natural  justice  to  enforce  the  contract,  as 
is  the  rule  in  the  case  ot  foreign  judgments : 

Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  seota.  245,  258, 7th  edit. ; 

Dioey'a  Conflict  of  Lawi,  pp.  32,  766. 
[RoMER,  L.J.  referred  to  Westlake  on  Private 
International  Law,  sect.  215,  3rd  edit.]  The 
defendant  secured  a  benefit  by  entering  into  this 
contract;  she  thereby  acquired  the  liberty  to 
remove  with  her  property  to  this  country. 
According  to  the  Jaw  of  France  there  was 
community  of  goods  between  her  and  her 
husband,  and  her  property  could  have  been 
made  liable  for  his  debts.  The  defendant  has 
acted  upon  this  contract  for  a  long  time  after  it 


was  made,  and  therefore  she  cannot  now  set  up- 
this  defence : 

Orme*  v.  Beadtl,  3  L.  T.  Bap.  314  ;  30  L.  J.  1,  Ch, 

Montague  Shearman,  E.G.  was  not  called  upon 
to  reply.  He  intimated  that  the  appellant's 
counter-claim  would  not  now  be  pressed,  but 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  to  insist  upon  it  if 
the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Collins,  M.R. — ^This  is  an  wpeal  1^  th» 
defendant  from  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.,  and> 
it  undoubtedly  raises  a  very  important  question. 
The  appellant,  who  is  the  wife  of  E.  Gerson,  wa» 
induce^  as  the  learned  judge  has  found,  by 
threats  of  a  criminal  proseoution  in  France- 
against  her  husband  to  give  an  undertaking  to 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  to  him  the  money  which  ner 
husband  had  misappropriated.  During  the  series- 
of  years  which  followed  the  making  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  defendant  paid  various  sums  to  tha 
plaintiff  amounting  to  80IZ.,  leaving  a  balance- 
unpaid  to  the  amount  of  13-42.  The  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  both  being  in  England,  the  plain- 
tiff has  sued  the  defendant  here  to  recover  that 
balance.  Two  points  have  been  taken  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant.  The  firsts  tii&t  the  agreement 
was  bad  because  it  was  an  agreement  to  stifle  a- 
criminal  prosecution;  and  the  second,  that  the 
agreement  cannot  be  enforced  in  this  country 
because  it  was  obtained  by  duress  or  undue- 
influence.  The  learned  judge,  after  hearing  the 
evidence  of  a  witness  who  was  an  expert  in. 
French  law,  came  to  the  conclusion  upon  the  fi.rst- 
point  that  according  to  the  law  of  France  there- 
is  nothing  wrong  about  an  agreement  for  valu- 
able consideration  to  stifle  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion ;  and  that  as  the  contract  was  made  in 
France  between  parties  resident  in  France,  and 
was  intended  to  be  performed  in  France,  the 
defence  that  the  contract  was  bad  because  it  was 
an  agreement  to  stifle  a  prosecution  was  not  a- 
ground  upon  which  the  courts  in  England  ought 
to  stay  its  hand.  The  other  point  is  that  the 
circumstances  under  which  this  agreement  was- 
made  were  such  that  the  courts  in  England  ought  - 
not  to  enforce  it,  because  the  defendant  had 
been  coerced  by  threats  into  making  it.  That- 
point  raises  first  the  question  of  fact,  whether 
the  defendant  has  established  that  the  agree- 
ment was  obtained  by  coercion.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  learned  judge  has  found  that  it  was  so 
obtained.  He  says  :  "  Grerson  appropriated  part 
of  the  money  to  his  own  use  instead  of  applying 
it  in  buying  skins.  His  conduct  was  criminal  in 
France,  and  a  prosecution  was  threatened.  In 
order  to  avoid  a  prosecution  and  to  protect  the- 
good  name  of  Qeraon'a  children,  his  wife,  the  pre- 
sent defendant,  under  the  influence  of  Kaufman's 
threat  and  at  his  instance,  agreed  in  writing  to 
make  good  by  instalments  out  of  her  own  pro- 
perty the  amount  of  the  defalcation,  on  the 
express  terms  that  there  should  be  no  proaeou- 
tion  on  the  part  of  Kaufman."  When  we  look  at 
the  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial, 
it  appeara  to  be  x)erf ectly  clear  that  it  waa  under 
threata  of  a  criminal  prosecution  that  she  agreed  to 
sign  the  undertaking  to  pay.  It  is  said  that  there 
are  two  anawers  to  the  anggeation  that  this  con- 
tract cannot  be  enforced  in  an  English  court. 
The  first  answer  is  that  the  defendant  and  her 
husband  were  domiciled  in  France  and  were 
married  without  a  setUement    and   under   the 
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French  law  as  to  commtmity  of  goods  of  husband 
and  wife,  and  that  therefore  the  wife  was  civilly 
liable  with  her  hasband  for  his  debts.  However 
that  may  be,  it  is  obvious  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  content  with  that  remedy  and  sought  to 
obtain  more  from  her,  and  that  by  exercising  the 
sti-ongest  possible  moral  pressure  he  sought  to 
get  more  security  from  her,  and  that  she,  yielding 
to  that  pressure,  was  constrained  into  giving  the 
guarantee  which  it  is  now  sought  to  eiuorce,  and 
paid  money  under  it.  It  is  quite  obvious  from 
the  correspondence  that  under  continued  threats 
of  a  prosecution  of  her  husband  she  made  the 
payments  which  she  did  make,  until  she  was 
finally  driven  by  the  proceedings  in  this  action  to 
set  up  the  defence  which  she  has  now  set  up.  I 
think  that  the  real  point  in  this  case  is  whether 
an  agreement  obtained  under  such  circumstances 
can  be  enforced  in  an  English  court.  I  will  not 
deal  with  the  first  point  raised  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  that  any  contract  to  interfere  with  the 
course  of  justice  cannot  be  enforced  in  the  courts 
of  this  country.  The  law  of  France  appears  to  be 
different  from  English  law  upon  that  question, 
and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that,  it  such  a 
contract  is  a  good  contract  in  France,  it  might 
not  be  enforoeid  in  the  courts  of  this  country.  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  now  that  it  cannot  be 
enforced,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  final 
opinion  upon  that  point  in  the  present  case.  I  come 
then  to  the  real  point  in  this  case  upon  which  I 
propose  to  decide  this  appeal.  It  is  said  that 
by  the  law  of  Franco  an  agreement  obtained  by 
moral  pressure  can  be  enforced  in  that  country. 
Wright,  J.,  in  his  judgment,  deals  with  that 
question,  and,  although  he  clearly  thought  that 
some  pressure  had  be^  exercised,  yet  he  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  agreement  could  be 
enforced  in  France,  and  that  it  could,  therefore, 
also  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  this  conntry. 
He  said :  "  The  second  ground  on  which  the  con- 
tract in  the  present  case  is  impeached  is  that  it 
was  obtained  by  the  undue  influence  or  duress  of 
a  threat  to  prosecute  the  husband  for  crime.  If 
this  objection  is  to  be  i^arded  as  based  on  con- 
siderations of  public  policy,  the  same  answer 
applies  as  in  the  case  oi  the  first  objection. 
It  seems,  however,  to  be  more  in  the  nature 
of  an  objection  to  the  proof  of  consent  of 
the  defendant  to  the  contract,  a  consent  in- 
duced by  diu-ess  or  undue  influence  beii^ 
by  English  law  treated  as  no  consent.  U 
this  be  the  correct  view,  it  would  seem  that  the 
law  of  the  country  in  which  the  contract  is  made 
and  is  to  be  performed,  and  in  which  the  parties 
are  domiciled,  ought  to  prevail  unless  there  is 
such  dui-ess  as  must  be  considered  to  avoid  the 
contract  under  any  but  unreasonable  and  un- 
civilised institutions  of  law — a  description  which 
would  be  applicable  to  such  a  case  as  that  of  con- 
sent obtained,  e.g.,  by  physical  torture,  or  by  the 
use  of  drugs,  but  which  cannot  properly  be  applied 
to  this  case."  The  whole  point  of  the  learned 
judge's  judgment  upon  that  part  of  the  case  is 
containeid  in  the  last  few  lines  of  that  passage. 
The  learned  judge  admits  that,  if  the  contract 
was  obtained  by  physical  violence,  it  could 
not  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  this  conntry, 
whatever  tlie  view  of  the  courts  of  the 
other  conntrr  might  be.  What  can  it  matter 
what  may  Be  the  form  of  coercion  usedP 
It   is    coercion   just   the   same   whetiier   it   is 


physical  or  moral.    Why  was  it  not  coercion  to 
threaten  to  dishonour  her  and  her  children  by 
prosecutii^  her  husband  P    But  it  is  contended 
that  unless  the  principle  is  one  which  is  univer- 
sally applied  and  recognised  by  the  law  of  all 
civilised  countries,  under  which  the    courts  of 
those  countries  would  refuse  to  enforce  such  a 
contract,  we  are  not  entitled  to  apply  it  in  an 
English  court  to   a  contract  enforceable  in   a 
foreign  court,  and  that    therefore,  when   it  is 
shown  that  another  civilised  country  does  not 
accept  that  principle,  an  English  court  is  debarred 
from  applying  it  to  a  foreign  contract.     The 
authorities  do  not  bear  out  that  proposition.    In 
Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  sect.  258,  the  rule  is 
stated  as  follows  :  "  The  second  class  of  excepted 
contracts  comprehends  those  against  good  morals, 
or  religion,  or  public  rights.    Such  are  contracts 
made  in  a  foreign  country  for  future  illicit  cohabi- 
tation and  prostitution    .    .    .    and,  in  short,  all 
contracts  which  in  their  own  nature  are  founded 
in  moral  turpitude  and  are  inconsistent  with  the 
good   order  and  solid  interests  of  society.    All 
such    contracts,    even    though   they    might    be 
held    valid    in    the    countiy    where    they    are 
made,   would    be    held    void    elsewhere,    or    at 
least    ought   to   be,    if  the  dictates    of  Chris- 
tian morality,   or  of  even  natural  justice,   are 
aUowed  to  have  their  due  force  and  influence 
in  the  administration  of  international  jurispru- 
dence."   In  the  English  courts  the  principle  is 
that  a  par^  who  seeks  a  remedy  must  come  with 
clean  hands ;  and,  if  a  suitor  has  to  aver  some- 
thing which  upon    grounds  of  public  morality 
ought  to  debar  him  from  obtaining  the  assistance 
of  the  court,  he  is  not  entitled  to  obtain  relief 
upon  the  ground  that  the  courts  of  the  other 
country  would  allow  him  to  sue  in  such  a  case. 
The  passage  in  Westlake  on  Private  International 
Law,  sect.  215  (3rd  edit.),  which  was  referred  to 
by  Bomer,  L.  J.,  states^  "  Where  a  contract  con- 
flicts with  what  are   deemed  in  England  to  be 
essential  public  or  moral  interests,  it  cannot  be 
enforced  here,  notmthstanding  that  it  may  have 
been  valid  by  its  proper  law.    The  plaintiff  in 
such  a  case  encounters  that  reservation  in  favour 
of  any  stringent  domestic  policy  with  which  alone 
any  maxims  for  giving  effect  to  foreign  laws  can' 
be  received.    .     .    .    The  difficulty  in  every  par- 
ticular instance  cannot  be   with  r^ard  to  the 
principle,  but  merely  whether  the  public  or  moral 
interests  are  essential  enough  to  call  it  into  opera- 
tion ;    and  where  a  breach    of   English    law  is 
not  contemplated    this    is    necessarily    a  ques- 
tion   upon    which    there    is    room    for    much 
difference     of     opinion    among    judges."      In 
the  present   case  the   point  is  whether  a  con- 
tract obtained  by  such  moral  pressure   is  one 
which  an  English  court  wiU  enforce.    In   my 
opinion  it  is  a  universal  principle  of  the  courts  of 
this   country   that    they  will  not  enforce    any 
contract    which    has    been    brought    about    by 
coercion.    That  rule  is  not  inconsistent  with  any 
authority  which  has  been  cited.    It  is  clearly  con- 
sistent with  many  of  the  cases  and  with  what  has 
been  said  by  the  judges  in  some  of  the  cases, 
especially  by  Turner,  L.  J.,  and  I  think  also  by 
Knight-Bmce,  L.J.  in  Hope  v.  Hope  (8  De  G.  M. 
&  G.  731).    In  BoustiOon  v.  RoutnOon  (42  L.  T. 
Be^.  679 ;  14  Gh.  Div.  351)  Fry,  J.  acted  upon  a 
similar    principle.      Upon    the  broad    principle 
which  I  have  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
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law  in  this  oonntrjr  is  snch  that  the  appellant  is 
entitled  to  the  protection  of  an  English  conrt  in 
refusing  to  enforce  a  contract  obtained  in  the  way 
in  which  this  contract  was  obtained.  This  appeal 
must,  therefore,  be  allowed  and  judgment  be 
entered  for  the  defendant. 

ROMBB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
my  opinion  the  principle  of  law  which  ia  applic- 
able to  this  kind  of  case  is  succinctly  and 
accurately  stated  by  Mr.  Westlake  in  the  passage 
which  has  been  read  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 
The  only  question,  then,  is  as  to  the  application  of 
that  principle  to  the  facte  of  the  present  case. 
What  are  the  facts  of  this  case  P  Shortly  stated, 
the  facts  are  that  the  plaintiff  extorted  this  con- 
tract from  the  wife  by  threats  of  a  criminal 
prosecution  against  the  husband,  the  threatened 
proceedings  being  of  such  a  kind  that,  if  taken, 
they  would  ruin  the  husband  and  also  socially 
disgrace  the  wife  and  children.  The  plaintiff 
seeks  in  this  action  to  enforce  the  contract  which 
was  so  obtained.  To  enforce  such  a  contract 
would  be  to  do  something  oonilicting  with  the 
essential  moral  interests  of  the  community.  This 
court  cannot  properly  be  asked  by  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  to  assist  him  in  enforcing  an  agree- 
ment so  arriTed  at.  It  has  been  suggested  that 
the  defendant  affirmed  the  contract  after  the 
improper  pressure  and  its  effects  had  been 
removed.  As  to  that,  I  will  only  say  that  it  was 
neither  pleaded  nor  proTed.  I  agree,  therefore, 
that  this  appeal  most  be  allowed. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
policy  of  the  English  courts  in  such  a  case  as  this 
18  that  a  litigant  ia  not  permitted  by  unfair  or 
unjust  means  to  arm  himself  with  a  right  which 
the  law  does  not  allow  to  be  enforced  in  these 
courts.  What  were  the  means  employed  by  the 
plaintiff  to  obtain  this  agreement  P  The  facts 
show  that  moral  torture,  and  nothing  less,  was 
applied  to  the  wife  in  order  to  obtain  it.  It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  would  be  a  violation 
of  the  principles  applied  in  the  English  conrtd  if 
we  were  to  allow  sucb  a  contract  as  this  to  be 
enforced.  Then  it  was  suggested  that  this  con- 
tract was  made  long  ago  and  has  been  since 
acted  upon ;  but  the  case  is  just  the  same  now  as 
if  this  defence  had  been  raised  before  anything 
was  paid  under  it.  There  is  no  evidence  at  all  of 
any  ratification  by  the  defendant.  The  pressure 
was  steadily  maintained  by  the  plaintiff  down  to 
the  year  1902.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
defendant  affirmed  the  contract,  and  it  was  not 
attempted  in  the  conrt  below  to  show  that  she 
had  done  so.  I  agree  that  the  appeal  must 
succeed.  ^^^^^  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Dixon,  Weld,  and 
Dixont. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Leggatt,  JSttbin- 
tUin,  and  Co. 


April  12  and  13. 

(Before  Colunb,  M.B.,  Bombs  and 

Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 

Andbew  v.  Failswoeth  Industbial 

Society,  (a) 

APPEAL  UNDEB  THE  WORKMEN'S  COMFENSATIOR 
ACT  1897. 

Employer  and  worhman  —  Injury  by  accident— 
Compensation — Accident  arising  "out  of"  em- 
ployment— Injury  by  lighlning — Bisk  incidental 
to  particular  employment — Workman's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897  (60  &  61  Viet.  c.  37),  s.  1. 

A  bricklayer  employed  upon  the  construction  of  a 
building  exceeding  30ft.  in  height  was  killed  by 
lightning  when  working  upon  a  scaffolding  at  a 
height  of  23ft.  from  the  ground. 

Evidence  was  given  that  a  man  working  in  that 
position  incurred  a  risk  substantially  greater 
than  the  normal  risk  of  being  struck  by  lightning, 
and  the  County  Court  judge  found  that  the 
accident  arose  "  out  of"  the  employment. 

Held  (dismissing  the  appeal),  that  the  County 
Court  judge  had  properly  found  thai  the  acci- 
dent arose  "oui  of"  the  employment. 

Appeal  of  the  defendants  from  the  award  of  the 
Coonty  Conrt  judge  at  Oldham  in  proceedings 
for  compensation  under  the  Workmen  s  Oompen- 
sation  Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  widow  of  a  workman  who 
was  killed  by  lightning  in  the  coarse  of  his 
employment  by  the  defendants. 

The  deceased  workman  was  a  bricklayer  who 
was  employed  upon  a  building  exceeding  30ft. 
in  height  which  was  being  constineted  by  means 
of  a  scaffolding. 

The  deceased  was  working  upon  the  scaffolding 
at  a  height  of  about  23ft.  above  the  level  of  the 
ground  when  he  was  struck  by  lightning  and 
killed. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  compensation  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  The  defen- 
dants contended  that  the  accident  did  not  arise 
"  out  of  "  the  employment. 

At  the  hearing  before  the  County  Court  judge 
an  expert  witness,  who  was  an  engineer  and  elec- 
trician, gave  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  following  effect : 

I  have  been  told  of  the  place  and  oironmBtanoea  in 
which  the  deoeaied  man  was  working.  He  was  on  a 
BoaiEold  23ft.  from  the  groond.  I  consider  that  a  very 
exposed  poaition.  The  main  fact  ia  the  elevation  above 
the  earth.  Another  factor  is  that  he  wonld  oonstitnte 
a  well-defined  point  at  which  a  diaoharge  wonld  be  more 
likely  to  ooonr.  Boildinga  and  other  ereoUona  afford  a 
protection  over  a  space  whieh  diminiahea  aa  yon  asoend 
vertically.  If  yon  draw  a  line  at  an  angle  of  45  degreea 
from  the  higheat  point  of  an  ereotiou  to  the  earth, 
persona  within  that  cone  are  protected,  and  it  ia  there- 
fore clear  that,  aa  yon  aaoend,  the  zone  of  aafety 
diminishea.  I  consider  that  a  man  working  on  an 
elevated  scaffold  mna  aa  appreciably  greater  risk  from 
that  fact. 

The  County  Court  judge  gave  his  decision  as 
follows : 

The  qnaition  is,  Did  the  accident  arise  ont  of  the 
employment  P  It  no  donbt  aiose  in  the  conrse  of  the 
employment,  bnt  that  ia  not  snffioient ;  it  most  also 
aiiae  ont  of  the  employment.  It  aeems  to  me  that  that 
is  not  a  qneation  of  law  ;  it  is  a  qnestion  of  fact,  and  in 

(a)  Beported  li;  J.  H.  Williams,  Esq.,  Bvrlat«r-ft(-Law. 
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«aoIi  case  the  judge  faas  to  oontider  the  fkott,  and  n,y, 
aa  a  qneation  of  faot,  did  it  ante  oat  of  the  emplojment. 
Ifo  donbt,  if  there   is  no  eTldenoe  at  all  upon  whioh  a 
jndge  oonld  oome  to  that  oonolnaion,  he  mn*t  find  for 
the  reiipondenta  ;  bnt,  if  there  ii  evidenoe  upon  whioh  he 
can  reaaonably  oome  to  the  oonolaiion  that  the  accident 
arose  ont  of  the  employment,  then  he  is  entitled  to  find 
for  the  applicaot.     The  words  "arisingr  oat   of   the 
employment"  may  be  looked  at  in  two  ways.      Mr. 
Elliott  says  the  accident  mnst  arise  ont  of  the  work 
wbidi  the  man  was  doing,  and  he  says  that,  if  there  is 
so  oonneotion  between  the  work  and  the  accident,  then 
it  does  not  arise  ont  of  the  employment.    I  am  bonnd 
to  say  that  I  cannot  agree  with  that.     Though  it  may 
not  be  connected  with  or  have  any  relation  to  the  work 
the  man  was  doing,  yet  if   in  point  of  fact  the  position 
in  whioh  the  man  was  doing   the   work,  and  the  place 
he  must  necessarily  occupy  whilst  doing  the  work,  are 
a  position    and     place    of  danger   whioh   cansed  the 
accident,  it  may  fairly   be  said  that  it  arose  out  of  the 
employment,  not  because  of  the  work,  bnt  became  of  the 
poidtion.     Let  me  pnt  an  illustration,  though  ilbstra- 
tions  are  not  always  much  good.     Take  the  case  of  a 
mariner  in  a  ship  at  sea :  a  storm  gets  up  and  the  Tcssel 
founder*  and  the  man's  life  is  lost.     It  is  not  because 
he  was  doiny  any  particular  work  at  any  particular  time 
on  the  ship,  but  beoause  his  location  was  a  dangerous 
location.    The  place  and  the  circumstances  constitute  it 
•  dangeroos  employment,  and  if,   owing  to  a  storm,  a 
mariner  is  drowned  at  sea,  it  would  be  impossible  to  say 
that  the  aooidsmt  did  not  aiise  out  of  the  employment. 
In  this  oase,  therefore,  if  I  oome  to  the  conclusion  that, 
«•  a  matter  of  fact,  the  position  in  which  the  man  was 
working  was  dangerous,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the 
dangerous  position  the  accident  occurred,  I  oonld  fairly 
hold  that  the  accident  arose  out  of  the  employment. 
ITow,  was   it  a  dangerous  position  F      Was  the   men 
exposed  to  something  more  than  the  normal  risk  which 
everybody,  so  to  speak,  incurs  at  any  time  and  in  any 
vlace  during  a  thunderstorm  ?    We  know  that  lightning 
is  erratic,  and  possibly  no  position  and  circumstances 
can  afford  absolute  safety.      Bat  if  there  is  under  par- 
ticular oiroumstanoea  in  a  partiaular  vocation  something 
appreciably  and    substantially    beyond    the    ordinary 
normal  risk,  which  ordinary  people  run,  and  which  is  a 
necessary    concomitant  of  the  occupation  the  man  is 
engaged  in,  then  I  am   entitled  to  say  that  that  extra 
danger  to  which  the  man  is  exposed  is  something  arising 
out  of  bis  employment ;   and  if  in  consequence  of  that 
extra  danger  a  fatality  occurs,  I  am  entitled  to  say  that 
the   Bection  applies  and   the   applicant  is  entitled  to 
TeooTer.    I  hare  had  some  CTidenoe  on  the  point,  and 
the  evidence,  especially  that  of  Dr.   Garrard,  seems  to 
me  to  entiUe  me  properly  to  come   to  the  oondneion 
that  in  this  case  under  the  circumstances  there  was  a 
substantial,   abnormally  increased  risk,  owing  to  the 
position  in  which  the  man  had  to  work  ;  and,  in  aooord- 
anoe  with  the  principles   before  stated,  which  I  think 
.should  govern  the  case,  I  find  that   the  accident  did 
arise  out  of  the  employment,  and  I  give  judgment  for 
the  widow  for  3001. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

A.  Powell,  K.G.  and  Adthead  EUioU  for  (he 
appeUants. — There  was  no  evidence  upon  which 
the  County  Court  judge  could  properly  find  that 
ihe  accident  arose  "  out  of  "  the  employment  in 
this  case.  An  accident  arising  "  out  of "  the 
employment  must  be  one  which  arises  out  of  iho 
work  upon  which  the  workman  is  employed ;  it 
must  be  a  risk  incidental  to  that  work,  and  a  risk 
normally  incidental  to  the  employment.  It 
must  be  a  risk  which  might  not  improbably  occur 
in  such  an  employment  as  that  in  which  the  work- 
man is  engaged.  This  accident  was  owing  to  an 
act  of  God,  and  it  no  more  arises  "ont  of"  the 


employment  than  an  accident  caused  by  the 
wron^ul  act  of  a  fellow-servant.  In  the  Scotch 
case  o(  Falconer  v.  London  and  Qhugoxe  Engineer- 
ing Company  (3  Fraser,  564)  Lord  Trayner  said : 
"  A  servant  engaged  in  a  factory  and  struck  by 
lightning  in  the  course  of  his  employment  would 
have  no  claim  to  compensation  under  the  Act. 
There  must  be  some  connection  between  the 
accident  and  the  employment."  That  case  was 
referred  to  in  Armitage  v.  Lancashire  and  York- 
ihire  Bailvoay  Company  (86  L.  T.  Bep.  883; 
(1902)  2  K.  Jd.  178),  where  it  was  held  that  an 
accident  which  happened  to  a  workman  throneh 
the  tortiotis  SMit  of  a  fellow-workman  did  not 
arise  "  out  of  "  the  employment. 

C.  A.  Buisell,  K.C.  and  H.  Holman  Gregory, 
for  the  respondent,  were  not  called  upon  to 
argne. 

GqlI'INS,  M.R.— This  seems  to  me  to  be  a  par* 
tioularly  clear  case.  The  apparent  difficulty  has 
been  dealt  with  in  the  remarkably  lucid  judgment 
of  the  learned  County  Court  judge.  It  seems  to  me 
that  I  can  say  nothing  to  improve  or  to  enlarge  upon 
that  judgment,  and  1  will  adopt  it.  I  will  refer 
to  one  passage  of  that  judgment  in  which  the 
judge  exposes  the  fallacies  of  the  argument  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants.  He  said :  "  If  I  oome 
to  the  condosion  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 

Sositaon  in  which  the  man  was  working  was 
angeroua,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the  dan- 
gerous position  the  accident  occurred,  I  could 
fairly  hold  that  the  accident  arose  ont  of  the 
employment.  Now,  was  it  a  dangerous  position  P 
Was  the  man  exposed  to  sometning  more  than 
the  normal  risk  which  everybody,  so  to  ^>eak, 
incurs  at  any  time  and  in  any  place  during  a 
thunderstorm  ?  We  know  that  lightning  is 
erratic,  and  possibly  no  position  and  circum- 
stances can  sGSord  absolute  safety.  But  if  there 
is  under  particular  circumstances  in  a  particular 
vocation  something  appreciably  and  substantially 
beyond  the  ordinary  normal  risk,  which  ordinary 
people  run,  and  which  is  a  necessary  concomitant 
of  vie  occupation  the  man  is  engaged  in,  then  I 
am  entitled  to  say  tliat  that  extra  danger  to 
which  the  man  is  exposed  is  something  arising 
out  of  his  employment;  and  if  in  consequence  of 
that  a  fatality  occurs,  I  am  entitled  to  say  the 
section  applies  and  the  applicant  is  entitled  to 
recover."  I  certainly  think  that  it  would  be 
impossible  to  frame  a  more  accurate  direction  to 
a  jury  than  that  judgment  of  the  County  Court 
judfte.  Having  so  directed  himself,  the  judge 
applied  himself  to  the  facts  in  order  to  see 
whether  the  accident  did  arise  out  of  the 
employment,  and  he  did  find  that  the  acci- 
dent arose  ont  of  the  employment.  I  say, 
thei-efore,  that  this  case  is  singularly  free 
from  difficulty,  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
this  appeal.  It  is  true  that  being  struck  by 
lightning  has  been  referred  to  by  judges  in  some 
of  the  cases  as  a  typical  instance  of  an  accident 
which  does  not  arise  out  of  the  employment. 
They  did  so,  no  doubt,  because  that  is  a  risk 
which  is  very  seldom  incidental  to  an  employment, 
and  in  using  that  illustration  they  eliminated  the 
condition  that  it  is  a  risk  incidental  to  the  par- 
ticular employment.  That  illustration,  therefore, 
cannot  be  strained  so  as  to  apply  to  a  case  like 
this,  where  the  risk  of  being  sti-nck  by  lightning 
is  in  fact  incidental  to  the  particular  employment. 
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I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  thlB  appeal 
fails  and  must  be  diamissed. 

BoMEB,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Appeal  di$mi$ied. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  W.  Hurd  and  Son, 
for  Chapman  and  Brooks,  Ol^am. 

Solkntors  for  the  respondents,  Field,  Roieoe, 
and  Co.,  for  O.  P.  Fripp,  Oldham. 


Wednesday,  April  13. 

(Before  OoLLi»fi,  M.B.,  Romeb  and 
Mathew,  L.JJ.) 

Dteb  v.  Swift  Oyclb  Company  Limited,  (a) 

APPBAL  CNDBB  THE  WOBKMEN's  COMFBNBATION 

ACT  1897. 
Employer  and    worleman — Injury  by  accident — 
Compentation  —  Employment  —  "  Factory  "  — 
Workmen's   Compentation  Act  1897    (60  &  61 
Vict.  c.  37),  «.  7  (2). 

The  Worktnen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  by 
sect.  7  (2),  provides  thai  "factory  "  has  the  same 
meaning  as  in  the  Factory  and  Workshop  ActldOl, 
and  also  includes  any  dock,  wharf,  quay,  ware- 
house, machinery,  or  plant,  to  which  anj/  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  of  1901  is  applied. 

By  sect.  105  (2)  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act 
1901  certain  provisions  of  the  Act  are  to  "  have 
effect  as  if  any  building  which  exceeds  thirty  feet 
in  height,  and  in  which  more  than  twenty  persons, 
not  being  domestic  servants,  are  employed  for 
wages,  were  included  in  the  word  'factory.'  " 

Meld  {allowirig  the  appeal),  that  a  building  of  the 
description  specified  in  sect.  105  (2)  of  the  Fac- 
tory arid  Workshop  Act  1901  is  not  a  "factory," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act,  merely  because  some  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1901  are  applied  thereto. 

Appeal  of  the  defendants  from  the  award  of  the 
judge  of  the  City  of  London  Court  in  proceedings 
for  compensation  under  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  was  injnred  by  accident  arising 
out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by  the 
defendants,  and  claimed  compensation  under  the 
Workmen's  Comjjensation  Act. 

The  plaintiff  was  employed  on  the  London 
premises  of  the  defendants  at  Holbom  Yiaduct, 
where  their  bicycles  were  shown  for  sale  and 
orders  were  received  and  repairs  were  executed. 

The  building  exceeded  80ft.  in  height,  and  more 
than  twenty  persons,  not  being  domestic  servants, 
were  employed  therein  for  wages.  There  was  no 
machinery  or  plant  worked  by  steam,  water,  or 
other  mechanical  power  upon  the  premises. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Vict.  c.  37)  provides : 

Sect.  7  (2).  In  this  Aot  "faotory"  has  the  smiis 
meuung  •■  in  the  Factory  and  Woikihops  Aoto  1878 
to  1891,  and  also  inolades  any  dock,  wkaif,  qnay, 
warehonse,  maohiaery,  or  plant,  to  whioh  any  proviiion 
of  the  Taotory  Aota  is  appUad  by  the  Factory  and  Work- 
shop Aot  1895,  and  every  lamidry  worked  by  steam, 
water,  or  other  meohaaioal  power. 

The  Factory  and  Workshop  Aot  1901  (1  Edw.  7, 

(a)  Bapcrted  by  J.  H.  Willluu,  £«).,  BurUter-M-Lew. 


c.  22),  which  repealed  and  consolidated  all  the  pre- 
vious Factory  Acts,  provides : 

Sect.  105  (2).  The  proviiions  of  this  Aot  with  rsapsot 
to  notice  of  aocidanta  and  the  formal  investigation  of 
aooidenta  shall  have  effeot  aa  if  (b)  any  bnilding  which 
ezoeeda  thirty  feet  in  height,  and  in  whioh  more  than 
twenty  peraons,  not  being  domeatio  servants,  are  em- 
ployed for  wagea,  were  inoladed  in  the  word  "  factory," 
and  aa  if  ...  the  oooapier  of  the  bnildiog  were 
the  ooonpier  of  a  factory. 

Sect.  149  (1).  The  ezpreaaion  "factory"  mesne 
textile  factory  and  non-teztile  factory,  or  either  of  thoa» 
deaotiptiona  of  factories. 

The  County  Court  judge  held  that,  as  the  pre- 
mises exceeded  30ft.  in  height  and  more  than 
twenty  persons,  not  being  domestic  servants,  were 
employed  therein  for  wages,  the  building  was  a 
"  factory  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Aot  1897,  and  accordingly  made  an 
award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

W.  Addington  Willis  for  the  appellants. — ^The 
County  Court  judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that  the 
case  came  within  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act.  In  this  case  in  order  to  entitle  the  workman 
to  compensation  his  employment  must  be  on,  in, 
or  about  a  "  factory  "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  "  Factory"  is  defined  by  sect.  7  (2)  of  the 
Act.  This  building  was  not  a  "  factory  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Aot 
1901,  which  is  now  substituted  for  the  earlier 
Factory  and  Workshop  Acta.  In  the  Act  of  1901 
"  factory  "  is  defined  in  sect.  149,  and  this  building 
certainly  does  not  come  within  that  definition. 
Therefore,lf  it  iaa  "factory  "at  all  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Workmen'a  Compensation  Aot,  it  can 
only  be  so  because  some  provision  of  the  Factory 
and  Workshop  Act  1901  is  applied  thereto.  But 
sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
does  not  enact  that  every  building  or  thing  to 
whioh  any  provision  of  the  Factory  and  Work- 
shop Act  is  applied  shall  be  a  "  factory  "  ;  it  only 
enacts  that  certain  specified  buildings  and  things 
shall  be  factories  in  that  case.  This  building 
does  nob  come  within  the  category  mentioned  in 
sub-sect.  7  (2)  at  all,  and  therefore  is  not  a  "  fac- 
tory "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation  Act,  although  certain  provisions  of  the 
Factory  and  Workshop  Aot  1901  are,  by 
sect.  105  (2),  applied  thereto.  It  was  not  suggested 
in  the  County  Court  that  the  building  was  a 
"warehonse";  and  it  has  been  found  as  a  tact 
that  there  was  no  machinery  or  plant  therein 
worked  by  steam,  water,  or  other  mechanical 
power. 

Cairns  for  the  respondent. '—  The  learned 
County  Court  judge  rightiy  decided  that  thia 
building  was  a  "factory."  The  definition  of 
"factory"  in  sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
penaation  Act  is  now  to  be  read  as  if  it  referred 
to  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901  instead 
of  to  the  earlier  Factory  Acts : 

Stevens  v.  General  Stsam  Navigation  Company,  8& 
L.  T.  Bep.  542 ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  890. 

Sect.  7  (2)  therefore  enacts  that  "factory"  has 
the  same  meaning  as  in  the  Factory  and  Work- 
shop Act  1901.  Now,  sect.  105  (2)  provides  that 
certain  provisions  of  that  Aot  shall  apply  to  a 
building  of  this  description,  and  thereby  extends 
the  meaning  of  "factory"  in  that  Act  beyond 
the  definition  contained  in  sect.  149.  This  bmlding. 
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therefore,  was  a  "  factory "  within  the  Act  of 
1901,  and  consequently  a  "  factory  "  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act.  This  bnildine  was  a  "ware- 
faouse  "  within  the  meaning  oi  sect.  7  (2)  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  There  was 
«Tidenoe  that  the  building  was  need  for  storing 
bicycles  and  materials : 

Watton  T.  Cotton,  5  C.  B.  51. 

W.  Addington  WUlii  was  not  called  npon  to 
reply. 

OoLLiKB,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  judge  of  the  City  of  London 
Gonrt  in  proceedings  for  compensation  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.    The  facts 
of  the  case    were  not  in    dispute.      Upon    the 
admissions  of  fact  made  by  the  parties  the  judge 
arrived  at  two  conclusions — first,  that  there  was 
no  machinery  or  plant  driven  by  steam,  water,  or 
other  mechanical  power  upon  the  premises,  and 
that  therefore  the  case  was  not  within  the  Act 
npon  that  ground ;  secondly,  that  as  the  building 
exceeded  ^ft.  in  height,  and  more  than  twenty 
persons  were  employed  therein,  it  was  a  "  factory 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.    The  question, 
therefore,  is  whether  the  accident  occurred  to  a 
workman  who  was    employed    in    a    "factory" 
witlun  the  meaning  of  the  Act.    If  the  workman 
was  not  so  employed,  his  case  must  fail.    It  was 
oontended   at   the   hearing   that  by  reason  of 
machineij  being  used  upon  the  premises  the  place 
was  a  "  factory,"  but  the  judge  has  found  that 
this  was  not  so.     Therefore  so  far  the  plaintiff 
did  not  succeed  in  showing  that  the  place  was  a 
"factory"    within    the    meaning    of  that  Act. 
Another  contention  made  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  adopted  by  the  judge,  which  was  that, 
although  the  place  was  not  a  "  factory  "  within 
the  dennition  in  sect.  149  of  the  Factory  and 
Workshop  Act  1901,  yet  by  referring  to  another 
section  of  that  Act—sect.  105  (2) — it  appeared 
that  the  place  was  a  "  factorv  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  Act.    Sect.  105  (2)  provides  Uiat  "  tibe 
provisions  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  notice  of 
accidents  and  the  f  ormsd  investigation  of  accidents 
shall  have   effect   as  if   (b)  any  building  which 
«xceed8  thirty  feet  in  height,  and  in  which  more 
than  twenty  persons,  not  being  domestic  servants, 
are  employed  for  wages,  were  included  in  the  word 
'  factory '  and  as  if    .    .     .    the  occupier  of  the 
building  were  the  occupier  of  a   factory."    The 
judge  found  that    this    building    came    within 
that  provision,  and  held  that  therefore  it  was 
a  "  factory."     But    when  that  section  is  read 
carefully,  it  is  dear  that  it  distinctly  negatives 
such  a  building  being  a  "factory"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act.    It  says  that  two  specified 
provisions  shall  apply  "  as  if  "  the  buil^n^  were  a 
"  factory,"  and  that  is  tantamount  to  saying  that 
the  building  is  not  a  "  factory  "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act.    There  is  no  doubt  a  provision  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of  accidents  and 
of  investigating  accidents,  such  a  building  shall 
be  treated  as  a  factory.    The  question  is  wuether 
that  provision  can  make  the  building  a  "  factory  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897.    The  definition  of  a  "factoiy" 
in  sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  is :  " '  Faoto^ '  has  the  same  meaning  as  in 
the  "  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901,  "  and  also 
includes    any    dock,    wharf,   quay,    warehouse. 


machinery,  or  plant,  to  which  any  provision  of 
the  "  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901  is  applied. 
Now,  it  is  admitted  that  this  building  is  not 
within  the  definition  of  "  f actoiy "  contained  in 
the  Act  of  1901,  and  it  is  not  one  of  those  places 
which  is  sx>ecifioally  mentioned  in  sect.  7  (2).  It 
is  not  one  of  that  class  of  buildings  which  are 
within  the  category  given  in  sect.  7  (2),  and  it 
is  only  buildings  within  that  category  which  can 
be  made  factories  within  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  b^  reason  of  some  provision  of  the 
Factory  Act  bemg  applied  thereto.  That  con- 
clusively shows  tluit  the  decision  of  the  learned 
judge  was  wrong  upon  the  point  upon  which  he 
decided  this  case.  The  counsel  for  the  respon- 
dent has  endeavoured  here  to  support  that  judg- 
ment upon  another  ground  —  viz.,  that  this 
building  was  a  "  warehouse."  But  that  case  was 
not  made  before  the  County  Court  judge,  and  no 
evidence  was  given  to  support  it.  That  point, 
therefore,  cannot  be  raised  now.  The  case  must 
be  dealt  with  upon  the  facts  as  they  were  before 
the  County  Court  judge.  This  appeal  therefore 
succeeds,  and  must  be  allowed. 

BoHEB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
onus  was  on  the  workman  to  show  that  his  case 
came  within  the  scope  o'  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  1897.  He  could  only  do  that  by 
establishing  that  the  building  in  which  he  was 
employed  was  a  "  factory  "  within  the  definition  con- 
tained in  sect.  7  (2)  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act.  When  that  definition  is  carefully  looked 
at,  it  is  clear  that  the  workman  did  not  establish 
that  this  building  came  within  the  definition  at 
all,  and  I  gatiier  that  the  County  Court  judge 
really  so  held.  But  the  County  Court  judge 
appears  to  have  held  that  this  building  was  a 
"factory"  by  reference  to  the  provisions  of 
sect.  105  (2)  of  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act 
1901.  But,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls,  sect.  105  (2)  does  not  provide 
that  any  building  exceeding  30ft.  in  height  in  which 
more  than  twenty  persons  are  employed  is  a 
"  factory  " ;  in  effect  it  points  out  that  such  a 
building  is  not  a  "  factory,"  and  only  directs  that 
certain  provisions  of  the  Act  shall  apply  thereto 
"aa  if  it  were  included  in  the  word  'factory,'" 
and  those  provisions  have  no  relation  whatever  to 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897.  The 
decision  of  the  County  Court  judge  was,  therefore, 
wrong.  The  workman  has  failed  to  bring  this 
case  within  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act, 
and  this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Mathbw,  L.J.  —  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  ground  npon  which  the  Coonty  Court  judge 
decicfod  this  case  was  wrong ;  and  there  is  no 
evidence  npon  which  the  contention  that  the 
building  was  a  "  warehouse  "  can  be  established. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Oibht,  White,  and 
Strong. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Lovett  and 
LiddU. 
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HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

CHAUOERT  DIVISION. 

(Before  Joyck,  J.) 

Feb.  12. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,  and  March  30. 

Be   I.A   GoTTB   V.   Olintoit;   Tsbchhann   v. 
Galthobfe.  (a) 

Company  —  Protpeettu  —  Untrue  atatementt — 
Omisgion  of  eoniraeit — LiabUily  of  directors — 
Director^  Liability  Act  1890  (53  <£•  54  Viet.  e.  64), 
«.  3—Companiet  Act  1867  (30  &  31  Viet.  e.  131), 
«.  38. 

Upon  the  faith  of  the  stcUementa  contained  in  a 
protpeetuB  ittued  by  the  defendarUs  and  their 
eO'd/trectore,  the  plairUiffg  became  thareholders 
in  a  company. 

The  prospectus  contained  certain  untrue  statements, 
and  also  omitted  to  specify  th»  dates  and  names 
of  the  parties  to  a  certain  contract  that  had  been 
entered  into  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  company. 

Held,  as  regards  the  untrue  statements,  that, 
even  though  they  constituted  Tnateridl  misrepre- 
sentations and  remained  untrue  to  the  date  of 
the  notice  of  (dlotment,  yet,  the  defendants  having 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  the  staiemenU 
were  true,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to 
compensation  from  the  defendants  under  sect.  3 
of  the  Directors'  Liability  Act  1890 ,-  and,  as 
regards  the  omission  to  specify  the  dates  and 
names  of  the  parties  to  the  contracts,  that,  the 
contracts  being  material  to  be  known,  the  pro- 
spectus was  to  be  deemed  to  be  fraudvlemt  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  38  of  the  Companies  Act  1867,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  damages 
accordingly. 

Actions  in  which  the  plajniiffs  were  shareholders 
in  the  Standard  Exploration  Gompany  Limited 
and  the  defendants  directors  thereof. 

The  plaintifEe  in  their  respective  actions  clumed 
compensation  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tifEs  by  reason  of  nntrne  statements  contained  in 
the  prospectus  of  the  Standard  Exploration  Gom- 
panv  Limited,  issued  by  the  defendants,  on  the 
laitn  of  which  the  plaintiffs  subscribed  for 
shares  in  the  company;  and  a  declaration  that 
the  said  prospectus  was  fraudulent  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  38  of 
the  Companies  Act  1867,  and  damages  for  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  their 
having  been  induced  to  subscribe  for  the  said 
shares  on  the  faith  of  snch  prospectus. 

The  actions  were  in  respect  of  the  same  pro- 
spectus as  that  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
action  of  McConnel  v.  Wright  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  431 ; 
(1903)  1  Ch.  546). 

The  facts  will  be  found  sufficiently  and  con- 
veniently set  forth  in  his  Lordship's  judgment. 

Hughes,  K.C.,  H.  PoweU,  K.G.,  and  W.  Higgins 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

Haldane,  K.G.,  Oore-Browne,  K.G.,  and  W.  H. 
Cozens-Hardy  for  the  defendants. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

JoTO,  J. — These  are  actions  against  two 
directors  of  the  Standard  Exploration  Gompany 
hy  two  persons  each  of  whom  subscribed  for 
fixty  shares  in  the  company  on  the  faith  of  a 

(■)  Bcporttd  bj  STDaiT  Davit,'.  Eaq.,  BuTl(tar«t-I«w. 


prospectus  dated  the  12th  May  1899.  They 
allege  that  such  prospectus  contained  material 
misstatements,  by  which  they  were  induced 
to  take  the  shares,  and  was  fraudulent  in 
law  under  sect.  38  of  the  Gompanies  Act  1867  by 
reason  of  the  omission  to  specify  therein  the 
dates  and  names  of  the  parties  to  certain  con- 
tracts, and  upon  this  ground  they  claim  to  have 
an  inquiiT'  in  the  appropriate  form  as  to  damages 
and  payment  of  the  amount  to  be  thereby  ascer- 
tained. No  charge  of  actual  fraud  is  made  or 
suggested  against  either  of  the  defendants.  Thejy 
may  have  been  careless  or  negligent,  but  there  is 
no  imputation  upon  their  personal  integrity  or 
honour ;  their  only  liability,  if  any,  is  under  the 
statutory  provisions  of  the  Directors'  Liability 
Act  1890  and  the  section  I  have  mentioned  of  the 
Act  of  1867.    There  is  no  doubt  that  each  of  the 

gl^ntiffs  was  induced  to  subscribe  for  his  shares 
y  the  perusal  of  the  prospectus,  and  did  so  upon 
the  faith  of  the  statements  which  it  contained 
taken  as  a  whole.  The  company  was  formed  for 
various  objects,  which  were  obviously  of  a  highly 

rulative  nature,  and  included  trafBcking  upon 
Stock  Exchange.    Each  of  the  plaintiffs,  I 
think,  took  his  s^xes  as  a  speculation.^    The 
financial  ffulure  of  the  company  was  not  in  any 
sense  due  to  any  matter  misrepresented  in  the  pro- 
spectus.   It  was  brought  about  in  the  year  1901 
by  the  calamitous  result  of  enormous  specula- 
tions, in  particular  in  Lake  View  shares,  and  the 
date  of  the  winding-up  order  is  the  16th  Jan.  of 
that  year.    The  plaintiffs,  however,  made  no  com- 
plaint, nor  had  it  occurred  to  either  of  them  that 
he  had  any  ground  of  action  against  the  defen- 
dants until  he   was  sought  out  by  a  so-called 
association  of  shareholders  or  the  solicitors  who 
advised  or  managed  this  association.    The  state- 
ments of  claim,  which  are  practically  identical  in 
their  terms,  allege  several  misstatements  in  the 
prospectus  ;  but,  having  regard  to  what  has  taken 
place  in  a  former  action  of  McConnel  v.  Wnght 
(88  L.  T.  Rep.  431 ;  (1903)  1  Gh.  546),  only  two  of 
such  misstatements  were  actually  discussed  and 
insisted  upon  before  me.    They  were,  first  aiid 
principally,  what  is  the  subject  of  the  alleviation 
in  par.  4  (B)  of    the    statement    of   claim    in 
reference  to  the  establishment  of  a  share  depart- 
ment for  the  acquisition  and  disposition  of  shares, 
and  so  on,  with  a  statement  that  the  directors  had 
already  acquired  large  holdings  in  various  pro- 
mising companies,  including  the  following,  par- 
ticnlaily  the  London  and  Globe  and  others  there 
named,  and  that,  "Taken  at  this  day's  market 
quotations  these  shares  already  show  a  profit  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  a  dividend  of  10  per  cent,  on 
the  total  capital  of  this  company  for  the  current 
year" ;  and,  secondly,  the  statement  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  same  paragraph  of  the  statement 
of  claim,  under  sub-clause  D,  which  is  to  the  effect 
that  "  Gontraots  dated  the  12th  May  1899  have 
been  entered  into  by  the  company  for  the  acquisi- 
tion from  each  of  the  companies  and  the  liqui- 
dators thereof  of  the  propei'ties  above-mentioned 
under  the  head  of  '  Properties  to  be  acquired '  for 
a  total  consideration  of    775,000   fuUy-paid-up 
shares."    In  respect  of  each  of  these  alleged  mis- 
statements, each  of  the  plaintiffs  claims   to  be 
entitled  to  relief  under  the  Directors'  Liability 
Act.  It  was  also  contended  that  theprospectns  was 
to  be  deemed  to  be  fraudulent  under  the  38th  sec- 
tion  of  the  Act  of  1867,  by  reason  of  the  omission 
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to  specify  in  it  the  dates  and  partien  to  the  three 
oontraots  first  particnlarly  mentioned  in  par.  5  of  the 
statement  of  claim.  As  to  the  alleged  misstate- 
ments, it  will  be  convenient  to  deal  first  with  the 
one  secondly  mentioned — namely,  par.  4  (D)  of  the 
48tatement  of  claim.  Now,  the  statement  in  the  pro- 
.spectns  was  that,  "  Contracts  dated  the  12th  May 
1899  have  been  entered  into  by  the  company  for 
the  acquisition  from  each  of  the  companies  and 
the  liquidators  thereof  of  the  properties  above- 
mentioned  nnder  the  head  of  'Properties  to  be 
acquired '  for  a  total  consideration  of  775,000 
iuuy-paid-up  shares,"  and  inspection  of  copies  of 
these  contracts  was  offered  at  the  offices  of  the 
«olicitOTS  of  the  company.  The  real  fact  was, 
however,  that  of  those  775,000  shares,  40,000— 
namely,  those  which  formed  the  consideration  for 
the  acquisition  of  500u  fnlly-paid-up  deferred 
shares  in  the  Austin  Friars  Syndicate — were,  in 

Pursuance  of  an  a((reement  dated  the  27th  Oct. 
B98,  transferred  or  issued,  not  directly  to  the 
owners  of  the  shares  or  to  the  companies  or  the 
liquidators  thereof,  but  to  the  nominees  of  the 
London  and   Globe,  which   company  had   pre- 
vionsly,  and  with  a  view  to  the  formation  and 
^ateblishment  of  the  Standard  Gompany,  bought 
ap  these  shares  upon  advantageous  terms  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Standard  Company.    The  London 
and  Globe  wtre  the  avowed  promoters  of   the 
Standard  Company,  as  appears  Iby  the  prospectus, 
and  it  has  been  suggested  that,  notwithstanding 
the   statement    in   the   prospectus    that    there 
were  no  promoter's   profits    in    any  shape   or 
ionn  whatever,  the  London   and  Globe  Gom- 
pany did,  b^  reason  of  this  transaotion,  indi- 
rectly   obtain    a    secret    profit    or    advantage. 
Upon  investigation  and  consideration  of  the  facte 
in  reference  to  this  transaction,  I  am  convinced 
that  there  is  no  foundation  for  this  suftgestion. 
In  my  opinion,  the  misstetement,  such  as  itis,  was 
not  made  intentionally,  but  was  an  accidental 
inaconracT,    which  in    no   way    ought    to    have 
influenced  or  did  influence  either  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  subscribing  for  shares  in  the  company.    If  the 
predse  facts  as  to  the  acquisition  of  tnese  deferred 
shares  in  the  Austin  Friars  Syndicate  had  been 
set  forth  with  perfect  exactness  they  would  not, 
in  my  opinion,  nave  been  calculated  to  deter,  and 
would  not  have  deterred,  either  of  the  plaintiffs 
irom  taking  shares.    I  have  not  the   slightest 
doubt  that  each  of  the  plaintiffs  would  have  sub- 
eoribed  for  his  fifty  share*,  and  risked  his  501.  in  the 
ooncem  all  the  same.    That  is  to  say,  I  hold  this 
misstetement  not  to  have  been  material,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  susteined 
amy  loss  or  damage  b^^  reason  of  this  untrue  or 
inaccurate  statement  in   the  prospectus.     The 
principal    misstatement    which    is  alleged,   and 
which  I  will  next  consider,  is  under  the  heading 
of  "  Share  Department,"  and  is  to  the  effect  that 
in  furtherance  of  the  object  of  the  company  the 
diieotors  have  already  acquired  large  homings  in 
various  promising  companies,  including  British 
America,  Le  Boi,  and  London  and  Glol^,  and  so 
on.   Now,  having  regard  to  what  took  place  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of  McConnel  v.  Wright 
(vM  tup.)  already  mentioned,  I  was  not  asked 
upon  wis  occasion  to  decide  or    consider  any 

retion  with  respect  to  the  company's  holding — 
t  is,  the  Standard  Company's  holding — in 
British  America  shares.  But  the  real  contest  was 
in  reference  to  the  shares,  roundly  200,000  in 


number,  in  the  London  and  Globe,  which  admit- 
tedly were  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  of  the 
prospectus,  and  which  are  the  suoject  of  a  minute 
nnder  date  the  25th  May  1899  in  the  directors' 
minute-book  of  the  London  and  Globe.  That 
minute  is  as  follows : — "  Resolved :  That  the 
allotment  of  199,^3  shares  in  this  corporation  at 
par  to  the  Standard  Exploration  Company  be, 
and  it),  hereby  confirmed.  The  distinctive  numbers 
being  "  so  and  so.  It  is  curious  that  the  date  of 
this  minute  is  r^erred  to  in  the  judgment  of  the 

Sdges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  as  being  the  27th 
ay,  two  days  later  than  it  really  was.    Upon  the 
25th  May  1899,  if  not  before,  these  shares  were 
acquired  by  the  Standard  Gompany.   But  this  was 
two  days  after  the  plaintiff  De  La  Cour  received 
notice  of  the  allotment  of  the  fifty  shares  which, 
he  subscribed  for,  and  four  days  after  the  plaintiff 
Treohmann  received  the  similar  notice  in  respect 
of   his  fifty  shares;  for   the  application  of  the 
plaintiff  De  La  Cour  for  shares  is  dated  the  18th 
May,  and  the  notice  of  allotment  the  22nd  May. 
and  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  Trechmann  iS 
dated  the  17th  May.  and  the  notice  of  allotment 
to  him  the  20th  May.      Each  of  the  plaintiffs 
lived  in  the  country,  and  presumably  would  receive 
hiH  notice   of  allotment  upon  the  day  after  it 
bore  date.    The  form  of  the  minute  of  the  25th 
May  suggests  that  there  had  been  a  previous  aUot- 
ment,either  informal  or  otherwise  questionable,  for 
some  reason  or  other.  For  my  own  part,  I  think  that 
Mr.  Whitaker  Wright,  nnder  the  power  which  a 
previous  minute  conferred  upon  him,  had  in  some 
way  affected  to  make  this  allotment,  but  it  being 
suggested,   and   not    without  reason,    that  his 
power  to  allot  did  not  authorise  any  allotment 
except  to  shareholders  in  the  London  and  Globe, 
it  was  thought  advisable  to  have  a  formal  con- 
firmation   of   the    allotment   to   the    Standard 
Company.    It  was  proved  before  me   that  the 
minute-books  of  the  two  companies  concerned 
were  ill-kept ;  important  business  was  often  done 
in  fact,  and  given  effect  to  in  the  account-books 
of  the  company,  without  anv  entry  conoeming  it 
appearing  in  the  minnte-booss.   No  w,  the  London 
and  GloM  Gompany  were  the  promoters  of  the 
Stendard,  and  issued    the    prospectus,    thereby 
stating,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  directors  of  the 
London  and  Globe  were  authorised  to  offer,  and 
did  offer,  the  shares  of  the  Standard  for  subscrip- 
tion on  the  terms  of  that  prospectus,  one  of  which 
was,  in  effect,  that  the  Stendard  Company  had 
acquired    a    holding    of    (in     round    numbers) 
200,000     shares    in    the    London     and    Globe. 
Three  of  the  directors  of  the  London  and  Globe 
were    also   directors   of   the   Standard.    There 
had  been   a   general   understanding    all   along 
that   the    Standard    should    have   these  shares, 
and   that   thev   were  reeerved   for   that    com- 
pany ;  and  under  the  dronmstancee  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  it  woidd  have  been  possible,  after  the 
allotment  of  the  shares  of  the  Stendard,  for  the 
London  and  Globe  to  resUe  from  the  position  that 
the  Standard  had  or  must  have  these  200,000  shares 
in  the  London  and  Globe.  In  my  opinion,  upon  the 
evidence  before    me,   it  was  practically  certain 
upon  the  23rd,  and  even  upon  the  2lBt  May  1899, 
that  these  London  and  Globe  shares  vrould  be, 
if  they  had  not  already  been,  acquired,  or  at  least, 
that  the  acquisition  of  these  shares  was  practically 
secured,  and  such  acquisition  was  certeinly  per- 
fected on  the  25th  May,  if  not  before.    I  cannot 
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think  that  the  allotment  of  these  200,000  shares 
to    the    Standard  at  par   was    any   breach    of 
dnty  on  the  part  of  the  directors  of  the  London 
and  Globe,  although  the  shares  that  had  been 
issued  of  that  company  were  then  saleable  at  a 
premium.    As    Lord  Barey  observes  at  p.  480 
of  the  Appeal  Gases,  1902 :   "  I  am  not  aware  of 
anj    law  which  obliges  a  company  to  issue  its 
shares  above  par  because  they  are  saleable  at  a 
premium  in  the  market.    It  depends  on  the  cir- 
camstanoes    of  each   case    whether   it    will    be 
prudent,  or  even  possible  to  do  so,  and  it  is  a 
question  for  the  directors  to  decide,"  and  I  may 
add  that  in  this  particular  case  the  London  and 
Globe  were  the  promoters  of  the  Standard,  and 
had  a  direct  pecuniary  interest  in  the  formation 
and  success  of  that  company.    Li  such  an  action 
as  this — that  is   to    say,    under  the    Directors' 
Liability  Act — it  is  an  essential  factor  that  the 
plaintifi    should  prove  substantial  damage,    the 
measure  of  which  is  well  settled  to  be  the  differ- 
enoe  between  the  price  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for 
his  shares  and  their  real  value  at  the  date  of  the 
allotment  being  posted  to  or  reaching  him,  and 
as  a  matter  of  ccnyenienoe  the  date  is  taken  to  be 
that  of  the  day  after  the  posting  of  the  notice  of 
allotment.    See  judgment  in  Cciekett  v.  Keawick, 
affirmed  by  Court  of  Appeal  (87  L.  T.   Eep.  11; 
(L902)  2  Ch.  456).    Now  in  the  case  of  McConnel  v. 
Wright  {itbi  nip.),  which  was  an  action  by  another 
shareholder  against  another  director,  in  respect 
of  the  very  prospectus  in  question  here,  it    was 
held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  upon  similar,  but  not 
the  same,  materials  as  are  before  me,  that  there 
was  a  material  misrepresentation  in  the  prospectus 
with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Standard 
Company's  holding  in  the  London  and  Globe,  and 
that,  having  regard  to    such  misrepresentation 
and  to   the    snbseouent  liquidation,    there  was 
snfiBoient  evidence  oi  substantial  damage  to  the 
plaintiff.    Under   the  cironmstances,   I    do  not 
consider  myself  free  to  decide  otherwise  in  the 
present  case,  though  I  am  perhaps  not  technically 
bound  to  do  so.     Therefore,  out  of  deference  to 
the  Oourt  of  Appeal,  I  hold  that  there  was  a 
material  misrepresentation  in  the  prospectus  with 
reference  to  the  acquisition  of  the  London  and 
Olobe  shares,  and  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence 
of  damage  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of 
such    misrepresentation,  although  at    the  same 
time  I  think  I  am  bound,  in  justice  to  tbe  defen- 
danta,  to  say  that  I  probablv  should  have  come 
to  a  different  conclusion  if  I  had  been  at  liberty  to 
follow  my  own    opinion.     JSow,  with  reference 
to  the  several  other  companies  mentioned  in  the 
prospectus  under  the  head  of  "  Share  Depart- 
ment," it  is  probablv  not  very  material  to  consider 
when  the  shares  or  holdings  in  them  were  actually 
acc^uired.    I  think  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  not  satisfied  me  tiiat  tbe  holdings 
in  such  companies  were  not  all  acquired  by  the 
date  upon  which  the  respective  notices  of  allot- 
ment were  posted  to  the  plaintiffs.    It  was  decided 
in  the  case  of  Ship  v.  CrotshiU  (22  L.  T.  Rep.  3S5 ; 
10  £q.  73)  that  if  a  statement  in  a  prospectus, 
although  untrue  at  the  time  the  prospectus  was 
issued,  be  true  at  the  time  of  the  application  for 
shares,  the  applicant  cannot  maintain  an  action 
for  damages  in  respect  of  misrepresentations  by 
such  untrae  statement,  and  I  am  not  aware  that 
this  decision  has  ever  been  questioned.    And  it 
woold  probably  be  held  that  tbe    same    result 


would  follow  it  tbe  statement  in  question  was  true 
at  the  date  of  the  notice  of  allotment.    Assuming, 
however,  as  was  held  in  McConnel  v.  Wright  {vbi 
aup.),  that  these  shares  in  the  London  and  Globe 
baid  not  been  acquired  on  the  23rd  or  21st  May 
1899,  and,  in  fact,  were  not  acquired  before  the  25th 
of  that  month,  the  question  arises  whether  the 
defendants  believed,  and  had  reasonable   ground 
for  believing,  that  these  shares  had  been  acquired, 
or  that  their  acquisition  was  so  secured  as  to 
justify  the  statement  in  the  prospectus  so  far  as 
the  London  and  Globe  shares  were  concerned. 
The  question  is  not  whether  the  defendants  exer- 
cised extreme  caution  and  thoroughly  investigated 
the  truth  of  all  the  several  statements  of  the 
prospectus,  whether  they  were  capable  and  experi- 
enced financiers,    whether    they    were    wise    or 
foolish,  or  what  were  the  motives  which  influenced 
tbem  in  becoming  directors  ;  but  simply  whether 
they  had  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that 
these  London  and  Globe  shares  had  been  acquired 
by  tbe  Standard  Company.     Upon  consideration 
of  the  defendants'  own  evidence  and  that  of  the 
other  witnesses  called  on  their  behalf,  I  think, 
upon  the  whole,  it  would  be  wrong  to  conclude 
that  the  defendants  had  not  reasonable  ground 
for  believing  the  statements  in  tbe  prospectus 
under   the  liead    of   "Share  Department,"  the 
correctness  of  which  is  questioned  by  the  plaintiffs, 
and  in  particular  as  to   the  holding  of  200,000 
shares  in  the  London  and  Globe,  to  be  true.    If 
I  am  right  in  this  the  defendants  are  excused 
from  all  liability  under  the  Directors'  Liability 
Aot.    But,  unfortunately  for  the  defendants,  this 
does   not   dispose  of   the  whole    case.     There 
remains  the  question  of  non-compliance  with  the 

? revisions  of  sect.  38  of  the  Companies  Act  1867. 
t  is  contended  that  the  prospectus  must  be 
deemed  to  be  fraudalent  by  reason  of  the  omission 
to  state  therein  the  dat-es  and  tbe  names  of  the 
parties  to  various  contracts.  [His  Lordship 
specified  the  contracts  referred  to,  including  an 
agreement  dated  the  27th  Oct.  1898  between  the 
London  and  Globe  Finance  Corporation  Limited 
and  the  Standard  Exploration  Company  Limited, 
and  continued :]  Now,  in  order  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  establish  any  liability  on  the 
defendants  in  respect  of  the  omission  to  specify 
any  of  these  contracts,  it  must  be  shown, 
among  other  things,  that  the  contracts  were 
material  to  be  known,  although  the  Aot  requires 
only  the  dates  and  parties  to  be  stated,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  notice  of  them ;  or, 
in  other  words,  that  the  plaintiff  took  his  shares 
upon  the  faith  of  there  being  no  such  contract, 
and  without  having  by  a  valid  agreement  waived 
the  right  he  would  otherwise  have  had  under  the 
section.  Further,  no  plaintiff  can  recover  unless 
it  be  shown  that  he  has  sustained  damage  by 
taking  the  shares  on  the  faith  of  the  prospectus. 
This  is  an  essential  factor.  In  other  words,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  real  value  of  the  shares 
on  the  day  when  he  received  the  notice  of  allot- 
ment was  less  than  the  sum  which  be  paid  for 
them.  Now,  again,  in  dealing  with  this  part  of 
this  case  I  am  not  free,  I  think,  to  act  on  my  own 
opinion,  whatever  it  may  be,  but  am  compelled  to 
follow  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  AppmJ  upon 
this  same  prospectus  in  McConnel  v.  Wright  {vbi 
«uj>.).  Their  Lordships  then  held  that  the  agree- 
ment of  the  27th  Oct.  1898  was  a  material  con- 
tract, and  that  by  reason  of  its  omission  the 
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Srospectns  was  to  be  deemed  to  be  fraudulent.  I 
o  not  Bee  my  way,  npon  Bnch  a  question  as  this 
— m.,  the  materiality  of  the  contract— to  decide 
otherwise  than  in  accordance  with  the  Conrt  of 
Appeal.  In  other  words,  I  am  compelled  to  hold 
that  the  date  and  names  of  the  parties  to  the 
agreement  of  the  27th  Oct.  1898  on(;ht  to  have 
been  specified  in  the  prospectus ;  and  farther,  as 
I  assume,  the  Court  of  Appeal  must  hare  con- 
sidered that  such  omission  was  not  validly  waived 
by  the  waiver  clause  in  the  application  for  shares 
coupled  with  the  statement  npon  the  same  subject 
in  the  prospectas.  I  have  already  said  that  I 
must  follow  the  Gonrt  of  Appeal  in  its  decision, 
that,  having  regard  to  the  subsequent  winding-up, 
and  the  few  days'  delay  in  the  acquisition  of  the 
London  and  Globe  shares,  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  hud  sustained 
loss  or  damage  entitling  tnem  to  relief  although 
what  the  real  value  of  the  shares  was  at  the  time 
of  allotment  appears  to  me  to  be  wholly  unascer- 
tained. The  result  is,  therefore,  that  in  this  court 
there  must  be  judgment  for  each  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  terms  which  I  will  state  on  the  ground  of  the 
omission  to  specify  the  date  and  names  of  the 
parties  to  the  agreement  of  the  27th  Oct.  1898. 
As  to  the  other  contracts,  I  think  that  the 
plaintLffs  either  had  notice  of  them  or  waived 
their  risbts  under  the  38th  section  of  the  Act  of 
1867.  I  think  they  did  not  subscribe  for  or  take 
their  shares  upon  tne  faith  of  there  being  no  such 
contracts. 

The  form  of  order  in  the  action  of  De  la  Cow 
T.  Clinton  was  as  follows:  "Declare  that  the 
prospectus  of  the  Standard  Exploration  Company 
Limited  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  must  be 
deemed  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  38  of  the  Companies 
Act  1867  by  reason  of  it  not  having  specified  the 
date  of  and  names  of  the  parties  to  the  contract 
dated  the  27th  Oct.  il898,  and  the  court  doth 
orddr  and  adjndge  the  same  accordingly.  And 
the  oonrt  doth  order  that  an  inquiry  be  made 
what  sum  by  way  of  compensation  ought  to  be 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  loss  or  damage 
suffered  by  him  oy  reason  of  his  having  taken 
fifty  shares  of  12.  each  in  the  same  company  on 
the  faith  of  such  prospectus,  having  regard  to  the 
price  paid  by  him  for  the  said  fifty  shares  and 
the  real  valoe  of  such  shares  on  the  23rd  May 
1899  (the  day  after  the  date  of  the  allotment)." 

The  form  of  order  in  the  action  of  Trechmann 
T.  CcUthonie  was  the  same  as  above,  except  that 
the  day  after  the  date  of  allotment  was  the  2l8t 
May  1899,  not  the  23rd  May  1899. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Lesser  and  Danger. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants.  Bum  and 
Berridge. 

KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

March  29,  30,  and  April  13. 

(Commercial  Court,  before  Bioham,  J.) 

Basse  and  Sbltb  «.  Bank  of  Australasia,  (a) 

Bank — Credit   against  mrodiiciion  of  documents 

— Certificate    of   analysis  —  Fraudulent    mis. 

representation — Duties  and  liabilities  of  ban]e. 

A  bank  was  authorised  to  advance  a  sum  against 
production  of  documents.    The  mandate  weu  as 

<■)  B«port<d  by  W.  TrivosTd&ton,  Eiq.,  BurUtor-at-Law. 


follows  :  "  Negotiate  drafts  of  A.  0.  at  sight  on- 
D.  Bank  {Berlin)  London  agency  p.  8001. 
account  B.  B.  {against)  bill  of  tading,  policy  of 
insurance  and  urtifieate  analysis  from  Dr.  H. 
{for)  100  tons  cobalt  ore  analysis  not  less  than 
5  per  cent,  protoxide  shipped  by  steamer  {to) 
Europe.  Credit  expires.  ..." 
A.  0.  intended  to  ship  worthless  ore,  and  in  the 
bill  of  lading  it  loas  described  as  "  P.M.  2680 
bags  containing  100  tons  cobalt  ore."  A  policy 
of  insurance  teas  also  effected. 
A  sample  of  sound  ore  was  submitted  for  analysis, 
which  analysis  the  bank  refused  to  accept,  as  the 
cerHfiMite  did  not  refer  to  the  bill  of  lading 
goods. 
A.  0.  then  marked  the  sample  as  the  bill  of  lading 

quantity  was  described. 
The  analyst  gave  a  second  certificate,  which  was  a» 
follows  :  "  Sample  of  cobalt  ore  marked  '  P.M. 
2680  bags  representing  100  tons  '  received  from 
you  on  the  12ih  July  gave  the  following  retuUt : 
4'14  per  cent,  cobalt,  equal  to  5*27  per  cent, 
cobalt  protoxide  in  the  dry  ore ;  9*25  per  cent, 
moisture. 
On  producing  the  second  certificate  the  bank  paid 

A.  0.  SQOl. 
Subsequently  A.  0.  was  convicted   of  obtaining 

that  money  by  fraudulent  misrepresentation. 
Held,  that  the  certificate  on  its  face  was  regular 
and  came  within  the  meaning  of  the  mandate, 
and  there  was  no  duty  on  the  bank  to  see  to  ike 
sampling.     The  bank  was  entitled  to  assume 
that  the  analyst  had  acted  skilfuUy  in  making 
the  analysis. 
Action  to  recover  from  the  defendants  8002.  for 
damages   for  breach  of   duty  in  not  acting  in 
accordance  with  instructions,  and,  alternatively, 
for  having  negligently  performed  their  duty  to 
the  plaintiffs. 
The  facts  appear  in  the  considered  judgment. 
Rufus  Isaacs,   K.G.   and  A.  B.  Cane   for  the 
plaintiffs. 

J.  A.  Hamilton,  K.C.  and  R.  W.  Coventry  for 
the  defendants. 

Ulster  Bank  v.  Symiotl  (1871,  5  Ir.  Hep.  Bq. 
595),  Woods  V.  Thiedemann  (1  Hurlst.  &  Oolt 
Exch.  Bep.  478),  and  Ireland  v.  Livingstone  (27 
L.  T.  Bep.  79 ;  L.  Bep.  5  H.  L.  416)  were  referred 
to. 

Bioham,  J. — This  action  is  brought  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  from  the  defendants  a  sum 
of  8002.,  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants 
upon  a  consideration  which  is  said  to  have  wholly 
failed ;  or,  in  the  alternative,  to  recover  the  like 
sum  as  damages  for  breach  of  contract.  The 
facts  are  as  follows  :  The  plaintiffs  are  manufac- 
turers carrying  on  their  business  in  Prussia.  The 
defendants  are  an  English  banking  company 
with  an  agency  in  Sydney,  N.S.W.  In  May  190& 
the^  plaintiffs  agreed  to  buy  of  a  correspondent  of 
theirs  at  Sydney  named  Oppenheimer  100  tons  of 
cobalt  ore  at  82;j)er  ton.  The  ore  was  to  be  shipped 
by  steamer  to  Europe  and  was  to  be  paid  for  by 
cash  against  shipping  documents  in  Sydney.  The 
shipping  documents  were  to  consist  of  (1)  the  bill 
of  lading,  (2)  a  policy  of  insurance,  and  (3)  a 
certificate  of  analysis  by  a  local  chemist  named 
Helms  showing  at  least  5  per  cent,  protoxide. 
This  contract  having  been  made,  it  became 
necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  find  a  means  by 
which  Oppenheimer  could  get  payment  in  Sydney 
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in  exchange  for  the  documents.  They  accordingly 
pnt  themselves  into  commonication  with  their 
bankers  in  Berlin — the  Deutsche  Bank.  This 
bank  has  no  branch  in  Sydney,  and  therefore,  by 
letter  dated  the  14th  May  1902,  they  in  their  turn 
gare  instructions  to  the  defendant  bank  in 
London  to  open  the  credit  required.  The  letter 
is  in  the  following  terms  .- 

Berlin,  May  14,  1902.— Bank  of  AnstralaaU,  London, 
E.C.,  4,  Threadneedle-atreet. — Dear  Sirs,— Our  friends 
Ileatrs.  Baaae  and  SelTe,  Altena,  inform  na  that  they 
hare  inatmoted  the  firm  A.  Oppenheimer  at  Sydney  by 
mail  of  the  4th  April  to  ship  for  them  100  torn 
cobalt  ore  at  81.  per  ton  by  steamer  to  Enrope,  and  they 
now  wish  to  open  a  credit  by  cable  in  favonr  of  A. 
Oppenheimer,  Sydney,  for  the  above  shipment.  The 
credit  shall  be  available  nntil  the  15th  Jnne  next  a^inat 
prodnotion  of  the  following  docnmente  for  100  tons 
cobalt  ore — viz.  (1)  B  /  lading  in  fall  set,  and  (2)  inauc- 
•ooe  poUoy,  per  steamship  to  Europe ;  (3)  oertifioate  of 
analysis  by  the  ohemiat  Dr.  Helms  showing  an  analysis 
of  at  least  S  per  cent,  protoxide.  Wa  therefore  beg  to 
reqneat  yon  by  the  present  to  inatmot  your  Sydney 
branch  by  cable  to  negotiiite  Mr.  A.  Oppenheimer'a  sight 
drafts  upon  onr  London  agency  np  to  the  extent  of  SOOi., 
•ay,  eight  hundred  ponnda,  if  aooompanied  by  the  doca- 
menta  speoi&ed  overleaf,  drafts  and  doonments  not  to 
be  issned  later  than  the  15th  June,  and  provided  that 
the  certificate  of  the  chemist  Dr.  Helms  ahoirs  the 
analysis  required  before.  If  poaaible  we  woald  auggeat 
that  year  tolegnun  to  Sydney  be  kept  in  about  the  form 
stated  on  the  inslosnre,  but,  of  oonrse,  we  do  not  wiah 
to  ioflnenoe  yon  should  yon  have  different  cable  arrange- 
ments with  yonr  branches  as  long  as  all  partionlars  are 
obaarved.  The  reaaon  why  we  snggest  a  certain  form 
for  yoor  oable  is  because  the  indospd  one  haa  been 
approved  of  by  our  clients.  We  ahould  feel  oblJjred  if 
you  would  forward  us  a  true  copy  of  the  oable  which 
yon  have  diapatched  to  Sydney,  and  request  yon  to  apply 
for  your  oable  expenaea  to  our  London  offioe. — We  are, 
dear  Sirs,  yours  faithfully,  Dbutschx  Bank. 
The  inclosed  form  was  as  follows : 

Bank  of  Anstralasia,  London,  E.G.  Telegram  to  yonr 
London  office.  Negotiate  the  sight  drafts  of  ,  .  . 
upon  the  Deutsche  Bank  (Berlin)  London  agency  up  to 
the  amount  of  .  .  .  drawn  for  account  of 
.  .  .  aooompanied  by  the  following  dooumenta  .  .  . 
for  .  .  .  shipped  by  steamer  to  Enrope  available 
nntil  .  .  .  under  advice  to  payee.  A.  Oppenheimer 
8002.  Baaae  Selve,  B  /  lading  full  set.  Insurance  policy. 
Certifloate  of  analysis  from  Dr.  Helms.  lOU  tons 
cobalt  ore,  analysis  not  less  that  5  per  cent,  protoxide, 
Jane  15. 

On  the  same  day  the  Deutsche  Bank  wrote  to 
the  plaintiffs,  advising  them  of  what  they  had 
done.    The  letter  is  as  follows  : 

Berlin,  May  14,  1902.— Messrs.  Baaae  and  Selve, 
Alteoa. — We  received  your  favour  of  the  13th,  and  note 
therefrom  that  yon  declare  yonr  agreement  with  the 
essential  paints  in  the  framing  of  the  telegram  to  onr 
correspondents  in  Sydney  with  regard  to  crediting  the 
firm  A.  Oppenheimer,  Sydney,  for  a  shipment  of  100 
tons  cobalt  ore  at  81.  per  ton  per  ateamer  to  Europe. 
As  yon  write  ns  there  should  be  mentioned  in  the  tele- 
gram by  means  of  whioh  the  said  credit  ia  Sydney  is 
opened  that  the  certificate  should  be  made  out  by  Dr. 
Helms  in  Sydney,  and  that  the  ore  must  show  a  con- 
tents of  5  per  cent,  protoxide  according  to  the  chemical 
fonnnla  CO.  (it  was  nut  intended,  we  presume,  that  this 
prescription  is  to  be  introduced  into  the  telegram,  it 
would  probably  not  b«  understood  at  all  by  onr  oorre- 
spondenta) ;  on  the  other  hand,  prescriptions  regarding 
the  humid  oontents  of  the  ore  should  not  be  given. 
Furthermore,  we  noted  from  our  telephonic  conversation 
of  to-day  that  the  credit  ahonld  be  framed  as  valid  until 


the  ISth  June  of  this  year.  We  have  consequently,  in 
conformity  with  this,  written  to-day  to  the  Bank 
of  Anstralasia,  London,  requesting  them  to  tele- 
graph their  branch  in  Sydney — the  telegram  to 
Sydney  goes,  as  nsaal,  for  your  account  and 
risk — to  negotiate  the  drafts  drawn  npon  our  London 
agency  by  the  firm  A.  Oppenheimer,  Sydney,  np  to  the 
amonnt  of  SOOi.  at  sight,  eight  hundred  pounds  sterling, 
accompanied  by — (1)  Bill  of  lading  full  sets  of  100  tons 
cobalt  ore,  shipped  per  ateamer  to  Europe ;  (2)  inanr- 
ance  policy ;  (3)  oertifioate  by  Dr.  Helms  of  a  contents 
of  at  least  5  per  cent,  protoxide  in  the  ore,  drafta  and 
dooumenta  not  to  date  later  than  the  15  th  jnne  of  this 
year.  We  have  alao  reqoested  the  Bank  of  Anatralaaia, 
London,  to  send  na  an  exact  translation  of  the  relative 
telegrams,  and  will  send  you  aame  immediately  on 
receipt.  For  the  cabling  expenaea,  aa  well  as  for  the 
resulting  drafts  of  Mr.  A.  Oppenheimer,  Sydney,  in  con- 
sequence of  this  credit  we  reserve  to  ourselves  to  debit 
yon  under  advice.  Yon  yourselves  will,  aa  you  have 
confirmed  to  us  to-day  by  telephone,  cable  Mr.  A. 
Oppenheimer  about  this — i.e.,  that  the  ahove  credit  with 
the  Bank  of  Anstralasia,  Sydney,  is  opened,  and  inform 
him  that  he  ahonld  hand  iu  the  drafta  and  the  requisite 
dooumenta  to  the  said  bank. — We  are,  &o.,  Dsutscue 
Bank. 

On  the  16th  May  the  defendant  bank  accordingly 
telegraphed  to  their  Sydney  branch,  and  wrote 
to  the  Deutsche  Bank,  sending  a  copy  of  the 
telegram.    The  letter  is  as  follows : 

Bank  of  Australasia,  4,  Threadneedle-street,  London, 
E.G.,  May  16,  1902.— The  Deutsche  Bank,  Berlin.— 
Dear  Sirs, — In  accordance  with  your  request  by  letter 
of  14th  instant,  we  have  dispatched  a  telegraphic 
message  (using  oar  cypher  code  as  required)  to  our 
branch  at  Sydney,  tranalating  as  fallows :  "  Negotiate 
drafta  of  A.  Oppenheimer  at  sight  on  Deutsche  Bank 
(Berlin)  London  agency  p.  8001.  acooont  Baaae  Selve 
(against)  bill  of  lading,  polioy  of  insurance  and  cer- 
tificate analyais  from  Doctor  Helms  (for)  100  tona  cobalt 
ore  analysis  not  leas  than  5  per  cent,  protoxide  shipped 
by  ateamer  (to)  Eorope.  Credit  expires  on  June  15." 
Tbis  message  baa  been  sent  on  the  understanding  that 
it  ia  entirely  at  your  riak  in  all  respeots,  and  that  ws 
are  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  any  delay,  mis- 
take, or  omission  whioh  may  happen  in  its  transmission. 
Aa  reqneated  by  you,  41.  10s.  for  the  cost  of  onr  tele- 
gram shall  be  collected  from  your  London  agency.  Oar 
Sydney  branch  will  advise  Mr.  Oppenheimer  in  the 
usual  conrse. — Tour  obedient  servant,  W.  O.  TTbshbb, 
pro  Manager. 

The  telegram  which  is  set  oat  in  this  letter  con- 
stituted the  mandate  to  the  defendants,  and  it  is 
for  carelessly  parting  with  the  money  to  Oppen- 
heimer without  properly  attending  to  the  terms 
of  the  mandate  that  the  action  is  brought.  In 
the  following  July  (to  which  date  the  credit  in 
the  meantime  had  been  extended)  Oppenheimer 
sent  alongside  a  ship  at  Sydney  a  quantity  of 
cobalt  ore,  and  obtamed  for  it  a  bill  of  lading 
dated  the  2l8t  July,  in  which  the  parcel  was 
described  as  "PJU..  2680  bags  containing  100 
tons  cobalt  ore."  He  also  took  out  a  poucy  of 
insurance  on  tlie  goods.  On  or  about  the  I2th 
July  he  left  with  the  chemist  Helms  a  packet  of 
ore  with  instructions  that  it  should  be  analysed. 
This  sample  Helms  accordingly  analysed,  and  on 
the  17th  July  handed  the  certificate  to  Oppen- 
heimer.   It  is  as  follows : 

Dr.  Hekns,  M.A.,  P.O.S.,  Consolting  and  Analytical 
Chemist,  8,  Bridge-street,  Sydney,  Joly  17,  1902.— 
Adolphus  Oppenheimer,  Esq.,  Box  1229  (]l.P.O.— Dear 
Sir, — The  sample  of  oobalt  ore  received  from  yon  on 
the  12th  Joly  gave  the  following  results :  4'14  p«r  cent. 
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oobilt,  eqnftl  to  5'27  per  cent,  cobalt  protoxide  in  tlie 
di7  ore ;  9*25  per  cent,  moisture. — Yoars  faithfolly,  A. 
Hkuis. 

Famished  with  these  three  documents — the  bill 
of  lading;,  the  policy,  and  the  certificate — Oppen- 
heimer  on  the  22ad  July  went  to  the  defendant 
bank  and  asked  for  his  money,  8002.  The  bank 
manager  examined  the  documents  and  pointed 
out  to  Oppenheimer  that  there  was  nothing  on 
the  face  oi  the  certificate  to  connect  it  with  the 
goods  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  he 
refused  to  pay  the  money  until  the  certificate  was 
put  right.  Oppenheimer  then  returned  to  Helms 
and  marked  the  sample  packet  "  P.M.  2680  bags 
representing  100  tons,"  and  asked  Helms  for  a 
fresh  certificate,  which  Helms  accordingly  g&Te 
him.  The  fresh  certificate  is  in  the  following 
terms: 

Dr.  Helms,  M.A.,  F.C.S.,  Consulting  and  Analytio*! 
Chemist,  8,  Brid^-street,  Sidney,  July  17,  1902. — 
Adolphos  Oppenheimer,  Eiq  ,  Box  1229  G.P.O. — Dear 
Sir,— The  sample  of  cobalt  ore  marked  "P.M.  2680 
bays  representing  100  tons  "  received  from  yon  on  the 
12th  July  gave  the  following  resnlts :  4'14  per  oent.  cobalt, 
equal  to  5*27  per  oent.  oobalt  protoxide  in  the  dry  ore ; 
9-25  per  oent.  moisture. — Yours  faithfully,  A.  Hblus. 

With  this  second  certificate  Oppenheimer  again 
visited  the  bank.  The  bank  managerezpressed  him- 
self satisfied ;  took  the  documents;  obtained  from 
Oppenheimer  his  draft  at  sight  on  the  Deutsche 
Bank  for  800Z.,  and  gave  to  Oppenheimer  that 
amount,  less  the  bank's  charge  for  the  business 
—a  small  sum  of  a  quarter  or  a  half  per  cent. 
In  due  course  the  bill  was  forwarded  to  London, 
and  on  the  following  30th  Aug.  it  was  paid  by  the 
Deutsche  Bank  no  doubt  with  money  provided 
for  the  purpose  by  the  plaintiffs.  Very  shortly 
after  pitting  with  the  money  the  defendants  ^n 
Sydney  discovered  that  Oppenheimer  had  been 
guilty  of  a  trick.  The  ore  which  had  been  sent 
down  to  the  ship  was  worthless,  whereas  the 
sample  which  he  had  taken  to  Helms,  and  whioh 
was  supposed  to  represent  the  bulk,  was  good,  and 
answered  to  the  requirements  of  his  contract 
with  the  plaintiffs.  On  the  15th  Aug.  the  defen- 
dants by  cable  advised  the  Deutsche  Bank  of  the 
fraud.  Subsequently  Oppenheimer  was  prose- 
cuted in  Sydney  for  obtaining  the  800Z.  from  the 
defendants  by  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  and 
being  convicted  was  sentenced  to  eighteen 
monws'  imprisonment.  The  ore  was  never 
put  on  board  ship  ;  it  was  not  worth  the  cost  of 
carriage.  Thus  the  plaintiffs,  who  have  paid  8002., 
have  received  nothing  for  their  money.  They  now 
seek  to  make  the  defendants  responsible  for  the 
loss,  on  the  ground  that  in  paying  the  money  to 
Oppenheimer  in  exchange  for  the  false  certificate 
they  failed  or  neglected  to  observe  the  twms  of 
their  mandate.  The  detendtuits  resist  the  claim 
on  thi-ee  grounds.  First,  they  say  that  they  have 
properly  performed  the  orders  given  to  them; 
sesondly,  they  say  there  is  no  privity  of  contract 
between  themselves  and  the  plaintiffs — in  other 
words,  thev  contend  that  their  employers  were 
the  Deutsche  Bank  and  no  one  else ;  and,  thirdW, 
thev  say  that  the  plaintiffs  have  repaid  the  8002. 
with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facte  and  cannot, 
tha:efore,  now  recover  back  the  amount.  It  is 
only  necessary  for  me  to  deal  with  the  first  of 
these  contentions,  for  I  think  the  defendante  are 
entitled  to  succeed  upon  it.  What  was  the 
mandate  to  the  defendante  P    It  was  to  pay  to 


Opx)enheimer  8002.  in  exchange  for  certain  docu- 
ments which  Oppenheimer  was  to  bring  to  them. 
Oppenheimer  was  intrusted  by  the  putintiffs  to 
obtain  these  documente.    It  was  he  who  was  to 
get  the  bill  of  lading  from  the  shipowner ;  it  was 
he  who  was  to  get  the  insurance  policy  from  th» 
underwriter ;  and  it  was  he  who  was  to  get  the 
certificate  of  analysis  from  Dr.  Helms.     With 
this    part    of    the   business  the  defendante  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do ;  their  duties  did  not  begin 
until  Oppenheimer  brought  the  documente  to  them. 
What  those  duties  then  were  is,  in  my  opinion, 
quite  plain.     The  defendante  were  in  the  first 
instance  to  see  that  they  dealt  with  the  iight> 
man ;  this  they  bad  to  do  at  their  own  peril.    I£ 
they  had  parted  with  the  money  to  someone  who 
was  not  in  fact  the  man  indicated  in  the  mandate 
they  could  not,  I  think,  have  required  the  plain- 
tiff a  to  repay  the  amount;  and  it  would  not  hav» 
mattered  how  careful  they  might  have  been  in 
making  their  inquiries.    But  once  they  were  in 
touch  with  the  right  man  the  defendante'  only 
remaining  duty  was  to  see  that  the  documents 
which  he  brought  purported  on  their  face  to  be 
the  documente  described  in  the  mandate.    It  was 
no  part  of  their  duty  to  verify  the  genuineness  of 
the  documents ;  the  duty  was  not  cast  upon  thenk 
of  making  inquiries  at  the  office  of  the  ship's 
agent  as  to  whether  the  goods  had,  in  truth,  been 
received  on  board ;  nor  were  they  to  examine  the 
contente  of  the  package  to  see  whether  they  were 
right;  nor  were  they  to  communicate  with  Dr. 
Helms  in  order    to  ascertain   whether   he   had 
properly  made  the  analysis  mentioned  in  the  cer- 
tificate.   iThe  plaintiffs'  mandate  amonnted  in 
business  to  a  representation  to  the  defendants 
that  upon  all  such  matters  they  might  rely  on 
Oppenbeimer,  and  the  legal  effect  of  such  a  repre- 
sentation is  now  to  preclude  the  plaintiffs  from 
questioning  the  validity  of  any  apparentiy  regular 
documents  which  Oppenheimer  might  tender.    If 
this  is  so,  then  the  only  question  lett  on  this  part 
of  the  case  is  whether  the  documente  were  ap- 
parentiy regular.    It  is  admitted  by  the  plaintiffa 
that  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  policy  of  insurance 
were  apparentiy  regmar,  bat  an  objection  is  made 
on  this  score  to  Helms'  certificate.    It  is  said  that 
it    professes    to   show  merely  the   test   of   the 
contente  of  a  sample  packet  with  a  mark  upon  it, 
and  does  not  purport  to  show  a  test  of  theoill  of 
lading  of  100  tons  of  ore.    This,  I  think,  is  a 
fanciful  objection.    Large  quantities  of  produce 
are  neoessarUy  tested  by  means  of  samples.   Such 
samples  are  drawn  either  by  the  servante  of  the 
owner  of  the  goods  or  (as  it  seems)  by  the  servante 
of  the  analyst,  and  if  the  samples  are  carefully 
and  skilfully  drawn  they  generally  fairly  repre- 
sent the  bulk.    But  in  this  case  it  would  be  no 
part  of  the  bank's  duty  to  see  to  the  sampling  or 
to  ascertein  that  it  was  fairly  done.    The  bank 
were  entitied  to  assume  that  it  was  so,  just  as 
they  were  entitied  to  assume  that  the  analvst 
had  acted  skilfully  in  making  the  analysis.    The 
certificate  is,  in  my  opinion,  regular  on  ite  face, 
and  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  mandate 
under  which  the  bank  were  acting,  and  the  bank 
in  taking  it  acted  carefully  and  properly. 

Judgment  for  defendanU. 

Solicitors:  for  the  plaintiffs,  Aihvnt,  Morrif, 
Critp,  and  Co. :  for  the  defendants,  Bvdd, 
Johnton,  and  Jeekt. 
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♦ 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Saturday ,  Maroh  5. 

(Before  Oollins,  M.B.,  Bombb  and 
Mathev,  L.JJ.) 

BOTTLTOK  AND  OTHBBS  V.  HoTTLDXB  BbOTHEBS 
AND  Go.  AND  OTHEBS.  (a) 

APFXAI.  VBOM  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DITIBION. 

Praetiee—Dueovery — Production  of  doeumentt — 
Marine  insuroTiee — Underwriters'  right  to  dis- 
cnery  and  produetion — Aetion  by  vnderwritere 
againit  assured  to  recover  over-paym»»ts. 

In  an  aetion  by  undeneriters  to  recover  the 
amount  of  overcharges  which  they  had  paid  to 
the  assured  in  respect  of  claims  upon  policies 
of  marine  insurance,  lohioh  overcnarge*  they 
alleged  had  been  obtained  by  m*an»  of  false 
and  fraudulent  accounts : 

Held  (aUoufing  the  appeal),  i?Mi  the  underwriters 
were  entitled  to  have  as  full  discovery  from  the 
assured  as  they  would  have  been  entitUd  to  in 
an  aetion  brought  against  them  upon  the 
policie*. 

Appeal  of  the  plointifls  from  the  order  of 
Bnoknill,  J.  made  at  ohambers. 

This  action  was  bronght  by  a  namber  of  under- 
writers asunst  the  defencfanta  to  leoover  the 
amonnt  of  alleged  overoharges  made  in  claims 
under  jwlicies  of  marine  inaaronce  underwritten 
by  the  pUuntiffs ;  and  also  to  recover  damages  for 
oonspirac^  to  defrand  the  plaintifCs. 

The  dwendants  were  Houlder  Brothers  and 
Go.,  Hotdder  Brothers  and  Go.  Limited,  G.  F. 
Hartridge,  G.  E.  Etheridge,  W.  G.  Beard,  James 
Littlefiud  and  Go.,  A.  G.  Inrig,  Inrig  and 
Ghester,  the  Globe  Electrical  Gompany,  and  the 
Qneen's  Dock  Electric  Works  Limited. 

The  plaintiffs  had  underwritten  a  large  nnmber 
of  policies  upon  steamers,  the  insarances  being 
effected  by  Hocdder  Brothers  and  Co.  ia  their  own 
names. 

Honlder  Brothers  and  Go.  wero  the  managing 
owners  of  the  steamers,  and  made  many  claims 
imder  the  policies  of  insurance  and  had  received 
payment  from  the  underwriters. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  some  of  these  claims 
were  fraudulent ;  that  the  defendants,  other  than 
Houlder  Brothers  and  Go.,  had  made  out  exces- 
sive claims  for  repairs,  and  that  Houlder  Brothers 
and  Go.  had  supported  those  claims  by  means  of 
false  accounts  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
underwriters.  The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they 
had  in  consequence  paid  amounts  much  larger 
than  the  repairs  had  really  cost,  and  they 
claimed  repayment  of  the  oreroharges. 

Some  of  the  steamers  in  respect  of  which 
claims  were  made  were  owned  by  single-ship 
companies.  These  companies  went  into  voluntary 
liquidation  for  the  purpose  of  amalgamation  into 
one  oonipanT — ^the  Houlder  Line  Limited. 

The  Houlder  Line  Limited  wero  not  made 
parties  to  this  action. 

Houlder  Brothers  and  Co.,  while  denying 
liability,  paid  a  large  sum  of  money  into  court, 

ra)  Baported  by  J.  H.  Wuxuiu,  Eaq.,  Banrlito^U-Lkw. 
YoL  XC,  2331. 


which  they  alleged  to  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
pluntifCs'  olum. 

An  order  was  made,  on  the  application  of  the 
plaintiffs,  that  the  defendants  should  give  par-, 
ticulars  of  the  payment  into  court. 

Particulars  were  given,  but  they  did  not  suffi> 
ciently  show  in  respect  of  which  policies  and 
underwriters  the  payment  into  court  was  made. 

An  affidavit  of  documents  was  made  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  on  the  11th  Jan.  1904,  in  which 
it  was  sworn  that  the  defendants  Houlder 
Brothers  and  Go.  and  Houlder  Brothers  and 
Go.  Limited  had  formerly  in  their  possession  as 
managers  of  certain  single- ship  companies  certain 
specified  policies  of  insurance ;  that  ail  the  said 
policies  had  in  April  1903,  pursuant  to  an  order 
of  Buckley,  J.,  been  deposited  in  court  and  sub- 
sequently handed  over  to  the  liquidator  of  the 
said  companies ;  that  the  said  policies  were  in 
the  exclusive  possession  and  custody  and  control 
of  the  said  uquidator  as  such ;  and  that  the 
defendants  were  not  able  to  produce  the  said, 
policies ;  and  that  the  defendants,  who  formerly 
constituted  the  firm  of  Houlder  Brothers  and 
Co.,  had  in  their  poasession  solely  as  directors  of 
the  Houlder  Line  Limited,  and  not  otherwise, 
certain  specified  policies  which  were  the  property 
of  and  in  the  possession,  custody,  and  control  of 
that  company. 

On  the  18th  Jan.  1901  the  master  made  an 
order  that  the  defendants  Houlder  Brothers 
and  Go.,  Houlder  Brothers  and  Go.  Limited, 
and  G.  F.  Hartridge  should  within  six  weeks 
from  the  2nd  Deo.  1903  file  their  affidavit  of  dis- 
covery ;  and  that  the  defendants  should  produce 
the  several  policies  for  inspection  by  the  plaintiffs 
and  their  solicitors  withm  one  week  on  usual 
notice,  subject  to  any  order  of  Buckley,  J.  as  to 
any  documents  in  the  custody  of  the  court  or  of 
the  liquidator. 

The  defendants  Houlder  Brothers  and  Go. 
Houlder  Brothers  and  Go.  Limited,  and  G.  F. 
Hartridge  appealed,  and  Bucknill,  J.,  at  chambers, 
made  an  order  that  the  order  of  the  master 
should  be  varied  "  by  limiting  the  discovery  to  the 
policies  in  tbe  possession  or  control  of  the  defen- 
dante  aa  such,  excluding  those  which  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  liquidator  and  Houlder  Lino. 
Limited." 

The  plaintiffs  appealed,  with  leave. 

Bufus  Isaacs,  E.G.,  Bims  Williams,  and  T. 
Mathew  for  the  appellants. — In  this  action  the 
plaintifEs  are  entitied  to  the  fullest  possible  dis- 
covery— that  is,  they  are  entitled  to  the  same  large 
order  for  discoverr  as  they  would  be  entitled  to 
in  an  action  bronght  against  them  as  underwriters 
upon  the  policies  of  insurance.  Tbe  right  of 
nnderwritora  to  the  largest  measure  of  discovery 
is  well  settled  by  a  series  of  cases  extending  over 
a  long  period : 

Jamon  v.  Solaris,  2  Y.  &  C.  127 ;  47  B.  S.  374 ; 
Rayner  v.  Ritton,  6  B.  &  S.  8S8 ; 
China    TradLert    Intwranca     Company    T.    Itoyol 
Xxchange  Asmiranee  Company,  78  L.  T.  Bep.  783 ; 
(1898)  2  Q.  B.  187  : 
China  TSrantpacijie  Sttamtikip  Company  v.  Oot^ 
mtreiaX    Cnion  Atiurance  Company,  45   L.  T. 
Bep.  647;  8  Q.  B.  Div.  142  ; 
West  <^  England  Bank  v.  Canton  Insurance  Com- 

pany,  2  £z.  Div.  472 ; 
London  and   Provincial  Insurance    Company  t. 
Chom&»r«,  5  Com.  Cu.  241. 
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The  reason  of  the  role  is  that  the  tmderwritere 
are  necesaarilr  in  ignorance  as  to  all  matters 
connected  tritn  the  ahip,  whereas  the  shipoiraer 
knows  or  has  the  means  of  knowledge,  and  the 
underwriters  are  entitled  to  rely  on  the  good, 
faith  of  the  assured.  Underwriters,  therefore,' 
are  entitled  to  discovery  not  only  of  all  docn- 
ments  in  the  possession  of  the  assured,  but  also 
of  all  documents  of  which  the  assured  can  get 
possession  by  any  reasonable  means.  The  same 
principle  must  apply  to  the  present  action,  in 
which  the  underwriters  are  seeking  to  recover 
overcharges  which,  relying  on  the  good  faith  of 
the  assured,  they  have  paid  without  inquiry,  and 
their  position  is  the  same  as  if  they  were  resisting 
«  claim  upon  the  policies : 

Boulton  T.  Boulder  Brothers  and  Co.,  9  Com. 
Cas.  75. 

Inspection  of  the  indorsements  upon  the  policies 
will  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  ascertain  whether  the 
«am  which  the  defendants  have  paid  into  court  is 
jinffioient  to  repay  all  the  overcharges  which  they 
have  paid. 

J.  A.  Hamilton,  E.C.,  Bremner,  and  O.  Hay 
Morgan  for  the  respondents. — The  order  made 
by  ttae  learned  judge  was  quite  right.  The  rule 
applicable  to  actions  upon  policies  against  nnder- 
'wnters  is  not  applicable  to  a  case  of  this  kind. 
This  is  not  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  marine 
insurance.  It  is  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
Allege  fraud  and  conspiracy,  and  the  plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled  to  this  disooTery.  The  rule 
applicable  to  actions  upon  policies  of  marine 
insurance  has  never  been  applied  in  any  other 
kind  of  action ;  that  practice  is  strictly  confined 
to  the  particular  class  of  actions : 

Htnitnon  v.  Underwriting  and  Agency  As$ocia- 
tion,  64  L.  T.  Bep.  771 ;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  557; 

Thomson  v.  Weem;  9  App.  Caa.  671 ; 

Cory  V.  Potion,  26  L.  T.  Bep.  161 ;  L.  Bep.  7  Q.  B. 
804; 

Tunzell  v.  Allen,  5  M.  ft  W.  337. 

The  defendants  have  no  power  to  produce  the 
documents  in  the  possession  of  the  liquidator  or 
of  Honlder  Line  Limited ;  and  they  cannot  be 
ordered  to  produce  those  which  are  in  their 
possession  only  as  agents  for  others  : 

WHliama  v.  Ingram,  16  Times  L.  Bep.  451. 

Sime  WiUiatns  in  reply. 

Collins,  M.B. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
order  of  Bucknill,  J.  on  a  claim  for  discovery  by 
the  plaintiffs.  There  in  this  peculiarity  aoout 
the  case,  that  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  are  under- 
writers, and  they  are  seeking  to  recover  from  the 
defendants  sums  which  they  sav  they  have  overpaid 
to  the  defendants,  who  were  the  assured  of  these 
underwriters.  It  is  the  fact  and  it  is  common 
ground  now  that  the  defendants,  being  the  assured 
of  these  underwriters,  did  demand  and  receive 
from  the  underwriters  sums  in  respect  of  damage 
to  ships  insured  by  them  in  excess  of  the  sums 
really  due  from  these  underwriters.  Now,  the  case 
is  complicated  in  this  way.  The  persons  who 
recaved  these  sums  and  claimed  them  under 
policies  effected  by  them  with  the  underwriters 
^en  themselves  agents  for  certain  companies, 
and  were  also  paruy  acting  for  themselves,  and 
if  in  those  proceedings  on  those  policies  the  under- 
writers had  resisted  the  claims  or  had  thought  it 


desirable  to  investigate  the  claims  against  them, 
there  is  no  doubt  whatever,  ivnd  it  is  common 
ground  and  it  has  not  been  disputed  in  this  case, 
that  those  underwriters  would  then  have  been 
entitled  to  the  fullest  possible   discovery  which 
is  now  asked  for  in  this  case.    That  is  common 
ground,  and  that  discovery  would,  according  to  a 
long  series  of  cases,  have  imposed  the  obligration 
on  the  part  of  the  person  suing  the  underwriters 
to  produce,  or,  failing  their  ability  to  produce, 
to  give   reasons  thoroughly  satisfactory  to  the 
court  on  oath  explaining  their  inability  to  do  so, 
those  documents   which  were  not  in  their  own 
custody,  or  which  were  in  their  custody  merely 
as  agents  for  other  persons.    They  would  have 
had  to  account  for  the  inability  to  produce  them 
or  they  would  have  to  satisfy  the  court  that  they 
had  taken  the  utmost  possible  means  in  their 
power  to  enable  them  to  give  to  the  underwriters 
all  information  with  respect  to  them  and  apper- 
taining to  them.      That  would  have   beem  the 
obligation  had  these  underwriters  for  any  reason 
sought  to  sift  and  investigate  the  liability  asserted 
by  the  assured  in  suing  upon  the  policies.    The 
underwriters,  dealing  with  the  assured  not  only 
as  honourable  men  but  as  men  whose  servante 
and  agents  were  not  likely  to  make  mistakes  in 
their  own  favour,  did  not  demand  the  discovery 
which   they  were  entitled   to,   and   they   paid 
without  further  investigation  claims  whioh  were 
made  against  them,  and  it  turns  out  now  that 
those  claims  were  largely,  or  at  all  events  to  a 
considerable  extent,  in  excess  of  the  sums  which 
were  due.    In  that  state  of  things  the  under- 
writers who  have  so  paid  became  aware  of  the 
fact  that  they  had  been  called  upon  to  pay,  and  had 
paid,  large  sums  which  really  represented  losses 
that  had  not  occurred — ^that  is  to  say,  that  they  had 
been  called  upon  to  pay  sums  which  were  largely  in 
excess  of  the  damages  that  had  been  sustained  by 
the  assured.      Unaer  those  circumstances   they 
have  brought  an  action  to  recover  tJiat  excess, 
and  in  form  have  alleged  a  fradulent  conspiracy 
to  exact  from  the  tmderwriters  sums  in  excess  of 
those  which  were  really  due.      Being  now  the 
plaintiffs  in  an  action,  they  demand  the  same 
discovery,  and  no  other,  that  they  would  have  had 
from  the  same  persons  had  they  been  the  defen- 
dants sued  by  those  persons,  and  the  only  reason 
they  did  not    get  it  before  is  because,  to  use  a 
neutral  term,  owing  to  the  mistatements  of  the 
assured  they  were  really  to  forego  their  unques- 
tioned right  of  getting  this  discovery  from  t^e 
assured  in  the  first  instance.    They  say  now  that 
they  are  not  to  be  placed  in  a  worse  position  as 
to  their  right  to  discovery  because  they  forewent 
their  right    to  demand  it  when  the  claim  was 
made  by  the  assured;  that  it  was  through  the 
conduct   of    the    assured  that  they  have   been 
obliged  now  to  put  themselves  into  the  position 
of  plaintiffs  to  get  back  from  the  assured  that 
which  never  ought  to  have  been  paid  them,  and 
which  was  paid  them  on  their  misrepresentations. 
Then  it  was  contended  for  the  defendants  that 
the  court  ought  not  to  g^ve  in  an  action  for  con- 
spiracy a  rigbt  of  discoveiy  which  is  only  given 
in  an  action  of  marine  insurance,  and  ought  not 
to  extend  that  inspection  to  the  plaintiffs.    I  say 
that  we  ought  to  do  so,  because  in  substance  tiiis 
really  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  marine  insurance. 
It  is,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  entirely  brought 
about  by  (he  defendants  that  the  position  of  the 
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parties  has  been  changed  and  shifted  from  plain- 
tiff to  defendant.  It  seems  to  me  that  where  that 
change  haa  taken  place  and  is  to  be  imputed  only 
to  the  mistatements  made  by  the  assured  to  the 
nnderwriters,  the  underwriters,  in  a  proceeding 
to  repair  that  fault,  ought  not  to  be  m  a  worse 
position  than  that  in  which  they  would  have  been 
if  but  for  the  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiffs 
they  had  been  allowed  to  sift  and  had  sifted 
the  case  according  to  their  rights.  Therefore  it 
seems  to  me  that  I  am  not  really  extending  the 
principle  which  lies  at  the  bottom  of  these  matters 
at  alL  I  am  treating  the  case  as  one  bringing 
into  suit  the  rights  as  between  assuror  and 
asaored.  It  does  not  matter,  it  seems  to  me,  for 
that  purpose  which  of  the  parties  is  plaintiff  or 
defendant.  The  relation  between  underwriter  and 
assnied  is  such  that  this  discoTery  is  the  due  of 
the  underwriter  against  the  assured.  The  reasons 
for  it  have  been  repeatedly  given  by  various 
judges,  and  we  have  had  the  authorities  cited  to  us 
going  back  for  a  long  time.  Mr.  Hamilton  sought 
to  insist  that  it  was  merely  some  special  provision 
owin;;  to  the  fact  that  at  one  stage  in  the  cases 
an  order  for  consolidation  was  required  and  that 
certain  terms  were  introduced  upon  the  giving  of 
that  order.  Now,  it  may  be  perfectly  true  that 
that  was  the  occasion  which  gave  the  courts 
the  opportunity  of  enforcing  this  particular 
obligation  upon  persons  suing  underwriters, 
but  it  was  not  the  ground  of  that  intervention 
at  all.  It  was  the  opportunity  of  putting  into 
practice  a  principle  derived  from  the  fact 
of  a  special  relation  between  assured  and  under- 
writer. OriginaUy  in  the  courts  of  equity  to 
which  the  underwriter  formerly  had  to  go  for 
discovery,  and  subsequently  as  a  matter  of  course 
in  the  courts  of  common  law,  there  has  been 
adopted  and  recognised  this  large  discovery 
incident  to  the  conh-act  of  insurance.  That  being 
80,  it  seems  to  me  there  is  no  dangerous  extension 
whatever  in  applying  in  this  case,  which  is  a 
litigation  between  assured  and  underwriter,  the 
principle  of  this  discovery,  which  is  the  right  of 
the  underwriter  when  he  is  sued  by  the  assured. 
Now,  the  reason  why  this  larger  discovery  is 
sought  in  this  case  is  that  many  of  the  docu- 
ments, the  policies  of  insurance  in  particular,  are 
said  to  be  in  the  custody  of  the  defendants  only 
as  agmts  for  other  persons,  although  they  are 
themselves  interested,  and  come  of  them  are  in 
the  custody  of  the  liquidator  of  some  of  the  com- 
panies. I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  I 
have  given,  that  the  plaintiffs  here  are  entitled  to 
tibia  discovery.  The  particular  form  which  it 
onght  to  take  is  a  matter  of  some  nicety,  and 
therefore  we  shall  leave  the  form  of  the  order  to 
be  drAWD.  up  between  the  parties  and  settled  by 
one  of  us  if  necessary ;  but  it  certainly  ought  to 
embrace  a  statement  on  oath  by  the  defendante 
as  to  what  steps  they  have  taken  to  put  them- 
selvei  in  a  position  to  produce  these  dooumente 
to  the  plaintiffs,  or,  failing  to  produce  them, 
to  give  them  such  information  as  to  them  as  they 
oan  obtain  by  all  reasonable  exertions  on  their 
part.  It  appears  clear  to  my  mind  that  the 
plaintiffs  here  are  entitled  to  the  same  measure 
of  discovery  that  they  would  have  been  entitled 
to  if  they  had  been  denndanto  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  assured  against  the  underwriter.  That 
relief  I  think  they  are  entitled  to,  and  therefore 
I  think  that  this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 


BoMEB,  L.J. — I  have  felt  considerable  donbte 
in  this  case,  and  I  cannot  say  that  those  doubte 
are  wholly  removed ;  but  my  brethren  are  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  whole  practice  with  regard  to 
policies  of  marine  insurance  referred  to  in  the 
authorities,  as,  for  example,  in  the  case  of  West  of 
England  Dittriet  Bank  v.  The  Canton  Insurance 
Company  (ubi  $rip.),  can  be  and  ought  to  be 
^plied  in  this  case  as  against  the  defendante. 
Tmit  being  so,  I  shall  not  mffer  from  them.  My 
doubt  arises  owing  to  the  fact  that  in  this  case 
the  defendante  appear  to  have  effected  the 
policies  on  behalf  of  certain  limited  companies 
who  are  not  parties  to  the  action,  and  that  this 
action  is  one  for  damages  for  a  fraud  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  by  the  defendants.  I  am,, 
however,  very  pleased  to  think  that,  on  the  merits- 
of  this  case,  apart  from  technical  objections,  there- 
is  no  good  reason,  so  far  as  appears  why  these- 
policies  should  not  be  produced  by  those  who  hav^ 
the  actual  custody  of  them ;  and  I  think,  more- 
over, that  if  the  defendante  do  their  best  there,  ia- 
every  reason  to  hope  that  they  can  in  fact  get 
them  produced,  and  certainly  the  production  of' 
these  documents  is  most  important  to  the  plain* 
tiffs  in  this  action. 

Maihbw,  L.  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As 
at  present  advised  I  think  that  there  should  be  an 
order  for  the  production  of  these  docnmente,  and. 
also  that  the  defendante  must  show  by  affidavit- 
what  exertions  they  have  made  to  produce  docu- 
mento  which  they  are  unable  to  produce,  and 
state  what  they  know  as  to  the  contente  of 
such  documents  and  ths  indorsements  thereon. - 
This  case  is  an  important  one,  as  it  appears  to  be  - 
necessary  to  reiterate  a  well-established  rule  upon 
the  subject.  It  is  an  essential  term  of  a  contract 
of  insurance  that  the  underwriters  shall  be  fairly 
treated,  not  only  with  reference  to  the  inception 
of  the  risk,  but  also  in  carrying  out  the  contract.. 
That  has  very  often  been  laid  down  and  has  been, 
constently  acted  upon.  Effect  is  given  to  that 
rule  by  the  practice  as  to  discovery  of  shipV 
papers,  under  which  the  assured  suing  upon  a- 
policy  is  made  to  give  such  very  drastic  dis- 
covery. It  is  suggested  that  the  case  is  quite- 
different  when  the  underwriter  sues  the  assured^ 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  contract  being  the- 
same  the  underwriter  is  entitled  to  the  same 
information.  The  defendante  then  contend  that, 
as  they  are  being  sued  for  improper  conduct  and 
conspiracy,  they  ought  not  to  be  ordered  to  give 
this  discovery.  Then  they  say  that,  in  respect  of 
the  companies  in  liquidation,  they  were  only 
managers  and  cannot  now  do  anything  without 
the  consent  of  the  liquidator.  That  must  be 
explained.  Unless  there  is  some  very  good 
reason  to  the  contrary,  the  liquidator  ought  to 
permit  the  policies  .to  be  produced.  I  agree, 
therefore,  that  this  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellante,  Leiois  and  Lewis.. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  W.  A.  Crump 
and  Son. 
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March  9, 10,  and  11. 

(Before  Oollirs,  M.B.,   Bombb  and 

Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 

Habm&n  v.  Ainslib.  (a) 

APPBAL  PBOU  THB  KINO'S  BENCH   DIYISION. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Lease — Forfeiture — Pro- 
vito  for  re-entry — "Commit  any  breach  of  cove- 
nants to  be  performed  " — Breach  of  covenant  not 
to  underlet  toithout  consent. 

In  a  Uase  containing  covenants  by  the  lessee  to  pay 
rent,  rates,  and  taxes,  to  repair,  to  repair  within 
three  months  after  twtice,  not  to  use  the  pre- 
mises except  for  a  specified  purpose,  and  not  to 
assign  or  underlet  without  the  consent  of  the 
lessor,  there  was  a  proviso  for  re-entry  "  %f  the 
lessee  shall  commit  any  breach  of  the  covenants 
hereinbefore  contained  and  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed." 

Meld  {reversing  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.),  tTuit 
the  proviso  for  re-entry  applied  to  a  breach  of 
the  covenant  not  to  assign  or  underlet  without  the 
consent  of  the  lessor. 

A.PPBAL  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  judgment  of 
"Wright,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  withoat  a 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
posaession  of  a  hoase  under  a  proviso  for  re-entry 
contained  in  the  lease  of  the  premises. 

By  a  lease,  dated  the  8th  July  1885,  S.  Popples- 
dorf  demised  the  house  in  question  to  £.  0. 
Alderman  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  jears  from 
the  24th  June  1885  at  the  yearly  rent  of  601. 

The  lease  contained  covenants  on  the  part  of 
the  lessee  to  pay  the  rent  reserved ;  to  pay  all 
rates  and  taxes ;  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair ; 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  lessor  to  enter 
and  inspect  the  premises  and  to  give  written 
notice  of  any  want  of  repair;  that  the  lessee 
would  repair  within  three  months  after  such 
notice ;  not  to  use  or  suffer  the  said  premises  or 
any  part  thereof  to  be  used  for  any  art,  trade,  or 
business  whatsoever  except  the  trade  of  an  out- 
fitter without  the  licence  or  consent  in  writing  of 
the  lessor ;  to  insure ;  and  to  deliver  up  the  pre- 
mises and  fixtures  in  such  good  repair  and  con- 
dition at  the  expiration  or  sooner  determination  ot 
the  term  "  as  shall  be  consistent  with  the  due  per- 
formance ot  the  several  covenants  hereinbefore 
contained." 

There  was  also  a  covenant  as  follows : 

That  the  said  lessee  shall  not  nor  will  daring  the  term 
hereby  granted  asaign,  nnderlet,  or  put  with  the  pos- 
Beeaion  of  the  said  premiiea  or  any  part  thereof,  or  do 
or  commit  aay  act  or  thing  whereby  or  by  means  whereof 
the  said  premiaes  or  any  part  thereof  may  be  aaaigned 
or  otherwise  disposed  of  or  the  poasesaion  thereof  parted 
with  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  for  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  aaid  term  (except  the  letting 
part  of  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling-hoaae  as  offices  or 
lodginga)  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  leacor 
first  had  and  obtained  for  that  purpose,  snoh  consent, 
however,  not  to  be  nnreaaonably  withheld  in  case  of  a 
proposed  asaignment  to  a  respectable  and  reaponsible 
person. 

Then  followed  a  proviso  for  re-entry  in  these 
terms: 

Provided  always  that  if  the  aaid  yearly  rent  of  601.  or 
any  part  thereof  shall  be  nnpaid  for  the  apace  of  forty- 
two  days  whether  the   same   shall  have  been  legally 

(a)  Beported  bj  J.  H.  WiLUXXa,  Baq.,  iSurutar-a^Law. 


demanded  or  not,  or  if  the  said  leases  shall  commit  any 
breach  of  the  covenants  hereinbefore  contained  and  on 
his  part  to  be  performed,  then  and  in  either  of  the  aaid 
oases  the  said  lessor  may  re-enter  upon  the  said  pre- 
mises or  any  part  thereof  in  the  name  of  the  whole 
and  immediately  therenpon  this  demise  shall  absdntely 
determine. 
Then  there  was  a  covenant  by  the  lessor  that : 
"  The  aaid  lesaee  paying  the  said  rent  and  observing 
and  performing  all  the  covenants  hereinbefore  contained  " 
ahonld  have  quiet  possession  of  the  premises. 

It  was  provided  that  the  expression  "  lessor  " 
should  include  the  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assign  of  the  lessor  and  all  persons 
daimiuK  through  the  lessor ;  and  that  the  expres- 
sion "lessee"  should  include  the  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  of  the  lessee. 

With  the  consent  of  the  lessor  the  lease  had 
been  assigned  to  one  Oomber,  and  subsequently 
became  vested  in  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff 
was  the  grantee  of  the  reversion  upon  the  lease. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defendant  had 
committed  a  breach  of  the  covenant  not  to  suffer 
the  premises  to  be  used  for  any  bnsineea  other 
than  that  of  an  outfitter  without  the  consent  of 
the  lessor,  and  also  a  breach  of  the  covenant  not 
to  underlet  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Wright,  J.  without 
a  jury.  The  learned  judge  held  that  the  defen- 
dant nad  not  broken  the  first  covenant,  but  that 
he  had  broken  the  covenant  not  to  assign ;  he 
further  held  that  the  proviso  for  re-entry  aid  not 
apply  to  breaches  of  negative  covenants,  and 

?ave  judgment  for  the  defendant :  (88  L.  T.  B«p. 
70). 

The  plaintiff  appealed.  On  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal  the  plaintiff  did  not  contend  that  there 
had  been  a  breach  of  the  covenant  as  to  user  of 
the  premises. 

Younger,  E.O.  and  /.  Samuel  Oreen  for  the 
appellant. — The  learned  judge  was  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  proviso  for  re-entrr  in  this  lease 
must  be  construed  as  applying  only  to  breaches 
of  the  negative  covenants  contained  in  the  lease, 
and  not  to  breaches  of  the  affirmative  covenants. 
It  has  never  been  expressly  decided  that  the 
word  "  perform  "  in  such  a  proviso  for  re-entiy  as 
this,  cannot  apply  to  breaches  of  negativB  cove- 
nants. There  are,  however,  dicta  in  many  cases, 
some  in  favour  of  the  appellant's  contention  and 
some  in  favour  ot  the  respondent's.  In  the  latest 
case,  Barrow  v.  Isaacs  (64  L.  T.  Bep.  686  ;  (1891) 
1  Q.  B.  417),  Lord  Esher,  1S..R.  entessed  the 
opinion  that  the  word  "  perform  "  would  apply  to  a 
covenant  not  to  assign  withoat  the  lessor's  con- 
sent ;  and  Kay,  L.J.  said :  "  Another  point  naade 
was  that  thatproviso  for  re-entry  refers  only  to  the 
breach  of  amrmative  and  not  of  negative  cove- 
nants. This  is  founded  on  certain  obiter  dieia  in 
Hyde  v.  Warden  (37  L.  T.  Bep.  567 ;  3  Ex.  Div. 
72j.  Speaking  for  myself,  I  should  think  that  an 
extremely  narrow  consti-uction  if  the  word  "per- 
form "  only  had  been  used.  "  Perform  "  has  not 
necessarily  an  active  meaning.  We  say  that  a 
man  performs  his  duty  by  not  answering  revilings, 
by  being  silent  when  he  ought  not  to  speak,  and 
by  many  other  abstentions  from  acting  as  well 
as  by  autive  proceedings."  In  Croft  v.  Jjumley 
(6  H.  of  L.  Cas.  672),  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
many  of  the  judges  expressed  an  opinion  that 
the  word    "perform"    can   apply  to    negative 
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covenants,  more  especially  Martin,  B.    Timmt  ▼. 
Baker  (49  L.  T.  Bep.  106)  is  also  in  favour  of  the 

f'  lintifi's  contention.  In  the  oases  relied  npon 
the  defendant  there  are  no  doubt  expressions 
opinion  that  the  word  *'  perform "  will  not 
Apply  to  negative  covenants,  but  they  were  un- 
necessary to  the  decisions  in  those  cases ;  and 
tiioee  opinions  are  contrary  to  the  opinions 
expressed  in  the  House  of  Lords  and  in  the  latest 
case  in  the  Court  of  AppeaL  Those  cases  are : 
Doe  V.  Marcheiti,  1  B.  A  Ad.  715 ;  35  S.  B.  420 ; 
Wett  V.  Dcbb,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  787;  L.  Bep.  5  Q.  B. 

460; 
Byde  v.  Warden,  37  L.  T.  Rep.  S67 ;  8  Ex.  Div 

72; 
Svant  V.  Davie,  89  L.  T.  Bep.  891 ;  10  Oh.  Div. 
747. 

Beading  this  lease  as  a  whole,  and  fairly  con- 
«tming  it,  the  words  "on  his  part  to  lie  per- 
formed "  seem  to  be  nsed  only  for  the  purpose  ot 
nferring  to  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  lessee, 
and  the  intention  clearly  is  that  the  lessor  may 
n-emter  if  the  lessee  "commit  any  breach  of 
the  oovenanta  hereinbefore  contained"  entered 
into  by  the  lessee.  If  the  lessor  has  not  reserved 
a  right  of  re-entry  for  breach  of  the  covenant  not 
to  assign,  he  has  no  effeclave  remedy  at  all  for 
'breach  of  that  covenant.  The  covenant  not  to 
assign  mthout  the  lessor's  consent  is  not  strictly 
what  is  called  a  negative  covenant,  for  it  in- 
volves the  doing  of  something  by  the  lessee— 
that  is,  the  obtaining  of  the  consent  of  the  lessor. 
The  whole  intent  and  substance  of  the  provisions 
in  the  lease  must  be  looked  at,  and  not  merely 
Hie  strict  form : 

Dulce  of  St.  Albam  v.  EOie,  16  East,  352 ;  14  B.  B. 

361; 
Clegg  v.  Bande,  62  L.  T.  Bep.  502 ;  44  Ch.  Piv. 

508; 
MetrepoUUm  Eleetrie  Buppl]/  Company  r.  Ginder, 

84  L.  T.  Bep.  818  ;  (1901)  2  Ch.  799  ; 
Xaneheeter  Ship   Canal  Company  v.  Maneheeter 

Baeeeouree  Company,  84  L.  T.  Bep.  436 ;  (1901) 

2Cli.  87; 
Maeon  v.  Oorder,  7  Tannt.  9 ;  17  B.  B.  437. 

Stime  WUliams,  K.C.  and  B.  J.  N.  NeviUe  for 
Dhe  respondent. — The  judgment  of  the  learned 
Jndge  was  perfectly  right,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  authorities  and  the  true  constmction  of 
this  lease.  It.  has  been  well  settled  for  a  long 
period  that  clanses  of  forfeiture  contained  in 
leasee  mast  be  most  strictly  constraed.  It  must 
olearly  appear  that  the  proviso  for  re-entry  or 
condition  was  meant  to  includv,  and  does  include, 
the  covenant  for  breach  whereof  the  right  to 
re-enter  is  claimed.  In  this  lease  the  right  .to 
re-enter  is  given  only  if  the  lessee  commits  a 
breach  of  covenants  to  be  "  performed  "  by  him, 
and  the  lease  contains  covenants  both  of  a 
ne^tive  character  and  of  an  afBrmative  character. 
Zt  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  proviso  refers  only 
to  covenants  which  are  to  be  "  performed  " — that 
is,  covenants  by  which  the  lessee  has  bound  him- 
seilf  to  do  something.  There  is  a  long  series  of 
authorities  which  show  that  the  word  "perform," 
in  a  proviso  for  re-entry,  does  not  apply  to  nega- 
iire  covenants : 

Doe  V.  Jlarehetti,  1  B.  &  Ad.  715 ;  85  B.  B.  420  ; 

Doe  V.  Stevene,  3  B.  &  Ad.  299 ;  37  B.  B.  429 ; 

J)o<  V.  Godinn,  4  M.  &  S.  265 ;  16  B.  B.  463 ; 

Weet  V.  Dobi,  20  L.  T.  Bep.  737  ;  L.  Bep.  5  Q.  B. 
460,- 


Syde  V.  Warden,  87  L.  T.  Bep.  567  ;  8  Ex.  Div. 
72; 

Bvane  v.  Davie,  89  L.  T.  Bep.  391 ;  10  Ch.  Div. 
747. 
In  Croft  V.  LiimUy  (6  H.  L.  Gas.  672)  the  words 
"  observed  and  kept,"  as  well  as  the  word  "  per- 
formed," were  used,  and  the  former  words  do 
apply  to  a  negative  covenant ;  and  in  Betrrow  v. 
leaaee  (64  L.  T.  Bep.  686 ;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  417)  the 
word  "  observe "  was  used  as  well  as  the  word 
"  perform."  The  dicta  in  Barrow  v.  leaaee  (ubt 
eup.)  must  not  be  taken  to  have  overruled  the 
long  line  of  previous  authorities  to  the  contrary. 
The  covenant  here  in  question  is  olearly  a  purely 
negative  covenant,  and  is  not  made  an  affirmative 
covenant  by  the  fact  that  it  is  a  covenant  not  to 
do  something  without  the  lessor's  consent : 

Olegg  V.  Hande,  62  L.  T.  Bep.  502 ;  44  Ch.  Div. 
508. 

A  negative  covenant  does  not  imply  an  af&rma- 
tive  covenant : 

Doe  V.  Oueet,  15  M.  t  W.  160. 
In  the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  in  this  lease 
the  words  used  are  "  the  lessee  observing  and  per- 
forming all  the  covenants  hereinbefore  contained." 
That  sho  vs  that  the  distinction  was  clearly  under- 
stood, and  that  the  parties  intended  the  proviso 
for  re-entry  to  apply  only  to  affirmative  cove- 
nants, and  not  to  negative  covenants,  to  which 
the  word  "  observe  "  properly  applies.  It  is  to  be 
presumed  that  the  parties  intentionally  omitted 
the  word  "  observe  "  from  the  proviso  for  re-entry. 
The  two  negative  covenants  in  this  lease  are  not 
"  usual "  covenants,  and  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on 
breach  of  those  covenants  is  not  a  "  usual  "  con- 
dition: 

Be  Anderten  and  MUner'e  Contract,  63  L.  T.  Bep. 
832 ;  45  Ch.  Div.  476. 

That  would  be  a  good  reason  why  this  proviso  was 
not  so  drawn  as  to  apply  to  those  negative  cove- 
nants. The  provisions  of  the  Conveyancing  Acts 
as  to  relief  have  not  done  away  with  the  old  rule 
that  a  proviso  for  re-entry  must  be  most  strictly 
construed  in  cases  like  this,  where  no  relief  can 
be  given  under  those  Acts : 

VaUerey.  Oldcom,  20  Times  L.  Bep.  11. 
The  lessor  i«  nob  without  an  effective  remedy  in 
respect  of  this  covenant,  for  he  can  obtain  an 
injunction  to  restrain  a  threatened  assignment : 

JIcEaeharn  v.  Cotton  and  othere,  85  L.  T.  Bep.  594 j 
(1902)  A.  C.  104. 

This  breach  of  covenant  was  waived  by  accept- 
ance of  rent  by  the  landlord  with  knowledge  of 
the  breach : 

XiUt  V.  Tobin,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  482. 
This  point  was  taken  before  Wright,  J.,  bathe 
did  not  deal  with  it  at  all,  being  in  favour  of  the 
defendant  on  the  other  point. 

Younger,  K.C.  in  reply. — The  lessor  oonld  not 
obtain  an  injunction  in  respect  of  an  assignment 
which  had  been  already  made ;  and  an  action  for 
damages  would  be  quite  ineffective  as  a  remedy. 

OoiiLiNB,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  the  de- 
cision of  Wrieht,  J.,  and  the  question  is  whether  the 
Slaintiff,  the  lessor,  has  a  right  to  eject  the  defen- 
ant  under  the  terms  of  a  particular  lease  on  the 
ground  that  there  has  been  a  forfeiture  based 
upon  a  breach  of  one  or  two  of  the  covenants. 
This  action  is  brought  by  the  assignee  of  the 
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zeTOraton  vf^ainat  an  assignee  of  the  term,  and 
there  were  two  grounds  aUeged  of  forfeiture,  the 
one  a  braaoh  of  the  corenant  not  to  use  the  pre- 
mises ezoept  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  the 
other  a  breach  of  the  covenant  not  to  aublet.' 
Now,  the  matter  before  us  has  been  narrowed 
down  to  tiie  question  of  what  are  the  rights  of  the 
putioB  on  the  basis  of  a  breach  of  tiie  covenant 
not  to  sublet.  With  respect  to  the  ooTsnant  not 
to  oarry  on  certain  trades,  the  defendant  admitted 
that  tms  had  been  done,  but  he  contended  that, 
by  reason  of  a  permission  given  to  his  predeoessor, 
the  original  lessee,  it  was  no  breach  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  on  that  point  Wright,  J.  has  held  in 
his  favour,  and  Mr.  Younger  (without  quite  ad- 
mitting that  Wright,  J.  was  right  on  that  matter) 
did  not  nrge  the  appeal  before  us  on  that  point. 
Therefore  the  disonsaion  before  us  has  been 
limited  to  what  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  in 
the  event  of  there  being  a  subletting  without 
consent.  Xow,  the  main  point  decided  by 
Wright,  J.  is  that,  on  the  terms  of  the  particular 
covenant  not  to  sublet  in  this  lease,  and  the  terms 
ol  tiie  proviso  for  re-entry,  the  proviso  was  in- 
applicable to  such  a  covenant  by  reason  of  its 
bemg  a  negative  covenant.  That  is  the  ground 
npon  which  Wright,  J.  decided  this  case,  and  that 
is  the  principal  ground  of  the  appeal.  Now,  of 
course  that  question  depends  on  the  wording  of 
the  deed  itself,  and  therefore  I  must  consider  it 
in  some  detail.  The  lease  was  made  on  the  8th 
July  1885  between  the  original  lessee,  one  Mrs. 
Popplesdorff,  and  the  lessee  E.  G.  Alderman,  and 
it  witnesses  that  in  consideration  "  of  the  rent 
and  covenants  hereinafter  reserved  and  contained 
on  the  part  of  the  said  lessee  to  be  paid,  observed, 
and  performed,  the  said  lessor  doth  hereby 
demise  " ;  and  proceeds :  "  And  also  yielding  and 
paying  in  the  event  of  and  immediately  npon  the 
said  term  being  determined  by  re-entry  under  the 
powers  hereinafter  contained  a  proportionate  part 
of  the  said  reut  immediately  upon  the  said 
term  being  determined  by  re-entry  under  the 
powers  hereinafter  contained."  Then  come  the 
covenants  to  pay  rent,  taxes,  and  so  on.  Then 
follows :  "  And  also  will  throughout  the  said  term 
at  his  and  their  own  expense  without  being  there- 
unto required  well  and  sufficiently  repair,  main- , 
tain,"  and  so  on ;  and  also  that  the  lessor  may 
inspect  to  see  whether  reasonable  repairs  have 
beui  carried  out;  "And  further  that  the  said 
lessee  shall  not  nor  will  during  the  said  term 
hereby  granted  use  or  suffer  the  said  premises  or 
any  part  thereof  to  be  used  for  any  act  trade '  or 
business  whatsoever  excepting  the  trade  of  an 
ontfitter  without  the  licence  or  consent  in  writing 
of  the  said  lessor  for  that  purpose  first  obtained  "  ; 
"  And  m(xeover  that  the  said  leasee  shall  not  nor 
will  dnting  the  term  hereby  granted  assign 
underlet  or  part  with  the  poasession  of  the  said 
premises  or  any  part  thereof  or  do  or  commit 
any  act  or  thing  whereby  or  by  means  whereof 
the  said  premiees  or  any  part  thereof  may  be 
assigned  or  otherwise  disposed  of  or  the  posses- 
sion thereof  parted  with  to  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever  for  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
■aid  term  (except  the  letting  part  of  the  said 
messuage  or  dwelling-house  as  offices  or  lodgings) 
without  tiie  oonsent  in  writing  of  the  said  lessor 
first  had  and  obtained  for '  ^at  purpose  such 
consent, however,  not  to-be  nnreaBonaUy  withheld 
in  the  case  of  a  proposed  assignment  to  a  nspeot* 


able  and  responsible  person;  and  also  will  afb 
the  expiration  or  sooner  determination  of  th& 
said  term  deliver  up  to  the  said  lessor  the  said 
premises  and  all  fixtures  and  additions  thereto  iil' 
Booh  good  and  substantial  repair  and  condition 
as  shall  be  consistent  with  the  due  performaaoe 
of  the  several  covenants  hereinbefore  oonttuned."* 
Then  cornea  the  proviso :  "  Provided  always  thaf^ 
if  the  said  yearly  rent  of  601.  or  any  part  thereof 
shall  be  unpaid  for  the  space  of  forty-two  day». 
whether  the  same  shall  have  been  legally  de- 
manded or  not  or  if  the  said  lessee  shall  commit, 
any  breach  of  the  covenants  hereinbefore  con- 
tamed  and  <m  his  part  to  be  performed .  then  and 
in  either  of  the  said  cases  the  said  lessor  may 
re-enter  upon  the  said  pi-emises  or'  any  parb- 
thereof  in  the  name  of  the  whole  and  immecUately 
thereupon  this  demise  shall  absolutely  determine/*^ 
Then  follows  this  covenant  by  the  lessor :  "  And 
the  said  lessor  doth  hereby  covenant  with  th» 
said  lessee  that  the  said  lessee  paying  the  said 
rent  and  observing  and  performing  all  the  cove- 
nants hereinbefore  contained  shall  and  may 
peaceably  and  quietly  hold  and  enjoy,"  and  so  on- 
Now  we  come  to  the  point  which  turns  upon  what- 
is  the  effect  of  this  proviso,  having  regard  to  th» 
fact  that  the  covenant  is  negative.  It  is  con-- 
tended,  and  has  been  held  by  Wright,  J.,  that^ 
the  proviso  being  in  these  terms,  "If  the  said 
lessee  shall  commit  any  breach  of  the  covenants- 
hweinbefore  contained  and  on  his  part  to  be- 
performed,"  these  words  "  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed "  make  it  impossible  to  give  effect  to  th» 
proviso  when  that  which  is  the  subject-matter  of 
the  alleged  breach  is  the  assigning  or  subletting 
without  consent ;  that  that  class  of  breach  is  a. 
breach  which  cannot  be  described  as  a  perfori)[ianc» 
or  a  "  breach  of  the  covenants  liereinbefore' 
contained  and  on  his  part  to  be  performed."  It 
is  said  that  one  cannot  "perform"  a  negative 
covenant,  and  on  that  ground  Wright,  J.  has 
decided  this  case.  Now,  that  law  goes  very  far 
back  in  our  history,  and  the  root  of  it  is  a  state- 
ment in  Coke  upon  Littleton,  which  is  cited  in  a- 
note  to  a  case  which  has  been  relied  upon  for  th» 
respondent  here — Doe  v.  Marchetti  (1 B.  &  Ad.  715  v 
35  A.  R.  420) — in  these  terms  :  "  A  man  is  bound 
to  perform  all  the  covenants  in  an  indenture.  If. 
all  the  covenants  be  in  the  affirmative,  he  may 
generally  plead  performance  of  all,  but  if  any  IW' 
in  the  negative,  to  so  many  be  must  plead 
specially,  for  a  negative  cannot  be  performed.". 
Now,  that  is  the  basis  of  a  ruling  which  has  never 
been,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  subject  of  any 
express  decimon ;  but  it  has  been  the  subject  of 
numerous  dicta  in  various  cases,  and  we  have  had 
all  the  cases  cited,  and  they  are  now  open  before 
as.  To  my  mind,  there  has  been  no  deoisioik 
npon  the  point,  and  certainly  no  decision  in 
favour  of  the  view  contended  for  by  Mr.  HumOi 
Williams.  The  basis  is  this  dictum,  which  is  n» 
doubt  one  of  high  authority ;  but  it  is  limited 
in  its  terms  to  the  case  of  a  pleading :  "  A  man  i» 
bound  to  perform  all  the  covenants  of  an  ioden- 
ture,"  and  in  the  context  "perform  "  involves  aik 
operation,  that  the  performance  is  to  canrr  oat; 
the  obligation,  positive  or  negative ;  "  If  all  th» 
covenants  be  in  the  affirmative  he  can  generally 
plead  performance  of  all,  but  if  any  be  in  the- 
negative  to  so  many  he  muat  plead  specially,  for 
a  negative  cannot  be  performed."  In  that  ^eiy 
sent^oe  be  uses  "  perform  "  in  the  sense  ttiat  ib 
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i0  giving  eflect  to  the  obligation ;  that  effect  maj 
l>e  given  by  not  doing  that  which  he  has  under- 
taken not  to  do.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  oon- 
fnaion  that  has  arisen,  the  difficnlty  which  has 
fceen  felt  with  regard  to  this  matter,  really  tnms 
upon  a  confnsion  between  the  obligation  accepted 
«md  the  thing  that  is  to  be  done  in  order  to 
perform  the  obligation.  When  one  speaks  of  a 
«OTenant  to  be  performed  and  of  performing  the 
4X>yenant  it  is  in  the  sense  of  fulfilling  a  dnty. 
The  bargain  is  to  perform  the  covenant,  whether 
the  performance  be  by  abstaining  from  doing 
aomething  or  by  doing  something.  It  is  nsed  in 
that  sense  in  several  of  the  cases  that  we  have 
bad  to  consider,  and  it  is  used  in  that  sense  in 
this  passage,  which  is  the  very  fonndation  of  the 
whole  matter :  "  A  man  is  bound  to  perform  all 
the  covenants  in  an  indenture."  It  starts  with 
that,  and  in  that  context  it  means  carry  out  the 
obligation  whether  it  be  negative  or  affirmative ; 
but  when  the  occasion  of  pleading  performance 
Arises  this  dictum,  which  was  given,  of  course, 
when  the  rules  of  pleading  were  very  technical, 
«ayB  if  a  man  wants  to  plead  performance  of 

*  negative  covenant  he  must  plead  specially,  for 

*  negative  cannot  be  performed.  Now,  that  is 
the  basis  of  the  whole  matter.  Then  we  follow 
it  through  the  numerous  decisions  cited  and 
'Commented  upon  by  the  learned  counsel,  bnt  the 
nearest  thing  to  a  decision — in  fact  I  think  the 
«nly  case  that  is  claimed  as  a  decision  by  Mr. 
Hume  Williams  in  his  favour  on  this  matter, 
this  very  case  of  Doe  v.  Marehetti  {ubi  sup.) — was 
«  decision  which  in  my  judgment  was  not  a 
'dedsion  on  this  point.  The  headnote  is  this: 
"  A  proviso  in  a  lease  giving  a  power  of  re-entiy 
it  the  tenant  makes  defamt  in  performance  of 
«iiy  of  the  clauses  by  the  space  of  thirty  days 
«fter  notice  does  not  apply  to  the  breach  of  a 
covenant  not  to  allow  altore^ons  in  the  premises, 
or  to  permit  new  buildings  to  be  made  upon 
them  without  permission,  and  an  undertenant 
having  erected  a  portico  contrary  to  the  covenant, 
«iid  notice  having  been  given  to  him  to  replace  the 
promisee  in  their  former  state,  which  he  neglected 
to  do  for  thirty  days :  Held,  that  no  forfeiture 
was  incurred."  Now,  the  pith  of  that  case  is 
expressed  in  one  sentence  in  the  judgment 
of  Lord  Tenterden:  "Bnt  it  cannot  be  sop- 
Bosed  that  the  parties  anticipated  a  thirty 
oays'  notice  being  given  not  to  raise  the  walls  or 
▼aiy  from  the  original  plan  of  the  premises,  or 
not  to  suffer  buildings  to  be  erected  or  windows 
or  openings  to  be  made.  It  is  quite  different 
where  the  notice  required  is  to  do  some  such  act 
A8  repairing  or  paying  money ;  then  a  stipulation 
for  notice  is  reasonably  introduced,  and  is  evi. 
^entiy  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessee.  Taking  the 
whole  olanse  of  re-entry  together,  I  think  the 
introdQction  of  these  words  '  by  the  space  of  thirty 
'days  next  after  notice '  confines  it  to  those  cove- 
nants which  are  to  be  performed  by  the  lessee, 
and  which  not  being  performed  he  incurs  a  for> 
leitnre."  It  was  impossible  to  introduce  the 
olanse  as  to  thirty  days  after  notice  so  as  to 
make  it  applicable  to  the  particular  circumstances 
ot  that  case,  and  it  is  only  a  decision  with  respect 
to  the  particular  circumstances  of  that  case 
which  contained  this  impossibility  of  being 
applied — namely,  thirt;^  days'  notice  in  case  of  a 
breach.  That,  in  my  judgment,  is  certainly  not 
a  deoiston  upon  the  point;  it  does  not  really 


tonch  the  point.  I  have  examined  that  dictum  with 
such  qualifications  as  I  think  are  inherent  in  the 
very  terms  of  the  clause  itself ;  and  now  we  have 
to  follow  out  the  string  of  authorities  on  the 
matter,  which  I  do  not  pause  to  deal  with  in 
very  great  detail,  because  they  have  all  been 
cited  and  commented  upon  before  the  court,  and 
we  have  had  considerable  observation  upon  them. 
There  are  one  or  two  to  which  I  must  refer. 
Now,  there  being  no  decision,  we  have  to  examine 
the  dicta  upon  the  point.  There  are  numerous 
dicta  upon  the  point,  and  there  are  one  or  two 
that  are  certainly  strong  in  favour  of  the  con- 
tention of  the  appellant  in  this  case,  and  there 
are  some  which  are  in  favour  of  the  respondent. 
But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  dicta  up  to  the  last 
and  most  important  one  are  quite  as  favourable 
to  the  view  of  the  appellant  as  to  that  of  the 
respondent.  iSTow,  bne  of  the  leading  oases  in 
this  matter  is  the  case  of  Croft  v.  Lundey  (6 
H.  L.  Gas.  672),  which  went  to  the  House  of 
Lords.  There  the  material  words  were  these: 
"If  Lumley  shall  make  default  of  or. in  the 
performance  of  all  or  of  any  of  the  other  cove- 
nants hereinbefore  contained  which  on  his  part 
are  or  ought  to  be  performed,  observed,  and  kept," 
and  the  question  was  whether  there  had  bemi  a 
breach  of  the  negative  covenant  not  to  assign 
for  a  certain  term.  All  the  judges-  were  of 
opinion  that  there  had  been  a  breach  of  that 
covenant  which  I  have  just  named,  and  the 
dictum  as  it  appears  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Mar- 
ehetti (tibi  sup.)  was  commented  on.  The  default 
there  was  specified  to  be  default  in  the  perform- 
ance, or  "  if  Lumley  shall  make  default  of  or  in 
the  performance,"  and  it  was  held  that  the 
not  performing,  observing,  and  keeping  any  one 
of  them  was  a  default  in  the  performance.  Now, 
Martin,  B.  in  that  case  held,  in  the  passage 
where  he  gave  his  opinion  in  the  clearest  pos- 
sible  tsrms,  that  there  might  be  non-performance 
of  a  negative  covenant,  pointing  oat  that  it  is 
a  duty  imposed  by  the  covenant  which  is  not 
performed,  and  that  a  man  may  break  a  cove- 
nant by  doing  something  that  he  has  undertaken 
not  to  do  just  as  much  as  by  not  doing 
something  that  he  has  undertaken  to  do.  He 
says  this :  "  I  do  not  myself  consider  there  is  any 
inaoonracy  in  language  in  saying  that  a  man  has 
performed  his  covenant  when  he  has  not  done 
what  he  covenanted  not  to  do,  or  that  he  made 
default  in  performing  his  covenant  when  he  has 
done  it.  The  abiding  by  a  covenant  is  a  perform- 
ance of  it,  the  non-abiding  a  non-performance. 
It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties  that 
the  condition  should  extend  to  every  breach  of 
covenant,  except  those  specially  excepted;  and 
whether  it  be  a  condition  or  a  covenant,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  as  shown  by  the  words  they 
use,  is  the  true  test."  Now,  as  I  have  said,  all 
the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  there  was  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  in  the  form  I  have  named. 
Then  we  come  to  the  dictum  or  opinion  of 
Bramwell,  B.,  which  the  respondent  relies  upon  aa 
being  the  strongest  in  his  favour ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  at  all  to  make  in  favour  of  tiie 
respondent  in  this  case.  Bramwell,  B.  says :  "  I 
think  that  default  of  or  in  performance  ot  all 
covenants  to  be  performed,  observed,  and  kept 
applies  to  covenants  not  to  do  something  as  well 
as  to  covenants  to  do  something."  The  learned 
judge  no  doubt  lays  stress  on  the  words  "  observed 
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aod  kept,''  but  we  all  know  that  when  one  is 
deoidiiiff  a  point  in  oar  oonrts  one  does  not  neoes- 
•arilj  Moiae,  and  one  does  not,  if  one  can  avoid 
it,  decide  anythincr  which  it  is  not  neoessarf  to 
decide,  and  havinft  the  words  "performed, 
observed,  and  kept,"  he  does  deal  with  "  observed 
luid  kept,"  which  are  much  clearer  words  to  make 
it  possible  to  infer  that  there  was  a  breach  bj 
reason  of  non-performance  ;  bat  it  is  not  in  the 
least  an  aathority  that  it  may  not  have  been 
equally  broken  had  it  been  limited  to  the  word 
"perform."  Bat  he  does  emphasise  the  words 
"  observed  and  kept,"  and  in  tluit  sense  so  far  as 
that  goes  it  leans  in  Mr.  Hame  Williams'  direc- 
tion, but  it  is  very  far  from  an  expression  of 
dissent  from  the  view  of  Martin,  B.  that  the 
word  "  perform  "  would  be  enough.  I  need  not 
go  throagh  the  statements  of  the  judges,  because 
the  only  two  that  have  given  anything  that  can 
he  said  to  be  a  view  on  one  side  more  than  the 
other  are  those  two — Bramwell,  B.  and  Martin,  B. 
Now,  that  is  the  strength  of  the  authorities  up  to 
Croft  T.  Lumley  {uhi  sup.),  which  was  a  case  in 
the  House  of  Lords.  I  may  just  in  passing  refer 
to  an  observation  of  Lord  Cranworth,  refened  to 
in  the  argument,  which  shows  what  prin<»pleonght 
to  be  observed  in  dealing  with  these  covenants  a« 
well  as  with  other  covenants.  He  says  this  :  "  This 
is  simply  a  question  whether,  either  in  form  or  in 
sabstamce,  it  is  any  violation  of  the  covenant 
to  have  made  a  lease  which  was  to  endure  for  one 
year  and  one  year  only  commencing  at  the  begin- 
ning ot  the  ensuins  season."  So  he  treats  the 
matter  as  one  to  be  decided  on  the  question 
whether  there  has  been  a  breach,  or  whether 
tttber  in  form  or  in  substance  there  has  been  a 
breach.  I  was  dealing  with  the  current  of 
authorities,  and  I  do  not  tnink  it  is  neoessaiy  to  go 
through  them  in  detail,  but  we  have  in  the  case  of 
Weet  V.  Dobb  (20  L.  T.  Bep.  37;  L.  Bep,  5  Q.  B. 
460)  the  dicta  of  Kelly,  C.B.  and  GhanneU,  B., 
dicta  which  go  a  little  beyond  the  current  of 
authorities,  because  they  treat  the  word ' '  observed  "■ 
as  being  exactly  on  the  same  footing  as  "per- 
formed. It  is  only  a  dictum,  and  it  is  open  to 
the  objection  that  it  treats  "  observed  "  as  "  per- 
formed," and  treats  the  word  "  observe "  as  a 
limitation  that  is  apt  to  describe  what  ought  to 
be  done  on  a  negative  covenant.  Then  we  come 
to  Hyd«  V.  Warden  (iM  tup.),  which  is  very  much 
relied  upon  for  a  dictum  of  Brett,  L.J.  It  is  a 
dictdm  in  a  judgment  read  by  Brett,  L.J.,  but 
prepared  by  Amphlett,  L.J.,  that  if  it  had  been 
necessary  to  decide  that  point  he  would  have 
taken  the  view  that  "perform"  is  not  a  word 
which  would  be  used  in  the  sense  of  performing  a 
negative  covenant ;  but  that  dictum  so  far  as  it 
is  a  dictum  of  Brett,  L.J.  is  direoUy  contrary  to 
another  dictum  of  his  later  on,  when  he  himself 
was  presiding  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Then  we 
come  to  Evan*  v.  BavU  (vbi  gup.),  which  has  been 
very  much  relied  upon  by  Mr.  Hume  Williams 
for  a  dictum  of  Fry,  L.J. ;  but  all  that  amounts 
to  is  that  in  a  particular  case,  not  involving  a 
decision  of  this  point,  he  suggests  that,  if  he  had 
been  bound  to  decide  the  point,  he  might  possibly 
have  felt  bound  to  have  decided  the  point 
on  the  dictum  of  Coke.  I  gather  that  it  was 
not  the  inclination  of  his  own  judgment,  but 
that  he  might,  sitting  in  a  court  of  first 
instance,  have  felt  constrained  to  follow  the 
dictum  of  Coke.    I  do  not  think  it  goes  further 


than  ttiat.  I  pass  over  the  intermediate  authorities, 
which  do  not  carry  us  any  farther,  and  I  come  to 
what  I  think  is  the  most  important  authority  in 
modem  times  which  has  been  called  to  our  atten- 
tion. That  is  the  case  of  Barrow  v,  Iscuiet  (ubi 
sup.).  In  that  case  there  are  two  important 
dicta ;  one  bv  Lord  Esher,  M.B.,  who  said :  "  lb 
was  argued  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  the 
covenant  not  to  underlet  without  the  landlord'B> 
consent  was  a  negative,  not  an  affirmative,  cove- 
nant, and  that  therefore  the  stipulation  for  re- 
entry for  breach  of  the  covenant  did  not  apply. 
But  I  think  that  that  proposition  is  disposed  of 
because  the  word  '  observe '  as  well  as  '  perform." 
has  been  put  in  the  stipulation,  though  I  doubb 
whether  it  was  necessary  to  put  that  word  in." 
Then  Eay,  L.J.  said  this :  "  Another  point  mader 
was  that  the  proviso  for  re-entry  refers  only 
to  the  breach  of  affirmative  and  not  of  negative- 
covenants.  That  is  founded  on  certain  obiter 
dieta  in  Hyde  v.  Warden  (ufri  sup.).  Speaking 
for  myself,  I  should  think  that  an  extremely 
narrow  construction  of  the  word  'perform'  if 
the  word  only  had  been  used.  'Perform'  ha» 
not  necessarily  an  active  meaning.  We  Bay 
tiiat  a  man  performs  his  duty  by  not  answering 
levilings,  by  being  silent  when  he  ought  not  to 
speak,  and  by  many  other  abstentions  from  acting, 
as  well  as  by  active  proceedings.  But  where  tbe< 
words  are  '  observe '  and  '  perform '  as  here,  there 
is  no  reasonable  ground  for  confining  those  words. 
to  the  breach  of  an  affirmative  covenant."  Now, 
that  is  a  strong  opinion,  based  upon  grounds 
which  he  states,  by  Kay,  L.J.,  who,  if  anybody 
was,  was  an  authority  on  this  branch  of  law,  that 
such  words  would  justify  a  re-entry  for  the  breach 
of  a  negative  covenant.  Now,  I  am  not  for  a> 
moment  saying  that  this  is  an  abstract  question 
which  cau  be  decided  without  regard  to  the  sped&l 
words  in  particular  leases.  What  we  have  got  to 
do  in  these  oases,  as  in  every  other,  is  to  try  to 
collect  from  the  words  used  what  the  parties  in- 
tended, and  I  do  not  say  that  in  certain  colloca- 
tions the  courts  do  not  say  that  "  perform  "  might 
be  an  inapt  word  to  describe  the  breach  of  a 
negative  covenant.  It  might  be  made  inapt  by 
context,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Marehetii 
(ubi  tup.)  the  context  made  it  quite  impossible  to> 
reconcile  the  word  "perform"  with  the  obliga- 
tion as  to  thirty  days'  notice  so  as  to  make  it  ap- 
plicable to  a  negative  covenant  It  could  not  be 
done.  But,  subject  to  that,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  string  of  authorities  leaves  us  at  large  now  to 
decide  this  matter  according  to  our  own  view  and 
according  to  common  sense.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  reasons  given  by  Martin,  B.  and  Kay,  hJ. 
are  reasons  which  do  commend  themselves  to- 
one's  common  sense,  and  in  my  view  are  much 
more  strictly  accurate,  if  one  has  to  go  into  subUe 
analyses  of  words  in  this  collocation,  than  the 
contrary  view,  because  what  it  dealt  with  in  these 
provisos  for  re-entry  is  the  covenant  and  the 
obligation  to  observe  the  covenant,  and  when  one 
is  dealing  with  the  covenant  and  not  the  thing  to- 
be  done  under  the  covenant,  it  is  perfecUy  proper 
to  describe  the  performance  of  the  covenant  as 
being  that  which  is  stipulated  for,  and  the  per- 
formance of  the  covenant  is  simply  the  keeping 
of  the  promise,  which  is  anuther  way  of  saving 
the  same  thing,  and  the  promise  is  equally  kept 
if  he  abstains  from  doing  that  which  he  has  un- 
dertaken not  to  do  or  does  that  which  he  has 
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nsdertaken  to  do.    It  is  the  obligation,  not  the 
mode  of  fulfilling  the  obligation,  and   what  is 
treated  as  the  breach  is   tiie  non>performance 
of  the  obligation.    If  toq  tell  me  Wnat  he  eon- 
traoted  to  do,  I  will  toll  yon  whether  he  performed 
it  or  not;  bnt  it  is  pnt  in  broad  language,  failure 
to  perform  or  default  in  performing,   and  the 
default  is  the  thing.    If  there  is  default  in  per- 
forming the  covenant,  then  the  covenant  has  not 
been  pmormed.    If  the  thing  to  be  done  in  order 
to  perform  the  covenant  was  to  abstain  from  (loing 
something,  it  seems  to  me  that,  as  far  as  the 
covenant  is  concerned,  "perform"  is  the  right 
word.    The  thing  to  be  done  might  be  described 
in  Bome  other  phrase.    U  we  are  to  go  into  the 
niceties  of  the  matter,    in   absolute    strictness 
"perform"  is  an  absolutely  legitimate  word  to 
express  the  doing  of  that  which  is  undertaken  to 
be  done,  that  a  man  has  performed  his  obligation, 
or  has  performed  his  promise.    That  being  so,  it 
seems    to    me    there   is  no  practical  dimcnlty, 
and  no  real  difiSculty  whatever,  in  applying  the 
word  performance  as  aptly  describing  the  uilnre 
to    do   something,  to   keep  the   promise   of   a 
negative  covenant.     That  being  so,  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  proviso  for  re-entry  should  not 
apply  in  this  case.    There  is  no  doubt  that,  at  the 
time  when  this  refinement  was  introduced,  there 
was  a  very  strong  and  natural  leaning  on  the  part 
of  the  court  to  avoid  holding  that  there  was  a 
forfntnre.   .  The  law  was  not  then  as  settled  or 
AS  easy  in  application,  and  it  was   not  then  so 
easy  to  ^eb  relief  against  forfeiture,  as  it  is  in 
modem  times,  and  therefore,  speaking  broadly, 
iihere  is  no  reason  why  these  clauses  snould  not 
be  construed  fairly  according  to  their  grammatical 
meaning,  taking  the  whole  context  together,  or 
why  the   court  should  lean,  or  be  said  to  lean, 
against  a  forfeiture.     The  Legislature  has  inter- 
vened in  the  matter.     It  has  considered  all  the 
<3aaes  in  which  it  might  be  fur  that  there  should 
be  relief ;  that  relief  is  open  for  those  who  bring 
themselves  within  the  conditions  which  the  Legis- 
latarehas  said  ought  to  be  the  conditions  upon 
whioh  they  get  that  relief ;  and  it  does  not  aaeot 
that  argument  that  in  this  particular  case  this 
particular  covenant  is  one  whioh  the  Legislature 
has  thought  fit  should  stand  outside  that  par- 
tienlar  form  of  relief.      I  am  dealing  with  the 
principle  of  construction  which   led  to  what  I 
think  was  the  exceedingly  narrow  view  taken  in 
the  old  days  of    strict  pleading,   in  the  time  of 
Coke,  and  applied  to  the  doctrine  of  forfeiture.    I 
do  not  think  thosegeneral  considerations  apply 
to  the  case  now.      We  are  left  with  the  right  to 
dedde  this  question  upon  our  own  judgment,  and 
llie  last  ana  most  authoritative  pronouncement 
on  the  matter  is   the   pronouncement  by   two 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Barrow  v.  Itaaci 
I  (u6i  <up.).  I  think,  therefore,  that  we  are  entitled 
to  follow  their    view    rather  than   some  of  the 
earlier   dicta.     That  being   the    state    of   the 
authorities,  my  own  opinion,  as  I  have  said,  is 
that  in  this  particular  case,  in  the  context  of  this 
lease,  I  find  nothing  which  in  the  slightest  degree 

J  tresses  against  the  view  that  I  have  taken  primd 
'aeie  ot  what  is  meant  by  performing  the  cove- 
nant. I  think  that,  in  this  case,  it  means  the  per- 
-formance  of  the  duty  undertaken  by  the  cove- 
nant ;  that  duty  in  this  cape  was  not  to  do  some- 
thing, and  therefore,  it  being  broken,  the  person 
lias  done  that  which  he  nndeiiook  not  to  do.    The 


inclination  of  the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  was  in 
favour  of  the  view  I  have  taken ;  but  he  thought 
VbAi  he  was  overborne  by  the  authorities.  I  think 
the  anthorities  were  not  an  obstacle  to  his  apply- 
ing his  own  common  sense  in  the  way  he  would 
have  done  if  he  had  not  felt  overborne  by  them. 
I  think,  also,  that  the  weight  of  authority  in 
modem  times  is  the  other  way.  That  rmlly 
decides  this  appeal,  but  there  was  a  question 
which  arose  at  the  trial  and  was  discussed  more 
or  less  by  Ur.  Hume  Williams,  in  whose  favour 
Wright,  J.  decided  the  case  on  the  ground  which 
I  have  discussed.  Mr.  Hume  Williams  had 
another  point  which,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
learned  judge  was  with  him  on  the  first  point, 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  pressed  home,  and  it 
may  be,  and  I  think  it  is  quite  probable,  that  the 
course  the  case  took  and  the  attitude  of  the 
learned  judge  upon  that  point,  may  have  probably 
influenced  the  learned  counsel  not  to  press  home 
another  point  which  would  have  been,  if  decided 
in  his  favour,  conclusive  of  the  case.  That  point 
is  whether  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
there  was  a  waiver  by  the  plaintiff  of  this  particular 
breach  by  subletting  without  consent.  I  think  the 
justice  of  the  case  will  be  satisfied  by  sending  the 
case  back  for  that  question  to  be  tried.  If  it  is  to 
be  tried  strain,  the  less  I  say  upon  the  facte  the 
better.  With  respect  to  this  appeal  before  us,  I 
think  this  has  been  an  appeal  on  a  very  impor- 
tant point  of  law  on  which  Wright,  J.  decided  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff.  Our  view  is  that  that 
decision  is  wrong  and  that  the  judgment  mnst  be 
reversed. 

BoMBB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
may,  I  think,  be  admitted  that  the  word  "  per- 
form "  may  in  ordinary  cases  be  said  to  be  more 
especially  appropriate  to  what  may  be  called 
positive  covenante ;  but  it  cannot  be  said,  as  a 
hard  and  fast  rule,  that  the  word  is  inappro- 
priate to  apply,  at  any  rate,  to  some  negntive 
oovenanto.  I  agree  with  the  Master  of  the  KoUs 
that,  speaking  broadly,  one  may  properly  say 
what  Martin,  B.  said  in  answering  the  question 
put  to  him  in  Croft  v.  Lundey  (6  H.  L.  Gas.  672), 
that  there  is  no  necessary  inaccuracy  of  lan- 
guage in  saving  that  a  man  has  performed  his 
covenant  when  he  has  not  done  what  he  has 
covenanted  not  to  do,  or  that  he  has  made  default 
in  performing  his  covenant  when  he  has  done 
what  he  has  covenanted  not  to  do.  After  what 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  has  said,  I  do  not  intend 
to  go  through  the  various  cases  and  the  observa- 
tions of  learned  judges  whioh  have  been  called  to 
our  attention.  All  I  need  say  is  that,  in  the  result, 
it  appears  to  me  that  we  are  not  bound  to  hold, 
and  that  it  would  not  be  right  to  hold,  as  a  bind- 
ing rule  of  construction  that  in  provisoes  for 
re-entry  the  word  "  perform  "  must  be  construed 
as  excluding  all  covenante  by  the  lessee  whioh 
may  be  called  negative  covenante.  It  may  very 
well  be  that,  in  construing  some  provisoes  for 
re-entry  in  some  leases,  there  may  be  sufficient  to 
prevent  the  application  of  the  word  "  perform  " 
to  some  covenante  in  the  lease ;  but  the  question 
whether  in  a  proviso  for  re-entry  in  a  lease 
the  word  "  pei^orm "  does  apply  to  and  in- 
clude certain  negative  covenants  must  depend 
upon  the  consideration  of  and  true  construction 
of  the  lease  read  and  construed  as  a  whole.  Now, 
in  the  present  case,  I  think  that  the  words  "  to 
be  performed"  in  the  proviso  for  re-entiy  do 
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iadnde  the   preceding   coTen&nta  in  the  lease 
vhioh  have   been   called,  and  may  in  a  aense 
properly  be  called,  negative   covenants.    What 
are  those   negative   covenants  P     They  are  two 
only.    The  one  is,  stating  it  shortly,  a  covenant 
by  the  lessee  not  to  carry  on  any  basiness  or  trade 
on  the  demised  premises  other  than  that  of  an 
outfitter  withont  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
lessor.     The   other  is  a  covenant  against  sub- 
letting or  assigning.    Those  two  covenants  have 
no  doubt  been  put  into  a  negative  form  as  a 
matter  of  wording.     But  I  observe  that  as  a 
matter  of  substance  they  are  not  negative,  or  at 
any  rate  not  purely  negative.    Take  t^e  covenant 
sgjainst  carrying  on  a  basiness.     That  covenant, 
as  a  matter  of  substance,  might  just  as  easily 
have  been  put,  as  a  matter  of  wordmg,  in  a  posi- 
tive form.    In  a  positive  form  it  womd  have  run 
as  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  that  he  would  apply 
for  and  obtain  the  consent  in   writin?  of  the 
lessor  before  carrying  on  any  business  other  than 
that  of  an  outfitter.     Then  take  the  case  of  under- 
letting.   That  covenant  might  just  as  easily,  as 
a  matter  of  substance,  have  been  worded  as  a 
covenant  by  the  lessee  that  he  would  apply  for  and 
obtain  the  consent  of  the  lessor  bdore  under- 
letting ;  and  the  covenant  against  assigning  might 
have  Deen  similarly  worded!    That  being  so,  and 
bearing  in  mind  what  is  the  nature  of  the  only 
two  so-called  negative  covenants  in  this  lease,  I 
think  that  the  words  "  to  be  performed  "  are  not 
inapt  to  be  applied  to,  and  that  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  proviso  for  re-entry  they  ought  to  be 
applied  to  and  held  to  include  the  two  so-called 
negative  covenants.  Moreover,  I  should  like  to  add 
that  it  is  very  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  proviso 
for  re-entry  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  such  a 
covenant  as  that  against  assigning  or  underletting 
without  first  obtaining  the  consent  in  writing  <^ 
the  landlord,  that  covenant  being  one  the  breach 
of  which  is  so  serious,  and  is  regarded  as  so  serious 
both  by  the  courts  and  the  Legislature  that  relief 
cannot  be  given  either  under  the  ordinary  doc- 
trines of  the  court  or  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Oonveyancing  Act  1881.    I  may  further  observe 
that,  if  there  were  no  right  to  re-enter  for  breach 
of  that  covenant,  the  covenant  being  clear  in 
itedf,  for  all   practical  purposes  it   would   be 
useless.    I  will  not  labour  that  point,  but  it  is 
clear  to  all  those  who  consider  what  remedies  the 
landlord  could  possibly  have  that  nothing  would 
be  of  any  real  use  to  him  but  a  proviso  for  re- 
entry if,  in  defiance  of  his  covenant,  the  lessee 
underlet  or  assigned  withont  obtaining  the  con- 
sent ot  the  lessor.   The  conclusion,  then,  to  which 
I  have  come  is  that  on  the  point  of  law  which 
arises  here  the  appeal  must  oe  allowed.    I  will 
add  nothing  to  what  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  has 
said  upon  the  question  of  fact  which  will  have  to 
be  tried.    I  agree  ttiat  the  question  to  be  tried  is 
simply  one  of  fact,  whether  or  not^  the  fact  of  the 
breach  by  underletting  being  admitted,  there  has 
been  a  waiver  ot  that  breach. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
have  very  little  to  add  to  the  reasons  which  have 
been  given  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and 
Bomer,  L.J.,  with  which  I  entirely  concur.  "We 
have  in  this  case  to  construe  this  lease,  and  not 
any  other  lease.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  true 
meaning  of  the  proviso  for  re-entry  in  this  lease 
is  that  the  word  "performed"  was  intended  to 
apply  to  positive  covenants  as  well  as  to  negative 


covenants.  I  also  agree  that  it  is  extremely  diffi- 
cult to  define  what 'are  negative  covenants.  No 
covenant  has  occurred  to  my  mind  which  is  sO' 
purely  negative  that  it  cannot  be  made  to  have  a 
positive  aspect  as  well  as  a  negative.  The  cove- 
nants in  this  leas^  appear  to  me  to  have  both  a. 
positive  and  an  affirmative  meaning.  The  agree- 
ment not  to  assign,  &o.,  is  prtetically  an  agree- 
ment to  retain  possession,  and  in  that  aspect  is 
an  affirmative  covenant.  Now,  ought  we  not  to 
hold  that,  in  this  case,  upon  a  breach  of  a  covenant 
of  that  description  there  is  a  forfeiture  ?  These 
so-called  negative  covenants  are  most  important 

Srovisions  in  all  leases  of  house  property.  It  the 
efendant's  contention  were  right,  these  covenanta 
would  practically'  be  nugatory,  and  would  not 
afford  the  protection  which'  the  lessor  clearly 
intended  to  have.  The  lessoi-  desires  to  make 
it  sure  that  his  property  will  be  used  only  in  a. 
certain  way,  and  in  a  way  not- likely  to  give  offence 
to  occupiers  of  neighbouring  houses  belonging 
to  him.  It  is  said  that  there  would  be  a  remedy,, 
and  an  adequate  remedy,  by  injunction.  ^  But  jme 
remedy  by  injunction  would  not  be  available  it  a. 
sublessee  or  assignee  had  entered  into  possession,, 
and  the  lessor  would  only  have  an  action  tot 
damages.  In  my  opinion,  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  that  was  mtended  to  be  the  agreement 
between  the  lessor  and  lessee.  I  think  that  there 
has  been  in  this  case  a  breach,  of  covenant  which 
would  entitie  the  plaintiff  to  re-enter.  The  case, 
however,  must  go  back  to  be  investigated  upon 
the  important  question  of  fact  which  the  defen* 
dant  is  entitied  to  have  tried.  I  agree,  therefore* 
that  the  api>eal  must  be  allowed,  and  the  action 
sent  back  to  be  tried  upon  that  question. 

Appeal  aUoived. 
Solicitors :  tor  the  appellant,  Leslie,  AntiU,  anci 
Arnold ;  for  the  respondent,  C.  E.  Soame*. 


March  2,  3,  4,  and  23. 

(Before  OoiiUhs,  M.B.,  Bombs  and 

Mathbw,  L.JJ.) 

Attokskt-Gekxbai.  e.  Dukb  op 

NOBTHTrUBEBLAITD.  (a) 
APPXAL  FBOM  THB  KINQ'S  BENCH  DITISIOir. 

Bevetme — Suceetsion  diUy — Disentailing  deed  &y 
tenant  for  life  and  tenant  in  tail — Joint  power 
of  appointment — Appointment  to  purchaser  in- 
fee  —  Alienation — Death  of  tenant  for  life — 
Liability  to  pay  sueeestion  duty — Buocessio*. 
Duty  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Viet.  c.  51),  s».  2, 15. 

By  a  disentailing  deed  amd  settlement  executed  in- 
1868,  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  tenant  in  tail- 
in  remainder  of  certain  land  conveyed  the  lan^ 
to  such  uses  as  they  should  jointly  appoint,  an^ 
in  d^auU  thereof  to  the  use  of  the  tenant  for- 
Zi/e,  taith  remainder  to  the  tenant  in  tail 
for  life,  toith  remainder  to  hie  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail. 

In  1870  they  sold  and  appointed  the  Umd  to  a 
purchaser  in  fee  simple. 

In  1874  the  purchaser  died,  having  devised  th» 
land  to  his  laife;  she  died  in  1888,  having 
devised  the  land  to  her  daughter,  who  duly  paid 
ffuecsMton  duty. 

In  1899  the  tenant  for  life  died. 


(a)  Baported  b;  J,  H.  Willi^mb,  Ski.,  liMilstctHM-LMr. 
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MtUd  {affirming  the  judgmaU  of  Bidley,  J.),  that, 
'vmm  (ha  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  etueeision 
«ntiy  became  payahle  in  respect  of  the  luecetnon 
of  Me  tenant  in  tail ;  and  that  the  duty  mtut 
be  eaieulaied  on  the  valiie  of  the  intereit  of  the 
alten««  considered  as  an  annuity. 

Be  Cooper  and  Allon  to  Harleoh  (35  L.  T.  Bep. 
890 ;  4  Gh.  Div.  802)  overruled  on  this  point. 

Solicitor- Gieneral  v.  Law  Beversionaiy  Interest 
8ocie<7  (28  L.  T.  Bep.  769;  L.  Eep.  8  Ex.  233) 
i»pproved. 

Appbal  of  the  defendants  from  the  judgment  of 
Bidley,  J.  npon  an  information  by  uie  Attorney- 
General. 

In  1816  certain  lands,  indnding  the  land  com- 
prised in  the  indenture  ai  the  Ist  Dec.  1870  herein- 
After  referred  to,  stood  limited  to  the  use  of  the 
«eoond  Duke  of  Northumberland  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  his  eldest  son,  afterwards 
the  third  duke,  in  tail  male. 

By  virtue  of  common  recoveries  suffered  in 
1816  and  of  indentures  of  lease  and  release  exe- 
cuted in  Jan.  1817,  these  lands  became  limited  to 
«uch  uses  as  the  second  duke  and  his  eldest  son 
«honld  jointly  appoint. 

B^  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  19th 
April  1817,  the  second  duke  and  his  eldest  son 
«ceroised  tiieir  joint  power  of  appointment  and 
limited  the  lands  to  uses,  under  which,  by  reason 
ot  the  evente  which  happened,  in  1868  the  lands 
«tood  limited  to  the  use  oi  the  sixth  dnke  for  life, 
^th  remunder  to  his  eldest  son,  afterwards  and 
now  the  seventh  duke,  in  tail  male. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  19th  Dec.  1868,  duly 
'enrolled,  as  a  disentailing  deed,  the  sixth  duke 
and  his  eldest  son  disentailed  the  lands  and 
oonveyed  them  to  such  uses  as  they  should  by 
deed  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment to  the  uses  then  subsisting  under  or  by 
reference  to  the  settlement  of  1817. 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  21st 
Deo.  1868,  the  sixth  duke  and  his  eldest  son,  in 
exercise  of  the  joint  power  of  appointment  given 
to  them  by  the  indenture  of  the  19th  Dec.  1868, 
Appointed  the  lands  to  such  uses  as  they  should 
by  deed  jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof  to 
the  use  of  the  sixth  duke  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  the  seventh  duke  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons 
■of  the  seventh  duke  in  tail  male,  with  divers 
remainders  over  in  strict  settlement. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  Ist  Deo.  1870,  which 
recdted  the  joint  power  of  appointment  given  by 
the  settlement  of  the  21st  Dec.  1868,  the  sixth 
and  seventh  dukes,  in  exercise  of  that  power  and 
in  consideration  of  2501.,  irrevocably  appointed  a 
part  of  the  lands  to  the  use  of  Lord  James 
Murray  in  fee  simple. 

On  the  3rd  June  1874  Lord  James  Murray 
died,  having  by  his  will  devised  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  Lady  ElizabeiJi  Murray,  his 
wife,  who  was  his  sole  executrix. 

On  the  11th  Oct.  1888  Lady  Elizabeth  Murray 
died  possessed  of  this  part  of  the  lands,  which 
«he  devised  to  her  daughter,  the  defendant  0.  F. 
Murray,  whom  she  appointed  her  sole  executrix. 

On  the  death  ot  Lady  Elizabeth  Murray  suc- 
cession duty  at  H  per  cent,  was  paid  on  the  value 
of  the  interest  of  the  defendant  C.  F.  Murray 
(considered  as  an  annuity  for  life]  in  the  real  estate 
eo  devised  to  her  by  Lady  Elizabeth  Murray, 


including  the  land  assured  by  the  indenture  (^ 
the  Ist  Dec.  1870. 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  1st 
July  1892,  the  sixth  and  seventh  dukes  appointed 
the  family  estates  to  such  uses  as  they  and  the 
present  Earl  Percy,  the  eldest  son  of  the  seventh 
duke,  should  by  deed  jointly  appoint. 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  19th 
Dec.  1894,  the  sixth  and  seventh  dukes  and  Earl 
Percy  appointed  the  estetes  to  such  uses  as  the 
seventh  duke  and  Earl  Percy  should  by  deed 
jointly  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to 
the  use  of  the  seventh  duke  for  life,  with  divers 
remainders  over. 

The  sixth  duke  died  on  the  2ad  Jan.  1899. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  13th  May  1902,  the 
defendant  O.  F.  Murray  sold  and  conveyed  the 
particular  land  in  question  to  the  defendant  C.  W. 
Bell,  who  is  now  ite  owner.  He  was  made  a 
defendant  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  charge 
for  succession  duty. 

By  the  information  a  declaration  was  asked  for 
declaring  that  succession  duty,  under  the  Suc- 
cession Duty  Act  1853  and  the  Oustomis  and 
Inland  Revenue  Act  1888,  became  payable  on  the 
death  of  the  sixth  duke  in  respect  of  the  land 
assured  by  the  indenture  of  the  Ist  Dec.  1870,  at 
the  rate  of  5  per  cent.,  under  sect.  10  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act,  the  present  duke  being  a 
descendant  of  a  brother  of  the  father  of  tue 
third  duke,  and  1^  per  cent,  under  sect  21  (1)  ot 
the  Oustoms  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1888 ;  and 
it  was  asked  on  behalf  of  the  Grown  that  the  duty 
diould  be  calculated  on  the  value  of  the  interest 
considered  as  an  annuity,  under  sect.  21  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act., 

The  Succession  Doty  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Yict. 
o.  51)  provides : 

Seot.  1.  The  tram  "saooMaion"  shall  denote  any 
property  obartreable  with  dnty  under  this  Act. 

Seot.  2.  Every  past  or  fntore  diaposition  of  property, 
by  reason  whereof  any  person  has  or  ahall  beoome 
beneflaially  entitled  to  any  property  or  the  inoome 
theteot  npon  the  death  of  anr  person  dymgr  after  the 
time  appointed  for  the  oommenoament  of  thia  Aot, 
either  immediately  or  after  any  interval,  either  certainly 
or  oontingently,  and  either  originally  or  by  way  of  anb- 
atitntive  limitation,  and  every  devolntion  by  law  ot  any 
beneficial  intereat  in  property,  or  the  income  thereof, 
npon  the  death  of  any  person  dying  after  the  time 
appointed  for  the  commencement  of  this  Aot,  to  any 
othw  person  in  posseasion  or  expeotanoy,  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  conferred  or  to  oonfer  on  the  person 
entitled  by  reason  of  any  anch  diapoaition  or  devolntion 
a  "  snoceaaion,"  and  the  term  "  anooeaaor  "  ahall  denote 
the  peraon  ao  entitled ;  and  the  term  "  predeceasor  " 
ahaU  denote  aettlor,  diaponer,  teatator,  obligor, 
ancestor,  or  other  peraon  from  whom  the  interest  of 
the  ancceaaor  ia  or  shall  bu  derived. 

Seat.  15.  Where,  at  the  time  appointed  for  the  oom- 
mencement  of  thia  Aot,  any  reversionary  property 
oxpeotant  on  death  shall  be  veated,  by  alienation,  or 
other  derivative  title,  in  any  peraon  other  than  the 
peraon  who  shall  have  been  originally  entitled  thereto 
under  any  snoh  diaposition  or  devolntion  as  is  mentioned 
in  the  second  section  of  this  Act,  then  the  person  in 
whom  snoh  property  shall  be  so  veated  ahall  be  charge- 
able with  duty  in  respect  thereof  aa  a  sncceaaion  at  the 
same  time  and  at  the  same  rate  as  the  person  so 
originally  entitled  wonld  have^oeen  chargeable  with  it 
no  snoh  alienation  had  been  made  or  derivative  title 
created ;  and  where,  after  the  time  appointed  for  the 
commencement  of  this  Aot,  any  sncoession  ahall,  before 
the  auccesaor  shall  have  beoome  entitled  thereto  or  to 
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the  inoom*  thereof  in  ponseesion,  hun  baoome  Teited 
by  •liemtion,  or  by  any  title  not  oonferring  a  new  (no- 
oewion  in  any  other  peraon,  then  the  daty  payable  fn 
reepeot  thcrecj  shall  be  paid  at  the  lame  rate  and  time 
aa  the  ume  wonld  hare  been  payable  if  no  saoh  aliena- 
tion had  been  made  or  deriratire  title  created;  and 
where  the  title  to  any  snooesaion  shall  be  aooelerated  by 
the  surrender  or  extinction  of  any  prior  interests,  then 
the  dnty  thereon  shall  be  payable  at  the  same  time  aad 
in  the  same  manner  aa  snob  dnty  wonld  have  been  pay- 
able if  no  snoh  acceleration  bad  taken  place. 

Sect.  20.  The  daty  impoaed  by  this  Act  ahaU  be  paid 
at  the  time  when  the  snoaesaor,  or  any  peraon  in  his 
lifrht  or  on  his  behalf,  shall  become  entitled  in  posses- 
sion to  hia  sncoeiaian,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  income 
and  pro&ts  thereof ;  except  that,  if  thsre  shall  be  any 
prior  charge,  estate,  or  interest,  not  created  by  the 
snccessor  himself,  npon  or  in  the  snccestion,  by  reaaon 
whereof  the  snocessor  shall  not  be  presently  entitled  to 
the  full  enjoyment  or  Tain*  thereof,  dnty  in  respect  of 
the  increased  Tslne  accming  upon  the  determination  of 
■noh  charge,  eatate,  or  interest  shall,  if  not  prerioosly 
paid,  compoimded  for,  or  oommated,  be  paid  at  the  time 
of  each  determination ;  and,  except  that  in  case  of  an 
aimiii'y,  or  property  hereby  made  chargeable  as  an 
aanoity,  the  dntiea  shall  be  paid  by  saoh  instalments  aa 
are  hereinafter  directed  or  referred  to ;  prorided  that  no 
dnty  ahall  be  payable  upon  the  determination  ot  any 
lease  purporting  at  the  date  thereof  to  be  a  lease  at 
rack  rent,  in  respect  of  the  increase  aooraing  to  the 
snoceesor  npon  snoh  determination. 

Sect.  42.  The  dnty  imposed  by  thia  Act  ahall  be  a 
Drat  charge  on  the  interest  of  the  snoceaaor,  and  ot  all 
penona  oUimiag  in  his  right,  in  all  the  real  property  in 
respect  whereof  snch  daty  sball  be  assessed ;  and  snoh 
dnty  shall  also  be  a  first  charge  on  the  interest  ot  the 
snocessor  in  the  personal  property  in  respect  whereof 
the  same  shall  be  assessed,  while  the  same  shall  remain 
in  the  ownership  or  03ntrol  of  the  snooeaaor,  or  of  any 
traatee  for  him,  or  of  hia  gnardian  or  oommittee,  or 
tntor  or  cantor,  or  of  the  husband  of  any  wife  who 
ahall  be  the  snccessor ;  and  the  said  daty  ehall  be  a 
debt  dae  to  the  Crown  from  the  successor,  hariag  in 
the  case  of  real  property  comprised  in  any  snoceaaion 
priority  over  all  ohaiigea  and  intsreata  created  by  him, 
but  such  dnty  shall  not  charge  or  affect  any  other  real 
property  of  the  successor  than  the  property  comprised 
in  such  snooesaion. 

The  information  was  heard  before  Bidlej,  J., 
who  gave  judgment  in  fdvoor  of  the  Crown  (88 
L.  T.  Rep.  600). 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Haldane,  K.C.,  Danckwertt,  K.O.,  and  Auaien- 
CartmM  for  the  appellants. — The  learned  judge 
was  wrong  in  holdiu;;  that  snooession  duty  was 
payable  in  this  case.  .  The  only  succession  dnty 
which  oould  be  payable  wai  that  which  was  paid 
in  1883  by  0.  F.  Murray.  By  sect  1  of  the 
Sncoession  Dnty  Act  1853,  "  Bucoession"  denotes 
the  property  chargeable  with  succession  dntv ;  by 
sect.  2  any  disposition  of  property  by  which  any 
person  becomes  beneficially  entitled  to  any  pro- 
perty on  the  death  of  any  other  person,  whether 
in  possession  or  in  fiitwro,  is  deemed  to  have  con- 
ferred a  sncoession ;  but,  by  sect.  20,  the  duty  is 
not  payable  unUt  the  successor  becomes  entitled 
in  possession.  Therefore,  until  some  person  comes 
into  possession,  duty  is  not  payable  ;  and  if  no 
person  comes  into  possession  oy  virtue  of  the 
disposition  creatinsr  the  succession,  no  duty 
becomes  payable.  Duty  can  only  be  payable  once 
in  respect  of  the  same  succession ;  but  the  con- 
tention on  behalf  of  the  Orown  is,  in  effect,  that 
dnty  is  payable  twice  in  respect  of  one  succession. 


There  has  been  bat  one  possession  by  yirtoe  oil 
the  disposition  in  this  case,  and  therefore  only 
one  duty  became  payable.  This  case  comes 
within  sect.  15,  which  prorides  that  when  a  suc- 
cession, before  the  successor  is  entitled  in  posses- 
sion, is  vested  by  alienation  or  any  title  not  con- 
ferring a  new  succession  in  any  other  person^ 
dnty  is  payable  in  the  same  way  aa  if  there  was 
no  alienation.  That  means  that,  if  there  has  been 
an  alienation  oonferring  a  new  snoceasion,  no  &a/by 
is  payable  in  respect  of  the  old  succession,  bat 
only  in  respect  of  the  new  sncoession : 

Rt  Cooper  and  illlen  to  Harlech,  35  L.  T.  Bep^ 
890 ;  4  Ch.  DIv.  803. 
The  decision  in  that  case  upon  this  point  has 
never  been  overruled.  In  WoLverton  v.  Attomey- 
Oeneral  (79  L.  T.  Bep.  58;  (1898)  A.  G.  535), 
although  Lord  Herschell  dissented  from  that 
decision,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the  point. 
The  provisions  of  sect.  15  were  intended  to  extend 
the  liability  to  pay  succession  duty  to  oases  where 
it  wonld  not  otherwise  be  payable,  and  therefore 
most  be  oonstmed  strictly.  Those  provisions  are 
limited  to  cases  where  the  alienation  does  not 
confer  a  new  succession.  The  alienation  under 
which  C.  F.  Murray  became  entitled  in  possession 
did  confer  a  new  snccession,  and  duty  was  paid  on 
that  sncoession.  No  one  has  come  into  posses- 
sion nnder  the  old  succession,  and  therefore  no 
duty  is  payable  in  respect  thereof.  The  purchaser 
died  before  the  tenant  for  life,  the  sixth  duke, 
and  a  new  succession  from  him  came  into  pos- 
session during  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life  ; 
that  removed  the  liability  to  pay  the  duty  charged 
upon  the  old  succession : 

AfUmuy-Oenaral    v.    Oeea,    23  Ii.   T.   Bep.  20 ; 
L.  Bep.  5  Ex.  263  ; 

TTolvsrton  V.  Attomay-Otneral  {ubi  tup.) ; 

Charlton  v.  Sttomey-Qentral,  40  L.  T.  Bep.  760  i 
4  App.  Caa.  427. 
The  provisions  of  seofc.  12  support  the  contenticni 
of  the  appellant : 

Braybroolie  T-Attorttty-OeMral,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  218; 
9  H.  L.  Cas.  150. 
The  provisions  of  sects.  10, 15,  and  21  show  that» 
if  any  duty  is  payable  in  this  case,  it  most  be 
assessed  on  the  value  of  the  suocession  considered 
as  an  annuity  for  the  life  of  the  seventh  duk^ 
and  not  for  the  life  of  the  alienee.  The  decision 
upon  that  question  in  Solicitor- General  v.  Law 
Revertionary  Interest  Soeiety  (28  L.  T.  Bep.  769 ; 
L.  Bep.  8  £z.  233)  was  wrong,  and  has  really 
been  overruled  by  the  case  of  Wolverton  v, 
Attomey-Oeneral  (uhi  sup.).  The  disentailing 
deed  of  1868  destroyed  the  succession  to  the 
seventh  duke  created  by  tlie  settlement  of  1817 ; 
by  virtue  of  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act  1833 
a  disentailing  deed  destroys  the  old  estate  and 
creates  a  new  statutory  estate ;  therefore  duty  is 
not  payable  in  respect  of  the  old  estate  tail,  which 
is  the  succession  in  respect  of  which  dnty  is  now 
claimed : 

Attorney-General  v.  Floyer,  7  L.  T.  Bep.  47;  9 
H.  L.  C.  477  ; 

attorney- Gfeneral  v.  Bmythe,  7  L.  T.  Bep.  47;  9 
H.  L.  C.  497; 

fraybroolts  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (ubi  *up.) ; 

Attomey-Oerteral  v.  Cecil  (ubi  tup.) ; 

Wolverton  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (uii  (U]).). 

In  LUford  v.  Attorney -Qenetal  (10  L.  T.  Bepk 
652;  L.  Bep.  2  H.  L.  63)  the  question  waa  qnito 


Digitized  by 


Google 


July  16,  19M.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-683 


Ot.  of  App.]  Attobhbt-Gbnbbal  v.  Dukb  o»  Nobthumbbblahd.  [Ot.  of  App. 


a  different  one,  and  that  case  is  not  an  aathoritj 
against  the  appellants. 

Sir  B.  B.  Finlay  (A.-Q.),  Sir  E.  H.  Canon 
(S.-G.),  and  Vaughan  Hawkim  for  the  Grown. — 
The  jadgment  of  Ridley,  J.  was  correct.  The 
disentailing  deed  ot  1868  did  not  destroy  the 
old  snooession.  The  Fines  and  Beooreries  Act 
1833  has  not  the  effect  of  creating  a  new  title 
paramount;  it  only  has  the  effect  of  makincc 
every  estate  tail  an  estate  which  can  be  converted 
into  a  fee  simple  by  moans  of  the  Act.  In  snb- 
stance  the  tenant  in  tail  has  the  same  interest 
after  the  disentailing  deed  as  he  had  before : 

ZiUford  T.  Attomey-Omeral  (ubi  tup.)  ; 

Attorney-General  T.  Cecil,  23  L.  T.  Ssp.  20;  L. 
Bep.  S  Ex.  263,  271. 
It  cannot  be  disputed  that,  if  the  tenant  for  life, 
the  sixth  dake.nad  died  during  the  life  of  the 
purchaser,  succession  duty  would  have  been  pay- 
able by  the  purchaser  as  well  as  by  G.  F.  Murray. 
In  that  case  there  would  clearly  have  been  two 
suacessions  which  came  into  possession,  and 
snocession  duty  would  have  been  payable  on  each 
succession.  It  would  be  a  curious  result  if  doty 
were  only  payable  once  because  the  purchaser 
happened  to  die  before  the  tenant  for  life.  This 
case  comes  within  both  the  second  and  third 
parts  of  sect.  15.  Under  sect.  2  succession  duty 
becomes  charged  on  the  property  as  soon  as  the 
succession  is  created;  bat  by  sect.  20  it  is  not 
payable  until  the  suooessor  becomes  entitled  in 
possession.  Bat  for  the  provisions  of  sect.  15, 
duty  would  become  payable  immediately  whenever 
there  is  a  merger  of  the  life  estate  and  estate  in 
remainder,  and  the  provisions  of  that  section  are 
intended  to  prevent  the  duty  becoming  payable 
until  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  A  liability 
to  pay  duty  onoe  created  cannot  be  destroyed  by 
any  subsequent  alienation  or  disposition  of  the 
property : 

Wolverton  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (uM  tup.). 
The  words  in  sect.  15,  "not  creating  a  new  sac* 
oaasion,"  do  not  qualify  the  word  "  abenation  " : 

AUomey-General  v.  Ceea,  23  L.  T.  Bep.  20 ;  L. 
Bep.  5  Ex.  263,  269. 
An  alienation  cannot  confer  a  new  succession. 
The  words  "  any  title  not  conferring  a  new  sue- 
cession"  refer  to  such  a  transmission  as  that 
which  arises  on  bankruptcy.  The  decision  of 
Jessel,  M.B.  in  Be  Cooper  and  Allen  to  Harleeh 
(itbi  tup.)  must  now  be  taken  to  have  been  over- 
i^led  by  the  judgments  in  Wolverton  v.  Attorney- 
General  (ubi  sup.).  The  duty  is  to  be  assessed  on 
the  value  of  the  succession  considered  as  an 
annuity  for  the  life  of  the  person  actually  coming 
into  possession ;  the  alienee  of  a  succession  is  the 
successor  within  the  meaniaz  of  sect.  21  of  the 
Act,  which  provides  how  the  daty  is  to  be 
assessed : 

BoUeitor-Oeneral    v.    Law    Bevenionary    Interest 
Boeiety,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  769 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Ex.  233. 
Haldane,  K.C.  in  reply.  ^^^  „^^  ^^n 

March  23.— The  following  judgments  were 
xead: — 

GOLUNS,  M.B. — ^In  this  case  the  Grown  claims 
snccession  dnty  on  the  death  of  the  sixth  Duke 
of  Northumberland  in  respect  of  a  piece  of  land, 
a  portion  of  the  Northumberland  estates, 
settled    in   1817.     Ridley,   J.   haa   decided   in 


favoar  of  the  Grown.  The  defendants  appeaL 
The  material  facts  are  thus  stated  by  Bidley,  J. 
"  By  a  settlement  dated  the  19th  April  1817,  large 
estates  in  Northumberland  were  limited  to  cer- 
tain uses,  and  in  1867  (in  the  events  which  had 
happened)  they  stood  limited  to  the  sixth  Duke  of 
Northumberland  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
eldest  son  in  tail  male.  In  1868  disentailing 
deeds  were  executed  giving  a  joint  power  of 
appointment  to  the  sixth  duke  and  his  eldest  son. 
Earl  Percy,  now  seventh  duke ;  and  on  the  1st 
Deo.  1870,  under  that  power  of  appointment,  a 
parcel  of  land,  which  was  part  of  the  land  so 
brought  into  settlement,  was  conveyed  to  Lord 
James  Murray  in  fee.  In  1874  Lord  James 
Murray  died,  having  devised  his  estates  to  his 
wife,  and  in  1888  the  widow  died,  liaving  devised 
them  to  her  daughter.  Miss  Murray,  one  ot  the 
defendants.  She  paid  snccession  duty  under  16 
&  17  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  10,  and  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  8, 
s.  21,  at  the  rate  ot  li  per  cent,  on  the  value 
of  the  interest  derived  nom '  her  mother  (con- 
sidered as  an  annni^)  in  the  real  estate  so 
devised  to  her,  including  this  particular  parcel 
ot  land.  On  the  2ad  Jan.  1899  the  sixth  Duke  of 
Northumberland  died,  and  it  was  now  contended 
that  succession  duty  became  payable  on  his  death 
in  respect  of  this  piece  of  land,  under  the  same 
statutes,  at  the  rate  of  6i  per  cent.  .Bat  it  was 
not  contended  by  the  Attorney.  General,  having 
regard  to  the  date  of  the  sale  to  Lord  James 
Murray,  that  sect.  18  of  the  Finance  Act  1894 
applied,  and  therefore  it  was  asked  that  the  per- 
centage should  be  caloalated  on  the  value  of  the 
intcnrest  considered  aa  an  annuity,  under  sect.  21 
of  the  Sacoeeslon  Duty  Act  1853."  The 
contention  of  the  Grown,  which  Bidley,  J. 
has  accepted,  is  that  the  second  half  of  sect.  15 
applies  to  the  case,  and  that  duty  is  payable  under 
that  section  by  Miss  Marray  in  respect  of  the 
succession  of  the  seventh  dnke,  which  passed  to 
her  father  by  alienation  under  the  indenture  ot 
the  1st  Dec.  1870,  and  of  which  she  was  in  posses- 
sion at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  sixth  duke, 
and  that  the  fact  that  she  has  paid  succession 
daty  in  respect  of  her  own  succession  upon  a 
devise  from  her  mother,  who  survived  Lord 
James.  Marray  and  took  the  succession  under  a 
devise  from  him,  is  no  answer  to  their  claim.  The 
appellants  rely  on  Be  Cooper  and  Allen  to  Harlech 
(35  L.  T.  Bep.  890 ;  4  Oh.  Div.  802),  decided  by 
Sir  George  Jessel,  which,  if  well  decided,  governs, 
the  present  case.  They  also  contend  that  the 
effect  of  the  disentailing  deed  ot  1868  and  the. 
settlement  which  followed  upon  it  had  the  effect 
of  destroying  the  succession  ot  the  seventh  dnke ' 
created  under  the  settlement  ct  1817.  Subject 
to  this  point  the  question  on  this  appeal  is 
whether  Be  Cooper  and  AUen  to  Harlech  (uot  tup.) 
was  wen  decided.  Before  going  further  it  is 
necessary  to  left  r  to  certain  sections  of  the  Suc- 
cession Duty  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Yiot.  c.  51). 
Sect  1  provides  thtt  "  the  term  '  succession  *  shall 
denote  any  property  chargeable  with  duty  under 
this  Act."  [His  Lordship  then  read  sects.  2  and 
15.]  Sect.  20  { r.vldes  that  "  the  dnty  imposed 
by  this  Act  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  when  the 
successor  or  any  person  in  his  right,  or  on  his 
behalf,  shall  become  entiUed  in  possession  to  his 
succession,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  income  and 
profits  thereof."  Sect  4^  provides  that  "  the  duty 
imposed  by  this  Act  shall  be  a  first  charge  on  the 
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Uitereat  of  the  snocesnor,  aad  of  all  penooe  daim- 
iag  in  Ub  liBht,  in  all  the  real  propeiiy  in  respect 
wheracrf  ancn  duty  shall  be  assessed."  Subject  to 
the  point  as  to  the  effect  of  the  disentiuling  deed, 
both  sides  are  agreed  that  the  deed  of  the  1st 
Dec.  1870  \ra8  an  alienation  of  the  seventh  dake's 
succession  to  Lord  James  Murray  within  sect.  15, 
and  that  had  he  survived  the  sixth  dnke,  not 
having  himself  transferred  it,  he  would  have  been 
liable  to  pay  the  duty  on  the  death  of  the  sixth 
dnke.  Had  he  devised  it  to  his  daughter  and 
died,  she  would  have  had  to  pay  duty  in  respect 
of  her  succession  to  her  father.  Does  the  fact 
that  her  father  predeceased  the  sixth  duke  make 
any  difference  P  I  think  the  reasoning  of  Lord 
HersdieU  in  Wolverton  v.  Attomev-€hneral  (79 
L.  T.  Bep.  58;  (1898)  A.  C.  535)  'is  conclusive 
that  it  does  not.  By  sect.  42  ot  the  Act  of  1853 
the  duty  is  a  first  charge  on  the  interest  of  the 
successor.  Therefore  the  succession  oame  to  Miss 
Morray  subject  to  this  charge.  How  has  she  got 
rid  of  it  P  "If  the  person  has  had  a  succession 
«onf erred  upon  him,  he  cannot  by  parting  with  it 
prevent  it  from  being  a  succession;  that  is, 
prevent  it  from  being  property  liable  to  the  duty. 
It  continues  a  suoceasion,  and  will  be,  when  the 
proper  time  comes,  a  succession  enjoyed  in  pos- 
sessinn,  into  whatever  hands  it  has  come " :  (per 
Gleasby,  B.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court 
in  Solicitor-Q^neral  v.  Laro  Beversionary  Jntereit 
Society,  28  L.  T.  Bep.  7<>9 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Ex.  233. 238). 
' '  I  am  nnable  to  find  in  the  Act,"  says  Lord 
Herschell  in  WolverUmf.  Aitomey-Qtneral  (vbi 
tup.),  "any  warrant  for  the  view  that  a  suc- 
cession once  created  can,  by  the  act  of  the 
successor,  cense  to  exist  and  another  succession  ba 
substituted  for  it."  But  it  is  only  by  substituting 
the  new  succession  of  Miss  Murray  tor  the  original 
succession  of  the  seventh  dnke  that  the  appellants 
can  succeed.  It  is  not  necessary  to  examine  once 
again  the  nnmeroas  cases  decided  upon  sect.  15 
before  Wolverton  v.  Atlomey-Oeneral  {ubi  sup.), 
nor  to  repeat  at  length  here  the  reasons  given  by 
Lord  Herschell  for  his  opinion,  but  they  are  to 
my  mind  conclusive,  that  £e  Cooper  and  Allen  to 
Harlech  (ubi  eup.)  was  wrongly  decided.  There- 
fore on  this,  which  was  the  point  principally 
discussed  in  the  argument,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  decision  of  Ridley,  J.  is  right.  Next,  with 
regard  to  the  effect  of  the  cUsentailiug  deed. 
Here,  too,  I  agree  with  Bidley,  J.  I  think  the 
point  is  concluded  by  p.nthority.  Braybrooke  v. 
Attomey-Oeneral  (4  L.  T.  Bep.  218 ;  9  H.  L.  0. 
150)  and  the  other  cases  cited  in  the  same  volume, 
and  Lilford  v.  Attorney-General  (10  L.  T.  Bep. 
652 ;  L.  Bep.  2  H.  L.  63),  seem  to  me  to  establish 
that  the  effect  of  such  a  deed  and  the  resf  ttle- 
meut  which  followed  was  not  such  as  to  absolve 
the  seventh  duke  from  the  obligation  of 
paying  succession  duty. .  ■  "  I  consider  it  my 
duty,"  says  Lord  Campbell,  "to  remind  your 
Lordships  of  the  extreme  inconvenience  which 
may  arise  from  departing  from  the  broad  rale 
laid  'down  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  a 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  cannot  vary  the  suc- 
cession duty  to  which  he  will  be  liable  by  barring 
the  entail  and  resettling  the  estate  "  :  {Braybrooke 
T,  Attorney-General  (ubi  sup.).  In  that  case  on 
disentailment  by  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  af  tei- 
a  life  estate  in  his  father  and  a  resettlement  by 
father  and  son  to  such  uses  as  they  should 
appoint,  an  appointment  was  made  by  them  to 


the  father  for  life,  remainder  to  the  son  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  and 
on  the  feither's  death  it  was  held  that  the  son  took 
a  succession  under  a  disposition  made  by  himself 
under  sect.  12  of  the  Act.  The  disentailing  deed 
did  not  annul  the  father's  life  estate.  Therefore 
what  the  son  had  to  dispose  of  was  a  sncoession 
liable  to  duty.  The  succession  was  not  de- 
stroyed by  the  enlargement  of  the  estate 
tail  into  a  fee.  Lord  Campbell  and  probably 
Lord  Eingsdown  would  have  reached  the 
same  conclusion  under  sect.  15.  In  other  words, 
the  transaction  involved  an  alienation  of  a 
succession.  So  here,  if  there  had  been  no  sale 
under  the  power  to  Lord  James  Murray,  tbe 
seventh  duke  would  have  taken  a  succession  under 
a  disposition  made  by  himself.  The  point,  there- 
fore, that  tbe  succession  was  wiped  out  by  the 
disentailment  is  no  longer  open.  I  have  dealt 
with  the  case  withont  reference  to  the  clause  as 
to  acceleration  by  the  surrender  or  extinction  of 
prior  interests  in  sect.  15,  which  certainly  does 
not  assist  the  appellants.  With  regard  to  the 
point  that  the  duty  should  be  calculated  by 
reference  to  the  life  of  the  original  successor,  the 
seventh  duke,  and  not  that  of  the  ultimate 
alienee.  Miss  Murray,  we  cannot  decide  in  favour 
of  the  appellants  without  overruling  Solicilor- 
Generai  v.  Lata  Beversionary  Interest  Society  (itW 
tup.),  decided  more  than  thirty  years  ago  and  con- 
tinually acted  upon  since.  This  I  am  not  prepared 
to  do  even  if  I  disagreed  with  it,  which  1  do  not. 
The  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

BoKEB,  L.J. — I  agree  with  the  judgment  of 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  this  case,  and  only 
desire  to  add  some  observations  on  certain  points. 
In  the  present  case  a  tenant  for  life  and  re- 
mainderman conveyed  land  to  such  purposes  as 
they  should  appoint,  and  then  appointed  the  land 
to  a  person  in  fee.  For  the  purposes  we  have  to 
consider  on  this  appeal,  I  think  it  is  clear  on  the 
authorities  that  the  case  should  be  dealt  with  as 
if  they  had  conveyed  the  land  direct  to  that 
person  in  fee.  That  being  so,  the  question 
arising  on  the  present  appeu  may  be  stated  as 
follows:  A.,  tenant  for  life,  and  B.,  tenant  in 
tail,  alienate  land  to  C.  in  fee  by  disentailing  deed 
duly  enrolled.  C.  then  enters  into  possession, 
and  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  having  devised  the 
land  to  D.,  who  thereupon  enters  into  possession 
and  pays  succession  duty  as  succeeding  C. ;  then 
A.  dies,  and  the  question  is  whether  succession 
duty  is  then  payable  by  D.  on  A.'s  death.  And, 
if  that  question  be  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
there  is  a  subsidiary  question  as  to  how  the  duty 
is  to  be  estimated.  The  appellants  say  that  no 
succession  duty  is  payable.  They  contend  in  the 
first  place  that,  even  u  B.  had  b^n  tenant  in  fee, 
no  1  duty  would  have  been  payable.  And,  as  a 
second  point,  they  contend  that,  even  if  duty 
would  have  been  payable  had  B.  been  tenant  in 
fee,  it  is  not  payable  because  B.  was  tenant  in 
tail.  With  regard  to  the  first  x>oint  the  appel- 
lants rely  on  the  fact  that  D.  had  to  pay  daty  on 
C.'s  death  as  his  successor,  and  they  urge  that, 
having  so  succeeded  to  the  land  and  paid  duty, 
there  was  in  fact  no  fresh  succession  by  D.  on  A.'s 
death,  and  that  D.  could  not  be  liable  for  more 
than  one  succession  duty ;  and  the  appellants 
rely  on  the  decision  of  Sir  George  Jesael,  Master 
of  the  Bolls,  in  the  case  of  Be  Cooper  and  Allen 
to  Harlech  (ubi  tup.).    But  that  decision  and  the 
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gronnds  on  which  it  was  base^  have  since  been 
considered  and,  as  it  appears  to  me,  disapproved 
of  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Wolver- 
ton  y,  Attomey-Oeneral  (ubi  sup.),  and  in  par> 
ticnlar  were  shown  to  be  nnsound  by  the  reasoning 
of  Lord  Herachell  in  his  speech  in  that  case. 
That  reasoning  appears  to  me  convincing,  bnt, 
inasmuch  as  the  appellants  challenge  it,  I  desire 
to  add  a  few  remarks,  even  at  the  risk  of  repeaidng 
part  of  what  Lord  Herschell  in  the  last-mentioned 
case,  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  the  present 
case,  have  said.  In  the  first  place,  if  I  consider 
the  position  of  G.  immediately  before  he  died,  it 
appears  to  me  dear  that,  in  sfarict  accordance  with 
the  express  provision  of  tiie  second  part  of  seot.  15 
of  the  Act  16  &  17  Yiot  c.  51,  the  saocession  of  B^ 
had  become  vested  in  0.  by  alienation,  and 
that  the  duty  in  respect  of  that  saccession  there- 
upon became  payable  at  the  same  time  and  rate 
as  the  same  would  have  been  payable  if  no  aliena- 
tion had  been  made.  And  it  is  further  clear  from 
the  q^ction  that  the  alienation  of  A.'8  life  estate 
to  0.,  and  the  merger  consequent  thereon,  did  not 

rrate  to  prevent  the  duty  being  payable.  See 
seot.  20  of  the  Act,  which  provides  that  the 
duty  imposed  by  the  Act  shall  m  paid  at  the  time 
when  the  successor,  "  or  any  person  in  his  right," 
shall  become  entitled  in  possession  to  his  suc- 
cession. The  words  "  in  his  rigiit "  would  include 
pnrohasers  and  other  derivative  owners  whose 
liability  to  the  payment  of  duty  is  regulated  by 
sect.  15.  It  also  follows  from  the  provisions  of 
sect.  42  of  the  Act  that,  inasmuch  as  C.  claimed 
"in  right "  of  B.,  the  duty  became  a  first  charge 
on  the  land.  That  being  so,  how  has  that  charge 
been  got  rid  of?  As  Lord  Herschell  xx>inted 
ont,  there  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  Act  from 
which  it  can  be  inferred  that  by  any  disposition 
on  G.'s  part  of  the  land  he  could  free  the  land 
from  the  charge.  He  may,  of  course,  dispose  of 
the  land  so  as  to  create  further  successions  in 
respect  of  which  further  duty  may  become  pay- 
able, but  that  will  not  in  any  way  interfere  with 
the  duty  already  charged  on  the  land,  subject 
only  to  the  provision  n^e  by  sect.  12  of  the  Act 
in  favour  of  G.  if  he  himself  became  a  successor 
by  virtue  of  his  own  disposition.  The  arguments 
by  which  the  appellants  seek  to  escape  from  this 
result  in  the  present  case  are  founded  on  a  mis- 
conception of  the  position  of  D.  He  has  not 
been  required  to  pay  duty  tmoe  for  one  suc- 
cession. There  are  two  distinct  successions  and 
two  distinct  duties.  One  duty  became  payable 
by  reason  ot  G.'s  death  in  A.'s  lifetime,  t^en  D. 
succeeded  G.  by  virtue  of  G.'s  disposition,  and  in 
that  case  duty  oecame  payable  by  D.  taking  from 
G.  as  his  predecessor.  How  the  amount  of  that 
duty  should  have  been  estimated,  and  whether  or 
not  by  reference  to  the  suggestion  that  D.  only 
there  succeeded,  as  it  were,  during  the  rest  of  A.'s 
lifetime,  we  are  not  now  concerned,  though  I  am 
by  no  means  suggesting  that  the  Grown  was 
wrong  in  estimating  that  duty  in  the  way  it  did. 
The  next  succession  occurred  by  reason  not  of  G.'s 
death,  but  of  A.'s,  and  then  the  duty  already 
charged  on  the  land  in  G.'s  hands  became  pay- 
able tmder  sect.  15  of  the  Act,  and  that  duty  is 
assessed  without  in  any  way  being  concerned  with 
G.  as  a  predecessor.  In  the  same  way  two  distinct 
successions  would  have  occurred  and  two  distinct 
duties  would  have  been  payable  if  G.  had  died 
after  A.    On  A.'b  death  in  that  case  G.  would 


have  paid  duty  as  successor,  and  then,  if  G.  had 
died,  D.  would  have  had  to  pay  duty  as  successor 
of  G.  The  true  x>ositiou  of  affairs  is  somewhat 
obscured  by  reason  of  the  merger  of  A.'s  estate 
and  B.'s  estate  because  they  were  both  aliened  to 
G.  The  true  way  to  regard  the  case  (especially 
having  regard  to  the  provisions  as  to  merger  in 
sect.  15)  is  to  consider  how  matters  would  have- 
stood  if  there  had  been  no  merger.  G.  obtained 
possession  of  the  land,  not  because  he  had 
acquired  B.'s  estate,  but  because  he  had  acquired 
A.'s  estate.  On  G.'s  death  in  A.'s  lifetime,  D., 
claiming  through  0.  as  owner  of  A.'s  life  estate, 
took  possession  and  had  to  pay  duty.  B.'s  estate 
in  remainder  expectant  on  A.'s  deaui  had  nothing 
to  do  with  that  possession  or  duty.  But, 
inasmuch  as  the  remainder  had  been  aliened  to 
G.,  and  D.  had  become  owner  of  that  remainder 
by  reason  of  G.'s  devise  to  him,  when  he  suc- 
ceeded on  A.'s  death  he  had  to  pay  duty.  For  it 
is  clear  that,  if  the  owner  of  a  remainder  charged 
with  a  duty  devises  it,  the  devisee  only  acquires 
that  remainder  subject  to  the  duty.  Th^  general 
question  may  be  further  illustrated  by  consider- 
ing how  matters  would  have  stood  if  A.'s  estate 
and  B.'s  estate  had  been  acquired  by  D.  at 
different  times.  For  example,  if  G.  had  only 
acquired  A.'b  estate  and  then  had  died  in  A.'^ 
lifetime,  having  devised  that  estate  to  D.,  suc- 
cession duty  would  have  been  payable  by  D.  In 
that  case  B.'s  estate  in  remainder  would  have- 
clearly  remained  liable  to  its  duty  on  A.'s  death, 
and  if  B.  had,  after  G.'s  death  and  before  A.'a 
death,  aliened  the  remainder  to  D.,  duty  would 
have  been  payable  by  D,  as  alienee  on  As  death. 
Bnt  it  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  cases  bearing 
on  the  point  now  before  me.  All  I  need  say  is 
that  I  am  satisfied,  with  rejpurd  to  tiie  first  point 
taken  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  that  if  B.'s 
estate  had  been  a  remainder  in  fee,  duty  would 
have  been  payable  on  A.'s  death.  The  next  point 
then  arises  whether  the  duty  ceased  to  be  payable 
because  B.'s  estate  was  one  in  tail  and  was  barred 
by  the  disentuline  deed.  The  appellants  contend 
that  the  effect  of  the  deed  was  to  destroy  B.'s 
estate  in  tail,  and  to  create  an  entirely  new 
estate  in  G.  which  was  not  liable  to  the  duty  to 
which  the  estate  tail  was  liable.  This  contention 
appears  to  be  unsound,  and  is  really  disposed  of 
by  authority.  Since  the  Fines  and  Recoveries 
Act,  especially  having  regard  to  sect.  15  of  that 
Act,  which  expressly  provides  that  a  tenant  in 
tail  shall  have  full  power  to  dispose  of  the  en- 
tailed land  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple  absolute, 
is  appears  to  me  that  it  cannot  properly  be  said 
that  a  tenant  in  tail  alienating  by  disentailing 
deed  under  the  Act  thereby  destroys  for  the  pur- 
poses of  succession  duty  the  interest  he  possessed 
m  the  estate.  What  he  did  by  disentuling,  by 
exercise  of  the  powers  vested  in  him,  was  to 
render  that  estate  perpetual,  and  the  effect  of 
such  a  deed  may  be  quite  different  from  that 
caused  by  a  fine  being  levied  or  a  common 
recovery  suffered  prior  to  this  Act.  It  was  on 
this  ground  that  the  case  of  LUford  v.  Attomey- 
Oeneral  (ubi  tup.)  was  decided  in  the  House  of 
Lords.  In  that  case  Lord  Ghelmsford  said,  after 
i-eferring  to  sect.  15  of  the  Fines  and  Becoveries 
Act :  "  The  ^eentailing  deed  did  not  operate  to 
destroy  the  interest  of  which  he  was  the 
successor,  but  enabled  him,  by  the  exercise 
of  the  power  which  that  interest   gave   him, 
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to  render  it  perpetnal."  And  Lord  Granworth 
dealt  with  the  point  as  follows  :  "  The  x>ower  of 
barring  the  entail  and  bo  becoming  competent  to 
diepose  of  the  property  by  will  was  incident  to  the 
estate  tail  which  Lord  Lilford  took.  And,  there- 
fore, when  he  ezecated  the  disentiuling  deed,  he 
may  be  treated  as  having  been  competent  to  dispose 
by  wUl  of  a  continuing  interest  in  the  property. 
He  may  be  treated  for  the  pnrpose  of  Buocession 
dnty  as  if  he  had  been  a  devisee  of  the  fee 
simple."  Lord  Colonsay  also  addressed  the  Honse 
to  the  same  efFeot ;  see  also  the  observations  in 
Srayhrooke  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  (ubigup.)  of  Lord 
Campbell  and  of .  Lord  Kingsdown.  The  effect 
of  the  statement  by  Lord  Campbell  that  "  the 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  when  he  bars  the 
entail  may,  if  he  pleases,  alienate,  and  no  succes- 
sion duty  will  be  payable  by  him,"  has,  I  think, 
been  misunderstood  by  the  appellants'  counsel.  I 
think  that  all  Lord  Campbell  meant  was  that,  as 
between  the  tenant  in  tail  and  the  alienee,  the 
latter  would  have  to  pay  duty.  A  tenant  in  tail 
may,  of  course,  by  disentailing  deed,  in  the  same 
way  as  he  would  have  done  if  he  had  been  a 
tenant  in  fee,  resettle  land  so  as  to  cause  a  new 
succession  to  arise  under  that  settlement,  and  so 
that  the  persons  claiming  under  that  settlement 
could  not  be  said  to  be  alienees  under  an  aliena- 
tion, within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  alienation  " 
as  Dsed  in  sect.  15  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act. 
Bat  it  api>ear8  to  me  clear  that,  if  a  tenant  in  tail 
by  a  disentailing  deed  simply  assures  the  fee 
absolutely  to  a  person,  that  person  takes  under  an 
alienation  within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  The 
only  case  which  at  first  appeared  to  me  to  occasion 
difaculty  was  Attorney -OenercU  ▼.  Cecil  {ubi  eup.), 
a  case  much  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants. But,  having  examined  that  case  carefully, 
I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  does  not  really 
assist  the  appellants  in  the  present  case,  nor  occa- 
sion any  difficulty,  at  any  rate  on  the  ground  on 
which  it  appears  to  me  it  was  decided.  I  think 
that  case  was  decided  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  a  resettlement  by  Lord  Cranbome  (the 
tenant  in  tail)  under  which  Lord  Eustace  Cecil 
took  an  interest,  and  such  an  interest  that  he 
<soDld  not  be  said  to  be  entitled  to  it  as  an  alienee 
nnder  an  alienation  by  Lord  Cranbome,  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  15  of  the  Succession  Duty 
Act.  This  appears  to  me  clear  when  the  .iudg- 
ments  of  the  barona  who  decided  it  are  considered. 
Chief  Baron  Eelly  said  :  "  A  new  succession  was 
conferred  on  Lord  Eustace  Cecil.  The  case  is 
exactly  the  same  as  if  on  the  purchase  ot  a  pro- 
perty the  purchaser  had  created  a  term  out  of  the 
estate  no  acquired  by  him.  Being  thus  excluded 
from  the  operation  of  the  15th  section,  the  case 
is  left  to  the  operation  of  the  2ad  section ; 
it  is  a  Buccesaion  to  which  Lord  Cranbome 
^s  the  predecessor,  and  the  Crown  is  entitled  to 
duty  on  that  footing."  And  Martin,  B.  observed, 
referring  to  sect.  15  :  "  But  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  clause  relied  on  has  no  application  to  the 
present  case  ;  it  refers,  not  to  the  creation  of  an 
interest  by  way  of  settlement,  but  to  an  alienation 
in  the  ordinary  sense ;  as  if,  for  instance,  the  late 
Lord  Cranbome  had  sold  the  whole  of  his 
interest  to  some  third  person  befoi-e  it  came  into 
possession."  And,  to  make  his  view  even  more 
clear,  he  added :  "  Whether,  inasmuch  as  Lord 
Cranbome,  if  he  had  survived  without  making 
this  appointment,  must  have  paid  duty  on  the 


whole  property,  a  double  dnty  is  not  payable, 
first  on  the  whole  interest  out  of  which  this  term 
is  carved,  and  then  upon  the  charge  itself,  is  a 
matter  on  which  I  give  no  opinion."  Channel!,  B. 
said :  "I  think  the  Attorney- General  is  right  in 
saying  that  a  new  succession  has  been  created 
which  prevents  the  case  from  falling  within  the 
second  branch  of  the  15th  section."  And,  lastly, 
Cleasby,  B.  ended  his  judgment  as  follows: 
"  I  think  the  Grown  is  entitled  to  judgment.  First, 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  this  is  a  case  where  the 
succession  of  Lord  Cranbome  has  become 
vested  in  any  other  person ;  and,  secondly,  if  it 
has,  it  is  by  a  title  which  creates  a  new  sno- 
cession."  I  think  this  view  of  the  case  was  also 
that  taken  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Wolverbm 
V.  Attomey-Generiil  {ubi  rup.).  It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  Grown  is  right  in  con- 
tending that  duty  was  payable  in  the  present 
case.  The  only  remaining  point  is  as  to  the 
amount  of  duty,  whether  the  amount  is  calculated 
upon  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  which  the 
person  actu^ly  taking  is  expected  to  have.  I 
think  it  is.  The  precise  point  was  decided  in  the 
case  of  Solieitor-Oeneral  v.  Law  Revernonary 
Interest  Society  (ubi  sup.),  and  that  case  was,  in 
my  opinion,  rightly  decided  for  the  cogent  reasons 
given  by  Cleasby,  B.  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  and  those  reasons  I  need  not  repeat. 
It  follows  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  appeal  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mathbw,  L'.J. — I  agree  in  the  comments  mada 
by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and  Bomer,  L.J.  apon 
the  authorities  cited  in  the  argument.  I  propose 
to  state  briefly  the  grounds  upon  which  I  am 
satisfied  that  this  appeal  should  be  dismissad. 
Under  the  deed  of  1817  and  the  Act  of  1853 
succession  duty  became  payable  upon  the  death 
of  the  sixth  Duke  of  Northumberland  in  respect 
of  the  estates  the  subject  of  the  deed.  Under 
sect.  42  the  dnty  was  a  first  charge  upon  the 
property  in  respect  of  which  it  was  assessed. 
Under  the  disentailing  deed  of  1868  the  duty 
remained  payable,  and  would  have  been  due  to  the 
Crown  upon  the  succession  of  the  seventh  Duke 
of  Northumberland,  if  no  change  had  been  made 
meanwhile  in  the  disposition  of  the  property. 
After  the  deed  ot  1868,  the  sixth  and  seventh 
Dukes  of  Northumberland,  as  respectively  tenant 
for  life  and  tenant  in  fee  of  the  estates,  conveyed 
the  lands  in  respect  of  which  the  duty  has  been 
assessed  to  Lord  James  Murray  in  fee.  Under 
sect.  15  the  duty  then  charged  upon  the  lands 
became  payable  at  the  same  time  and  at  the  same 
rate  as  if  no  such  alienation  had  taken  plac^— 
namely,  upon  the  death  of  the  sixth  duke.  Lord 
James  Murrav  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  sixth 
duke,  and  before  the  dnty  had  become  payable, 
and  his  estate  passed  to  his  daughter,  who  paid 
succession  duty  on  the  value  of  her  interest. 
Upon  the  death  of  the  sixth  duke  the  sucoession 
duty  charged  upon  the  estate  was  claimed  by  the 
Crown.  The  payment  was  refused,  and  then 
proceedings  were  taken  to  make  the  defendanta 
accountable.  The  grounds  upon  which  it  was 
contended  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable 
were  submitted  in  an  elaborate  and  lengthy  argu- 
ment, in  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendants  struggled,  as  it  appears  to  me,  in  yarn 
to  escape  from  tne  clear  language  of  sect.  15.  It 
was,  as  I  understood,  admitted  that,  if  Lord 
James  Murray  had  survived  the  sixth  duke,  the 
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dutv  would  have  beoome  payable.  Bat  it  was 
said  that  the  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant 
for  life  made  all  the  difference.  The  resnlfc,  it 
waa  contended,  was  this,  that  only  one  saooession 
duty — namely,  that  paid  by  the  daughter — was 
claimable.  But  the  answer  seemed  clear  that 
the  duties  were  due  because  there  had  been  two 
Buooessions — (1)  the  duty  parable  upon  the 
succession  of  ithe  Berenth  duke;  and  (2)  that 
payable  upon  the  saooession  of  the  dauftbter.  It 
was  farther  contended  for  the  appellants  that  the 
estates  comprised  in  the  disentailing  deed  were 
by  that  instrument  relieved  of  the  snooession 
duty  previously  charged  npon  them.  The  deed, 
it  waa  said,  created  a  new  estate  and  swept  the 
charge  away.  No  authority  was  referred  to  in 
support  of  this  argument.  The  previous  deoisions 
pointed  to  a  different  conclusion.  The  old  fine 
and  recovery  was  alleged  to  have  created  a  new 
estate,  and  uie  diaentailing  deed,  it  was  said,  must 
be  taken  to  have  had  a  similar  operation.  Bat 
the  former  method  of  disentailing  was  only  a 
dnmsy  mode  of  expanding  the  estate  tail  into  an 
estate  in  fee.  It  had  in  reality  no  greater 
effect  than  the  later  method  of  accomplishing  the 
same  result.  It  might  as  well  be  argued  that  the 
deed  would  have  reueved  the  estates  of  any  mort- 
gages upon  them.  It  seems  to  me  that  nothing 
Eas  oocurred  to  discharge  the  duty  now  claimed, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  Crown  is  entitled  to  our 
jadgment,  I  agree  that  the  amount  of  the  duty 
most  be  calculated  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  jipp^a^u^. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants.  Bell,  Steioard, 
Maf,  and  Hove. 

Solicitor  for  the  Grown,  SolieUor  of  Inkmd 
BmeHiue. 


HIGH   COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

OHAHOEBT  DIVISION. 

Friday,  Feb.  12. 

(Before  Byskb,  J.) 

Be  AiiLBir  and  Dbiscoll'b  Oontkaot.  (a) 

Vendor  and  purehoMr^Outgoingt — Paving  and 
making  up  roadway— Charge  on  froniager't 
premises — Date  from  tokieh  charge  icJces  effect— 
"Completion  of  voorke" — PMio  Health  Act 
1875  (38  A  39  Viet.  e.55).  u.  150,  257. 

mhe  expeTuee  incurred  by  a  local  authority  under 
the  Public  Health  Act  1875  in  the  execution  of 
worlct  required  to  be  done  under  sect.  150  become 
"  a  charge  on  the  premitet  in  reepeet  of  which 
they  were  incurred"  within  the  meanina  of 
sect.  257  so  toon  as  the  works  have  been  completed. 

Application  tinder  the  Yendor  and  Porchaser 
Act  1874  which  raised  a  question  on  the  oon- 
«traotion  of  seot.  257  of  the  Fablio  Health  Act 
1875,  the  point  being  the  exact  date  at  which 
«xpen8efl  incurred  by  a  local  authority  under  the 
Pablio  Health  Act  1875  for  paving  and  other  works 
first  became  "  a  charge  on  the  premises  in  respect 
of  which  they  were  incurred." 

By  an  order  made  in  the  action  of  Allen .  v. 
DriteoU,  dated  the  22nd  July  1903,  the  defendants 
were  ordered  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  or  before 

(a)  Baportad  by  S.  I<,  Horamt,  Ew].,  Butli(er-»(-I«w, 


the  29th  Sept.  1903,  the  sum  of  44402.,  in  settlement 
of  the  purchase  money  and  interest  dne  in  respect 
of  eleven  leasehold  houses  in  Busthall-avenne, 
Acton,  Middlesex,  the  plaintiffs  by  their  counsel 
undertaking  to  make  a  good  title  to  the  said 
leasehold  houses,  and  to  assign  the  same  to  the 
defendants,  the  defendants  by  their  counsel 
undertaking  to  aooept  the  leasehold  houses  so 
assigned  in  thmr  present  condition ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  to  receive  the  rents  and  pay  the 
outgoings  in  respect  thereof  np  to  the  29th  Sept. 
1903    ' 

On  the  10th  and  11th  Feb.  1903  the  Aoton 
Urban  District  Council  duly!  served  upon  tiie 
vendors  notices  under  the  Public  Health  Act  1875, 
8. 150,  to  pave  and  make  up  the  roadway  in  front 
of  these  eleven  houses. 

The  notices  were  not  complied  with,  and  there* 
npon  the  urban  district  council  on  the  13bh  July 
1903  entered  into  an  agreement  with  a  contractor 
for  the  execution  of  the  works  specified  in  the 
notices  in  respect  of  the  said  eleven  houses  and 
the  other  houses  in  Busthall-avenne  for  a  sum  of 
2566Z. 

The  work  waa  only  partly  completed  by  the 
29th  Sept.,  and  no  apportionment  of  the  expenses 
attributeble  to  the  eleven  houses  had  been  made 
at  this  date  or  subsequently. 

The  purchasers  required  that  the  costs  of  these 
works  should  be  paid  by  the  vendors  before 
completion,  and,  as  this  demand  was  disputed  by 
the  vendors,  the  purchasers  took  out  this  summons 
under  the  Yendor  and  Purehaser  Act  1874,  askii^ 
for  a  declaration  that  the  vendors  were  liable  to 
pay  and  indemnify  the  purehasen  against  the 
amount,  when  apportioned,  of  the  expenses 
incurred  by  tiie  local  authority  under  the  Fablio 
Health  Act  1875  for  paving  and  other  works  in 
reepeot  of  the  eleven  nouses  in  Busthall-avenue, 
and  that  they  might  be  ordered  to  pay  and 
indemnify  the  purohasers  against  the  same 
accordingly. 

By  the  PubUo  HeaJth  Act  1875  (38  &  89  Yiot. 
0.55): 

Seot.  ISO.  Where  any  street  within  any  nrbsn  dia- 
triot  (not  being  a  highway  repsinble  by  the  inhabitants 
at  lai^^)  or  the  oarriage-way,  footway,  or  any  other  part 
of  snob  atrqft  is  not  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  metalled, 
flagged,  channelled,  and  made  good  .  .  .  snoh 
antiiority  may,  by  notioe  addreiaed  to  the  reapeotive 
owners  or  ooonpiera  of  the  pTemiiea  fronting,  adjoining, 
or  abatting  on  saoh  parta  thereof  aa  may  be  required  to 
be  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  metalled,  flagged,  or  oban- 
neUed  .  .  .  reqnire  them  to  aewer,  level,  pave, 
metal,  flag,  channel,  or  make  good  .  .  .  within  a 
time  to  be  speoifiad  la  ench  notice.  ...  If  anch 
notioe  ia  not  complied  with,  the  nrban  anthoril?  may,  if 
they  think  flb,  execnts  the  works  mentioned  or  referred 
to  therein ;  and  may  recover  in  a  anmmary  manner  the 
expenaea  inonrred  by  them  in  go  doing  from  the  owners 
in  default  according  to  the  frontage  of  their  teepeotive 
premiaea  and  in  snoh  proportion  as  ia  settled  by  the 
surveyor  of  the  urban  anthority.    .    .    . 

Sect.  257.  Where  any  local  anthority  have  inonrred 
expenses  for  the  repayment  whereof  tiie  oimer  of  the 
premiiei  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the  same  are  incurred 
ia  made  liable  under  tiiia  Act  or  by  any  agreement  with 
the  local  aathority,  such  expenses  may  be  recovered 
.  .  .  from  any  perton  who  ia  the  owner  of  snoh  pre- 
mises when  the  works  are  completed  for  which  saoh 
expenses  have  been  inonrred,  and  until  recovery  of  saoh 
expenaea  and  interest  the  same  shall  be  a  charge  on  the 
premises  in  respect  of  which  they  were  inonrred.    .    .    . 
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W.  H.  OoMn$-Hcwdv  tor  ihe  pnrohiisera.— By 
sect.  257  of  the  Pablic  Health  Act  1875,  where  any 
local  authority  hare  incurred  expenses,  those 
expenses  shall  be  a  charge  on  the  property.  The 
expenses  beoome  a  charge  the  moment  the  local 
authority  have  incurred  such  expenses : 

Tottenham  Local  Board  of  Health  t.  Bowell,  35 

L.  T.  Bep.  887 ;  15  Cb.  Div.  378,  392  ; 
Wett  Ham  Corporation  v.  Grant,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  17 ; 
40  Ch.  Div.  385. 

The  local  authority  bad  clearly  become  liable  to 
pay  expenses  before  the  29th  Sept.  1908.  Directly 
the  contract  was  entered  into  they  had  undertaken 
a  liability  to  the  contractor.  The  date  when  the 
charge  came  into  existence  is  an  entirely  different 
date  to  that  when  they  maybe  reoovered  from  the 
owner  or  ocoapier.  The  charge  arose  at  the  date 
of  the  contract,  or  immediately  any  money  was 
pud  under  that  contract.  Tlie  purchaser  is 
entitled  to  have  the  costs  of  these  works  paid  by 
the  vendors.    He  also  referred  to 

Re  Betteaumrth  and  Richer,  58  L.  T.  Bep.  796 ;  87 
Ch.  Div.  535; 

Stock  V.  MeaHn,  82  L.  T.  Bq^.  248;  (1900)  1  Ch. 
638; 

Surteet  v.  Woodhmue,  88  L.  T.  B«p.  407 ;  (1903) 
1  K.  B.  396. 

Norton,  K.C.  and  Aihion  Crota  for  the  vendors. 
—The  case  of  Stock  v.  MeoJein  («it  awp.)  is  actually 
in  point.  The  expenses  incurred  only  beoome  a 
charge  on  the  completion  of  the  works.  This  also 
appears  from  the  reasoning  of  North,  J.  in  Be 
Bettenoorih  and  Richer  {ubi  tup.).  The  works  not 
having  been  completed  on  the  29th  Sept.,  the 
charge  had  not  attached,  and  is  therefore  payable 
by  the  purchasers.    They  also  referred  to 

Re  Waterhouie'i  Contract,  44  SoL  J.  645 ; 

Newetutle-tupon'Tyne  Corporation  v.  Houseman,  63 
J.  P.  85. 

W.  H.  Cozens-Hardy  in  reply. — The  section  has 
to  be  construed,  and  none  of  the  recent  cases  are 
in  point.  The  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
oases  of  Tottenham  Local  Board  of  Sealth  v. 
BoweU  (ubi  rup.)  and  West  Ham  Corporation  r. 
Grant  (uhi  sup.)  is  that  the  charge  comes  into 
being  as  soon  as  the  expenses  are  incurred,  though 
the  remedy  for  recovering  the  amount  from  ue 
owner  cannot  be  enforced  till  the  completion  of 
the  works.  The  case  of  Surteeer.  Woodhouse  (uhi 
ttm.)  turned  upon  the  meaning  of  "  outgoings  *'  in 
a  lease. 

Btsnii,  J.^In  this  case  a  vendor  and  purchaser 
summons  has  been  taken  oat  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  ex- 
penses referred  to  in  sect.  257  of  the  Public  Health 
Axst  1875  were  a  charge  upon  the  premises  prior 
to  the  completion  of  the  works  in  respect  of 
which  notice  under  sect.  150  had  been  given.  I 
think    Mr.    Oozens-Hardy    has   shown   that  the 

Sreciae  point  has  not,  in  tne  reports,  been  directly 
isposed  of — that  is  to  say,  no  authority  has  in 
terms  held  that  the  period  may  not  be  an  earlier 
date  than  the  completion  of  the  works.  [His 
Lordship  stated  the  facts,  and  continued  :]  The 
crucial  date  is  the  date  fixed  for  completion  of 
this  purchase,  the  29th  Sept. ;  and  the  question  is 
wfaetner  these  expenses  were  incurred  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section  before  that  date.  In  other 
words,  what  is  the  meaning  of  this  sect.  257  P 
The  works  were  not  then  completed,  although  I 
am  told  that  payments  had  been  made  on  account 


under  the  contract.    Now,  in  Tottenham  Looal 
Board  of  Health  v.  Bouiell  (ubi  aup.),  Brett,  L.J. 
refers  to  the  clause  in  these  tertns  :  "  l%e  con- 
dition upon  which  the  charge  is  made  to  arise  is 
nothing  out  this,   '  Where  the  local  board  have 
incurred  expenses  for  the  repayment  whereof  the 
owner  is  made  liable.'    Directly,  therefore,  the 
local  board  have  incurred  such  expenses,  the  sec- 
tion must  be  read  as  if  immediately  after  that 
there  came  these  words,  '  such  expenses  shall  be  a 
charge  on  these  premises ' ;  therefore  directly  from 
the  moment  the  expenses  which  are  named  in  that 
section  have  been  incurred,  such  expenses  are  a 
charge  on  the  premises — that  is,  the  charge  is 
impMed  then  and  there  by  the  statute."    Then, 
pas^g  over  a  few  words,  he  continues :  "  Them- 
fore  it  seems  to  me  that,  upon  the  reading  of 
that  section,  this  is  a  charge  the  moment  the 
expenses  are  incurred,  and  it  is  a  charge  which 
exists  although  other  remedies  exist  at  the  same 
moment  that  that  commences,  or  other  remedies 
may  by  difEeraut  processes  be  made  to  arise  either 
as  against  the  owner,  who  is,  in  the  first  plaos, 
the  person  liable,  or  as  against  other  persons." 
That  leaves  the  question  still  open  whether  the 
date  of  completion  is  the  actual  time  when  the 
ohsr^  first  arises,  or  whether  the  expenaee  may 
be  said  to  have  been  incurred  within  the  meaning 
of  the  section  before  completion.     In  the  oase  at 
Weat  Ham  Corporation  v.'  Chant  (uhi  tup.),  £ay.  J. 
had  to  deal  with  another  Act,  and  the  question  in 
the  case  was  not  the  same  as  the  one  which  arises 
here,  but  in  dealing  with  sect.  257  he  says :  *'  I  need 
not  pause  to  say  what   '  expenses  incurred  '  may 
possibly  mean,    or   whether   the   term    implies 
actual  payment    of  the   expenses   or   not,   be- 
canse,  at  the  least,  it  means  money  whicdi  tiie 
authority  may  have  paid  or  become  liable  to  pay. 
I  do  not  mean  to  pve  that  an  a  definition,  but  it 
must  mean  that  at  the  least."    It  is  obvious  the 
learned    judge    there    determined    no    qnestion 
whether  the  period  when  the  expenses  were  con- 
sidered to  be  incurred  was  the  date  of  completion 
or  some  earlier  date.  Then  there  is  the  decision  in 
the  case  before  North,  3.,  Be  Bettetworth  and 
Bieher  (vhi  tup.).    He  says,  after  referring;  to  the 
case  of  Beg.  v.  Swindon  New  Tovm  Local  Board 
(42  L.  T.  Rep.  614 ;  4  Q.  B.  Div.  305),  and  what 
Gockbum,  C.J.  said  there :  "  Therefore  it  oomee 
to  this,  that  the  expenses  are  charged  from  the 
time  of  the  completion  of  the  work.    That  seems 
to  me  the  construction  of  the  section.  And  in  that 
view  I  am  fortified  by  the  opinion  of  the  judges 
who  decided  the  oase  of  Tottenham  Local  Board 
of  Health  v.  Bovoell  (ttbi  tup.),  when  they  bad  that 
case  before  them  on  the  construction  of  a  section 
in  an  earlier  Act,  which  does  not  ^poar  in  tins 
respect  distinguishable  from  the  Fnblio  Health 
Act  1895.    It  IS  quite  true  that  the  owner  cannot 
be  compelled  to  pay  till  the  tota  costs  have  been 
made  out  and  apportioned  between  the  owners, 
and  notice  has  been  served,  and  he  has  had  three 
months  to  dispute  the  apportionment,  and  at  the 
end  of  three  months  has  had  written   demand 
served  upon  him.    The  Act  says  payment  may  be 
recovered  from  the  person  who  is  owner  at  the 
time  when  the  works  were  completed,  and  he  is 
the  person  charged  under  the  Act."    Now,  I  come 
to  the  later  cases  in  which  the  matter  has  been 
dealt  with,  but,  again,  the  question  not  arising  as 
it  does  here.    In  Scott  v.  Meakin  (ubi  sup.),  a  case 
between  a  vendor  and  purchaser,  it  was  held  that 
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the  amonnt  of  the  apportioned  expenses  of  private 
atreet  worka  becomes,  under  tiie  Private  Street 
Works  Act  1892,  a  charge  on  the  premises  in 
respect  of  which  they  are  apportioned,  as  from  the 
.date  of  the  completion  of  the  works,  and  not 
merely    as  from   the  date   of  the  final  appor- 
tionment ;  and   the   headnote   goes    on :     "  If, 
therefore,    the     premises     are     sold     bj     the 
owner  free  from  inoumbrancee  after  the  comple- 
tion of  the  works,  but  before  the  date  of  the  final 
apporUonment,  the  vendor  must  indemnify  the 
purchaser  against  the  sum  finally  apportioned  in 
respect  of  the  premises."    It  is  true  that  it  was 
not  neoeasaiy    to  decide,  as  against  an  earlier 
date,  that  the  date  for  the  completion  of  the  work 
was  the  date  from  which  the  charge  took  effect, 
bnt  the  court  expressed  the  opinion  that  that 
was  the  date.    The  learned  judge  in  delivering 
judgment  said  :  "  The  charge  under  the  Fablio 
Heuth  Act  1875,  however,  is  a  charge  which  can 
only  arise  on  the  failure  of  the  owner  of  the  land 
to  oomply  with  the  notice  of  the  urban  authority 
and  the  execation  by  the  urban  authority  of  the 
works  by  reason  of  that  default  of  the  landowner, 
and  is,  moreover,  a  charge  taking  effect  from  the 
date  of  the  completion  of  the  works  " ;  and  then 
he  says:   "It  was  held  in  Be  Betteiworih  and 
Bieher  [vbi  sup.)    that    the    expenses  became  a 
charge    upon    the   completion    of    the   works." 
Specking   of  the  last- mentioned  case,  he  says: 
"This  decision  tnmed  entirely  on  the  words  of 
sects.  150  and  257,  which  plainly  gave  a  charge  so 
soon  as    the   works    had    been  completed   and 
the  expenses  incurred  by  the  local  authority  on 
the    failure    of    the     owner     of    the    land    to 
execute  the  works  in  compliance  with  a  notice 
served    in    pursuance    of    the    powers  given  by 
sect.  150."    From  Surtees  v.  Woodhoute  (vbiiup.) 
I  take  one  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.    I 
agree  here,  again,  that  the  question  was  not  the 
question  that  I  have  now  to  determine.  Speaking 
of  Stock  V.  Meakin  (uhi  tup.),  Stirling,  L  J.  says : 
"  The  nature  of  the  outgoing  in  question  was  con- 
sidered by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of 
Stock  V.  Meakin{uhi8up.),!aid  it  was  held  that 
the  amount  of  the  expenses  incurred  under  the 
Private  Street  Works  Act  1892  becomes  a  charge 
on  the  premises  on  which  they  are  apportioned 
as  from  the  date  of  the  completion  of  the  works, 
and  not  from  the  date  of  the  final  apportionment. 
It  was  not  expressly  decided  in  that  case  whether 
Or  not  the  amount  is  '  charged  on  the  owner  in 
respect  of  the  premises  '  as  from  the  same  date." 
In  the  result,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  aniliorities 
have  laid  down  that  the  construction  I  ought  to 
put  upon  sect.  257  is,  that  the  expenses  incurred 
Dy  the  local  authority,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section,  become  a  charge  upon  the  premises  so 
soon  as  the  works  have  been  completed  for  which 
such  expenses  were  incurred  ;  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  charge  here  referred  to  first  arises  on 
completion  ot   the  works.    I  therefore  make  a 
declaration  that  the  vendors  are  not  liable  to  pay 
for  these  works. 

Solicitors :  T.  Blanco  White ;  Taylor,  WiUeoekt, 
and  Lemon. 


Wednesday,  April  13. 

(Before  Fabwkll,  J.) 

Be  Gbiffith;  Jonks  v.  Owen,  (a) 

Coete  —  Adminietration  —  Priority  —  Adminie- 
irator't  casta — ^Bes  judicata. 

Where  in  an  adminiatration  cuition  an  order  made 
on  further  eonrideration   has  directed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  eoite  of  cM  parties  out  of  ajund 
iehieh  tuhseqttently  provea    insuffi^nt   to  pay 
the  eoite  infuU,  the  administrators  are  entitled 
to  have  the  whole  of  their  costs  paid  in  priority 
to  the  other  parties. 
The  order  having  been  silent  as  to  the  priorities  of 
the  parties  inter  se  must  be  assuTned  to  have 
directed  payment  according  to  the  strict  rights 
of  the  parties. 
Gaunt  V.  Taylor  (1843, 2  Ha.  4i3)foUowed. 
Adjourned  summons. 

This  was  a  summons  asking  that  a  fund  in 
court  in  the  action  should  be  apportioned  rate- 
ably  between  the  parties  in  proportion  to  the 
respective  amounts  of  their  costs  as  taxed. 

Oatherine  Harriet  Qriffith  died  intestate  on  the 
21st  Feb.  1899. 

Administration  was  taken  ont  by  Jane  Owen, 
Ann  Pngh,  and  John  Biohard  GnJEiDh,  three  of 
the  next  of  kin. 

Great  delay  arose  in  dealing  with  the  assets, 
but  ultimately  a  sum  of  12002.  was  distributed  by 
the  administrators  among  eight  persons  believed 
to  be  the  x>eraonB  entitled. 

Snbsequentiy  further  delay  took  place,  and 
this  action  was  commenced  by  one  of  the  next 
of  kin  seeking  administration  by  the  court,  and 
in    particular   the   getting    in    of    a    sum    of 

4571.  7s.  owed  to  the  estate  by  the  solicitor  to  two 
of  the  administrators. 

The  usual  order  for  administration  was  obtained, 
and  proceedings  were  taken  to  recover  the  sum  of 

4572.  7s.,  which  resulted  in  the  recovery  of  1502. 
On  the  15th  July  1903  an  order  was  made  on 

further  consideration  by  which  it  was  directed 
that  "  it  be  referred  to  the  taxing  master  to  tax 
as  between  solicitor  and  client  the  costs  of  the 
plaintiff,  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  .  .  . 
parties  attending  of  this  action,  including  this 
application,  and  including  in  the  costs  of  the 
defendants  any  charges  and  expenses  properly 
incurred  by  them  and  not  already  taxed  or 
allowed  relating  to  the  administration  of  the 
intestate's  estate  beyond  their  coats  of  this 
action.    .    .    ." 

It  was  further  ordered  that  the  defendants 
were  to  be  at  liberty  to  retain  their  costs,  when 
taxed,  out  of  the  residue  of  the  intestate's  estate 
in  their  hands ;  and  that  certain  funds  in  court 
were  to  be  dealt  with  as  directed  in  the  payment 
schedule. 

The  payment  schedule,  after  directing  various 
payments,  proceeded : "  Pay  costs  to  be  taxed  and 
certified  under  the  order." 

It  now  appeared  that  the  fund  in  court,  after 
payments  bad  been  made  thereout  as  directed, 
was  not  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  certified  costs, 
and  this  summons  was  therefore  taken  out. 

Cozens-Hardy,  for  the  plaintiff,  stated  the 
facts,  and  continued: — It  has  proved  impos- 
sible to  carry  out  the  order  on  further  considera- 
tion,  because  the  funds  are  not  sufficient  to  pay 

(a)  BopoTtAd  b7  H.  C.  OiXXUi,  Esq.,  Bwrristar-at-Law. 
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all  the  taxed  costs.  I  anggest  that  the  tme  way 
to  deal  with  the  matter  is  to  divide  the  funds 
among  the  persons  who  have  inonrred  costs 
rateaoly  in  proportion  to  the  respeotire  amonnt 
of  their  costs  as  taxed.  This  was  done  in  an 
ezaotly  similar  case  in  Swale  y.  IfUner  (1834,  6 
Sim.  572),  on  the  gromid  that  the  decree  on 
further  direotiona  had,  hj  ordering  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  parties,  settled  their  rights 
— namely,  to  be  paid  fari  pa$»u.  So  here  the 
order  on  farther  consideration  has  made  the 
whole  matter  ret  judieata,  and  it  is  now  too  late 
for  the  administrators  to  claim  their  right  of 
priority.  [Fabweli.,  J.  referred  to  the  case  of 
Gaunt  T.  Taylor,  1843,  2  Ha.  413}.] 

MarteUi  for  the  defendant — We  are  entitled 
to  be  paid  oar  costs  as  administrators  in  priority 
to  the  other  parties.  Nothing  was  said  as  to 
priorities  in  the  order,  because  it  was  then 
beliered  that  there  would  be  snfBoient  money 
to  pay  all  the  costs  and  leave  a  surplus.  How, 
thea,  can  it  be  said  that  the  qnestion  of  priorities 
is  rta  judieata  ?    The  case  of  OaurU  v.  Taylor 

SMS,  2  Ha.  413)  went  on  this  footing.    SuxUe  t. 
Uner  (1834,  6  Sim.  572)  was  there  cited,  bat  sot 
followed.    He  roEerred  also  to 

Bltnkiiuop  y.  Fotttr,  1838,  3  T.  &  CoU.  Ex.  205 ; 
Williuu  on  Ezeoaton,  9th  edit.,  toL  1,  pp.  Si^O, 

851; 
Morgan  and  Wnrtzboig  on  Coats,  2nd  edit.,  p.  201. 

Conent-Hardy  in  reply.  — In  Blenkiritop  y. 
Foster  (1838,  3  Y.  &  OoU.'Ez.  205)  special  liberW 
to  apply  to  the  court,  if  the  funds  were  insaffi- 
cient  to  par  all  the  costs,  was  reserved  in  the 
original  order.  Here  there  is  nothing  of  the 
sort.  Apart  from  the  anthoritjes,  I  submit  that 
in  this  case  there  are  special  eronnds  for  not 
allowing  the  administrators  to  take  their  costs  in 
priority  to  my  client.  [Fabwkll,  J. — I  am  pre- 
cluded b^  the  order  on  farther  consideration  from 
considering  that  ]  I  rely,  then,  on  Swede  r. 
Milner  (1834,  6  Sim.  572). 

Fabwell,  J. — This  is  an  application  relating 
to  the  payment  of  costs  out  of  a  fund  in  court. 
The  order  made  on  further  consideration  appears 
to  have  gone  on  the  presumption  that  there  was 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  all  costs,  and  indeed  the 
payment  schedule,  after  directinst  the  payment 
of  "costs  to  be  taxed  and  certified  under  this 
order,"  proceeds  to  order  the  payment  of  residue 
equally  among  the  next  of  kin.  Now,  it  is  well 
settled  that  administrators  always  have  priority 
tor  their  costs  over  all  other  persons.  The  order, 
however,  having  been  silent  as  to  this,  and  having 
merely  said  that  all  the  costs  were  to  be  paid,  it 
is  now  found  that  there  is  not  sufficient  money 
in  court  to  pay  them  all,  and  consequently  this 
application  Has  been  made.  The  only  difficulty  is 
created  by  the  conflicting  decisions  of  two  Yice- 
Chancellors.  In  my  opimon,  apart  from  the  cases, 
the  court  cannot  be  taken  to  have  intended,  in 
making  an  order  such  as  this,  to  deviate  from  the 
ordinary  course.  The  priorities  are  not  mentioned 
in  the  order,  because  it  would  have  been  foolish  to 
insert  any  direction  relating  to  them,  if,  as  was 
then  beliered,  the  fund  was  adequate  to  pay  all 
the  costs  in  full.  A  direction  to  pay,  such  as 
occurs  here,  must  presumably  be  a  direction  to 
pay  in  accordance  with  the  nsnal  priorities.  The 
cases,  however,  which  are  three  in  number,  cause 
a  real  difficulty.    The  first  case  is  Blenkimop  t. 


Foeter  (1838,  3  T.  &  ColL  £x.  205).  In  that  oas» 
the  priority  of  an  executor  was  recognised  ia 
spite  of  a  previous  order  for  payment  of 
costs  of  all  parties,  in  which  no  mention  was 
made  of  priorities.  As,  however,  liberty  to  apply 
in  case  the  fund  proved  insufficient  had  been 
reserved  by  the  original  order,  I  feel  that  the 
decision  may  possibly  have  turned  on  that,  and 
that  it  may  consequently  not  be  applicable  to  tha 
present  case.  This  leaves  two  cases  which  ar» 
at  variance  with  one  another.  Stoale  v.  Miiner 
(1834, 6  Sim.  572)  is  the  first.  This  was  a  creditor's 
suit  against  the  heir  and  administrator  of  the 
debtor.  By  the  decree  on  further  directions  it 
was  ordered  "  that  the  coats  of  all  parties  should 
be  taxed  as  between  solicitor  and  client  and  paid  " 
out  of  a  fund  in  court.  The  fund  proved  insof. 
ficient,  and  the  defendanto  presented  a  petition 
by  which  t^ey  sooght  to  have  their  coeto  in  the 
first  instance  paid  out  of  the  fond.  Shadwell, 
V.C.  said  in  that  case,  at  p.  573 :  "  I  cannot  grant 
the  prayer  of  the  petition.  The  order  on  fivtber 
direction  directed  the  ooste  of  all  parties  to  be 
paid,  and  I  cannot  vary  that  order.  All  that  I 
can  do  is  to  direct  a  reference  to  the  master  to 
divide  the  fund,  amongst  all  the  parties,  in  proper* 
iion  to  their  costo."  mth  all  respect  to  the  teamed 
Yice>Ghancellor,  I  ▼enture  to  comment  on  this 
decision,  and  to  point  ont  that  the  order  in  that 
case  did  not  direct  payment  of  all  costs  pari 
pcuiu,  but  was  entirely  silent  on  the  point  It 
was  for  some  person  or  the  ooort  to  say  in  what 

Sriorities  the  costs  should  be  paid  when  it  waa 
isoovered  that  the  fund  was  not  sufficient  to  pay 
the  coste  of  all  in  full.  This  was  the  conclosioa 
come  to  by  Wigram,  Y.G.  in  Oaunt  t.  Taylor 
(1843,  2  Ha.  413).  In  that  case  the  order  on 
farther  direction,  after  providing  for  taxation  of 
the  coste  of  the  parties  and  Uie  placing  of  & 
part  of  the  fund  m  court  to  a  special  account, 
ordered  that  the  residue  of  such  fund  was  "  to 
be  applied  in  payment  of  the  ooste,  and  costs, 
oharffes,  and  expenses  before  ordered  to  b» 
taxed."  Wigram,  Y.G.,  in  passing  judgment, 
said,  at  p.  420 :  "  I  have  felt  much  difficulty  in  die- 
posing  of  the  qaestion  of  coste  in  this  case.  The 
order  made  on  farther  directions,  in  Dea  1840, 
directed  the  coste,  charges,  and  expenses,  ordered 
to  be  texed,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  residue  of  the 
fund  in  couit,  after  carrying  over  part  to  the 
special  account.  In  the  case  of  Swede  v.  llilner 
(1834,  6  Sim.  572)  the  court  considered  itself  to, 
be  bound  by  a  similar  order  to  apply  the  fund 
in  payment  of  the  coste  rateably,  when  it  proved 
to  DC  insufficient  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  coste 
in  full,  although  the  ordinary  rule  of  the  court 
gave  to  some  of  the  parties  a  priority  over  th» 
others  in  respect  of  costs.  The  order  of  payment 
which  I  directed  in  the  case  of  Tipfiing  v.  Power 
(1842,  1  Ha.  412)  was  merely  following  the  old. 
rule  of  the  court  And,  if  that  is  the  order  in 
which  the  parties  are  entitled  to  the  payment  of 
their  costs,  and  yet  the  court  is  to  be  bound  toapply 
the  fund  rateably,  in  consequence  of  the  langaaga 
of  the  prior  direction,  it  follows  that  an  e&ct  is 
given  to  that  direction  which  I  cannot  consider 
uie  court  to  have  intended,  for  it  involves  a  diai- 
position  of  the  fund  (being  deficient  to  pay  all) 
which  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  righto  of  the 
parties.  Does  the  order  which  has  Been  made 
force  upon  me  the  conclusion  come  to  in  Swede  y. 
Milner  (ubt  tup.)  ?    I  cannot  say  that  I  think 
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the  langoage  of  the  order  so  gtringent  aa  that 
case  Bnppoees.  If  a  fund  were  ordered  to  be 
paid  to  creditors,  and  some  were  creditors  by 
specialty,  and  others  by  simple  contract,  and  the 
Wid  proved  to  be  insufficient  to  pay  them  all,  I 
cannot  think  the  oonrt  would  be  bound  to  inter- 

Sret  an  order,  the  language  of  which  is  plainly 
exible,  so  as  to  contiuvene  a  well-established 
and  undisputed  rule  of  practice.  I  proceed  upon 
the  ground  that  the  order  merely  amounts  to  a 
oharKe  upon  the  fund  in  favour  of  the  parties 
entitied  according  to  thmr  admitted  rights.  Then 
he  oonolades  his  judgment  with  the  words :  "  I  do 
not  in  this  respect  vary  the  order  on  further 
diraotion.  I  only  give  to  it  a  specific  interpreta- 
tion consistent  with  the  languagre  in  which  it  is 
expressed."  I  venture  respeotfnUy  to  agree  with 
the  Vice-Chancellor's  judgment,  and  to  adopt 
every  word  of  it.  As  regards  the  other  point 
raised  by  Mr.  Cozens- Hardy,  that  in  equity  his 
oUente  should  get  their  costs,  I  can  only  say  the 
order  made  on  further  consideration  has  disposed 
of  that,  by  directing  a  distribution  according  to 
legal  rights.  I  theiefore  order  that  the  adminis- 
trators should  be  paid  their  oosts  in  foil  oat  of 
the  fund  in  court. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Bobbins,  Billing, 
and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  T.  D,  Janet,  for 
David  0$wald  Daviet,  Dolgelly. 


Tuetday,  April  19. 
(Before  Fabwku.,  J.) 
Sataqb  v.  Bbhtlist.  (a) 
Praetiee — Receiver — Writ  of  potteasion— Time- 
Order  XLL,  r.  5— Order  XLVIL,  r.  2. 

Where  a»  order  woe  mads  directing  delivery  of 
certain  premieet  into  the  poitettion  of  a  receiver 
mppointed  by  the  order,  but  no  time  within  which 
tMivery  of  potteetion  wot  to  be  made  was 
epeeified  in  the  order,  it  wat  held  that  a  writ  of 
potteetion  eovld  not  iiiue  because  Order  XLL, 
r,  5,  had  not  been  complied  with, 

Bt  writ  dated  the  18th  March  1904  an  action  was 
commenced  seeking  the  enforcement  by  fore- 
closure or  sale  of  a  mortg;age  of  the  2nd  Deo. 
1903  and  of  a  memorandum  of  charge  dated  the 
4th  Jan.  1904. 

On  the  29th  March  1904  the  plaintiff  sought  by 
motion  to  obtain  the  appointment  of  a  reoeiver 
of  the  premises  compriseii  in  the  mortgage  and 
memorandum  of  charge. 

By  an  order  of  that  date  Isaac  Farlow  was 
appointed  a  receiver  to  act  at  once,  and  it  was 
further  ordered  that  "  the  defendants  ...  do 
deliver  up  possession  of  the  said  premises  .  .  . 
respectively  to  the  said  Isaao  Farlow  as  re- 
oeiver." 

Personal  service  of  the  order  was  effected  on 
two  of  the  defendants,  Benjamin  and  Julia 
Boitley ;  but  they  refused  to  deliver  possession  of 
tiie  mortgaged  premises  to  the  receiver,  and  on 
the  15th  April  1904  an  application  was  made  to 
the  court  on  behalf  of  the  receiver  asking  that  a 
writ  of  possession  should  be  issued  under 
Order  XLYII.,  r.  2,  to  place  the  receiver  in 
poasession  of  the  premises  in  question. 

(a)  Beported  by  H.  0.  Oassia,  Kiq.,  BMTlatar-kt-Ii*w. 


'  An  order  was  duly  made  to  that  effect,  but  fih» 
officials  at  the  Central  Office  refused  to  issue  tha 
writ,  because  the  order  of  the  29  bh  March  1904  as 
drawn  up  and  served  on  the  defendants  had  not 
specified  any  time  within  which  possession  must^ 
be  given.  Under  these  circumstances  an  applica- 
tion was  now  made  to  the  court  ex  parte. 

By  Order  XLL,  r.  5 : 

Every  jndgment  or  order  made  in  any  oanie  or  msttsr 
reqniringp  any  penon  to  do  an  aot  thereby  ordered  eball 
state  the  time,  or  the  time  after  servioe  of  the  judgment 
or  order,  within  which  the  aot  la  to  be  done.    .    .    . 

By  Order  XL VII.,  r.  2 : 

Where  by  any  judgment  or  order  any  perion  therein 
named  is  direoted  to  deliver  np  posieaalon  of  any  lands 
to  some  other  person,  the  person  ptoieoating  snota  jndg- 
ment  or  order  shall,  without  any  order  for  that  purpose, 
be  entitled  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  posieuion  on  flUng  ail 
affidavit  showing  doe  service  of  inch  judgment  or  order 
and  that  the  tame  has  not  been  obeyed. 

F.  Whinney.— Order  XLVII.,  r.  2,  under  which 
a  writ  of  possession  is  obtainable,  does  not  provide 
that  a  time  must  have  been  limited  within  whiob 
possession  was  to  be  given  up.  The  reqnirnments 
of  the  rule  have  been  dul^  complied  with,  and 
there  is  no  reason  why  a  wnt  of  possession  shotdd 
not  issue.  In  Kerr  on  Beceiyers,  4th  edit.,  p.  176, 
where  the  procedure  is  discussed,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  author  regarded  this  delimitation 
of  time  aa  necessary ;  nor  does  Cozens-Hardy,  J. 
suggest  it  in  £e  Mavdsley,  8oni,  and  Field  t 
Maudsley  v.  Maudsley,  Sons,  and  Field  (82  L.  T. 
Bep.  378;  (1900)  1  Ch.  602,  at  p.  611),  where  the 
question  is  considered  in  detail.  In  Wyman  t. 
Knight  (59  L.  T.  Rep.  164;  39  Ch.  Djv.  165), 
which  was  a  case  of  an  application  for  a  writ  of 
assistance  under  the  same  rule,  it  does  nob 
appear  that  anything  of  the  sort  was  required. 
The  difficulty  really  arises  under  Order  XLL,  r.  5, 
bat  I  submit  that  it  does  not  apply  here,  because 
the  court  has  in  effect  taken  the  property  in  ques- 
tion  into  its  possession  by  appointing  a  receiver. 
If  I  am  wrong  as  to  this,  the  only  course  ap- 
parently will  hd  to  obtain  a  "  four  day  order " 
fixing  the  time. 

.  Faswsll,  J. — I  cannot  assist  yon  in  the  face 
of  Order  XLL,  r.  5,  which  is  explicit. 

Solidtora :  Martin  and  Nioholion, 


March  23  and  29. 

(Before  SwiNFXN  East,  J.) 

Be  Shilsoit,  Coode,  and  Co.  (a) 

Solicitor  —  Costs  —  Taxation —  Commistionr— Col- 
lection of  rents  —  Professiomd  toork  —  Frofet-^ 
eional  charges — Items  of  professional  charges  i»- 
bill  of  costs. 

The  solicitors  acting  for  the  executors  and  trustee* 
of  the  deceased  owner  of  settled  real  estates 
charged  with  legacies  and  duties  which  his  per- 
lonaity  wot  insuMcient  to  satisfy,  having  been- 
accustomed  to  collect  and  receive  the  rvnitfor- 
him  at  an  agreed  charge  until  hit  death  on  the- 
7th  April  1901,  continued  to  collect  and  receive 
the  rents  for  the  executors  and  trustees  without 
making  any  agreement  as  to  their  remuneration 
for  so  doing  up  to  the  2oth  March  1902,  when. 

(A)  Beportcd  by  J.  TsnsTBiji,  Esq.,  Butl«ter-at-Ijaw. 
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the  sueeeeding  tenant  for  life  aiBumed  the 
imumgement  of  the  estatet,  and  in  their  hill  of 
«o$t$  delivered  to  the  executors  and  trttttees 
inserted  a  diarge  of  a  lump  turn,  being  a  eom- 
mttnon  of  5  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the 

■  rente  edUeeted,  <u  their  remuneration  for  the 
work ;  but  did  not  tet  out  the  items  of  that  worh 
OS  in  the  ease  ofehargesfor  strictly  professional 
duties.  The  tueeeeding  tenant  for  life  obtairted 
an  order  for  taxation  of  the  solicitors'  bill  of 
<osts,  and  the  taxing  master  on  taxation  aUovoed 
the  charge  of  a  lump  sum  by  toay  of  commission 
for  collecting  the  rents,  and  overruled  the 
(^eetione  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  that  allow- 
ance. 

On  a  summons  by  the  tenant  for  life  for  a  review 
of  the  taxation  .- 

ffeld,  that,  if  the  charge  was  a  charge  for  profes- 
sional work,  the  solicitors  ought  to  have  daivered 
a  bill  of  items  in  respect  of  it,  and  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  agreement  to  that  effect,  the 
taxing  master  was  not  entitled  to  allow  the 
eciieitors  a  lump  sum  by  way  of  commission 
for  it,  whUe,  on  the  other  hand,  if  collecting  rents 
was  not  professional  work,  the  charge  for  it 
ought  not  to  nave  been  inserted  in  the  solicitors' 
bill  of  costs ;  and  that  the  proper  order  was  to 
direct  the  master  to  treat  the  charge  as  struck 
out  of  the  biU  of  costs. 

SuMMOirs  to  review  taxation. 

John  Tremayne.  of  St.  Anatell,  Cornwall,  died 
on  the  7th  April  1901  posseBsed  of  large  Astates  in 
the  counties  of  Cornwall  and  Devon,  of  part  of 
whioh  he  was  tenant  for  life,  and  the  remainder 
be  owned  in  fee. 

Under  hia  will  his  roal  estates  were  vested  in 
execntors  and  tmstees,  and  stood  charged,  in  aid 
of  his  personalty,  with  legacies  and  duties  which 
Us  personal  estate  was  insufficient  to  satisfy. 

Upon  his  death  his  son  John  C.  L.  Tremayne,  of 
Heligan,  Cornwall,  became  tenant  for  life  of  the 
real  estates  with  remainder  to  his  isssne ;  and  it 
was  to  his  interest  that  the  amount  of  costs  pay- 
able out  of  the  estate  should  be  reduced  on 
taxation. 

During  the  life  of  John  Tremayne,  Messrs. 
Shilson,  Coode,  and  Co.,  solicitors  and  bankers, 
of  St.  Austell,  Cornwall,  collected  the  rente  and 
tithe  of  his  Cornwall  estetes,  for  which  they 
received  the  sum  of  802.  a  year  and  a  further 
small  payment  of  about  152. 

After  his  decease  Messrs.  Shilson,  Coode,  and 
Co.,  acting  as  solicitors  for  his  executors  and 
tmstees,  collected  the  rente  and  tithe  of  his 
Cornwall  estates,  and  received  or  collected  the 
rente  of  his  other  estetes,  including  the  rente 
due  and  unpaid  at  his  death,  and  also  the  propor- 
tionate part  of  the  rents  from  the  7th  April  1901 
to  the  25th  March  1902,  after  issuing  printed  cir- 
culars to  the  tenante  as  to  the  amounts  due  from 
them. 

No  agreement  was  made  with  respect  to  their 
remuneration  for  this  work,  and  accordingly  they 
inserted  in  their  bill  of  coste  for  professional 
work,  which  they  delivered  to  the  trustees  and 
executors  of  John  Tremayne,  deceased,  the  fol- 
lowing item : 

CommiBaion  on  the  rents  and  tithei  collected  for  the 
«atate  InTolving  nnmerona  attendanoea  and  holding  of 
rent  aadlts,  and  the  writing  of  namerone  letters,  the  neoes- 
•ity  of  bringing  preisnre  to  bear  on  the  tenants  who 


wan  in  amar,  and  the  faot  that  many  of  tiiam  paid  by 
instalments  involved  trouble  far  beyond  wfakt  waa 
covered  by  the  old  itewardship  salary,  whioh  waa  not 
obarced  beyond  the  7th  April  1901.  Fiva  par  aent.  OB 
43171.,  the  amoimt  ooUeotod,  2151. 17«. 

On  the  nth  July  1903  John  C.  L.  Tre- 
mayne,  as  a  third  party  interested,  took  ont 
an  originating  summons  for  the  texation  under 
the  Solicitors  Act  1843  of  Messrs.  Shilson, 
Coode,  and  Oo.'s  bill  of  costs,  and  on  the 
20th  July  an  order  was  made  that  it  be  referred 
to  the  taxing  master  to  tax  and  settle  the  Inll  of 
fees,  chames,  and  disbursements,  amounting  to 
5482.  lis.  3d.,  982.  9«.  3d.,  and  362.  98.  6d.  reepec 
tively,  delivered  by  the  respondents.  And  it  was 
ordered  that  if  such  bill  when  texed  be  less 
by  a  sixth  part  than  the  said  bill  as  delivered  the 
said  master  do  tex  the  applicant  his  ooate  of  this 
reference  and  application,  and  if  such  bill  when 
taxed  shall  not  be  less  by  a  sixth  part  than  the 
fcaid  bill  as  delivered  the  said  master  do  tax  the 
respondente'  costs  of  the  reference  and  applica- 
tion. And  the  said  master  do  certify  the  amount 
due  from  the  said  executors  and  tmstees  and  the 
applicant  to  the  respondmte,  or  from  them  to  ihe 
executors  and  tmstees  and  the  applicant  as  ihe 
case  may  be. 

The  taxing  master,  on  taxation  of  the  bill, 
allowed  the  item  set  out  above. 

On  the  7th  Jan.  1904  John  O.  L.  Tremayne, 
the  applicant,  delivered  objections  to  the  taxa^ 
tion  as  follows : 

1.  It  is  Bnbmittsd  that  the  master  haa  no  jarisdiotiaa 
to  allow  thii  item  or  any  part  of  it.  As  it  itandi  ike 
reapondenta  have  ipealfioally  refniad  putionlan  showing 
the  work  inolnded  in  this  charge.  Snoh  rafosal  was 
made  by  letter,  dated  the  1st  Jan.  1904,  as  follows : — 
"  34,  Bedford-row,  London,  W.C,  lit  Jan.  1904.— Dear 
Sirs, — Be  Shilson,  Coode,  and  Co. — We  have  oonsidered 
yonr  request  that  our  olienta  shall  famish  details  of  tha 
work  oovered  by  the  ohaige  of  2151.  17(.  by  way  of 
eommission  or  percentage  on  rents  and  tithes  oolleoted 
and  got  in  by  them,  and  we  deoline  to  oomply  witii  it. — 
Yonrs  tmly,  CooDi,  Kinodon,  and  Cotton. — Messrs. 
Cbnrah,  B«idell,  and  Co."  Bat  for  this  refnaal  it  might 
have  been  within  the  master's  diicretion  (without  preju- 
dice to  the  diaoretion  as  to  oosta  of  taxation  oontaiiied 
in  the  order)  to  allow  the  aolioitors  to  bring  in  par- 
ticulars of  any  wtok  in  the  nsaal  and  proper  form  of 
Boliaitors'  cliaiges  by  items  going  to  make  up  any  pro- 
fessional work  inolnded  in  this  charge  of  21Si.  17s. 

2.  It  is  not  even  alleged  that  any  form  of  agreement 
under  the  terms  of  the  Solicitors  Acta  exista  justifying 
any  auoh  charge  by  a  lump  sum  or  percentage  or  other- 
wile  than  in  aooordanoe  with  the  usual  solicitors' 
charges. 

3.  Even  if  snoh  agreement  did  exist  as  between  tha 
sdicitors  and  the  trustees,  Mr.  J.  C.  L.  Tremayne  was 
oertainly  no  party  to  such  agreement,  and  it  would  not 
be  bindhig  upon  him  for  the  purpose  of  thia  taxation. 

4.  The  aolioitors  in  this  case  carry  on  businass  at  St. 
Austell  as  bankera  as  well  as  solicitors,  and  the  majori^ 
of  the  sums  paid  to  them  would  be  donbtiess  paid  to  tham 
in  their  capacity  of  bankers  rather  than  as  solioitors, 
and  thia  is  an  additional  reason  why  in  their  case  snoh 
a  charge  by  way  of  percentage  should  not  ba  allowed, 
even  were  it  within  tha  juriadiotion  of  the  maaterto 
allow  it. 

5.  Even  if  the  master  had  any  jorisdiotion  or  dis- 
cretion enabling  him  to  allow  this  charge  caloulated 
upon  a  percentage  otherwise  than  under  a  formal  agraa- 
ment  under  the  Solicitors  Acts  binding  upon  Mr.  J.  C.  L. 
Tremayne  it  is  submitted,  that  on  the  exercise  of  his 
diaoretion  the  item  or  any  part  of  it  should  only  ba 
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allowed  and  dealt  irith  (without  piejndioe  aa  in  olanse  1 
hereof)  and  npon  fall  detaile  and  information  ahovring 
by  items  the  aotnal  profeaaional  work  whioh  it  is  sng. 
geeted  it  oorered  by  thia  item,  and  at  present  not  only 
have  no  snoh  details  been  snbmitted  to  him  on  which  he 
oan  properly  form  a  judgment  for  the  ezeroise  of  his 
discretion  (U  any)  to  allow  the  item  as  a  oharge  pro- 
perly representing  actual  work  professionally  done,  bnt 
saoh  details  have  in  faot,  aa  shown  above,  bisen  speoifi- 
oally  refosed. 

6.  There  has  been  no  previons  oonrse  of  dealing  aa 
between  the  solioitors  and  Mr.  J.  C.  Ii.  Tremayne  aa  the 
party  chargeable  whioh  oan  justify  any  oharge  being 
allowed  aa  against  him  in  this  form,  this  being  the  first 
charge  of  this  nature  made  against  him  sinoe  the  death 
of  the  testator  and  preyions  owner,  and  even  if  a  oonrae 
of  dealing  had  existed  between  tha  solioitors  and  the 
pteviooa  owner  it  is  snbmitted  that  suoh  course  of 
deaKnir  would  not  eyen  be  binding  on  him  without  his 
consent  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  nnder  the 
Bolicitors  Acts,  and  muoh  less  npon  the  new  owner  of 
the  property. 

7.  If  the  master  had  disoretion  to  apply  the  praotice 
as  to  the  method  of  charging  between  the  solioitors  and 
the  testator  as  against  Mr.  J.  C.  L.  Tremayne  (whioh 
it  is  sabmitted  he  has  not)  he  could  not  properly  ezer- 
oise that  discretion  to  aJIow  the  increased  sum,  the 
testator  haying  been  in  the  habit  of  paying  a  sum  of 
801.  p«r  annum  only,  and  the  item  being  calculated 
at  the  increased  sum  of  1431.  6s.  8d.  per  annum. 

8.  On  all  the  aboye  grounds  it  is  submitted  that  it  is 
impoaaible  for  the  master  to  allow  this  item,  and  the 
most  it  wonld  have  been  within  his  discretion  to  do 
towards  his  allowing  it  (and  this  only  without  prejudice 
to  the  direction  in  the  order  as  to  oosts  of  taxation) 
was  to  allow  the  solicitors  (if  they  so  desired)  to  bring 
in  full  detailed  particnlars  l^  items  in  the  usnal  form  of 
a  solicitor's  bill  for  any  professional  work  which  may  be 
coyered  by  this  item,  bnt  as  they  do  not  desire  bnt  in 
faot  refnse  to  do  so,  the  whole  item  must  be  disallowed. 

To  these  objections  the  taxing  master  answered 
on  the  19th  Jan.  1904  to  the  effect  that  he 
saw  no  reason  whatever  for  not  allowing  the 
commission ;  that  the  bills  were  fair,  reasonable, 
and  proper  to  be  allowed,  and  that  he  therefore 
in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  allowed  the 
oommisaion;  and  that  particnlars  and  details 
of  the  work  done  were,  in  his  opinion,  unnecessary, 
as  the  commission  allowed  by  him  was  for  the 
collection  of  snch  rents  and  not  for  legal  work, 
and  there  was  no  solicitor's  professional  work 
covered  or  included  in  the  item  of  commission. 

Farther  objections  to  the  taxation  and  answers 
thereto  passed  between  John  G.  L.  Tremayne 
and  Ihe  taxing  master  dealing  with  details  not 
material  for  the  purpose  of  this  report. 

This  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  John  C.  L. 
Tremayne  on  the  4th  March  1904  for  a  review  of 
the  taxation. 

The  question  for  decision  was  whether  on  an 
application  under  the  Solicitors  Act  1843,  for 
taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill  of  costs  by  a  party 
chargeable  who  stands  in  the  position  of  a  client, 
a  souoitor  can  icsist,  as  against  his  client,  on 
chaining  by  percentage  for  collection  of  rents  as 
part  of  his  professional  bill. 

Eve,  K.C  and  Ashworth  James  for  the  appli- 
cant.— ^Under  the  Apportionment  Act  the  appli- 
cant is  the  person  entitled  to  collect  the  rents 
from  the  25th  March  1901,  not  the  respondents  as 
solioitors  to  the  executors  of  the  preceding 
owner  of  the  estates.  The  taxing  master  has  not 
power  to  allow  solicitors  a  lump  sum  by  way  of 
commission  for  collecting  rents  in  the  absence  of  i 


any  agreement  to  that  effecL  There  is  no  pre* 
vailing  practice  of  paying  solicitors  by  commisr 
sion  as  in  the  case  of  sarveyora  : 

Attomey-Otneral  y.  Drapers'  Company,  L.  Bepk 
9  Eq.  69. 

This  allowance  of  commission  for  oolleoting  rent* 
is  assessment  rather  than  taxation,  and  here  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  taxing  master  to  tax,  not  t(y 


Re  Johmtotn  MilU  v.  Johnston,  89  L.  T.  Bq^ 
497;  (1904)  1  Ch.  132. 

The  solicitors  are  entitled  to  professional  chargM, 
but  not  to  commission  for  collecting  rents. 

Vernon  Smith,  K.O.  and  J.  O.  Wood  tor  th» 
respondent  solicitors. — The  taxing  master  when 
taxmg  a  bill  of  costs  has  a  discretion  to  allow  a> 
commission  for  collecting  rents.  The  case  of  th& 
Attorney-General  v.  Drapers'  Company  {libi  tup.} 
is  something  like  the  present  case.  In  the  oasfr 
of  Be  WeaM;  Andrews  v.  WeaU  (61  L.  T.  Bep. 
238 ;  42  Ch.  Div.  674)  the  tenant  for  life  declined 
to  pay  the  charges  of  the  trustees'  solicitors  for 
collecting  rents  on  the  ground  that  some  wer» 
chargeable  against  corpus  and  not  income,  and 
others  had  been  unnecessarily  incurred.  Here 
the  trustees  could  not  possilJly  be  expected  to 
collect  the  rents  of  the  numerous  small  tenants 
of  this  large  estate.  [Swinfen  £aj)T,  J. — Th» 
taxing  master  cannot  tax  items  which  the  solicitors 
are  not  entitled  to  insert  in  their  bill  of  costs.]  It 
is  a  question  of  amount  over  whioh  the  taxing 
master  has  complete  discretion.  [Swinfen 
Eady,  J. — Im  it  a  taxable  charge  P]  It  is  a  charge 
for,  work  sanctioned  by  the  general  practice  of 
the  Profession  if  not  strictly  professional  work : 

Be  Remnant,  11  Beav.  603  ; 

Ex  parte  Strawbridge ;  Be  Bidcman,  48  L.  T.  Bep. 
913,  and  on  appeal  49  lb.  638 ;  25  Ch.  Div.  266. 
As  to  the  question  whether  it  was  professional 
work,  the  decision  of  the  taxing  master  oovers 
that  point. 

Eve,  K.C.  in  reply. — Issuing  printed  oiroolars 
to  the  tenants  showing  the  amount  of  rent  due 
and  then  collecting  the  rent  is  not  professicnoal 
work,  and  a  charge  for  such  work  ought  not  to  b6 
included  in  a  bill  of  costs.  Assuming  it  to  bis 
professional  work,  there  is  no  authority  for 
allowing  a  lump  sum  by  way  of  commission  for  it. 

SwiNFBN  Eabt,  J. — ^This  is  an  application  to 
vary  the  taxing  master's  certificate  made  under 
an  order  of  the  20th  July  1903.  By  the  terms  of 
that  ordw  it  is  referred  to  the  taxing  master  to 
tax  and  settle  three  bills  that  are  named  in  tha 
order.  One  is  a  bill  for  54SI,  lis.  3d.,  981.  9s.  3d., 
and  SOL  9s.  6d.  It  was  an  order  made  upon  & 
special  application  by  originating  summons.  Th» 
bill  of  oosts  included  one  item  of  2161.  17«.  for 
collecting  rents,  and  it  was  arrived  at  by 
calculating  5  per  cent,  on  43172.,  being  the 
amount  collected.  No  agreement  to  pay  the 
solicitors  by  a  commission  is  proved  or  indeed 
set  up  or  alleged.  During  the  lifetime  of  their 
former  client,  John  Tremayne,  the  solicitors 
were  paid  for  collecting  the  rents  by  a  salary 
of  802.  a  year,  together  with  a  commission  on 
certain  other  sums  that  came  to  about  152.  a  year. 
They  allege  that  after  Mr.  John  Tremayne's 
death  on  the  7th  April  1901  that  arrangement 
was  no  longer  applicable,  and  in  respect  of  this 
amount— 43172.— they  claim  to  be  allowed  a  lump 
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■am  of  2152. 17«.    Fart  of  that  was  for  oolleotiog 
rente  that  aocmed  during  the  life  of  the  teatator, 
John  Tremayne,  inolading  182t.  the  apportioned 
part  of  ihe  rents  from  the  25th  March  1901  to  the 
7th    April  1901   which  they  collected  after  his 
death  on  hehalf  of  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
his  will.     Other  part  was  for  colleotinK  the  rente 
of  the  settled  esteto  between  the  7th  April  1901, 
the  day  of  John  Tremayne's  death,  and  the  25th 
Jiarob   19(^.     The  master  has  proceeded  upon 
the  footing;  that  the  1821.  was  properly  collected 
by  the  sohcitors  on  behalf  of  tiia  executors  and 
trustees,  as  they  had  a  right  so  to  receive  them. 
That  ground  was  not  persisted  in  before  me, 
liaTing  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  Apportion- 
ment   Act,    bat   it    was    sud   that    the    real 
truth  was  that  they  collected  them  by  arrange- 
ment with  the  succeeding  owner  of  the  estete, 
and  certain    letters  have  been  referred  to  this 
morning,  which  are  not  yet  in  eyidenoe,  which  seem 
to  show  that  that  was  the  arrangement.     But 
T  do  not  attach  too  much  importance  to  that, 
l)ecause  the  other  side,  the  applicant  on  the  sum- 
mons, has  not  had  a  sufficient  opportunity  of 
explaining  those  letters.    The  master  has  further 
proceeded  upon  this  footing,  that  in  the  exercise 
of  his  discretion  and  in  the  absence  of  any  agree- 
ment he  is  entitled  to  allow  the  solicitors  a  lump 
flam  by  way  of  commission  to  remunerate  them 
-for  their  trouble  in  collecting  the  rente.    This 
application  is  by  the  succeeding  tenant  for  life, 
.-^0,  not  being  satisfied  with  the  texing  master's 
decision  on  that  point,  seeks  to  review  the  taxation. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  solicitors  in  this  case 
are  in  a  dUemma.    If  this  sum  of  2162. 17«.  is  a 
charge  for  professional  work  done  by  them  as 
solicitors,  they  ought  to  deliver  a  bill  of  items  in 
Tespect  of  it,  and  the  master  has  no  discretion  to 
allow  them  a  lump  sum  for  work  of  that  character 
in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  between  the 
aolicitor  and  client.    1  think  that  the  reasoning 
of  Farwell,  J.  in  the  case  of  Be  Johniton ;  MUli  v. 
JokntUm  (uM  tup.)  supports  this  view.    On  the 
■other  hand,  if  the  work  was  not  professional  work, 
then  the  commission  ought  not  to  have  been  in- 
cluded in  the  bUl  of  costs.    Now,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  iiie  proper  order  to  make  upon  this  applica- 
tion is  to  vary  the  certificate  by  directing  the 
.master  to  treat  that  sum  as  struck  out  of  the  bill 
of  coste  as  having  been  improperly  included  in  it. 
The  effect  of  that  will  be  to  leave  the  matter  at 
lai^  between  the  parties.   The  solicitors  will  still 
Im  entitled  to  their  proper  remuneration  for  work 
done ;  they  will  not  be  barred  in  respect  of  that 
claim,  but,  on  ttie  other  hand,  they  will  not  be 
-entitled  necessarily  to  receive  this  particular  sum 
by  way  of  remuneration  for  their  work.    It  may 
lie  that  some  application  may  hereafter  be  made 
for  them  to  deliver  a  bill  of  items  in  respect  of  it, 
-or  it  may  be  that  if  the  work  is  treated  as  non- 
professional  work — that  is  to  say,  not  taxable 
work,  but  work  done  by  solicitors  not  in  their 
professional  capacity,  but  nevertheless  for  which 
they  are  entitled  to  receive  a  fair  remuneration — 
it  may  be  agreed  between    the  executors  and 
the  soUoitors  what  is  a  fair  charge  for  it,  and,  if 
the  tenant  for  life  or  other  eeiitui  que  trust  is 
dissatisfied  with  the   conclusion   at   which    the 
solicitors  and  the  executors  arrive,  it  may  be  it 
wiU  be  open  to  him  to  impeach  the  arrangement 
so  come  to,  although  of  course  it  will  be  at  his 
own  risk  if  he  takes  any  proceedings  with  that 


view ;  but  on  the  present  application  the  item  must, 
I  think,  be  struck  out  of  uie  solicitors'  bill.    That 
will  affect  the  balance  found  due  to  the  solidtors, 
and  it  may  affect  the  result  of  the  taxation  as  to 
whether  a  sixth   is  teken  off  or  not.    My  view 
is    that   for   the    purpose  of    arriving  at   that 
sixth  the  item  should  be  treated  as  if  it  were 
straok  oat  of  the  bill — that  is,  as  if  the  bill  had 
originally  been  brought  in  at  a  reduced  amount 
— and  the  one-sixth  must  be  calculated  on  that 
footing.    I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am  ]ndi<naUy 
bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  oer- 
tifioate  shoald  be  varied ;  but  I  am  by  no  means 
satisfied  that  the  sum  claimed  by  the  solicitors  is 
not  a  fair  and  proper  remuneration  for  work 
done.   I  have  not  sufficient  materials  before  me  nor 
is  it  incumbent  upon  me  to  determine  that ;  but, 
having  regard  to  the  materials  that  were  before 
the  master,  I  strongly  incline  to  the  view  that 
the  amount  that  he  allowed  them  was  only  a  fair 
remuneration  for  the  work  done.    The  master, 
however,  was  not  entiUed  to  arrive  at  it  in  the 
way  he  did ;  nor  am  I  entiUed,  on  the  materials 
before  me,  to  come  to  any  such  conclusion ;  but  I 
am  not  satisfied  that  the  applicante  will  nlti* 
mately  derive  any  benefit  from  this  application  to 
vary.  The  order  will  be  that  the  matter  be  referred 
back  to  the  texing  master  to  vary  his  certificate 
accordingly,  and   I  think  the  applicante  must 
have  the  costs  of  the  application.     They  hav^ 
succeeded  in  varying  the  certificate,' and  1  think 
they  are  entiUed  to  the  costs  of  the  application.  . 

Solidtors :  Church,  BendeU,  and  Co.,  for  T.  J. 
Pitte-Tudcer  and  8ont,  Bamsteple ;  Coode,  King- 
dow,  and  Cotton, 


KraG'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 
Friday,  AprU  15. 
(Before  Wauton,  J.) 
WABBURa  AND  Oo.  t>.  McKbbbow  aud  Co.  (a) 
Arbitration  —  Costs  —  Discretion  of  arbilrcttor— 
Award  fees — Costs  of  reference — Arbitration  Act 
1889  (52  *  53  Viet.  e.  49),  ss.  4, 14, 15  (2). 
Costs  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator,  but 
not  diealt  with  hv  him,  only  follow  the  event  when 
the  vMtter  is  referred  by  tlie  court  under  sect.  14 
of  the  Arbitration  Act,  and  not  when  the  action 
is  stayed  and  arbitration  is  directed  by  the  court 
under  the  submission  of  the  parties,  for  to  such 
a  reference  sect.  15  (2)  does  not  apply. 
Summons  in  the  Commercial  List  teken  ont  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  stey  the  action  and  for  directions 
that  the  coste  of  the  action  and  of  two  referenoea 
thereunder  be  paid  by  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs'  claim  was  for  damages  for  breach 
of  contract,  dated  the  18th  April  1903,  for  the 
sale  by  the  defendanto  to  the  plaintiffs  of  10,000 
Singapore  green  snail  shells. 
By  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  shells  were 
To  be  of  fair  merohantable  quality,  or  if  inferior  a 
fair  allowanoe  to  be  made.    The  same  to  be  settled  by 
the  selling  brokera,  snob  arbitration  to  be  demanded 
within  twenty-eight  days,  and  held  within  six  weeks 
aiter  the  arrival  of  the  veueL 
The  contract  provided  that 
Any  diipnte  arriiing  ont  of  this  oontract  exoept  with 
regard  to  quality  to  be  settled  by  arbitration  in  Iiondon 

(a)  Beportid  by  W.  Tbitob  Tdbtoh,  Xaq.,  B«Tlat«r-at-I<aw. 
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in  the  ninal  manner,  aaoordinK  to  the  rnlei  of  the 
QeneMl  Prodnoe  Brokers'  Aaaooiation  of  London. 

The  General  Fiodnoe  Brokers'  Association  of 
London  Boles  for  Arrival  Contract,  the  let  Jan, 
1897,  were  printed  on  the  back  of  the  contract. 
No.  7  being  as  follows : 

la  the  erent  of  any  dispute  whatever  arising  ont  of 
this  oontraot  between  the  parties  hereto,  or  their  per- 
sonal representatives,  or  in  any  way  whatever  relating 
to  it  or  to  its  oonstmction  or  fnlfllment,  every  anoh 
dispate  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  aooordanoe 
with  rule  7  set  ont  below.  This  snbmisnon  to 
arbitration  shall  be  irrevooable,  and  it  and  the  award 
to  be  made  in  parsoanoe  thereof  shi^  be  enforoeable 
nnder  the  provisions  of  the  Arbitration  Aot  1889. 

Bole  7  (e).  The  fees  or  (nc)  arbitration  or  appeal  and 
swaid  shaU  be  paid  by  the  losing  party  unless  other- 
wise awarded. 

The  pluntifEs  sold  at  a  profit  direct  to  bajers 
at  Hamborg. 

The  bnyers  considered  the  goods  were  inferior, 
and  first  asked  for  an  allowance,  but  then  claimed 
to  reject  on  the  ground  that  the  goods  were  not 
Si^apore  shells. 

Tao  defendants  immediately  obtained  from  the 
selling  broker  an  award  directing  an  allowance 
of  32r  7i.  to  the  plaintiffs  for  inferior  quality. 

The  plaintiffs,  wishing  to  set  that  award 
aside  and  reject  the  goods,  broaght  the  action 
claiming  damages. 

The  defendants,  withoat  abandoning  the  award, 
applied  for  a  stay  nnder  sect.  4  of  the  Arbitra- 
tion Act,  and  obtained  the  following  order : 

It  is  ordered  that  all  farther  proceedings  in  this  aotion 
be  stayed  psnding  the  decision,  by  the  tribunal  agtaei 
upon  in  the  oontraot,  of  the  sole  question  whether  the 
shells  delivered  were  in  faot  Singapore  snail  shells  as 
desoribed  in  the  oontraot.  Costs  of  this  aotion  to  be 
reserved.  Costs  of  the  reference  and  award  to  be  in  the 
disoretion  of  the  arbitrators.  Liberty  to  apply.  Fit 
for  oonnseL — Nov.  13,  190S. 

The  umpire  at  the  arbitration  gave  the  follow- 
ing award : 

I  award  that  buyers  are  entitled  to  reject  the  shells, 
as  they  do  not  correspond  with  the  description  named 
in  the  contract — vis.,  Singapore  green  snail  ahells. 
I  further  awatd  that  the  fees  for  the  award — viz., 
61.  6(.— be  paid  by  the  sellers.    Deo.  30,  1903. 

The  plaintiffs  coming  before  the  court  on  the 
(inestion  whether  they  were  entitled  to  damages 
in  reference  to  the  resale,  the  following  order  was 
made: 

It  is  ordered  that,  the  parties  admitting  that  there  is 
no  question  in  dispute  other  than  the  question  whether 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  dunager,  and,  if  any 
damages  are  recoverable,  what  is  the  amount  of  snoh 
damages,  it  be  referred  to  the  tribunal  agreed  in  the 
contract  to  determine  that  question,  and  that  in  the 
meantime  all  further  proceedings  in  this  action  are 
stayed;  and  that  the  costs  of  this  appUoatioa  l>e 
isserved.    Fit  for  counsel.— Jan.  18, 1901. 

The  ampire  gave  the  following  award : 
Sellers  to  pay  the  cost  of  invoice  plus  interest  at 
rate  of  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  freight  (if  paid  by 
bnyen)  and  5s.  per  cwt.,  damages  to  the  buyers,  who 
ore  to  hand  over  documents  to  the  sellers,  to  enable 
them  to  take  possession  of  the  shells.  I  further  award 
that  the  fees  for  ths  award — viz  ,  101.  IDs.  for  arbitra- 
tnttors  and  umpire — be  paid  by  ths  sellers.  March  12, 
1904. 

A.  H.  Chaytor  for  the  plaintiffs.— The  umpire 
has  decided  as  to  fees — ^lihat  is,  as  to  the  costs 


of  the  award — but  has  made  no  order  as  to  th» 
costs  of  the  reference.  The  Arbitration  Act  1889, 
s.  15,  sub-B.  2,  applies  and  makes  the  award  of  the 
arbitration  equivalent  to  a  verdict  of  the  jury ;  th» 
costs  therefore  follow  the  erent  The  words  in 
sect.  15  are  general : 

Cam  BrotTiert  v.  Doughmiy,  67  L.  J.  871,  Q.  B. 

As  regards  the  costs  of  the  aotion,  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  them,  since  it  was  necessary  for 
them  to  bring  the  action.  The  plaintiffs  have 
obtained  in  the  arbitration  all  that  they  wanted, 
and  now  seek  to  dispose  of  the  action  by  a  stay. 

Athin  for  the  defendants. — It  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiffs  to  bring  the  action  and 
those  costs  have  been  thrown  away,  and  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  them.  As  to  the 
costs  of  the  reference,  they  were  left  to  the 
arbitrator's  discretion. 

Wamok,  J.— The  matter  mnst  be  referred 
back  to  the  umpire  to  deal  with  the  costs  of  the 
references,  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  costs  of  the 
action ;  no  order  as  to  the  costs  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  18th  Jan.  1904.  Costs  left  to  the 
disoretion  of  the  arbitrator,  but  not  dealt  with 
by  him,  only  follow  the  event  when  the  matter  is 
referred  by  the  court  nnder  sect.  14  of  the 
Arbitration  Aot,  and  not  when  the  aotion  ia 
stayed  and  arbitration  is  directed  by  the  court 
under  the  submission  of  the  parties,  for  to  snoh 
a  reference  sect  15  (2)  does  not  apply. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs,  HoUamt,  Botu, 
Coward,  and  nawksley. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Morley,  Bhvrreff, 
and  Co. 


Feb.  4  and  5. 
(Before   Lord  Alvskbtonb,  O.J.,  WIU.S   and 

EiliNNEDY,  JJ.) 

Ohntbal  Londost  Railway  Oompant  v. 
Haumbbsmith  Bobouoh  Council,  (a) 

Metroj^ia — Smoke  nuisarux — Notice  to  abate-' 
Notiee  to  prevent  recurrence  —  Prohibition 
order  —  Bpeoifying  worke  —  Hoidenee — Public 
HeaUh  (London)  Act  1891  (54  &  55  Viet.  c.  76). 
a$.  4,  5, 130,  eehed.  3. 

Before  a  notice  is  served  under  sect.  4  (2)  of  the^ 
Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891  requiring  the 
person  served  to  do  what  is  neoeaeary  for  pr»- 
venting  a  recurrence  of  the  nuisance,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  a  notiee  requiring  such  person  to- 
abate  the  nuisarue  under  sect.  4  (I)  snail  have- 
been  served  previously  or  included  in  suck 
notiee.  Therefore,  a  notice  having  been  given 
under  sect.  4  (2),  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction 
can  make  an  order  under  sect,  5  prohibiting  a 
recurrence  of  the  nuMancs  and  specifying  works 
to  be  executed,  where  the  only  notiee  served  has 
been  under  sect.  4  (2),  if  such  court  is  satisfied 
that  the  nuisance,  although  abated,  is  likely  t» 
recur. 

On  the  hearing  of  informations  and  eomplaintt 
under  sect.  5  (1)  (6),  the  respondents  proved  the 
nuisances  alleged,  but  offered  no  evidenee  as  to 
how  the  black  smoke  which  caused  the  nuisance* 
had  been  caused  or  as  to  what  works  were  neces- 
sary to  abate  or  prevent  such  nuisances. 

(s)  Baported  by  W.  ss  B,  Hxbbest,  £*«.,  B»rtl«ter«(-Law.  . 
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The  tmpellanW  ioitnettet  ttated  that  fh»  hlaek 
•  »mok«  might  have  been  eauaed  by  two  fitmaee 

doon  being  open  at  the  same  time.    ■ 
7A<  magietrate  determined  that  the  reipondentt 
■  were  entitled  to  a  prohibiHon  order,  and  there- 
upon the   appellanie  required  that   the    order 
ehould  epeeify  the  viorki  they  were  to  execute 
tmder  sect.  5  (5],  but  insisted  that,  the  ease  being 
closed,  the  magistrate  was  preduded  from,  hear- 
ing further  evidence  a*  to  the  works  necessary. 
The  magisiraie  therefore  added  to  his  prohibition 
order  a  direction  to  the  appellants  to  fit  up 
{Apparatus  to  prevent  the  furnace  doors   being 
opened  simultaneously. 
Metd,  that  the  order  urns  valid. 

Cask  stated  on  six  informations  and  com- 
plaints preferred  by  the  respondents  against  the 
appellants. 

Upon  the  hearint;  of  the  informations  and  com- 
plaints, the  following  facts  were  either  proved  in 
evidence  or  admitted. 

The  appellants  are  the  occupiers  of  an  electricity 
generating  station,  which  provides  power  for  the 
running  of  the  trains  of  the  appellants,  at  Wood- 
lane,  Shepherd's  Bash,  in  the  borongh  of  Hammer- 
«mith. 

The  respondents  are  the  council  and  sanitary 
«nthority  of  that  borough. 

By  the  Pnblic  Health  (London)  Act  1891  (54  & 
«5  Vict.  c.  76) : 

Soot.  4,  (1).  On  Mosipt  of  any  information  reapeoting 
'ihe  oxiatenoe  of  a  nniianoe  liable  to  be  dealt  with  mm- 
marilr  nnder  this  Aot  the  aanltarjr  anthority  shall,  if 
«atitfiad  of  the  exigtonoe  of  a  nniaanoe,  aerye  a  notine  on 
the  peraon  by  whoaa  aot,  default,  or  anfferanoe  the 
nniaanoe  ariaea  or  oontinoea,  or,  if  anoh  peraon  oannot  be 
f  onnd,  on  the  ooonpier  or  owner  of  the  piemiaea  on  whioh 
the  nniaanoe  ariaea  reqairinfr  him  to  abate  the  aame 
within  the  time,  apeoifled  in  Uia  notioe,  and  to  exeonte 
«nah  worka  and  do  anoh  tbinga  aa  may  be  neoeaaary  for 
that  pnrpoae,  and,  if  the  aanitary  authority  thin^  it  de- 
arable  (bnt  not  otherwiae),  apeotfying  any  worka  to  be 
executed.  (2)  The  sanitary  authority  may  alao  by  the 
same  or  another  notioe  aerved  on  auoh  ooonpier,  owner, 
or  parson  require  him  to  do  what  is  neoeaaary  for  pre- 
Tsnting  the  reourrenoe  of  the  nniaanoe,  and,  if  they  think 
it  desirable,  specify  any  works  to  be  exeouted  for  that 
purpoae  and  may  aerre  that  notioe,  notwithstanding  tiiat 
the  nniaanoe  may  for  a  time  hare  been  abated,  if  the 
«anitary  authority  aonaider  that  it  ia  likely  to  reonr  on 
the  aame  ptemiaea. 

Seat.  5  (1).  If  .  .  .  (b)  The  nniaanoe,  althoagh 
sliated  sinoe  the  eervioe  of  ijie  notioe,  ia  in  the  opinion 
of  the  aanitary  authority  likely  to  recur  on  the  aame 
ptemiaea,  the  aanitary  anthoril;  ahall  make  a  oomplaint 
•nd  the  petty  aeaaional  oonrt  hearing  the  oomplaint  may 
make  on  such  peraon  a  summary  order  (in  thia  Aot 
referred  to  as  a  ntdaanoe  wder).  (2)  A  nniaanoe  order 
anay  be  an  abatement  order,  a  prohibition  oider,  or  a 
«Ioaing  order,  or  a  oomUnatiMi  of  anoh  oidara.  .  .  . 
<5)  Aa  abatement  order  or  a  prohibition  order  ahall,  if 
the  peraon  on  whom  the  order  ia  made  ao  requires  or 
the  oonrt  aonnidsra  it  desirable,  apeoify  the  works  to  be 
«xeouted  by  auoh  peraon  for  the  purpoae  of  abating  or 
prerentiiig  the  reourrenoe  of  the  nniaanoe. 

By  sect.  130  the  forms  in  the  3rd  schedule  to 
this  Act  or  forms  to  the  like  effect  varied  as  cir- 
oumstonces  may  require  may,  unless  other  forms 
are  prescribed  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Act  1879,  be  used  and  shall  be  sufficient  for  all 
purposes.  In  the  3rd  schedule  are  form  A.  notioe 
Teqniring  abatement  of  nuisance ;  form  B,  sum- 
mons; form  C,  nuisance  order. 


On  the  5th  Teb.  1903  S.  H.  Brown,  the  sanitary 
inspector  of  the  respondents,  in  parsnance  of  in- 
structions from  the  respondents,  served  upon  the 
appellsmts  at  their  office.  No.  125,  High  Holbom, 
W.O.,  notice  in  a  printed  form  such  as  is  prescribed 
in  the  3rd  schedule — ^namely,  form  A — but  filled  np 
an(l  varied  in  manuscript  with  partial  alteralwns 
as  follows : 

Publio  Health  (London)  Aot  1891  (54  A  55  Viet.  e.  It). 
— ^Borouffh  of  Hammersmith  (Publio  Health  Depart- 
ment), Town  Hall,  Broadway,  Hammeramith,  W.— To 
the  Central  London  Bailway  Company  Limited,  of 
125,  High  Holbom,  London,  W.C,  by  Mr.  Biohaid 
Oliver  Graham,  their  aeoretary.  —  Take  notioe  that 
nnder  the  proviaiona  of  the  Publio  Health  (London) 
Aot  1891  the  oonnoil  tar  the  metropolitan  borongh  <it 
Hammeramith,  the  sanitary  authority  for  the  said 
borongh,  being  satisfied  that  at  the  generating  station. 
Wood-lane,  Shepherd's  Bosh,  in  the  said  borough,  of 
whioh  yon  are  the  ooonpiers,  thero  existed  recently,  to 
wit,  on  or  about  the  22nd  day  of  January  1903,  the 
following  nuiaanoe — namely,  a  ohinuiey  (not  being  the 
chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-honae),  known  aa  No.  1 
shaft,  sending  forth  bliiok  smoke  in  snoh  qnaotitiea  aa 
to  be  a  nuisance — and  thnt,  although  the  aaid  nniaanoe 
has  ainoe  the  last-mentioned  day  been  abated,  the  same 
ia  likely  to  reour  at  the  aaid  premiaes,  do  hereby 
requite  yon  to  do  auoh  thinga  aa  may  be  neoeaaary  for 
preventing  the  reourrenoe  of  the  aaid  nniaanoe.  IE  yoa 
make  default  in  oomplying  with  the  requisitions  of  this 
notioe  a  summons  will  be  issued  requiring  your  atiend- 
anoe  before  a  petty  sessional  court  to  answer  a  oom- 
plaint whioh  shall  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
the  reourrenoe  of  the  nuisanoe,  and  for  recovering  the 
oosta  and  penaltiea  that  may  be  inouRed  thereby. — 
Dated  thia  5th  Feb.  1903.  —  S.  HndaiNS  Bbown, 
Sanitary  Inapeotor. 

On  the  8th  April  1903  8.  H.  Brown  kid  six 
several  informations  at  the  West  London  Police- 
court,  and  obtained  six  summonses  against  the 
appellants  in  the  following  form  : 

West  London  PoUoe-oonrt.  —  In  the  MetropoUtao 
Police  District. — ^To  the  Central  London  Bailway  Com- 
pany, of  No.  125,  High  Holbom,  London,  W.C— 
Information  has  been  laid  thia  day  by  Samnel  Huggiaa 
Brown,  aanitary  inspector  on  behalf  of  the  metropolitaa 
borough  of  Hammeramith,  for  that  on  the  de^ct 

1903,  at  the  generating  station,  Wood-lane, 
Shepherd's  Bosh,  in  the  borough  of  Hammeramith,  within 
the  distriot  .aforesaid,  of  whioh  you  are  the  oooupier, 
there  existed  recently  the  following  nniaanoe — namdy,  a 
chimney  (not  being  of  a  private  dwelling-house),  known 
as  No.  1  shaft,  sending  forth  black  smoke  in  snoh 
quantitiea  aa  to  be  a  nniaanoe — and,  althoagh  the  aaid 
nniaanoe  haa  since  the  laat-mentioned  day  been  abatsl 
or  diaoontinned,  that  the  aame  or  a  like  nniaanoe  is 
likely  to  reonr  at  the  said  premises.  Ton  are  therefore 
hereby  summoned  to  appear  before  the  court  of  sommaty 
jorisdiotion  sitting  at  the  West  London  Polioe-oonzt) 
on  Wedneaday,  22nd  April  1903,  at  the  hour  of  two  in 
the  afternoon,  to  answer  to  the  said  informatian. — 
Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  thia  8th  April  1903. — 
(Signed)  B.  O.  B.  Link,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the 
poUoe-conrta  of  the  metropolia. 

The  dates  on  which  the  nnisanoes  ware  alleged 
to  have  existed  in  the  aummonses  were  the  27th 
Jan.,  the  20th  Feb.,  t^e  24th  Feb.,  the  4th  Maroh, 
the  11th  Mansh,  and  the  25th  Maroh  1903. 

The  informations  were  by  consent  heard 
together  at  the  West  London  Police-court  on  the 
22nd  AprU  1903. 

For  the  appellante  it  was  argued  that  the  notice 
of  t^e  5th  Feb.  was  defective  and  invalid  as  not 
being  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  ct  the 
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Pnblio  Health  (London)  Ao(  1891  (54  &  55  Yiot. 
o.  76)  in  that  under  sect.  4  (1)  and  eeot.  5 
(1)  (b)  the  reepondenta  should  have  served 
xtpon  the  appellants  a  notice  reqarin;;  them  to 
abate  the  nniaanoe  within  a  time  specified  therein, 
and  that  the  notice  of  the  5th  Feb.  did  not 
leqvixe  the  appellants  to  abate  the  nuisance 
Within  a  speoitied  time  or  at  all,  and  that  under 
sect.  4  (2)  the  notice  of  the  5th  Feb.  should  have 
been  either  incorporated  with  or  supplemental  to 
a  notioe  to  abate  the  nuisance,  and  that  under 
aeot.  5  (1)  (b)  no  complaint  or  summary  order 
could  be  made  against  the  appellants  unless  and 
until  the  nuisance  had  been  abated  by  them  after 
and  in  consequence  of  a  notioe  to-  abate  the 
Biuaanoe. 

For  the  respondents  it  was  argued  that  the 
notioe  of  the  5th  Feb.  followed  the  second  part 
of  form  A  in  tbe  3rd  schedule  to  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891 ;  that  such  second 
part  of  form  A '  was  intended  to  apply  to  inter- 
mittent nuisances,  such  as  the  issuing  of  black 
smoke;  that  the  notioe  of  the  5th  Feb.  was  a 
■otioe  to  abate  under  sect.  4  (1)  and  sect  5  (1) 
(b),  and  that  the  word  "  abated  "  in  sect  5  (1)  (6) 
bad  reference  to  a  discontinuance  of  the  nuisance 
however  cansed,  and  whether  a  notioe  to  abate 
the  same  had  been  served  or  not 
'  It  yna  further  contended  by  the  respondents 
that  the  first  part  of  form  A  was  quite  inapplicable 
to  the  present  case  as  it  contemplated  an  existing 
nuisance  requiring  to  be  abated  at  the  time  of 
serving  notioe  in  the  form  of  the  first  part  of 
form  A,  and,  further,  that  by  reason  of  sect.  130  of 
the  Act  the  second  part  of  form  A  was  properly 
used  as  a  notice  under  sect  4  (1)  and  sect.  5 
(1)  (b)  in  reference  to  such  matters  as  inter- 
mitteat  black  smoke  nuisances  under  sect  24  of 
the  statute. 

The  only  witnesses  called  on  behalf  of  the  re- 
spondents were  S.  H.  Brown,  the  sanitary 
inspector,  who  stated  that  he  had  observed  black 
smoke  in  such  quantities  as  to  be  a  nuisance 
issoinff  from  Ko.  1  shaft  on  the  dates  in  question, 
and  fraward  Harrison,  a  coal  offiner  of  the  London 
County  Coonoil,  who  said  he  had  watched  with 
S.  H.  Brown  for  black  smoke  on  the  22nd  Jan. 
1903,  and  no  evidence  was  given  or  tendered  on 
behalf  of  the  respondents  as  to  how  ti^e  black 
smoke  had  been  caused,  nor  specifying  any  works 
to  be  executed  by  the  appelltuite  for  the  purpose 
of  abating  or  preventing  the  issue  of  black 
■moke. 

Evidence  was  called  on  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lauta,  by  their  engineers,  that  for  the  purpose  of 
generating  electricity  to  work  their  railway  many 
hvndredB  of  tons  of  coal  per  week  were  burnt,  and 
that,  in  consequence  of  tbe  complaints  of  the 
respondents  with  reg^d  to  smoke,  they  had  at 
great  expense  equipped  and  fitted  the  generating 
station  with  furnaces  fired  by  hand  and  had 
reoiaced  aatomatic  mechanical  stokers  by  hand 
firing  and  had  converted  their  boilers  in  that 
bebi&,  and  that  the  appellants  bomed  nothins 
bat  the  best  quality  of  Welsh  smokeless  cou. 
There  was  no  suggestion  that  the  appellants' 
installation-  machinery  and  equipment  were  not 
In  all  respects  the  best  possible.  The  appellants' 
wttnaeaes,  who  dcmied  the  sending  forth  of  black 
•moke  in  snch  quantity  as  to  be  a  nuisance, 
ridtaitted  that  nothing  had  been  done  by  them  in 
'eCarenoe  to  the  machinery  or  appliances  c<m- 


nected  with  or  used  for  the  generation  of  elec- 
tricity to  remedy  the  nuisance  or  prevent  its 
recurrence  since  the  service  of  the  notice  of  the 
5th  Feb.  1903,  and  the  emission  of  black  smoke 
might  have  been  Ciiused  by  tivo  furnace  doora. 
being  open  at  a  time. 

After  hearing  the  arguments,  and  the  witaiessea 
called  on  befa^f  of  the  respondents  and  the 
appellants,  the  magistrate  overruled  the  objeo-, 
tions  of  the  appellants  to  the  notice  of  the  5tk 
Feb.  He  found  that  on  the  several  dates  in  th» 
summonses  the  chimney  sent  forth  black  smoke  in 
such  quantities  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  he  held 
and  determined  that  the  respondents  were  entitled 
to  a  prohibition  order  under  sect  5  (1)  and  (2)  o£ 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891.  There- 
upon counsel  for  the  appellants  required  under 
sect.  5  (5)  of  the  Act  that  tbe  prohibition  order 
should  specify  the  works  to  be  executed  by  tiie^ 
appellants,  iio  suggestion  was  made  by  either 
party  as  to  the  works  necessary,  and  the  counsel' 
for  the  appellants  insisted  that,  the  case  beinj; 
closed,  the  magistrate  was  precluded  in  law  fronk 
hearing  further  evidence  as  to  the  works  neoes-' 
sary,  but  the  magistrate  adjourned  the  case  to 
oonaider  them,  and  on  the  3uth  April  1903  made 
the  following  order : 

To  the  Central  London  Boiliray  Company,  whose- 
registered  offioea  are  at  125,  HigliHolborn,  in  the  adminu- 
tratiTe  ooonty  of  London,  the  owners  and  oooapiera  of 
oercain  premises,  to  wit,  the  eleotrioal  generating  station 
sitoate  at  Wood-lane,  in  the  metropolitan  borongh  of 
Hammersmith,  in  the  said  oonnty  of  London  and  within 
the  metropoUtan  police  district — Metropolitan  Police' 
District  and  Administrative  County  of  London,  to  wit — 
Whereas  the  Central  London  Bailway  Company,  being 
the  owners  and  ooonpiers  of  the  said  eleotriml  generat- 
ing  station  within  the  meaning  of  the  Pablio  Health 
(Ixmdon)  Act  1891,  have  this  day  appeared  before  me, 
John  Bose,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  polioe- 
oonrte  of  the  metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Weet  London. 
Polioe-oonrt  within  the  metropolian  polioe  district,  to 
answer  the  matter  of  a  complaint  made  by  Samnel 
Hoggins  Btovrn,  sanitary  inspector  for  and  on  behalf  of 
the  coonoil  of  the  metropolitan  borongh  of  Hammer- 
smith aforesaid,  that  on  tbe  25th  March  1903  at  the 
said  generating  station  there  existed  the  following 
nuisance — namely,  a  chimney  (not  being  the  chimney  of 
a  private  dwelling-honse),  known  as  No.  1  shaft,  sending 
forth  black  smoke  in  snoh  quantities  as  to  be  a  nnisanoe. 
— and  that,  althongh  snoh  noisanoe  had  since  the  last- 
mentioned  day  been  abated  or  discontinaed,  tlie  same  or 
the  like  nnisance  was  likely  to  reonr  at  the  same  pre. 
miaes,  now  on  proof  here  had  before  me  that  recently 
before  the  time  of  making  the  said  complaint,  to  wit^ 
on  the  said  25th  Maroh  1903,  the  noisanoe  so  complained 
of  did  exist  on  the  said  premises,  but  that  the  same  has 
sinoe  been  abated,  and  that  the  same  was  oansed  by  the 
act,  defaolt,  or  sufferance  of  the  said  Central  London 
Bailway  Company,  yet,  notwithstanding  such  abatement^ 
I,  being  satisOed  that  it  is  likely  that  the  same  or  a  like 
nnisaaoe  will  reonr  at  the  said  premises,  do  therefore 
prohibit  the  said  Central  London  Bailway  Company  from 
allowing  a  reonrrence  of  the  said  or  a  like  nnisance,  and 
for  that  porpoae  I  direct  the  said  Central  London 
Bailway  Company  to  fit  np  at  the  doors  of  the  foznaces 
oommnnicating  with  the  said  chimney  apparatus  to 
prevent  the  doors  being  opened  or  kept  open  simnltane- 
onaly,  for  example,  a .  horizontal  bar  on  a  centre  pivoit 
between  the  doors  and  movable  vertically  in  front  ot 
them  BO  that  the  door  ol  one  furnace  most  be  baned 
and  the  door  of  another  released  by  the  act  of  depnaaing 
either  end  of  the  bar,  or  other  apparataa  having  a  like 
effaot;  and  to  adopt  all  other  means  which  shall  be  iiaoes> 
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■azjr  to  piavent  the  eminiaa  of  bliujk  Bmoke  from  the 
■•id  shaft  in  inoh  qiuntities  as  to  be  a  ooiaanoe,  and  I 
do  fnrther  order  the  said  Central  London  Bailway  Com- 
|>an7  to  pay  to  the  slid  oonnoil  the  snm  of  101.  10s.  for 
oosts  in  this  behalf. — Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at 
the  polioe-oonrt  aforesaid  this  30th  April  1903.  —(Signed) 
John  Boai;,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the'  poUee-oourts 
of  the  metropolis  at  the  West  London  PoUoe-coart. 

The  qaeetioiiB  submitted  for  the  opinion  o{  the 
«onrt  are:  (1)  whether  the  notice  ^ted  the  5th 
Feb.  1903  was  and  is  defective  and  invalid  for 
the  reasons  above  stated  or  any  of  them;  and 
<2)  whether,  even  if  the  notice  was  valid  in  law, 
the  order  made  hy  the  magistrate  was  and  is 
bad  because  he  specified  therein  the  works  to  be 
«xeoated  by  the  appellants  without  having  heard 
«vidence  with  respect  to  such  works. 

Botkia,  E.G.  and  Theobald  Mathew  for  the 
appellants. 

Maemoran,  E.G.,  Bodkin,  and  Bruca  WiUianuon 
for  the  respondents. 

Lord  ALyEBBiONX,  G.J. — I  think  it  is  better  that 
I  should  confine  myself  to  dealing  with  the  points 
that  have  been  raised  and  nothing  more.  In  this 
case,  the  appellants  being  summoned,  they  first 
took  the  technical  point  that,  because  the  black 
emoke  had  been  abated  before  the  first  summons 
for  abatement  or  for  a  prohibition  order,  therefore 
there  had  been  no  abatement  in  pursuance  of 
duress,  or  threat,  or  notice  in  the  natural  course 
of  events,  and  that  therefore  the  magistrate  had 
no  jurisdiction.  Mr.  Boskill  pnt  his  point 
most  plainly,  and,  with  every  desire  to  appreciate 
the  point,  I  venture  to  say  that  my  mind  is  so 
oonstitnted  that  I  am  absolutely  unable  to  appre- 
«iate  it.  There  were  five  other  summonses — that 
is  to  aay,  there  was  proof  of  black  smoke 
coming  out  on  five  days,  two  of  them  in  the 
month  of  February  and  three  in  the  following 
month  of  March.  Therefore,  even  assuming, 
although  I  do  not  wish  at  all  to  be  thought  to  say 
so,  that  there  had  been  anything  in  the  argument 
with  regard  to  the  first  occasion  on  the  27th  Jan., 
that  could  have  no  application  with  regard  to 
the  others.  The  only  point  that  can  be  suggested 
is  that  because  the  notice  was  a  prohibition  noUce 
instead  of  an  abatement  notice  that  made  a 
difference  to  the  magistrate's  jurisdiction.  I  hope 
it  is  not  necessary  to  give  effect  to  such  an  argu- 
ment unless  there  is  some  substantial  justice 
behind  it,  because,  as  I  say,  I  am  not  able  to 
appreciate  it,  and  I  think  such  a  technicality 
ought  not  to  be  given  eSect  to  unless  there  is  a 
BUDstantial  wrong  being  done.  Then  came  the 
second  point,  and  I  agree  that  the  magistrate  has 
rather  complicated  the  matter  bv  putting  in  those 
directions  which  I  have  called  the  directions  of  a 
mechanical  engineer — for  instance,  a  horizontal 
bar  on  a  centre  pivot  put  between  the  doors  ;  and 
the  order,  in  my  opinion,  would  have  been  better 
if  it  had  been  in  one  of  two  forms,  either  "  I  tell 
you  not  to  be  negligent  in  the  matter  of  stoking 
the  furnaces,  and  not  to  do  it  again,"  or  "  I  direct 
you  to  put  up  apparatus  which  will  prevent  your 
being  able  to  stoke  two  furnaces  at  the  same 
time?'  But,  when  we  look  at  what  happened,  I 
tbii^  it  would  be  wrong  and  it  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  first  principles  of  justice  to  allow 
each  an  objection  to  prevail.  In  the  first  place 
the  appellants  denied  black,  stnoke .  coming  out 
«t  all,  and,  when  their  witnesses  were  in  the 


box,  what  they  said  was  that  the  emission  of 
black  smoke  might  have  been  caused  by  two 
turnaoe  doors  bemg  open  at  a  time.  We  have 
had  this  kind  of  case  in  the  courts  before,  and  we 
know  perfectly  well  that  one  reason  why  the  L^ris- 
latnre  has  been  so  stringent  about'blaok  smoke  is 
this :  It  has  been  estabUshed  over  and  over  again 
that  it  is  careless  stoking  that  brings  abont 
black  smoke.  Therefore  one  is  not  surprised  to 
find  that,  this  incident  having  occurred  in  this 
case,  the  appellants'  witnesses  said  that  it  must 
have  been  owing  to  two  doors  being  open  at  one 
time.  But  it  had  occurred  on  a  series  of  days, 
and  on  no  less  than  six  days,  spread  over  a  period 
of  three  months.  The  local  authority,  the 
Borough  Council  of  Hammersmith,  being  satis- 
fied with  their  case  proving  black  smoke,  they 
were  not  then  and  there  prepared  with  evidence 
how  it  would  best  be  remedied ;  and  the  prohibi- 
tion order  being  about  to  be  made,  counsel  for 
the  railway  company  was  within  his  right  in 
saying :  "  Will  you  be  g^ood  enough  to  tell  us  the 
works  which  we  are  to  do."  The  magistrate, 
being  in  a  difficulty,  appears  to  have  aslced  the 
appellants  whether  they  bad  any  evidence  there, 
hue  no  suggestion  was  made,  and  then,  when  the 
question  arose  of  an  adjournment  for  evidence, 
toe  railway  company's  ingenious  counsel  says: 
"  You  must  not  hear  evidence  at  all  now ;  the 
appeUanta  have  closed  their  case " — which  they 
had  closed  long  before  the  request  had  come — 
"and  therefore  you  are  not  entitled  to  hear 
any  evidence."  All  I  can  say  is  this  (I  do  not 
wish  to  say  anything  which  goes  beyond  this 
case),  that  this  is  not  the  way  in  which  a  point 
should  be  raised,  if  objection  is  afterwards  goiiu; 
to  be  taken  to  the  magistrate  having  said  in  his 
order  something  which  he  ought  not  to  have  said. 
I  think  the  law  has  not  made  the  change  which 
Mr.  Boskill  suggests.  I  think  that  the  case  of 
MUlard  V.  Wastall  (77  L.  T.  Rep.  692 ;  18  Cox 
C.  C.  695 ;  (1898)  1  K.  B.  S42)  was  righUy  dedded 
under  the  Public  Health  Act  1875,  which  case 
appUes  to  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891 
and  says  that  in  a  smoke  nuisance  case  it  is  not 
necessary  to  specify  the  works,  but  merely  to  say : 
"Do  not  be  careless  again."  Kow,  it  is  said 
because  the  statute  of  1891  has  said  an  abate- 
ment order  or  a  prohibition  order  shall,  if  the 
person  on  whom  the  order  is  made  so  requires, 
specify  the  work  required  to  be  done,  that  the  law 
is  altered  as  compared  with  sects.  94  and  96  of 
the  Fablio  Health  Act  1875,  which  requires  the 
notice  to  specify  the  work  to  be  done.  In  m^ 
opinion,  as  lar  as  this  case  is  concerned,  the  lawu 
not  altered  substantially.  .  I  quite  agree  that  the 
compulsory  obligation  to  specify  is  taken  away, 
and  now  the  abatement  order  shall,  if  the  person 
on  whom  the  order  is  made  requires  or  the  ooart 
orders  it  to  be  done,  specify  the  works.  That, 
in  my  opinion,  does  not  make  an  abatement 
order  or  a  prohibition  order  bad  because  it  is  said 
no  works  are  required,  but  merely  says:  "Do 
not  stoke  carelessly  again."  But  that  does  not 
quite  cover  the  whole  ground,  because  it  may  be 
said  this  order  is  bad  because  it  does  ajaocaiy 
works,  and  it  specifies  works  without  sufficient 
evidence.  I  think,  if  that  were  really  what  the 
order  means,  it  might  be  open  to  some  objeotiom. 
I  think  thetfair  residing  of  this  order  is :  "I  direet 
the  railway  company  to  fit  the  doors  of  the  fur. 
naces  with  apparatus  to  prevent  the  doors  bang 
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open  or  kept  open  Bimultaneoosly."  The  point 
<a  that  was  this  :  The  reepondents,  the  railway 
company,  had  themselves  said  that  the  only  oanse 
they  could  suggest  was  that  two  doors  were  open 
at  the  same  time,  and  that  stoking  was  going  on 
at  two  furnaces  at  the  same  time.  It  is  true  the 
other  part  goes  on  "  for  example,"  but  I  do  not 
think  that  means  that  that  is  the  only  way  in 
which  it  can  be  done;  and,  looking  at  the  words 
of  the  statute  specifying  the  works  to  be  executed 
«nd  bearing  in  mind  that  mai^strates  aie  not 
«xpert8, 1  see  no  reason  for  holding  that  it  wonld 
not  be  properlv  complied  with  by  saying :  "  You 
are  to  pat  works  which  will  prevent  two  furnace 
doors  being  open  at  the  same  time,"  and,  as  the 
order  goes  on :  "  And  to  adopt  all  other  means 
io  prevent  the  emission  of  black  smoke."  I 
oannot  help  thinking  this  has  been  largely 
brongbt  about  by  the  respondents,  the  railway 
oompany,  the  then  persons  summoned,  taking  an 
objection  which,  in  the  ordinary  conduct  of  litiga- 
tion, I  think  they  ought  not  to  have  takes.  If 
they  were  going  to  raise  the  point  that  the  magis- 
trato  oonld  not  make  a  proper  order  at  their 
request  without  evidanca,  they  ought  not,  in  the 
same  breath,  to  have  objected,  they  having  taken 
the  objection  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  hear 
evidence.  I  think  the  tactics  were  ingenious,  and 
I  think  they  were  obviously  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  any  order  being  made.  1  therefore 
think  this  appeal  fails,  both  on  the  technical 
point  and  on  the  merits. 

WlliLS,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
entirely  agree  that  the  first  point  taken  is  captious. 
With  regard  to  the  second  point,  I  think  myself 
(hat  a  magistrate  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  if  he  had 
to  specify  works,  certainly  onght,  under  all 
ordinary  oircnmstanoes,  to  hear  evidence,  because 
it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  he  is  an  expert  in 
matters  of  this  kind,  or  that  he  is  competent  to 
specify  works  without  knowing  something  about 
it  from  evidence.  But  in  this  case  he  is  not,  I 
think,  80  entirely  without  evidence  as  to  prevent 
his  exercising  jurisdiction.  The  defendants,  who 
were  summoned,  were  asked  to  explain  how  this 
took  place,  and  they  said  that  it  was  owing  to 
two  f  nmace  doors  being  open  at  the  same  time, 
which  is  really  the  substance  of  this  order.  The 
words  "for  example"  might  have  been  entirely 
omitted,  and  I  certainly  think  that  this  objec- 
tion ought  not  to  be  listened  to  in  the  month  of 
a  person  who  has  prevented  the  evidence  being 
given.  I  cannot  conceive,  to  my  mind,  anything 
more  unsatisfactory  or  more  captious  and  un- 
reasonable than  this,  when  the  question  first 
arises  as  to  whether  there  should  be  evidence 
about  works  or  not,  at  the  first  moment  when  it 
oan  arise  and  when  it  is  proposed  that  the 
evidence  shall  be  gone  into,  instead  of  saying  it  is 
necessary  to  have  an  adjournment,  or  anything  of 
that  kind,  objecting  when  the  respondent's  case 
was  closfld  that  it  is  too  late  to  hear  evidence,  and 
then  coming  to  try  and  upset  the  order  because 
(hat  evidence  had  not  been  given.  I  do  not  think 
such  tactics  onght  to  succeed.  I  should  like  to 
«ay,  with  regard  to  the  case  of  JIftlZard  v.  WastaU 
(77  L.  T.  Eep.  692;  18  Cox  0.  C.  695;  (1898) 
1 Q.  B.  342),  that  I  think  it  rightly  decided.  Under 
sect.  94  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  the  tribunal, 
the  magistrate,  the  court  of  summary  jurisdic- 
tion is  empowered  to  do  two  things;  one  is  to 
make  an  order  to  abate  a  noisaaoe,  and  another 


is  an  order  to  execute  works.  If  he  has  power  to 
do  two  thiags,  he  certainly  has  power  to  do  one.  It 
the  second  part  were  wholly  unnecessary  under 
the  circumstances,  I  think  he  would  be  quite 
justified  in  leaving  that  part  out  of  the  order 
which  he  otherwise  would  have  power  to  make  if 
necessary. 

Kkhnbdt,  J. — I  entirely  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment of  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Wills,  and  I 
have  nothing  to  add.  ^^^^^  dUmit»ed. 

Solicitors:  Bireham  and  Co.;  Wat$on,  Son*, 
and.  Eoom. 


Tuesday,  March  1.  % 
(Before  Lord  Altkbstonb,  O.J.,  Wills  and 
Kennbdt,  JJ.) 
Thompson  (app.)  v.  Mason  (i«sp.).  (a) 
Oaming — Shop  —  Automatie  machine  —  Oame  of 
chance    or    skill  —  Gaming    House   Act    1854 
(17  <£■  18  Viet.  o.  38). 
T.,  being  the  occupier  of  a  tobacconist's  shop,  kept 
there  an  automatic  machine  by  which  a  person, 
having  put  a  penny  in  the  slot,  puUs  a  knob,  and 
on  releasing  such  knob  the  penny  fiies  up  into  one 
of  five  comparlinentt.  If  the  penny  goes  into  either 
of  two  eompartm,ents  it  is  returned  to  the  person 
using  the  machine  ;  if  it  goes  into  either  of  the 
two  others  it  is  retained  in  the  machine  ;  but  if 
it  goes  into  the  fifth  he  receives  a  ticket  bywhica 
he  oan  have  a  3d.  cigar  or  its  value  at  hi* 
option. 
It  was  established  by  evidence  that  dexterity  could 
be  acquired  io  lome  extent  by  the  operator  by 
prctetCee,  bvi  the  magistrate  came  to  the  eon* 
dueion  thai  it  wa*  not  proved  that  the  chance* 
were  oZi&e  favourable  to  the  appellant  and  Oie 
operator. 
Setd,  that  T.  was  properly  convicted  of  permitting 
the  shop  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  unlawful 
gaming,  contrary  to  the  Oaming  Mouse  Act 
1854. 
Cash  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellant,  for  that  he, 
being  the  oocopier  of  a  shop,  unlawfully,  know- 
ingly, and  wilifnlly  permitted  it  to  be  opened, 
kept,  and  used  by  other  persons  for  the  purpose 
of  unlawful  gaming  being  carried  on  there,  con- 
trary to  the  Ghiming  House  Act  1854  (17  &  18 
7ict.  c,  38). 

At  the  date  of  the  alleged  ofFence,  and  tor  some 
time  prior  thereto,  the  appellant  carried  on  the 
businesj  of  a  tobacconist  in  the  shop  in  question, 
and  kept  therein  for  the  use  of  persona  who 
frequented  the  shop  an  automatic  machine  worked 
on  the  penny  in  the  slot  system,  and  supplied  by 
the  Northern  Automatic  Company  Limited. 

The  working  of  the  machine  was  thns 
described: 

Having  placed  a  penny  in  the  slot,  the  operator 
pulls  down  a  spring  bv  means  of  a  loiob  and  then 
suddenly  releases  the  knob,  whereupon  the  spring 
flies  up,  and  the  penny  is  projected  into  one  w 
five  oompartmente.  If  in  the  course  of  ite  flight 
the  penny  finds  ite  way  into  either  of  two  com- 
partments it  is  returned  to  the  operator;  if  it 
goes  into  either  of  two  other  compartmento  it 
18  retained  in  the  machine  and  is  lost  to  the 

{,a)  Bepoited  by  W.  Dl  B.  Hibbebt,  K«q.,  BarriMCMtt-LMi 
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operator.  If  the  penny  falls  into  the  fifth  (the 
centre)  compartment,  the  operator  receives  a 
ticket  entitling  him  to  receive  from  the  appellant 
a  3d.  <Af»r  or  its  Talae  at  his  option. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  that 
the  nser  of  the  machine  oonstitated  a  game  of 
skill  as  distinguished  from  a  game  of  chaiace,  or, 
at  all  events,  was  a  game  partly  of  skill,  inasmuch 
as  dexterity  in  the  play  oonld  be  acquired  by 
practice.  &  support  of  that  contention  it  was 
established  by  evidence  before  the  magistrate 
that  soch  dexterity  c^uld  in  fact  be  acquired 
to  some  extent  bv  continuous  practice  witn  the 
machine  or  with  maohinee  of  similar  con- 
stmotion. 

The  magistrate,  however,  on  this  contention 
was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  in  Fielding  v. 
Turner  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  273 ;  (1903)  1  Z.  B.  867) 
was  conclusive  against  the  contention,  seeing  that 
the  constrnotion  of  the  machine  described  in  that 
case  and  ite  operation  (so  far  as  the  mode  of  play 
was  conoemea)  were  in  all  respecte  similar  to  the 
constmction  and  operation  of  the  machine  in  use 
on  the  appellant's  premises. 

It  was  further  contended  for  the  appellant  that 
even  if  the  game  played  were  one  of  chance  and 
not  of  skill,  yet  the  gaming  was  not  unlawful 
gaming,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  proved  that  the 
chances  were  not  alike  favourable  to  the  operator 
and  to  the  appellant,  and  that  the  decision  in 
Fielding  v.  Turner  {tup.)  was  adverse  to  the  appel- 
lant in  that  case,  because  the  chances  of  the  game 
played  were  obviously  not  alike  favourable  to 
nim  and  to  the  operator,  there  being  four  com- 
partmente  (out  of  seven)  in  which  the  coin  was 
lost  to  the  operator. 

No  evidence  was  offered  by  the  appellant  to 
prove  that  the  construction  and  physical  con- 
dition of  the  machine  in  his  shop  and  the  force 
and  adjustment  of  the  spring  were  such  that  it 
was  an  absolutely  even  chance  that  the  penny 
would  fall  into  any  one  of  the  five  oompartmente, 
and  the  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  (except  on 
such  an  assumption  of  fact)  it  could  not  be 
esteblished  that  the  chances  were  alike  favour- 
able to  the  appellant  and  to  the  operator. 

If  that  assumption  were  made,  the  magistrate 
was  of  opinion,  as  a  matter  of  arithmetic  (though 
no  evidence  was  tendered  on  the  point),  that  the 
expectetion  of  the  value  emerging  from  the 
machine  on  the  insertion  of  a  penny  into  the  slot 
would  on  the  average  be 

»d.  +  (Od.  X  i)  +  (Id.  X  S)     ,  . 
J =1* 

That  is  to  say,  the  resolt  in  the  long  mn,  after 
a  vast  series  of  experimente  by  the  same 
customer,  would  be  that  neither  party  would  win 
or  lose. 

There  was,  however,  no  proof  that  this  assump- 
tion was  in  fact  well  founded. 

It  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  that, 
if  indeed  it  were  well  founded  (seeing  that  prac- 
tice with  the  same  machine  woula  admittedly 
give  an  operator  a  g^reator  chance  of  success  than 
e  would  enjoy  on  the  first  occasion),  it  would 
follow  that  the  user  of  the  machine  by  different 
customers,  manv  of  whom  frequentiy  operated 
and  so  acquired  dexterity,  must  in  the  long  run 
result  in  loss  to  the  appellant,  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  if  this  were  so  the  machine  could  be 
reteined  by  him  only  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
onstom  by  encouraging  a  spirit  of  gambling. 


It  was  further  contended  for  the  respondents 
that  playing  at  any  game  of  mere  chance  may 
amount  to  unlawful  gaming,  and  reference  was 
made  to  the  observation  of  Hawkins,  J.  in  Jenk» 
V.  Turpi*  (50  L.  T.  Eep.  808;  13  Q.  B.  Div.,.. 
p.  513),  that  regard  must  be  had  to  the  illegality 
of  the  gaming,  not  merely  to  the  illegality  of  th» 
game,  and  it  was  also  contended  that  the  observa- 
tions of  the  court  in  Fielding  v.  Titmer  (sup.)  had 
reference  to  the  facte  of  that  particular  case,  and 
were  not  intended  to  lay  down  as  a  principle  of 
law  that  there  could  be  no  unlawful  gaming  whei» 
the  chances  of  the  game  as  played  were  alik» 
favourable  to  all  the  players,  and  that  if  it  wer» 
otherwise  a  shopkeeper  might  habitually  play 
pit«h  and  toss  with  his  customers. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant- 
that  using  the  machine  in  the  manner  described, 
did  not  amount  to  unlawful  gaming. 

The  magistrate  came  to  the  conclusion  that  ib 
was  not  proved  that  the  chances  were  alike 
favourable  to  the  appellant  and  to  the  operator^ 
and  that  in  any  event  the  user  of  the  machine  in 
the  ciroumst^ces  mentioned  constituted  th» 
offence  alleged  in  the  information,  and  h» 
accordingly  convicted  the  appellant. 

Danekwerle,  E.G.  and  Lletoelyn  Davie$  for  the 
appellant. — The  conviction  here  was  wrong,  for 
this  is  not  a  game  of  mere  chance  within  /eflA»  v. 
Turpin  (50  L.  T.  Rep.  808;  13  Q.  B.  Div.  605). 
The  present  case  is  very  different  to  Fielding  v. 
Turner  (89  L.  T.  Rep.  273;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  867), 
for  there  the  chances  were  four  to  three  against 
the  player,  but  here  they  are  three  to  two  in  hi» 
favour. 

Jf.  Lush,  K.G.  and  E.  0.  Simpson  for  the 
respondent.  —  The  findings  of  the  magistrate 
show  that  this  was  a  game  of  pure  chance.  Mere 
dexterity  acquired  aner  practice  cannot  make  a 
game  of  chance  a  game  of  skill.  Fielding  t. 
Turner  really  disposes  of  this  case. 

Lord  Altkbstone,  G.J. — If  the  magistrate 
here  had  not  found  the  facts  in  this  case,  but  had 
merely  held  that  the  facts  in  Fielding  v.  Turner 
were  binding  on  him,  I  think  we  should  have  had 
to  send  the  case  back  to  him ;  but  he  has  not> 
done  that.  In  this  case  the  elemente  of  chance 
were  of  the  same  kind  as  in  Melding  v.  ZWnsr; 
but  it  was  contended  that  there  was  more  evidence 
in  this  case  that  it  was  a  game  of  skill  and  not  of 
chance,  and  that  it  was  not  proved  that  the 
chances  were  not  alike  favourable  to  the  operator 
and  the  appellant.  I  think  here  that  the  mi^>iB- 
trato  meant  to  find  that  this  was  a  game  of 
chance,  and  that  the  element  of  skill  involved  in 
it  was  of  the  same  kind  as  in  Fielding  t.  Turner.. 
I  do  not  think  that  there  is  anything  in  this  case 
to  turn  the  game  of  chance  into  a  game  of  skilly 
and  it  cannot  be  said  that  if  a  person  goes  oik 
long  enough  and  so  becomes  more  successful  after 
a  time  that  that  prevente  the  game  being  a  game 
of  chance. 

WiiiLS  and  Einnkot,  JJ.  ooncnrred. 

Appeal  dtcmtMsei. 

Solicitors :  Keith  and  Huntphriet,  for  Peekoter 
and  £icrtven,  Leeds ;  King,  Wigg,  and  Co.,  for  2*. 
Thornton,  Leeds. 
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Tkureday,  March  3. 

(Before  Lord  Altsbstons,  G.J.,  Wills  and 
Kkmnsdt,  JJ.) 

Bbabdsley  (app.)  r.  Giddinqs  (resp.).  (a) 

t\>od  and  drugs — Inttiiution  of  proaeeuium— 
Laying  of  iitformation — Service  of  nunmong— 
Baie  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899  (62  &  63  Viet, 
c  51), «.  19  (1). 
Jl  prosecution  is  instituted  toithin  sect.  19  (1)  of  the 
Ocde  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899  at  the  date 
<m  which  the  information  is  laid  and  the 
tumwums  is  issued,  and  not  on  the  dcUe  when 
,  such  tumnums  is  served. 

Oajsk  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
appellant  against  the  reepondent  for  that  on  the 
23rd  Jane  1903  he  unlawfcdly  sold  milk  not  of 
the  nature,  snbstanoe,  and  quality  as  that  de- 
manded by  the  porchaser,  bnt  detioient  in  milk 
fat  to  the  extent  of  15  per  cent. 

The  information  was  laid  by  the  appellant  on 
41ie  18th  Jnly  1903,  and  the  summons  was  issued 
and  signed  by  a  jostice  of  the  peaoe  and  left  by 
the  appellant  with  the  police  for  service  on  the 
4aame  day. 

The  summons,  however,  was  not  served  upon 
the  respondent  until  the  22nd  July  1903. 

The  summons  was  returnable  at  the  petty 
eesaions  held  on  the  18th  Aug.  1903. 

Sect.  19,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and 
Drugs  Act   1899  (62  &   63  Yict.  o.  51)  is  as 

foUows : 

(1)  When  any  articla  of  food  or  dmg  has  been  pnr- 
<iliaaed  from  any  person  for  test  porposei  any  prose- 
ontion  imder  tbe  Sale  ct  Food  aad  Brags  Act*  in 
xeapeot  thereof,  notwithstanding  anything  oontained  in 
aeot.  20  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Aot  1875,  shall 
not  be  institnted  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-eight 
days  firom  the  time  of  the  pnrobaae. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  summons  the  solicitor  for 
the  respondent  took  the  preliminary  objection 
that  the  proceedings  had  not  been  institnted 
within  the  time  specified  under  the  alxive  section, 
the  alleged  offence  having  been  committed  on  the 
23rd  June  1903  and  the  summons  not  served 
nntil  the  22nd  Jnly  following,  the  summons 
therefore  being  served  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty.e^fht  diays  from  the  date  of  the  alleged 
offence.  The  respondent's  solicitor  contended 
that  the  laying  of  the  information  and  issue  of  a 
tgnnunons  was  not  the  institution  of  the  prosecu- 
tion and  that  the  prosecution  was  not  instituted 
until  the  service  Of  the  summons,  and  that  as 
the  summons  had  not  been  served  until  after  the 
expiration  of  twenty-eight  days  it  must  be  dis- 
missed. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  date  when  he 
laid  the  information  weis  the  date  from  which  the 
commencement  of  the  prosecution  was  to  be 
calculated,  and  as  the  imormation  was  laid  and 
summons  issued  within  the  twenty-eight  days  the 
proaoution  was  instituted  within  the  time  limit. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  time  from 
which  the  institution  of  the  prosecution  was  to 
be  ealcnlated  was  the  date  of  the  service  of  the 
summons,  and  not  the  date  of  the  laying  of  the 
information,  and  they  therefore  held  ttiat  the 
prooeedings  hiA  not  been  instituted  within  the 
twenty-eight  days  from  the  date  of  the  alleged 
olfenoe. 

(a)  Beportad  by-W.  os  B.  Hsussi,  Kaq.,  BarriMw-at-lAw. 


Th^  therefore  held  the  objection  made  by  the 
respondent's  solicitor  to  be  good  and  dismissed 
the  summons. 

J.  S.  Randolph  for  the  appellant. — The  institn- 
tion  of  the  prosecution  under  sect.  19  (1)  of  the 
Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899  means  the 
institation  of  the  prosecution  by  the  prosecutor, 
and  that  is  done  when  he  lays  the  information. 
When  he  has  done  that,  he  can  do  no  more,  as 
the  summons  is  issued  by  the  justices,  and  when 
so  issued  is  served  by  the  police.  In  Thorpe 
v.  PriestnaU  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  159)  it  was  held 
that  the  prosecution  was  instituted  when  the 
information  was  laid.  The  justices  appear  to 
have  considered  Cowling  v.  Taylor's  Drug  Com- 
pany  (66  J.  P.  11),  where  it  was  decided  that  a 
prosecution  under  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs 
Acts  is  not  institnted  until  the  summons  has 
been  served.  That  case  certainly  does  not  bind 
this  court,  and  I  submit  that  it  was  wrongly 
decided. 

J.  A.  Simon  for  the  respondent.  —  Thorpe  v. 
PriestnaU  (sup.)  was  decided  under  the  Sunday 
Observance  Act/  1676,  but,  in  order  to  find  out 
whether  the  institation  of  proceedings  refers  to 
the  laying  of  the  information  or  the  service  of  the 
Buramons,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the  whole 
scheme  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Acts.  The 
reason  for  giving  a  limited  time  under  theee 
statutes,  which  deal  with  articles  of  a  more  or  less 
perishable  nature,  is  to  let  the  person  who  sold 
the  food  or  drug  know  within  a  reasonable  time 
that  proceedings  are  going  to  be  taken  against 
him.  Under  sect.  10  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and 
Drugs  Aot  1879  it  was  provided  that  the 
service  of  the  summons,  if  the  thing  was  perish- 
able, was  to  be  within  twenty-eight  days.  That 
section  is  now  repealed,  and,  if  the  conten- 
tion of  the  appellant  here  is  right,  the  seller,  for 
whose  protection  these  sections  were  inserted,  is 
really  in  a  worse  position,  and  this  could  not 
have  been  intended.  In  Ditcher  v.  Deniton  (11 
Moo.  P.  C.  324)  the  service  of  a  citation  was 
held  to  be  the  institution  of  t^e  proceedings.  He 
also  referred  to 

Tatei  V.  The  Queen  52  L.  T.  Bep.  305 ;  14  Q.  B.  Div. 
618. 

Lord  ALYaKSTONB,  O.J.  —  Mr.  Simon  has 
brought  before  us  a  very  able  argument  for 
limiting  the  construction  of  this  sect.  19  of  the 
Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Aot  1899,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  we  can  accept  it.  He  said  that 
sect.  10  of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drags  Act  1879, 
which  said  that  the  summons  must  be  served 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and,  in  the  case  of  a 
perishable  article,  within  twenty-eight  days, 
t)eing  now  repealed  and  replaced  by  sect.  19, 
showed  what  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature 
in  passing  the  later  section,  and  that  as  the 
earner  one  referred  to  the  service  of  the  summons, 
the  later  one  must  also  mean  the  service  of  the 
summons  when  referring  to  the  institution  of  the 
projocution.  That  is  a  dangerous  argument,  for 
by  repealing  the  earlier  section  and  enacting  a 
different  section  the  Legislature  may  have  in- 
tended otherwise,  and  meant  to  alter  the  time 
from  which  the  period  ran.  Now,  sect.  19  says 
that  a  prosecution  shall  not  be  instituted  after 
the  expiration  of  twenty-eight  days  from  the  time 
of  the  purchase.  Laying  of  an  Information  and 
issuing  a  summons  are  well  known  as  the  com- 
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menoement  of  a  proeeontion,  and  it  would  require 
strone  indications  of  intention  or  strong  necessity 
to  make  ns  hold  that  a  commencement  of  a  prose- 
oation  doe*  not  mean  iMing  the  information  and 
issuing  the  summons.  It  wonld  be  unsafe  to  hold 
that,  because  proceedings  under  these  Acts  onght 
to  be  taken  promptly,  the  institntion  of  the 
proeeontion  is  the  service  of  the  summons.  If 
the  service  of  the  summons  was  the  test,  we  should 
have  found  other  words,  in  fact  express  words,  to 
that  effect. 

W1LL8,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  impossible  to  see  from  sect.  19  of 
the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drags  Act  1899  whether  it 
was  meant  to  continue  the  old  policy  or  whether 
that  old  polioy  should  be  got  rid  of.  We  must 
therefore  look  at  the  actual  words  of  the  statute 
and  put  a  natural  construction  on  them.  The 
commencement  of  a  prosecution  means  the 
beginning  of  the  pTOceedings  by  which  a '  person 
is  brought  before  the  court,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  words  of  sect.  19  to  show  a  contrary  in- 
tention. In  Ditcher  t.  Deniaon  (rup.)  the  Acts 
imported  nothing  of  themselves,  and  had  to  be 
followed  up  by  a  citation.  It  may  be  said  to  be 
the  nearest  case  to  support  the  respondent's 
contention,  but  it  lays  down  nothing  of  any 
general  application,  but  depended  upon  the  pro- 
ceedings in  that  particular  court,  wuioh  was  an 
ecclesiastical  one. 

Kkknbdt,  J. — I  agree.  I  see  nothing  to  make 
one  feel  justified  in  saying  that  the  words  "  any 

Sroaeontion  .  .  .  shall  not  be  instituted  ' 
oes  not  refer  to  the  laying  of  the  information. 
Laying  the  information  is  the  institution  of 
a  prosecution  and  not  the  service  of  a  summons. 
The  words  in  the  Criminal  Law  Amendment  Act 
1885  are  very  nearly  the  same,  and  under  the 
words  of  that  Act,  which  are  in  no  sense  essen- 
tially different^  but  substantially  the  same,  the 
laying  of  the  information  within  the  specified 
time  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors :  B.  B.  WheaOey,  Son,  and  Daniel, 
for  Cruttioell,  Daniel,  and .  CruUtoelli,  Frome ; 
J.  T.  Eo$$iim;  for  E.  B.  Titley,  Bath. 


Friday,  liareh  4. 

(Before  Lord  Altsbstors,  O.J.,  Esnnbdt  and 

Channbu.,  JJ.) 

BiABDSLET  (app.)  V.  PiKB  AKD  SoNB  (resps.).  (a) 

Weight*  and  meaiuret — Sale  of  coal — "  Caiue  the 

weight  of  the  vehicle    .    .    ,    to  be  previoutly 

ascertained  " —  Weights  and  Measv/res  Act  1889 

(52  £53  Vict.  e.  21),  s.  22. 

By  sect.  22  (1)  of  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act 
1889 :  "  Where  any  quantity  of  coal  exceeding 
two  hundredweiaht  is  conveyed  for  delivery  on 
sale  in  a  vehicle  in  bulk,  the  seller  of  the  eoal 
shall  .  .  .  cause  the  weight  of  the  vehicle  to 
be  previotuly  ascertained.    .    .    ," 

Held,  that  the  true  test  was  whether  the  vehicle  had 
been  weighed  so  recently  and  under  such  cireum- 
stances  that  its  correct  weight  had  been  aseer' 
tained. 

Semble,  that  weighing  at  reasonable  intervals  was 

(a)  B«port«d  by  W.  DI B.  UiaBBBT.  E«4-<  BkrrlMW-ftt-Law. 


not  the  proper  test,  but  th4U  the  waggon  need  not 
be  toeigked  before  every  delivery. 

Gabb  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
appellant  against  the  respondents  for  failing  to 
insert  or  cause  to  be  inserted  on  a  ticket  a  state- 
ment of  the  correct  weight  of  the  vehicle,  contrary 
to  sect.  22  of  the  flights  and  Measures  Act 
1889. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  summons  there  was 
evidence  on  behaU  of  the  appellant  of  the  de> 
livery  of  a  load  of  coal  to  one  Kate  Hurdle  on  the' 
23rd  Got  1903,  and  that  on  the  ticket  delivoed 
with  the  coal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act  1889  the  tare 
woght  of  the  waggon  was  entered  at  lO^owt. 

The  appellant  and  his  assistant  also  gave  evi> 
dence  to  the  effect  that  after  the  delivery  of  th» 
coal  on  the  2Srd  Oct.  1903  the  waggon  was 
weighed  by  the  appellant,  and  the  actual  weight 
was  then  Ilowt.  Neither  of  the  respondents  was 
present  at  the  weighing,  and  there  was  some  oon- 
tradictotj  evidence  between  the  appellant  and  tii» 
keeper  of  the  weighbridge,  who  was  present  at  the 
weighing,  as  to  we  exact  wd^ht  of  the  vehide, 
but,  having  regard  to  the  decision  in  Knowles  and 
Sons  LimiUd  v.  Sinclair  (77  L.  T.  Rep.  624 ;  (1898) 
1  Q.  B.  170)  that  the  correct  weight  to  be  inserted 
in  the  ticket  was  the  weight  as  ascertained  pre- 
vious to  the  delivery,  the  justices  did  not  con- 
sider it  neoescanr  to  find  as  a  fact  what  the 
correct  weight  of  the  vehicle  was  after  the  coal 
had  been  delivered. 

The  raspondents  contended  through  their  soli- 
citor that,  the  waggon  having  been  weighed  as 
reoenUy  as  the  20th  Oct  1903  and  found  then  to 
scale  only  lO^cwt.,  there  was  no  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  respondents  to  have  the  same  weighed 
previous  to  the  delivery  of  the  coal  on  the  fol- 
lowing 2Srd  Oct 

Evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  reenon- 
dents  of  the  weighing  of  the  waggon  on  the  20th. 
Oct.  1903  and  that  the  weight  was  then  only 
lOiowt,  and  that  the  same  vehicle  had  been 
weighed  on  many  previous  occasions  and  never 
wMghed  more  than  lO^cwt. 

The  appellant,  however,  contended   that  the 

Provisions  of  the  Wdghts  and  Measures  Act 
889  had  not  been  compued  with,  that  the  weight 
of  the  waggon  was  liable  to  vary  from  day  to 
day,  and  that  it  was  obligatory  upon  the  seller  of 
the  coal  to  cause  the  weight  of  the  vehicle,  as  well 
as  of  the  coal  it  contained,  to  be  ascertained  by  a 
weighing  machine  previous  to   each  delivery  of 


The  justices  found  as  facts :  (1)  that  the 
vehicle  was  not  weighed  on  the  23rd  Oct  1903 
previous  to  the  deliveiy  of  coal  on  that  day ;  (2) 
that  the  vehicle  was  last  weighed  on  the  20th 
Oct.  1903,  on  the  occasion  of  a  previous  deUveiy 
of  coal  by  the  respondents,  and  then  weighed 
onlv  lOJcwt 

They  held,  however,  that  the  respondents  were 
not  obliged  to  take  the  weight  of  the  waggon  pre- 
vious to  each  delivery  of  coal,  bat  only  at 
reasonable  intervals,  and  that  they  had  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Act,  and  they  there- 
fore dismissed  the  summons. 

By  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act  1889  (52  & 
53  "Vict  0.21),  8. 22: 

(1)  Where  any  quantity  of  ooal  azoMdinff  two 
hundredweight  is  conveyed  for  delivery  on  sale  in  a 
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Tshiole  in  bulk,  tha  Mller  of  the  ooal  ihall,  nalms  the 
Tehiole  is  pToridad  by  the  pmohaaar,  oaaia  the  weight 
of  the  Tehiale,  aa  well  aa  of  the  ooal  oonfauned  therain. 
to  be  prerioaily  Moertuned  by  a  weighing  inatniment 
■tamped  by  the  inapeotor  of  weighta  and  mcaanzea  and 
being  on  or  near  to  the  place  from  which  the  ooal  ia 
bronght,  and  shall  from  time  to  time  oanse  the  tare 
weight  of  the  rehicle  to  be  marked  therein  in  anoh 
manner  aa  the  local  anthority  spproTe.  (2)  In  any 
■noh  oaae  the  aeller  of  the  ooal  shall  inaert  or  oanaa  to 
be  inaerted  in  the  ticket  required  by  thia  Act  to  be  giren 
by  him  a  statement  of  the  correct  weight  of  the  Tehiole, 
or  of  the  vehicle  and  of  the  animal  drawing  it  where  both 
are  weighed  together  with  the  load,  aa  wall  as  of  tfae 
correot  weight  of  the  ooal  contained  in  the  Tehiole.  (3) 
It  any  person  fails  to  eomply  with  the  reqnirementa  of 
thia  section  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  fine  not  exceeding  51. 

/.  B.  Randolph  for  the  appellant. 

Tbereapondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  ALYEBSTonE,  O.J.— I  think  this  cue 
Brart  go  back  to  the  jnatioes.  The  waggon  was 
net  weighed  between  the  20bh  and  23rd  Oct,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  that  the  weight  of  the 
waggon  varied  at  certain  timee.  It  may  have 
been  thought  that  if  the  waggon  was  weighed  at 
reasonable  intervals  that  would  suffice,  bot  I  do 
not  think  that  that  is  the  proper  teat.  J  do  not 
think  that  a  waggon  should  be  weighed  before 
ever^  delivery,  but  the  question  is  whether  the 
juatioea  had  evidence  before  them  that  it  had  been 
weighed  so  recently  and  under  snoh  circumstances 
that  the  correct  weight  had  been  ascertained. 

Kennedy  and  Ohannell,  JJ.  concurred. 
Ccue  remitted  to  juttieeB. 

Solicitors  :  B.  B.  Whealley'Son,  and  Daniel,  for 
CruttweU,  Daniel,  and  Cruttwelle,  Frome. 


f^OMSt  of  loTtns, 

April  22,  26,   and  May  2. 
(Before   the  Lobd    Chanckllob     (Halsbnry). 
Lords    Dayby,   Jambs  of  Hbbbfobd,    and 
robkbtson.) 

Catbbhah    Ubban     Distbict     Council     v. 

godbtonb  rubal  distbict  council,  (o) 
on  appeal  fb03i  the  coubt  of  appeal  in 

ENGLAND. 

Local  government — Alteration  of  boundariee — 
Creation  of  new  urban  dislnet — Adjustment 
of  property  and  liahilitiei — Local  Oovemment 
Act  1888  (51  *  52  Viet.  e.  41),  «.  62. 

The  lots  of  a  portion  of  a  ratepaying  area  does  not 
support  a  claim  for  an  adjustment  of  "property, 
income,  debts,  liabilities,  or  expenses,"  within 
the  meaning^  sect.  62  of  the  Local  Government 
Act  1888.  Therefore  where  a  parish  forming 
part  of  a  rural  district  was  made  into  a  sepa- 
rate urban  district  by  an  order  of  the  county 
council  under  the  Act,  and  before  the  alteration 
the  contribution  out  of  the  rates  of  that  parish 
towards  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  high- 
ways in  the  rural  district  had  largely  exceeded 
the  cost  of  maintaining  the  highways  in  that 
parish : 

Held  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  helow), 
that  the  rural  district  council  had  no  ground 

(a)  B«port«d  by  0.  E,  IdALDEH,  Baq.,  BuiliMF«t-LkW. 
ToL  XC,  2332. 


for  contending  that,  as  their  income  and  expense* 
were  affected  by  the  alteration,  it  was  a  matter 
requiring  adjustment  under  sect,  62  of  the  Local 
Oovemment  Act  1888. 
Boohdale  Union  v.  Hasllngden  Union  (80  L.  T. 
Bep.  146  ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  540)  and  Buckingham, 
shire  County  Council  v.  Hertfordshire  County 
Council  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  85 ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  516) 
overruled. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Ooart  of  Appeal 
(Yaughan  Williams,  Stirling,  and  Mathew,  L.J  J.), 
reported  88L.T.  Bep.  414;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  554, 
who  had  affirmed  a  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  upon 
a  special  case  stated  by  an  arbitrator. 

The  question  was  whether,  when  a  new  urban 
district  is  created  under  the  Local  Government 
Acts  of  1888  and  1894  out  of  part  of  a  previously 
existing  mral  district,  the  latter  is  entitled,  under 
sect.  62  of  the  Local  Gh>vemment  Act  1888,  to  an 
adjustment  of  property,  income,  debts,  liabilities, 
or  expenses  in  respect  of  the  loss  of  a  ratepaying 
area  caused  by  the  severance.  The  courts  below 
held  that  the  respondents  were  so  entitled  on 
the  authority  of  the  cases  of  Bochdale  Union 
Y.Haslingden  Union  (80  L.  T.  Rep.  146;  (1899) 
1  Q.  B.  540)  and  Buckingham»hire  County 
Council  V.  Hertfordshire  County  Council  (80  L.  T. 
Rep.  86;  (1899)  IQ.B.  615). 

The  special  case  and  the  sections  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  are  set  out  in  full  in  the  reports  in 
the  court  below. 

B.  Bray,  K.C.  and  If.  Shearman,  K.C.  appeared 
for  the  appellants. 

C.  A.  BusseV,  K.C.  and  Q.  Hamphreyt  for  th» 
respondents. 

Bray,  K.C.  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

At  the  oondosion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

3ray  2.— Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  LoBD  ChancbllOb  (Halsbnry).  —  My 
Lords:  I  am  of  opinion  in  this  case  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Appeal  Court  and  of  Wright,  J. 
should  be  reversed;  but  in  truth,  though  the 
question  is  raised  in  this  case  and  the  consequence 
must  follow,  it  is  really  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Bochdale  Union  v.  Haslingden  Union  (ubt  sup.), 
which  is  here  under  appeal.  There  seems  to  have 
been  some  misapprehension  about  the  decision  m 
that  case.  Lord  RnsselJ,  C.J.  commences  his 
judgment  by  saying  that  he  agrees  with  the 
judgment  of  Channel!,  J.  "  substantially,"  and 
entirely  in  the  principle  involved  in  it;  but, 
upon  the  point  now  in  debate,  tfae  judgment  of 
Channel],  J.  and  Ridley,  J.,  who  entirely  agreed 
with  him,  was  the  other  way.  The  language  of 
the  section  now  under  construction  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  appropriate  to  the  compensation 
of  one  district  for  being  placed  "  in  a  leas  advanta- 
geous financial  position '  (those  are  the  words  used 
by  the  Legislature  itself)  than  before  the  altera., 
iion  in  its  boundaries.  This  is  language  which 
the  Legislature  has  used  elsewhere  when  what  is 
now  contended  for  was  contemplated  by  the 
Legislature,  but  1  do  not  think  that  the  62nd 
section  ever  contemplated  "  adjustment "  as  being 
applicable  to  such  a  state  of  things  as  has  been 
brought  about  by  a  diminution  of  rateable  'area. 
Where  two  areas  are  being  divided,  and  each 
becomes  responsible  for  its  own  administration. 
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and  where  previonsly  they  posaessed  property,  it 
is  obTioaa  enough  that  they  mnat  have  some  mode 
of  adjoating  the  diviaion  of  the  property  which 
each  possessed  prior  to  snoh  separation — the 
bnildinga,  for  example,  the  workhouses  for  the 
administration  of  the  poor  law  —  and,  to  quote 
the  langnaAe  of  the  section,  "property,  income, 
debts,  liabiUties,  and  expenses."  The  only  word 
within  which  the  present  claim  can  be  embraced 
is  the  word  "  income."  Now,  it  may  be  conceded 
that  in  a  loose  mode  of  speech  the  capacity  for 
)>eing  rated  for  fntare  liabilities  might  lie  so 
'deacribed,  but  it  would  not  be  accurate.  And  it 
ia  not  with  the  word  itaelf  alone  that  one  has  to 
deal,  bat  with  the  word  aaaociated,  as  it  ia  here, 
with  the  worda,  "  property,  debta,  liabilities,  and 
expenses."  I  cannot  think  that  the  Legislature 
intended  so  gmve  a  departure  from  the  general 
and  very  obviona  meaning  of  the  words  that  it 
iiaa  actually  naed.  Where  it  did  intend  to  allow 
oompenaation  to  be  given — compensation,  be  it 
obaerred,  not  adjuatment— it  has  shown  that  it  can 
use  appropriate  and  express  words  for  the 
purpose,  and  the  words,  "  property,  and  income 
from  property  "  can  well  be  satisfied  by  a  division 
■of  property  and  income  resulting  from  property 
without  importing  the  element  of  compensation 
ior  loss  of  income.  Even  if  the  word  "  income  " 
itaelf  were  appropriately  uaed,  I  think  tbat  the 
word  "  adjuatment,"  aa  diatinguiahed  from  "  com- 
jwnaation,"  meana  a  diviaion  of  exiating  assets, 
while  "compensation"  would  be  quite  rightly 
interpreted  to  mean  the  loss  of  some  right  to 
obtain  income  by  rating,  or  of  aome  area  which 
wonld  fnmish  the  ri^ht  to  get  income.  But  it 
eeema  to  me  to  be  qmte  contrary  to  principle,  in 
the  case  of  the  alteration  of  boondaries  applic- 
able to  a  municipal  body,  which  is  to  be  for  the 
future  self-sufficing,  to  make  the  adjuatment  of 
ita  "  property  and  income,  debta  and  liabilities," 
a  BUDJeot  of  compensating  arrangements.  Of 
course,  if  the  Legialature  haa  done  it  it  must 
be  acquieaced  in;  but  I  entirely  disaent  from 
the  idea  of  presuming  that  this  has  been  done 
without  express  words.  For  these  reasons  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  judgment  appealed  from 
ought  to  be  reversed,  and  I  so  move  your 
Lordships. 

Lord  Davbt.— Hy  Lords :  The  question  to  be 
determined  in  this  appeal  was  thus  stated  by 
Yaughan  Williams,  L.J. :  "It  is  said,"  he 
observes, "  that  by  reaaon  of  the  aeparation  of 
the  parish  of  Gaterham  from  the  Qodatone  rural 
district,  the  council  of  that  diatriot  will  lose  the 
profit  which  they  formerly  derived  from  the  oon- 
tribntion  of  the  parish  of  Gaterham";  and  the 
question,  he  added,  was  whether  that  apprehended 
loaa  wao  matter  for  adjuatment  purauant  to  the 
provisionB  of  sect.  62  of  the  Local  Government 
Act  1888.  Mr.  Busaell  disclaimed  stating  the 
question  in  that  way.  But  I  think  that  the  Lord 
Justice  accurately  described  the  claim  which  is 
put  forward  by  the  respondents.  What  they  are 
seeking  is  not  an  adjustment,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  that  word,  of  common  property  or 
liabilities,  or  of  any  reciprocal  habuitiea  of 
Gaterham  and  Godstone  towards  each  other,  but 
for  compensation  for  a  loss  which  they  apprehend 
that  they  will  suffer  by  the  severance  of  Gaterham 
from  the  Godstone  rural  district.  I  do  not 
assume  that  the  arbitrator,  if  he  should  be 
required  to  proceed  with  the  matter,  would  award 


to  the  respondents  the  full  amount  of  the 
extravagant  claim  put  forward  by  them ;  and  I 
refer  to  that  claim  only  as  showing  the  true 
nature  of  their  demand.  The  first  observation 
that  occurs  to  me  is  that  seat.  62  says  nothing 
about  compensation  for  appre^iended  loss  of 
profit  or  injury.  Tour  Lordahipa  are  familiar 
with  Acts  of  Parliament  which  give  a  right 
to  auch  oompenaation,  and  one  would  have 
expected  if  that  was  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
that  it  would  have  been  expressed  in  plain  terms. 
Local  authorities  are  by  the  aection  in  question 
authorised  to  make  agreements  for  the  purpose 
of  adjusting  "any  property,  income,  debts, 
liabilities,  and  expenses."  The  prima  facie  mean- 
ing of  these  worda  ia  to  give  powers  or  facilities 
for  adjusting  any  matters  which  by  reason  of  the 
Act  or  a  scheme  made  under  it  require  adjust- 
ment. In  the  following  worda  the  expression  is 
altered.  The  section  goes  on  to  say  (reading  it 
short)  that  any  agreement  authorised  by  the  Act 
to  be  made  "  for  the  purpose  of  the  adjustment 
of  any  property,  debts,  liabilities,  or  financial 
relatione,"  may  provide  for  the  transfer  or  reten- 
tion of  any  property,  debts,  or  liabilities,  or  for 
the  joint  use  of  any  property,  and  for  the  transfer 
of  any  duties,  and  for  payment  by  either  party  to 
the  agreement  in  respect  of  property,  debts, 
duties,  and  liabilities  so  transferred  or  retained, 
or  of  auch  joint  uaer,  or  in  respect  of  the  aalary, 
remuneration,  or  compenaation  payable  to  any 
officer  or  peraon.  I  have  troubled  yonr  Lord- 
ships  by  reading  the  eectioa  at  length  because 
the  latter  words,  in  my  opinion,  confirm  the 
prima  fade  meaning  which  I  attach  to  the  earlier 
words.  It  must  be  admitted,  I  think,  that  the 
property,  debts,  or  liabilities  to  be  retained  or 
transferred  must  mean  existing  property  or 
debts,  or  a  liability  actually  incurred,  and  the 
expression  financial  relations,  I  think,  also  refers 
to  any  reciprocal  financial  obligations  which  the 
undivided  district  and  the  reserved  portion  may 
have  already  incurred  towards  each  other.  I 
construe  the  words  "  income  and  expenses  "  in 
the  same  manner.  I  think  that  "  income  "  m^ms 
income  presently  enjoyed,  or  to  which  there  is  a 
present  title,  and  does  not  include  income  which 
may  hereafter  be  derived  from  property  which  is 
held  in  trust  for  the  district,  or  some  income  auoh 
aa  a  rentcharge  or  other  annual  payment  applic- 
able under  aome  charitable  trust  or  otherwise 
for  the  benefit  of  the  district  or  relief  of  the  rate- 
payers in  it.  I  think  that  the  words  would  also 
include  the  proceeds  of  any  rate  already  made  on 
the  whole  district.  It  is  fame  that  income  in  this 
aense  would  strictiy  be  included  under  the  general 
word  "  property,"  and  that  is,  perhaps,  the  reason 
why  the  word  is  dropped  out  in  the  subsequent 
enumeration  of  matters  of  adjustment.  I  am, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  words  of  the 
section  do  not  necessarily,  or  according  to  their 
proper  construction,  confer  any  such  right  aa  is 
claimed  in  this  litigation.  But  I  think  that  the 
case  may  be  put  on  a  broader  principle.  The  veiy 
object  of  the  scheme  which  has  been  made  under 
sect.  57  of  the  Act  is  to  enable  the  present  appel- 
lants to  rate  their  own  district  and  expend  the 
ratea  ao  raiaed  for  the  exduaive  benefit  of  their 
own  diatrict.  In  fact,  when  one  speaks  of  the 
severance  of  an  administrative  unit  it  is  only  a 
compendious  way  of  expressing  this  result.  That 
the  rates  derived  from  the  severed  district  will  be 
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lost)  to  the  district  from  which  it  is  severed  is  the 
inevitable  consequence  and  intention  of  putting 
the  Act  in  force,  and  if  this  were  understood  by 
the  Legislatnre  to  be  a  matter  of  compensation 
some  words  wonld  be  found  in  the  Act  which 
would  confer  the  right  to  such  compensation. 
Adjustment  seems  to  me  a  different  idea  from 
compensation.  When  a  severance  takes  place  of 
an  administrative  unit  some  adjustment  is  neces- 
sary. There  are,  or  may  be,  common  property  or 
income,  debts,  liabilities,  or  expenses  owing  or 
incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  undivided  area. 
These  matters  require  adjustment,  and  sect.  62 
appears  to  me  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  pro- 
cedure section  for  enabling  such  matters  to  be 
adjusted.  But  the  respondents  have  no  vested 
interests  in  the  profit  to  be  derived  from  the 
Caterham  highway  rates  after  severance,  and 
there  is  no  abstract  right  of  either  of  the  parties 
to  be  compensated  by  the  other  for  any  future 
financial  detriment  arising  from  acts  directed  or 
authorised  by  the  Legislature ;  and  in  my  opinion 
there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  which  creates  such 
a  right.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
appttil  should  be  allowed.  It  follows  from  what 
I  have  said  that  I  think  the  cases  of  Bochdale 
Union  v.  Matlingden  Union  and  Btuikinghamshire 
County  Council  v.  Hertfordshire  County  Council 
were  wrongly  decided,  and  should  be  overruled. 

Lord  James  of  Hebefobd. — My  Lords:  In 
this  case  I  agree  with  the  opinions  already 
expressed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  should  be  reversed ;  for  I  concur  in  the 
view  that  the  loss  of  a  portion  of  a  ratepaying 
area  does  not  support  a  claim  for  an  adjustment 
of  "property,  income,  debts,  liabilities,  or 
expenses  "  within  the  meaning  oE  sect.  62  of  the 
Local  Government  Act  of  1888.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  separation  of  a  portion  of  an  area  within 
which  a  rate  has  been  levied  cannot  occasion  a 
loss  of  "income"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section  to  the  remaining  portion  of  the  area ;  nor 
can  such  change  in  the  existence  of  the  rateable 
area  occasion  any  claim  for  adjustment  under  the 
word  "  liability."  Both  of  these  words, " income" 
and  "  liabilities,"  must  be  read  as  referring  to 
ascertained  and  existing  income  and  liabilities, 
and  cannot  be  held  to  include  the  mere  UabUity  to 
be  rated  if  the  order  of  division  had  not  lieen 
made.  It  may  be  that  the  application  of  this 
view  may  in  some  cases  confer  on  one  portion  of 
a  divided  area  substantial  advantage  at  the 
expense  of  another  portion.  But  if  such  gain  or 
loss  would  amount  to  injustice,  it  may  be  that 
the  remedy  is  to  be  found  by  objeotang  to  the 
order  being  made  by  the  county  council  under 
sect.  57  of  the  Act,  or  to  its  confirmation  by  the 
Local  Grovemment  Board. 

Lord  BoBBRTSON.  —  My  Lords :  I  am  very 
clearly  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  claim  of  the  respondents  comes  within  sect.  62  ; 
and  when  I  say  so  I  mean  not  merely  that  the 
word  "  adjust "  and  the  other  phrases  used  are  not 
appropriate  to  cover  it,  but  that  the  claim  is,  in 
its  nature  and  substance,  altogether  heterogeneous 
to  the  things  contemplated,  and  is  outside  the 
scheme  of  vetting  up  new  authorities,  as  stated  in 
the  Act.  It  must  be  remembered  that  when, 
under  sect.  62,  Caterham  and  Godstone  proceed 
to  "  adjust,"  whatever  that  means,  they  meet  as 
separate  and  self-contained  rating  authorities, 


Caterham  having  been,  by  deliberate  statutory 
proceeding,  vested  with  the  full  and  exclusive 
power  of  rating  for  its  own  use  within  the 
boundaries  assigned  to  it^  and  Godstone,  while 
retaining  its  old  name,  having  a  jurisdiction 
differing  from  and  smaller  than  that  which 
formerly  existed.  The  direct  and  neceesai^  result 
of  setting  up  Caterham  as  an  urban  district  is  to 
establish  not  merely  one,  but  two  new  rating 
units — namely,  Caterham  and  the  lesser  God- 
stone. The  rating  in  each  is  necessarily  on  the 
new  basis  of  the  new  area,  and  it  would  be  merely 
an  accident  if  the  rates  in  the  two  areas  were  the 
same  after  as  before  the  separation.  Now,  the 
assumption,  and  what  I  must  venture  to  call  the 
fallacy,  of  the  judgments  under  review  is  that  the 
Legislature  intended  that  the  two  new  bodies 
should  bet  about  what  Bruce,  J.  calls  "  restoring 
the  true  balance " — that  is  to  say,  the  former 
balance — of  rates.  I  see  no  warrant  for  any  such 
assumption.  On  the  contrary,  I  should  suppose 
that  in  some  cases  at  least  one  of  the  reasons 
why  a  new  urban  district  is  set  up  is  because  the 
rating  is  unfair,  and  would  be  made  more  equit- 
able by  dividing  the  rating  area  into  two.  The 
inhabitants  of  some  proposed  new  district  (I  am 
not  for  the  moment  speaking  of  Caterham)  may 
vei7  well  say  that  they,  having  grown  into  a 
self-contained  community,  are  made  to  pay  for 
things  in  which  they  have  no  interest,  and, 
because  of  their  large  valuation,  are  paving  more 
than  the  people  who  are  interested  in  them.  All 
these  considerations  and  the  like,  pro  and  eon., 
are  for  the  county  council  and  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board.  But  the  cases  of  Bochdale  Union  v. 
Hatlingden  Union  and  Buckinghanuhire  County 
Council  V.  Hertfordshire  County  Council  depend 
upon  the  view  that  in  the  matter  of  rates  the 
status  quo  before  the  order  is  to  be  treated  aa 
the  standard  of  right  after  the  order,  and  that 
any  detriment  on  the  one  side  and  advantage 
on  the  other,  caused  by  the  independence  of 
the  new  district,  are  to  be  redressed  by  adjust- 
ment. I  see  no  trace  of  an  intention  thus  to 
stereotype  by  compensation  the  results  of  a 
^stem  of  rating  which,  ex  hypothesi,  has  ceased. 
Of  course,  it  is  quite  oonoeiTaDle  that  the  Legis- 
lature might  hdve  made  it  a  condition  of  the 
setting  up  of  a  new  rating  body  that  it  should 
purchase  its  independence,  and  might  have  taken 
the  financial  position  in  the  year  of  independence 
as  fixing  the  price.  But  this  is  an  idea  unex- 
pressed in  the  statute,  and  remote  from  the  simple 
one  expressed  in  sect.  62,  which  primarilv  at  least 
deals  with  extant  things,  and  extant  liabilities 
which  belong  to  the  undivided  community,  must 
perforce  be  divided,  now  that  the  community  is 
broken  up  and  the  partners  are  taking  with  them 
what  belongs  to  them.  And  the  difiBoulfy  of 
applying  the  words  of  sect.  62  to  a  claim  of  com- 
pensation becomes,  as  I  think,  an  impossibility, 
when  the  nature  of  the  claim  is  clearfy  realised. 
I  have  read  with  care  all  the  judgments  in  the 
previous  cases.  In  Bochdale  Union  v.  Hatlingden 
Union  and  in  Budcinghamshire  County  Council 
V.  Hertfordshire  County  CouneU  the  principle  laid 
down  is  that  to  which  I  have  alr^dy  referred, 
that  the  "true  balance,"  meaning  thereby  the 
existing  balance  at  the  date  of  the  separation, 
must  be  "  restored."  That  is  most  clearly  shown 
in  the  jndf^ment  of  Bruce,  J.  in  the  Bucks  case 
and  in  the  judgment  of  Smith,  L.J.  in  the  Boch- 
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dale  case.  It  ia  significant  that  all  sobsequent 
judicial  opinions  have  been  based  on  the  aatho- 
ritj  of  these  oases,  and  that  in  none  has  the 
principle  been  independent!/  asserted. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed.    BeapondenU  to 
pay  to  the  appellants  the  costs  here  and  below. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  F.  B.  Winter. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents.  Cooper,  Turner, 
and  Evans,  for  Evelyn  A.  Head,  East  Grinstead. 


Sttf  rme  €nvxi  d  |ttMcatm. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

April  28  and  29. 

(Before  Collins,  MB.,  Bombb  and 
Hathew,  L.JJ.) 

OoDENs  Limited  «.  Nelson;  Oqdens 
Limited  v.  Telford,  (a) 

APPBA.L  FROM  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Contract — Implied    condition — Contract    to  pay 

bonfu  to  customers  for  four  years— Sale  of  bust- 

ness — Implied  contract  to  continue  to  carry  on 

business — Breach  of  eontraet. 

In  consideration  of  a  promise  by  the  defendant,  a 

retail  tobaeepnist,    not   to  sign  any  agreement 

with  any  company  or  firm  which  wou^  prevent 

him  from  buying  or  lelling  the  goods  of  the 

plaintiffs,  and  to  continue  to  buy  and  sell  the 

plaintiffs'  goods,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  that  the 

defendant  should  for  four  years    share    in    a 

dittribution  by  them  of  an  annual  bonus  among 

such  of   their    customers  as    should  purchase 

direct  from  them,  the  distribution  to   be  made 

according  to  the  purchases  for  the  year. 

In  pursuance    of  the  agreement,   the  defendant 

bought  goods    from      the   plaintiffs;    but    the 

plaintiffs,    before  the    expiration   of  one  year, 

sold  their  business  and  went  into  liquidation. 

Held  {affirming  the  judgment  of  the   Lord  Chief 

Justice),  that  it    was   an-  implied    term  of  the 

contract  that  the  plaintiffs  would  not  discontinue 

to  carry  on  business  during  the  term  of  four 

years,  so  as  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  earning 

his  share  of  the  bonus,  and  that   ike  defendant 

was  entitled    to   damages  for    breach    of    the 

contract. 

APFEA.L  of  the  plaintifTs  from  the  jadsment  of 

Lord  Alverstone,  O.J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action 

without  a  jury. 

The  plaiutiffs  sued  the  defendant  to  recover 
the  price  of  goods  sold ;  the  defendant  counter- 
claimed  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

The  plaintiffs  were  wholesale  tobacconists,  and 
the  defendant  was  a  retail  tobacconist. 

In  the  earlj  part  of  1902  there  was  a  keen 
competition  between  the  plaintiSi  and  the 
Imperial  Tobacco  Company  to  obtain  the  custom 
of  the  retail  tobacconists  in  the  United  Kingdom. 
The  Imperial  Tobacco  Company  issued  a 
circular  to  the  retail  tobacconists,  asking  them 
to  sign  an  agreement  not  to  deal  with  the  plain- 
tiffs, or    any  other  company,   firm,  or   person 

(a)  BenorMd  b;  J.  H.  Williams,  Esq.,  BurUwr-at-Lkv. 


objected  to  by  the  Imperial  Tobacco  Company, 
and  offerad  to  distribate  among  those  who  signed 
the  agreement  a  bonus  of  50,0(X)2.  and  a  share  of 
one-fifth  of  the  whole  of  the  net  profits  of  their 
home  trade. 

The  plaintiffs  then  sent  out  a  cironlar,  in 
March  1902,  to  retail  tobacconists,  as  follows : 

Bonus  Diatribation. — Oar  entire  net  profltl  and 
200,0001.  per  year  for  the  next  (onr  jears.  Commencing 
the  2nd  April  1902,  we  will  for  the  next  fonr  years  dis- 
tribate  to  snob  of  onr  oostomera  in  the  United  Kingdom 
at  pnrohasa  direot  from  ns  oar  entire  net  ptoflts  on  the 
goods  sold  by  ns  in  the  TJaited  Kingdom.  Ia  addition 
to  the  above,  we  will,  oommenoing  the  2ad  April  1902, 
forihe  next  fonr  yeara  distribnte  to  snoh  of  our  oai- 
tomera  aa  pnrohaae  dizeot  from  na  the  anm  of  200,000{. 
par  year.  Distribntion  of  net  profits  will  be  made  aa 
ajon  after  the  2nd  April  1903,  and  annnally  thereafter, 
as  the  aoooonts  oan  be  andited,  and  will  be  in  proportion 
to  the  parohaaea  made  during  the  year.  Diatribntion  aa 
to  the  200,000(.  will  be  made  every  three  months,  the 
firat  diatribntion  to  taVa  place  ai  aooa  after  the  2nd  July 
1902  aa  aooonnta  can  be  andited,  and  will  be  in  propor- 
tian  to  the  pnrohases  daring  the  three  months'  period. 
To  participate  in  this  offer  we  do  not  aak  yon  to  boycott 
the  gooda  bf  any  other  mannfaatarer. 

Accompanying  this  cironlar  there  was  a  form 
of  contract,  as  follows : 

Measrt.  Ogdena  Limited,  Liverpool. —  Dear  Sirs, — ^I 
bsg  to  inform  yon  that  I  hare  not  signed  the  agreement 
with  the  Imperial  Tobaooo  Company  Limited,  dated 
Much  1902,  and  in  consideration  of  partioipating  in  yonr 
bjnns  distribution  of  the  entire  net  profits  on  goods  sold 
by  yon  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  200,0001.  per  year, 
for  the  next  fonr  yeara,  as  set  ont  in  yoar  particulars,  I 
hereby  agree  not  to  sign  it  or  any  similar  agreement 
with  the  Imperial  Tobaoco  Company  Limited,  or  any 
other  company  or  firm,  oontalning  any  oonditiona  which 
wonld  prerent  me  from  bnying,  displaying,  selling,  or 
dijtribating  yoor  goods  or  tbe  goods  of  any  other 
mannfactnrer,  and  I  also  undertake  to  oontinne  to  boy, 
display,  and  sell  your  goods. 

The  defendant  signed  this  contract  and  sent  it 
to  tbe  plaintiffs. 

Pursuant  to  the  agreement  the  defendint  dealt 
with  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  July  1902  received  a 
share  of  5U,000/.,  being  one-quarter  of  the 
200,0001.,  for  the  three  months  ending  the  2nd 
July  1902 ;  and  he  also  received  credit  in  account 
for  his  share  of  that  bonus  for  the  three  months 
ending  the  2nd  Oct.  1902 ;  bat  he  did  not  receive 
any  share  of  the  entire  net  profits  on  tbe  goods  sold 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

In  Sept.  1902  the  plaintiffs  sold  their  business 
in  the  United  Kingdom  to  the  Imperial  Tobacco 
Company,  and  they  informed  the  defendant  and 
their  other  customers  of  that  fact ;  they  ceased  to 
carry  on  any  business  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
and  went  into  voluntary  liquidation. 

The  defendant  admitted  the  claim  for  the  price 
of  goods  sold.  By  his  counter-claim  the  defen- 
dant alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  broken  the 
contract  by  ceasing  to  carry  on  business,  and  be 
claimed  damages  for  that  breach.  It  was  agi-eed 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  made  any  net  profits 
daring  the  period  from  the  2nd  April  to  the  2nd 
Oct.  1902. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  gave  jndgment  in 
favour  of  the  defendant  on  his  coonter-ohdm, 
and  assessed  the  damages  at  702. 

In  the  action  of  Ogdens  Limited  v.  Telford  the 
facts  were  the  same,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Joatioe 
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gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  hie  counter- 
olaim  for  2002.  damages  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  296). 
The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Atquith,  K.O.,  Duke,  E.G.,  and  F.  E.  SmUh  for 
the  appellants. — The  learned  Lord  Chief  Justice 
was  wrong  in  holding  that  the  defendant  was 
«niatled  to  damages  for  breach  oC  contract.  The 
defendant  seeks  to  import  into  this  contract  an 
implied  stipulation  that  the  plaintifEi  will  con- 
tinue  to  carry  on  business  during  the  period  of 
four  years.  Upon  the  true  construction  of  thii 
oontnict  such  a  stipulation  cannot  be  implied. 
The  bonus  is  to  be  paid  only  so  long  as  the  rela- 
tion of  seller  and  customer  continues  to  exist, 
and  it  is  clear  that,  if  for  any  reason  that  relation 
ceases,  the  bonus  is  not  to  be  payable.  That 
ehowB  that  there  cannot  be  implied  any  stipu- 
lation that  the  business  is  to  be  carried  on.  There 
is  not  in  this  contract  any  express  provision  that 
the  plaintiffs  will  continue  to  supply  the  defendant 
with  goods,  and  therefore  there  cannot  b)  an 
implied  agreement  that  they  will  continue  to 
«arry  on  business : 

Bkodti  T.  Foruiood,  31  Ii.  T.  Bap.  890 ;  1  App.  Cas. 

256; 
Handyn  v.  Wood.  65  L.  T.  Bep.  286 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B. 

488; 
Tkt  Moorcock,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  654;  14  P.  Dir.  64. 

BmiJe»$,  KG.,  Montague  Ltt$h.  KG.,  and  /.  B. 
Bandolph  for  the  respondent. — The  judgment  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  correct,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  authorities.  The  defendant  is  not 
eeeking  to  read  any  implied  stipulation  into  this 
oontnuit.  The  plaintiffs  have  expressly  agreed 
ie  pay  the  bonus  for  four  years,  and  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  import  into  that  contract  an  implied  term 
that  the  bonus  is  to  be  paid  only  if  they  continue 
to  carry  on  business.  The  defendant  gave  oon- 
eideration  at  once  for  the  agreement  to  pay  the 
bonus  because  he  bound  himself  not  to  sign  the 
«g7«ement  of  the  rival  company  or  any  other 
j^irreement  which  would  prevent  him  dealing  with 
the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  having  given  the 
oonsideration  on  his  part,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  do 
Anything  which  will  prevent  nim  from  being  a 
4Mi8tomer  during  the  four  years  and  so  obtaining 
his  share  of  the  promised  bonus.  Upon  the  true 
'Conetrnotion  of  this  contract,  the  consideration 
1>eing  executed  on  one  side,  the  other  party 
.cannot  free  himself  from  the  obligation  to  permit 
the  earning  of  the  agread  remuneration : 

Mclntyre  v.  Belchtr,  8  L.  T.  Bep.  461 ;  14  C.  B. 

N.  8.654; 
Tulegraph  Ditpatch  and  Intelligene*  Ccmpany  v. 

McLean,  L.  Kep.  8  Ch.  658 : 
Inchbald  t.    Western  Neilgherry  Cofiee  Company, 

U  L.  T.  Bep.  845  ;  17  C.  B.  N.  8.  733  : 
Turner  v.  Galdtmith,  61  L.  T.  Bap.  301 ;  (1891) 

1  Q.  B.  544 ; 
Broee  v.  Colder,  72  L.  T.  Bep.  829;  (1895)  2  Q.  B. 

253; 
Northey  v.  Trtviilion,  7  Com.  Caf.  201. 

In  Rhode*  V.  Foruiood  {uhi  tup.)  the  decision 
turned  entirely  upon  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
«ontract,  there  oeing  no  express  agreement 
by  the  defendants  to  sell  any  goods  at  all 
tnrongh  the  plaintiff,  whom  they  had  appointed 
their  agent  at  a  specified  place.  The  decision  in 
Hamlyn  v.  Wood  {ubi  sup.)  also  turned  upon  the 
«p3oial  nature  of  the  contract,  which  was  construed 


to  mean  that  the  defendants  would  sell  to  the 
plaintiff  merely  such  grains  as  they  might  make. 

Duke,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Collins,  ]I£.B. — ^This  appeal  raises  the  question 
whether,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,   the   respondents  are 
emancipated  fiom  tne  obligation  of  paying  the 
share  of  profits  and  the  bonus,  which  would  be 
payable  it  they  were  still  carrying  on  business,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  they  have  sold  their  busi- 
ness.    The  case   arose   in    this    way :    Ogdens 
Limited,  who  are  the  defendants  to  the  counter- 
claim, had  formed  a  scheme  for  capturing  the 
tobacco  trade  in  this  country.    They  were  con- 
fronted   by   a   powerful    opposition   from    the 
Imperial  Company,  which  came  forward  with  a 
similar  scheme.    In  this  competition  each  com- 
petitor went  on  offerbg  better  and  better  terms 
to  customers.    In  view  of  the  competition  of  the 
Imperial  Company,  Ogdens  thought  that  it  would 
help  them  in  the  competition  if  they  made  on 
amuigement  with  customers  which  I  will  pre- 
sently read.    They  accordingly  sent  out  a  circular 
in  which  they  invited  the  attention  of  intending 
customers  to  the  terms  which  the  Imperial  Com- 
pany were  offering,  and  pointed  out  how  much 
better  their  terms  were  than  those  of  the  other 
company.    The  circular  was  in  these  terms :  [His 
Lordship  read  it  as  set  out  above.  ]    Then  followed 
the  contract  which  customers  were  asked  to  sign, 
a  draft  form  accompanying  the  circular.    This 
contract  was  in  fact  signed  by  Nelson.    It  was  as 
follows :  [His  Lordship  read  it  as  above  set  out.] 
When  the  customer  signs  that  document,  Ogdens 
by  that  signature  obtain  from  the  customer  an 
underteking  which  severs  him  completely  from  the 
scheme  of  the  Imperial  Company  and  obliges  him 
to  abstain  from  signing  any  agreement  which  would 
prevent  him  from  dealing  with  Ogdens.    Oedens 
thereby  at  once  secure  that  undertaking  which  is 
most  essential  from  their  point  of  view  in  their 
competition  with  the  Imperial  Company.    What 
did  Ogdens  undertake  to  give  the  customer  in 
retnm  P    Are  they  entitled  to  receive  that  benefit 
from  the  customer  and  then  to  get  rid  of  their 
promise  to   give  something    in  return!'      They 
promise  in  their  circular  to  give  for  the  next  four 
years  a  bonus  distribution  of   their  net  profits 
and  of  200,0002.  a  year  in  addition,  in  absolute  and 
express  terms.      It  it   contended  that,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  consideration  on  the 
part  of  the  customer  was  so  far  executed,  and 
the  distinct  terms  of  the  promise  by  Ogdens  to 
give  this  bonuF,  yet  Ogdens  may  dispose  of  their 
basiness   at    any    time    and    then    say    to    the 
customer  that  they  are  making  no  profits  and  that 
therefore  there  is  no  bjnus  t>  distribute;  that 
they  have  ceased  to  carry  on  business,  and  have 
not  undertaken  by  their  contract  to  continue  to 
carry  on  busioess,'  and  that  therefore  there  are  no 
customers  to  whom  the  bonus  is  to  be  distributed, 
and  fhat  a  person  who  is  not  a  customer  is  not 
entitled  to  anything.    It  is  contended  on  behalf 
of  Ogdens  that  Nelson  is  obliged  to  rely  upon 
some  implied  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Ogdens 
to  carry  on  business,  and  that  such  au  undertaking 
cannot  be  implied  in  thiscontract.  That  contention 
goes  too  far,  for  it  would  follow  that,  even  while 
Ogdens  were  still  carrying  on  basiness,  if  Nelson 
were  to  ask  Ogdens  to  sell  him  tobacco,  Ogdens 
I  might  say  that  they  did  not  want  to  sell  him  any, 
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and  properly  ref  ase  to  do  so.    That  would  hare 
presented  Kehon  beine  a  castomer,  and    there 
wonld  have  been  no  obligation  to  pay  him  any 
bonus,    because    he    was  not    a  customer,    and 
Offdens  would  be  therefore  absolved  from  any 
obligation  to  pay  him  any  bonus.     The  argu- 
ment on  behalf  of  Ogdens  would  necessarily  go 
as  far  as  that.    It  seems  to  me  that,   a  fortiori, 
if  the  customer  is  entitled  to  read  into  the  con- 
tract an  implied  promise  by  Ogdens  while  they 
arc  carrying  on  business  to  seL  tobacco  to  the 
person  who  signs  the  contract,  so  that  they  are 
not  entitled  by  any  act  of  theirs  to  keep  him  out 
of  the  category  of  customers,   they  are  equally 
responsible  if  by  any  act  of  theirs  they  prevent 
him  from  continuing  to  be  a  customer.    Tnere  is 
a  long  line  of  authorities  upon  questions  of  this 
kind ;  and  ther^  is  a  distinct  line  of  demarcation 
running  through  those  authorities,   some  falling 
on  one  side  of  the  line  and  some  on  the  other  side 
of  the  line ;  most  of  them  fall  on  this  side  of  the 
line.    The  broad  general  principle  to  be  deduced 
from  those  cases  is,  that  a  person  cannot  receive 
the  consideration  for  a  contract,  when  that  con- 
sideration implies  that  he    will  continue  to  do 
something,  without  being  subject  to  an  implied 
obligation  to  continue  to  keep  in  existence  the 
conditions   which   make  it  possible.    There  are 
many    authorities    for     that    proposition.    For 
instance,  in  cases  where  a  business  is  sold  and  is 
to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  profits  of  that  business, 
there  is  a  clear   obligation  on  the  purchaser  to 
continue  to  carry  on  the  business  so  that  profits 
can  be  made  out  of  which  the  purchase  money  may 
be  paid.    That  is  the  broad  general  principle,  and 
it  IB  applicable  to  the  present  case.     In  this  case 
the  consideration  was  executed  in   a  great  part. 
Nelson  having  signed  the  undertaking  not  to  join 
the  opposition.    Having  got  that  executed  con- 
sideration, Odgens  were  in  the  same  position  as  a 
person    who   has    bought  a    business    and    has 
contracted  to  pay  for  it  out  of  the  profits ;  that  is, 
there  is  the  same  obligation  upon  them  not  to 
make  it  impossible  to  pay  out  of  profits.     It  is 
contended  on  behalf  of  Ogdens  that  there  is  the 
authority  of  a  case  in  the  House  of  Lords  to  the 
contrary,  Rhodes  v.  Forwood  (34  L.  T.  Bep.  890 ; 
1  App.  Gas.  256).    When  that  ease  is  carefully 
considered,  it  appears  to  have  been  a  peculiar  case 
depending  upon  the  special  oironmstances.    The 
substance   of  that   case   was  that   the    defen- 
dants had  appointed  the  plaintiff  as  their    sole 
acwit  at   a    particular    place   for  the    sale   of 
their  coals  for  seven  years,    and    there    was  no 
agreement  obliging  the  defendants  to  sell  any 
coals  at  all  through  that  agent  at  tliat  place; 
they  were  free  to  sell  all  their  coals  elsewhere. 
The  defendants  afterwards  sold  their   business, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  say  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to  carry 
on    their  business  for  the  seven  years  because 
there  was  no  special  agreement  to  furnish  him 
as  their  agent  with  any  coals  at  all.    It  was  held 
that  on  the  true  construction  of  the  contract  in 
that  case  there  was  no  obligation  to  sell  any  coals 
at  all  through  that  agent.    That  case  was  decided 
upon  the  social  terms  of  the  contract.     When 
that  case  mis  been  criticised  and  distinguished  in 
later  cases,  it  has  been  said  that  it  was  decided 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no  absolute  con- 
tract to  employ  the  plaintiff  as  agent  at  all.    It 
was  so  distinguished,  in  Turner  v.  Ooldemith  (64 


L,  T.  Eep.  301 ;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  541),  by  Lindley, 
L.J.,  from  whose  judgment  I  will  read  a  short 
passage.  He  said :  "  It  was  contended  that  the 
point  was  settled  by  authority.  I  will  refer  to 
three  cases  on  the  subject.  In  Bhodee  v.  Forwood 
(ubi  fup.)  it  was  held  that  an  action  very  similar 
to  the  present  was  not  maintainable.  But  that  case 
went  on  the  ground  that,  there  not  being  any 
express  contract  to  employ  the  agent,  such  a  con- 
tract could  not  be  implied.  In  the  present  case 
we  find  an  express  contract  to  employ  him."  For 
the  reasons  which  I  have  given,  I  think  that  the 
present  case  falls  outside  the  narrow  line  laid 
down  in  Bkodet  t.  Forwood  {ubi  ntp.).  The  con- 
sideration was  executed,  and  there  was  a  contract 
absolute  in  its  terms  to  pay  the  bonus  for  a  period 
of  four  years.  It  seems  to  me  that,  therefore,  the 
circumstances  necessarily  imply  that  the  party 
giving  the  undertaking  to  pay  cannot  free  liim- 
self  from  the  obligation  before  the  end  of  the 
term  by  getting  rid  of  the  business.  I  think,, 
therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  was  right,  and  that  this  appeal  most  be 
dismissed. 

Romeb,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  After 
what  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  said  about  the 
authorities,  in  which  I  entirely  concur,  I  do  not- 
think  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  discuss  the 
authorities.  Those  authorities,  so  far  as  they  lay 
down  any  principle  upon  which  the  courts  should 
act,  show  that  in  a  case  like  this  the  question  is. 
What  is  the  true  construction  of  the  contract  when 
its  terms  are  fairly  considered  P  As  to  this  con- 
tract, it  is  first  to  be  noticed  that,  for  the  benefit 
of  Ogdens,  Nelson  at  once  gave  valoable  con- 
sideration, for  he  contracted  with  Ogdens  in  the 
first  place  not  to  sign  the  agreement  of  the 
ImpenaJ  Company,  and  also  further  contracted 
not  to  sign  any  similar  agreement  with  the 
Imperial  Company,  or  with  any  other  firm  or 
company  containing  any  conditions  which  would 

Srevent  him  from  buying,  displaying,  selling,  or 
istributing  Ogdens'  goods.  For  present  pur- 
poses I  need  not  pause  to  consider  the  extent  of 
the  obligation  upon  Nelson  under  the  last  condi- 
tion of  the  contract.  What  do  we  find  in  the 
contract  entered  into  by  Ogdens  P  It  appears 
to  me  that  Ogdens  made  certain  absolute 
contracts  with  Nelson.  In  the  first  place,  they 
absolutely  contracted  for  the  period  of  four  years 
to  distribute  to  their  customers  their  entire  net 
profits  on  the  goods  sold  by  them  in  the  United 
Kingdom ;  they  further  contracted,  and  this  i» 
even  more  important  for  this  purpose,  for  the 
period  of  four  years  to  distribute  to  their 
customers  the  sum  of  200,0002.  a  year ;  and  then 
followed  the  conditions  as  to  distribution.  That 
agreement  by  Ogdens  is  absolute  in  form,  and  I 
think  that  it  is  absolute  in  substance.  The  obli^ 
tions  undertaken  by  Ogdens  were  intended  to  bind 
them  for  the  term  of  four  years.  It  appears  to- 
me that,  in  this  contract,  when  fairly  oonstruedr 
there  cannot  be  implied  in  favour  of  Ogdens  that 
after  it  was  nmde  they  should  be  at  liberty,  as 
against  Nelson,  at  their  own  free  will  to  stop  sell- 
ing their  goods  in  the  United  Kingdom  during  the 
four  years,  or  to  do  any  voluntary  act  which  would 
make  it  impossible  to  distribute  the  sums  which 
they  had  so  contracted  to  distribute.  That  reaUy 
determines  this  case,  for  in  consequence  there  haa 
been  a  breach  of  contract  by  Ogdens.  Their 
assignment  of  their  business  was  clearly  a  volaai- 
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taiy  act  which  prerented  NeUon  from  obtaining 
any  part  of  the  snmB  contracted  to  be  paid  by 
Ogdsna.  Theretoie  there  -was  dearly  a  breach  of 
contract  for  which  Nelson  was  entitled  to  recover 
cnbstantial  damages.  This  appeal,  therefore, 
fails,  and  must  be  dismissed. 

IAathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We 
mast  ascertain  what  was  the  common  intent  of 
the  parties.  It  is  said  on  behalf  of  Ogdens  that 
the  tme  implication  is  that  the  contract  was 
optional,  and  was  only  bindinf;  so  long  as  Ogdens 
-chose  to  carry  on  business.  On  behalf  of  !^i^l8on 
it  is  contended  that  there  was  an  absolute  con- 
tract to  carry  on  business  for  four  years,  and  that 
that  was  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Upon  con- 
sidering the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  seems  to  me 
to  be  clear  that  the  latter  contention  is  the  right 
one.  The  true  meaning  of  the  contract  is  that, 
if  Nelson  will  deal  witn  Ogdens  and  sign  the 

Proposed  agreement,  Ogdens  will  for  four  years 
ismbnte  this  money  among  their  customers,  and 
that  thcT  bind  themselves  to  do  so.  I  think  that 
that  is  tne  contract  between  the  parties,  and  that 
Ogdens  cannot  get  out  of  it  by  parting  with  their 
business.  By  parting  with  their  business  they 
have  committed  a  breach  of  contract,  and  Nelson 
is  entitled  to  damages.  Counsel  for  Ogdens  have 
tried  to  bring  this  case  within  the  authority  of 
Bhodes  V.  Forwood  (wbi  tup.)  and  Hamlyn  v.  Wood 
<65  L.  T.  Bep.  286 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B.  488).  In  those 
cases  it  was  held  upon  the  terms  of  the  particular 
■contract  in  question  that  they  were  purely 
optional.  Those  two  cases  stand  alone,  and  are 
^nite  different  from  the  present  case.  The  allied 
inconsistency  in  the  authorities  is,  in  my  opinion, 
more  apparent  than  real.  I  think  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  right,  and 
that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismisted. 
Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Oeorpe  Thatcher, 
for  Grace,  Hood,  Smith,  and  Hood,  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  BeU,  Brodrieh, 
.and  Ch-ay,  for  Courint,  Botiford,  and  Phoewx, 
Cardiff. 


HIGH    COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

CHANOEET  DIVISION. 

July  23, 29, 80,  Nov.  5, 1903,  and  Feb.  12, 1904. 
(Before  Bybkk,  J.) 
Smith  v.  Law  GtrASANTsii  and  Trust 
SociXTT  Limited,  (a) 
Company — Debenture    irutt    deed — Payment    of 
interett   and    principal — Default — B^alitation, 
of  tecuritiee — Appropriation  by  payees  to  prin- 
cipal and  interest — Income  tax. 

IThe  trustees  of  a  debenture  deed  were  directed,  in 
ease  of  default  by  the  J.  C.  M.  Trust  Company, 
to  pay  the  principal  moneys  and  interest  for 
which  it  shmtld  become  liable  under  its  deben- 
ture*, to  realise  the  seeurities,  and  apply  thepro- 
<xeds  to  payment,  first,  of  aU,  arrears  of  interest 
on  the  debentures,  and,  secondly,  in  or  towards 

^payment  ^principal. 

The  J.  C.  M.  Trust  Company  having  made  default, 
an  order  was    made    in    a    debenture-holder's 

i«t  Bepoited  by  H.  M.  CHJLBTisa  Uicphibson,  Saq., 
BuctiMtet-M-Lnr. 


action  for  the  trusts  of  the  cUbenture  deed  to  be 
carried  into  execution.  Under  numerous  orders 
made  in  the  action  sums  were  paid  to  the  deben- 
ture-holders on  account  both  of  interest,  less 
income  tax,  and  of  principal  and  interest 
generally.  The  realisation  had  now  been 
practieaUy  completed,  and  it  was  proposed  to 
pay  a  final  dividend  to  the  debenture-holders. 
It  was  admitted  that  if  the  whole  of  the  past 
payments  which  had  Seen  made  on  account 
generally  and  any  further  suTns  available  were 
attributed  solely  to  principal,  they  would  be 
insujffieient  to  discharge  the  whole  amount 
thereof.  The  Inland  Revenue  authorities  claimfCd 
income  tax  on  all  payments  made  generally  on 
account  of  principal  and  interest. 
Held,  that  all  payments  hitherto  made  by  the 
trustees  on  account  generally  might  be  attributed, 
at  the  option  of  the  payees  as  between  them- 
selves and  the  trustees  at  their  election,  as 
payments  on  account  of  principal  or  interest, 
without  prejudice  to  any  question  whether 
or  not  such  payments  should  be  treated  in  the 
hands  of  the  payees  as  principal  or  interest ; 
and  that  income  tax  would  be  payable  upon 
so  much,  if  anything,  as  should  be  paid  to  deben- 
ture-holders as  for  interest. 

Bt  a  trust  deed  dated  29th  June  1892,  and  made 
between  the  Jarvis  Conklin  Mortgage  Trust  Com- 
pany of  the  one  part  and  the  Law  Guarantee 
and  Trust  Society  Limited  of  the  other  part,  a 
security  was  created  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
society  upon  property  of  the  company  to  seonre 
the  principal  moneys  and  interest  for  which  the 
company  should  become  liable  under  its  deben- 
tures. 

By  this  deed  provision  was  made  by  clause  9  for 
realisation  in  case  of  default,  and  by  clause  11  it 
was  provided  that  the  Law  Guarantee  and  Trust 
Society  Limited,  the  trustees,  should  hold  the 
money  to  arise  from  the  realisation  of  securities 
appropriated  for  each  series  of  debentures  upon 
trust  after  payment  of  costs,  ezpemses,  and 
remuneration,  to  apply  the  residue,  first,  in  or 
towards  payment  of  all  arrears  of  interest 
remaining  unpaid  on  tiie  debentures  of  such 
aeries ;  secondly,  in  or  towards  payment  of  the 
debenture-holders  of  such  series  part  lpa««it,  in 
proportion  to  the  debentures  of  such  series  held  by 
them  iQspectively,  and  without  any  preference  or 
priority  on  account  of  priority  of  issue  or  other- 
wise howsoever  of  all  principal  moneys  due  on 
such  debentures,  and  that  whether  the  same  prin- 
cipal moneys  should  or  should  not  then  be  pay- 
able accor&ng  to  the  tenor  of  the  same  deboa- 
tui-es;  and,  thirdly,  to  pay  the  surplus  of  such 
moneys  to  the  company,  or  its  assigns. 

Olanse  13  was  as  follows : 

Upon  any  payment  ander  olanae  11  h«mof  to  the 
raftered  holder  of  a  debenture  on  aoconnt  of  the  prin- 
cipal moneys  or  interest  thereby  seaored,  the  tmstees 
■ball  be  entitled  to  require  the  prodaction  at  any 
debentnrea  in  reapeot  ot  whiah  they  are  making  pay- 
ment to  the  holder  of  any  piinoipiJ  money  or  interest 
thereby  seonred,  and  the  tmstees  sLaU,  in  the  event  of 
prodnotioD,  oanaa  a  memorandum  of  the  amonnt  and 
date  of  payment  to  be  indorsed  thereon,  bnt  the  reoeipt 
of  the  registered  holder  of  each  of  the  debentnrea,  or  in 
the  oaie  of  joint  holders  of  any  one  of  the  registered 
joint  holder!,  ai  regards  the  principal  money  ezpreiaed 
to  be  thereby  seonrad,  and  the  delivery  to  the  tonsteea 
of  each  of  the  interest  oonpons  as  regards  the  interest 
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tiMnin  mentioned,  ibkll  be  ■  good  diaobarge  to  the 
tnutaM,  who  shall  be  entitlad  in  their  leaaonable  diaore- 
tion  to  diapenae  with  the  piodnotion  of  the  debentnre 
upon  a  proper  indemnity  being  given,  bnt  ahall  not  be 
•ntitlad  to  diapenae  with  the  piodaotion  of  the 
oonpona. 

By  olanse  14  the  company  wore  to  pay  the 
prindpal  moneys  and  interest  seonred  by  the 
aebentnres  in  axxsordance  with  the  tenor  thereof 
reapectiTely. 

By  the  judgment  in  the  action,  dated  the  8th 
Deo.  1893,  the  defendant  society  undertakins, 
ttntil  f vurther  order,  not  to  part  with,  or  dispose  of, 
without  the  leave  of  the  conrt,  any  of  the  secu- 
rities still  in  their  hands  in  England,  or  which 
should  thereafter  come  to  their  hands  in  England, 
oomprieed  in  the  said  trust  deed,  it  was 
declared  that  the  mortgage  debentures  of  the 
series  "  0 "  constituted  a  first  charge  upon  all 
property  and  effects  comprised  in  the  deled,  and 
that  the  trusts  of  such  deed  ought  to  be  performed 
and  carried  into  execution,  and  the  usual  accounts 
and  inquiries  in  a  debenture-holder's  action  were 
directed,  the  first  being  on  account  of  what  was 
due  for  principal  and  interest  to  the  holders  of 
the  "  G     series  of  debentures. 

By  an  order  of  the  6th  Aug.  1894  it  was 
ordered  that  the  defendant  society  should  be  at 
liberty  to  pay  2  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the 
debentures  of  the  "  G "  series  on  account  of 
interest  in  arrear. 

By  an  order  of  the  2nd  April  1895  it  was 
ordered  that  the  defendant  fociety  should,  out  of 
the  funds  in  their  hands  to  the  credit  of  income, 
pay  on  account  of  arrears  of  interest  due  on 
debentures  a  further  dividend  of  2  per  cent,  on 
the  capital  amonnt  of  the  debentures,  and  that 
the  tmstees  should  be  at  liberty  to  pay  the 
income  tax  thereon,  and  on  the  last  payment 
under  the  order  of  the  6th  Aug.  1894. 

These  orders  were  duly  acted  upon  and  pay- 
ments made  accordingly. 

The  certificate  was  filed  on  the  24th  April  1895, 
whereby  it  was  found  that  there  was  due  to  the 
holders  of  the  "G"  debentures  the  sum  of 
123,0002.  for  principal  and  a  anm  of  87022.  6s.  5(2. 
for  interest,  calculated  up  to  the  1st  Oct.  1894. 

This  date  was  the  last  half-yearly  date  prior  to 
the  making  of  the  certificate  for  payment  of 
interest  under  the  debentures.  The  schedule  to 
the  certificate  showed  the  names  of  the  then 
holders  of  the  debentures  and  the  amounts  respec- 
tively due  to  them  for  principal  and  interest  to 
the  same  date. 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  14th  June  1895 
a  further  sum  was  paid  on  account  of  interest, 
income  tax  being  duly  deducted  and  paid  by  the 
defendant  society. 

On  the  15th  June  1896,  upon  a  summons  taken 
out  by  the  plaintiff,  which  came  before  the 
judge  in  chambers  personally,  an  order  was  made 
whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  defendant  society 
should  be  at  liberty  out  of  cash  in  their  hands  to 

ay  the  balance  of  interest  found  due  to  the  let 

let.  1894  by  the  chief  clerk's  certificate,  and  then 
out  of  any  surplus  to  pay  a  dividend  of  1  per 
cent,  on  account  of  what  was  due  on  the  deben- 
tures. In  fact  under  this  order  the  actual  amonnt 
paid  in  respect  of  interest  appeared  to  have 
exceeded  (with  the  amounts  previously  paid)  the 
amonnt  found  due.  Income  tax  was  duly  paid  on 
this. 


S' 


By  an  order  of  the  21st  July  1897  it  was  ordered 
that  the  defendant  society  should  be  at  liberty 
out  of  cash  in  hand  to  pay  a  diridend  of  10  per 
cent,  calcxilat«d  on  the  face  value  of  the  deben- 
tures, on  account  generally  of  what  was  due  on 
the  said  debentures  for  principal  and  interest^ 
and  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  registers 
of  the  company  had  been  removed  to  New  York 
and  were  not  open  to  inspection,  and  having 
regard  to  the  chief  clerk's  certificate  and  to  the 
notices  received  by  the  defendant  society  of 
devolntiom  of  interest  in  debentures  since  the- 
certificate,  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  were  to  be 
at  liberty  to  continue  to  make  such  payments  t*- 
the  debenture-holders  mentioned  in  certain  lists 
therein  referred  to. 

Further  orders  were  from  time  to  time  subss. 
qnently  made  on  similar  terms  to  that  last  men- 
tioned ;  and  in  all  there  had  been  paid  to  th» 
debenture-holders  a  sum  of  104.5502.  on  acoonnt 
generally  of  principal  and  interest.  These  money» 
arose  -  from  realisation  from  time  to  time  of 
securities  included  in  the  trust  deed  by  the  defen- 
dant society. 

In  April  1897  there  was  a  dividend  paid  direct 
from  the  general  assets  of  the  company  under  an 
American  decree  without  any  express  direction 
as  to  its  application  for  principal  or  for  interest. 
The  realisation  had  now  been  completed,  except 
to  an  amonnt  which  was  not  likely  to  exoeM 
40002.,  and  the  society  as  trustees  had  in  hand  & 
sum  of  about  19002. 

It  was  estimated  that  the  final  dividend  avail- 
able for  the  debenture-holders  would  probably 
not  exceed  5  per  cent,  calculated  on  the  fao» 
value  of  the  secnrities,  and  it  was  also  admitted 
that  if  the  whole  of  the  past  payments  which 
had  been  made  generally  on  account,  and  any 
further  sums  available,  were  attributed  and 
applied  solely  in  payment  of  principal,  th^ 
would  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  whola 
amount  thereof. 

The  Inland  Bevenue  authorities  now  claimed 
income  tax  on  all  the  amounts  paid  generally  oit 
account  of  principal  and  interesc. 

This  was  a  Eummons  taken  out  by  the  defen- 
dant company  asking  for  the  direction  of  the> 
conrt  whether  the  payments  already  made  by 
them  on  account  under  the  order  of  the  oonit^ 
and  any  further  payments  to  be  made  not  exceed- 
ing in  all  the  principal  moneys  secured  by 
the  debentures,  were  to  be  treated  as  paymentain 
respect  of  capital,  or  whether  any  and,  if  any,, 
what  parts  thereof  ought  to  be  treated  as  pay- 
ments in  respect  of  interest,  and  whether  any 
and,  if  any,  what  provision  ought  to  be  made  for 
income  tax  thereon. 

E.  Beaumont  for  the  applicants,  the  Jaw 
Onarantee  and  Trust  Society. 

Levett,  K.G.  and  A.  a-B.  Terrell  for  the  plain- 
tiffs.— The  debenture-holders  are  entitled  to  treat 
these  payments  on  account  generally  as  they 
think  fit,  and  to  appropriate  them  to  capital ;  and, 
even  if  this  is  not  so,  these  past  payments  must 
be  treated  as  having  been  made  rateably  on 
account  of  capital  and  interest,  and  cannot  now  b» 
disturbed.  All  further  paymentp^  the  security 
being  deficient,  can  be  attributed  to  capital,  on 
which  no  income  tax  is  payable. 

Ward  Coldridge  for  a  debenture-holder. — The 
debentnre  -  holders    can   appropriate    the   pay- 
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nenta  made  on  acoonnt  generally  to  capital  or 
inta«8t: 

Cory  and  Oo.  r.  Ovcnen  of  Bttamthip  M*cca,  76 
L.  T.  Eep.  579 ;  (1897)  A.  C.  286. 

The  orders  of  the  ccart  have  carefully  abstained 
from  appropriating  the  amounts.  The  Inland 
Sevenne  anthorities  cannot  claim  income  tax  on 
the  authority  of  Bower  v.  Morris  (Or.  &  Ph.  351), 
which  was  the  case  of  a  solvent  estate.  The 
Onstoms  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1888,  s.  24, 
^oes  not  impose  upon  a  trustee  the  duty  of 
appropriating  to  intisrest  rather  than  principal. 
He  raerred  SIbo  to 

Chitty  V.  IfaUh,  2  Dowl.  511 ; 

Folty  V.  FUtehn;  28  L.  J.  100,  Ex. 

[Btbnb,  J.  referred  to  Bcoble  v.  Seeretary  qfStait 
jof  India  (88  L.  T.  Rep.  144 ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  494 ; 
affirmed  89  L.  T.  Rep.  1 ;  (1903)  A.  C.  299).] 

H.  Whitten,  a  debenture-holder,  in  person, 
4Mipported  the  other  debenture-holders. 

VaughcM  Hawkins  for  the  Crown. — TTpon  the 
trae  oonstmotion  of  sect.  24  of  the  Customs  and 
Inland  Revenue  Act  1888,  the  trustees  ought  to 
have  deducted  income  tax  from  the  amounts 
paid: 

London  County  Council  v.  Atiomey-Otneral,  83 
L.  T.  B«p.  605;  (1901)  A.  C.  26. 
Under  clause  11  of  the  trust  deed  it  is  impossible 
for  the  debenture-holders  now  to  elect  to  treat 
the  payments  as  on  account  of  capital.  Here  there 
bas  been  an  irrevocable  appropriation  by  the 
'debtor  in  the  trust  deed.  It  is  the  general  rule 
that  interest  must  be  paid  before  capital : 

Fisher  on  Uortgsges,  5th  edit,  p.  723,  seot.  1514. 
Nor  can  the  money  be  arolied,  as  was  arg^ied,  in 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  pro  ratd ;  this 
would  he  departing  from  the  provisions  of  the 
trust  deed,  wnioh  have  not  been  altered  by  any  of 
the  orders  made.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  apply  to  this  case.    See 

Taxes  Management  Aot  1880,  s.  63,  svb-s.  2. 
He  referred  also  to 

The  Nizam'i  Onaranteed  Stats  Saxlviay  Company 
V.  Wyatt,  62  L.  T.  Sep.  765;  24  Q.  B.  Div.  548. 

Levett,  K.C.  in  reply. — ^The  real  point  to  be 
decided  here  is  what  is  capital  and  what  is 
interest.    He  referred  also  to 

Dowell's  Income  T&x  Laws,  5th  edit.,  p.  420. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

'  Feb.  12.— Btbkb,  J.  stated  the  facts,  and  con- 
tsnued : — It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  certain  of 
the  debenture-holders  that,  there  having  been 
no  attribution  of  these  past  payments  to  capital 
or  to  interest  or  otherwise  than  as  paymente  on 
account  generally  of  the  amount  due,  they  are 
entitled  to  elect  how  to  treat  all  such  payments, 
and  also  any  future  payments,  as  being  payments 
on  account  of  principal,  in  which  case  there  is 
no  income  tax  payable.  On  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  representing  the  general  body  of  ^ben- 
tore-holders,  it  is  argued  that  the  past  payments 
ought,  in  the  most  hostile  aspect,  to  be  treated 
as  having  been  made  rateably  on  account  of 
principal  and  interest  from  time  to  time  due, 
that  these  have  been  finally  made,  and  that,  if  by 
error  or  from  oversight,  income  tax  which  has  not 
been  ought  first  to  cave  been  deducted  from  so 
much  of  the  payments  as  represents  the  rateable 


proportion  attributable  to  interest,  things  must 
stand  as  they  are;  and  that  it  is  now  com- 
petent for  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  deed  to 
say,  "  We  now  elect  to  receive  further  payments 
as  and  for  capital."  This  in j ares  no  one;  the 
mortgagors  cannot  be  injured,  and  if  by  some 
chance  further  assets  should  be  discovered  and 
come  in,  this  method  of  dealing  with  the  fund 
cannot  be  worse,  and  may  be  better,  for  the 
mcMgagors.  For  the  Inland  Revenue,  the  argu- 
ment, shortly,  is  that  the  payments  were  on 
acoonnt  generally,  and  that  means  on  account  of 
principal  and  interest  subject  to  adjustment  at  a 
future  date;  when  ad  jested,  if  it  appeai-s  that 
payments  have  been  made  on  account  of  interest, 
income  tax  ought  to  be  answered  out  of  any 
balance  of  trust  funds,  because  the  court  will,  so 
long  as  trust  property  reoiains  to  be  distributed, 
take  care  that  any  adjustment  shall  be  so  madia 
as  to  make  good  any  payments  which  ought  pro- 
perly to  have  been  made  had  circumstances 
allowed  them  to  have  been  made  from  time  to 
time  as  and  when  they  ought  to  have  been ;  and, 
further,  that  the  deed  having  provided  for  pay- 
ment first  of  interest,  and  a  judgment  having 
been  given  for  execution   of   the  trusts,  every 

Sayment  must  be  treated,  in  the  absence  of  other 
irections,  as  having  been  made  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  trust.  The  trustees,  the 
society,  are  only  concerned  in  seeing  that  they 
are  indemnified  against  anv  possible  claims 
against  them  personally  on  benali  of  the  Inland 
Revenue  anthorities.  Having  considered  the 
various  orders  made,  I  have  satisfied  myself  that, 
in  ordering  payment  on  account  of  what  was  due 
generally,  there  was  no  intention  to  alter  or  affect 
uie  righte  of  any  of  the  parties,  and  that,  in 
effect,  the  matter  stands  before  me  in  the  same 
position  in  regard  to  the  righto  as  between  mort- 

gagors  and  morisagees  as  though  I  had  now  to 
eal  with  the  whole  fund  for  distribution,  subject 
onlv  to  this — ^that  I  have  no  jurisdiction  in  this 
action  to  direct  repayment  of  anything  which 
has  already  been  paid.  To  further  clear  the 
ground,  I  will  next  express  my  opinion  that  I 
cannot  accept  the  argument  that  I  must  treat 
the  payments  already  made  as  having  been  made 
rateably  on  account  of  principal  and  interest. 
The  court  has  not  directed  that  they  should  be 
BO  made,  either  direotlv  or  by  implication,  but 
simply  that  they  should  be  made  on  account  gene- 
rally of  what  was  due.  Exactly  why  the  orders' 
were  so  made  I  am  unable  to  say  with  certainty ; 
but  there  is  no  difficulty  in  understanding  that' 
there  were  sufficient  reasons,  and  it  is  enough  to 
point  out  that  there  was  no  certificate  of  what 
was  due  for  principal  and  interest  brought  up  to 
date ;  it  was  quite  possible,  so  far  as  appears, 
that  there  would  ultimately  be  realised  enough  to 
pay  principal  and  interest,  in  which  case  no  ques- 
tion would  ever  arise,  and  it  might  have  been 
thought  reasonable  to  give  time  to  ascertiun 
whether  or  not  the  mortgaged  property^  would 
prove  sufficient  or  insufficient,  so  that,  if  there 
were  any  option  to  take  as  for  principal 
or  interest,  time  might  be  given  to  raise  the 
question  of  right  to  elect.  I  am  unable  to  accept 
tne  argument  grounded  in  general  terms  on  the 
doctrine  approved  in  Cory  Brothers  v.  Oumers 
of  Bteamship  Mecca  (tibi  sup.)  as  to  the  right 
of  appropriation  of  any  payment  on  the  part 
of  the  creditor  to  the  last  moment,  where  the 
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debtor  has  not  in  making  the  payment  himself 
appropriated  its  destination.  This  is  a  doctrine 
applicable  as  between  debtor  and  creditor  in  the 
absence  of  express  contract,  bat  in  the  present  case 
there  was  an  express  contract  that  moneys  realised 
shoald  be  applied  in  a  particular  way— yiz.,  in 
payment,  first,  of  interest  and  then  of  principaL 
Nor  can  I  say  that  the  trust  ceased  to  be  effective 
ipiofacio  because  the  estate  has  turned  oat  in- 
sufBcient.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Yaughan  Hawkins' 
argument  on  this  point.  But  I  accept  this  yiew, 
which  was  presented  to  me  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs— viz.,  that  the  provision  in  the  deed  for 
payment  of  interest  first  is  one  inserted  obviously 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  one,  therefore, 
which  they  coald  waive  if  they  so  desired  in  the 
absence  of  opposition  by  the  debtors,  who  in  the 
present  case  do  not  oppose,  nor  is  it  conceivable 
that  they  conld  have  any  reason  for  opposing. 
It  has  been  argued  that  it  is  impossible  to  permit 
any  choice  or  right  of  election  to  appropriate  to 
the  creditors,  because  many  of  the  debenture- 
holders  may  be  trostees  and  would  have  to  dis- 
tribate  amongst  their  own  eestuit  que  truat,  having 
regard  to  the  quality  of  payments  made  to  them- 
selves whether  as  for  principal  or  for  interest, 
i  will  not  pretend  that  the  case  is  otherwise  than 
complicated  and  difficult,  but,  having  fully  con- 
lidered  it,  the  matter  presents  itself  to  me  in  this 
way.  As  between  the  defendant  society  and  the 
company  it  is  matter  of  absolnte  indifference  to 
the  mortgagors  how  the  proceeds  of  realisation 
are  disposed  of,  as  they  have  nothing  coming  to 
them  in  any  event.  If  they  had  any  conceivable 
interest  in  the  matter,  it  would,  of  course,  be  in 
favour  of  the  application  of  the  moneys  in  pay- 
ment of  capital  urst,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the 
deed.  As  oetween  the  society  holding  the  pro- 
ceeds of  realisation  and  their  CMtuis  que  truri,  the 
debenture- holders,  the  provision  may,  as  I  con- 
ceive, be  waived  by  the  ceituit  que  trust.  How 
the  monevB  ought  to  be  dealt  with  when  received 
by  the  deoentuie-holders  is  a  question  if  they  are 
trustees  between  them  and  their  eestuia  que 
irutt.  Moreover,  the  court  is  not  executing  any 
trusts  as  between  the  last-named  parties.  Bat 
this  being  an  action  for  the  common  benefit  of  a 
number  of  creditors  standing  as  between  them- 
selves pari  passu  as  to  their  rights,  no  one  or  more 
of  them  could  elect  to  receive  moneys  contrary  to 
the  terms  of  the  deed  to  the  detriment  of  any 
other  of  them.  It  cannot,  however,  be  to  the 
detriment -of  any  of  them  that  any  other  or  others 
of  them  shoald  receive  payment  as  for  principal 
instead  of  as  for  intorasC  Mcanse,  on  woridng  out 
the  account,  any  such  payment  must  work  in 
favour  of  those  who  desire  to  be  paid  strictly  in 
accordance  with  the  deed.  The  society  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question  whether  or  not 
their  eestuis  que  trust  are  trustees  or  not  for 
others;  they  pay  to  the  persons  entitied  under 
the  deed,  in  accordance  with  the  trusts  of  it,  or 
otherwise,  at  the  option  of  their  payees,  unless  this 
could  work  injustice  to  others.  I  think  the  true 
aolntiottof  the  matter,  and  one  which  will  preserve 
all  rights,  is  this.  Let  all  payments  heretofore 
made  Dy  the  defendant  society  on  account  gene- 
rally be  attributed,  at  the  option  of  the  payees  as 
between  themselves  and  the  defendant  society  at 
their  election,  as  paymente  on  acoonnt  of  princiiml 
or  of  interest,  all  such  sums  to  be  deemed  to  be 
80  attributed  without  prejudice  to  any  question 


whether  or  not  such  payments,  or  any  part  or 
parts  thereof,  are  in  the  hands  of  the  payees  to  be 
treated  as  capital  or  interest.  In  case  any  of 
the  debenture-nolders  payees  shall  elect  to  have 
the  paymente  to  them  made,  in  accordance  with 
the  deed,  in  discharge  of  interest  firat  and  then  of 
principal,  an  account  will  have  to  be  taken  having 
regard  to  the  election  of  such  of  the  debeatnie- 
holdere  as  shall  have  elected  in  favour  of  past 
receipte  being  treated  as  capital,  so  to  take  of 
what  remains  due  to  the  debentnre-holdeiB,  and 
let  any  balance  now  or  hereafter  to  become  dis- 
tributable, subject  to  costs,  charges,  and  proper 
deductions,  be  distributed  accordingly.  If,  as  I 
should  apprehend  would  be  the  case,  aU  the 
debentare-holders  elect  to  teke  their  past  and 
future  paymente  as  for  oapitel,  there  will  pro- 
bably be  no  occasion  to  teke  any  account.  The 
Inland  Revenue  will  then,  of  course,  look  for 
payment  from  the  debenture-holders  of  any 
income  tex  properly  {wyabla  by  them  in  respeot^ 
of  moneys,  however  paid  to  them,  which  in  their 
hands  are  distribnteble  as  income.  I  imagine 
that,  having  regard  to  the  considerable  amonnte 
already  paid  on  account  generally,  if  there  be 
trustee  debentare-holders,  they  must  already  have 
made  paymente  for  income  from  which  they  have 
deducted  income  tax.  Of  course,  provision  will 
have  to  be  made  for  payment  of  income  tex  upon 
so  much,  if  anything,  as  is  paid  to  debenture- 
holdera  as  for  interest.  I  have  not  referred  in 
detail  to  the  authorities  cited  because  I  do  not 
think  that  any  of  them  really  touch  the  actual 
point  I  have  to  decide.  If  anything  that  has 
been  paid  was  in  fact  interest,  income  tax  ought 
to  have  been  or  to  be  provided  for ;  but,  in  the 
view  I  take,  none  of  it  was  definitely  paid  aa 
interest.  The  order  wUl  require  settling  cu«f  allv, 
but  I  think  I  have  suffldentiy  steted  the  principle 
on  which  it  must  be  framed. 

The  minutes  of  the  order  as  finally  settled  were 
as  follows :  "  The  court  declares  that  all  pay- 
ments heretofore  made  by  the  applicanto  to  the 
holden  of  the  debentures  of  the  '  G '  series  in 
the  defendant  company  '  on  account  generally '  of 
what  was  due  thereon  ought  to  be  atiributea,  aJk 
the  option  of  the  holdera  of  the  said  deben- 
tures as  between  themselves  and  the  appli- 
cante,  as  paymente  on  account  of  prinoijMl 
or  of  interest,  and  no  income  tax  is  pay- 
able in  respect  of  so  much  thereof  as  is  attri- 
buted to  capital ;  bat  this  declaration  is  without 
prejudice  to  the  question  whether  or  not  such 
payment  or  any  part  or  parte  thereof  ought,  in  the 
hands  of  the  persons  to  whom  payments  have 
been  made,  to  be  toreated  as  capital  or  interest, 
and  in  case  any  of  the  holdera  of  the  said  deben- 
tures shall  elect  to  treat  the  said  paymenta 
heretofore  made  '  on  account  generally  of  what 
was  due  on  the  said  debentures  as  having  been 
made  in  discharge  firat  of  interest  then  due  and 
as  to  the  balance  in  discharge  of  capital,  let  an 
account  be  taken  to  ascertoin  how  mnoh  oat  of 
the  amounte  paid  'on  aoooant  generally'  aa 
aforesaid  ought,  in  accordance  with  such  election, 
to  be  treated  as  having  been  paid  in  respect 
of  interest,  and  how  much  in  reepeot  of 
capital ;  and  oat  of  anv  moneys  now  or  hereafter 
to  become  distributable  in  respect  of  the  said 
debentures  whose  holdera  should  have  so  elected, 
let  the  applicante  first  pay  the  income  tax  pay- 
able in  respect  of  the  amonnte  found  to  have  beoik 


Digitized  by 


Google 


July  33,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-663 


Chan.  Dit.]    Vbzbt  v.  Rashleigh— £«  Bepinotok  ;  Wodehousb  v.  Scobbll.    [Chan.  Dit. 


paid  in  respect  of  interest  as  aforesaid.  And  it 
18  ordereil  that  aabjeot  as  aforesaid  any  moneys 
now  or  hereafter  to  become  distributable  amongst 
the  holders  of  the  said  debentures  of  the  '  G ' 
«erieB  in  the  defendant  company  may  be  paid,  at 
the  option  of  the  holders  of  the  debentures 
•as  between  themselves  and  the  applicants,  on 
«coonnt  of  principal  and  of  interest,  but  so 
that  (inclusive  of  payments  already  made  on 
account  of  principal)  no  more  than  20<.  in  the 
ponnd  be  paid  on  acoonnt  of  principal  secnred  by 
-any  of  the  said  debentures  ;  and  income  tax  is  to 
be  paid  on  such  part  thereof  (if  any)  as  shall  be 
payable  on  account  of  interest." 

Solicitors  :  Oribhle,  Oddie,  Sinclair,  and  John. 
4on;  W,H.  Smith  and  Son;  Bennett »,nd  Chance; 
Solieitor  of  Inland  Bevenwe. 


Feb.  26  and  March  3. 

(Before  Byskb,  J.) 

Yezet  v.  Bashlbioh.  (a) 

Statute  of  Frauds  (29  Car.  2,  c.  3),  ».  i— Written 

eontraet^Parol    variation  of   terms    of — New 

agreement — Beaeitsion — Specific  performance. 
Where  a  xcritten  agreement  for  a  lease  had  been 

executed  and  one  of  the    parties  declined   to 

execute  the  lease  because  a  parol  agreement  had 

been  subsequently  come  to  between  the  parties : 
Held,  that  such  parol  evidence,  though  admissible 

on  a  claim  for  rescission,  could  not  be  admitted 

in  variation  of  the  ori^nal  agreement,  the  term* 

of  which  must  be  earned  out. 
liOTioir. 

An  order  was  made  on  the  5th  Nov.  1903  in  an 
Action  staying  all  further  proceedings  except  such 
-as  mi^ht  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  tae  compromise  set  forth  in  the  schednle 
"thereto ;  and  the  schedule  pi-ovided  that  a  certain 
mining  lease  should  be  granted  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  upon  terms  therein  stated. 

Sabseqoently  on  the  11th  Dec.  1903  the  plain- 
tiff and  uie  defendant  had  an  interview  at  whiqh 
the  terms  of  the  proposed  lease  were  discussed, 
and  certain  alterations  were  agreed  to  and 
embodied  in  a  memorandum  of  which  each  of  the 
parties  signed  a  copy  and  copies  were  exchanged. 

The  defendant's  solicitor  objected  to  several  of 
the  proposed  alterations,  but  the  plaintiff  insisted 
on  them  as  forming  part  of  a  new  contract  made 
at  this  interview. 

This  was  a  motion  by  the  defendant  that  the 
plaintiff  might  be  ordered  to  execute  the  lease  in 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
contained  in  the  schedule  to  the  order. 

Norton,  E.G.  and  G.  B.  Bashleigh  for  the 
motion. 

Bowden,  E.G.  and  A.  J.  David  for  the  respon- 
dent.— We  can  give  parol  evidence  of  what 
occurred  at  the  interview  on  the  11th  Dec.,  as  this 
amounted  to  a  rescission  of  the  earlier  contract, 
and  the  court  will  not  order  specific  performance 
of  it.    They  referred  to 

fry  on  Speoiflo  Ferformaooe,  4th  edit.,  p.  443. 

Norton,  E.G.  in  reply. — No  parol  evidence  of 
alterations  in  a  contract  required  by  the  law  to 
be  in  writing  can  be  admitted.     The  only  excep- 

(a)  Baportad  ij  H.  U.  OhaBTxis  UaopBIBION,  Esq., 
B«rrister-tt-Ltw. 


tion  is  in  the  case  of  a  contract  to  rescind,  of 
which  parol  evidence  is  admissible : 

Price  V.  Dyer,  17  Ves.  356 ;  11  B.  E.  102 ; 
Robinson  v.  Page,  3  Bnaa.  114 ;  27  B.  B.  26. 

Byrne,  J.  (after  stating  the  material  facts  and 
deciding  that  the  memorandnm  of  the  11th  Dec. 
did  not  amount  to  an  agreement  between  the 
parties  at  all)  said : — The  question,  therefore,  is 
now  far  I  can  receive  parol  evidence  to  prove 
what  took  place  at  the  discussion  between  the 
parties.  The  decisions  in  Price  v.  Dyer  (ubi  sup.) 
and  Bobinson  v.  Pa^e  (ubi  sup.)  appear  to  me  to 
show  that,  though  parol  evidence  of  a  subsequent 
agreement  for  rescission  of  a  contract  can  be 
admitted,  parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  vary 
cannot.  Here,  though  there  is  a  contradiction 
between  the  parties,  there  is  none  on  the  point 
that  all  that  was  intended  at  the  interview  was  a 
variation  in  the  terms  of  the  first  agreement.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  defendant  is  entitied  to  have 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  as  they  appear  in  the 
schedule  to  the  order  carried  out. 

Solicitors :  W.  H.  Martin  and  Co ;  Bashleigh, 
Son,  and  Hall. 


Wednesday,  April  13. 

(Before  Fabwell,  J.) 

Be  Bbpinoton;  Wodehousb  v.  Scobell.  (a) 

Bevenue — Legacy  duty — Part  of  reversion  assigned 
— Assignees'  liability — Covenant  for  further 
assurance — Bight  to  indemnity. 

A  settlor  assigned  a  sum  of  10,0002.,  pari  of  a 
mortgage  debt  of  15,0002.  to  which  he  was 
entitled  in  reversion  expectant  upon  the  death  of 
his  father. 

Held,  that  the  assignees  were  liable  rateably  for 
the  legacy  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  whole 
upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  norcotdd 
the  assignees  daim  to  be  indemnified  under  a 
covenant  for  further  assurance  made  by  the 
settlor. 

Adjoubnbd  summons. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  10th  Sept.  1836,  the 
testator,  Gharles  Edward  Bepington,  devised 
certain  real  estates  upon  certain  trusts  not 
material  to  this  report,  and  then,  in  the  events 
which  happened,  devised  it  in  remainder  to  the 
use  of  Charles  Henry  Wyndham  h,  Court 
Bepington  during  his  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
Charles  Henry  Wyndham  a  Court  Bepington 
successively  according  to  seniority  in  tail  male. 

The  testator  also  bequeathed  his  residuary 
personal  estate  upon  the  like  ultimate  trusts  so 
far  as  possible,  so  that  in  1882  Charles  Henry 
Wyndham  a  Court  Bepington  had  become  tenant 
for  life  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  and  his 
son,  the  defendant  Charles  a  Court  Bepington, 
who  had  then  attained  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
was  entitied  to  the  residuary  personalty  in 
reversion  absolutely. 

The  residuary  personalty  then  consisted  of  a 
mortgage  debt  of  15,000?.,  secured  by  an  inden- 
ture of  the  14th  Jan.  1840  on  property  in  War- 
wickshire, and  a  sum  of  7832.  If.  la.  Consols. 

By  his  marriage  settlement,  dated  the  10th  Feb. 
1882,  Gharles  Bepington,  the  son,  assigned  the 

(a)  B«pon«a  br  H.  C.  Oiissu,  Eiq,,  Burliter-kt-Law. 
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turn  of  lO.OOOL,  "  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  or 
•am  of  15,0002."  to  which  he  was  entitled  "in 
reversion  expectant  upon  the  death  of  his 
father,"  to  hie  trnatees  upon  the  trusts  therein 
contained.  He  also  covenanted  for  farther 
assurance  in  the  following  terms  : 

That  he  .  .  .  and  eTeryperBonrUiming  through  or 
under  him  will  at  any  tim«  or  times  hereafter,  upon  the 
reqneit  of  the  tmiteea  or  tmstee  for  the  time  being 
of  theae  preeents  or  any  other  person  for  the  time 
being  interested  in  the  premiiea  and  at  the  oost  of 
the  trnat  estate,  ezeonte  and  do  every  snoh  aainranoe 
and  thing  for  the  farther  or  more  perfectly  aunring 
the  Biid  premises  hereinbefore  expressed  to  be  hereby 
aaiigned  or  any  part  thereof  nnto  the  trastees  or 
tmstee  for  the  time  being  of  theae  presents  and  for 
enabling  them  or  him  to  obtain  payment  of  the  same 
as  by  the  person  or  persons  maUng  saoh  request 
shall  be  reasonably  teqaired. 

The  sum  of  7832.  Is.  Id.  Consols  was  transferred 
by  the  trastees  to  Charles  Bepington  the  father 
and  Charles  Bepington  the  son  in  1885,  so  that 
from  and  after  that  time  the  mortgage  debt  of 
15,0002.  constituted  the  entire  residuary  personalty 
of  the  testator  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees  of  the  will. 

Five  thousand  pounds  out  of  the  mortgage  debt 
was  paid  off  in  1894  and  invested  by  the  trustees 
in  50122.  9f.  7d.  Consols,  which  they  still  retained. 
The  defendant  Charles  Bepington,  the  son, 
created  divers  charges  upon  his  interest  in  the 
residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  bat  all 
of  them  were  made  subsequent  to  the  date  of  his 
marriage  settlement,  the  first  instrument  of 
charge  being  dated  the  23rd  Dec.  1886.  All 
these  charges  were  vested  in  the  defendant  C.  B. 
NioholL 

The  tenant  for  life,  Charles  Bepington  the 
father,  died  on  the  29th  Oct.  1903,  and  threupon 
the  defendant  Charles  Bepington  the  son  or  liis 
assigns  became  absolutely  entitled  to  Uie 
residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  subject 
only  to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent.,  and  of  the  costs  of  and  incidental  to 
the  winding-up  of  the  trusts  of  the  will.  All 
probate  duty  had  already  been  paid. 

The  question  thereupon  arose  whether  the 
trastees  of  the  marriage  settlement  were  entitled, 
by  virtue  of  the  assignment  therein  contained,  to 
the  payment  of  the  clear  sum  of  10,0002.  free 
from  all  deductions,  or  whether  that  sum  was 
liable  rateably  with  the  balance  of  the  residuary 
personalty  to  the  legacv  duty  and  costs. 

On  the  9th  March  1904  an  originating  summons 
was  taken  out  seeking  the  decision  of  the  court 
on  this  question,  and  it  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Bryan  Fairer  for  the  trustees  of  the  will. 

MacSicinney  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 
— If  this  had  been  the  case  of  an  assignment  of  a 
part  of  a  reversion,  and  the  reversion  had  been 
subject  to  a  mortgage,  the  assignor  would  have 
been  bound  under  his  covenant  for  further 
assurance  to  discharge  the  mortgage  out  of  the 
part  of  the  reversion  which  he  had  retained : 

Re  Jones  I    Farrington  v.  Forrester,  69  L.  T.  Eep. 
45;    (1893)  2  Ch.  461. 

Legacy  duty  is  a  payment  for  which  the  whole 
fund  is  liable,  and  ought  to  be  dealt  with  as 
though  it  were  a  charge.  Under  these  ciroam- 
stances  the  retention  by  the  settlor  of  part  of  the 
reversion  makes  him  liable  under  his  covenant 


for  further  aasurance.  It  was  clearly  intended^ 
the  settlement  to  settle  a  clear  sam  of  10,000*. 
charged  upon  the  mortgage ;  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion that  if  the  security  had  decreased  in  value  the 
loss  would  have  had  to  be  borne  by  the  anaettled 
part. 

Bomer  for  Charles  Bepington  the  son  and  his 
mortgagee. — The  fact  that  if  the  whole  fund  had 
been  settied  tiie  liability  for  legacy  duty  would 
have  fallen  on  the  reversion  so  settled  (and  this 
has  not  been  denied)  disposes  of  the  argument 
that  in  this  case  the  part  assigned  is  not  liable 
rateably  for  the  legacy  duty.  Legacy  duty  is  net 
an  incumbrance : 

Bliu  V.  Putnam,  1843,  7  Beav.  40. 
On  the  sale  of  a  reversion  the  purchaser  is  liable 
for  duty.  Again,  when  successive  appointments  are 
made  out  of  a  fund,  each  appointee  lias  to  bear  the 
legacy  duty  on  the  share  appointed  to  him.  If 
the  argument  on  the  other  side  were  correct,  the 
nnappointed  part  of  the  fund,  or,  if  all  were 
appointed,  the  last  appointed  share,  would  have  to 
bear  the  entire  duty.  Be  Shato ;  Tueket  v.  Shaw 
(71  L.  T.  Bep.  873 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  343)  proves  that 
this  is  not  the  case.  Further,  by  the  settlement 
a  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  is  settled,  not  a  sum 
charged  on  the  morgtag^  debt.  The  covenant  for 
farther  assurance  cannot  help  the  other  side, 
seeing  that  it  is  expressly  provided  that  every- 
thing  to  be  done  under  that  covenant  is  to  be  done 
at  the  expense  of  the  settled  estate. 

Fabwbll,  J. — ^In  my  opinion  the  10,0002.  most 
bear  its  own  share  of  the  duty.  On  the  construc- 
tion of  this  settlement  the  settlor  has  assigned, 
in  my  pinion,  a  specific  portion  of  the  mortga^ 
debt.  He  has  not  settled  the  10,C032.  as  a  sum  m 
cash,  charged  upon  or  to  be  raised  out  of  the 
larger  sum  of  15,0002. ;  but  has  in  effect  assigned 
10.0002.  as  part  of  the  15,0002.  He  has,  in  other 
words,  assigned  two-thirdJ3  of  the  mortgage  debt 
to  which  he  was  entitled.  That  seems  to  me  to 
be,  upon  the  construction,  the  true  view.  That 
being  so,  it  is  assigned  in  terms  as  a  reversion 
expectant  on  the  death  of  his  father.  Had  it  been 
an  assignment  by  the  settlor  of  the  whole  sum  to 
the  reversion  of  which  he  was  entiUed,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  duty  would  be  borne  by  the 
assignee.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  covenant 
for  further  assurance  throws  the  burden  of  the 
legal  duty  on  the  settlor.  In  my  opinion  that  is 
not  so.  I  do  not  myself  see  that  that  particalar 
covenant  has  any  bearing  at  all  on  the  present 
case.  I  do  not  think  that  legacy  duty  can  be 
regarded  as  an  incumbrance,  properly  so  called; 
but,  however  that  may  be,  the  case  is  dearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  Be  Jones;  Farringtm  v. 
ForretUr  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  45;  (1893)  2  (3h.  461). 
That  was  the  case  of  a  mortgage  on  the  propwtT 
assigned,  and  the  court  held,  on  the  oonstraction 
of  the  particular  covenant^  that  when  a  man  had 
assigned  the  moiety  of  a  property  for  value,  with- 
out mentioning  the  existence  of  a  mortgage  upon 
the  property,  he  was  bound,  under  Uiis  covenant, 
to  discharge  the  mortgage  out  of  the  unsold 
moiety.  If  .however,  the  assignment  had  been  made 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  it  is  clear  that  no  such 
qaestion  would  have  arisen,  and  when  a  vendor  or 
settlor  assigns  a  reversionary  interest,  which  is  on 
the  face  of  it  a  reversion,  both  parties  know  that 
dnty  will  ^become  payable.  So  much  so  that  I 
think  it  has  besn  held,  if  I  remember  rightly. 
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that  a  purchaser  ia  bound  to  covenant  to 
indemnify  bis  vendor  against  succession  daty. 
At  any  rate,  there  is  no  sort  of  deception  in  the 
matter.  When  the  assignment  is  an  assignment 
of  a  reversion  as  a  reversion,  all  parties  know 
that  it  carries  a  liability  for  duty  wiUi  it,  and  the 
duty  that  is  payable  is  legacy  duty  in  proportion 
to  the  amount  of  the  legacy.  The  whola  leg^y  is 
15,0002.,  and  it  appears  to  me  ib  wouM  be  a  distor- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  cast  the  whole 
burden  in  respect  of  the  15,0002.  on  the  part  of  it 
retained  by  the  settlor,  and  I  can  find  no  ground 
for  doing  so.  The  result  is  that  the  10,0002.  must 
bear  its  own  share  of  the  legacy  duty  payable.  The 
costs  will  follow  the  same  rule,  including  the  coats 
of  these  proceedings. 

Solicitors  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
Elli*  uad  mii: 

Solicitors  for  the  settlor  and  his  mortgagee, 
Nieholl,  Manisty,  and  Co. 


Tuegday,  April  19. 

(Before  Fabwell,  J.) 

Stkters  v.  Kirq.  (a) 

Will — Legacy — Intended  tatitf action  of  an  obliga- 
tion— Legatee  predeoeasing  testatrix — Lapse. 

Where  a  testatrix,  in  exercise  of  a  power  of 
appointment,  appointed  a  sum  to  her  brother  in 
satisfaction  of  certain  over-payments  received  by 
her  out  of  trust  funds  of  which  he  was  the  sole 
trustee,  it  was  held  that,  as  the  appointment 
was  made  with  the  intention  of  peiyorming  a 
moral  obligation  and  not  of  conferring  a  bounty, 
the  gift  did  not  lapse  through  the  testatrix  being 
predeceased  by  her  brother. 

Williamaon  v.  Naylor  (1838,  3  Y.  £  C.  Ex.  208) 
foUowed. 

Pbtition. 

Under  the  will  of  Thomas  John  King,  dated  the 
19th  Feb.  1845,  Charlotte  "Wilson,  formerly  Char- 
lotte King,  became  entitled,  in  the  events  which 
happened,  to  an  equal  third  share  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  and  personal 
estate. 

The  testator  died  on  the  26th  March  1859,  and 
the  defendant  William  King,  who  has  since  died, 
was  the  sole  trustee  and  executor  of  his  will. 

Bv  the  terms  of  a  deed  of  arrangement  of  the 
23rd  April  1860,  which  was  made  between  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled  under  the  testator's 
will  and  William  King  as  sole  trustee  and 
executor,  it  was  agreed  that  William  King  should 
hold  certain  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estate 
of  the  testator  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same  and  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  thereof  as  to  two- 
thirda  for  his  two  sisters,  one  of  whom  was 
Charlotte  Wilson,  and  as  to  the  remaining  third 
part  for  himself. 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the 
26th  April  1860,  which  was  made  upon  the 
marriage  of  Charlotte  Wilson  with  Charles 
Stuart,  Charlotte  Wilson  assigned  her  third  share 
nnder  the  deed  of  arrangement  of  the  23rd  April 
1860  to  William  Eling  and  John  Stuart  upon  the 
usual  trusts  as  to  investment  and  then  upoii  trust 
to  pay  the  income  arising  therefrom  to  herself 

(a)  Beportedb;  B.  C.  QlMlA,  Eaq.,  SariiteT-tX-Lnr 


during  her  life  for  her  sole  and  separate  use.    The 
settlement  then  provided  that  the  trustees 

Immediately  after  the  deoeaie  of  the  said  Charlotte 
Wilion  ahall  out  of  the  aaid  trust  moneys,  atoaka,  fanda, 
and  aeonritiea  raise  and  pay  the  anm  of  20001.  aterlingr 
to  Jnlia  Charlotte  Wilson  (the  daughter  of  the  aaid 
Charlotte  Wilson  by  her  first  hnsband  William 
Wilaon)  for  ber  sole  and  separate  use  independently  of 
any  boaband  with  whom  she  may  intermarry,  and  shall 
transfer  and  pay  the  reaidne  of  the  said  atooks,  fnnds, 
and  aeonrities,  and  the  intereata,  dividenda,  and  the 
annnal  prodnoe  thereof,  onto  anoh  person  or  peraona 
in  cnoh  shares  or  proportions  and  in  snch  manner  aa 
the  aaid  Charlotte  Wilaon  shall  notwithstanding  her 
novr  intended  or  any  fntnre  oovertare  by  her  last 
will  direot  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  anoh  appoint- 
ment shall  pay  the  inoome  of  the  trast  moneys  nnto 
the  aaid  Charlea  Stnart  if  he  be  then  living  and  hia 
aaaigns  during  his  life  for  his  and  their  own  nae  and 
benefit. 

And  from  and  after  the  death  of  Charles 
Stuart  the  trustees  William  King  and  John 
Stuart  were  directed  to  stand  possessed  of  the 
trust  funds  upon  the  usual  trusts  for  the  children 
of  the  marriage,  and  then,  subject  to  these  trusts, 
in  trust  for  Julia  Cb^rlotte  Wilson  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use. 

Charles  Stuart  died  on  the  12th  May  1861,  and 
there  was  no  issue  from  the  marriage. 

On  the  20bh  Aug.  1866,  upon  the  occasion  of 
her  marriage  with  Herbert  Lidington,  Julia 
Charlotte  Wilson,  the  daughter  of  Charlotte 
Wilson,  settled  the  20002.  which  passed  to  her 
nnfer  the  above  settlement  of  the  26th  April 
1860. 

On  the  21  et  Jane  1873  Charlotte  Stuart  and 
Julia  Charlotte  Lidington  mortgaged  the  trust 
premises  settled  by  the  deed  of  the  26th  April  1860 
to  John  Madocks  to  secure  5002.,  and  it  was 
declared  that  the  5002.  "  should  be  deemed  to  be 
the  proper  debt  of  the  said  Charlotte  Stuart,  her 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators." 

On  the  6th  Oct  1874  Charlotte  Stuart  married 
John  Blinks. 

The  present  suit  was  commenced  in  the  year 
1872  for  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
of  arrangement  of  the  23rd  April  1860.  An  order 
was  made  at  the  original  hearing  for  a  sale  of  the 
property  subject  to  the  trusts  of  that  deed,  and 
on  jfarther  consideration  an  order  was  made,  dated 
the  8th  Aug.  1877,  by  which  it  was  ordered  that 
Charlotte  Blinks'  share  in  the  funds  should  be 
carried  to  a  separate  account  entitled  "  Share  of 
Charlotte  BlinKs  settled  by  indenture  dated  the 
26th  April  1860." 

It  appeared  that  Charlotte  Blinks  had  from 
time  to  time  received  over- payments  in  respect  of 
her  interest  in  the  trust  fnnds,  and  the  court 
declared  by  the  same  order  that  Charlotte 
Blinks  by  her  counsel  had  admitted  that  the  sum 
of  1682.  18s,  Id.  appearing^  by  the  chief  clerk's 
certificate  to  have  been  paid  to  her  by  the  defen- 
dant William  King  in  excess  of  her  Bbare  of  the 
inoome  of  the  said  trust  estate  and  the  sum  of 
1152.  9a.  6(2.  mentioned  in  the  same  certificate 
constituted  an  aggregate  debt  of  2842.  8a.  \d.  then 
due  and  owing  from  her  to  the  defendant  William 
King,  for  the  payment  whereof  her  separate  estate 
was  liable. 

The  order  then  declared  that  Charlotte  Blinks 
had  undertaken  by  her  counsel  to  execute  in  favour 
of  the  defendant  a  valid  appointment  by  will 
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(subject  onl^  to  the  indenture  of  the  2l8t  June  1873 
above  mentioned  for  Becnring  5002.  and  interest 
thereon  to  John  Madocks)  of  a  sum  of  2842.  8f.  Id. 
ont  of  the  property  subject  to  the  power  of 
appointment  given  to  her  under  the  marriaee 
settlement  of  the  26th  April  1860 ;  and  that  she 
had  also  undertaken  that  she  would  not  thereafter 
exercise  her  power  of  appointment  so  as  in  any 
way  to  prejudice  or  aifeot  the  appointment  in 
the  defendant's  favour.  Liberty  to  apply  with 
reference  to  the  enforcement  of  this  un^rtaking 
was  reserved  by  the  order  to  the  defendant 
William  King.  Directions  as  to  payment  of 
interest  on  the  sum  of  2842.  8«.  id.  ont  of  the 
interest  arising  from  the  fund  in  court  were  also 
given,  but  no  such  payments  were  ever  in  fact 
received  by  William  Kiog  in  his  lifetime. 

William  King  died  on  the  10th  Jan.  1889, 
havine  appointed  his  daughter  Alice  Jane  King 
his  sole  legatee  and  executrix.  No  new  trustees 
ot  the  settlement  of  the  26th  April  1860  were 
-ever  appointed. 

On  the  14th  Sept.  1877  Charlotte  BUnks  duly 
made  her  will  in  the  following  terms,  so  far  as 
material: 

I  Charlotte  Blinks  ...  do  haraby  in  ezeroUa 
-of  the  power  given  to  ma  by  the  aettlement  ezecnted  by 
me  on  my  marriage  with  the  late  Charles  Stuart  bear- 
ing date  on  or  about  the  26th  day  of  April  1860  and 
in  oomplianoe  with  the  order  on  further  oonaideration  of 
the  High  Court  of  Jnstioa,  Chancery  Divirion,  in  the  init 
of  iSt«ti«nt  V.  King  bearing  date  the  6th  day  of  Augnit 
1877  ^[>point  and  beqneaUi  to  my  brother  William  King 
the  several  sumi  of  1681.  ISs.  Id.  and  11 51. 9g.  6<2.,  making 
together  the  som  of  2841.  St.  Id.  And  I  also  appoint 
and  bequeath  to  John  Madooki,  formerly  of  Cbertaey  in 
the  oonnty  of  Sarrey,  but  now  of  Dartmouth  in  the 
oonntj  of  Devon,  the  anm  of  5001.  sterling  and  also  snoh 
a  sum  as  shall  be  equivalent  to  the  inteteat  owing  on  a 
certain  mortgage  seourity  bearing  the  date  2lBt  day 
of  Jone  1873  for  securing  the  sum  of  5001.  borrowed 
by  me  of  him.  And  I  appoint  my  daughter  Jnlia 
Charlotte  Lidington  sole  ezeontrix  of  this  my  wUl. 

Charlotte  Blinks  died  on  the  4th  Dec.  1903,  and 
probate  of  her  will  was  dul^  taken  oat  by  the 
petitioner  Julia  Charlotte  Lidington. 

By  an  indentnre  dated  the  17th  Feb.  1904 
Robert  Otteswell  Chambers  was  appointed  a 
trustee  of  the  settlement  of  the  20th  Aug.  1866  in 
place  of  William  King,  deceased. 

The  question  now  arose  whether  the  bequest  of 
2842.  8<.  Id.  to  William  King  contained  in  the 
will  of  Charlotte  Blinks  lapsed  upon  his  pre- 
deceasing her. 

Vavtghan  Havikine  for  the  petition. — ^I  submit 
that  the  legacy  clearly  lapses.  The  oases  have 
never  gone  as  far  as  would  be  necessary  to  save 
the  legacy  from  lapsing  in  such  a  case  as  this. 
Nor  can  it  be  sud  that  the  testatrix's  will  safficed 
to  make  the  fund  dealt  with  part  of  her  assets : 

Re  Boyd, ;  Kelly  v.  Bmjd,  77  L.  T.  Bap.  76 ;  (1897) 
2  Ch.  232,  235. 

The  cases  show  that  the  testatrix  must  have  so 
dealt  with  the  funds  as  to  blend  them  with  her 
own  property : 

B»  Marten ;  Bliavj  v.  Jtarten,  85  L.  T.  Bap.  704 ; 
(1902)  1  Cb.  314. 

Hart  for  Miss  Alice  Jane  King. — There  is  no 
need  to  consider  whether  the  funds  have  been 
made  assets,  if,  as  1  submit,  there  has  been  no 
lapse.    The  gift  is  in  compliance  with  the  order 


on  further  consideration  that  is  in  fulfilment  of, 
any  rate,  a  moral  obligation.  I  cannot  find  a  case 
of  an  appointment  by  a  testator  where  this  ques- 
tion of  lapse  has  been  considered,  but  I  submit 
that  it  makes  no  difference  in  principle  whether 
the  gift  is  bv  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment 
or  oat  of  the  testator's  own  property.  The  cases 
go  on  the  principle  that  where  there  is  a  moral 
obligation  and  a  bequest  to  a  person  is  clearly 
attributable  to  a  desira  to  satisfy  it,  there  is  no 
gift  of  a  personal  nature  depending  on  the 
particular  person  outliving  the  testator,  but  a 
mere  intention  to  meet  a  liability.  That  in  tention 
is  equally  fulfilled  whether  the  money  is  received 
by  the  person  named  in  the  will  or  by  his  estate : 

Williamton  v.  Nai/lor,  1838, 3  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  203 ; 

Philipi  V.  Philipi,  1844,  3  Ha.  281, 300  ; 

Re  Bowerby's  Tnuts,  1856,  2K.&  3.  630. 

The  last  case  was  affirmed  on  appeal  under  the 
name  of  Turner  v.  Martin  (1867,  7  De  G.  M.  &  G. 

429). 

Vaughan  Hawlcins  in  reply. 

Faswell,  J.  stated  the  facts,  and,  after  reading 
the  order  made  upon  further  consideration,  con- 
tinued : — Charlotte  Blinks  having  given  this 
undertaking,  duly  made  her  will.  [His  Lordship 
then  read  the  l>equest  to  William  King.]  She 
then  appointed  a  sum  of  5002.  to  John  Madocks, 
which  was  also  a  debt  of  her  separate  estate,  and 
appointed  her  daughter  Jnlia  Charlotte  Wilson 
her  executrix.  Wuliam  King  predeceased  the 
testatrix,  and  it  is  therefore  said  that  the  bequest 
to  him  lapsed.  Now,  the  reason  that  a  legacy 
lapses  upon  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the 
testator  is  that  the  whole  object  of  the  testator  in 
making  the  bequest  is  presumed  to  have  failed 
through  the  death  of  the  person  whom  he  intended 
to  benefit.  Whether  the  object  of  the  legacy  has 
failed  must  depend,  therefore,  upon  the  testator's 
intention  in  making  the  gift;  and  in  each  case  the 
question  of  lapse  becomes  a  question  of  fact,  or 
rather  a  question  partly  of  fact  and  partly  of  con- 
struction. It  is  settled  by  WUliamton  y.  Naylor 
(1838,  3  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  208),  Philips  v.  Philipi  (1844, 
3  Ha.  281),  and  Be  Bowerhy'i  TnuU  (1856,  2  K. 
&  J.  630)  that  where  the  court  finds  that  by  a 
bequest  a  testator  has  intended  to  satisfy  a  moral 
duty,  whether  it  be  legally  binding  or  not,  and  not 
to  perform  an  act  of  bounty,  the  bequest  does  not 
lapse  through  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the 
testator,  provided  that  the  moral  dn^  continues. 
Here  there  has  been  no  desire  to  confer  a  benefit, 
but  an  intention  to  discharge  an  obligation ;  and, 
notwithstanding  the  arguments  of  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel,  I  am  satisfied  that,  if  William  King  had 
been  paid  the  whole  of  the  sum  of  2842.  8«.  Id. 
during  the  testatrix's  life,  he  could  not  have 
retained  the  amount  appointed  to  him  by  her  will 
if  he  had  survived  her.  The  appointment  was  not 
in  fact  due  to  a  desire  on  the  part  of  the  testatrix 
to  perform  an  act  of  bounty,  but  to  her  intention 
to  discharge  a  liability,  and  consequently  there  is 
no  lapse.  The  fact  that  the  testatrix  was  a  married 
woman,  that  she  dealt  with  no  property  of  her 
own,  but  only  with  property  over  which  sne  had  a 
power  of  appointment,  and  that  in  spite  ot  this 
she  appointed  an  executrix ;  the  fact,  too,  that  the 
only  other  exercise  of  her  power  of  appointment 
was  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  a  mortgage  debt 
for  which  she  was  personally  liable,  all  afrord,  in 
my  opinion,  additional  evid'nce  that  her  inten- 
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tion  was  solely  to  ^rform  a  Anty.  And  that  is 
aa  intention  which  is  equally  fulfilled  by  payment 
to  William  King  or  his  estate.  Except  to  dia- 
oharge  this  obligation  and  to  discover  the  persons 
to  whom  that  obligation  should  then  be  due,  there 
could  have  been  no  possible  reason  for  the 
appointment  of  an  executrix.  The  result  is  that 
there  is  no  lapse  in  the  present  case,  and  that  the 
amount  appointed  must  be  paid  to  the  personal 
representatives  of  William  Kmg.  The  costs  will 
be  paid  oat  of  the  fond  subject  to  the  testatrix's 
power  of  appointment. 

Solicitors  for  the  petitioners,  W.  J.  Fraser  and 
Son. 

Solicitor  for  William  King's  personal  repre- 
sentative, W.  W.  Box. 


April  26  and  29. 

(Before  Swinfik  East,  J.) 

Lea  v.  Thubsbt.  (a) 

Lease— Merger— BanJerupteu  Act  1883  (46  &  47 

Viet.  e.  52),  8.  55 — Bes  judicata . 
By  an  indenture  ofleaee  dated  the  20(&  Aug.  1880 
W.  demited  certain  property  to  3f.  for  a  term 
of  ninety-five  years  at  ike  rent  of  222Z.  5*.  6i. 
By  a  mortgage  dated  the  2ith  June  1881  M. 
demised  the  term,  lest  three  days,  at  a  pepper- 
corn rent  to  H.  to  secure  20002.  and  juHher 
advances.  Eight  thousand  pounds  wat  now 
due  on  the  security.  M.  procured  a  con- 
veyance of  the  fee  on  the  27th  March  1882, 
and  in  1885  sold  to  F.,  the  conveyance  being 
expressed  to  be  subject  to  the  lease  of  the 
20th  Aug.  1880.  In  July  1902  M.  became 
bankrupt,  his  trustee  disclaimed  the  lease,  and 
on  the  5th  May  1903  an  order  was  made  by  the 
registrar  of  the  Warwick  County  Court  that 
a^s  representatives  thoidd  be  excluded  from  aU 
interest  in  the  lease,  and  that  the  same  should 
be  vested  in  a  purchaser  from  F.,  unless  H.'s 
representatives  declared  their  option  to  accept  a 
vesting  order  of  the  lease.  H.  s  representatives 
did  not  appeal  from  the  order  in  bankruptcy, 
but  now  asked  (1)  a  declaration  that  the  term 
created  by  the  lease  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880,  subject 
to  the  subterm  created  by  the  mortgage  of  the 
24ih  June  1881,  became  merged  and  extinguished 
on  the  conveyance  of  the  fee  to  M. ;  and  (2)  a 
declaration  that  H.'s  representativet  were  entitled 
to  the  premises  for  the  residue  of  the  term  created 
by  the  mortgage,  sviject  only  to  a  peppercorn 
rent  and  the  equity  of  redemption. 
Held,  that  the  County  Court  judge  had  full  juris- 
diction to  determine  the  question  of  merger,  and 
that,  as  H.'s  representatives  had  not  appealed 
from  the  registrar's  decision,  they  were  estopped 
by  the  proceedings  in  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  and 
could  not  have  the  question  tried  over  again. 
Held,  also,  thai,  even  if  there  were  no  estoppel, 
there  was  no  merger,  as  it  was  for  the  benefit  of 
M.  and  his  intention  to  keep  ths  term  subsisting. 
Action. 

By  an  indenture  datod  the  20th  Aug.  1880, 
and  made  between  T.  Worthington  of  the  one 
part  and  B.  H.  Milward  of  the  other  part.  High- 
field  House  was  demised  to  Milward  for  the  t^m 
of  ninety-five  years  from  the  25th  March  1880,  at 
a  yearly  rent  of  2222.  5s.  6<2. 

(a)  Beportad  by  Q.  B.  Hahiltox,  Kaq.,  B«nlat«r«t-I«w. 


'  On  the  24th  June  1881  Milward  mortgaged  the 
same  premises  by  way  of  siib-demise  to  James 
Horsf^  for  the  whole  term  of  the  lease,  less  the 
last  three  days  thereof,  at  a  peppercorn  rent  to 
BGcure  2000Z.  and  further  advances.  From  time 
to  time  further  advances  were  made,  bringing 
the  total  amount  advanced  up  to  8000Z. 

James  Horsfall  died  on  the  17th  Oct.  1887,  and 
the  plaintiffs  were  the  present  trustees  of  his 
will. 

On  the  27th  March  1882  the  reversion  in  fee  of 
the  premises  comprised  in  three  leases,  including 
the  lease  in  cmestion,  was  conveyed  to  Milward  in 
oonnderation  of  8272Z.  The  conveyance  was 
expressed  to  be  sabject  to  and  with  the  benefit  of 
the  leases. 

In  1885  Milward  sold  the  premises  comprised  in 
the  three  leases  to  W.  E.  J.  B.  Famham,  subject 
to  and  with  the  benefit  of  the  leases  and  also 
subject  to  an  agreement  that  Famham  should 
grant  to  him  a  lease  of  the  same  premises  for  a 
term  of  500  years  at  a  yearly  rent  of  3002.  On 
the  same  day  a  lease  on  these  terms  was  granted 
by  Famham  to  Milward. 

Subsequent  dealings  took  place  with  the  pro- 
perty, and  ultimately  it  was  purchased  by  A.  H. 
Thursby  for  6000Z. 

In  Jiuy  1902  Milward  was  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt, and  Philip  Bates  was  appointed  trustee  of  his 

On  the  18th  Oct.  1902  Bates  served  on  Thursby 
and  the  plaintiffs  a  notice  of  his  intention  to  dis- 
claim the  lease  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880.  No 
notice  of  this  was  taken  by  either  Thursby  or  the 
plaintiffs. 

On  the  2l8t  Nov.  1902  Bates  disclaimed  the 
lease.  It  was  not  disputed  that  if  the  lease  of  the 
20th  Aug.  1880  was  then  a  subsisting  lease  the 
trustee  was  entitled  to  disclaim  it.  The  plaintiffs, 
however,  alleged  that  the  lease  had  then  become 
merged  in  the  freehold,  and  that  the  disclaimer 
was  therefore  inoperative. 

On  the  23rd  Dec.  1902  Thursby  served  a  notice 
of  motion  in  bankruptey  on  the  plaintiffs  for  an 
order  that  unless  the  plaintiffs  elected  to  have 
the  property  comprised  in  the  lease  of  the  20th 
Aug.  1880  vested  in  them,  subject  to  the  rent, 
covenants,  and  conditions  contained  in  that  lease 
and  to  the  same  liabilities  and  obligations  as  the 
bankrupt  was  subject  to  under  the  lease  at  the 
date  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptey, 
they  should  be  excluded  from  all  interest  in  the 
property,  and  that  it  should  be  delivered  to  and 
vested  in  the  applicant. 

On  the  5th  May  1903  an  order  was  made  in 
bankruptey  by  the  registrar  of  the  County  Court 
of  Warwickshire  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be 
excluded  from  all  interest  in  the  lease  and  that 
the  same  should  be  Thuraby  unless  the  plaintiffs 
should  declare  their  option  to  accept  a  vesting 
order  of  the  same,  which  they  did  not  do.  The 
plaintiffs  did  not  appeal  from  the  order  in  bank- 
ruptcy. 

The  plaintiffs,  who  were  the  trustees  of  the 
will  of  James  Horsfall,  deceased,  asked :  (1)  a 
declaration  that  the  full  term  created  by  the  lease 
dated  the  20th  Aug.  1880,  subject  to  the  sub-term 
created  by  the  mortgage  of  the  24th  June  1881, 
became  merged  and  extinguished  on  the  convey- 
ance of  the  fee  simple  in  the  demised  premises 
to  Milward,  the  lessee ;  and  (2)  a  declaration  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  legally  entitled  to  the  premises 
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oomprimd  in  the  laaae  for  the  reBidue  of  the  term 
created  by  the  mortgage,  subjeot  only  to  the 
nominal  rent  reaenred  dt  the  mott^^ge  and  to  the 
equity  of  redemption  subsiating  thereunder. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  as  frirolons  and 
Tezations  and  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  coart 
had  been  dismissed,  both  by  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
(89  L.  T.  Bep.  744)  and  the  Coort  of  Appeal  (90 
L.  T.  Bep.  265). 

MiekUm,  E.G.  and  Druee  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  order  in  the  Birmingham  County  Court  had 
no  effect  if  the  lease  had  merged,  and  the  plaintiffs 
are  not  prejadioed  hj  the  order  if  the  lease  is  not 
BubsistLDg.  When  Uilward  took  a  oonTegrance  of 
the  fee  in  1882  the  lease  merged.  The  County 
Court  jadge  had  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the 
question. 

HoManc,  K.C.  and  Wootten  for  the  defendant— 
The  County  Court  judge  had  full  jarisdiotion  to 
decide  the  question  of  merger,  and  it  was  fully 
argued  before  him.     The  case  stood  over  until 
the  case   Cajntal  and  Couniiet  Bank  t.  Bhodes 
.(88  L.  T.  Bm.  255 ;  (1903)  1  Ch.  631)  had  been 
.reported.    After  this  had  been  done,  the  registrar 
..decided  that  there  was  no  merger.    The  registrar 
-^na  exercising  a  judicial  discretion : 
Bt  Britton,  61  L.  T.  Bsp.  53 ; 
B»  Smith;  S» parte  Htfbrnn,  63  L. T.  Bep.  621 ;  25 
Q.  B.  DiT.  536. 
As   the  pliuntiffs    did    not    appeal,   they   are 
.  .estoj^ped  from  again  raising  the  question. 

MidcUm,  E.C.  replied. 

April  29.— SwiNFiir  Eadt,  J.— It  is  clear  that 
if  the  lease  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880  was  a  subsisting 
lease  and  had  not  been  merged  or  extinguished 
.  at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  the  defendant 
Thursby  was  entitled  to  apjoly  to  the  Bankruptcy 
Court  lor  such  an  order.  This  right  is  conferred 
by  sect  55  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883.  It  has 
been  decided  that,  under  this  section,  the  land- 
lord may  apply  that  the  mortgagee  shall  take  a 
▼eating  order  or  be  excluded  from  all  interest  in 
the  disclaimed  property :  {Be  FinUy ;  Ex  parte 
Clothworker$'  Company,  60  L.  T.  Bep.  134; 
21  Q.  B.  Div.  475  ;  see  aUo  Be  Baker ;  Ex  parte 
Xuptoti,  85  L.  T.  Bep.  33;  (1901)  2  K.  B.  628). 
The  court  to  which  this  application  was  made 
was  the  only  court  having  jurisdiction  in  the 
.onatter— namely,  the  Birmingham  County  Court 
in  which  the  buikrnptcy  proceedings  against  Mil. 
vward  were  then  pendSng.  Upon  the  bearing  of  this 
application  the  question  arose  whether  the  lease 
<A  the  20th  Aug.  1880  was  subsisting  or  had  beeoi 
merged.  Upon  the  OTidence  before  me  it  appears 
that  the  court  deemed  it  expedient  or  necessary 
-•to  decide  that  question  for  the  purpose  of  doing 
complete  justice.  The  right  of  the  applicant 
Thursby  to  apply  for  and  obtain  a  Tcstiag  order 
<(aasnmmg  always  that  the  lease  was  subsisting  at 
-•the  date  of  the  bankruptcy)  was  a  right  or  claim 
.arising  out  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Mil  ward  and  the 
.subsequent  disolumer  by  the  trustee,  and  could 
only  have  been  enforced  by  him  in  theBankruptcy 
'Court  and  certainly  could  not  before  the  passing 
4>f  the  Bankruptcy  Act  1883,  have  been  enforced 
by  action  in  the  High  Court  within  tbe  proTiso 
in  sect  102,  sub-sect.  1,  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act 
1883,  and  the  consent  of  all  parties  to  the  County 
Court  exercising  jurisdiction  was  not  necestaty. 
In  my  opinion,  the  County  Court  in  bankruptcy 
bad  full  jurisdiction  under  sect.  102  of  the  Bank- 


ruptcy Act  1883  to  decide  upon  the  chum  of 
Thursby  and  all  questions  of  law  or  fact  arising 
thereon,  including  the  question  whether  the  lease 
of  the  20th  Aug.  1880  was  subsisting  or  had  been 
merged  by  the  conveyaaoe  in  fee  of  the  27  th  March 
1882.  What  took  place  before  the  registrar  was 
this.  There  was  first  a  preliminary  discussion, 
upon  the  effect  of  which  the  parties  are  not 
agreed.  The  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  question 
was  raised  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  registrar 
to  decide  the  question  of  merger;  the  reoo&ction 
of  the  defendant  Thnrsby's  counsel,  Mr.  Wootten 
— who  was  present  before  the  registrar — ^is  that 
the  only  question  raised  was  whetber  the  registrar 
had  jurisdiction  to  dispose  of  Thnrsby's  appli- 
cation or  whether  it  should  be  adjourned  to  the 
judge.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Wootten's  recoUeotion 
is  the  more  accurate,  and  this  is  quite  consistent 
with  the  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor, 
Mr.  Tom  Hadley,  of  what  he  heard  stated  by 
his  counsel  to  the  registrar.  The  point,  however, 
is  not  of  importance,  as  the  defendant  Thnrsby 
does  not  rely  on  any  consent  as  ^ving  j  urisdiction 
to  the  County  Court.  The  registrar  stated  that 
he  oertiiinly  bad  jurisdiction,  and  proceeded  to 
deal  with  the  matter.  It  is  common  sronnd 
between  the  parties  that  the  question  wheUisr 
there  bad  been  a  merger  of  the  lease  or  whether  it 
was  subsisting  at  the  date  of  the  petition  was  fully 
and  elaborately  argued  before  the  registrar.  The 
first  hearing  was  on  the  30th  Jan.  1903 ;  and  upon 
its  being  represented  to  the  registrar  that  the 
case  then  pending  and  since  decided  and  reported 
— namely.  Capital  and  Counties  Bank  v.  Bhodei 
{ubi  sup.) — would  probably  affect  the  matter  under 
consideration,  he  adjourned  the  further  hearing 
until  that  case  had  been  decided.  After  that  case 
had  been  decided  and  reported,  the  adjourned 
hearing  of  the  defendant  Thnrsby's  apjplication 
took  place — namely,  on  the  5  th  May  1903;  and 
the  registrar  then  made  the  order  of  that  date. 
According  to  Mr.  Wootten's  recollection,  the 
registrar  said :  "  I  do  not  think  there  was  a 
merger — I  shall  make  the  order  in  the  terms  of 
the  notice  of  motion."  The  defendant  Thursby 
then  applied  for  and  obtained  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the  application  by  the 
present  plaintiffs,  who  had  throughout  resisted  the 
motion.  Having  regard  to  sect.  13  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  1890,  and  to  the  cases  of  Be  Britton 
{uhi  tup.)  and  Be  Smith  ;  Ex  parte  Hephum  (ubt 
sitp.),  it  beems  clear  that  the  Coort  of  Bankruptcy 
is  exercising  a  judicial  discretion,  and  not  merely 
acting  ministerially  in  dealing  with  applications 
for  vesting  orders.  The  Bankruptcy  Court  has 
BO  dealt  with  the  defendant  Thursbyns  application 
on  its  merits  and  has  made  an  order,  and  has,  in 
fact  decided  that  the  lease  has  not  merged.  The 
plaintiffs  dcdiberately  determined  not  to  appeal 
from  this  decision ;  and  in  my  judgment  they  are 
estopped  by  the  proceedings  in  the  Bankruptcy 
Court  and  cannot  have  thefmerita  tried  over  again 
in   this   court.    I  may    a!dd  that  even    if  the 

Slaintifis  were  entitled  to  have  the  matter 
ecided  a^in  on  the  merits,  my  judgment 
would  be  that  the  lease  was  subsisting  at  tlra  date 
of  the  bankruptcy  petition  and  had  not  merged  in 
the  inheritance.  The  law  as  to  merger  is  summed 
up  by  Cozens-Hardy,  L.  J.  in  Capital  and  Counties 
Bank  v.  Bhodes  (1903)  1  Ch.  631,  at  pp.  652-653). 
He  says:  "The  oourts  of  equity  .  .  .  bad 
regard  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and,  in  the 
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alweiice  of  any  direct  evidence  of  intention,  they 
praenmed  that  mer((er  was  not  intended,  if  it  was 
to  the  interest  of  the  party,  or  only  consistent  with 
the  duty  of  the  party,  that  merger  should  not 
take  place.  .  .  .  A  conrt  of  equity  had  regard 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  to  the  duty  of 
the  parties,  and  to  the  contract  of  the  parties,  in 
detwmining  whether  a  term  was  to  be  treated  as 
merged  in  the  freehold."  Since  the  Judicature 
Act,  if  there  would  have  been  no  merger  in  eqnibr, 
there  is  now  no  merger  at  law.  In  my  opinion  it 
was  for  the  benefit  of  Milward  that  tne  terjn 
ehould  not  merge  upon  the  conveyance  of  the  free- 
bold  reversion.  Snca  a  merger  would  have  fettered 
his  own  dealing  with  the  property  he  had  just 
bought.  If  there  was  no  merger  he  could  sell  il^ 
mortgage^  it,  or  otherwise  deal  with  it  as  he 
pleased  without  paying  off  the  mortgagee  of  the 
term^  and  without  his  concurrence.  Seeing  that 
the  timber  and  mines  were  reserved  to  the  rever- 
eioners  when  the  lease  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880  was 
granted,  be  could  have  dealt  with  thoie  items 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  mortgagee  of  the 
term.  Again,  on  the  very  date  on  which  he 
obtained  a  conveyance  of  the  reversion — ^the  27th 
Karch  1882 — he  signed  a  further  charee  indorsed 
on  the  mortgage  of  the  tarm  for  2000r,  bringing 
cq>  the  whole  loan  on  the  term  to  8000Z.  There  is 
no  reference  to  the  freehold  reversion,  or  to  the 
term  being  merged  in  the  inheritance,  but  by 
further  chai^g  the  term  he  indicated  an  inten- 
tion of  keeping  it  subsietlng.  The  subsequent 
dealings  by  Milward  with  Uie  property  clearly 
show  that  he  then  treated  the  tarm  as  still  snb- 
«isting,  and  the  parties  dealt  with  him  on  the 
footing  that  it  was  subsisting.  The  conveyance 
by  Milward  to  Famham  of  the  Ist  Aug.  1885  is  a 
«onve;pace  of  the  reversion  expressly  subject  to 
and  with  the  benefit  of  the  term  created  by  the 
deed  of  the  20th  Aug.  1880.  The  conclusion  I 
Imve  come  to  is  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of 
Milward,  and  it  was  the  intention  of  Milward  that 
the  term  should  be  kept  aUve.  The  result  is  that 
the  plaintiffs'  claim  fails  and  substantial  justice 
is  done  between  the  parties.  The  plaintifts 
Advanced  80001.  on  a  leasehold  interest,  which,  it 
now  appears,  is  of  no  value,  and,  having  declined 
to  accept  the  lease  subject  to  rent  and  covenants, 
they  now  have  no  security  for  their  money.  But 
they  could  have  had,  if  they  had  wished,  the  whole 
«etate  and  interest  of  the  bankrupt  in  the  lease. 
They  do  not  gain  the  windfall  which  they  hoped 
bad  fallen  to  their  lot.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
defendant  Thnrsby,  who  bought  the  freehold  for 
4000Z.,  free  from  incumbrance,  does  not  suffer  the ' 
injustice  of  having  a  first  mortgage  for  80002, 
charged  upon  the  premises  in  prioiity  to  his 
interest.    The  action  is  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solictors:   BoMns,  Hay,    Waters,  and  Hay; 
Sadley  and  Dain. 

April  27,  28,  29,  and  May  8. 

(Before  Swinfek  Eadt,  J.) 

Habbis  v.  Flowbb  and  Sons,  (a) 

Bight    of    way  —  Abandonment  —  ^on-u«er  — 

Exee»iive  uter. 
In  1891  certain  premises  were    conveyed  to  M., 
together  with  a  right  of  way  over  land  coloured 
yellow  on  the  ptan  on   the    deed.      The    land 

(•)  B«voR«d  by  Q.  B.  Haultoit,  San.,  Bwrlttar-st-Ltur. 


coloured  yellow  was  subsequently  conveyed  to  J., 
who  covenanted  to  permit  the  use  of  the  right  of 
way.  M.  owned  otiter  adjoining  premises,  and 
erected  assembly  rooms  partly  on  the  land  to 
which  there  was  a  right  of  way  and  partly  on 
the  adjoining  premises.  The  licensing  magis. 
trates  objected  to  a  gateway  opening  on  the 
ri^ht  of  way,  but  in  1892  a  waU  was  buUt 
with  an  opening  for  a  gateway  6fl.  Sin.  wide, 
this  opening  being  temporarily  closed  with 
sliding  scaffold  boards.  Ire  1894  the  heredita- 
tnents  formerly  belonging  to  M.  were  sold  to 
F.,  together  with  the  right  of  way,  and  in 
December  of  that  year  the  scaffold  boards  were 
removed  to  enable  building  material  to  be  taken 
along  the  right  of  way.  In  1896  a  further  appli- 
cation to  the  magistrates  to  aUow  gates  to  be 
placed  at  the  gateway  was  refused,  and  the 
magistrates  insisted  on  the  gateway  being  bricked 
up.  In  1893  the  premises,  together  with  the 
right  of  way,  were  conveyed  to  0.  M.  In  1903 
an  opening  was  made  in  the  wall  and  a  gate 
4fl.  4tn.  wide  placed  there,  and  materials  for 
altering  the  premises  were  conveyed  along  the 
right  of  way.  The  only  access  to  the  buildiwf, 
nt  the  rear  of  the  assembly  rooms,  was  over  the 
right  of  way. 

The  present  owners  of  the  land  coloured  yellow 
claimed  that  the  right  of  way  had  been  aban- 
doned, or,  if  not,  as  it  was  used  to  buildings  not 
uholly  erected  on  the  dominant  tenement,  tMt  the 
user  was  excessive.  They  brought  an  action 
against  0.  M.  and  his  mortgagees  claiming  to 
restrain  the  use  of  the  right  of  way. 

Hdd,  (1)  that  there  had  been  no  abandonment  of 
the  right  of  way ;  (2)  that  the  user  was  bon&  fide, 
aUhouah  a  portion  of  the  building  extended 
beyond  the  boundary  of  the  land  entitled  to 
the  right  of  way  ;  and  (3)  that  the  mortgagees 
were  not  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  the 
action. 

Action. 

Both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  derived 
title  from  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover 
Bailway  on  the  occasion  of  that  company's 
selling  certain  surplus  lands  in  1891.  The  con- 
v^ance  to  the  defendants'  predecessor  in  title, 
William  Murrin,  was  dated  the  Ist  July  1891 ;  it 
comprised  certain  freehold  hereditaments  then 
known  as  No.  80,  Boyal-hill,  Greenwich,  coloured 
pink  on  the  plan  on  that  deed,  together  with  a 
right  of  way  over  certain  land  coloured  yellow  and  ^ 
.brown  on  that  deed.  The  grant  of  the  right  of  ^ 
:way  was  in  the  following  terms : 

The  company  do  hereby  gnat  onto  the  said  William 
Morrin,  hia  heirs  and  Miigns,  fall  and  free  ri^rht  and 
liberty,  in  oommon  with  the  owneT  and  ooonpiar  for  the 
time  beiag  of  the  meianagei  and  hereditament!  known 
as  No.  90,  Boyal-hill,  aforesaid,  of  insreii,  e^resi,  and 
regteu,  pauage,  and  way,  into  and  npon  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premiwe  hereby  conveyed  or  intended 
so  to  be,  from  a  oertain  atreet  otiled  Prior-street,  and 
sltnate  in  the  pariah  of  Greenwich  aforaaaid,  over  and 
npon  oertain  land*,  hereditamenta,  and  pramiaea,  more 
partionlarly  delineated  and  described  in  the  said  plan 
drawn  in  the  margrin  of  theae  presents  and  therein 
ooloorad  yellow  and  brown,  bnt  ao,  neverthelasa,  aa  n«t 
to  obatniot  or  interfere  with  the  ooonpation  or  enjoy- 
ment of  the  said  measnages  and  hereditament!,  No.  90, 
Boyal-hill,  aforesaid. 

The  land  coloured  yellow  was  snbsequentiy— 
namely,  on  the  13th  July  1891— conveyed  to  the 
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plaintifE's  predecessor  in  title,  John  Jennings ; 
and  the  conveyance  contained  a  covenant  by  him 
for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he  would 
at  all  times  allow  the  company,  their  successors 
and  assigns,  and  the  owner  and  occupier  for  the 
time  being  of  the  messuage  and  hereditaments 
known  as  No.  80,  Boyal-hill,  full  and  free  right 
and  liberty  of  ingress,  egress,  regress,  passage,  and 
way  over  and  upon  the  yellow  land.  The  land 
oolonred  brown  was  retained  by  the  company.  The 
right  of  way  here  in  dispute  was  over  the  yellow 
land.  When  William  Mnrrin  purchased  No.  80, 
Boyal-hill,  in  18(*1,  he  was  already  the  owner  of 
the  Prince  Albert,  No.  72,  Boyal-hill,  including 
certain  land  at  the  rear,  and  this  land  in  the  rear 
(which  was  coloured  blue  on  the  conveyance 
hereinafter  referred  to  of  the  13th  Nov.  1894) 
adjoined  at  the  rear  the  rear  portion  of  No.  80, 
Boyal-hill ;  but  Nos.  '72  and  80  were  separated  by 
intervenins;  houses  on  the  frontage  to  Boyal-hill. 
William  Monin,  after  buying  No.  80,  det«-mined 
to  build  certain  assembly  rooms  at  the  back  of 
the  Prince  Albert,  partly  on  the  pink  land  (which 
formed  pari  of  No.  80)  and  partly  on  the  blue 
land  (which  formed  part  of  No.  72).  He  sub- 
mitted plans  to  the  Hoensing  magistrates,  which 
had  been  prepared  by  Mr.  Henry  Boberts,  an 
architect  and  surveyor  of  Lewisham,  and  these 
plans  showed  a  proposed  gateway  in  Uie  side  wall 
of  the  premises,  leading  from  the  back  of  the 
house  No.  80  to  the  y^ow  land  and  thence  to 
Fiior-street,  thus  giving  the  premises  a  back 
entrance.  The  magistrates  attended  and  viewed 
the  premises  on  the  21at  July  1891,  and  were 
attended  by  Mr.  Henry  Boberts.  They  objected 
to  the  proposed  gateway  and  said  that  they  could 
not  allow  any  opening  in  the  wall,  leading  from 
the  licensed  premises  to  another  street.  Mr. 
Boberts  tried  to  obtain  permission  for  a  gate  for 
coals  and  dust,  but  the  magistrates  8ai<?,  "No; 
not  even  for  private  purposes,  lest  it  might  be 
used  by  the  public."  The  plan  was  then  altered 
so  as  to  omit  the  proxwsed  gateway,  and  was 
passed  by  the  magistrates  and  initialled  by  the 
chairman  on  the  25th  Aug.  1891.  The  new  build- 
ings were  commenced  and  proceeded  with;  but 
monetary  difficulties  arose,  and  the  works  were 
stopped  in  Aug.  1892.  At  this  date  the  roof  was 
on,  and  the  building  'partly  plastered ;  but  the 
cross- wall  (in  which  Murrin  h^  wished  to  leave  a 
gateway)  was  not  built.  The  materials  for  the 
new  building  had  heeax  brought  along  the  right  of 
way.  An  agreement,  dated  the  20th  April  1892, 
was  entered  into  between  the  parties  relating  to 
this  matter;  but  as  it  was  expressed  to  be  "with- 
out prejudice  to  the  respective  rights  of  the  said 
parties  over  the  said  road,  as  per  conditions  of 
sale  under  which  the  said  parties  hold  their  land," 
nothing  turned  on  it.  William  Murrin  then 
conveyed  his  premises  to  Messrs.  Parker  and 
Thomas ;  and  in  March  1894  they  instructed  Mr. 
G.  G.  Pye  to  prepare  plans  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  buildings — that  was,  the  assembly 
rooms — and  the  reconstruction  of  the  interior 
of  the  Prince  Albert.  The  contract  was  signed 
in  June  1894,  and  the  works  completed  in 
Nov.  1894.  The  cross-wall  was  built,  and,  not- 
withstanding iha  view  taken  by  the  licensing 
magistrates,  an  opening  was  left  for  a  gateway 
6ft.  ^n.  wide,  as  the  owners  were  desirous  of 
retainingthis  back  entrance,  if  it  oould  be  managed. 
The  opening  so  left  in  the  brickwork  was  tempo- 


I  rarily  dosed  by  means  of  some  sliding  scaffold 
boards.  On  the  10th  Nov.  1894  Messrs.  Parker 
and  Thomas  sold  and  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Flight  the 
house.  No.  80,  Boyal-hill,  with  a  portion  of  the 
pink  land  at  the  rear,  but  not  exteni^ing  to  the 
railway  wall,  and  granted  her  a  right  of  way  out 
at  the  back  to  Prior-street,  but  in  common  with 
the  owner  and  occupier  for  the  time  being  of  the 
messuage  known  as  the  Prince  Albert  The 
plan  on  that  conveyance  showed  the  Prince  Albert 
as  including  the  assembly  rooms  built  at  the  rear. 
On  the  13th  Nov.  1894  Messrs.  Parker  and  Thomas 
conveyed  to  the  London  and  Manchester  Indus- 
trial Assurance  Company  Limited  the  Prince 
Albert,  includipg  the  completed  assembly  rooms, 
together  with  a  right  of  ingress,  egress,  and 
regress  over  the  way  in  the  rear  to  and  from 
Prior-street.  In  Bee.  1894  the  sliding  boards 
closing  the  opening  in  the  wall  were  removed  to 
enable  Mr.  Comber,  the  builder,  to  take  away  some 
building  plant  throngh  the  opening,  and  this  was 
afterwards  closed  again  by  replatnng  the  sliding 
boards.  In  July  1896  Mr.  G.  G.  Pye,  on  the 
instructions  of  the  freeholders  of  the  Prince 
Albert,  made  a  further  attempt  to  obtain  the 
sanction  of  the  magistrates  to  an  entrance  at  the 
rear.  He  prepared  a  plan  showing  an  intended 
pair  of  gates,  to  be  placed  where  the  sliding 
boards  still  were.  He  attended  before  the  ma^s- 
trates  and  supported  the  application  on  the  17th 
July  1896,  but  the  application  was  refused ;  and, 
moreover,  the  magistrates  then  required  that  the 
opening  in  the  wtdl  should  be  bricked  up;  and  this 
was  done.  Swinfen  Eady,  J.  held  that  down  to 
this  date  William  Murrin  and  the  persons  deriving 
title  throngh  him  not  only  had  not  shown  any 
intention  of  abandoning  their  right  of  way,  but 
Lad  evinced  their  determination  to  retain  it.  On 
the  16th  Feb.  1898  the  Prince  Albert,  including 
both  the  pink  and  the  blue  land,  was  conveyed  to 
the  defendant  Greorge  Bobert  MurreU,  and  the 
conveyance  contained  an  express  grant  of  ingress, 
egress,  and  regress  into  and  upon  the  premises 
coloured  pink  on  the  plan  from  and  to  Prior- 
street.  In  the  summer  of  1898  the  defendant 
Murrell  again  altered  the  Prinoe  Albert,  as  shown 
by  a  plan  marked  "W.E.S.  1."  AH  openings 
between  the  front  portion  and  the  rear  portion  of 
the  Prince  Albert  were  closed  with  brickwork, 
both  on  the  ground  floor  and  the  first  floor,-  and 
all  communication  between  the  front  portion  and 
the  rear  portion  entirely  severed,  and  the  licence 
confined  to  the  front  portion.  An  opening  was 
made  in  the  cross-wall  in  or  about  June  1903 
and  a  gate  about  4ft.  4in.  wide  placed  there,  and 
all  the  materials  for  the  alteration  were  brought 
along  the  right  of  way  and  through  that  gate. 
At  the  present  time  the  only  access  to  the 
building  at  the  rear  of  the  Prince  Albert  wa» 
along  the  right  of  way.  The  plaintiff  alleged 
that  the  defendants  had  lost  the  right  of  way  by 
abandonment,  and  asked  that  they  should  be 
restrained  from  using  the  right  of  way  as  a  means 
of  access  to  a  factory  and  premises  which  at  one 
time  formed  part  of  the  licensed  premises  known 
as  the  Prince  Albert 
Mieklem,  K.C.  and  Johiitton  Edwards  for  the 

?laintifE. — ^Although  mere  non-user  from  1894  to 
903  would  not  be  enough  to  prove  abandonment, 
here  something  was  done  preventing  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  easement,  and  indicating  to  other 
people  that  the  easement  had  been  abandoned. 
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[SwiNPiN  Eadt,  J.— Merely  blocking  Bp  tempo- 
rarily is  not  an  abandonment.  If  there  was  a  right 
of  way  under  an  archway,  it  might  be  necessary, 
to  block  the  right  of  way,  to  rebuild  the  archway.] 
Erecting  a  blank  wall  is  an  abandonment  of  a 
right  to  ancient  light : 

Moore  v.  Bawson,  3  B.  &  C.  332. 
It  must  also  be  an  abandonment  of  a  right  of  way. 
There  is  evidence  of  an  intention  to  aoandon  or 
renounce  the  right  of  way : 

Bag.  T.  ChorUy,  12  Q.  B.515,  pp.  518,  519. 

In  any  event  the  right  of  way  has  been  used 
«xce88ively,  and  imposes  a  greater  burden  on  the 
plointifE's  land  than  is  imposed  by  the  conveyance 
of  the  Ist  July  1891.  As  it  is  practically  impos- 
sible to  separate  the  lawful  from  the  excessive 
user,  the  right  of  way  cannot  be  used  at  all. 

Thecibald,  E.C.  and  Hodge  for  the  mortgagees. 
—The  mortgagees  are  not  necessary  or  proper 
parties  to  the  action.  They  are  not  parties  to 
the  contract  under  which  the  works  are  executed ; 
all  they  have  done  is  to  advance  money  to  Marrell 
to  enable  him  to  effect  alterations  in  the  premises. 
They  have  never  claimed  any  right  of  way  over 
the  land  in  question. 

Eve,  K.C  and  MarteUi  for  the  defendant 
Murrell. — There  has  been  no  abandonment  of  the 
right  of  way ;  there  has  been  mere  non-user  for  a 
abort  time  to  comply  with  the  wishes  of  the 
licensing  magistrates.  The  grant  of  a  private  way 
to  a  particular  place  cannot  be  restricted  to  the 
use  required  at  the  time  of  the  grant : 

Finch  V.  Cheat  Western  Railway  Company,  41 L.  T. 

Bep.  731 ;  5  Ex.  Div.  254  ; 
United  Land  Company  t.  Oreat  Saltern  Railway 

Company,  33  L.  T.  Bep.  292 ;  L.  Bsp.  10  Ch. 

586; 
Nexoeomen  v.  Coulton,  36  L.  T.  B«p.  385 ;   5  Ch 

Div.  133. 


Micklem,  E.C.  replied. 


Cur.  adv.  vull. 


May  7. — Swinfen  Eadt,  J.,  after  stating  the 
facts,  said : — Upon  these  facts  the  plaintiff,  who 
in  1898  purchased  Primrose  Villa,  which  is  bnilt 
apon  part  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  convey- 
ance to  John  Jennings  of  the  13th  July  1891, 
oontends  that  the  defendant  Murrell  and  Messrs. 
flower  and  Sons,  his  mortgagees,  or  their  prede- 
oessors  in  title,  have  abandoned  the  right  of  way 
fruited  by  the  London,  Clwtham,  and  Dover 
Railway  Company  by  the  deed  of  the  Ist  July 
1891.  It  is  necessary  to  consider  whether  there 
has  been  any  intention  to  abandon  or  renounce 
the  right  by  William  Murrin  or  any  person  claim- 
ing turough  him.  As  was  said  by  Lord  Den- 
man,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Beg.  v.  Charley  (12  Q.  B.,  at 
p.  519),  it  is  not  so  much  the  duration  of  the 
cesser  to  use  an  easement  as  the  nature  of  the  act 
done  by  the  grantee  of  the  easement  and  the 
intention  which  it  indicates  which  are  material 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  Again,  in  the 
case  in  the  Privy  Council  of  Jamet  r.  8teven$on 
<68  L.  T.  Bep.  539 ;  (1893)  A.  C.  162),  Sir  Edward 
fry  said  (at  p.  167)  that  whether  a  right  of  way 
bad  been  abandoned  or  not  was  a  question  of 
intention,  to  be  decided  upon  the  facts  of  each 
particular  case.  In  the  present  case  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  William  Murrin  and  his  successors 
in  title,  owners  of  the  pink  lands,  have   never 


I  abandoned  and  never  had  the  slightest  intention 
of  abandoning  any  portion  of  the  right  of  way 
granted  by  the  deed  of  the  Ist  July   1891.    On 
the  contrary,  they  have  persevered  in  an  attempt 
to  induce  the  magistrates  to  allow  them  to  use 
the  back  entrance  even  when  the  premises  were 
licensed,  and  they  only  bricked  up  the  wall  when 
absolutely  required  to  do  so  by  the  magistrates, 
reopening  it  again  directly  the  rear  portion  was 
structurally  separated  from  the  licensed  premises. 
The  cross- wall  was  not  even  built  at  the  extremity 
of  the  defendants'  land,  but  a  strip  of  the  defen- 
dants' land  intervened  between  the  wall  and  the 
right  of  way,  and  the  only  access  to  this  strip  was 
over  the  right  of  way.    The  cesser  of  the  user, 
from  July  1896  to  June  1903,  which  was  merely 
to  comply  with  the  imperative  requirements  of 
the  magistrates,  has  been  fully  explained  by  the 
evidence,  and  was  without  any  intention  whatever 
of  abandoning  the  easement.    The  easement  has 
not,  in  my  judgment,  been  abandoned.    It  was 
then  urged  that  the  defendants'  predecessors,  by 
building  the  assembly  rooms  at  the  back  of  the 
Prince  Albert  and  so  adding  them  on  to  licensed 
premises,  had  made  such  a  substantial  alteration 
in  the  original  object  of  the  right  of  way  as  to 
exting^niah  the  easement ;  also  that,  as  the  rear 
bnilduig  (now  proposed  to  be  used  as  a  factory)  has 
been  erected  partly  on  the  pink  land  and  partly  on 
the  blue,  the  user  of  the  right  of  way  as  a  means 
of  access  to  the  factory  would  be  excessive,  and 
would     constitute    a    greater    burden    than    is 
imposed  on   the  land   of  the    plaintiff   by  the 
indenture  of  the  1st  July  1891,  and  an  injunc- 
tion was  claimed  to  restrain  the   user   of   the 
right  of  way  as  a  passage  to  the  factory  or  any 
part  of  it.    The  case  of  Finek  v.   Chreal  Weetem 
Railway  Company    (ubt  sup.)    estoblished   that 
where  there  is  an  express  grant  of  a  private  right 
of  way  to  a  particular  place,  to  the  unrestricted 
use  of  which  the  grantee  of  the  right  of  way  is 
entitled,  the  grant  is  not  to  be  restricted  to  aooess 
to  the  land  for  purposes  for  which  access  would 
be  required  at  the  time  of  the  grant.    This  case 
followed  the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
Uuited  Land  Company  v.  Ghreat  Eastern  Railway 
Company  {ubi  sup.)  and  Neweomen  v.  Coidson  {uhi 
sup.).    In  the  former  case  MeUish,  L.J.  stated  that 
when  a  right  of  way  is  created  by  grant  it  must 
depend  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  grant 
whether  the  right  of  way  is  to  be  used  for  all 
purposes,  or  for  only  limited  purposes,  and  that 
if  there  is  no  limit  in  the  grant  the  way  may  be 
used  for  all  purposes.    In  the  subsequent  case  of 
Neweomen   v.    Coulson  {uhi  sup.)  Matins,    V.C. 
(5  Ch.  Div.,  p.  139)  referred  to  the  decision  in 
United  Land  Company  v.  Great  Eastern  Bailway 
Company  {ubi  sup.)  in  the  following  terms :  "  & 
there  is  any  other  case  to  refer  to,  I  think  it 
is  the  case  of   United  Land  Company  v.  Great 
Eastern  Railway  Company  (uhi  sup.),  which  I 
decided  originally,  and  which  was  affirmed  on 
appeal.     What  was  the  case  there  ?    There  was  a 
piece  of  land  which,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of 
right    of  way,  was  used   for    agricultural  pur- 
poses,   and    which   it  was   in  the   last   degree 
improbable    would  ever  be  used  for  any    other 
purpose,  because  it  did  not  at  that   time  seem  to 
be  adapted  for  any  other  purpose.   B  at  in  progress 
of  time  it  was  found  expedient  to  build  on  that 
land.    There  was  a  rigtit  of  way  over  a  railway, 
and  this  argument  was  again  used,  that  the  right 
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of  wav  waa  only  a  right  of  way  for  the  purpose 
for  wbioh  the  land  was  need  at  the  time  the  right 
of  way  was  granted.  I  took  a  wider  view  of 
the  case.  I  decided  it  meant  a  right  of  way  for 
all  parposes  for  which  the  land  conld  be  lawfnlly 
used  in  all  time,  and  my  decision  on  that  subject 
was  afSrmed  on  appeal."  The  7ice-Chancellor 
then  proceeded  to  deal  with  the  way  in  dispute  in 
Neweomen  t.  Couhon  {ubi  lup.),  which  was  a  right 
of  way  set  out  under  an  inolosure  award,  and  held 
that  it  was  a  right  of  way  over  those  lands  for  all 
purposes  to  which  it  conld  be  applied — a  right  of 
wa^  to  be  used  in  the  most  beneficial  manner  in 
which  such  right  of  way  conld  be  used  for  the  time 
b«ng.  This  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal.  In 
accordance  with  these  decisions  I  determine  that 
the  right  of  way  granted  in  general  terms  to  the 
defendants'  predecessors  in  title  has  not  been 
extinguished  by  the  alterations  made  in  the  domi- 
nant tenement.  In  the  present  case  about  two 
third  parts  of  the  factory,  including  the  entrance 
doorway,  stand  upon  the  pink  land,  and  the 
remaining  third  is  upon  the  olne  land,  and  in  my 
opinion  i£e  defendants  cannot  be  restrained  from 
using  the  right  of  way  as  a  means  of  access,  and 
indeed  the  only  means  of  access,  to  the  factory, 
because  haTing  entered  by  the  doorway  they  may 
pass  to  another  portion  of  the  bailding  erected 
on  the  blue  land.  They  are  using  the  right  of  way 
bond  fide  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  piuK 
land  and  to  the  building  ther«on,  and  none  the 
less  80  because  a  portion  of  the  building  extends 
beyond  the  boundary  of  the  pink  land.  This  fact 
distinguishes  the  present  case  from  Skull  r. 
Gleniiter  (9  L.  T.  Rep.  763;  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  81), 
which  was  observed  upon  by  Mr.  Justice  Stephen 
in  Finch  v.  Cheat  Western  Railway  Company  {uhi 
8up.).  The  result  is  that  the  action  fails  and 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  I  may  add  that 
in  any  case  the  defendants  Flower  and  Sons  were 
not  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  the  action. 
They  are  mortgagees  of  Murrell,  but  they  have  not 
entered  into  possession.  They  are  not  any  parties 
to  the  contract  under  which  the  work  was  executed 
of  structurally  separating  the  back  portion  of  the 
building  from  the  front  portaon  and  bringing  the 
bnilding  materials  along  the  way;  they  only 
advanced  the  money  to  Murrell  to  enable  him  to 
complete  the  alterations,  and  I  entirely  accept 
and  Delieve  Mr.  Fothecary's  statement  that  he  did 
not  tell  Mr.  Hoare  or  lead  him  to  believe  that  he 
was  claiming  any  right  of  way  on  behalf  of 
Messrs.  Flower  and  Sons;  he  said  ttiat  Messrs. 
Flower  and  Sons  were  only  mortgagees,  and  he 
produced  and  discussed  the  draft  conveyance  to 
Mr.  Murrell  dated  the  16th  Feb.  1898,  and  said 
that  Murrell  had  a  right  of  way  over  the  land 
in  question.  Mr.  Fothecary's  clerk  at  the  pre- 
viouB  interview  seems  to  have  said  that  Murrell 
was  a  man  of  straw,  and  this  probably  explains 
the  reason  why  the  plaintiff  determined  to  make 
Messrs.  Flower  and  Sons  defendants  as  well  as 
Mr.  Murrell. 
Solicitors :  Ediein  8halle$$ ;  Potheeary  and  Co. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Friday,  March  4. 

(Before  Lord  Altkrstoitb,  C.  J.,  Kennidt  and 
Chabnbll,  JJ.) 

TouoH  (app.)  V.  HoPKiirs  (reap.),  (a) 

Metropolis  —  Bmoke    from     tug  —  Nuieanee  — 
"  Chimney  "  —  Prohibition  order  —  Specifying 
worht — Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891  (54 
4  55  Fret.  c.  76),  »«.  5  f4)  (5),  23,  24. 
The  funnel  of  a  tug  plying   to  and  fro  in  th0 
river    Thame$,   within  the  juritdietion  of  tTle 
port     sanitary     authority    of    London,    it    a 
"  chimney "  within  sect.   2 1  {b)   of  the  Ptihlie 
Health  {London)  Act  1891. 
If  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  Tnakes  a  pro- 
hibition   order  under    sect.    5    of   the    Publie 
Health  {London)  Act  1891,  such  order  need  not 
specify   the  works   to    be   done   by   the  person, 
against  whom  the  order  is  made  if  in  the  opinion- 
of  the  court  no  works  eould  be  done  to  prevent  » 
reeurrenee  of  the  nuisance. 
Case  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellant  under  sect.  24r 
of  the  Fablio  Health  (London)  Act  1891  for  thai 
on  the  24th  Aug.  1903,  on  the  Thames  and  withia 
the  port  of  London,  upon  a  certain  vessel — to  wit, 
the  steamship  Bichmond— the  following  nuisano» 
existed  —  namely,    a    chimney    (not    being    the 
chimney  of   a  private  dwelling-house)  sending 
forth  smoke  in  such  quantity  as  to  be  a  nuisance 
— and  that  the  appellant,  being  the  owner  of  sucb 
vessel,  had  made  default  in  complying  with  a 
notice  served  under  such  section. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  the  fol- 
lowing facts  were  proved  or  admitted  by  th» 
appellant : 

He  was  then  the  owner  of  a  steam-tug  known 
as  the  Bichmond. 

On  the  25th  April  1903  a  notice  was  served 
upon  him  at  the  instance  of  the  port  sanitary- 
authority  of  London,  a  copy  whereof  is  set  oat 
below. 

On  the  24th  Aug.  1903  the  steam-tug  was 
towing  six  barges,  and  was  proceeding  from 
below  the  Custom  House  to  Southwark  Bridg» 
and  beyond,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  port 
sanitary  authority,  and  while  the  tug  was  pro- 
ceeding between  the  Cnslom  House  and  South- 
wark Bridge  there  was  being  sent  forth  from 
the  funnel  thereof  dense  black  smoke  for  tb» 
space  of  about  five  minutes  in  such  quantity  as- 
to  be  a  nuisance. 

The  steam-tug  was  then  being  navigated  by  a- 
master,  engineer,  and  crew  employed  by  the 
appellant,  who  was  not  on  board,  and  who  had> 
no  personal  knowledge  of  such  emission  of  black 
smoke. 

The  steam- tug  did  not  stop  or  lie  up  at  an^ 
point  of  the  voyage  of  the  24th  Aug.,  but  was 
then  proceeding  to  KinGrston-on-Thames,  where 
she  was  in  the  habit  of  lying  every  night.  The 
steam-tug  was  employed  throughout  tne  day  in 
living  for  hire  as  a  tug  between  Woolwich  and 
Kingston-on-Thames. 

The  engines  and  boilers  on  board  the  steam- 
tug  were  of  modem  construction  and  of  the  best 
known  type  of  marine  engines  and  boilers,  and 
were  constructed  as  to  consume  as  far  as  possible 
all  the  smoke  caused  therein,  having  regard  to 

(a)  Beportsd  b;  W.  DI B.  Hibbsit.  E>q.,  B«rii«t«r-at-IiftW. 
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the  fonnel  beine  a  ehort  one,  and  adapted  for  { 
pasring  under  bridges   at   high-water   level  by 
hinging  backwards  nearly  to  deck  level. 

The  appellant  had  given  strict  instructions  to 
his  servants  to  prevent,  as  far  as  possible,  the 
prodnotion  of  black  smoke  on  the  steam-tug,  and 
good  Welsh  steam  coal  procured  by  the  appel- 
lant was  burnt  on  board,  and  the  furnaces  of  the 
tug  had  been  freshly  stoked  with  such  coal  at 
about  opposite  the  Custom  House  on  the  24th 
Aug.,  and  from  three  to  four  minutes  was  not 
an  unreasonable  time  to  allow  the  fresh  fuel  to 
oease  emitting  black  smoke  on  such  a  vessel . 

The  emission  of  smoke  from  the  funnel  cf  the 
tug  could  have  been  prevented  by  the  fire  being 
kept  bright  by  frequent  and  caref  al  stoking  or  by 
the  use  of  steam  coal. 

Upon  the  above  facts  it  was  contended  by  the 
appellant :  (1)  that  sect.  24  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  1891  was  inapplicable  to  a  steam- 
tug  such  as  the  Richmond  while  plying  to  and  fro 
on  the  river  Thames  as  described  above ;  (2)  that 
the  Biehmond  on  the  24th  Aug.  was  not  a  vessel 
lying  within  the  district  of  the  port  sanitary 
authority  within  the  meaning  of  art.  3  of  an 
order  of  the  Local  Oovemment  Board,  dated 
the  25th  March  1892,  and  made  under  sect.  112  of 
the  Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891 ;  (3)  that  if 
by  reason  of  such  order  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  the  sect.  24  of  the  Public  Health  (London) 
Act  1891  was  applicable  to  a  vessel  used  as  the 
steam- tug  was  being  used  on  the  24th  Aug.  1903, 
then  the  proceedings  under  such  section  should 
have  been  taken  against  the  master  of  the  vessel 
and  not  against  the  appellant;  (4)  that  pro- 
ceedings in  respect  of  smoke  from  vessels  plying 
on  the  river  Thames  could  only  be  taken  under 
the  provisions  of  sect.  23  of  the  Public  Health 
(London)  Act  189L 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended : 
(1)  that  the  funnel  of  the  steam-tug  was  a 
"  chimney  "  within  the  meaning  of  that  expression 
in  sect.  24  (b)  of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Act 
1891 ;  (2)  tfaat  the  alleged  nuisance  arose  owing 
to  the  appellant  not  having  used  anthracite  coal 
in  the  furnaces  of  the  tug  and  from  the  coal 
that  was  used  having  been  carelessly  and  im- 
properly stoked ;  (3)  that  the  appellant  was  liable 
for  the  acts  of  his  servants  and  was  a  person  by 
whose  act-,  default,  or  sufference  the  nuisance 
arose ;  (4)  that  the  magistrate  had  a  discretion  as 
to  whether  or  not  he  specified  on  the  prohibition 
order  any  works  to  be  done  by  the  appellant  to 
prevent  the  recurrence  of  the  nuisance,  and  that 
it  was  for  him  to  determine  whether  or  not  it 
was  desirable  to  do  so. 

His  attention  was  called  to  the  case  of  Weeks 
v.  King  (16  Cox  C.  C.  733 ;  49  J.  P.  704). 

The  magistrate  found  as  a  fact  that  the  funnel 
of  the  steam-tug  was  a  chimney  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sect.  24  of  the  statute  and  that  black  smoke 
had  been  sent  forth  from  it  in  such  quantities 
as  to  be  a  nuisance  at  the  place  and  time  and  on 
the  day  mentioned  in  the  information.  He  also 
found  as  a  fact  that  no  works  that  could  be 
ordered  would  cure  the  alleged  nuisance,  but  that 
it  was  a  question  of  stoking  with  proper  fuel,  and 
that  if  a  bright  fire  were  kept  up  by  frequent  and 
careful  stoking  the  nuisance  could  be  prevented. 
He  was  of  opinion  that  the  information  had  been 
properly  laid  under  sect.  24  (6)  of  the  Public 
Health  (London)  Act  1891  and  that  the  appellant 


was  a  person  by  whose  act,  default,  or  sufferancA 
the  nuisance  arose,  and  he  overruled  the  conten- 
tions of  the  appellant  and  convicted  him  of  the 
nuisance  alleged  in  the  information  and  made  an 
order  upon  him  prohibiting  the  recurrence  of  th& 
nuisance. 

The  appellant,  after  the  magistrate  had  con- 
victed him  as  above-mentioned  required  him  on 
making  the  prohibition  order  against  him  under 
sect.  5,  sub-sects.  4  and  5,  of  the  Fablic  Health 
(London)  Act  1891,  to  specify  therein  the  works 
to  be  executed  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting the  recurrence  of  the  nuisance,  but  the 
magistrate  refused  to  specify  any  works  in  the 
order,  because  it  was  not,  in  his  opinion,  desirable 
to  do  so,  because  there  was  no  question  of  works 
here  involved,  but  only  a  question  of  careful  and 
skilful  stoking  with  proper  fuel. 

The  notice  referred  to  above  was  as  follows : 

Take  notice  th»t  under  the  pioviiions  of  the  PabUo> 
Health  (London)  Aot  18'Jl  the  port  sanitary  anthoritj' 
of  the  port  o(  London,  being  satisfied  of  the  eziatenoe 
of  a  naiianoe  on  the  above-mentioned  vetsel,  arising 
from  a  chimney — to  wit,  the  funnel  of  the  boiler  fomaoe 
on  the  laid  vessel  (not  being  the  chimney  of  a  privato 
dwelliog-hoose)  sending  forth  black  smoke  in  snoh 
qnaatity  as  to  be  a  nniaanoe — do  hereby  require  yon, 
within  forty-eight  hoare  from  the  service  of  this  notice, 
to  abate  the  same,  and  to  exeoate  inch  works  and  do 
inch  things  as  may  be  necessary  for  that  pnrpcee,  and 
to  do  what  is  neceseary  for  preventing  the  recnrrence 
of  the  said  nnisanoe.  If  yon  make  default  in  complying 
with  the  requisitions  of  this  notice  within  the  tim» 
above  specified  a  summons  will  be  issued  requiring 
yonx  attendance  before  a  petty  sessional  court  to  answer 
a  complaint  which  will  be  made  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  the  abatement  of  the  said  nuisance  or  pro- 
hibiting the  recnrrence  thereof,  or  both,  and  for  re- 
covering the  casts  and  penalties  that  may  be  inonrred 
thereby.— Dated  25th  April  1903.— Jauis  Bill,  Town 
Clerk. 

By  sect.  5  of  the  Public  Health  (London)  Aci 
1891  (54  &  55  Vict.  c.  76) : 

(1)  If  either — (a)  the  person  on  whom  a  notioe  to 
abate  a  nuisance  has  been  served  as  aforesaid  makes 
default  in  complying  with  any  of  the  requisitions 
thereof  within  the  time  speoified,  or  (6)  the  nuiaanocr 
althoogh  abated  since  the  service  of  the  notioe  is,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  sanitary  authority,  likely  to  reonr  on  the 
same  premises,  the  sanitary  authority  shall  make  » 
complaiut,  and  the  petty  seisional  court  hearing  the 
complaint  may  make  on  such  person  a  summary  order 
(in  this  Aot  referred  to  as  a  nuisance  order).  (2)  A 
nuisance  order  may  be  an  abatement  order,  a  prohi- 
bition order,  or  a  closing  order,  or  a  combination  of 
snoh  orders,  (3)  An  abatement  order  may  require  a 
person  to  comply  with  all  or  any  of  the  reqniaitions  of 
the  notice  or  otherwise  to  abate  the  nnisanoe  within 
a  time  specified  in  the  order.  (4)  A  prohibition  order 
may  prohibit  the  recnrrence  of  a  nnisance.  (5)  An. 
abatement  order  or  prohibition  order  shall,  if  the  person, 
on  whom  the  order  is  made  so  requires,  or  the  court 
considers  it  desirable,  specify  the  works  to  be  executed' 
by  such  person  for  the  purpose  of  abating  or  preventing- 
the  recnrrence  of  the  nnisanoe. 
And  by  sect.  23: 

(3)  Every  steam  engine  and  fnmaoe  need  in  thn  work- 
ing of  any  steam  vessel  on  the  river  Thames  either  above 
London  Bridge  or  plying  to  and  fro  between  London 
Bridge  and  any  place  on  the  river  Thames  westward  of 
the  Nore  light,  shall  be  canstruoted  so  as  to  consume  or 
bum  the  smoke  arising  from  such  engine  and  furnace  ; 
and  if  any  such  steam  engine  or  furnace  is  not  so  oon- 
straoted,  or  being  so  constracted  is  wilfully  or  nrgU- 
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ganUy  nied  lo  thftt  the  f mok«  wiaing  therefrom  is  not 
eSeotnally  ooTunmed  or  bnmt,  the  owner  or  muter  of 
■noh  vessel  shall  be  liable  to  a  fine  not  ezoeeding  51., 
and  on  a  second  oonriotion  to  a  fine  of  101.,  and  on 
every  snbseqnent  ooaviotion  to  a  fine  of  doable  the 
amount  of  the  fine  imposed  on  the  last  preceding 
ooBviotion. 

And  by  sect.  24 : 

(a)  Any  fireplaoe  or  fomaoe  whioh  does  not,  as  far  as 
praotioable,  oonsame  the  smoke  arising  from  the  oom- 
bnstible  used  therein  and  whioh  is  need  for  working 
•ngines  by  steam,  or  in  any  mill,  factory,  dye-house, 
brewery,  bake-house,  or  gaawork,  or  in  any  mannfao- 
tnring  or  trade  process  whatsoever ;  and  (b)  any  chimney 
(not  being  the  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-house) 
sending  forth  black  smoke  in  snoh  quantity  as  to  be  a 
nniaanoe  shall  be  nniaanoea  liable  to  be  dealt  with  nm- 
marily  under  this  Act,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
relating  to  those  nuisances  shall  apply  accordingly : 
Provided  that  the  conrt  hearing  a  complaint  against  a 
person  in  respect  of  a  nuisance  arising  from  a  fireplace 
or  furntce  which  does  not  consume  the  smoke  arising 
from  the  combustible  used  in  such  fireplace  or  furnace 
■h^  hold  that  no  nuisance  is  created  and  dismiss  the 
complaint,  if  satisfied  that  such  fireplaoe  or  fumaoe  is 
oonstructed  in  such  manner  as  to  consume,  as  far  as 
practicable,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  manu- 
facture or  trade,  all  smoke  arising  therefrom,  and  that 
■uoh  fireplace  or  furnace  has  been  carefully  attended  to 
by  the  person  having  the  ohaige  thereof. 

J.  A.  HamiHon,  "K.C.  and  BigKam  tor  the  apel- 
lant. — Sect.  24  does  not  refer  to  the  funnel  of  a 
steamboat  on  the  Thames  but  merelj  applies  to 
a  chimney  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word.  A 
case  like  the  present  comes  under  sect.  23  (3). 
Farther,  the  order  made  did  not  specify  the  works 
to  be  done  in  order  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the 
nuisance  which  it  should  have  under  sect.  5  of  the 
Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891.  The  mere 
fact  that  the  powers  and  duties  under  sect.  24  of 
the  Act  of  1S91  are  assierned  to  the  port  sanitary 
authority  cannot  make  that  section  applicable  to 
the  funnel  of  a  steam  vessel  on  the  Thames. 

DancTnoerit,  K.C.  and  B.  Cunningham,  Olen  for 
the  respondent. — The  order  assigning  to  the  port 
sanitary  authority  the  powers  of  an  ordinary 
sanitary  authority  under  the  Act  of  1891  provides 
that  any  vessel  lying  within  the  port  sanitary 
authority  shall  be  liable  to  their  jurisdiction  as  if 
it  were  a  house.  Sect.  24  deals  with  a  nuisance 
arising  from  smoke  and  sect.  23  deals  with  the 
construction  of  the  furnace.  They  therefore 
deal  with  different  matters,  and  sect.  24  applies  to 
a  nuisance  arisint;  from  the  smoke  of  a  vessel. 
With  regard  to  the  order  made  in  this  case,  if  no 
actual  works  are  necessary  they  need  not  be 
specified. 

Lord  Altkbstone,  O.J.  —  Notwithstanding 
the  very  ingenious  argument  of  Mr.  Hamilton 
and  the  observations  which  Mr.  Bigham  has  made, 
I  think  that  this  decision  was  right.  I  quite 
agree  with  them  that  the  order  of  the  Local 
(^vemment  Board  of  the  25th  March  1892 
has  not  increased  the  responsibility  of  persons 
who  own  tuKs  in  respect  of  nuisances  from  tugs 
or  ships.  It  merely  provided  that  the  port 
sanitary  authority  was  to  take  such  proceedings 
as  could  be  taken  under  the  Act  in  respect  of 
"  ships,  vessels,  boats,  waters,  or  persons  within 
their  jurisdiction."  and  it  includes  sect.  24  of  the 
Public  Health  (London)  Act  1891.  Whatever 
the  opinion  of  the  draftsman  may  have  been, 


the  mere  inclusion  in  that  order  would  not 
increase  the  responsibility  if  we  were  of  opinion 
that  sect.  24  could  not  apply  to  the  chimney  or 
funnel  of  a  steam-tug  plying  on  the  Thames.  The 
point  has  admitted  of  argument,  and  I  think 
there  is  some  ground  for  thinking  at  the  first 
blush  that  the  reading  of  sect.  24  would  indicate 
that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  chimneys  on 
land  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  but  when 
we  look  at  the  object  of  the  legislation,  and  certain 
expressions  in  sect.  24  itself,  I  think  any  such 
construction  would  be  too  narrow.  It  is,  as  far 
as  this  part  of  the  section  is  concerned,  essen- 
tially what  may  be  called  a  black  smoke  section 
— ^that  is  to  say,  it  is  a  section  whioh  provides 
that  "  any  chimney  (not  being  the  chimney  of  a 
private  dwelling-house)  sending  forth  black  smoke 
in  Buch  quantity  as  to  be  a  nuisance  "  shall  be  a 
uuisanoe  liable  to  be  dealt  with  summarily. 
Sect.  23,  the  previous  section,  has  undoubtedly 
dealt  specifically  with  the  steam  engines  and  fur- 
naces used  in  the  working  of  steam  vessels  which 
were  being  worked  in  the  district  where  this  vessel 
was  being  worked.  It  provides  that  they  "  shall  be 
constructed  so  as  to  consume  or  burn  the  smoke 
arising  from  such  engine  and  furnace ;  and  if 
such  steam  engine  or  furnace  is  not  so  constructed, 
or  being  so  constructed  is  wilfully  or  negligently 
used  so  that  the  smoke  arising  therefrom  is  oA 
effectually  consumed  or  burnt,  the  owner  or 
master  of  such  vessel  shall  be  liable  to  a  fine  not 
exceeding  52.,  and  on  a  second  conviction  to  a 
fine  of  10!.,"  and  then  it  goes  on  :  "  Provided 
that  in  this  section  the  words  '  consume  or  bum 
the  smoke'  shall  not  be  held  in  all  oases  to 
mean  t'  consume  or  bum  all  the  smoke,'  and  tiie 
court  hearing  an  information  against  a  person 
may  remit  the  fine  if  of  opinion  that  such  person 
has  BO  constructed  his  furnace  as  to  consume  or 
bum  as  far  as  possible  all  the  smoke  arising  from 
such  fumaoe,  and  has  carefully  attmided  to  the 
same,  and  consumed  or  burned  as  far  as  possible 
the  smoke  arising  from  such  fumaoe."  Those 
words  show  that  there  are  special  provisions  with 
regard  to  the  construction  of  furnaces  and 
engines  upon  the  steamers  and  the  negUgeat 
use  of  them,  but  it  is  to  be  observed,  and  I  think 
the  argument  of  Mr.  Glen  is  of  importance,  ihat 
there  is  a  corresponding  provision  with  regard 
to  furnaces  upon  land,  because  sub-sect.  I  of 
sect.  23  also  provides  that  the  furnaces  employed 
in  the  working  of  engines  by  steam  and  a  number 
of  other  fomaoes,  aU  of  which  must  be  on  land, 
"  shall  be  oonstrnoted  so  as  to  consilrae  or 
bum  the  smoke  arising  from  such  fumaoe,"  and 
there  is  a  corresponding  sub-section  with  regard 
to  their  negligent  user.  Therefore  we  have 
with  regard  to  both  furnaces  on  land  and  fur- 
naces on  ships  the  sort  of  provision  which 
goes  a  certain  distance  for  the  proper  constrac- 
tioG  of  the  engines  and  furnaces  and  for  the  non> 
negligent  user.  Then  we  come  to  sect.  24^  which 
is  unquestionably  a  nuisance  section.  I  ihmk  it 
is  not  without  importance  that  it  immediately 
follows  sect.  23,  and  is  under  the  same  heading, 
"  Smoke  consumption."  If  the  words  to  which  I 
am  about  to  refer  can  be  fairly  applied  to  a 
chimney  on  board  a  steamship,  there  is  no  reason 
why  this  should  not  apply.  The  first  provision  of 
sect.  24  says :  "  Any  fireplace  or  fumaoe  whioh 
does  not  so  far  as  practicable  consume  the 
smoke  "  shall  be  a  nnisanoe  liable  to  be  dealt 
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with  guTnmarily.  Then  cornea  the  important 
clause :  "  Any  oihimney  (not  being  the  chimney  of 
a  private  dweHing-hoase)  sending  forth  black 
smoke  in  such  a  quantity  as  to  be  a  nnisance  " 
shall  be  a  nuisance  liable  to  be  dealt  with 
summarily.  I  think  that,  quite  apart  from  negli- 
gence, is  meant  to  deal  with  the  case,  which  has 
not  been  covered  by  the  previous  section,  of 
a  chimney  other  than  that  of  a  dwelling-house 
sending  forth  blaok  smoke.  We  have  had  our 
attention  directed  to  the  other  legislation  of  a 
similar  character  with  rej^ard  to  rtulway  engines 
and  with  regard  to  traction  engines,  and  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  blaok  smoke  nuisance 
section  in  any  of  them.  Therefore  one  would 
rather  assume  that  this  legislation  is  something 
which  may  be  said  to  be  additional  protection, 
unless  the  words  "any  chimney  (not  being  the 
chimney  of  a  private  dwellmg-honse) "  are 
sufficient  to  show  that  a  steamship  would  not 
be  included.  I  think  both  the  purview  of  this 
section  and  the  object  of  the  legislation  would 
p<Hnt  to  black  smoke  being  emitted  within  the 
port  from  the  chimney  or  funnel  of  a  steamer  as 
oooBtitating  an  offence.  It  is  quite  obvious  there 
may  be  cases  in  which  the  blaok  smoke  would 
come  from  a  chimney  which  would  not  ordinarily 
be  called  a  funnel.  I  do  not  think  any  argument 
can  be  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  word 
"  chimney  "  is  used  because  the  word  "  funnel " 
is  a  technical  and  almost  secondary  meaning  for 
that  kind  of  chimney.  I  cannot  see  any  reason 
why  emission  of  black  smoke  from  steamers  con- 
stantly plying  on  the  Thames  should  not  be  as 
much  prevented  as  the  emitting  of  black  smoke 
frcm  chimneys  on  land.  I  therefore  come  to  the 
condnsion  that  sect.  23  does  not  contain,  as  Mr. 
Biaham  pressed  us  that  it  did,  the  whole  code 
wiUi  regard  to  nuisances  coming  from  steamships 
or  smoke  coming  from  steamboats.  The  language 
of  sect.  24  is  not  enough  to  enable  us  to  hold  that 
it  does  not  include  the  chimney  of  a  steamship. 
Thraefore  I  think  this  conviction  was  right. 
Upon  the  second  point  which  Mr.  Hamilton  men- 
tioned, I  ought  perhaps  just  to  say  we  held  the 
c^er  day  in  Central  London  Bailtoay  Company 
V.  Hammerimith  Borough  Council  (ante,  p.  645), 
and  I  think  we  were  right  in  saying  so,  that  the 
order  was  not  bad,  because  it  did  not  specify 
works  to  be  done,  though  the  defendant  asked 
for  the  specification  of  them  if  there  were  no 
works  that  coold  be  done.  I  do  not  think  that 
objection  prevails.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this 
appeal  should  be  ^missed. 

Kbnnbdt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  To 
my  mind  the  only  point  which  certainly  is  not 
wholly  free  from  difficulty  I  agree  is  the  question 
as  to  whether  sect.  24  (6),  "  Any  chimney  (not 
being  the  chimney  of  a  private  dwelling-house) 
sending  forth  black  smoke  in  such  quantity  as  to 
be  a  nuisance,"  includes  the  funnel  of  a  tug-boat 
or  steamer.  tlBually,  no  doubt,  "  chimney  is  a 
phrase  applicable  to  that  through  which  smoke 
passes  from  a  fire  of  some  sort  in  a  building.  It 
IS  not  the  term  which  is  technically  the  proper 
term  to  describe  those  passages  or  fines,  or  what- 
ever yon  Uke  to  call  them,  on  a  steamboat,  which 
convey  tiie  smoke  from  the  furnace  of  the  steamer 
to  the  upper  air,  but  I  see  nothing  to  prevent 
"chimney  being  used  in  what  one  may  call 
its  natural  sense — namely,  that  of  a  passage  by 
which  smoke  from  a  fire  is  carried  away  upvrards. 


Otherwise  yon  would  have  no  "blaok  smoke 
section,"  as  my  Lord  has  described  it  shortly, 
with  regard  to  the  description  of  thing  which 
may  send  out  smoke  in  quite  as  great  quantities 
with  quite  as  great  mischief  if  it  is  enough  to 
create  a  nnisance,  as  what  may  be  more  usually 
described  by  the  word  "  chimney  " — namelv,  th» 
smoke  passage  from  the  roof  of  a  building." 
There  is  no  definite  clause  relating  to  the  word 
"  chimney "  in  this  Act,  as  far  as  I  know,  and 
certainly  one  would  expect  it  to  have  been  referred 
to  if  there  was  one  after  the  care  that  Mr. 
Hamilton  and  Mr.  Bigham  have  shown  in  arguing 
this  case.  We  have  not  heard  that  chimney  ia 
anywhere  defined,  and  if  it  is  not  defined  it 
seems  to  me  naturally  enough  intended  to  cover 
here  that  which  it  may  cover  in  a  popular  though 
not  in  a  technical  sense.  I  need  not  add  anything 
on  the  other  point  to  that  which  my  Lord  has 

SMd. 

Ghannell,  J. — ^I  agree.  I  think  "chimney" 
in  this  section  is  used  simply  as  the  thing  from 
which  smoke  does  issue  into  the  open  air.  It 
might  quite  well  be  found  that  the  cases  of 
funnels  of  steam  vessels  or  of  funnels  of  loco- 
motive engines  or  other  movable  smoke-producing 
apparatus  might  be  so  dealt  with  elsewhere 
in  the  Act  as  to  lead  one  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  they  were  not  intended  to  be  included 
in  these  general  words  in  sect.  24  (5),  but  in  fact 
the  operation  of  sect.  24  is  only  to  apply  the 
particular  summary  procedure  in  reference  to- 
certain  cases  of  smoke  nuisances,  cases  coming 
under  (a)  and  coming  under  (5).  The  other 
sections  deal  with  the  construction  and  user 
of  apparatus  producing  smoke,  and  do  not  deal, 
as  sect.  24  does,  with  the  consequeaces  or  results 
of  it,  which  in  certain  cases  may  be  dealt  with 
under  the  summary  procedure  in  reference  to- 
nuisances.  The  result  seems  to  me  to  be  thafr 
sect.  24  and  sect.  23  are  dealing  not  with  different 
subject-matters  but  with  different  conseqnencea 
of  the  subject-matter,  and  there  is  no  reason, 
therefore,  because  steam  vessels  are  specially 
dealt  with  under  sect  23  to  say  they  cannot  come 
under  sect.  24.  I  see  no  reason  for  cutting  down 
what  seems  to  me  the  primary  meaning  of  th& 
word  "  chimney  "  in  sect.  24.   ^^^j  dismU,ed. 

Solicitors:  J.  A.  Bobertti  The  CUy  Solicitor^ 


Marsh  8  and  9. 

(Before  Channell,  J.) 

A  QoEBz  AMD  Oo.  Limited  (apps.)  v. 
Bell  (resp.).  (a) 

Revenue  —  Income  tax  —  Company  reeideni  in 
United  Kingdom— Income  Tax  Act  1853  (16  <£- 
17  Vict.  c.  34),  «.  2,  eehed.  D. 

The  appellant  company  root  registered  as  a  joint 
stock  company  at  Pretoria,  in  the  South  African- 
Bepviblic,  but  had  never  been  registered  in  the 
United  Kingdom. 

The  business  of  the  appellant  company  consisted  in^ 
the  purchase  and  prospecting  of  lands  with 
mining  possxbiliHss,  or  the  obtaining  of  options 
over  such  lands  wiUi  the  view  to  the  formation 
and  flotation  of  companies  for  the  purpose  of 

(a)  SipoMd  b7  W.  91  B.  Hibsibi,  liq.,  BiRteUP«t-L»w. 
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toorhing  the  mum  and  the  making  of  a  market 
for  the  iharee. 

Vm»  profite  made  by  the  appellant  company  were 
directly  obtained  (inter  alia)  by  the  eaie  and 
realieation  of  ehare*  in  «ttbn<itary  eompaniei. 
Th»  huXk  of  the  company' e  capital  wot  inreated 
in  South  African  aharee  and  tn  mtnin^  pro- 
pertiee  tn  SoiUh  Africa. 

The  evidence  produced  ehowed  that  with  regard  to 
the  purchaee  and  edle  of  eharee  by  the  company, 
96}  per  cent,  of  the  purehaeet  of  eharee,  and  id 
per  cent,  of  the  eale  of  eharei  by  the  company 
•vyere  carried  out  in  London  during  the  year  in 
queetion. 

2%c  firet  general  meeting  of  the  company  wae  held 
in  April  1899  tn  Jbkannctbu'ra.      The   eecond 

feneral  meeting  wtu  held  tn  London  in  June 
901,  tubeequent  to  the  year  of  ateeeement.  With 
■regard  to  the  dtrccfort*  meetinge,  the  directort' 
mtnufo-book  kept  in  London,  tehieh  wae  the  on2y 
■mtnti<e>b«>ofe  of  the  company,  wae  produced  and 
■ehowed  that  eimott  every  traneactwn  of  import- 
ance affecting  the  management,  control,  and 
■direction  of  the  company  wot  dealt  with,  con- 
trolled, and  decided  at  the  board  meetinge  of  the 
director*  in  London. 

A  c(m«tderabl«  numlbeir  of  important  mattere  re- 
quiring local  management  were  carried  out  by 
the  managing  director  inJohanneeburg  on  behalf 
■of  the  board  under  powere  delegated  by  the  board 
in  London.  A  copy  of  the  mtnute*  of  the  board 
■meeting*  in  London  were  forwarded  after  each 
imeeting  to  Johannetburg.  With  regard  to  the 
ttaff,  the  chairman  and  three  of  the  nine  direetort 
loere  retident  tn  England.  The  director*  held 
■monthly  meeting*  at  the  company'*  ofiee  in 
London.  Only  one  meeting  wot  held  out  of 
England.  The  account*  of  the  Johanneeburq, 
Pari*,  and  Berlin  office*  loere  brought  to  London 
■where  the  halance-theet*  and  account*  of  the 
■company  were  made  up  and  atuiited.  The  divi- 
dend* were  fixed  and  authorieed  by  reeolutiona 
■of  the  director*  at  meeting*  held  in  London  for 
that  purpoee,  and  the  dividend  warrant*  in 
■reepeet  of  certain  regietered  ehare*  were  al*o 
i*iued  in  London, 

Held,  that  the  appellant  company  teat  a  person 
retiding  in  the  United  Kingdom  and  liable  a* 
*uch  to  be  aaeened  under  sect.  2  of  the  Income 
Tax  Actinia,  eched.  D. 

Case  stated  under  th^statnte  43  &  44  Vict.  c.  19, 
8. 59,  by  the  Commissioners  for  the  General  Par- 
poses  of  the  Inooiiie  Tax  Acts  for  tiie  City  of 
London. 

At  meetings  of  the  commissioners  held  at  the 
Goildhall  in  the  City  on  the  9th  May  1901,  the 
4th  Jnly,  and  the  11th  Jnly  1901,  A.  Goerz  and 
Oo.  Limited  (hereinafter  termed  the  appellant 
■company),  of  20,  Bishopsgate-street  Within,  in 
the  City  of  London,  appealed  aeunat  an  assess- 
ment made  upon  them  in  respect  <n  their  estimated 
profits  as  merohanta  and  financiers  from  the  5  th 
April  1899  to  the  5th  April  1900  of  the  sum  of 
75,0001.  increased  by  the  commissioners  on  the 
hearing  of  the  appeals  under  the  proTiaionB  of  the 
Taxes  Management  Act,  s.  57,  tnb-s.  8,  to 
142,4292. 

The  appellamt  company  was  re^tered  as  a 
joint  stock  company  at  Pretoria,  in  the  South 
African  BepnbLo,  on  the  8th  Deo.  1897,  accord- 
ing  to  the  laws  then  subsisting  in  the  BapnbUc. 


The  appellant  company  is  not  and  has  never 
been  registered  in  the  United  Kingdom  as  a  joint 
stock  company. 

The  articles  of  association,  which  were  passed 
at  Johannesburg  on  the  7th  Dec.  1897,  provided 
(tnter  alia)  as  follows  : 

NAKI  AMD  CONSTITITTION. 

3.  The  head  offioe  of  the  oompsny  shall  be  either  ia 
London  or  elsewhere  on  tiie  oontineat  of  Eorope,  or  in 
Johumesbotg  in  the  Sonth  Afiioan  Bq^Uo,  or  at  enoh 
other  plftoe  eUewheie  with  inoh  brsnoh  or  branohae  in 
thii  Bepnblio  uid  elsewhere  as  the  direotors  may  from 
time  to  time  determine. 

Objbcts. 

5.  The  objects  for  whioh  the  ooupaay  ia  establiahed 
•re :  (a)  To  adopt  a  oertain  agreement  bearing  date  the 
7th  Deo.  1897,  entered  into  between  Ad.  Ooerz  and  Co. 
(a  eompaay  limited  nnder  Q«rman  law)  of  the  ftnt  part, 
the  Deotsohe  Bank  of  Berlin  of  the  seoond  part,  and 
Henrj  Charles  Hall,  noting  as  tmstee  for  this  com- 
pany, of  the  third  part,  and  to  carry  the  name  into 
(ffeot,  with  fall  power,  neverthelese,  from  time  to 
time  to  agree  to  any  modifioation  thereof.  Such  adop- 
tion shall  take  place  at  the  first  meeting  of  the  board  of 
direotors.  (b)  To  carry  on  the  bnsinesa  of  manhanta, 
dsalers  ia  shares,  atooka,  and  other  eeonritiea,  finanoial 
and  general  agenta,  minera  and  mining  in  all  its 
branchee,  and  generally  to  carry  on  and  undertake  any 
bnaincaa  tranaaotion  or  (qMration  commonly  earned  on 
by  oapitsliats,  promoters,  and  fioanoisra,  oontractora  for 
pablio  and  otiunrworka  or  agents,  (e)  To  acquire  by 
pnrohaae,  concession,  Isaae,  or  otherwiae,  any  lands, 
fanna,  honaee,  bnildinga,  mining  propartiea,  mines 
claims,  water  righta,  and  other  righta,  properties,  and 
privilegee  of  every  deaoription,  and  also  any  metals, 
minerals,  quartz,  orea,  machinery,  plant,  utensils, 
patents  for  inTentiona,  Uoenoet  to  use  patents  of 
every  kind,  real  and  pereooal  property  of  every 
deeoription  in  South  Africa  and  elsewhere,  and  to  deal 
with,  develop,  and  torn  the  aame  or  any  of  them  int» 
aooonnt.  (t)  To  form,  promote,  reoanatmot,  reform, 
anbeidiae,  and  aasist  any  oompaniee,  ayndioatas,  or 
partnerships  of  all  kinds,  (k)  To  aell  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  asaeta,  property,  and  nndartaklag  of  this 
company  for  such  oonaideration  as  the  company  may 
deem  fit,  and  in  particular  for  money  and  aharee  or  atook 
of  any  oompany  having  objecta  aimilar  or  partly  aimilar 
to  the  objecta  of  this  oompany,  or  for  the  debentnree  of 
any  oompany,  or  wholly  for  enoh  eharee  or  etook,  also 
to  let,  mortgage,  abandon,  dispose  of,  or  otherwise 
deal  with  ell  or  any  part  of  this  company'e  property 
and  righte,  and  also  to  reoonstruct,  refloat,  r^orm,  or 
otherwise  deal  with  the  company  with  all  or  any  of  its 
rights,  property,  and  assets,  (o)  To  lead,  tnveet,  put 
oat  at  interest,  or  otherwiee  deal  with  any  funds  sad 
moneys  belonging  to  the  oqmpany,  and  to  diaconnt  and 
deal  in  billa  c^  exchange,  promieaory  notee,  and  other 
eeonritiea.  (q)  To  promote  and  aid  in  the  promotion  of 
meaaurea  for  the  protection  of  the  mining  indnatry  in  the 
Sonth  African  BepnbUo  and  elaewhere,  and  to  promote 
or  oppoee  legialative  and  other  measores  affecting  the 
said  industry. 

Capital  a.nd  Sha.bib. 

6.  The  present  nominal  capital  of  the  oompany  ia  the 
sum  of  one  million  and  fifteen  thooaand  poonds 
(1,015.0001)  aterUng,  divided  into  15,000  foandeta' 
eharee  of  II.  each,  and  into  one  million  ordinary  ahatei 
of  11.  each,  which  shares  are  in  reepeot  of  dividends 
and  otherwiae  subjeot  to  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment referred  to  in  snb.seot.  (a)  of  sect.  5  vl  these 
presents. 

OSNXRJIL   MlITINOB. 

40.  All  meetings  of  the  oompany  shall,  natil  othsr. 
wise  determined  by  the  oompany  or  by  the  board,  bt 
held  in  Johanneabnrg. 
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DIBXCTOB8. 
64.  The  diraotora   iball   not  ba   laaa  than   five  or 
mon  than  flftaen,  and  ih«y  may  raaide  ia  the  Sooth 
African  Bapnblio,  in  Enrope,  or  elaewhara. 

PBOCIIDINOS  07  DiBICTOBS. 

81.  Tha  diraotora  may  meet  together  at  inoh  plaoe  or 
plaoea  in  Berlin,  London,  Johanneabnrg,  Pant,  or 
elaawhere,  for  the  dispatch  of  bniinesa,  adjourn  or 
otherwiie  legnlate  their  meetings  aa  they  think  fit,  and 
determine  the  qnomm  neoesaary  for  the  traniaotion  of 
bnaineaa.  Until  otherwiae  determined  two  direotors 
shall  be  a  qnorom.  Qneations  arising  at  any  meeting 
shall  be  decided  by  a  majority  of  votes.  In  oase  of  an 
equality  of  Totea  the  ehaJTman  shall  have  a  second  or 
OMting  vote. 

POWBBS   OP  SiBBCTOBR. 

87.  The  management  of  the  bnsinsss,  and  the  control 
of  the  company  shall  be  Tested  in  the  direotors,  who 
may  exercise  all  snoh  powers  and  do  all  snoh  acts  and 
things  aa  are  not  hereby  or  by  statnte  expressly 
reqi^red  or  directed  to  be  done  by  the  company  in 
general  meeting,  bnt  snbject-,  nerertheless,  to  snch 
management  not  being  inoonsistent  with  these  presents 
nor  to  any  resolntion  passed  at  any  meeting  of  share- 
holders, bnt  no  resolntion  passed  by  the  company 
•hall  inTalidate  any  prior  act  of  the  direotors  which 
would  baTe  been  valid  if  snoh  resolntion  had  not  been 
passed. 

88.  Withont  prejadioe  to  the  general  powers  oonferred 
np<m  the  directors  by  these  presents  it  is  hereby 
declared  that  the  direotors  shall  be  intmstcd  with  the 
following  powers  :  (c)  To  sell,  let,  or  otherwise  dispose 
of,  deal  with,  or  abandon  the  whole  or  any  part  or  parts 
of  the  company's  present  or  fotore  property  npon  anoh 
terms  and  oonditions  as  they  may  think  fit,  bat  the 
direotors  shall  have  no  power  to  liquidate  the  company, 
except  with  the  concent  of  the  shareholders  as  men- 
tioned in  sect.  113  hereof,  (e)  To  borrow  and  raise 
money  and  to  ezecnte  in  the  name  of  the  company  any 
mortgages,  deeds  of  sale,  leases,  debentures,  and  other 
contracts,  and  also  to  make,  draw,  accept  and  indorse, 
bills,  notes,  and  other  instmments,  provided  that  the 
•monnt  borrowed  shall  not  exoeed  in  the  aggregate  one 
half  of  the  amount  of  the  issued  capital  of  the  company 
for  the  time  being,  (d)  To  appoint  any  penon.  to 
accept  and  hold  in  trust  property  balonging  to  the  com. 
pany.  Also  to  appoint  a  managing  director  or  direstois, 
and  to  remunerate  anoh  person  or  managing  direotoir 
either  by  way  of  salary  or  commissioD,  or  participation 
in  profits,  or  by  any  or  all  of  these  as  tiiey  think  fit. 
{h)  To  delegate  all  or  any  of  their  powers  to  any  person 
or  persons  and  to  appoint  attorneys  and  agents  to  repre- 
sent the  company. 

Local  Boabd. 

89.  The  directors  may  from  time  to  time  provide  for 
the  management  and  transaction  of  the  affairs  of  the 
company,  either  in  the  South  Afiioan  Bapnblio  or  else- 
where, in  snoh.  manner  as  they  think  fit,  and  the  provi- 
sions contained  in  the  next  three  following  clauses  shall 
be  without  prejudice  to  the  general  powers  oonferred  by 
this  clause. 

90.  The  direotors  may  from  time  to  time  and  at  any 
time  establish  any  local  board  or  agency  for  managing 
any  of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  may  appoint  any 
person  ts  be  members  of  such  local  board,  or  managers, 
or  agents,  and  may  fix  their  remuneration.  And  the 
direotors  may  from  time  to  time  and  at  any  time  dele- 
gate to  any  person  so  appointed  any  of  the  powers, 
authorities,  and  discretions  for  the  time  being  vested  in 
direotors  other  than  their  power  to  make  calls,  and  may 
anthorise  the  members  for  the  time  being  of  any  suoh 
looal  bo«rd  or  any  of  them  to  fill  np  any  vacancies 
therein,  and  to  act  notwithstanding  vaoancies,  and  any 
such  appointment  or  delegation  may  be  made  on  snch 
terms  and  snbjeot  to  snoh  conditions  as  the  direotors 


think  fit,  and  the  direotors  may  at  any  time  remove  taj 
person  so  appointed,  and  may  annul  or  vary  any  snoh 
delegation. 

91.  The  directors  may  at  any  time  and  from  time  to 
time  by  power  of  attorney  appoint  any  person  or  person* 
to  be  the  attorney  or  attorneys  of  the  company  for  sock 
purposes  and  with  suoh  powers,  authorities,  and  disoM- 
tions  (not  exceeding  those  vested  in  or  exeroisable  by 
the  direotors  under  these  presents),  and  for  snoh  period 
and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the  direotors  may 
from  time  to  time  think  fit,  and  any  such  appointment 
may  (if  the  direotors  think  fit)  be  made  in  favour  of  the 
members  or  any  of  the  members  of  any  local  board 
established  as  i^oreaaid  in  favour  of  any  company  or  of 
the  members,  directors,  nominees,  or  managers  of  any 
company  or  firm  or  otherwise,  in  favour  (rf  any  fioo- 
tuAting  body  of  persons,  whether  nominated  directly  or 
indireotly  by  the  directors,  and  any  inch  power  of  attorney 
may  contain  suoh  powers  for  the  protection  or  oonvenieno» 
of  persons  dealiig  with  suoh  attorney  as  the  direotoss 
may  think  fit. 

92.  Any  suoh  delegates  or  attorneys  as  aforesaid  may 
be  authorised  by  the  direotors  to  sub-delegate  all  or  any 
of  the  powers,  authorities,  and  discretions  for  the  time 
being  vested  in  them. 

93.  Without  prejodioe  to  the  powers  of  the  director* 
to  grant  additional  powers  ts  a  looal  board  or  boards  as 
from  time  to  time  appointed  and  from  time  to  time  to 
vary  snob  powers,  amy  local  board  if  and  when  appointed 
by  the  directors  shidl  be  intrusted  with  the  following 
powers — namely :  (a)  To  open  a  branch  office  of  the 
company  in  sush  towns  or  cities  as  the  direotors  may 
appoint,  and  to  pay  the  rent  and  other  expenses  con- 
nected therewith.  (6)  To  engage  and  at  the  discretion 
of  the  looal  board  to  remove  or  suspend  a  local  secretary, 
clerks,  or  servants  in  oonneation  with  the  business  of 
the  company,  and  to  determine  their  duties  and  pay  their 
salaries  as  fixed  by  the  direotors  of  the  company,  (s)  To 
obtain  an  official  recognition  and  quotation  of  the  shares, 
stocks,  and  debentures  of  the  company  npon  any  stook 
or  share  exchange  or  bourse  in  Europe,  and  to  subscribe 
and  to  comply  with  rules  and  regulations  of  every  such 
exchange  and  bourse,  and  to  make  all  such  payments  as 
may  from  time  to  time  be  due  and  payable  to  any  snch 
exchange  and  bourse. 

ACCOUKTB. 

101.  The  directors  shall  cause  true  account  to  be 
kept  of  the  money  reoeived  and  expended  by  the  com- 
pany, and  the  matters  in  reepeot  of  which  suoh  receipta 
and  expenditure  take  plaoe,  and  of  the  assets,  credits, 
and  liabilities  of  the  company. 

102.  Snoh  of  the  books  of  account  as  shall  be  in  the 
South  African  Bepublio  shall  be  kept  at  the  office  of  the 
company  in  the  said  Bepublio  or  suoh  other  place  or 
places  as  the  direotors  may  think  fit.  All  other  books 
of  the  company  shall  be  kept  at  such  offioes  and  places 
either  in  this  Bepublio,  England,  or  elsewhere  in  Eorop* 
as  the  board  may  from  time  to  time  determine. 

The  basinesa  of  the  appellant  company  oonsists 
in  the  porohase  and  prospecting  of  lands  with 
mining  poBsibillties  or  the  obtaining  of  option* 
over  guoh  lands  with  a  view  to  the  formation  and 
flotation  of  companies  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  same,  the  formation  and  flotation  of  such  sub- 
ei^aiy  companies  either  alone  or  in  participatioB 
with  others,  and  the  making  of  a  market  for  the 
shares  of  these  subsidiary  companies  in  London, 
Berlin,  Paris,  and  Johannesburg,  and  dealing  is 
and  selling  snoh  shares,  also  in  dealing  in  the 
other  shares,  principally  of  South  African  com- 
panies, including  the  sale  and  realisation  of  the 
shares  and  other  assets  taken  over  under  the 
agreement  of  the  7th  Dec  1897. 

The  working  capital  of  the  subsidiary  companies 
is  provided  by  the  appellant  company,  either  alone 
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or  in  oonjonotion  with  others  as  a  ayndioate  in 
agreed  pro^riions,  and  the  nominal  share  capital 
of  the  subsidiary  companies  is  then  either  taken 
as  a  whole  by  the  appellant  company  or  dis- 
tribnted  pro  rata  among  the  members  of  the 
syndicate.  The  working  capital  of  the  subsidiary 
companies  is  almost  invariaoly  subscribed  by  the 
syndicate  to  enable  them  to  be  floated  folly 
equipped.  The  syndicates  usoally  consisted  of 
capitalists  and  financiers  carnring  on  business  in 
!Bnrope  and  South  Africa.  No  prospectuses  are 
.  issued  by  the  subsidiary  companies,  but  a  market 
is  made  and  the  shares  then  distributed  and  dealt 
in  and  gradually  realised  on  the  stock  markets  of 
London,  Paris,  Berlin,  and  Johannesburg.  The 
profits  made  by  the  appellant  company  were 
directly  obtained  by  the  sale  and  resdisation  of 
ahares  in  such  subsidiary  companies  as  aforesaid, 
but  additional  profit  was  made  on  ordinary  pur- 
chases and  sales  of  shares  in  various  other 
oompanies. 

Some  additional  sources  of  profit  by  the  appel- 
lant company  were  interest  on  money  lent, 
dividends  on  shares  held  by  it,  agency  fees  from 
other  companies,  and  the  like.  The  bulk  of  the 
company's  capital  is  invested  in  the  South 
African  shares  and  in  mining  properties  in  the 
Witwatersrand  district  in  South  Africa. 

The  company's  interests  outside  of  South  Africa 
only  stand  at  about  50,0002.,  and  half  of  this 
amount  is  invested  in  the  T]  sited  States  and 
Mexico,  and  the  other  half  in  shares  in  various 
mining  companies  in  Western  Australia  and 
OhilL  An  option  for  the  purchase  and  working 
of  certain  lands  and  interests  in  British  India  was 
acquired,  but  not  during  the  year  of  assessment, 
but  after  prospecting  we  lands  and  interests  the 
option  and  operations  were  not  carried  out. 

On  the  31st  Dec.  1899  the  value  of  the  shares 
and  debentures  in  other  companies  held  by  the 
appellant  company,  as  shown  by  the  balanoe- 
flheet,  amounteii  to  the  sum  of  719,3652.  9«.  8d. 
The  value  of  claim  holdings,  participations,  and 
interests  amounted  to  224,3952. 15«.  Id.  The  vtJue 
of  the  temporary  advances  against  securities  (in- 
cluding shares  and  stocks  taken  in)  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  144,5202.  6<.  3d.  Such  advances  were 
made  in  London  to  the  extent  of  37,9002.  9«.  3d. 
and  in  Paris  to  the  extent  of  106,6192. 17«.  The 
amount  of  cash  on  deposit  accounts  and  in  hand 
amounted  to  326,8842. 19s.  4d.  and  was  held  in 
London  to  the  extent  of  171,8192.  11<.  lOd.,  in 
Berlin  to  the  extent  of  123,3012. 19(.  3d.,  in  Paris 
-to  the  extent  of  92052. 19s.  Id.,  and  in  Johannes- 
burg to  the  extent  of  22,5572.  9«.  2d. 

During  1898,  1899,  1900,  with  regard  to  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  shares  by  the  company, 
$61  i>er  cent.  <A  the  purchases  of  shares  and  49 
per  cent  of  the  sale  of  shares  were  carried  out  in 
London. 

The  profits,  the  subject  of  the  assessment,  were 
made  in  the  mode  described  above. 

The  transaction  of  the  affairs  of  the  appellant 
company  was  effected  in  the  manner  shown,  as 
follows : 

With  regard  to  the  general  meetings  of  the 
company,  the  first  general  meeting  of  tiie  appel- 
lant company  was  held  on  the  28th  of  April  1B99 
at  the  company's  office  in  Johannesburg  in  the 
above-named  Bepublic  and  was  adjourn^  to  the 
5th  May  1899  when  the  same  was  held  at  the 
office.    From  that  date  till  the  end  of  the  year  of 


assessment  no  further  general  meeiinff  was  held 
by  reason  of  the  war  with  the  Unitea  Kingpdom 
which  was  declared  by  the  South  African  B^aUic 
on  the  11th  Oct.  1899. 

The  second  general  meeting  was  held  in  London 
on  the  26th  June  1901,  subsequent  to  the  year  of 
assessment. 

With  regard  to  the  directors'  meetings,  the 
directors'  minute-book  kept  in  London,  v^ch  is 
the  only  minute-book  of  the  company,  was  pro- 
duced in  evidence,  and  contained  a  great  number 
of  items  and  minutes  of  resolutions  relating  to 
the  affairs  of  the  company  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  commissioners,  showed  that  almost  every 
transaction  of  importance  affecting  the  manage- 
ment, control,  and  direction  of  the  oompanv  was 
dealt  with,  controlled,  and  decided  at  the  board 
meetings  of  the  directors  in  London. 

A  considerable  number  of  important  matters 
requiring  local  management  and  dealing  wers 
carried  out  by  the  managing  director  in  Johannes- 
burg on  behalf  of  the  board,  under  powers 
delegated  by  the  board  in  London,  ana  under 
powers  of  attorney  sealed  and  executed  by  the 
board  in  London,  and  in  some  instances  such 
matters,  though  reported  to  the  managing 
director  in  London,  were  not  formally  reported  to 
the  board  until  settied.  A  copy  of  the  minutes 
of  the  board  meetings  in  London  was  forwarded 
after  each  meeting  to  Johannesburg.  No  other 
minnte-book  was  kept  at  Johannesburg. 

With  regard  to  the  staff,  the  chairman  and 
three  directors  of  the  company  were  resident  in 
in  England,  four  directors  (all  of  whom  weie 
permanent  directors  nominated  by  the  vendors 
in  accordance  with  clause  66  of  the  articles  of 
association)  were  resident  in  Germany,  one 
director  was  resident  in  Paris,  and  one  director 
in  the  South  African  Republic.  The  directors 
resident  in  Grermany  and  Paris  attended  the  board 
meetings  in  London. 

In  the  year  1899,  being  the  year  of  assessment, 
there  was  one  mana^ng  director  c^  the  company^ 
viz.,Mr.  Adolf  Goerz — ^who  was  resident  in  London. 
Mr.  Brakhan  was  appointed  managing  director  in 
Johannesburg,  and  was  there  resident.  The 
board  appointed  also  two  managers  in  Londrat, 
two  in  Johannesbnrg,  one  in  Paris,  and  one  in 
BerUn.  The  Johannesburg  staff  of  the  company 
numbered  twenty-five,  including  surveyors  and 
engineers,  and  received  salaries,  commissions,  and 
bonuses  totalling  24,3222.  for  the  year.  The 
London  staff  numbered  twenty-six,  and  received 
salaries,  commissions,  and  bonuses  totalling 
17,3742.  for  the  year.  The  Berlin  staff  numbered 
thirteen,  and  received  salaries,  commissions,  and 
bonuses  totalling  46092.  for  the  year ;  and  the 
Paris  stafl^numbered  nine,  and  reomved  salaries, 
commissions,  and  bonuses  totalling  46432.  for  the 
year. 

All  the  meetings  of  the  directors  took  place 
(with  the  exception  hereinafter  mentioned)  at  the 
company's  offices  at  20,  Bishopsgate-street 
Within,  in  the  city  of  London,  where  t£e  London 
staff  was  located. 

Since  the  1st  Feb.  1898  the  directors  have  beU 
monthly  meetingis  in  London,  and  not  elsewhoti 
with  the  exception  of  one  meeting  held  at  Fuii 
on  the  4th  April  1901,  which  was  expressed  intiw 
minute-book  to  be  called  in  furtherance  of _"  the 
idea  being  to  hold  meetings  on  the  OontiiuBt 
instead  of  in  London,  say  once  a  year. 
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The  accounts  of  the  Johanneshnrg,  Paris,  and 
Berlin  offices  are  brought  to  London,  where  the 
fall  balance-sheet  and  profit  and  loss  accounts  of 
the  company  are  made  up  and  audited,  and  where 
alone  the  full  accounts  of  the  company  are  kept. 
In  the  preparation  of  accounts  it  has  been  usual 
for  the  Berlin  office  accounts  to  be  audited  in 
Berlin,  and  for  these  and  the  Paris  office  accounts 
to  be  brought  to  London.  The  Johannesburg 
office  accounts  are  audited  in  Johannesburg,  and 
the  whole  of  these  branch  accounts  are  then 
incorporated  in  the  full  accounts,  which  are  made 
up  and  audited  in  London. 

'  The  complete  accounts  with  a  directors'  report 
are  prepared,  approved,  and  passed  in  London  by 
the  board  of  directors  in  tne  first  instance  in 
English,  and  are  then  translated  into  French  and 
German  for  the  use  of  the  shareholders  resident 
in  those  countries. 

The  dividends  were  fixed  and  authorised  by 
resolutions  of  the  directors  at  meetings  held  in 
London  for  that  purpose,  and  the  dividend 
warrants  in  respect  of  801,524  registered  shares 
were  also  issued  by  them  from  London.  The 
coupons  on  bearer  shares  were  paid  in  1899  as 
to  52,294  shares  in  Berlin  and  Paris,  and  as  to 
11482  shares  in  London,  and  eventually  were 
brought  to  account  in  London. 

The  appellants  contended  that  the  appellant 
company  should  be  assessed  as  a  person  not 
resident  within  the  United  Kingdom  drawing 
profit  from  a  trade  exercised  in  the  United 
iCingdom,  and  on  such  profits  only.  They  cited 
and  relied  on  the  decision  of  Attomey-Oeneral 
T.  Alexander  (31  L.  T.  Bep.  694;  L.  Eep.  10  Ex. 
20). 

The  commissioners  having  heard  counsel  for 
the  appellants  and  the  surveyor  of  taxes  for 
the  Inland  Revenue,  and  having  taken  the  evi- 
dence of  various  witnesses,  found  as  facts  (1) 
that  the  trade  and  business  of  the  company 
constituted  one  trade  or  business,  and  was  carried 
on  and  exercised  by  the  appellants  within 
the  United  Kingdom  at  their  London  office ; 
(2)  that  the  h^^  and  seat  and  directing 
power  of  affairs  of  the  appellant  company  were 
at  the  office  of  the  company  in  London,  from 
whence  the  whole  of  the  operations  of  the  com- 
pany both  in  the  United  Kingdom  and  elsewhere 
were  oontrolled  and  directed. 

The  commissioners  having  considered  the  cases 
of  Cesena  Sulphur  Company  lAmited  v.  Nichol- 
son and  Calcutta  Jute  MilU  Company  Limited  v. 
Nioholion  (35  L.  T.  Sep.  276 ;  1  Ex.  Div.  428;  1 
Tax  Cas.  83),  San  Paulo  Brazilian  BaUiaay  Com- 
pany Limited  v.  Carter  (73  L.  T.  Bep.  538 ;  (1896) 
A.  C.  31 ;  3  Tax  Cas.  407),  Attorney-General  v. 
Alexander  (31  L.  T.  Bep.  694 ;  L.  Bep.  10  Ex.  20), 
and  other  cases  determined  that  tne  appellant 
company  was  a  person  residing  in  the  iTnited 
Kingdom,  and  liable  as  such  to  be  assessed  under 
sect.  2  of  the  Income  Tax  Act  1863,  sehed.  D, 
first  paragraph,  on  the  whole  of  the  annual  profits 
or  gains  arising  or  accruing  from  any  trade, 
whether  the  same  shall  be  respectively  carried  on 
in  the  United  Kingdom  or  elsewhere,  and  ac- 
cordingly confirmed  the  assessment  in  the  sum  of 
142,4292. 

The  commissioners  on  the  hearing  of  the  11th 
July  1901,  when  giving  their  decision  on  the 
appeal  and  oommnnioating  their  intention  to 
confirm  the  aoeoMmentt  stated  that  they  foond 


as  facts  that  the  trade,  employment,  an4,  vocation 
of  the  company  were  carried  on  and  exercised  by 
the  appellants  within  the  United  Kingdom  at 
their  London  office,  and  that  the  head  and  seat 
and  directing  power  of  the  affairs  of  the  appel- 
lant company  were  at  the  office  of  the  company 
in  London. 

The  appellants  on  the  settlement  of  the  draft 
case  raised  the  objection  that  the  words  so  used 
were  not  identical  with  the  formal  statement  of 
the  findings  set  forth  above,  and  that  the  com- 
missioners liad  no  power  to  alter,  vary,  or  enlarge 
such  words  above  set  out. 

With  regard  to  this  objection  the  commissioners, 
reported  that  the  statement  was  merely  a  concise 
statement  of  their  decision,  and  was  not  intended 
to  be  a  full,  complete,  or  formal  statement,  or  to 
embody  the  whole  of  their  findings,  whether  of 
law  or  of  fact,  nor  was  it  intended  that  other 
material  findings  or  statements  should  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  final  written  statement  of  this 
case.  The  statements  set  out  above  are  correct,, 
and,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  the  commis- 
sioners found  the  facts,  and  arrived  at  the  deter- 
mination set  out  therein.  They  were  of  opinion, 
that  they  ihad  power  to  amplify  and  explain  in. 
this  special  case  the  basis  on  which  they  confirmed 
the  assessment;  but  to  avoid  the  expense  and 
delay  consequent  on  a  reference  back  by  the  High 
Court  the  commissioners  reported  the  objection 
so  raised  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  and  their 
explanation  by  way  of  reply  thereto. 

By  the  Income  Tax  Act  1853  (16  &  17  Vict, 
c.  34),  S.2: 

For  the  porpote  of  olaadfyio;  aod  distingnishint;  the 
sevsral  propertiM,  profits,  and  gains,  for  and  in  respect 
o{  wbioh  the  said  dntiei  are  by  this  Aot  granted,  and 
for  the  pnrpoieB  of  the  proTiaionB  for  assesaing,  raising, 
levying,  and  oolleoting  taoh  daties  reapeotiTel},  the  said 
dntiea  shall  be  deemed  to  be  granted  and  made  payable 
yearly  for  and  in  respeot  of  the  several  properties, 
profits,  and  gains  respeotively  desoribed  or  oomprised  in 
the  several  sohednles  contained  in  this  Aot,  and  marked 
t«speotively   (A),   (B),   (C),   (D),   and    (£),  and  to  be 
charged  nnder  snoh  respective  schedales ;    (that  is  to 
■ay)     ....     Schedule  D.  For  and  in  respect  of  the 
annual  profits  or  gains  arising  or  accruing  to  any  person 
residing  in  the  United  Kingdom  from  any  kind  of  pro- 
perty  whatever,  whether  situate  in  the  United  Kingdom 
or  elsewhere,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  the  annual  profits 
or  gains  arising  or  aooruing  to  any  person  residing  in 
the  United  Kingdom  from  any  profession,  trade,  em- 
ployment,  or    vocation,   whether    the    same  shall    b» 
respeotively  carried  on  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  else- 
where, and  to  be  charged  for  every  20«.  share  of  th» 
annual  amount  of  such  profits  and  gains.    And  for  and 
in  respect  of  the  »Tinii«.l   profits  or  gains  arising  or 
acoming  to  any  person  whatever,  whether  a  subject  of 
Her  Majesty  or  not,  although  not  resident  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  from  any  property  whatever  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  or  any   pnrfession,   trade,  employment,  or 
vocation,  ezeroised  within  the  United  Kingdom,  and  to 
be  charged  for  every  20<.  share  of  the  annual  amount  of 
8uoh  profits  and  gains.    And  for  and  in  respect  of  all 
interest  of  money,  annuitieB,  and  other  annual  profits 
and  gains  not  charged  by  virtue  of  any  of  the  other 
sohednles  contained  in  this  Aot,  and  to  be  charged  for 
every  20(.  share  of  the  annual  amount  thereof. 

Atquith,  K.C.,  Scrutton,  K.C.  and  J.  B.  AtJcin 
for  the  appellants. — It  has  never  been  held  that  a 
company  inoorporated  and  registered  in  a  foreign 
country  is  resident  in  the  United  Kingdom.  In 
all  the  oases  on  this  point  which  have  been  before 
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the  oonita  the  company  has  either  been  found  to 
be  English  or  residing  in  England.  They  re- 
ferred to 

C«Mna  SuIpHur   Company  Limittd  ▼.  jTieKoUon, 

35  L.  T.  Bep.  275 ;  1  Ex.  DiT.  428 ; 
Ban  Paulo  BraxUian  BaHvoay  Company  r.  Carter, 
73  L.  T.  538  ;  (1896)  A.  C.  31. 

In  both  those  cases  the  company  was  registered 
in  England,  and  so  clearly  was  resident  here, 
and  the  same  fact — namely,  that  they  were  regis- 
tered in  England — is  to  be  found  in  tVank  Jonet 
Jirtvring  Company  v.  Apthorpe  (15  Times  L.  Bep. 
113 ;  4  Tax  Gas.  6),  Untied  Statea  Brewing  Com. 
pany  y.  Apthorpe  (4  Tax  Cas.  17),  8t.  Louis 
Breweriee  Limited  t.  Apthorpe  (79  L.  T.  Rep. 
.551),  and  Apthorpe  ▼.  Peter  Sehoenhofen  Bretoing 
Company  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  395).  When  one  looks  at 
the  whole  of  the  facts  in  the  case  it  is  clear  that 
ihis  company  resides,  if  a  company  can  be  said 
to  reside  anywhere,  in  South  Africa,  for  it  was 
incorporated  there,  it  wau  registered  there,  the 
general  meetings  of  the  company  am  to  be  held 
uiere,  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  Income  Tax 
Acts,  which  is  the  only  purpose  to  be  considered 
tn  this  case,  it  resides  there.  A  company  may 
reside  in  one  place  and  carry  on  business  else- 
where. That  tnis  is  so  is  plain  from  ached.  D  to 
the  Income  Tax  Act  1853.    They  referred  to 

Atlomey-Oentral  r.  Alexander,  31  L.  T.  Eep.  694  ; 
L.  Bap.  10  Ex.  20  ; 

Wingate  t.  Inland  Revenue,  24  Ct  Ses<.  C>8.  4th 
Battia,  939  ;  34  So.  L.  Bap.  C99 ;  8  Tax  Cm. 
S69. 

The  Aitomey-Oeneral   (Sir  B.  Finlay,  KG.) 
«Dd  Sotolatt  for  the  respondent. — Incorporation 
And  registration  does  not  determine  the  residence 
o(  a  company.      A  company  resides  where  its 
plaee  of  business  is,  and  here  its  bead  office  was 
in  London  ;  the  board  meetings  of  the  directors 
«re  held  in  London,  and  the  accounts  are  kept 
and    the    diridends   declared    also    in    London. 
Jia    fact,    the    whole    of    the     control    of    the 
banness  is  in  London.     How,  then,  can  it  be 
said  that  the  company  does  not  carry  on  busi- 
ness here?    And  if   it  carries  on  business,  not 
merely  by  means  of  agents,  as  in  Wingate  ▼. 
Jnland  J2eTenu«  {sup.),  then  it  is  "residing  in 
the  United  Kingdom"  within  sohed.  D.  of  the 
Income  Tax  Act  1853.    In  Atlomey-Oeneral  v. 
Alexander  (rup.)  the  company  could  not  have  any 
residence  outside  the  Ottoman  Empire,  because  it 
was  prevented  by  its  charter,  but  here  by  the 
articles  of  as-ociation  the  head  office,  which  may 
be  said  to  be  the  business  of  the  company,  may 
be  in  London,  or  in  any  other  place  that  the 
directors  may  determine. 
Aiquith,  K.C.  in  reply. 

Ghanneli.,  J.— In  this  case  I  hare  come  to  a 
oonolnsion  as  to  what  my  judgment  should  be, 
and  althoDgh,  as  it  is  not  tovj  likely  that  the  case 
willstop  here  and  be  in  any  sense  an  authority, 
I  might  desire  to  put  my  judgment  into  writing 
«o  that  the  words  in  which  I  express  it  might 
posnbly  be  more  accurate,  yet  I  think  I  can 
explain  my  views  sufficiently  for  the  assistance  of 
the  parties  to  enable  them  to  go  anywhere  else 
they  desire  to  go  to,  and  also  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Gourt  of  Appeal,  who  I 
beueve  desire  to  have  a  judge  express  some  sort 
of  reasons,  ^ood  or  bad,  for  his  judgment  rather 
than  pass  it  on  to  them  simply  for  them  to 


decide.     I  think  it  conTcnient  first  to  dispose  of 
the  sort  of  preliminary  point  that  is  raised  by  the 
last  paragraph  of  the  case,  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  case  is  stated,  and  as  to  how  far  the 
findings  which  appear  to  be  there  are  to  be  taken 
as  binding.    The  tax  commissioners  announced 
their  decision,  and  made  a  short  statement  of 
some  findings.    Upon  that  they  were  asked  to 
state  a  case  and  agreed  to  do  so,  and  then,  when 
the  case  was  stated,  there  were  further  findings 
in    it  which  the   appellants   objected   to,    and 
eventually  this  paragraph  comes  into  the  case,  as 
the  commissioners  state,  in  orSer  to  avoid  the 
possibility  of  it  going  back  to  be  restated.    The 
objection  is  that  the  matters  that  appear  in  the 
case  are  different  from  those  that  were  stated  at 
the  time.    I  think  that  is  what  the  objections 
must  come  to.    I  think,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is 
clear  that  when  any  tribunal  which  gives  a  deci- 
sion to  which  there  can  be  an  appeal  states  its 
determination  and  agrees  to  state  the  case,  it 
cannot  afterwards  rnvise  its  decision  and  improve 
upon  it,  but  I  think  it  may  amplify  it  and  explain 
it   more   clearly,  and   that   is   what   the  com- 
missioners  say  they  hare  done.    As  to    some 
of  the  objections,  I  tUnk  it  is  quite  clear  that  is 
what  they  have  done.    For  instance,  they  gave 
their  decision  in  this  way  :  The  commissionerj  on 
"communicating  theii"  intention  to  confirm  the 
assessment  stated  that  they  found  as  facts  that 
the  trade,  employment,  and  vocation  of  the  com- 
pany were  carried  on  and  exercised  by  the  appel- 
lants   within  the    United    Kingdom    at    their 
London  office,  and  that  the  hmd  and  seat  and 
directing  powers  of  the  affairs  of  the  appellant 
company  were   at  the  office  of   the  company  in 
London."    That  has  been  amplified  into :  "  That 
the    trade    and  business  of   the  company  con- 
stituted  one  trade  and  business  and  was  carried 
on  by  the  appellants."    It  is  only  adding  "  one 
.  business,"  and  they  call  it  before  "  the  business." 
1  do  not  think  it  is  more  than  an  amplification, 
and  no  court  would  send  the  case  back  to  be 
restated   by   striking  out   that   allegation  that 
it    is   "one   business."     It  is    quite  consistent 
with  what  they  found  and  stated  they  found. 
If    it  had  been   inconsistent   with    their   find- 
ings it  would  have  been  different.    The  other 
paragraph  is  nearly  the  same :  "  That  the  head 
and  seat  and  directing  power  of  the  affairs  of  the 
appellant  company  were  at  the  office  of  the  com- 
pany in  London,  from  whence  the  whole  of  the 
operations  of  the  company,  both  in  the  United 
Kingdom   and  elsewhere,  were  controlled  and 
directed."    It  is  that  latter  part  which  does  not 
appear  in  terms  in  the  other  statement  of  their 
finding,  although  they  had  "  directing  power " 
in.    There  is  very  little  difference  there  except 
different  words.    The  other  and  more  important 
thing  is  that  they  have  now  distinctly  found,  and 
it  does   not   appear   upon   their   original   state- 
ment   whether    they    intended    to    find    it    or 
not,  that  the  appellant  company  was  a  person 
residing  in  the  United  Kinj^om.    That  is  the 
real  importance  of  any  alteration  or  any  addi- 
tion to  the  finding  that  there  is.    But,   in  the 
first    place,  I    think   they  must    have  intended 
to    find  that,    although   they  did  not  state    it, 
beciuse  these  others  are  the  grounds  on  which 
they  found  it,  and  in  the  next  place,  that  is  the 
point  upon  which  the  case  is  stated,  and   this 
finding  of  residence,  having  regard  to  the  fact 
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tluit  it  is  the  finding  of  residenoe  of  a  oompany, 
is  certainly  a  mixed  qaestion  of  law  and  fact^  and 
not  a  mere  finding  of  fact  by  which  I  shonld  be 
bonnd.    I  consider  that  what  I  have  to  do  mainly 
in  this  case  ia  to  consider  that  finding,  if  neces- 
aaiy  review  it  and  set  it  aside,  and,  consequently, 
that  it  is  not  a  matter  upon  which  the  case  oonld 
be  sent  back  to  the  tax  commissioners  to  restate 
aa  far  as  regards  the  facts.      It  is  a  point  of  law 
open  upon  the  case,  and  it  ought  to  ba  open  upon 
the  case,  and  is  open.    If  it  bid  been  stated  as  a 
fact,  BO  as  to  conclude  it  as  a  matter  of  fact,  then 
I  think   that  somehow  or  othtf  the  case  would 
rec^nire  altering,  but  as  it  is  pub  in  a  shape  in 
which  it  can  be  reviewed,  I  chink  there  can  be 
no  real  objection  taken  to  the  case.  That  disposes 
of  what  I  call  the  subsidiary  point,  and  leaves  one 
free  to  go  to  what  is  really  the  main  point  in 
the  case.     I  know  there  are,  in  certain  views  of 
the  case,  two  points,  but  the  main  point  in  the 
oase  is  as  to    whether  or  not  this  company  is 
residing  in  the  United  Kingdom  for  the  purpose 
of  this  taxation.  Mr.  Asquith  began  by  calling  ray 
attention  to  a  dictum  of  James,  L.J.  in  Ike  parte 
Brmdl  (43  L.  T.  Sep.  580  ;  16  Oh.  Div.  494),  in 
which  he  pointed  out  that  a  word  like  "residence" 
might  be,  and  probably  is,  used  in  different  statutes 
wiu  different  meanings,  and,  for  instance,  that 
which  constitutes  residence  for  registration  pur- 
poses, or  anything  of  that  sort,  might  not  neces- 
sarily amount  to  residence  for  the  purposes  of 
this  taxation.    I  entirely  accept  that,  and  I  think 
that  makes  it  desirable  to  look  at  the  Act  that  I 
have  to   oonstme,  and    to   consider   what   the 
meaning  of  introducing  "  residence  in  the  United 
Kingdom  "  is.    What  it  ssys  in  the  first  clause  is 
that  a  person  residing  in  the  United  Kingdom  is 
to  be  taxed  for  income  tax  to  the  whole  extent  of 
the  profits  and  gains  arising  from  any  profession, 
trade,  employment,  or  vocation  exercised  by  him, 
whether  carried  on  in  the  United  Kingdom  or 
elsewhere.    That  is,  whether  in  the  United  King- 
dom entirely,    whether    elsewhere   entirely,  or 
whether  partly  in  one  and  partly  in  the  other,  and 
he  ,is  to  be  taxed   to   the    entire  extent    of  his 
profit  in  reference  to  that.    On  the  other  hand,  if 
he  is  not  resident  within  the  United  Kingdom, 
then  he  is  only  to  be  taxed  to  the  extent,  speaking 
rongbiy,  and  not  going  into  it  very  accurately, 
of  the  trade  that  he  does  in  the  United  Kingdom. 
Thatseems  to  mean  this,  that  if  aperson  is  resident 
in  the  United  Kingdom  he  takes  the  benefit  of  the 
Government  of  the  country,  the  secnrity  to  his 
life  and  limb,  and  liberty,  and  the  opportunity  of 
doing  his  business  in  the  way  in  which  the  Govern- 
ment of  a  settled  and  civilised  country  enables  it 
to  be  done.        He    is    taking    the    benefit  of 
the  Government   of    the  country,   and  accord- 
ingly   he    has    to  pay,    like    other   inhabitants 
in   the   oonntiy,     his    full    share    towards    the 
ozpenses     of     that   Government    in    taxation. 
On  the  other  band,  if  he  is  not  resident  in  the 
country,  and  does  not  thereby  get  the  full  benefit 
of  the  expenses  incurred  in  governing  the  country, 
then  he  does  not  pay  taxes  in  reference  to  his 
full  income,  like  the  other  inhabitants  of  the 
country,  bat  he  only  pays  a  sort  of  toll,  as  it 
were,  in  respect  of  the  use  which  he  does  make 
of  the  Government  of  the  country  by  coming  into 
tliis   conntry   and   doing   basiness   here.    That 
appears  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Act,  and  it  assists 
one  possibly  in  understanding  how  to  apply  it  in 


the  case  of  individuals,  but  unfortunately  I  do 
not  think  it  throws  a  very  great  deal  of  light  upon 
the  question  that  I  have  to  deal  with,  as  to  now 
to  decide  the  qaestion  whether  or  not  there  is 
residence  within  the  United  Kingdom  of  this 
company,  this  artificial  entity,  as  it    has  been 
called,  which  has  not  a  physical  existence  in  one 
sense,  and  does  not  dwell  in  the  ordinary  sense  in 
any  particular  place.   It  does  not  assist  one  much, 
but   it    does    assist    a    little,    I    think.      The 
company  does   get  the  benefit  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  country,  and  the  rights  wluch  it 
gets  by  that   registration.     It  gets  a   certain 
amount  of  benefit,  and  that,  of  course,  is  the 
main  consideration  which  the  appellants  here  rely 
on  to  say  that  their  real  residence  is  in  the  South 
African  Aepublio,  where  the  company  was  regis- 
tered, and  not  in  this  country.    On  the  other 
hand,  the  company,  by  having  its  head   o£Soe 
here,  and  doing  its  business  here  through  the 
board  of  directors  here,  does  also  get  a  certain 
amount  of  benefit  from  the  law  and  order  of  the 
country    and    from    the    Government    of    the 
conntry,  and  therefore,  so    far    as    those    con- 
siderations   apply,   there    is    eometiiing   to   be 
said  in   reference    to   either    view,  and   I   do 
not  think   it   helps   one   a   great   deal,  but  I 
think  it   does  help  just   a   little.    As   I  have 
said,   the  contentions  on  the  one  side  and  the 
other  mainly  are  as  to  the  effect  of  the  registra- 
tion and  incorporation  of  the  company  in  the  one 
country  and  as  to  it  having  its  head  office  in  the 
other.    Each  side,  perhaps,  has  got  a  little  more. 
Mr.  Asquith  relied  upon  the  company  meetings, 
or  company  meeting,  at  any  rate,  having  been  at 
Johannesburg,  and  the  Attorney- General  probably 
had  some  other  things  besides  the  head  office, 
but  those  are  the  main  things  on  each  side.    To  a 
certain  extent  it  is  a  question  which  of  them  pre- 
vails, but  I  think  it  is  rather  more  accurate  to  say 
that  the  question  is  whether  the  registration  and 
incorporation  of   the  company  -  in    the   foreign 
country  prevents  it  being  resident  in  this  countiy 
because  it  is  possible — I  do  not  decide  one  way  or 
the  other — ^tbat  the  company  may  have  two  resi- 
dences. I  think  it  is  certainly  possible  that  an  indi- 
vidual may  have  two  residences ;  for  many  purposes 
undoubtedly  he  may  have,  and  I  think  for  tax 
purposes  he  may  mive.    In  most  cases,  or  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  it  is  provided  for  in  the 
incidence  of  taxation.    In  reference  to  this  I  see, 
in  a  book  handed  up  to  me,  there  has  been  at 
least  one  Scotch  ease  which  says  that  a  man  may 
have  residence  within  the  United  Kingdom  not- 
withstanding he  has  a  residence  elsewhere.    That 
is  a  "  man,"  and  I  should  think  the  condition  of 
things  might  be  the  same  in  reference  to  a  com- 
pany.   So  that  the  most  accurate  way,  I  think,  of 
stating   the    question     before    me    is    whether 
the    incorporation     of     this     company    in     a 
foreign    country    prevents    it   having    a  resi- 
dence   in    this    country,    and    whether,    if    it 
does  not  so  prevent   it,   it  is    shown   in  this 
case   that  it  has  a  residence  in  this  country. 
The  difficulty  ia  created,  as  I  said  just  now,  by 
the  fact   that  I  have  to  deal  with  an  artificial 
entity  which  in  the  ordinary  sense  has  not  got 
a  residence  at  all,  and  what  ia  one  to  attribute 
to  it  as   being  its  residence.     Such  a  body  for 
some  purposes  must  have  what   I  call  a   local 
habitation.     It    must    be    communicated    with. 
People  must  know  where  to  find  it  who  want 
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to  deal  with  it.  So  that  certainly  in  some 
sense  it  most  have  a  local  habitation.  Nov,  onr 
law  provides  in  one  sense  for  that,  because  it 
provides  that  every  company,  at  any  rate  onder 
what  are  called  "  The  Companies  Acts,"  must 
have  a  registered  ofBce,  and  the  registered  office 
is  the  place  where  anybody  who  wants  officially 
as  it  were  to  find  the  company  has  to  go.  So  far 
as  I  can  judge,  the  law  of  the  South  African 
Bepnblio  did  not  provide  necessarily  that  there 
should  be  a  registered  office.  We  discussed 
yesterday  what  the  presumptions  of  English  law 
as  to  foreign  law  were,  and  it  may  be,  if  I  had 
nothing  whatever  to  guide  me,  I  ought  to  presume 
that  the  law  of  the  Transvaal,  as  our  law,  did 
require  that  every  company  should  register  its 
office.  But,  even  if  that  is  so,  it  is  a  very  artificial 
presumption,  and  I  think  I  have  enough  before 
me  to  show  that  the  law  of  the  Transvaal  does  not 
do  so,  because  I  think  that  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion registered  under  that  law  must  be  presumed 
to  be  in  accordance  with  it,  and  they  do  not  state 
any  registered  office,  but  they  do  something  that  is 
somewnat  like  it.  They  deal  with  the  head  office 
of  the  company,  and  in  art.  119,  which  corresponds 
to  what  would  be  found  in  all  articles  of  associa. 
tion  in  an  English  company,  there  is  this  state- 
ment that  services  of  all  summonses,  processes, 
notices,  and  the  like,  are  to  be  valid  and  effectual 
if  served  at  the  head  office  of  the  company.  That 
seems  to  me  to  be  equivalent  to  saying — and 
there  are  other  claases,  I  tbink,  also  in  the 
articles  which  show  it— that  if  you  want  to 
go  and  find  this  compaity,  the  place  where 
to  go  and  find  them  is  the  head  office  of 
the  company — which  is  very  much  the  same  as 
saying  that,  so  far  as  the  company  has  a  local 
habitation,  it  is  at  the  head  office.  The  head 
office  is  to  be  subject  to  the  determination  of  the 
directors  from  time  to  time.  Then  there  is  the 
clause  as  to  meetings  of  Uie  company  or  the 
directors,  but  the  ck,use  as  to  that  is  a  little 
different  from  the  clause  as  to  the  head  office, 
because  the  meetings  of  the  company  are  to  be  in 
Johannesburg  until  otherwise  determined.  The 
danse  as  to  the  head  office  of  the  company  is 
that  it  is  to  be  "  either  in  London  or  elsewhere 
on  the  Continent  of  Europe,  or  in  Johannesborg 
in  the  Sonth  African  Bepnblio,  or  at  such  other 
place  elsewhere  with  such  branch  or  branches  in 
this  Bepublic  and  elsewhere  as  the  directors  may 
from  time  to  time  determine."  It  puts  London 
first  there.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  great 
difference  in  putting  London  first  i  bat  the  fact 
is  that  these  directors  did  immediately  commence 
to  meet  in  London  and  continued  to  meet  in 
London,  with  a  few  exceptions,  when  they  occa- 
sionally accommodated  their  foreign  colleagues 
by  going  over  once  a  year  to  Paris.  Still 
thej  habitually  met  here.  There  is  a  finding 
which  I  think  I  must  take  as  a  finding  of 
fact  as  to  the  head  office;  but  whether  that 
is  a  finding  of  fact  that  I  am  bound  by  or 
not,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  evidence  fully 
supports  it  and  that  the  office  which  they  had 
here  undoubtedly  was,  as  between  that  office  and 
any  other  office  that  the  company  had,  in  point  of 
fact  the  head  office.  The  result  therefore,  so  far 
as  the  document  which  is  the  constitution  of  this 
company  tolls  us  anything  about  it — so  far  as  it 
tells  people  who  want  to  &id  this  company  where 
they  can  find  it,  what  it  tells  ihem  is  that  they 


can  find  it  in  London  because  it  tolls  them  thai; 
they  can  find  it  at  the  head  office  and  that  head 
office  is  assumed  to  be  probably  London  and  is  in 
fact  London.  It  is  subject  to  the  determination 
of  the  directors,  and  the  directors  have  either 
determined  that  it  should  not  be  elsewhere  or 
determined  that  it  should  be  here  by  acting  on 
it  and  it  being  here.  So  far  as  the  constitution 
of  the  company  indicates  where  its  locality  is  to 
be,  what  it  indioatos  is  that  its  locality,  if  the- 
head  office  is  its  locality,  is  to  be  in  such  place  a» 
the  directors  determine,  and  they  have  deter- 
mined London,  '^hen  it  undoubtedly  contem- 
plates that  it  should  be  a  company  which  does 
business  nearly  all  over  the  world — certainly  in 
the  principal  countries  of  the  world.  It  is  con- 
templated that  it  should  have  a  head  office.  It 
is  contemplated  that  it  should  have  branches. 
Altboneh  one  would  think  from  its  being  incor- 
porated in  the  Sonth  African  Bepublic  that  most' 
likely  that  would  be  its  principal  place  of  business, 
it  most  distincUy  contemplates  that  ito  principal 
place  of  business  may  be  elsewhere  and  that  in 
the  Bepublic  there  may  be  nothing  but  a  branch. 
That  is  the  light  which  the  document  forming  the 
constitution  of  the  company  throws  upon  it. 
Then,  so  far  as  regards  the  facts  they  are  in 
accordance  with  that.  The  directors  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  general  control  of  its  affairs  tin- 
doubtedly  proceeded  from  the  board  in  London. 
They  gave  powers  of  attorney  to  the  people  who 
were  to  do  the  business  for  them  in  the  Transvaal, 
and  although  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  clear  that 
they  exactly  treated  their  business  in  the  Transvaal 
as  a  branch  only,  still,  they  very  nearly  did  that, 
and  they  treated  it  rather  as  a  branch  than  as  th» 
main  business.  Those  are  the  facte.  Under  those 
circumstances,  does  the  fact  that  it  was  incorpo- 
rated in  the  South  African  Bepublic  show  that 
ite  residence  was  necessarily  there  and  not  else- 
where P  9he  next  thing,  I  think,  is  to  come  to 
the  light  that  the  cases  throw  upon  it.  It  is  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  case  reported,  that  I  am 
aware  of,  in  which  a  company  incorporated  in  one 
company  has  been  held  to  be  registered  in  another. 
But  there  is  also  no  case,  as  far  as  I  know,  which 
has  come  before  the  courte  in  reference  to  these 
matters  in  which  the  company  has  been  incorpo- 
rated in  one  country  and  has  not  had  ite  head  office 
in  the  same  country.  In  the  Ottoman  Bank  case— 
Aitomey.Qeneral  v.  Alexandir  (31  L.  T.  Bep. 
694;  L.  Bep.  10  Ex.  20)— it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
head  office  in  fact  was  in  Constantinople.  It  ia 
equally  dear  that  the  constitution  of  the  company 
provided  that  it  should  be  there,  and  consequentiy 
you  have  there  the  two  matters  as  to  which  I  have 
apparentiy  to  decide  here  which  is  the  overriding 
one  on  the  same  side.  Then  the  Scoteh  case  of  the 
Norwegian  company — Wingate  v.  Inland  Bevetme 
(24  Ct.  Sees.  Cas.  4th  Bettie,  939 ;  34  Sa  L.  Bep. 
699;  3  Tax  Cas.  569)— is  possibly  the  nearest  to 
this,  but  there  the  company,  being  registered 
in  Norway,  had  also,  as  was  steted  in  the 
case,  ite  registered  office  in  Norway,  and  it 
in  fact  did  all  its  company  business  as  dis- 
tinguished from  ite  trading  business  in  Norway, 
and  although  it  did  its  main  business — namely, 
ite  trading  business — in  Glasgow,  it  did  it  there 
by  an  agent;  a  firm  who  were  agente  for  the 
company  did  the  business,  and  it  happened  that 
they  did  the  entire  profiteble  business,  but  they 
did  it  as  agente   of  the  company,  and  not  as 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Jal7  23,  1901.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XC.-688 


EJ3.  DiT.]  Haomaieb  (app.)  «.  OvEBSXiiBS  of  Willbsdbn  (reaps.).  [K.B.  Dnr. 


officers  of  the  company.  All  companies  mnst.  in 
one  sense  act  bj  agents.  The  directors,  the 
secretary,  and  everylMdy  are  agents  of  the  com- 
pany, but  I  think  there  is  a  distinction  between 
persons  who  are  officers  of  Uie  company  who 
directly  represent  the  company  and  firms  who 
are  mere  agents  for  the  company,  and  when  one 
considers  within  which  branch  of  this  Income 
Tax  Act  a  partionlar  company  is  to  fall,  that 
question  of  agency  seems  to  me  to  be  of  some 
importanoe.  The  1st  clanse,  "resident  in  this 
country,"  contemplates  the  resident  carrying  on 
his  bnsinees,  whether  here  or  elsewhere,  but  carry- 
ing it  on  himself.  The  2nd  clanse,  referring  to 
a  person  not  resident  in  this  country,  bnt,  never- 
theless, carrying  on  a  profession,  trade,  or 
«mployment  in  this  country,  obviously  refers 
mainly  to  oases  where  the  resident  abroad  carries 
<m  Bomethiog  in  this  country  by  agents  in  this 
isoantry,  and  the  Tax  Acts  provide — ^it  is,  I  think, 
the  4l8t  section  of  the  Act  of  1842 — ^f  or  the  agents 
being  accountable  in  caves  coming  within  the 
2nd  clause  of  this  sched.  D.  There  you  go  to  the 
agent,  and  in  this  case  of  WingcUe  r.  Inland 
Itev«nu»  what  was  held  by  the  court  was  that  the 
Glasgow  agents  were  accountable,  bnt  account- 
able for  the  whole  profits  of  the  Norwegian  com- 
pany, because  the  whole  profits  of  the  Norwegian 
company  were  made  in  Glasgow.  It  was  the 
«g^nt  that  was  in  Glasgow,  not  the  company. 
Now,  the  question  is,  which  is  it  that  is  here  P 
IVhat  is  here  is  the  head  office,  the  directing 
power,  persons  who  are  in  one  sense  agents  of  the 
company — directors  and  managing  director,  and 
so  on — bat  those  persons,  the  agents  of  the  com- 
pany, are  also  officers  of  the  company.  They  are 
the  company,  so  far  as  the  company  has  a  cor- 
poral existmce  other  than  the  corporation  by 
name  after  being  incorporated.  Ii  seems  to  me 
that  what  is  here  is  the  company,  and  not  merely 
««ents  of  the  company.  Therefore,  I  think  that 
the  true  inferenoe  is  that  here  the  company  must 
be  held  to  be  resident  in  this  country  within  the 
1st  clause.  I  think  that  the  considerations  which 
go  to  make  up  that  which  is  the  local  habitation 
of  such  a  body  as  this,  go  more  to  show,  it  it  was 
necessary  to  decide  between  Johannesburg  and 
London,  that  this  company  is  in  fact  to  be  found 
in  London,  and  not  to  be  found  in  Johannesburg ; 
but  there  are  agents  to  be  found  in  Johannesburg 
and  the  company  is  to  be  found  here,  whereas  in 
in  the  Scotch  case  it  was  the  company  to  be  found 
in  Norway  and  the  agents  of  the  company  to  be 
found  in  Glasgow.  I  think  I  must  come  to  that 
oonclusion.  As  I  have  said,  I  do  not  think 
the   cases    throw   a    very    great  deal  of  light 

rn  it,  because  of  the  fact  that  in  all 
cases  the  considerations  which  in  this  case 
go  on  the  one  side  or  on  the  other  in  those  cases 
all  went  on  the  one  side,  and  therefore  they  do 
not  really  help  us.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that, 
although  the  company,  by  getting  itself  r^^ 
tered  iu  the  South  African  Bepnblic,  undoubtMly 
desired,  so  far  as  the  company  before  its  incor- 
poration would  have  any  desire,  to  take  advantage 
of  the  law  of  the  Transvaal,  yet,  having  regard 
to  the  constitution  oi  the  company  as  fruied 
there,  I  cannot  see  that  It  was  prevented,  after  it 
had  become  incorporated,  from  residing  else- 
where, either  instead  of  the  Transvaal  or  as  well 
as  the  Transvaal.  I  think  it  did,  or  the  pro- 
moters of  it  did  intend  to  get  the  benefit  of 


the  Transvaal  law,  and  did  get  it.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  about  that.  So  far  as  the  company 
could  be  either,  it  was  intended  that  this  company 
should  be  a  "Boer"  and  not  an  "IJitlander 
— there  is  no  doubt  about  that ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  it  got  very  substantial  advantages  in  its 
operations  by  being  incorporated  in  that  counfay 
instead  of  Ming  incorporated  here;  bnt  it  wa« 
incorporated  in  that  country  for  that  purpose. 
It  shows,  in  my  view,  that  it  was  intended  from 
the  first  that  its  operations  might  be  mainly  out 
of  the  Transvaal,  and  that,  in  fact,  they  were 
mainly  outnde  the  Transvaal.  I  think  that  upon 
the  various  dicta  —  they  are  nothing  more — it 
must  be  taken  to  be  resident  within  this  country. 
On  those  grounds  I  think  I  must  affirm  the  deci- 
sion. Under  these  circumstances  I  do  not  think 
it  is  necessary  for  me  to  say  anything  about  the 
second  point,  which  it  was  s  greed  in  certain 
events  I  should  deal  with,  but  deal  with  sepa- 
rately. I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary.  I  only 
want  just  to  say  that  in  approaching  that  point 
it  confirms  my  view  upon  the  other  point,  because 
I  think  if  one  were  to  deal  with  this  case  under 
the  2nd  clause  as  a  non-resident  company,  what 
one  would  look  to  would  be  to  find  who  yon  were 
to  make  answerable  for  such  part  of  the  business 
as  was  done  within  this  country.  If  you  were  to 
look  for  the  agents  of  this  non-resident  company, 
and  when  you  went  to  look  for  them,  vou  would 
find  not  them,  because  you  would  find  the  com- 
pany itself.  That  goes  to  confirm  the  view  that 
the  case  really  comes  within  the  first  clause,  and 
not  within  the  second.  On  those  grounds  I  think 
my  judgment  must  be  for  the  Grown. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
Solicitors:   Herbert  Bmith,   Ooti,   King,   and 
Gregory ;  The  Solicitor  of  Inland  Bevenue. 


Tuesday,  May  3. 

(Before  Lord  Ai.vEB8TOim,    G.J.,  Wills   and 
Kbnnedt,  JJ.) 

HA.aMA.IEB  (app.)  «.  OVBBSKBBS  OF  WlLLESDSK 

(reaps.),  (a) 

Justices — Summary  jurisdiction — Lists  of  persons 
liable   to  serve   on  juries — Justices  sitting   in 
"  special  petty  sessions  "  for  revising  jury  lists- 
Power  of  justices  to  state  special  case — Juries 
Act  1826  (6  Geo.  4,  e.  60),  s.  li)— Summary  Juris- 
diction Act  1879  (42  &  43  Viet.  c.  49),  ».  33— 
Interpretation  Act  1889  (62  £  63  Vict.  e.  63), «.  13, 
sub-ss.  11, 12. 
Justices  sitting  in  special    petty  sessions   under 
sect.  10  of  the  Juries  Act  1826,  for  revising  the 
lists  of  jurors,  are  not    a  court    of  sumtnary 
jurisdiction  toithin  the  meaning  of  sect,  13,  sub- 
sect.  11,  of  the  Interpretation  Act  1889,  and  have 
no  power  under  sect.  33  of  the  Summary  Juris- 
diction Act  1879,  or  otherwise,  to  state  a  special 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  High  Court,  upon  the 
application   of  a  person    aggrieved  by   their 
decision. 
Case  stated  upon  the  application  of  the  appeU 
lant  by  four  justices  of  the  peace  sitting   and 
acting  on  the  24th  Sept.  1903,  under  the  Juries 
Act  1825  (6  Greo.  4,  c.  60),  s.  10,  at  a  special 
petty  sessions  in  and  for  the  division  of  Willesden 

(»)  B^orMd  by  W.  W.  Orb,  Bki.,  B«rlM<r.M-L»w. 
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in  ihfl  oonnij  of  Middlesex,  for  the  pnrpoae  of 
reviewing  and  allowine  the  lists  of  persons  liable 
to  serve  on  juries  for  that  connty,  sabjeot  first  to 
the  decision  of  the  ooort  as  to  whether  nnder  the 
circamstanoes  the  justices  sitting  as  a  special 

{etty  sessions  under  sect.  10  of  the  Juries  Act 
825  had  the  power  to  state  a  special  case. 

On  the  date  aforesaid  the  respondents,  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  Willesdian,  submitted 
to  the  justices  a  list  of  persons  in  the  parish  for 
settlement  and  approval  as  being  liable  to  serve 
on  juries  in  and  for  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
and  therein  was  included  the  name  of  the  appel- 
lant, with  his  description  as  veterinary  surgeon. 

The  appellant,  who  was  a  member  of  the  Royal 
College  of  Yeterinaiy  Surgeons,  and  who  was 
canying  on  practice  as  a  veterinary  surgeon  in 
the  parish,  appeared  by  his  solicitor  and  claimed 
exemption  from  service  on  juries  on  the  ground 
that,  being  on  the  register  of  veterinary  surgeons, 
he  was  a  registered  medical  practitioner  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Juries  Act  1870.  and  was 
thereby  exempt  from  service  on  juries. 

The  justices,  after  hearing  the  parties,  found  and 
determined  that  the  appellant  was  not  a  "  r^s- 
tered  medical  practitioner "  within  the  meaning 
of  the  words  in  the  Juries  Act  1870,  being  of 
opinion  that  those  words  meant  a  person 
registered  under  the  provisions  of  the  Medi(»l 
Act  1858.  and  defined  by  sect.  34  of  that  Act. 
and  they  declined  to  remove  the  appellant's  name 
from  tlie  list. 

They  then  stated  this  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court  as  to  whether  the  appellant  was  exempt 
from  service  on  juries  by  virtue  of  his  being  in 
actual  practice  as  a  veterinary  surgeon,  but 
subject  to  the  preliminary  question  as  to  whether 
they  had  power  to  state  a  case. 

The  following  were  the  reasons  which  in  the 
opinion  of  the  justices  rendered  it  donbtfal 
whether  they  had  power  to  state  a  special  case 
upon  this  matter :  (a)  there  was  no  hearing  of  an 
"information  or  complaint,"  as  required  by 
sect.  2  of  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43  (the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Act  1857) ;  (b)  they  were  not  a  "  court 
of  summary  jurisdiction,"  as  provided  by  sect.  33 
of  42  &  43  Vict.  c.  49  (the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Act  1879). 

The  Interpretation  Act  1889  (52  &  53  Vict.  c.  63) 
ffliacts  as  follows : 

Seet.  13  (11).  The  ezpresiion  "  ojnrt  of  summary 
jniiidiotion  "  tball  mean  any  joBtioe  or  jaaticei  of  ths 
peace,  or  other  msgistrste,  by  whatever  name  oaUed,  to 
whom  jniisdioUon  is  given  by,  or  who  is  antboriaed  to 
act  under,  the  Sammary  Jnrisdictton  Acts,  whether  in 
England,  Wales,  or  Irdand,  and  whether  acting  onder 
ths  Sammary  Jotisdiotion  Aote  or  any  of  them,  or 
under'any  other  Aot,  or  by  virtue  of  hie  oommistion,  or 
nnder  the  common  law. 

The  justices  conceived  that  this  definition  of 
"  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  "  must  be  governed 
by  the  words  "to  whom  jurisdiction  is  given  by, 
or  who  is  authorised  to  act  nnder,  the  Sammary 
Jurisdiction  Acts  " ;  otherwise  the  words  at  the 
end  of  the  section  would  mean  justices  acting  in 
any  capacity  whatever. 

Their  jurisdiction  was  not  given  to  them  in  this 
matter  nnder  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts,  but 
nnder  special  Acta  relating  to  jurors.  They  could 
only  sit  in  special  sessions  within  the  last  seven 
lays  of  September  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  10),  with  an 


adjoamment  thereof  within  another  seven  days 
(25  &  26  Vict  c.  107,  the  Juries  Act  1863, 
s.  8). 

It  was  held  that  justices  sitting  in  speoiA 
sesnons  for  licensing  matters  were  not  a  oonrt  of 
sammary  jnrisdiction  (.Boulter  v.  Kent  Juitieet, 
77  L.  T.  Bey.  288 ;  (1897)  A.  C.  556) ;  nor  were 
justices  sitting  at  special  sessions  for  granting 
game  licences  (Beg.  v.  Bird  and  others,  62  J.  P. 
309). 

For  these  reasons  the  justices  considered  it 
doubtful  whether,  sitting  as  they  were  at  a  speiaal 
petty  seMions  oncer  sect.  10  of  the  Juries  Aot 
1825  for  reviewing  the  lists  of  jurors,  they  had 
power  to  state  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  and  they  submitted  that  point  tor  the 
decision  of  the  court. 

Sect  8  of  the  Juries  Act  1825  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  SO) 
provides  that  churchwardens  and  overseers  are  t» 
make  out  lists  of  every  man  residing  within  their 
parishes  or  townships  who  shall  be  qualified  and 
liable  to  serve  on  juries ;  and  sect  9  provides  that 
having  made  oat  the  list  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  shall  fix  a  true  copy  of  the  same  upon 
the  church  doors,  with  a  notice  subjoined  thereto 
stating  that  all  objections  to  the  list  will  be  heard 
by  the  jnstioes  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  men- 
tioned in  such  notice,  and  shall  sign  ttieir  names 
at  the  foot  of  such  copy. 

Sect  10  provides : 

Tb«  jnatioea  of  the  peace  in  every  division  in  England 
and  Wales  shall  hold  a  ipeaial  petty  Bessiona  for  the 
pnrpoaes  herein  mentioned,  within  the  latt  seven  diyi  of 
September  in  every  year,  on  some  day  and  at  some  place, 
of  which  notice  ghall  be  given  by  their  clerk  before  the 
20th  day  of  Angnst  next  pi«oeding,  to  the  chnrohF 
wardens  and  overseers  of  every  pariah,  and  to  the  nvar- 
ssors  of  every  township,  within  inch  division,  and  the 
ohnrohwardens  sod  oveneere  of  each  nariah,  and  the 
oveneera  of  each  townihip,  ihaU  then  and  there  prodsoe 
the  lilt  of  men  qualified  and  liable  to  serve  on  joriia 
ai  aforesaid,  within  their  respeotire  parishes  or  town- 
ships, by  them  prepared  and  made  ont,  as  hereinbefon 
direoted,  and  ehall.  answer  upon  oath  snoh  qneatioDii 
tonohing  the  same  aa  shall  be  pnt  to  them,  or  any  of 
them,  by  ths  jaeticei  then  present ;  and  if  any  man,  not 
qnaliBed  and  liable  to  serve  on  jories  as  aforesaid,  is 
inserted  in  any  inch  litt,  it  shall  be  lawfol  for  the  said 
jneUoei,  npon  latiifiotion  from  the  oath  of  tbs 
party  complaining,  or  other  proof,  or  npon  their  own 
kaowledgv,  that  he  is  not  qnalified  and  liable  to 
serve  on  jaries,  to  strike  his  name  ont  of  snoh  list,  and 
also  to  strike  thereont  the  names  of  men  disabled  by 
Innaoy  or  imbeoility  of  mind,  or  by  deafness,  blindneM, 
or  other  permanent  infirmity  of  body,  from  ssrviag  on 
joriss ;  and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for  snoh  jostioss  ts 
insert  in  snoh  list  the  name  of  any  man  omitted  thsreiii, 
and  Ukswias  to  reform  any  errors  or  omiaaions  wbiok 
shall  appear  to  them  to  have  been  committed  in  rsspeci 
to  the  name,  place  of  abode,  title,  quality,  oalUsg, 
bnainsii,  or  the  nature  of  the  qualification  of  any  man 
included  in  any  snoh  list.     .     .     ." 

Morton  Bmith  for  the  appellant.— The  pre- 
liminary question  is  whether  the  justices  had 
power  to  state  a  special  case.  The  justices  were 
sitting  as  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction,  and 
they  had  power  to  state  a  case.  They  were  sitting 
and  acting  under  the  provisions  of  sect  10  of  the 
Juries  Aot  1825  as  a  "  special  petty  sessions^ 
for  revising  the  jurors'  lists  ;  and  theyj  weie 
therefore  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts. 
A  "special  petty  sessions"  is  simply  a  "petty 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Joljr  30,  19M.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  XO.-685 


KB.  DiT.] 


Haqmaikb  (app.)  V.  Otbssbbbs  of  Willescbn  (reaps.). 


[K.B.  DiT. 


seanons"  held  for  special  purposes.  The  old 
term  for  a  court  of  sammary  jurisdiction 
was  a  petty  sessions  coart,  aad  every  petty 
sessions  court  is  a  court  of  smumary  jurisdiction. 
At  the  time  this  Act  was  passed  in  the  reisfn  of 
Greorge  lY.  justices  sitting  together  were  called 
justices  sitting  in  special  petty  sessions,  and  the 
court  was  called  a  special  petty  sessions  court  or  a 
petty  sessions  conrt.  Now  they  are  called  a  court 
of  snmmaiT  j  urisdiction,  but  the  former  was  the 
title  they  held  until  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Acts  clothed  them  with  the  name  of  "  conrt  of 
summary  jurisdiction."  The  definition  of  "  court 
of  summary  jurisdiction "  is  given  in  sect.  13, 
sub-sect.  11,  of  the  Interpretation  Act  1889  (52  & 
53  Yiot.  c.  63),  and  that  definition  includes  any 
justice  or  justices,  whether  acting  under  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Aate,  "  or  nnder  any  other 
Act,"  or  by  -virtue  of  his  commission,  or  under  the 
common  law.  That  definition  could  scarcely  be 
more  comprehensive,  and  it  shows  that  jostices 
may  be  a  conrt  of  sammary  jarisdiotion,  not  only 
when  they  are  acting  under  the  Summary  Juris- 
diction Acta,  but  also  when  they  are  acting 
"  under  any  other  Act."  Here  the  justices  were 
sitting  and  acting  nnder  some  other  Act — namely, 
the  Juries  Act  1825.  The  definition  of  "  conrt 
of  sammary  jurisdiction"  in  force  before  the 
Interpretation  Act  of  1889  was  given  in  sect.  60 
of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act  1879  (42  &  43 
Yict.  c.  49),  which  was  :  "  An^  justice  or  justices 
of  the  peace,  or  other  magistrate,  by  whatever 
name  called,  to  whom  jurisuction  is  given  by,  or 
who  is  or  are  authorised  to  act  under,  the 
Sammary  Jurisdiction  Acts  or  any  of  such  Acta. 
This  definition  was  added  to  by  the  Interpreta* 
tion  Act  1389,  by  adding  on  the  words :  "  Or 
under  any  other  Act,  or  by  virtue  of  his  com- 
mission, or  under  the  common  law "  ;  showing 
the  o!eir  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  a  court 
of  sammary  jurisdiction  shonld  not  be  oon> 
fined  to  justices  acting  under  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Acts,  but  shonld  be  extended  so  as 
to  include  jnstices  acting  nnder  any  other  Act 
whatever.  In  the  nest  sub-section  (aub-sect.  12 
of  sect.  13  of  the  Act  of  1889)  ''  petty  sessional 
court "  is  defined  as  meaning  "  a  court  of  sammary 
jurisdiction,  consisting  of  two  or  more  jnstices 
when  sitting  in  a  petty  sessional  court-house," 
and  so  forth.  The  justices  in  the  present  case 
come  within  that  definition  and  are  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction,  and  being  a  court  of 
enmmary  jurisdiction,  thoy  have  power  to  state  a 
case,  under  aeot  S3  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Act  1879,  on  t>ie  application  of  any  person 
aggrieved  by  their  order.  The  two  cases  which 
seem  to  have  been  decided  gainst  the  appellant's 
contention  are  Boulter  v.  Kent  Justices  (77  L.  T. 
Eep.  288;  (1897)  A.  0.  656)  and  Beg.  v.  Bird 
and  others  (62  J.  F.  309).  Those  cases  are 
distinguishable.  In  Boulter  v.  Kent  Jiutices 
{ubi  sup.)  the  justices  were  sitting  at  the 
general  annual  licensing  meeting,  and  the 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  was  that  they 
were  not  a  court  at  all,  and  thwefore  not  a  court 
of  summary  jurisdiction,  and  Lord  Halsbnry, 
L.O.  in  his  judgment  aays  that  they  were  not  a 
court  at  all.  That  case,  therefore,  ia  distinguish- 
able on  the  ground  that  the  jnstices  were  sitting 
as  an  administratiTe  body,  and  were  not  a  oonrt. 
The  next  time  the  question  arose  whether  justices 
were  a  conrt  of  summary  jarisdiotion  was  in 
YoL  XC,  2333. 


Beg.  T.  Bird  and  others  (ubi  sup.),  in  which  an 
application  was  made  to  licensing  justices  for  a 
licence  to  deal  in  game,  and  the  same  answer 
applies.  The  only  other  case  in  which  the 
question  seems  to  have  arisen  as  to  the  power  to 
state  a  case  is  Be  Bethel  (63  J.  P.  453),  which  was 
an  application  made  to  jasticea  by  William 
Bethel  for  an  order  nnder  sect.  299  of  the 
Lnnacy  Act  1890.  There  it  was  held  that  the 
justices  were  not  a  court  of  summary  jarisdio- 
tion, and  therefore  had  no  power  to  state  a  case. 
The  answer  to  that  case  is  that  the  application 
nnder  that  section  was  one  ihat  could  be  made  to 
one  justice  sitting  alone,  and  one  justice  sitting 
alone  cannot  be  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction 
except  specially  made  so  by  statute,  as  in  the 
case  of  metropolitan  police  and  stipendiary  magis- 
trates. [L3rd  Altbestomb,  C.J. — That  case 
seems  to  show  that  the  court,  to  state  a  case 
nnder  these  sections,  must  be  sitting  as  a  conrt 
of  sammary  jurisdiction,  and  therefore,  if  you 
can  show  that  this  court  was  sitting  as  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction,  it  carries  yon  a  long  way.] 
Under  this  sub-section  of  the  Act  of  1889,  justices 
sitting  to  hear  an  application  for  the  issue  of  a 
distreaa  warrant  for  nonpayment  of  poor  rates 
have  power  to  state  a  case : 

Fourth  City  Mutual  Building  Society  v.  Church- 
wardens, 4c.,  of  Bast  Ham,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  661. 

[Lord  Altbebtone,  O.J. — The  point  ia  whether 
the  justices  were  acting  as  a  court  of  summary 
jurisdiction  in  settling  this  list.  I  presume  there 
is  no  other  power  given  to  tbem  to  state  a  case 
except  that  given  in  sect.  33  of  the  Summary 
Jurisdiction  Act  1879.]  That  seems  to  be  so,  aa 
nnder  sect.  2  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Act 
1857  (20  &  21  Yict.  c.  43)  a  case  could  only  be 
stated  on  the  hearing  of  an  "  information  or  com- 
plaint," and  the  present  case  would  not  come 
within  those  words.  Unlesa  by  case  stated  there 
can  be  no  appeal,  aa  by  the  Jnries  Act  1870,  s.  12, 
the  list,  when  revised  by  the  justices,  is  made 
absolutely  conclusive. 
The  reapondenta  did  not  appear. 

Lord  AxYEBSTONE,  G.J. — The  point  raised  by 
the  magistrates  aa  to  their  power  to  state  a  special 
case,  which  counsel  has  argued  before  us,  is 
certainly  one  of  difficulty ;  and,  if  our  decision 
that  there  is  no  power  to  state  a  special  case 
should  be  found  to  be  right,  it  is  desirable  that 
the  matter  should  be  made  plain,  if  it  is  thought 
advisable  that  there  should  be  means  of  question- 
ing the  discretion  or  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction 
of  the  magistrates  under  sect.  10  of  the  Juries 
Act  1825.  The  power  to  state  a  special  case  ia 
now  given  by  the  words  of  sect.  33  of  the  Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction  Act  1879:  "Any  person 
aggrieved  who  desires  to  question  a  conviction, 
order,  determination,  or  other  proceeding  of  a 
court  of  summary  jurisdiction  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  erroneous  in  point  of  law,  or  is  in  exoeaa 
of  jurisdiction,  may  apply  to  the  conrt  to  atate  a 
special  case."  Those  words  are  wider  than  the 
words  of  the  former  section  giving  power  to  state 
a  case — namely,  sect.  2  of  the  Summary  Jurisdic- 
tion Act  1857.  They  are  a  re-enactment  of  the 
?roviBionB  of  the  old  Sammary  Jurisdiction  Act  of 
857,  with  the  subsequent  Act,  and  they  contain 
the  words,  not  "  information  or  complaint,"  as  the 
earlier  Act  did,  but  "conviction,  order,  deter- 
mination, or  other  proceeding  of  a  court  of  sum- 
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vatay  jorisdiotion" ;  bnt  they  still  leave  nntouohed 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  body  that  is 
actinft,  or  is  called  apon  to  state  a  special  case, 
is  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction.  Then,  in 
order  to  make  out  that  this  court  was  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction,  counsel  has  called  our 
attention  to  sub-sect.  11  of  sect.  13  of  the  Inter- 
pretation Act  of  1889,  which  says  :  "  The  expres- 
sion 'court  of  summary  jurisdiction'  shall  mean 
any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  or  other 
magistrate,  by  wtiatever  name  called,  to  whom 
jorUdiction  is  siTein  by,  or  who  is  authorised  to 
act  under,  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts  " — it 
is  not,  of  coarse,  contended  that  the  justices  in 
the  present  case  fulfil  or  come  within  those  words 
•»"  whether  in  Enf^land,  Wales,  or  Ireland,  and 
whether  acting  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Acts  or  any  w  them,  or  under  any  other  Act,  or 
by  virtne  of  his  commission,  or  under  the  common 
law."  In  my  opinion,  that  latter  part  of  the 
section  practically  implies  that  the  justices  are 
doting  aa  a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction ;  that 
they  are,  so  to  speak,  exercising  the  same  sort 
of  jurisdiction  as  is  intended  to  be  exercised  by 
a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction,  though  that 
jurisdiction  may  be  given  by  some  other  Act, 
or  by  common  law,  and  not  directly  under  the 
Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts  or  any  of  them. 
The  question  which  we  have  to  oonsider  is 
whether  or  not,  when  the  justices  sit  in  special 
petty  sessions  under  sect.  10  of  the  Juries  Aot  of 
1825,  for  revisiBg  the  lists  of  persons  liable  to 
serve  on  juries,  that  is  a  court  oi  summary  juris- 
diction within  the  meaning  of  the  Interpretation 
Act  1889,  s.  13,  sub-s.  11.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  question  can  be  answered  simply  by  the  sug- 
gestion that  they  are  a  court  of  petty  sesmons.  I 
quite  agree  that  courts  of  petty  sessions  may 
have  powers  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Acts  and  may  act  under  the  Summary  Jurisdic- 
tion Acts;  bat  it  seems  to  me  that  courts  of 
petty  sessions  were  perfeotiy  well  known  at  the 
time  of  the  Interpretation  Act  of  1889 ;  and  the 
next  sub-section  of  sect.  13  of  the  Interpretation 
Act  deals  with  petty  sessional  courts  and  refers 
to  them  as  being  courts  of  summary  jurisdiction 
consisting  of  two  or  more  justices,  when  sitting 
in  a  petty  tessional  court-house,  and  so  on.  If  it 
had  Men  intended  in  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Act  of  1879  to  say  that  all  magistrates  sitting 
In  petty  sessions  should  have  power  to  stete  a 
case,  one  would  not  expect  to  mid  the  language 
"  Any  person  aggrieved  who  desires  to  question 
a   conviction,   order,    determination,    or    other 

Sroceeding  of  a  court  of  summary  juris- 
iction."  Looking  at  the  purview  of  sect.  10 
of  the  Juries  Act  of  1825,  and  the  object  of  that 
section,  it  seems  to  me,  speaking  for  myself,  that 
the  class  or  sort  of  jurisdiction  there  exercisiad  is 
not  soch  jurisdiction  as  would  be  ri^htiy  described 
as  being  under  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts, 
or  nnder  other  Acts  giving  what  I  may  call 
similar  powers  to  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Acts. 
The  overseers  have  to  sign  the  list  (sect.  9). 
They  have  to  justify  it  by  being  present  there 
and  answering  any  questions  upon  it,  and,~  if  any 
man  not  qualified  and  liable  to  serve  is  inserted  in 
such  list, "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices,  upon 
satisfaction  from  the  oath  of  the  party  complain- 
ing, or  other  proof,  or  upon  their  own  knowledge, 
that  he  is  not  quallfiad  and  liable  to  serve  on 
juries,  to  strike  his  name  out  of  such  list,"  and 


so  on.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a  class  of 
jurisdiction  which  can  scarcely  be  aptiy  described 
as  the  proceeding  of  a  court  of  summary  juris- 
diction. It  is  like  a  public  authority  who  know 
the  neighbourhood,  who  are  allowed  to  act  upon 
their  own  knowledge,  and  who  really  are  not 
bound  and  fettered  by  the  oi-dinary  rules  of  evi- 
dence, as,  of  course,  they  ought  not  to  be  when 
they  are  proceeding  to  revise  this  list,  as  to  which 
they  have  a  good  deal  of  personal  knowledge ;  and 
I  cannot  help  thinking  that  it  would  require 
clearer  words  than  are  contained  even  in  the 
extended  provisions  of  the  Summary  Jurisdiction 
Act  of  1879  to  justify  us  in  coming  to  the  con- 
clusion that  these  justices  constituted  that  class 
of  court  which  has  power  to  state  a  special  case. 
In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  objection  raised  by 
the  magistrates — namely,  that  they  had  no  power 
to  state  a  special  case — is  one  to  which  we  must 
g^ive  efEect,  and  consequently  we  ought  not  to 
entertain  this  special  case. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  only 
wish  to  add  to  what  my  Lord  has  said  by  pointing 
out  that  the  expression  "  petty  sessional  court," 
as  used  in  sub-sect.  12  of  sect.  13  of  the  Inter- 
pretation Act  1889,  is  a  comparatively  modem 
phrase.  I  doubt  exceedingly  whether  it  could 
even  be  found  in  any  Act  passed  more  than  fifty' 
years  ago,  although  there  are  expressions  to  be 
found  in  -Acts  passed  long  before — for  instance, 
in  this  Juries  Act — namdy.  "  petty  sessions,''  or 
*<  special  petty  sessions."  I  cannoc  help  thinking 
that  if  the  Interpretation  Act,  properly  con- 
sidered, had  intended  to  include  those  expressions 
aa  well  as  "  petty  sessional  court,"  it  would  liave 
said  so.  I  think  there  is  a  reason  for  the  distinc- 
tion— that  is  to  say,  "  petty  sessional  court " 
being  a  phrase  of  modem  on  gin,  in  all  proba- 
bility it  will  be  found  that  it  never  is  used  unless 
the  tribunal  or  meeting  of  jostioes,  to  which  it  is 
applied,  was  really  exercising  judicial  powers  and 
judicial  functions.  Therefore  there  may  be  a 
very  good  reason  for  saying  that,  wherever  the 
term  "  petty  sessional  court "  is  used,  the  phrase 
shall  mean  and  shall  involve  that  the  tribunal  is 
a  court  cf  summary  jurisdiction,  whereas  it  would 
be  a  very  considerable  extension  of  the  existing 
notions  upon  the  subject  to  bring  all  meetings  of 
justices  in  petty  sessions  into  the  same  eatery 
and  say  that  they  are  to  be  looked  upon  as  havi^ 
the  same  power  as  a  court  of  summary  juris- 
diction, which  would,  of  course,  give  them  the 
power  of  stating  a  case.  If  the  Juries  Act  of 
1825,  instead  of  saying  "  special  petty  sessions," 
had  said  that  they  sL^l  hold  a  "petty  sessional^ 
court,"  there  would  have  been  no  doubt  that  the 
Interpretation  Act  of  1889  would  have  made  them 
a  court  of  summary  jurisdiction.  I  am  quite 
confident  that  in  the  year  1825,  when  the  Juries 
Act  was  passed,  the  phraseology  "  petty  seasiosal 
court "  was  never  used. 

Kbnnedt,  J. — I  ooncor  in  the  judgment  of 
my  Lord. 

Judgment  <teeordingly.     C<u»  ttnuik  ouL 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  Gtorgt  TkaMur. 
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Colls  v.  Horn  and  Goloniix  Stosxs  Limited. 


fH.  OF  L. 


House  of  i.ta'bfi. 

May  IS,  18, 19,  22,  Dec.  8, 10, 11, 1903,  and 

May  2, 1901 

(Before    the   Loed    Chanckllob    (HaUbnry), 

Lords    Macnaghten,    Davbt,   Bobehtbon, 

and  LiNDLET.)  (a) 

Colls  v.  JSohe  and  Colonux  Stobbs 

Limited.  (6) 

on  appeal  fboh  the  cot7bt  of  appeal  in 

BNOLANO. 

BlaserMni — Ancient  light$  —  Bubsianiial  inter- 
ference—-Sufficient  light  for  ordinary  purvoeet— 

PreBcripHon  Act  1832  (2*3  Will.  4,  c.  71). 
Where  the  light  which  the  retpondents  had  enjoyed 
for  more  than  twenty  years  had  been  interfered 

toith  by  the  appellant'g  building,  but  not  to  rueh 

an  extent  as  to  maJee  it  ineuffieient  for  ordinary 

purpoees  of  inhabilaney  or  bu$ine»»  .- 
Seld  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 

that  they  were  not  entitled  to  relief. 
The  Frescription  Act  has  not  in  any  way  altered 

the  pre-existing  law  in  that  respect. 
Appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
(WiUiama,  Homer,  and  Cozena-Hardy,  L.JJ.), 
reported  85  L.T.  Rep.  701 ;  (1902)  1  Oh.  302,  who 
had  reversed  a  decision  of  Joyce,  J.,  reported  83 
L.  T.  Rep.  759. 

The  respondents  broaght  the  action  against  the 
appellant  claiming  an  injunction  to  restrain  him 
from  ei-ecting  in  Worship-street,  in  the  cit^  of 
London,  any  oailding  which  wonld  darken,  injare, 
or  obstruct  any  ancient  lights  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  question  in  dispute  related  to  the  windows 
on  the  gronod-floor  of  the  plaintiffs'  building, 
which  was  usod  as  a  clerk's  omoe,  and  had,  as  was 
admitted,  enjoyed  light  for  more  than  twenty 
years.  The  room  was  an  unusually  long  one, 
with  no  window  at  the  back,  and  in  ordinary 
weather  it  was  usually  necessary  to  use  artificial 
light  at  the  back  part  of  the  room.  It  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  erection  of  the  defendant's  build- 
ing wonld  diminish  the  amount  of  light  previously 
enjoyed,  but  it  was  proved  that  it  would  leave 
sufficient  light  for  all  ordinaiy  business  purposes. 

Joyce,  J.  gave  jadgment  for  the  defendant,  but 
his  jadgment  was  reversed  as  above  mentioned. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

May  15,  18,  19,  and  22,  1903.— The  case  was 
srgaed  bciore  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Halsbury), 
Lords  Shamd,  Davey,  and  Robertson. 

B.  Bray,  K.C.,  0.  L.  Clare,  and  Nutter  appeared 
for  the  appellant,  and  contended  that  the  owner  of 
the  dominant  tenement  was  only  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  amount  of  light  for  ordinary  purposes, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  of  damage  is  on  faim. 
The  evidence  here  is  that  there  was  sufficient 
light  for  an  ordinary  room,  but  not  for  this 
particular  room,  which  was  unusually  large  and 
deep.  The  Prescription  Act  1832  (2  &  3  Will.  4, 
C.  71)  has  not  affected  the  extent  of  the  right,  but 
only  the  method  of  establishing  it.  Seethe  series 
of  authorities  beginning  with 

Aldred'i  oaas,  9  Bep.  57a,  in  1611 ; 
Fishmongeri'   Company  v.  last  India  Company, 
1  DiokeoB,  163 ; 

(a)  Lord  Sbood  was  present  dnriDgr  the  Kgamant,  but 
died  before  their  Iiordahip*  gave  iadgmsnt. 

Ill)  Beportad  bjO.S.  Xaudkh,  E«q.,  BwriiMr-kt-Ittw. 


Lewis   V.  Price,   2    Wms.   Sanndert,    504d,  edit. 

1871; 
Attorney. General  v.  Nichol,  16  Yea.  338; 
Moort  V.  Riwson,  SB.SoC.  332  ; 
BacJi  r.  Btaeey,  2  C.  *  P.  465  ;  31  E.  E.  679  ; 
Clarke  v.   Clarlc,  13  L.  T.  Eep.   482 ;  L.  Bep.  1 

Ch.  16 ; 
Robton  V.  Whittingham,  13  L.  T.  Bep.  730;  L.  Bep. 

lCli.442; 
Dent  V.  Auction  Mart  Company,  14  L.  T.  Bep. 

827 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Eq.  238 ; 
Lanfranchi  v.  Mackenzie,  16  L.  T.  Bep.  114 ;  L.  Eep. 

4  Eq.  421 ; 
Adamion  y.  Oatty,  W.  N.  1870,  184  ; 
Kelk  v.  Pearson,  24  L.  T.  Bep.  890 ;  L.  Bep.  6  Ch. 

809; 
Dickinson  v.  Barlottle,  28  L.  T.  Eep.  186  ; 
City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v.  lennant,  29' 

L.  T.  Bep.  755  ;  L.  Bep.  9  Ch.  212  ; 
Leech  v.  Schuieder,  39  L.  T.  Bep.  586 ;  L.  Bep.  » 

Cb.  463,  which  fallowed  Kelh  v.  Pearson ; 
Aymley  v.  Glover,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  219 ;  L.  Bep.  18 
Eq.  544  ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  32  L.  T.  Bep.  345  ;. 
L.  Bep.  10  Ch.  283; 
Moore  v.  Hall,  38  L.  T.  Bep.  419 ;  3  Q.  B.  Div. 

178  • 
Scott  v.  Paps,  54  L.  T.  Bep.  399 ;  31  Cb.  Div.  564. 
The  respondents  rely  on  Yaies  v.  Jack  (14  L.  T. 
Rep.  151 ;  L.  Rep.  1  Ch.  295),  but  the  headnote- 
goes  further  than  the  facts  of  the  case  warrant. 
See  also  Martin  v.  Qoble  (1  Gamp.  320),  which, 
unfavourably  commented  on  the  later  cases,. 
In  this  case  Joyce,  J.  followed  the  decision  of 
Wright,  J.  in  Warren  v.  Brown  (83  L.  T.  Rep. 
318 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  722),  which  we  sav  is  correct,, 
and  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  reversing  nis  decision, 
followed  their  own  decision  in  Warren  v.  Brown- 
(85  L.  T.  Bep.  444 ;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  15). 

Maldane,  K.C.,  T.  B.  Hughes,  K.C.,  and  Vomon, 
for  the  respondents,  argued  that  the  decision  in 
Warren  v.  Brown  shows  that  a  right  to  an  extra- 
ordinary amount  of  light  may  be  acquired  by 
prescription,  but  this  case  does  not  go  aa  far  as 
that  case.  '  iSee  also 

Tapling  v.  Jones,  12  L.  T.  Bep.  555 ;  11  H.  L.  C 

290; 
Aynsley  v.  Gflover  (ubi  sup.),  and  the  judgment  o& 

Bowen,  L.  J.  in  Scott  v.  Pape  (uii  sup.). 
Lanfrandii  ▼.  Madeenzie  {ubi  sup.)  is  criticised  by 
Kekewich,  J.  in  Atlomey-Oeneral  v.  Queen  Ann* 
Garden  and  Mansions  Campawy  (60  L.  T.  Bep. 
759).  [Lord  Robbbtson.  —  La  Roman  law  a 
negative  servitude  cannot  be  acquired  by  pre- 
scription.] The  effect  of  the  Prescription  Act 
is  to  alter  the  basis  of  the  right  in  English  law. 
See  also 

Maekey  v.  Scottish  Widows'  Life  Atswranee  Society, 

11  Ir.  Bep.  Eq.  541. 

[The  LOBD  Chancellob. — That  seems  rather  a 
surprising  decision.]  The  effect  of  the  authorities 
is  that  if  a  building,  apart  from  its  use  for  any 
special  purpose,  has  enjoyed  light  for  twenty 
yeare,  and  a  neighbour's  building  operation^ 
cause  a  material  diminution  of  that  light,  which 
makes  the  building  less  habitable,  or  more  un> 
comfortable,  or  less  fitted  for  ordinary  business 
purposes,  then  there  is  a  right  of  action ;  and 
the  evidence  shows  that  to  be  the  case  in  this 
case. 

Bray,  E.C.  was  beard  in  reply. 

Dee.  8,  10,  and  11,  1903.  — Their  Lordships 
required  farther  argument,  and   the  case  matt 
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reargned  before  the  same  noble  and  learn  ed  Lords, 
with  the  addition  of  Lords  Maonaghten  and 
Lindley. 

B.  Bray,  E.G.  (0.  L.  Clare  and  Nutter  with 
Mm)  appeared  for  the  appellant. 

Haidane,  K.G.  (T.  B.  Hughes,  K.C.  and  Vernon 
with  him  (for  the  respondents. 

At  the  conolasion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

Jfay  2, 1904. — Their  Lordships  gave  judgment 
as  follows : — 

The  LOBD  0HA.NCELLOB  (Halsbury).  —  My 
Lords:  In  this  case,  which  was  tried  before 
Joyce,  J.,  the  learned  judge  save  judgment  for 
the  defendants  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
had  failed  to  prove  any  actionable  wrong,  although 
he' found  that  the  erection  of  the  buildings  of 
which  the  plaintiff  complained  had  appreciably 
diminished  the  light  which  the  plaintiff  had  pre- 
viously enjoyed.  The  Oourt  of  Appeal,  as  I 
nnderstand  their  judgment,  thought  this  wrong, 
and  ordered  a  mandatory  injunction  to  pull  the 
premises  down  so  as  to  restore  all  the  light  that 
had  been  previously  enjoyed.  If  this  principle 
should  be  sanctioned  by  your  Lordships,  it  would 
be  for  the  first  time  that,  in  this  House  at  all 
■events,  such  a  principle  had  been  determined.  I 
-do  not  deny  that  authorities  may  be  found  for  it, 
«ome  of  which  have  been  cited  at  the  Bar ;  but  I 
-do  not  think  that  the  exact  question  which  is  now 
in  debate  has  ever  been  brought  before  this  House 
until  now.  The  question  may  be  very  simply 
'Stated  thus:  After  an  enjoyment  of  light  for 
twenty  years,  or  if  the  question  arose  be&re  the 
Act  for  such  a  period  as  would  justify  the  pre- 
sumption of  a  lost  grant,  would  the  owner  of  the 
•tenement  in  respect  of  which  such  enjoyment  had 
been  possessed  be  entitled  to  all  the  light  without 
lany  diminution  whatsoever  at  the  end  of  such  a 
peiiodP  If  that  were  the  law  it  would  be  very 
far-reaching  in  its  consequences,  and  the  appli- 
cation of  it  to  its  strict  logical  conclusion  would 
render  it  almost  impossible  for  towns  to  grow, 
and  would  formidably  restrict  the  rights  of  people 
to  utilise  their  own  land.  Strictlv  applied  it  would 
undoubtedly  prevent  many  buildings  which  have 
hitherto  been  admitted  to  be  too  far  removed  from 
others  to  be  actionable  ;  but  if  the  broad  proposi- 
tion which  underlies  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  be  true,  it  is  not  a  question  of  45 
defpees,  but  any  appreciable  diminution  of  light 
which  has  been  enjoyed  (that  is  to  say,  has 
existed  uninterruptedly)  for  twenty  years  con- 
stitutes a  right  of  action,  and  gives  a  right  to  the 
proprietor  of  a  tenement  that  ba3  had  this  enjoy- 
ment to  prevent  his  neighbour  from  building  on 
his  own  land.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  law. 
The  argument  seems  to  me  to  rest  upon  a  false 
analogy,  as  though  the  access  to  and  enjoyment 
of  light  constituted  a  sort  of  proprietary  right  in 
the  light  itself.  Light,  like  air,  is  the  common 
property  of  all,  or,  to  speak  more  accurately,  it  is 
the  common  right  of  aU  to  enjoy  it,  but  it  is  the 
exclusive  property  of  none.  If  the  same  proposi- 
tion af^ainst  which  I  am  protesting  coold  be 
maintained  in  respect  of  air,  tlie  progressive  boild- 
ingof  any  town  would  be  impossible.  The  access 
of  air  is  undoubtedly  interfered  with  by  the 
buildings  which  are  Ming  built  every  day  round 
London.    The  difference  between  the  town  and 


country  is  very  appreciable  to  the  dweller  in  cities 
when  he  goes  to  the  open  country  or  to  the  top  of 
a  mountain  or  even  a  small  hill  in  the  country, 
but  would  the  possessor  for  twenty  years  of  a 
house  on  the  edge  of  a  town  be  at  liberty  to 
restrain  his  neighbour  from  building  near  him 
becanse  he  had  enjoyed  the  free  access  of  air 
without  buildings  near  him  for  twenty  years  P 
No  doubt  this  is  an  extreme  case,  but  it  is  one  of 
the  extreme  cases  which  tries  the  principle.  The 
truth  is  that,  though  there  were  objections  to 
asking  a  jury  whether  the  enjoyment  talia  quaUi 
was  such  that  they  might  presume  a  lost  grant 
when  nobody  supposed  that  such  a  grant  was  ever 
really  made,  yet  it  gave  the  opportunity  of  con- 
sidering wbat  was  the  extent  of  the  sapposed 
grant,  and  if  anything  so  extreme  as  I  have  jost 
supposed  were  claimed  no  jurymen  in  their  senses 
woiud  have  affirmed  such  a  grant.  The  statute 
apon  which  reliance  is  placed  in  this  case  illus- 
trates the  danger  of  attempting  to  put  a  principle 
of  law  into  the  iron  framework  of  a  statute.  The 
statute  literally  construed  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"  the  light "  would  mean  all  the  light  which  for 
twenty  years  has  existed  in  the  surroundings  of 
the  tenement  which  has  enjoyed  it ;  yet,  singu- 
larly enough,  there  has  beau  a  complete  uniformity 
of  decision  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute 
that  it  has  made  no  difference  in  the  tight  con- 
ferred, but  is  only  concerned  with  the  mode  of 
proof ;  but  thoneh  I  quite  concur  with  this  con- 
struction, which  IS  supported  by  an  overwhelming 
body  of  authority,  yet  I  cannot  but  think  that  the 
language  of  the  statute  has  led  to  some  of  the 
decisions  which  your  Lordships  are  now  called 
upon  to  review.  Certainly,  in  the  older  decisions 
which  have  been  brought  to  your  Lordships' 
notice  in  Mr.  Bray's  very  able  argument  the 
proposition  which,  as  I  have  said,  underlies  the 
judgment  now  under  appeal  finds  no  place.  Lord 
Hardfficke,  loner  ago  iu  1752  [Fithmongert'  Com- 
pany  ▼.  Eoit  India  Company,  1  Dickens,  163), 
dealing  with  this  very  question,  the  alleged  ob- 
struction to  light,  laid  down  what  I  believe  to  be 
law  to-day.  "  It  is  not  sufficient,"  he  said,  "  to 
say  that  it  will  alter  the  plaintiff's  lij^ht,  for  then 
no  vacant  piece  of  ground  could  be  built  on  in  the 
city,  and  here  there  will  be  17ft.  distance,  and  the 
law  says  it  must  be  so  near  as  to  be  a  nuisance." 
Lord  Cranworth,  in  Clarke  v.  Clark  (13  L.  T.  Bep. 
482 ;  L.  Bep.  1  Ch.  16),  adopted  the  same  test, 
and  his  observation,  though  a  subsequent  decision 
of  his  seemed  to  throw  doubt  upon  it,  has  received 
the  assent  of  some  of  the  most  learned  judges 
who  ever  sat  upon  the  Eagltsh  Bench.  I  think 
that  the  whole  subject  has  been  confused  by 
certain  decisions  which  were  dependent  on  the  facte 
proved,  and  were  incautiously  reported  as  laying 
down  principles  of  law,  when  they  were,  in  my 
view,  only  intended  to  be  findings  of  fact  in  that 
particular  case.  At  all  evente,  I  am  prepared  to 
hold  that  the  test  given  by  Lord  Hardwicke  is 
the  true  one,  and  I  do  not  think  that  a  better 
example  could  be  found  than  the  present  case  to 
show  to  what  extravagant  resnlte  the  other  theoiy 
leads.  The  owner  of  a  tenement  on  one  side  of  a 
street  40ft.  wide  seeks  to  restrain  his  opposite 
neighbour  from  erecting  a  house  which,  when 
erected,  will  not  t^en  be  of  the  same  height  as 
the  house  belonging  to  the  complaining  neighbour, 
and  the  only  plausible  ground  on  which  the  com- 
plaint resto  is  that  on  the  ground-floor  he  has  a 
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room  not  bnilt  in  the  ordinBry  way  of  rooms  in 
on  ordinary  dwelling-honse,  but  built  so  that  one 
long  room  eoes  through  the  -whole  width  of  the 
lioase  to  a  baolc  wall  and  has  no  window  at  the 
back  or  sides,  and  was,  therefore,  at  the  back  of 
it,  too  dark  for  some  purposes  without  the  use  of 
artificial  light  even  before  the  building  on  the 
other  side  of  the  street  was  erected.  I  think  that 
BO  tribunal  ought  to  find  as  a  fact  that  the  build- 
ing is  a  nuisance ;  and  altogether  apart  from  the 
inappropriateness  of  the  remedv  by  injunction,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant.  The  test  of  the 
right  is,  I  think,  whether  the  obstruction  com- 
plained of  is  a  nuisance,  and,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
the  value  of  the  test  makes  the  amount  of  right 
acquired  depend  upon  the  surroundings  and  cir- 
cumstances of  light  coming  from  other  sources, 
as  well  as  the  question  of  the  proximity  of  the 
building  complained  of.  What  may  be  called 
the  uncertainty  of  the  test  may  also  be 
described  as  its  elasticity.  A  dweller  in  towns 
cannot  expect  to  hare  as  pure  air,  as  free  from 
«moke,  smell,  and  noise  as  if  he  lived  in  the 
country,  and  distant  from  other  dwellings,  and  yet 
an  excess  of  smoke,  smell,  and  noise  may  give  a 
cause  of  action,  bnt  in  each  of  such  oases  it 
becomes  a  question  of  degree,  and  whether  in 
each  case  it  amounts  to  a  nuisance  which  will 
give  a  right  of  action.  I  have  not  thought  it 
necessary  to  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the 
authorities,  because  I  think  that  it  has  been  most 
carefully  and  accurately  done  by  Wright,  J.  in 
Warren  v.  Brown  (83  L.  T.  Rep.  318;  (1900) 
2  Q.  B.  722J.  Of  course,  it  must  be  taken 
that  the  foundation  of  this  judgment  rests 
upon  the  finding  of  fact  by  Joyce,  J.,  that  the 
buildings  of  the  defendant  had  not  so  materially 
interfered  with  the  light  previously  enjoyed  by 
the  plaintiff  as  to  amount  to  a  nuisance.  It 
follows  that,  in  my  judgment,  the  case  of  Warren 
V.  Broum  was  rightly  decided  by  Wright,  J.,  and 
ought  to  have  been  affirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal.  It  was,  however,  reversed  in  accordance 
with  the  same  views  which  guided  that  court  in 
the  case  now  under  review.  For  the  reasons 
which  I  have  given  I  have  to  more  joor 
liordships  that  the  judgment  of  the  Conrt  of 
Appeal  be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  of 
Joyce,  J.  restored,  and  that  the  respondents  do 
pay  to  the  appellant  the  costs  both  here  and 
velow. 

Lord  Macnaohten. — My  Lords :  The  ri^ht  of 
a  person  who  is  owner  or  occupier  of  a  building 
with  windows  in  it,  privileged  as  ancient  lights, 
in  regard  to  the  protection  of  the  light  coming  to 
those  windows  is  a  purely  legal  right.  It  is  an 
^easement  belonging  to  the  class  known  as  nega- 
tive easements.  It  is  nothing  more  or  less  than 
the  ri^ht  to  prevent  the  owner  or  occupier  of  an 
adjoining  tenement  from  building  or  placing  on 
bis  own  land  anything  which  has  the  effect  of 
illegally  obstructing  or  obscuring  the  light  of  the 
dominant  tenement.  This  right  in  early  times 
was  Tindioated  by  an  action  on  the  case  for  nui- 
fiance,  in  which  damages  might  be  recovered  and 
judgment  had  for  removal  or  abatement  of  the 
nuisance :  {Baten't  case,  9  Hep.  53).  In  Aldred'$ 
case  (9  Bep.  57a)  Lord  Coke  says  that  an  action 
lies  for  nmsance  done  to  light  as  one  of  the  three 
essential  requisites  of  habitation.  "  An  action 
lies,"  he  says,  "  for  hindrance  of  the  light,  for  the 


ancient  form  of  the  action  was  significant,  se.— • 

?uod  mestuagium  horridd  tenebritate  ohteuravit." 
t  was  not  every  diminution  of  light  that  would 
support  such  an  action.  The  form  of  the  action 
itself  shows  that.  In  later  times  when  an  action 
for  the  protection  of  ancient  lights  came  to  be 
regarded  rather  as  an  action  for  disturbance  of 
an  easement  than  an  action  grounded  on  nuisance 
— as  an  action  to  prevent  the  infringement  of  a 
right  rather  than  an  action  to  redress  a  wrong— 
the  necessity  of  showing  the  gravity  of  the  injury 
complained  of  was  not  so  obviously  apparent. 
Still  the  principle  was  the  same,  and  it  must  always 
be  the  same.  '*  It  is  not  sufficient,"  as  Lord 
Hardwicke  observed  in  Fithmongert'  Company  v. 
East  India  Company,  "to  say  it  will  alter  the 
plaintiff's  lights.  .  .  .  The  law  says  it  must 
be  so  near  as  to  be  a  nuisance  "  :  (1  Dickens,  163). 
Probably  the  most  satisfactory  statement  of  the 
ruly  to  be  applied  in  all  cases  of  ancient  lishts  is 
to  be  found  in  Back  v.  Staeey  (2  G.  &  P.  465)  and 
Parker  v.  Smith  (5  0.  &  P.  438).  Back  v.  Staeey 
was  an  issue  directed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
to  try  two  questions — (1)  Whether  the  ancient 
lights  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  dwelling-house  in 
Norwich  had  been  "illegally"  obstructed  by  a 
building  of  the  defendant ;  and  (2),  if  so,  what 
damage  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  in  respect  of 
the  injury.  6o  that  if  the  jury  had  found  that 
the  obstruction  complained  of  was  an  illegal 
obstruction  the  damages  would  have  gone  to  the 
whole  of  the  injury  and  not  merely  to  the  loss 
sustained  up  to  the  date  of  the  writ.  It  was  con- 
tended there  that  as  it  was  evident  that  the 
quantity  of  light  previously  enjoyed  had  been 
oiminished  the  plaintiff  was  at  any  rate  entitled 
to  a  verdict  on  the  first  issue,  any  obstruction  of 
ancient  lights  being  illegal.  But  according  to 
the  report,  "  Best,  C.J.  told  the  jury,  who  had 
viewed  the  premises,  that  they  were  to  judge 
rather  from  their  own  ocular  observation  than 
from  the  testimony  of  any  witnesses,  however 
respectable,  of  the  degree  of  diminution  which 
the  plaintiff's  ancient  lights  had  undergone.  It 
was  not  sufficient,  to  constitute  an  illegal  obstruc- 
tion, that  the  plaintiff  had  in  fact  less  light  than 
before,  nor  that  his  warehouse,  the  part  of  his 
house  principally  affected,  could  not  be  used  for 
all  the  purposes  to  which  it  might  otherwise  have 
been  applied.  In  order  to  give  a  right  of  action 
and  sustain  the  issue  there  must  be  a  substantial 
privation  of  light,  sufficient  to  render  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  house  uncomfortable,  and  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  carrying  on  his  accustomed 
business  (that  of  a  grocer)  on  the  premises  as 
beneficially  as  he  had  formerly  done.  His  Lord- 
ship added  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  draw  the 
line,  but  the  jury  must  distinguish  between  a 
partial  inconvenience  and  a  real  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises."  Back 
V.  Staeey  was  determined  in  1826.  Parker  v.  Smith 
was  heard  during  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas 
Term  1832.  It  is,  I  think,  the  earliest  reported 
case  dealing  with  the  question  of  light  after  the 
passing  of  the  Pi-escription  Act.  which  came  into 
operatiou  en  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term 
1832.  It  was  tried  before  Tindal,  C.J.  The 
marginal  note  states,  aocurate'y  I  think,  the 
effect  of  the  decision  in  these  words :  "  That 
diminution  of  light  and  air  which  the  law  recog- 
nises as  the  ground  of  an  action  against  a  party 
who  bnilds  near  another's  premises  is  such  as  really 
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makes  them  to  a  sensible  degree  less  fit  for  the 
purposes  of  business  or  oocnpation."  It  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  suggested  either  by  the  counsel 
or  hj  the  judge  that  the  Prescription  Act  had 
made  the  slightest  alteration  in  the  nature  of  the 
right  to  light  or  the  principle  on  which  the  ques- 
tion of  an  alleged  infringement  of  that  right 
ought  to  be  determined.  To  these  two  cases  I 
would  only  add  the  case  of  WelU  t.  Ody  (7 
G.  &  P.  410),  before  Parke,  B.  in  1836.  In  his 
charge  to  the  jury  the  learned  judge  said  that  he 
entirely  adopted  the  law  as  laid  down  by  Tindal, 
G.J.  in  Parker  ▼.  Smith.  And  then,  after  reading 
a  passage  from  Parker  v.  Smith,  he  concluded 
his  address  to  the  jury  by  saying :  "  The  question, 
therefore,  which  I  shall  leave  to  you  is  whether 
the  effect  of  the  defendant's  building  is  to  dimi- 
nish the  light  and  air  so  as  sensibly  to  affect  the 
occupation  of  the  plaintifE's  premises  and  make 
them  less  fit  for  occupation."  So  much  for  the 
light  at  law.  Courts  of  equity  had  no  original 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter.  Their  province  was 
simply  to  grant  an  injunction  in  aid  of  the  legal 
right  where  there  wu  danger  of  irreparable 
mischief  or  where  an  injunction  was  required  to 
prevent  multiplicity  of  actions.  Under  Lord 
Cairns'  Act  i(2l  &  22  Vict.  o.  27),  the  court  was 
empowered,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  had  juris- 
diction to  entertain  an  application  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  commission  or  continuance  of 
asij  wron^ul  act,  to  award  damages  to  the  party 
injured,  either  in  addition  to  or  in  substitution 
for  such  injunction.  The  Act  commozdy  known 
as  Sir  John  Bolt's  Act  (25  &  26  Yict.  c.  42) 
provided  that  in  all  cases  in  which  any  relief  or 
remedy  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  was  sought,  whether  the  title  to  snoh 
relief  or  remedy  was  or  was  not  incident  to  or 
dependent  upon  a  legal  right,  every  question  of 
law  or  fact  cognisable  in  a  court  of  common  law 
on  the  determination  of  which  the  title  to  such 
relief  or  remedy  depended,  should  be  determined 
by  or  before  the  same  court.  These  Acts  are 
superseded  by  the  Judicature  Act,  and  now  the 
High  Court  has  all  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  and  of  the  several  courts  of  law. 
But  still,  so  far  as  the  right  in  question  is  a  legal 
right,  the  oourt,>in  the  ezereise  of  its  jurisdiction, 
must  be  guided  by  the  principles  estabUshed  at 
law.  And  those  principles,  in  my  opinion,  are 
still  to  be  found  most  clearly  and  most  concisely 
exhibited  in  the  cases  before  Best,  C.J.  and 
Tindal,  G.J.  to  which  I  have  already  referred. 
Although  the  question  thus  stated  appeara 
tolerablT  simple,  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  the 
reported  cases  on  questions  of  light  in  recent 
times  are  not  altogether  consistent.  There  seem 
to  be  two  divergent  views,  neither  of  which,  I 
think,  is  absolutely  accurate.  The  extreme  view 
on  one  side  is  that  the  right  which  is  acquired  by 
so-called  statutorr  prescription  is  a  right  to  a 
continuance  of  the :  whole  or  substantially  the 
whole  quantity  of  light  which  has  come  to  the 
windows  during  a  period  of  twentyyears.  This 
view  is  conspicuous  in  Calerafi  v.  Thomptan  (15 
W.  B.  387,  before  Lord  Chelmsford,  L.C.,  and  in 
Seoit  T.  Pope  (54  L.  T.  Rep.  399;  31  Ch.  Div. 
554),  where  Cotton,  L.J.  speaks  of  a  "cone  of 
light "  and  Bowen,  L.J.  of  "  a  specific  quantity  of 
light"  as  the  measure  of  the  plaintifE's  right. 
Tbe  extreme  view  on  the  other  side  is  that  tihe 
right  is  limited  to  a  sufficient  quantity  of  light 


for  ordinary  purposes.  I  think  that  this  diver- 
gence of  view  comes  from  a  difference  of  opinion^ 
consciously  or  unconsciously  entertained,  as  to- 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Prescription  Act  1832  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71),  and  if  I 
am  not  mistaken  it  may  be  traced  to  oertaiiv 
expressions,  not; perhaps  sufficiently  guarded, 
which  are  to  be  found  in  judgments  delivered  in. 
this  House  in  the  case  of  Tapling  v.  Jonet  (1^ 
L.  T.  Rep.  555 ;  11  H.  L.  290).  In  that  case  Lord 
Westbury,  Lord  Cranworth,  and  Lord  Chelms- 
ford all  assume  that  a  period  of  twenty  yean' 
enjoyment  of  the  access  and  use  of  light  to  & 
buUding  creates  an  absolute  and  indefeasible 
right  immediately  on  the  expiration  of  the  period 
of  twenty  years.  Xo  doubt  sect.  3  says  so  iiv 
terms,  but  sect.  4  must  be  read  in  conneotioD> 
with  sect  3,  and  if  the  two  sections  are  read 
together  it  will  be  seen  that  the  period  is  not 
a  period  in  gross,  but  a  period  next  before  somfr 
suit  or  action  wherein  the  claim  or  matter  ix^ 
which  such  period  may  relate  shall  have  been  or 
shall  be  brought  into  question.  Unless  and  oniili 
the  chum  or  matter  is  thus  brought  into  question 
no  absolute  or  indefeasible  right  can  arise  under 
the  Act  There  is  what  has  been  described  a» 
an  inchoate  right.  The  owner  of  the  dominaat- 
tenement  after  twenty  yeare'  uninterrupted  enjoy- 
ment is  in  a  position  to  avail  himself  of  the  AJst 
if  his  claim  is  brought  into  question.  But  in  tli» 
meantime,  however  long  the  enjoyment  may  have 
been,  his  right  is  just  the  same,  and  the  origuk 
of  his  right  is  just  the  same  as  if  the  Act  had 
never  been  passied.  No  title  is  as  yet  acquired 
under  the  Act  This  point  seems  to  have  beeik 
much  ^scussed  shortly  after  the  Act  was  passed. 
It  was  finally  settled  in  a  series  of  oases  at 
common  law,  beginning,  I  think,  with  Wrighi  t, 
WiUiamt  (1  M.  &  W.  77),  and  including  mehardt 
V.  Fry  (7  A.  &  E.  698)  and  Cooper  v.  Rviihwik  (li 
C.  B.  N.  S.  456),  in  which  there  is  an  interesting 
controversy  between  Willes  and  Williams,  JJ.  on 
the  question  whether  the  twenty  years'  uninter-i 
rupted  enjoyment  under  the  3rd  section  is  th» 
period  of  twenty  yeare  before  any  suit  or  actiim 
or  twenty  years  before  each  suit  or  action  ia 
which  the  point  may  from  time  to  time  arise. 
The  former  oonstruction,  in  which  Erie,  C.J.  and 
Byles,  J.  concurred  with  Willes,  J.,  eventually 
prevailed.  The  question  is  of  littie  or  no  piao; 
tical  importance.  But  the  construction  estab- 
lished by  the  series  of  decisions  to  which  I  have 
referred,  in  accordance  with  the  express  language 
of  the  statute,  goes,  I  think,  a  long  way  to  show 
that  tiieview  taken  by  James  and  Mellish,  L.J  J. 
and  Lord  Selbome  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Act  i» 
absolutely  correct  and  that  the  quaUfioaticn 
suggested  by  Bowen,  L.J.  in  Scott  v.  Pope  (ttM- 
«up.)  is  not  well  founded.  It  certainly  would  be 
strange  if  the  ooort  had  been  compelled  to  hold 
that  the  Presor^>tion  Act  confera  upon  a  person 
whose  right  is  questionable,  at  least  to  thia 
extent  tlmt  it  has  been  aotually  brought  into 
question,  a  higher  and  a  larger  right  than  that 
possessed  by  a  pereon  whose  prescriptive  olaim  to 
the  enjoyment  of  light  is  so  dear  as  to  be  beyond 
all  question.  I  have,  therefore,  no  doubt  that  the 
Prescription  Act  has  not  in  the  slightest  degree 
altered  the  pre-existing  law  as  to  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  right  of  aooess  of  light  or  the 
principle  on  which  it  is  to  be  determaed  in  any 
particular  case  whether  the  right  has  been  in* 
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fringed.  Now,  if  Uiia  be  so,  it  seems  to  me,  in 
Accordance  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  James 
and  Brett,  L.JJ.  in  Eeeletiaatieal  Commt'i- 
•ionera  t.  Kino  (42  L.  T.  Bep.  201 ;  14  Ch.  Div. 
213),  and  by  many  other  judges,  that  the  direc- 
tion given  by  Best,  O.J.  in  Back  v.  Slcuxy  is  the 
'direction  which  a  court  exercising  the  fanctions 
of  both  judge  and  jury  ought  to  keep  steadily  in 
View.  Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  I  do  not 
propose  to  trouble  your  Lordships  with  any 
'Comments  upon  the  mass  of  cases  by  which  in 
comparatively  modern  times  the  question  has 
been  elucidated  or  obscured.  It  is  enough,  I 
'think,  to  refer  to  what  was  said  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson 
iMbi  *vp.).  City  of  London  Brewery^  Company  v. 
Tennan<  (vhi  ntp.),  and  Eeclenaitieal  Com- 
•mitncnen  t.  Kino  {uhi  s«p.).  Speaking  for 
anyself  I  doubt  very  much  whether  it  is  a  profit* 
«ble  task  to  re-try  actions  which  depend  simply 
on  questions  of  fact  or  to  review  ana  endeavour 
"to  reconcile  or  distinguish  a  number  of  cases 
that  naturally  enough  contain  some  statements 
^hich,  taken  by  themselves  and  apart  from  the 
context,  may  seem  to  be  contradictory,  but  must 
all  proceed  upon  the  same  principle.  It  would 
■only  be  another  link  in  the  embarrassing  chain 
of  authority,  or,  if  I  may  venture  to  say  so,  only 
-another  handful  of  dust  to  be  cast  into  one  scale 
or  the  other  when  the  claims  of  opposing  litigants 
-come  to  be  weighed  in  the  balance.  I  think  there 
is  much  good  sense  in  the  observationa  of  Brett, 
Tj.  J.  in.  Eede*i(utieal  Commiuioners  v.  Kino : 
■"To  my  mind,"  said  his  Lordship,  "the  taking 
■  aome  expression  of  a  judge  used  in  deciding  a 
ooeation  of  fact  as  to  his  own  view  of  some  one 
"ract  being  material  on  a  particular  occasion  as 
laying  down  a  rule  of  conduct  for  other  jndg^  in 
■conadering  a  similar  state  of  facta  in  another 
oaae  is  a  false  mode  of  treating  authority.  It 
sappears  to  me  that  the  view  of  a  learned  judge  in 
A  particular  case  as  to  the  value  of  a  parUcohur 
piece  of  evidence  is  of  no  use  to  other  judges 
who  have  to  determine  a  similar  question  of  fact 
in  other  cases  where  there  may  be  many  different 
■<arCTimetwTioe8  to  be  taken  into  consideration." 
U  I  may  trespass  for  a  few  minutes  longer  on 
TOur  Lordships'  attention,  I  would  rather  spend 
The  time  in  making  one  or  two  practical  sugges- 
HaoB.  I  do  not  put  them  forvraird  as  carrying 
Any  authority.  But  they  may  possibly  be  of  use 
to  those  who  have  to  t^  such  questions  as  this, 
-if  and  so  far  as  they  appear  to  be  consistent  with 
:good  sense.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  Back  v. 
Siacey  the  learned  judge  told  the  jury  who  had 
'viewed  the  buildings  that  they  were  to  judge 
Tather  from  their  own  ocular  observation  than 
-from  the  testimony  of  any  witnesses,  however 
reepectable,  of  the  degree  of  diminution  which 
'the  plaintiff's  ancient  light  had  undergone.    Now, 


a  judge  who  exercises  the  functions  of  both 
judge  and  jury  cannot  be  expected  to  view  the 
buildings  himself,  even  if  he  considers  himself 
an  expert  in  such  matters.  But  I  have  often 
wondered  why  the  court  does  not  more  frequently 
avail  itnelf  of  the  power  of  calling  in  a  com- 
petent adviser  to  report  to  the  court  upon  the 
■question.  There  are  plenty  of  experienced  sur- 
-veyors  accustomed  to  deal  with  liu-ge  properties 
in  London  who  might  be  trusted  to  make  a  per- 
-f eoUy  fair  and  impartial  report,  subject,  of  course, 
to  examination  in  court  if  required.  I  am  not  in 
ihe  least  surprised  that  the  plaintiffs   in   the 


present  case  objected  to  a  report  from  a  dis- 
interested surveyor ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  court 
ought  to  have  obtained  such  a  report  for  its  own 
^idanoe.  Then,  with  regard  to  giving  damages 
in  addition  to  or  substitution  for  an  injunction— 
that,  no  doubt,  is  a  delicate  matter.  It  is  a 
matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the 
discretion  is  a  judicial  discretion.  It  has  been 
said  that  an  injunction  ought  to  be  granted  when 
substantial  damages  would  be  given  at  law.  I 
have  some  difficulty  in  following  out  this  rule.  I 
observe  that  in  some  cases  juries  have  been 
directed  to  give  Is.  damages  as  a  notice  to  the 
defendant  to  remove  the  obstruction  complained 
of.  And  then,  if  the  obstruction  was  not  removed, 
in  a  subsequent  action  the  damages  were  largely 
increased.  In  others  a  substantial  sum  has  been 
av;arded  to  be  reduced  to  nominal  damages  on 
removal  of  the  obstruction.  But  the  recovery  of 
damages,  whatever  the  amount  may  be,  indicates 
a  violation  of  right,  and  in  former  times,  unless 
there  were  something  special  in  the  case,  would 
have  entiUed  the  pudntiff  as  of  course  to  an 
injunction  in  equity.  I  rather  doubt  whether  the 
amount  of  the  damages  which  may  be  supposed 
to  be  recoverable  at  law  affords  a  satisraotory 
test.  In  some  cases,  of  course,  an  injunction  is 
necessary — if,  for  instance,  the  injury  cannot  fairly 
be  compensated  by  money ;  if  the  defendant  has 
acted  in  a  high-handed  manner ;  if  he  has  endea- 
voured to  stMl  a  march  upon  the  plaintiff  or  to 
evade  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  In  all  these 
cases  an  injunction  is  necessary,  in  order  to  do 
justice  to  the  plaintiff  and  as  a  warning  toothers. 
But  if  there  is  really  a  question  as  to  whether  tiie 
obstruction  is  legal  or  not,  and  if  the  defendant 
has  acted  fairly  and  not  in  an  unneighbourly 
spirit,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  the  court 
ought  to  incline  to  damages  rather  than  to  an 
injunction.  It  is  quite  true  that  a  man  ought  not 
to  be  compelled  to  part  with  his  property  against 
his  -will,  or  to  have  the  value  of  his  property 
diminished,  without  an  Act  of  Parliament.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  court  ought  to  be  very  careful 
not  to  allow  an  action  for  the  protection  of 
ancient  lights  to  be  used  as  a  means  of  extorting 
money.  Often  a  person  who  is  engaged  in  a  large 
building  scheme  has  to  pay  money  right  and  left 
in  order  to  avoid  litigation,  which  will  put  him 
to  even  greater  expense  by  delaying  his  proceed- 
ings. £b  far  as  my  own  experience  goes,  there 
is  quite  as  much  oppression  on  the  put  of  those 
who  invoke  the  assistance  of  the  court  to  protect 
some  ancient  lights  which  they  have  never  before 
considered  of  any  great  value  as  there  is  on  the 
part  of  those  who  are  improving  the  neighbour- 
hood by  the  erection  of  building^  th^  must 
necessarily  to  some  extent  interfere  with  the  light 
of  adjoining  premises.  The  common  form  of 
injunction  which  has  been  in  use  since  the  case 
of  Yatei  V.  Jack  (U  L.  T.  Bep.  151 ;  L.  Bep. 
1  Ch.  295)  is  not,  I  think,  altogether  free  from 
objection.  I  think  it  would  be  better  that  the 
order,  when  expressed  in  general  terms,  should 
resiarain  the  defendant  from  erecting  any  bidlding 
so  as  to  cause  a  nuisance  or  illeg^  obstruction 
to  the  plaintiff's  ancient  windows,  as  the  same 
existed  previously  to  the  taking  down  of  the  house 
which  formerlv  stood  on  the  site  of  the  defen- 
dant's new  buildings.  If  the  action  is  brought  to 
a  hraring  before  the  defendant's  new  buildings  ace 
completed,  and  there  seems  to  be  good  ground  for 
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the  plaintifE'g  apprehensions,  an  order,  I  think, 
might  be  conveniently  made  in  that  form,  with 
costa  np  to  the  hearing,  and  liberty  to  the  plaintiff 
within  a  fixed  time  after  oompletion  to  apply  for 
farther  relief  by  way  of  mandatory  injunction  or 
damages  as  he  might  be  advised.  With  the 
present  case  I  may  deal  very  briefly.  It  cannot  be 
diapnted  that  some  diminution  of  light  is  caused 
by  the  defendant's  building^,  but  suoh  as  it  is  I 
think  it  is  exactly  what  Best,  C.J.  described  as 

fartial  inconvenience  rather  than  serious  injury, 
am  satisfied  that  if  the  case  had  been  tried  at 
law  before  the  question  was  so  much  embarrassed 
by  the  multiplicity  of  decisions  no  jury  would 
have  given  any  damages.  Perhaps  I  ought  to 
add  a  word  about  Warren  ▼.  Broion  {ubi  lup.), 
which  is  referred  to  in  both  the  judgments  below. 
I  cannot  say  that  that  case  is  quite  satisfactory 
to  my  mind  either  as  dealt  with  in  the  court  of 
first  instance  or  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  In  the 
court  of  first  instance  the  learned  judge  who  tried 
the  case  found  a  special  verdiot,  which  is  not  very 
easy  to  understana.  The  room  in  wLich  the  light 
has  been  materially  diminished  "  in  its  present 
state  is,"  he  says, "  better  lighted  than  the  ground- 
floor  front  rooms  in  many  of  the  principal 
streets."  I  do  not  see  what  bearing  that  fact 
had  on  the  question  at  issue.  Then,  instead  of 
keeping  in  view  the  direction  which  judges  over 
ana  over  again  have  said  ought  to  be  kept  in  view, 
the  learned  judge  embarks  on  an  inquiry  to  deter- 
mine which  of  two  extreme  views  is  correct.  I 
doubt  whether  either  the  one  or  the  other  can  be 
accepted  as  a  safe  guide  without  qualification. 
The  Court  of  Appeal  in  their  turn,  instead  of 
dealing  with  the  facts  of  the  case  before  them, 
combat  a  particular  view,  which  rightly  or 
wrongly  they  attribute  to  Wright,  J.  I  do  not 
think  that  Warren  v.  Brovon  helps  one  mnoh.  I 
think  that  the  appeal  ought  to  be  allowed  with 
costs  here  and  below. 

Lord  DA.YEY. — My  Lords:  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  finding  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried 
this  action  as  to  the  facts  of  this  case  ie  borne 
ont  by  the  evidence,  and  I  accept  his  finding  as 
the  basis  of  my  judgment.  After  describing  the 
dimensions  of  the  room  on  the  gronnd-fioor  of 
the  plaintiffs'  house,  which  is  used  as  an  oflSoe, 
Jo^ce,  J.  says :  "  It  is,  I  think,  the  result  of  the 
evidence  thwt  it  has  ordinarily,  if  not  always, 
been  the  practice  to  make  use  of  the  eleotiio  light 
in  the  back  part  of  the  room,  and  a  most  extra- 
ordinary amount  of  light  from  the  windows  in 
Worship- street  would  be  reqiiired  to  enable  the 
nse  of  the  electric  light  in  the  back  part  of  the 
room  to  be  dispensed  with,  even  on  ordinary  days. 
Practically,  I  think,  it  may  be  taken  that  the  use 
of  electric  or  some  other  artificial  light  is  now 
and  must  always  be  necessary  in  order  to  light 
the  back  part  of  the  room,  even  in  the  daytime. 
There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  such  an  extra- 
ordinary amount  of  light  has  been  enjoyed  or 
acquired  for  anything  like  the  period  of  twenty 
years."  And  the  learned  judge  sums  up  his 
finding  in  these  words  -.  "  Apart  from  any  ques- 
tion with  respect  to  the  back  part  of  the  plaintiffs' 
premises  and  to  the  extraordinary  light  required 
if  it  1)6  possible  to  be  obtaiaed  so  far  back  ia  the 
absence  of  illumination  by  eleotrio  light,  the 
plaintiffs'  premises  would  still,  in  my  opinion, 
after  the  erection  of  the  defendant's  building  be 
well  and  sufficiently  lighted  for  all  ordinary  pur- 


poses of  occupancy  as  a  plaoe  of  business.  Fov 
all  ordinary  days  they  have  amply  sufficient  light. 
— at  present  they  have  abundance  of  light,  and 
are  in  my  opinion  unusually  well  lighted.  If,  aa 
it  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  thejt 
are  entitled  to  the  fall  amount  of  li^ht  now 
enjoyed  without  appreciable  diminution,  the 
puuntiffs  would  have  a  good  cause  of  action 
upon  the  erection  of  the  defendant's  building, 
though  it  mieht  perhaps  be  doubted  whether  th» 
diminution  that  would  be  caused  by  the  dsfen- 
dant's  building  if  and  when  erected  is  anffidently 
serions  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  an  injunction.'' 
On  those  findings  the  learned  judge,  following 
the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  in  Warren  v.  Brovon^ 
(88  L.  T.  Rep.  318 ;  (1900)  2  Q.  B.  722),  whiob 
bad  not  then  been  reversed  by  the  Conrt  of 
Appeal,  held  that  the  action  failed  and  must  b» 
dismissed.  The  Court  of  Appeal  reversed  thi» 
judgment.  The  legal  grounds  of  their  judgment 
are  contained  in  a  single  eentence.  "  It  ancient 
lights,"  says  Oozens-Hardy,  L.J.,  "  are  interfered 
with  substantially,  and  real  damage  thereby) 
ensues  to  tenant  or  owner,  then  that  tenant  or 
owner  is  entiUed  to  relief."  By  the  exptesnon 
"interfered  with  substantially"  I  understand 
the  Lord  Justice  to  mean  "  if  the  amount  of 
light  having  access  to  the  premises  by  means  of 
the  ancient  lights  is  substantially  diminished."' 
This  proposition  appears  to  me  to  assume  or 
imply  that  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement 
is  entitied  to  have  the  full  amount  of  light 
which  has  gained  access  to  the  tenement  by  tiia' 
ancient  windows  during  the  pievions  twenty 
years  maintained  without  substantial  diminution. 
The  "  real  damage "  may  be  occasioned  by  sa 
alteration  in  the  internal  structure  of  th» 
dominant  tenement  which  has  been  made  within 
the  period  of  twenty  years  or  its  adaptation 
within  that  X)eriod  to  some  special  use  for  whicb 
an  extraordinary  amount  of  light  is  required, 
but,  nevertheless,  if  the  proposition  be  soand,  the 
owner  or  occupier  of  the  tenement  is  entitled  to- 
be  protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  light 
required  fur  his ,  altered  buildings  or  for  th» 
special  use  to  which  he  has  put  them.  In  peifecii 
consistency  with  this  view  of  the  law,  Yaughan 
Williams,  L.J.  expressed  a  doubt  whether  th» 
rule  of  45  degrees  can  any  longer  be  applied  even  aa 
a  rough  meuure.  The  question  for  your  Lordshi^a 
to  determine  is  whether  this  view  of  the  law  la 
correct — or,  in  other  words,  what  is  the  truft 
nature  and  exteut  in  English  law  of  the  easement; 
of  light.  It  mast  be  regretfully  admitted  that 
the  numerous  decisions  on  this  subject  in  thft 
courts  are  not  easily  reconcilable  and  are  cob 
infrequently  contradictory.  No  judgment  of  thi» 
House  has  been  referred  to,  except  that  in  th» 
case  of  Tapling  v.  Jonee  (12  L.  t!  Bep.  555 ;  11 
H.  L.  29U),  the  decision  in  which  does  not 
directly  affect  the  point  now  before  your 
Lordships.  I  do  not  propose  to  travel  throughr 
the  long  catena  of  authorities.  They  were 
copiously  referred  to  at  the  Bar,  and  the  prin- 
cipal cases  are  stated  and  carefully  analysed  in. 
the  judgment  of  Wright,  J.  in  Warren  v.  Brown. 
You  will  find  that  in  the  earlier  antboiitiea  th» 
obscuration  of  light  to  a  tenement  having  amdenfe 
lights  is  dealt  with  on  the  footing  of  a  noisanoe.  In 
Atdred's  case  (9  Bep.  57a)  the  "  Undranoe  of  light " 
is  treated  in  the  same  category  as  the  nuisance  of 
fouling  the  air  by  pigstyes.     In  Fiihmon^ert' 
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</ompany  ▼.  Eatt  India  Company  (1  Dickens,  163) 
Lord  ^urdwioke  said :  "Aa  to  the  qnestion  whether 
the  plalntiffB'  meaBuage  is  an  ancient  building  so 
«B  to  entitle  them  to  the  right  of  the  lights,  and 
whether  the  plaintifEs'  lights  will  be  darkened,  I 
will  not  determine  it  here,  for  if  it  clearly  ap- 
peared that  what  the  defendants  are  doing  is 
what  the  law  considers  as  a  noisance,  I  woald  pat 
it  in  a  way  to  be  tried.  .  .  .  Bat  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  a  nuisance  contrary  to  law, 
for  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say  it  will  alter  the 
plaintiffs'  lights,  for  then  no  vacant  piece  of 
^ronnd  could  be  built  m  the  Gitr,  and  here  there 
will  be  17ft.  distance,  and  the  law  says  it  must 
te  so  near  as  to  be  a  nuisance.  It  is  true  the 
▼alue  of  the  plaintiffs'  house  may  be  reduced  by 
rendering  the  prospect  less  pleasant,but  there  is  no 
feason  to  hinder  a  man  from  building  on  his  own 
fCronnd."  Consistent  with  this  view  is  the  direc- 
tion of  Best,  C.J.  to  the  jury  in  the  oft-quoted 
«ase  of  Back  v.  Biaeey  (ubi  mp.).  The  learned 
jodge  said :  "  It  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  an 
illegal  obstruotion  that  the  plaintiff  has  in  fact 
less  light  than  before ;  nor  that  his  warehouee, 
the  part  of  his  house  principally  affected,  cannot 
t>e  used  for  all  the  purposes  to  which  it  might 
•otherwise  be  applied.  In  order  to  give  a  riffht  of 
miction  there  must  be  a  substantiu  privation  of 
light,  sufficient  to  render  the  occupation  uncom- 
fortable, and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  carry- 
ing on  his  accustomed  business  on  the  premises  as 
4>^efioially  as  he  has  formerly  done."  In  Clarke 
w.  Clark  (13  L.  T.  Hep.  482;  L.  Rep.  1  Ch.  16) 
Lord  Granworth  stated  the  question  thus : 
"  Whether  the  obstruction  is  such  as  to  deprive 
the  party  of  sush  a  supply  of  lisht  as  he  might 
treasonably  calculate  on  enjoying?'  After  saying 
that  the  plaintiffs'  rooms  were  rendered  less 
«heerful,  he  adds,  "  but  I  cannot  think  that  this 
is  such  an  obstruction  of  light  as  to  amount  to  a 
nalsanoe.  .  .  .  Whattheplfuntiff  is  bound  to 
«how  is  that  the  buildings  cause  such  an  obstruc- 
tion of  light  as  to  interfere  with  the  ordinary 
occupations  of  life."  In  Bohaon  v.  Whitiingham, 
decided  in  the  following  year  (13  L.  T.  Bep.  730; 
L.  Bep.  1  Ch.  442),  Knight  Bruce  and  Tamer, 
L.JJ.  expressed  themselves  as  entirely  satisfied 
with  Lord  Cranworth's  judgment,  and  Turner, 
L.J.  accentuated  his  approval  by  saying  that  he 
thought  this  class  of  cases  had  been  carried  too 
far  before  the  decision  in  Clarke  v.  Clark  was 
pronounced.  Nothing  that  I  can  say  will  add 
to  the  respect  and  authority  which  the  opinions 
of  those  two  learned  and  experienced  judges  must 
•command  with  your  Lordships.  It  lus  been 
thought  that  the  3rd  section  of  the  Prescription 
Act  1832  (2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  71)  altered  substantially 
the  previously  existing  law  as  to  ancient  lights,  and 
bad  the  effect  of  conferring  on  the  owner  of  the 
.dominant  tenement,  by  twenty  years'  enjoyment, 
an  absolute  and  indefeasible  ri^ht  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  light  enjoyed  during  that  period. 
And  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  bmguage  of  the 
section  lends  some  plausibility  to  that  opinion. 
It  is,  however,  not  consistent  with  the  language 
■of  Lord  Granworth  in  Clarke  v.  Clark,  and  the 
point  was  expressly  determined  by  James  and 
Mellish,  L.JJ.  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson  (24  L.  T.  Bep. 
^S90;  L.  Bep.  6  Ch.  80{»),  decided  by  them  in  the 
year  1871.  James,  LJ.  there  says;  "I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  statute  has  in  no  degree  what- 
ever altered  the  pre-existing  law  as  to  the  nature 


and  extent  of  this  right.  The  nature  and  extent 
of  the  right  before  that  statute  was  to  have  that 
amount  of  light  through  the  windows  of  a  house 
which  was  sufficient,  according  to  the  ordinary 
notions  of  mankind,  for  the  comfortable  use  and 
enjoyment  of  that  house  as  a  dwelling-house,  or 
for  tiie  beneficial  use  and  occupation  of  the  house 
if  it  were  a  warehouse,  shop,  or  other  place  of 
business.  That  was  the  extent  of  the  easement, 
a  right  to  prevent  yoar  neighbour  from  building 
on  lus  land  so  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  suffi- 
cient light  and  air  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render 
the  house  substantially  Ices  comfortable  and  con- 
venient." The  statute,  in  fact,  has  only  altered 
the  conditions  or  length  of  user  by  which  the  right 
may  be  acquired,  but  not  the  nature  of  the  right. 
In  the  case  of  City  of  London  Brewery  Com- 
pany v.  Tennant  (29  L.  T.  Bep.  755 ;  L.  Bep.  9 
Ch.  212),  Lord  S^bome,  L.C.  expressed  his  com- 
plete adherence  to  the  view  of  tiie  law  taken  in 
the  case  of  Kelk  v.  Pearson,  correcting  some 
impressions  which  might  h->ve  arisen  from  the 
language  used  in  some  former  cases  by  some 
learned  judges.  This  doctrine,  however,  nas  not 
been  unchallenged.  In  an  Irish  case  of  Maekey 
V.  ScotHsh  Widows'  Society  (Ir.  Bep.  11  Eq.  541), 
decided  in  1877,  Christian,  L.J.  criticised  in 
vigorous  language  the  judgments  of  James,  L.J. 
and  Lord  Selbome,  and  held  that  the  right  is  to  an 
average  maximum  of  the  light  which  nature  has 
been  shedding  upon  the  window  for  twenty  years 
before  the  defendant  interrupted  it.  It  is  also 
difficult  to  reconcile  the  language  used  by  Cotton 
and  Bowen,  L.JJ.  in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Pape  (54 
L.  T.  Bep.  390 ;  31  Ch.  Div.  554).  or  the  language 
of  the  Queen's  Bench  judges  in  Moore  v.  Hall  (38 
L.  T.  Bep.  419 ;  3  Q.  B.  Div.  178),  with  the  deci- 
sions  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson  and  City  of  London 
Brewery  Company  v.  Tennant,  though  the  autho- 
rity of  those  oases  was  not  in  terms  questioned  by 
them.  I  regard  the  deciBions  in  Kelk  v.  Pear- 
son and  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v. 
Tennant  as  complementary  to,  and  on  the  same 
lines  with.  Lord  Cron worth's  judgment  in  Clarke 
V.  Clark.  And,  so  regarding  it,  I  entirely  approve 
of  it.  Bomer,  L.J.,  however,  m  deliveriDg  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  TTarren  v.  Brown  (85  L.  T. 
Bep.  444 ;  (1902)  1 K.  B.  15),  seems  to  have  taken 
a  different  view  of  the  effect  of  Kelk  v.  Pearson." 
He  savs :  "  Since  Kelk  v.  Pearson  it  is  impossible 
to  hold  properly  that  the  statutory  right  is  not 
interfered  with  merely  because  after  the  inter- 
ference the  house  comes  up  to  a  supposed 
standard  as  to  what  a  house  ordinarily  requires 
by  way  of  light  for  purposes  of  inhabitancy  or 
business,"  and  he  quotes  some  words  used  by 
Mellish,  L  J.  I  must  remark  that  the  particular 
point  which  was  under  discussion  in  Warren  v. 
Brown,  and  in  another  form  in  the  present  case, 
was  not  before  the  court  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson. 
There  was  no  question  there  of  a  claim  for  pro- 
tection in  the  use  of  an  extraordinary  amount  of 
light  required  for  some  special  purpose,  or  re- 
quired by  some  unusual  peculiarity  in  the  internal 
structure  of  the  building.  And  I  regard  what  was 
said  by  Mellish,  L.J.  as  directed  to  the  arguments 
addressed  to  the  court  in  that  case.  According 
to  any  standard  short  cf  holding  that  the  right 
is  to  all  the  light  which  has  come  through  the 
window,  the  right  to  light  has  a  ragged  edge  to 
it,  and  it  is  impossible  to  assert  that  any  man  has 
a  right  to  a  fixed  amount  of  light  ascertainable 
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bj  metes  and  bonnds.  I  do  not  think  that 
Hellish,  L.J.  intended  to  differ  from  Jamee,  L.J., 
and  in  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  y. 
Tennant,  when  James,  L.J.  repeated  the  sabstanoe 
of  what  he  had  said  in  the  eai-lier  case,  Mellish, 
L.J.,  according  to  the  report,  contented  himself 
with  a  simple  concurrence.  I  most  advert  for  a 
few  moments  to  an  impression  which  has  been 
entertained  by  some  custingoished  judges,  and 
was  the  subject  of  argument  at  the  Bar,  to  the 
effect  that  within  the  space  of  a  few  months  Lord 
Cran worth  OTerruled  himself.  The  judgment  in 
Clarke  ▼.  Clark  was  dellTcred  on  the  25th  Nov. 
1865,  and  that  in  Yates  v.  Jack  was  delivered 
on  the  24th  March  1866.  It  was  thought  by 
Lord  Chelmsford  in  CaUsrafi  v.  Thompson  that 
the  effect  of  the  later  case  was  to  hold  the 
dominant  tenement  entitled  to  the  whole  light 
that  had  previously  been  enjoyed,  and  Wood, 
V.C.  in  Dent  v.  AueHon  Mart  Company  {ubi 
sup.)  to  a  certain  extent  shared  the  same 
impression.  There  is  not  a  hint  in  the  judg- 
ment in  Yates  v.  Jack  which  indicates  that  Lord 
Cranworth  thought  that  he  was  departing  from 
the  law  as  laid  down  in  his  earlier  judgment.  Both 
cases  were  decided  and  probably  reported  before 
Bobson  V.  Whittingham,  b\xt  the  Lords  Justices, 
as  we  have  seen,  adopted  Clarke  t.  Clarh  as 
an  authority  which  had  their  approval.  And  if 
the  question  at  issue  in  Yates  v.  Jack  be  looked  at, 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  argument  to  which  Lord 
Cranworth's  judgment  was  directed  was  that  it 
was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  the 
ordinary  quantity  of  light  because  the  business 
which  he  was  carrying  on  required  a  diminished 
quantity  only.  That  was  the  argument  to  which 
Lord  Cranworth  could  not  accede.  So  under- 
stood, and  reading  it  by  the  light  of  Clarke  v. 
Clark,  I  do  not  dissent  from  the  language  used  by 
Lord  Cranworth  in  Yates  r.  Jack:  "The  right 
conferred  by  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  is 
an  absolute  indefeasible  right  to  the  enjoyment 
of  the  light  without  reference  to  the  purposes  for 
wiiich  it  has  been  used."  Your  Lordships  were 
told,  and  my  experience  at  the  Bar  confirms  it, 
that  the  order  made  in  Yates  v.  Jack  has  been 
adopted  as  a  common  form  of  order  in  cases  of 
this  description.  I  think  this  unfortunate.  It 
was  a  very  proper  order  to  make  in  that  case, 
and  in  nineteen  cases  out  of  twenty,  or  perhaps 
ninety-nine  out  of  100,  where  no  question  arises 
such  as  that  in  the  present  case,  it  would  be 
BufiScient  and  appropriate.  But  it  is  an  erroneous 
proceeding  to  deduce  an  absolute  rule  of  law  &om 
the  form  of  an  order  made  in  a  particular  case. 
In  Lanfranehi  v.  Mackenzie  (16  L.  T.  Rep.  114 ; 
L.  Bep.  4  Eq.  421)  Malins,  Y.C.  held  that  a  person 
could  not,  by  using  the  dominant  tenement  for  a 
period  less  than  twenty  years  for  some  special 
purpose  requiring  an  extraordinary  amount  of 
light  in  excess  of  what  was  required  for  the  ordi- 
nary purposes  of  inhabitancy  or  business,  entitle 
himself  to  protection  for  such  extraordinary  re- 
quirements, and  thereby  impose  an  additional 
restriction  on  his  neighbour's  use  of  his  own  land. 
In  that  case,  as  in  the  present  one,  it  was  not 

E roved  that  the  extraordinary  amount  of  light 
ad  been  used  for  twenty  years.  "No  man," 
said  the  Yice-Chancellor,  quoting  the  words  of 
another  judge,  "  can  by  any  act  of  his  own  sud- 
denly impose  a  new  restriction  on  his  neighbour." 
In  their  judgment  in  Warren  v.  Brown  the  Court 


of  Appeal  dissented  from  this  decision,  and  thor 
opimon  was  ths  logical  conclusion  from  the  views 
wnich  they  expressed  as  to  the  nature  and  extent 
of  the  easement.    I  do  not  concur  with  the  opinion, 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  for  I  think  that  the  cas» 
of  Lanfranehi  v.  MacJcenzie  was  rightly  decided.' 
I  agree  with  the  Yice-Ciiancellor  that  it  would  be- 
contrary  to  the  principles  of  the  law  relating  tO; 
easements  that  the  burden  on  the  servient  i«ne-' 
ment  should  be  increased  or  varied  from  time  to- 
time  at  the  will  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant 
tenement.    The  easement  is  for  access  of  light  to- 
the  building,  and  if  the  building  retains  ite  sub- 
stantial identity,  or  if  the  ancient  lights  retaiik 
their  substantial  identity,  it  does  not  seem  to  me- 
to  depend   on  the  use  which   is  made  of   the- 
chambers  in  it,  or  to  be  varied  by  any  alteration 
which  may  be  made  in  the  interiial  structure  of 
it.     I  do  not  propose  to  discuss  at  length   the- 
qnestion  how  far  a  variation  in  a  tenement  will 
destroy  an  easement  appurtenant  to  it.    The  law- 
on  that  subject  is  as  old  as  LuttreU's  case  (4  Rep. 
86a).    In  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Goble  (1  Camp. 
320)  a   malthouse  had   been  converted   into  a. 
workhouse,  and  it  was  held  that  the  house  was 
entitled  to  the  degree  of   light  necessary  for  a 
malthouse,  not  for  a  dwelling-house.    That  case- 
has  been  the  subject  of  much  criticism,  and  I 
think  that  some  judges  have  thought  that  the- 
langnage  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  had  a  wider 
scope  tmin  it  was  intended  to  have.    Following 
the  suggestion  of  Wood,  Y.C.,  it  may  be  supported 
on  the  ground  that  (to use  tbelanguage  of  LuttreWs 
case)  the  alteration  affected  the  substance  and  not- 
only  the  quality  of  the  tenement.     But  whil& 
agreeing  that  a  person  does  not  lose  his  easement 
by  any  change  in  the  internal  structure  of  his- 
building  or  the  use  to  which  it  is  put,  and  that 
regard  may  be  had  not  only  to  the  present  use,. 
bnt  also  to  any  ordinaiy  uses  to  which  the  tene- 
ment is  adapted,  I  think  it  quite  another  questioik 
whether  he  is    entitled  to   be  protected  at  th& 
expense  of  his  neighbour  in  the  enjoyment  of  th& 
light  for  some  special  or  extraordinary  purpose^ 
It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  a  man  does  not 
lose  or  restrict  his  right  to  light  by  non-user  of 
his  ancient    lights  or  by    not    using  the  fuU 
measure  of  light  which  the  law  permits.    If  that- 
measure  be  by  common  law  or  by  the  statute,  the- 
whole  amount  of  light  which  has  had  access  to- 
his  windows,  cadit  qusestio.     But  if  this  view  of 
the  law  be  not  accepted,  you  must  introduce' 
that  "  supposed  standard "  which   Romer,  L. J. 
repudiates.     If  the  actual  user  is  not  the  test 
where  the  use  falls  below  the  standard  of  what 
may  reasonably  be  required  for  the  ordinary  usea 
of  inhabitancy  and  business,    why   (it  may  bo 
asked)  should  it  be  made  a  test  where  the  use  baa- 
been  of  a  special  or  extraordinary  character  in. 
excess  of   that  standard.      It  does   seem  to  me 
unreasonable  to  hold  that  where  a  man  for  his 
own  convenience  or  profit  converts  two  or  more 
rooms  of  his  house  into  one  without  making  pro- 
vision for  lighting  them,  or  converts  a  portion  of 
his  house  into  a  photographic  studio,  or  puts  it 
to  some   similar  purpose,  ne  can  suddenly  call 
upon  his  neighbour  to  leave  him  a  supply  of  light 
wnich  is  rendered  necessary  only  by  such  altera- 
tions, and  thereby  impose  what  is  in  substanco 
and  in  truth  an  increased  burden  on  his  neigh- 
bour.   If  the  action  ba  brought  a  month  before 
the   change  it  would   be    dismissed.    If   it  be 
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l>ronght  a  month  afterwards  an  injunction  wonld 
fie  granted.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  courts  hare 
4^ne  too  far  in  this  question  of  lights,  and  have 
imposed  nndue  restrictions  on  persons  in  the 
exercise  of  their  lawful  right  to  build  on  their 
own  land.  In  the  second  argument  before  your 
liordships  the  leading  counsel  for  the  respondents 
«ontended  that  his  clients  had  for  more  than 
twenty  years  enjoyed  the  access  of  light  over 
the  appellant's  land  to  their  ground- floor  office  in 
its  present  condition.  I  believe  that  all  yoar 
Xiordships  are  agreed  with  Joyce,  J.  that  there  is 
4io  proof  to  support  such  a  contention.  The  fact 
cehed  on  was  not  put  in  issue  at  the  trial,  and  the 
■eridence  was  not  directed  to  it.  If  the  plaintiffs 
jiad  intended  to  claim  and  rely  on  a  special  ease- 
ment of  that  description,  it  was  for  them  to  state 
their  claim  and  prove  the  facts  to  support  it.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  say,  therefore,  whether  such  a 
'daim  woold  be  gocd  in  law.  Sfalins,  YiO. 
thonght  that  it  could  be  sustained  if  the  special 
■Oser  was  had  with  the  knowledge  of  the  owner 
of  the  servient  tenement.  I  will  only  say  that  I 
see  some  difficulties  in  the  way,  and  reserve  mr 
opinion.  I  most  apologise  for  the  length  at  which 
t  bave  trespassed  on  lyonr  attention.  According 
io  both  principle  and  authority,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  dominant  tene- 
ment is  entitled  to  the  uninterrupted  access 
■through  his  ancient  windows  of  a  quantity  of 
light,  the  measure  of  which  is  what  is  required 
{or  the  ordinary  purposes  of  inhabitancy  or  busi- 
ness of  the  tenement  according  to  the  ordinary 
notions  of  mankind,  and  that  the  question  for 
what  purpose  he  has  thonght  fit  to  nse  that  light, 
•or  the  mode  in  which  he  finds  it  convenient  to 
arrange  the  internal  structure  of  his  tenement, 
<lons  not  affect  the  question.  The  actual  user  will 
neither  increase  nor  diminish  the  right.  The 
single  question  in  these  oases  is  still  what  it  was 
in  the  days  of  Lord  Eardwicke  and  Lord  Eldon, 
whether  the  obstruction  complained  of  is  a 
nuisance.  I  do  not  myself  think  that  this  rule  is 
diffionlt  of  application  in  practice.  In  the  majority 
■of  cases  no  such  questions  as  those  which  have 
Been  railed  in  Warren  v.  Brown  and  the  present 
-case  occur.  The  experience  of  surveyors  who  are 
piactioally  conversant  with  this  matter  is  entitled 
■to  great  respect.  As  is  stated  in  the  evidence, 
they  have  adopted  a  working  rule  for  the  purpose 
of  advising  those  who  consult  them  and  settling 
differences  by  negotiation.  The  rule  of  45  degrees 
is  not,  of  course,  a  rale  of  law,  and  is  not  applic- 
able to  every  case.  Bat  I  agree  with  Lord  Sel- 
bome  in  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v. 
Tennant  {ubi  sup.)  that  it  may  properly  be  used 
as  prima,  facie  evidence.  For  these  reasons  I 
think  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed,  and  the 
4[ecTee  of  Joyce,  J.  restored  with  costs  here  and 
below. 

Lord  BoBBBTSON. — My  Lords:  I  agree  with 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Davey. 

Lord  LiNDLET. — My  Lords:  Joyce,  J.,  who 
was  asked  to  grant  an  injunction  before  the 
defendant's  biulding  had  been  erected,  con- 
«idered  that,  although  the  building  would  sen- 
«ibly  diminish  the  plaintiffs'  light,  the  diminu- 
tion wonld  not  materially  affect  their  comfort  or 
convenience,  and  would  not  be  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  any  relief,  and  he  dismissed  their 
action.    The  Court  of   Appeal,  however,  took  a 


different  view,  and  granted  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion ordering  the  defendant  to  pull  down  part  of 
his  building  which  had.  been  completed  after  the 
injunction  had  been  refused.  Hence  this  appeal. 
The  language  of  sect.  3  of  the  Prescription  Act 
1832  shows  that  in  order  to  acquire  a  right  to 
light  there  must  be :  First,  access  and  use  of 
light,  not  access  alone.  Access  here  is  under- 
stood to  refer  to  free  passage  of  light  over  the 
servient  tenement :  (see  per  Fry,  L.J.  in  Scott  v. 
Pape,  ubi  tup.,  and  per  Kay,  J.  in  Cooper  v. 
Straker,  59  L.  T.  Rep.  849  ;  40  Ch.  Di^.  21). 
Secondly,  such  access  and  use  must  be  to  and  for 
some  dwelling-house,  workshop,  or  other  build- 
ing (as  to  which  see  Harris  v.  De  Pinna,  54  L.  T. 
Rep.  38,  770;  31  Oh.  Div.  238.)  Thirdly,  such 
access  and  nse  must  be  actually  enjoyed  there- 
with. Fourthly,  such  enjoyment  must  be  with- 
out interruption  for  twenty  years.  Fifthly,  if  all 
these  are  proved,  the  right  to  the  access  ana  use  of 
light  so  enjoyed  becomes  absolute  and  indefeasible 
unless  it  can  be  explained  by  some  deed  or 
writing.  Pausing  kere  for  a  moment,  it  will  be 
observed  that  the  statute  does  not  in  terms  confer 
a  right  to  light,  but  rather  assumes  its  acquisition 
by  use  and  enjoyment,  and  declares  it  to  be 
"  absolute  and  indefeasible."  Again,  it  will  be 
observed  that  nothing  is  said  about  enjoyment  as 
of  right ;  and  notwithstanding  Eect.  5  of  the  Act, 
which  refers  to  the  enjoyment  as  of  right,  it  was 
early  decided  that  as  regards  light  claimed  under 
sect.  3  enjoyment  as  of  right  need  not  be  alleged 
or  proved  ;  and  that  the  right,  whatever  it  may 
be,  is  acquired  by  twenty  years'  use  and  enjoy- 
ment without  interruption  and  without  written 
consent :  (see  Truseott  v.  Merchant  Taylors'  Com- 
pany, 11  Ex.  855;  Frewen  v.  Phillips,  11  0.  B. 
N.  S.  449  ;  Simper  v.  Foley,  2  J.  &  H.  555,  and 
Harbidge  v.  Warwick,  3  Ex.  552).  This  was  not 
so  under  the  old  law.  As  regards  use  and  enjoy- 
ment there  are  some  instructive  decisions  on 
unfinished  and  uninhabited  houses,  and  on 
windows  kept  closed  by  shutters.  These  decisions 
show  that  a  right  to  light  may  be  acquired  in 
respect  of  a  house  which  has  stood  for  twenty 
years  without  being  occupied  or  even  finished  so 
as  to  be  fit  for  occupation ;  and  that  the  fact  that 
shatters  have  been  closed  for  some  months  at  a 
time  does  not  prevent  the  acquisition  of  a  right 
to  light  through  the  windows :  (see  CourtarM  v. 
Legh,  20  L.  T.  Rep.  496 ;  L.  Re^.  4  Ex.  126 ; 
Cooper  V.  Straher  (ubi  sup.) ;  CoUis  v.  Laugher, 
71  L.  T.  Rep. 226 ;  (1894)  3  Ch.  659 ;  and  Smtth  v. 
Baxter,  82  L.  T.  Rep.  650 ;  (1900)  2  Ch.  138).  These 
decisions  did  not,  however,  turn  upon  or  settle 
with  any  precision  the  amount  of  light  to  which  a 
right  is  acquired  by  twenty  years'  user.  Nor  is 
the  statute  clear  upon  this  point  At  one  time 
it  appears  to  have  been  considered  that  in  all 
cases  the  size  and  situation  of  the  aperture 
through  which  light  had  come  for  twenty  years 
formed  both  the  maximum  and  minimum  measure 
of  the  right  acquired,  without  reference  to  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  the  light  which  had  so 
come.  This  view  was  based  on  some  observations 
made  by  Lord  Westbury  in  Tapling  v.  Jones, 
and  on  Lord  Cranworth's  judgment  in  Tales  v. 
Ja^k,  which  I  will  notice  presently.  Lord  Chelms- 
ford took  the  same  view  in  Calcraft  v.  Thompson. 
But  this  view  was  emphatically  negatived  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery  in  Kelk  v.  Pearson, 
City  of  LotMon  Brewery  Company  v.  Tennant,  and 
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Xe«e&  T.  Scihweder.  In  Moore  t.  Hall,  howeTOr, 
1>oth  Mellor  and  Manisty,  JJ.  adopted  the  inter- 
|iretation  thns  repudiated,  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  they  were  aware  of  the  repudiation.  Kelk  r. 
Pearson  shows  that  in  ordinary  oases  a  person 
does  not  neoeasarily  acquire  a  right  to  idl  the 
light  whioh  he  has  had  for  twenty  year«.  He 
may  have  had  more  than  he  reasonably  required 
either  for  domestic  or  business  purposes ;  and  in 
that  case  his  right  is  limited  to  the  amount  of 
light  reasonably  required.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  Lord  Cranworth's  language  in  Yates  t.  Jack 
and  the  form  of  injanction  granted  have  been 
regarded  as  authorities  for  the  view  that  in  all 
oases  (he  statute  confers  a  right  to  all  the  light 
whioh  has  oome  to  a  window  for  twenty  years; 
and  there  are  passages  in  the  judgments  of 
Cotton  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.  in  Seotl  y.  Pape  which 
support  the  same  view.  This  is  to  be  regretted, 
as  it  has  tended  to  unsettle  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Kelk  V.  Pearson.  The  decision  in  Yates  y.  Jack 
did  not,  however,  really  go  so  far  as  has  been 
supposed,  for  the  plaintiffs  windows  were  dark- 
ened to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  the  house 
much  less  conyenient  fnr  purpos'V  of  bosiness 
than  it  was  before.  The  case  did  not  turn  on  the 
mere  fact  that  some  diminution  of  light  was 
proved.  The  plaintifC's  right  to  light  was  dearly 
infring^,  whether  the  measure  of  the  light  to 
whioh  he  was  entitled  was  all  that  had  come 
through  his  windows,  or  only  bo  much  as  was 
reasonably  necessary  for  business  purposeo.  If 
these  facts  are  home  in  mind,  notning  will  be 
found  in  the  actual  decision  which  conflicts  with 
the  views  previously  expressed  by  Lord  Cranworth 
in  Clarke  v.  Clark,  and  adopted  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  the  cases  already  mentioned.  The 
common  form  of  injunction  in  these  cases  is  that 
adopted  in  Yates  v.  Jack  and  Dent  r.  Awstion 
Mart  Company.  It  is  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  erecting  any  building  so  as  to  obstruct  the 
free  aooeu  of  light  to  the  ancient  windows  of  the 
plaintiff  as  such  access  was  enjoyed  previously 
to  the  taking  down  of  the  house  wbion  formerly 
stood  on  the  site  of  the  defendant's  new  buildings. 
This  form  is  framed  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  plaintiff  has  established  his  right  to  the 
amount  of  li^ht  which  he  in  fact  enjoyed  before 
the  obstruction  complained  of.  But  it  by  no 
means  follows  from  the  form  that  everyone  is 
entitled  to  an  injunction  who  can  prove  that  he 
has  been  deprived  of  some  of  the  light  which  he 
in  fact  had  before  it  was  interfered  with.  He 
may  have  had  more  than  he  can  acquire  a  right 
to  use  and  enjoy  in  future.  I  am,  however,  nnoer 
the  impression  that  this  inference  has  been 
drawn,  and  that  the  form  has  been  regarded  as 
strengthening  the  view  of  the  law  repudiated  in 
Kelk  r.  Pearson.  So  to  regard  the  form  is,  in  my 
opinion,  a  mistake.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in 
Back  v.  Staeey,  as  I  understand  it,  is  the  same  as 
that  laid  down,  although  in  somewhat  different 
language,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Kelk  v. 
Pearson  and  City  of  London  Brewery  Company  y. 
Tennant,  and  must,  I  think,  be  taken  as  finally 
established  and  as  good  sound  law  which  this 
House  should  adopt,  notwithstanding  the  observa- 
tions in  the  Irish  case  of  Maekey  v.  Seotlish 
Widows'  Company.  That  doctrine,  as  sittted  in 
City  of  London  Brewery  Company  v.  Tennant,  is 
that,  generally  speaking,  an  owner  of  ancient 
lights  is  entiUed  to  sufficient  Ught  according  to 


the  ordinary  notions  of  mankind  for  the  comfort- 
able use  and  enjoyment  of  his  house  as  a  dwelling- 
house  if  it  is  a  dwelling-house,  or  for  the  bene- 
ficial use  and  occupation  of  the  house  if  it  is  a. 
warehouse,  a  shop,  or  other  place  of  business. 
The  expressions  "  the  ordinary  notions  of  man- 
kind," "comfortable  use  aud  enjoyment,"  and 
"  beneficial  use  and  occupation,"  introduce  ele- 
ments of  uncertainty;  but  similar  uncertainty 
has  always  existed,  and  exists  still,  in  all  cases  of 
nuisance ;  and  in  this  country  an  obstruotion  of 
light  has  commonly  been  regarded  as  a  naisancOr 
although  the  right  to  light  has  been  regarded  as. 
a  pecuBar  kind  of  easement.  If  a  more  absolutes 
standard  had  been  adopted  in  all  cases  certainty 
would,  no  doubt,  have  been  gained;  but  th» 
consequences  would  freqnentiy  have  been  very 
oppressive  to  the  owner  of  the  serpent  tenement,, 
and  far  more  so  than  under  the  old  law.  The- 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement  could  have  don» 
nothing  on  his  own  land  which  in  fact  diminished, 
the  light  acquired  by  his  neighbour,  even  if  all  of 
it  was  not  wanted  for  comfortable  enjoyment 
or  business  purposes.  It  would  follow  that  th& 
owner  of  a  piece  of  vacant  land  opposite  to  a. 
house  in  an  ordinary  street  could  not  build  upon/ 
it  at  all  after  twentpr  years.  The  adherence  to 
the  old  but  uncertain  standard  of  comfort  and 
convenience  avoids  the  danger  of  oppression  and 
extortion,  and  renders  it  necessary  to  take  a. 
wider  view  of  each  case,  especially  when  an  in- 
junction is  asked  for.  The  decision  in  Kelk. 
T.  Pearson  has  a  far-reaching  effect.  If  thera 
is  no  absolute  right  to  all  the  light  whiok 
comes  to  a  given  window,  no  action  will 
lie  for  an  obstruction  to  that  light  unless 
the  obstruction  amounts  to  a  nuisance.  If 
there  is  no  right  of  action,  a  fortiori,  there  is  no 
right  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  a  permanent 
diminution  of  light  unless  it  amounts  to  a 
nuisance.  But  in  considering  what  is  an  action- 
able nuisance  regard  is  had  not  to  special  circum- 
stances which  cause  something  to  oe  an  annoy- 
ance to  a  particular  person,  but  to  the  habits  anf 
requirements  of  ordinary  people,  and  it  is  by  no 
means  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  a  person  who- 
wants  an  extraordinary  amount  of  light  for  a. 
particular  business  can  muntain  an  action  for 
diminution  of  light  if  only  his  special  require- 
ments are  interfered  with :  (see,  as  to  nnisanoeato- 
persons  carrying  on  delicate  trades  or  requiring: 
more  comfort  or  freedom  from  annoyance  thaiL 
ordinary  people,  Walter  y.  Selfe,  4  De  6.  &  Sm. 
315;  Crump  v.  Lambert,  17  L.  T.  Hep.  133;. 
L.  Bep.  3  Eq.409 ;  asii  Eastern  and  South  African 
Telegraph  Company  y.  Cape  Town  Tramway* 
Company,  86  L.  T.  Bep.  457;  (1902)  A  0.  381 ;. 
and  as  to  the  character  of  the  neighbourhood,  see 
St.  Helens  Smelting  Company  v.  Tipping,  11 
H.  L.  C  642).  The  expression  "  right  to  light " 
is  sanctioned  by  the  Prescription  Act,  and  is 
convenient;  but  its  use  is  apt  to  lead  to  error  and 
to  forgetfalness  of  the  burden  thrown  on  thO' 
servient  tenement.  This  burden,  however,  ought 
never  to  be  lost  sight  of  In  considering  the  extent 
of  the  right  claimed  in  respect  of  the  dominant' 
tenement.  Bat  the  adoption  of  the  more  flexiblo 
standard  of  comfort  and  convenience  has  intro- 
duced dif&culties  of  a  serious  nature,  especially 
when  dealing  with  places  of  business ;  and  it  ia 
not  surprising  that  different  views  on  this  subjeot' 
should  have  bsen  taken,  and  that  the  decisiona 
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npon  it  shonld  be  inconaiRtent  with  each  other. 
That  they  are  inconsistent  is  apparent  from  the 
careful  review  of  them  by  Wright,  J.  in  Warren 
▼.  Brown.  In  applying  the  rale  laid  down  in 
KeUe  ▼.  Pearson  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  consider- 
ing how  much  light  is  left  and  where  it  comes 
from.  Bnt  the  question  to  b«i  decided  is  not 
how  much  light  is  left,  bnt  whether  the  pluntifC 
has  been  deprived  of  so  much  as  to  constitute  an 
actionable  nuisance.  If  he  has,  it  is  no  defence 
to  say  that  he  has  as  much  light  left  as  most 
other  people :  (see  Dent  v.  Auction  Mart  Company, 
ubi  wy.).  Too  muob  weight  may  have  been  given 
by  Wright,  J.  to  the  amount  of  light  left  in 
narren  v.  Brown,  and  this  explains  the  reversal 
of  his  decision  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.  There  is 
no  rule  of  law  that  if  a  person  has  45  degrees  of 
unobstructed  light  through  a  particular  window 
left  to  him  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  a 
nuisance  caused  by  diminishing  the  light  which 
formerly  came  through  that  window:  (Theed  v. 
2>e6«n^m,  2  Ch.  Div.  165).  But  experience 
shows  that  it  is,  generally  speaking,  a  fair 
working  rule  to  consider  that  no  substantial 
injury  is  done  to  him  where  an  anele  of 
45  decrees  is  left  to  him,  especially  if  there  is 

food  hght  from  other  directions  as  well.  Cotton, 
I.J.  pointed  this  out  in  Eecleiiagiieal  Com- 
mi$noner»  v.  Kino  {ubi  *up.) ;  see  also  Parker 
V.  Firtt  Avenue  Hotel  Company  (49  L.  T. 
Bep.  318 ;  24  Ch.  Div.  282).  As  regards  light 
from  other  quarters,  such  light  cannot  be 
disregarded;  for.  as  pointed  out  by  James, 
V.O.  in  Dyers'  Company  v.  King  (L.  Eep.  9  Eq. 
438),  the  light  from  other  quarters  and  the  light 
the  obstruction  of  which  is  complainedof  may  be  so 
much  in  excess  of  wlsat  is  protected  by  law  as  to 
render  the  interference  complained  of  non-action- 
able. I  apprehend,  however,  that  light  to  which 
a  right  has  not  been  acquired  by  erant  or  pre- 
scription, and  of  which  the  plaintiff  may  be  de- 
prived at  any  time,  ought  not  to  be  taken  into 
account.  The  purpose  for  which  a  person  may 
desire  to  use  a  particular  room  or  building  in 
future  does  net  either  enlarge  or  diminish  the 
'easement  which  he  has  acquired.  If  he  chooses 
in  future  to  use  a  well-lighted  room  or  building 
for  a  lumber  room,  for  which  little  light  is  re- 
quired, he  does  not  lose  his  right  to  use  the  same 
room  or  bnildtog  for  some  other  purpose  for  which 
more  light  is  required.  Aynsley  v.  Otover  (ubi  sup.) 
is  in  accordance  with  this  view.  But  if  a  room  or 
bnUding  has  been  so  bnilt  as  to  be  badly  lighted, 
the  owner  or  occupier  cannot  by  enlarging  the 
windows  or  altering  the  purpose  for  which  he  uses 
it  increase  the  burden  on  the  servient  tenement. 
Martin  v.  OobU,  where  a  malthouse  was  turned 
into  a  workhouse,  may,  I  think,  be  upheld  on  this 
principle,  and  the  observations  of  Wood,  Y.C.  on 
Martin  v.  Goble  in  Dent  v.  Auction  Mart  Com- 
pany support  this  view.  There  was  in  fact  no 
substantial  interference  with  the  light  to  which 
they  were  entitled.  Coming  now  to  the  present 
case,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  no  injunction, 
and  certainly  no  mandatory  injunction,  ought  to 
have  been  granted.  Joyce,  J.  was  asked  for  an 
injunction  and  he  refused  it,  and,  in  my  opinion, 
quite  rightly.  He  came  to  the  conclusion  that, 
although  there  would  be  a  sensible  diminution  of 
light  and  some  inconvenience  to  the  plaintiffs,  yet 
they  had  not  established  by  twenty  years'  user  a 
right  to  all  the  light  which  they  had  had,  and  that 


the  obstruction  complained  of  would  not  amount 
to  an  actionable  nuisance,  and  so  infringe  the 
plaintiffs'  right.  The  Court  of  Appeal,  taking  a 
different  view  of  the  amount  of  light  to  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  entiUed,  reversed  this  decision,  and 
ordered  a  partial  demolition  of  the  buildings 
erected  by  the  defendant.  For  the  reasons 
already  given,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
this  was  wrong.  I  should  stop  here,  were  it  not 
that  I  feel  very  strongly  that  in  any  view  of  the 
case  it  was  not  one  for  a  mandatory  injunction. 
I  am  convinced  that,  even  if  the  plaintiffs  have 
a  cause  of  action,  the  damages  which  could  pro- 
perly be  awarded  them  would  be  very  small,  and 
to  grant  a  mandatory  injunction  in  such  a  case  as 
this  would  be  unduly  oppressive  and  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  principles  on  which  equitable 
relief  has  been  usually  granted — tee  Currier^ 
Company  v.  Corbett  (2  Dr.  &  Sm.  355).  Bobson  v. 
Whiitingham  (ubi  sup.),  and  National  Provincial 
Plate-Glass  Insurance  Company  v.  Prudeniiai 
Assurance  Comvany  (37  L.  T.  Bep.  91;  6  Oh. 
Div.  757),  in  all  of  which  an  injunction  was 
refused,  although  the  plantiS's  legal  right  had 
been  infringed.  In  Warren  v.  Brown  the  Court 
of  Appeal  only  gave  damages.  The  present 
case  is  eminently  one  in  which  damages 
would  be  an  adequate  remedy,  even  assuming 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  prove  a  small  nuisance 
for  which  some  damages  could  be  properly 
given;  and  where  that  is  the  case  an  injunc- 
tion, and  especially  a  mandatory  injunction, 
ought  not  to  issue.  Tbe  doctrine  that  where  & 
legal  right  is  continnously  infringed  an  ini  unction 
to  protei3t  it  ought  to  be  granted  is  subject  to 
qualification,  as  was  caref  uUy  explained  by  Jessel, 
SI.Il.  in  Aynsley  v.  Glover,  and  more  recently  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Shelfer  v.  City  of  London 
Eleetrio  Lighting  Company  (72  L.  T.  Bep.  34; 
(1895)  2  Ch.  388).  The  result  of  the  foregoing 
review  of  the  authorities  is  not  altogether  satis- 
factory. The  general  principle  deducible  from 
them  appears  to  be  that  the  right  to  light  is  in 
truth  no  more  than  a  right  to  be  protected  against 
a  particular  form  of  nuisance,  and  that  an  action 
for  the  obstruction  of  light  which  has  in  fact  been 
used  and  enjoyed  for  twenty  years  without  inter- 
ruption or  written  consent,  cannot  be  sustained 
unless  the  obstruction  amounts  to  an  actionable 
noisanoe;  and  this  often  depends  npon  considera- 
tions wider  than  facts  applicable  to  the  particular 
case.  There  are  elements  of  uncertainty  which 
render  it  impoasible  to  lay  down  any  definite 
rule  applicable  to  all  cases.  First,  there  is  the 
uncertainty  as  to  what  amount  of  obstruction 
constitutes  an  actionable  nuisance ;  and,  secondly, 
there  is  the  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  prcpir 
remedy  is  an  injunction  or  damages.  But,  not. 
withstanding  these  elements  of  uncertainty,  tht 
good  sense  of  judges  and  juries  may  be  relied 
upon  for  adequately  protecting  rights  to  light 
on  the  one  hand,  and  freedom  from  unnecec. 
sary  burdens  on  the  other.  There  must  be 
consideration  for  both  sides  in  all  these  contro- 
troverEies.  In  this  case  the  Court  cf  Appeal 
have,  in  my  opinion,  gone  too  far,  and  th  • 
appeal  ought  to  be  allowed,  with  costs  here  and 
below. 

Judgment  appealed  from  reversed.  Jiidgmet,t 
of  Joyce  J.  restored.  Be^fondents  to  pay 
the  appellant  his  costs  both  here  and 
below. 
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Solicitora   for   the    appellant,    Myde,    Tandy, 
Malum,  and  Bayer. 
Solicitora  for  the  respondents.  Slaughter  and 

May. 


Siviptm  €mi  si  ^nMddmt 


COURT    OF   APPEAL. 

Feb.  19,  20,  22,  and  March  30. 

(Before  Yauohan   Williams,   Stiklino,  and 

Cozbnb-Haedt,  L.JJ.) 
J2e  Denton  ;   Licenses  iNsrsANCE  Gospoba- 

TION    and     GrABANTEE     FUND     LIMITED    V. 

Denton,  (a) 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Prineipiil_  and  $urety — Mortgage — Inawranee  of 
mortgage  debt—Contraet  of  insurance  or  eurety- 
thip — Covenant  by  surety  with  limited  liability 
— Contribution. 

By  anindenture  made  between  H.  of  the  first  part, 
D.  of  the  second  part,  and  a  bank  of  the  third 
part,  H.  mortgaged  a  public-house  to  secure  40001. 
and  interest,  and  H.  and  D.  covenanted  to  pay 
the  40001.  and  interest.  There  was  a  proviso 
that  D.,  who  was  a  surety,  should  not  be  liable 
for  more  than  lOOOI.  and  interest.  H.  covenanted 
to  insure  the  security  in  the  name  of  the  bank 
with  an  assurance  company.  In  the  proposal 
for  apoliey  it  was  stated  "  D.  will  join  m  the 
mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  guaranteeing  lOQOl. 
of  the  mortgage  money." 

.An  insurance  was  accordingly  effected  with  the 
plaintiff  company,  and  by  the  policy  it  was  pro- 
ifided  that  the  proposal  was  to  be  deemed  to  be 
incorporated  with  the  policy,  and  the  company 
agreed  that  if  the  mortgagor  made  default  the 
company  would  pay  the  principal  and  interest ; 
and  it  was  provided  that  thereupon  the  banfe 
■{therein  called  the  insured)  should  assign  the 
mortgage  debt  and  all  securities  to  the  company, 
and  do  aU  things  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
■enforcing  any  rights  or  remedies,  or  of  obtain- 
ing  relief  or  indemnity  from  other  parties  to 
which  the  company  should  be  subrogated  upon 
payment  under  the  policy. 

The  mortgagor  having  made  default,  the  company 
paid  the  mortgage  debt,  interest,  and  costs,  and 
moneys  expended  in  preservation  of  the  property, 
amounting  in  all  to  nearly  50001.  They 
realised  40002.,  and  claimed  the  balance  from 
D. 

Seld,  that  the  plaintiff  company  and  B.  were  not 
co-sureties ;  that  the  company  had.  guaranteed 
the  payment  of  the  money,  and  D.  was  liable  for 
the  amount  claimed. 

Decision  if  Bwinfen  Eady,  J.  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  62; 
(1903)  2  Ch.  670)  reversed. 

Dane  v.  Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation  Limited 
(70  L.  T.  Rep.  83 ;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  54)  and  Cray- 
thome  V.  Swinburne  (14  Vea.  ViO)  followed. 

Bt  an  indenture  dated  the  2nd  Xoy.  1899,  made 

between  Mande  Harvey  of  the  first  part,  George 

Denton  of  the  second  part,  and  the  London,  City, 

and  Midland  Bank  of   the  third  part,  Mande 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  0.  Biss,  Esq.,  Barrifter-at-Law. 


Harvey  demised  to  the  back  a  leasehold  pnblic- 
house  Known  as  the  Lord  Palmerston,  at  High- 
gate,  for  the  residue  of  the  term  for  which  she 
held  the  same,  less  one  day,  by  way  of  mortgage 
to  secure  the  repayment  of  4000Z.  and  interest. 
The  mortgagor  and  Denton  jointly  and  severally 
covenanted  with  the  bank  that  they  or  one  of 
them  would  pay  to  ttie  bank  on  demand  by  them 
left  at  the  public-house  the  snm  of  40002.  with 
interest,  subject,  however,  to  a  proviso  that 
Denton  should  not  be  liable  under  the  covenant 
to  pay  a  larger  sum  in  the  whole  in  respect  of  the 
principal  and  interest  taken  together  than  10002., 
together  with  interest  on  each  snm  from  the  time 
of  demand  being  made  on  Denton  until  payment. 
The  mortgagor  also  covenanted  with  the  bank 
that  she  wonid  insure,  and  at  all  times  during  the 
continuance  of  the  security  keep  insured,  the 
principal  moneys  and  interest  thereby  secured 
against  loss  in  the  name  of  the  bank  with  the 
plaintiffs,  and  would  not  at  any  time  do  any  act 
or  commit  any  default  whereby  the  policy  of 
mortgage  insurance  might  be  rendered  void  or 
voidable;  and,  in  case  the  policy  or  any  new  policy 
to  be  effected  as  aforesaid  should  by  any  means 
become  void,  forthwith  at  her  own  cost  effect  a 
new  policy  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  sud 
principal  sum  and  mterest  "as  hereinbefore 
mentioned."  It  was  provided  that  the  powers  of 
sale  conferred  upon  mortgagees  by  ttie  Convey- 
ancing and  Law  of  Property  Act  1881  should  be 
exercisable  by  the  bank  at  any  time  after  such 
demand  should  have  been  left  as  aforesaid 
(whether  any  of  the  aforesaid  powers  should  have 
been  exercised  or  not),  without  the  necessitj  for 
giving  any  such  notice  requiring  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money  as  is  provided  tor  by  the  aaid 
Act  or  any  notice  whatever.  The  deed  condnded 
with'a  stipulation  that  although  as  between  the 
mortgagor  and  Denton  the  latter  was  a  surety 
only,  yet  as  between  him  and  the  bank  he  was  td 
be  considered  a  principal  debtor  to  the  exteut  of 
10002. 

A  proposal  for  insnrance  had  already  been  made 
by  the  mortgagor,  dated  the  28th  Oct.  1899,  in 
which  it  was  stated  that  Denton  woold  "  join  in 
the  mortsage  for  the  purpose  ot  gnaranteong 
10002.  of  the  mortgage  money." 

The  policy  was  headed  "  Mortgage  Insurance 
Policy,'  and  recited  that  the  bank  (therein  called 
the  insured)  was  entitled  to  40002.  secured  by  the 
mortgage  and  had  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  com- 
pany a  proposal  in  writing  "  for  gnaranteeing  the 
mortgage  debt  and  interest,"  and  which  proposal 
contfuned  full  particulars  of  the  said  mortgage 
and  was  to  be  deemed  to  be  incorporated  in  the 
policy  and  to  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  of 
insurance,  and  had  paid  the  first  year's  premium ; 
and  it  was  witnessed  that : 

The  corporation  agree  with  the  inanred  (gabjeot  to  the 
oonditionB  on  the  back  hereof,  whioh  an  to  be  taken  as 
part  o{  this  policy)  that  if  the  inanred  shall  become 
entitled  under  the  power  of  sale  conferred  by  the  said 
mortgage  deed  or  otherwiie  to  sell  the  mortgaged  pro- 
perty, and  shall  give  notice  in  writing  thereof  to  the  oorpo- 
ration,  while  thig  policy  is  in  force  the  oorpotation  will, 
after  the  expiration  of  bIz  calendar  months  from  the 
receipt  by  the  corporation  of  a  claim  in  writing  by  the 
inanred  requiring  payment,  pay  to  the  insond  the 
principal  money  for  the  time  being  due  nnder  the  laid 
mortgage  with  any  intercLt  thereon  payable  as  theiein 
mentioned. 
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The  material  conditions  were : 

5.  The  insnred  ghkll  before  ulUngr  or  ooDtnotiiier  to 
lell,  or  •dvertiaing  for  lale,  or  bcingr  party  or  privy  to 
the  aJe  or  advertisement  for  sale  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  mortgaged  property,  give  not  lets  than  one 
calendar  month's  notioe  in  writing  to  the  oorporation  ; 
and  the  insnred  shall  not  at  any  time  sell,  or  oontraot 
to  sell,  or  advertisa  for  sale  or  be  party  or  privy  to  the 
sale  or  adrertisement  for  sale  of,  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  mortgaged  properlgr  for  any  anm  less  than  the 
amonnt  dne  and  owing  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs 
and  otherwise  in  oonneotion  with  the  mortgage  withont 
prerioDsly  obtaining  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

7.  The  corporation  may,  within  three  months  after 
the  receipt  of  a  claim  nnder  this  policy,  require 
the  insnred  forthwith  to  realise  tiie  seonrities 
for  the  mortgage  debt,  and  to  give  authority  in 
writing  to  the  oorporation,  or  to  any  person  or  persons 
nominated  by  the  corporation,  to  act  as  agent  or  agents 
of  the  insnred  for  the  pnrpose  of  realising  the  secorities, 
bnt  withont  prejadice  to  the  right  of  the  insnred  to  require 
the  oorporation  to  pay  the  amount  payable  under  thie 
policy,  notwithstanding  that  the  seonrities,  or  some  of 
them,  have  not  been  fully  realised  at  the  expiration  of 
the  time  provided  for  payment  by  the  terms  of  this 
polioy. 

8.  If  at  the  time  a  chum  is  made  under  this  polioy 
there  be  any  other  subsisting  insurance  or  insurances, 
whether  effected  by  the  insnred  or  any  other  person, 
oovering  the  same  interest  in  the  mortgaged  property, 
the  oorporation  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  or  oontribute 
more  than  their  rateable  proportion. 

9.  Upon  payment  of  the  amount  which  may  become 
payable  under  this  polioy,  the  insured  shall  assign  or 
transfer  to  the  corporation,  or  their  nominee  or  nomi- 
nees, the  morigsge  debt  and  interest  and  all  securities 
held  by  the  insnred  for  the  same. 

10.  The  insured  and  any  claimant  under  this  polioy 
shall,  at  the  expense  of  the  oorporation,  do  and  couonr 
in  doing  all  such  acts  and  things  as  may  be  necessary 
or  reasonably  required  by  the  oorporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enforcing  any  rights  and  remedies  or  of  obtaining 
relief  or  indemnity  from  other  parties  to  which  the 
corporation  shall  be  or  would  become  entiUed  or  subro- 
gated upon  payment  nnder  this  policy,  whether  such 
aots  and  things  shall  be  or  become  necessary  or  required 
before  or  after  payment  by  the  oorporation. 

The  mortgagor  made  default.  The  plaintiff 
compaay  paid  the  bank  the  mortgage  debt, 
interest,  and  costs,  and  moneys  expended  in  the 
preservation  of  the  property,  which  amounted  in 
all  to  nearly  50002.  They  realised  the  secnrity, 
and  there  was  a  deficiency  amounting  to 
9841. 12*.  Gd. 

Denton  was  then  dead,  and  the  plaintiff  com- 
pany claimed  the  deficiency  from  his  ezecntors. 

Swinfen  Eady,  J.  held  that  Denton  was  a 
oo-snrety  with  the  company,  and  that  there  must 
be  contribution  by  the  plaintiff  company  in  the 
proportion  that  40002.  with  the  sum  actually  due 
for  costs,  &o.,  bore  to  10002.,  and  the  plamtiffs 
appealed. 

Saldane,  E.G.  and  Owen  Thompton  for  the 
appellant  company. — The  company  was  not  a 
co-snrety  with  Denton,  and  he  has  no  right  to 
call  on  them  to  contribute.  Denton  was  a  surety 
for  the  whole  debt,  but  his  liability  was  limited  to 
10002.  The  company  can  only  be  called  on  to 
pay  if  both  Denton  and  the  mortgagor  fail  to  do 
so.  This  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  company 
bargained  by  condition  9  of  the  polioy  that  they 
shonld  on  payment  of  the  amount  which  should 


become  payable  have  all  the  secaritiee  assigned 
or  transferred  to  them : 

Craythome  v.  Swinburne,  14  Ves.  160  ; 

White  and  Todor's  Lead.  Cas.,  vol.  2,  7th  edit., 
p.  540. 

There  is  a  difference  between  a  case  where  the 
surety  joins  for  the  whole  debt  and  where  his 
liability  is  limited  to  a  particular  amount : 

Ellis  T.  Emmanuel,  34  L.  T.  Sep.  553 ;  1  Ex.  Div. 
157. 

The  form  of  the  obligation  undertaken  by  the- 
company  towards  the  oank  shows  the  company 
did  not  enter  into  a  contract  of  suretyship,  but- 
only  of  insurance  or  indemnity : 

Vane  t.  Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation  Limited, 

70  L.  T.  Bep.  83 ;  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  54,  60 ; 
Knlay   r.  Mexican    Investment  Corporation,   76- 
L.  T.  Eep.  257  ;  (1897)  1  Q.  B.  517. 

If  the  form  of  the  contract  is  consistent  with 
the  relationship  of  co-sureties,  the  facts  and  the- 
form  of   the  mortgage  deed  negative  any  such 
contract,  and  show  that  all  the  company  did  was 
to  guarantee  the  bank  against  any  default : 
Craythome  v.  Swinburne,  14  Yes.  160. 

In  Beaton  t.  Seath  (80  L.  T.  Rep.  579 ;  (1899). 
1  Q.  B.  782, 792)  Romer,  L.J.  discussed  the  differ- 
ence between  contracts  of  "  insurance  "  and  con- 
tracts of  "  guarantee,"  and  said  the  difference- 
between  those  two  classes  did  not  depend  on  the 
use  of  those  words.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  that  case  was  reversed  by  the  House  of 
Lords  (82  L.  T.  Rep.  205 ;  (1900)  A.  0. 135).  but 
that  part  of  the  judgment  of  Romer,  L.J.  waa 
not  affected.    They  also  referred  to 

Castellain  v.  Preston,  49  L.  T.  B)p.  29 ;  11  Q  B. 
Div.380,  387; 

Bowlatt  on  Principal  and  Surety,  p.  165. 

Eve,  E.G.  and  /.  Henderson  for  the  respondent. 
— ^This  was  really  one  transaction,  aud  the  docu- 
ments show  that  the  plaintiff  company  and 
Denton  were  co-sureties  for  the  mortgagor,  and 
therefore  Denton  is  entitled  to  contribution  from 
the  company  as  between  two  sureties,  as  decided 
by  Swinfen  Eady,  J.  This  is  so  though  the 
sureties  covenanted  to  pay  the  whole  sum : 

Steel  T.  Dixon,  45  L.  T.  Bep.  142 ;  17  Ch.  Div. 

825; 
Ellesmere  Brewiery  Company  v.  Cooper,  73  L.  T, 
Bep.  567  i  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  75. 

2%omi«on  in  reply.  Cur.adv.vuU. 

Jforeh  30.— Vauohan  Williams,  L.J.— This 
is  a  olium  made  hj  the  Licenses  Insurance  and 
Guarantee  Fund  (corporation,  as  assignees  of  a 
mortgage  deed,  against  the  estate  of  Denton 
(deceased),  a  party  to  the  mortgage  deed,  on  a 
covenant  therein  contained.  The  only  defence 
raised  is  that  the  corporation  and  Denton  are 
co-sureties  for  Miss  Harvey,  the  mortgagor,  and 
that  Denton  is  therefore  entitled  to  deduct  from 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  the  contri- 
bution due  as  between  two  co-sureties.  The 
corporation  contends  that  it  is  not  a  co-surety  with' 
Denton,  but  is  surety  both  for  the  principal 
debtor,  the  mortgagor,  and  for  Denton,  the 
surety,  under  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed ; 
and  that,  this  being  so,  there  is  no  contribution 
acccording  to  the  authority  of  the  decision  of 
Lord  Eldon  in  Craythome  v.  Sujinbume  {ubi 
sup.).    The  question  whether  the  plaintiffs  and. 
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defendants  stand,  or  do  not  stand,  in  the  relation 
of  co-sureties  within  the  meanin);  of  this  decision 
is  the  only  question  in  the  case.  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
has  decided  that  the  relation  is  that  of  co-sureties, 
and  that  Denton  has  a  right  of  contribution. 
He  bases  this  conclusion,  as  I  understand,  on 
the  ground  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
policy  of  insurance  which  embodies  the  guarantee 
of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  both  the  corporation 
and  Denton  are  liable  for  the  same  debt  upon 
the  same  default  of  the  mortgagor.  I  think  tnat 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  liable  for  the 
same  debt  upon  the  same  default  of  the  mort- 
gagor for  the  reasons  given  by  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
m  his  judgment ;  but  there  is  this  difference,  that, 
whereas  the  liability  of  Denton  to  pay  arises 
directly  on  demand  left  at  the  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, the  liability  of  the  corporation  is  only  to 
pay  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  the  mortgagee,  the  bank,  becoming  entitled 
to  exercise  the  power  of  sale  conferreid  by  the 
mortgage  deed  and  giving  notice  thereof  to  the 
'Corporation ;  so  that,  even  assuming  the  occasion 
of  the  liability  arising  to  be  the  same  because  the 
power  of  sale  is  conferred  upon  leaving  a  demand 
for  payment  at  the  mortgaged  premises  without 
any  further  demand  or  not  (thus  departing  from 
-the  provisions  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  183l),  yet 
the  time  when  payment  will  accrne  due  differs  by 
.  six  months,  and  I  do  not  think  that  this  difference 
■  oan  be  left  out  of  consideration  when  deter- 
inining  whether  the  corporation  and  Denton 
..are  oo-suretiea.  [His  Lordship  then  stated 
-•the  effect  of  the  mortgage,  and  continued:] 
.A  "  Mortgage  Insurance  Policy  "  was  executed  by 
-^ihe  corporation  on  the  7th  March  1900,  and  it  is 
..alleged  by  the  plaintiff  corporation  that  this 
policy  was  effected  in  pursuance  of  a  proposal  for 
msnranoe  dated  the  28th  Oct.  1899.  There  is 
«ome  little  difficulty  about  this,  as  the  proposal 
And  the  policy  do  not  quite  accord,  tbe  proposal 
relating  to  a  debt  repayable  by  annual  instal- 
ments, which  is  not  the  case  with  the  mortgage 
debt.  But  I  think  that  the  proposal  is  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  insurance  was  effected  by  the 
oorporaUon  on  the  basis  that  the  mortgage  debt 
which  the  corporation  was  insuring  would  be 
secured  by  a  mortgage  deed  in  which  Denton 
would  join  for  the  purpose  of  guaranteeing  the 
repayment  of  lOOOZ.  of  the  principal  money.  Tbe 
policy,  however,  makes  nomention  ot  Denton  beipg 
a  partT  to  the  mortgage  deed.  On  the  contrary,  ic 
descrioes  the  mortgage  deed  as  made  between 
Haude  Harvey  of  the  one  part  and  the  "  insured  " 
.{i.e.,  the  bank^  of  the  other  part.  It  refers,  however, 
to  a  proposal  in  writing  of  the  28th  Oct.  1899  for 
.guaranteeing  the  said  mortgage  debt  and  interest, 
and  recites  tnat  it  is  agreed  "  that  the  said  pro- 
posal shall  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  of  insnr- 
Anoe  intended."  The  premium  of  182.  15<.  is 
recited  as  the  first  premium  for  guaranteeing 
the  said  mortgage  debt  and  interest,  and  the 
policy  goes  on  to  witness  "  that  the  corporation 
agree  with  the  insured  .  .  .  that  if  the 
insured  shall  become  entitled  under  the  power  of 
sale  conferred  by  the  said  mortgage  deed  or 
otherwise  to  sell  the  mortgaged  property,  and 
shall  give  notice  in  writing  thereof  to  the  corpo- 
ration, while  this  policy  is  in  force  the  corpora- 
tion will,  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar 
months  from  the  receipt  by  the  corporation 
of  a  claim  in   writing  by  the    insured   requir- 


ing payment,  pay  to  the  insured  the  principal 
money  for  the  time  being  due  under  the  said 
mortgage  with  any  interest  thereon."  I  tJiink 
that  the  proper  inference  of  fact  to  draw  from  the 
proposal  of  tbe  28th  Oct.  1899,  the  mortgage  deed 
of  the  2nd  Nov.  1899,  and  the  policy  of  the  7th 
March  1900  is  that  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee, 
Denton  and  the  corporation,  knew,  at  the  date 
both  of  the  mortgage  deed  and  of  the  policy, 
that  it  was  intended  that  Denton  should 
join  in  the  mortgage  as  surety,  and  that  the 
mortgage  debt  and  interest  should  be  guaranteed 
or  insured  by  the  corporation.  Tne  words 
"  guarantee  "  and  "  insure  "  are  used  as  synony- 
mous in  the  policy.  I  mention  this  inference 
because  I  think  that  the  fact  that  there  was  one 
transaction  only,  to  the  details  of  which  all  were 
privy,  may  not  be  immaterial  when  one  is  con- 
sidering whether  the  corporation  ought  to  be 
regardM  as  co-surety  with  Denton  for  the  mort- 
gagor, or  as  surety  for  both  the  mortgagor  and 
Denton  under  a  distinct  collateral  security.  The 
summons  claims  that  the  plaintiffs  by  virtue  of 
a  covenant  of  one  Denton  contained  in  a  deed  of 
mortgage  of  the  2nd  Nov.  1899,  which  covenant 
had  been  assigned  to  them,  are  creditors  of  the 
estate  of  Denton  for  tbe  sum  of  9842.  12<.  6i. 
The  facts  as  to  that  sum  are  these :  The  bank 
having  left  a  demand  at  the  mortgaged  premises, 
after  giving  notice  to  the  corporation  under 
condition  5  of  the  policy  of  their  intention  to 
exercise  the  power  of  sale,  proceeded,  not  strictly 
in  accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  policy, 
to  sell  the  property.  This  sale  realised  4000Z., 
and  discharged  tbe  whole  of  the  principal  money 
owing  on  the  mortgage.  The  source  of  the  money 
thus  discharging  the  principal,  although  it  maj 
have  passed  through  the  hands  of  the  insurance 
corporation,  was  the  proceeds  of  sale.  The 
plaintiff  corporation,  in  the  meanwhile,  expended 
the  9842. 12«.  6d.  sought  to  be  recovered  on  this 
summons  on  matters  such  as  repairs,  &o.,  clearly 
necessary  and  proper  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
mortgage  security.  The  ntterW  nnbusiuesalike 
manner  in  which  the  business  of  the  corporation 
was  done  makes  it  difficult  to  ascertain  the  true 
facts.  It  might  be  suggested  that  this  was  a 
voluntary  expenditure  by  the  corporation,  who 
had  a  clear  interest,  as  Denton  also  had,  that  the 
mortgage  security  should  not  be  wasted.  But  I' 
think  on  the  evidence  that  this  expenditure  may 
fairly  be  taken  to  be  expenditure  by  the  corpora- 
tion at  the  request  of  the  bank,  and  thus  expendi- 
ture by  the  bank  as  mortgagees.  If  the  expendi- 
ture cannot  be  so  regarded,  there  ia  an  end  of  the 
claim,  but,  if  it  can  be  so  regarded,  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  as  I  have  already  stated.  Are  Denton  and 
the  corporation  CO -sureties  so  as  to  entitle  Denton 
to  contribution  P  In  the  first  place,  I  will  deal  with 
a  contention  raised  by  the  corporation  and  based 
on  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Darm  v. 
Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation  (ubi  sup.).  This 
contention  is  that,  apart  from  anything  else  which 
might  negative  co-suretyship  between  the  cor- 
poration and  Denton,  the  very  form  of  the  obliga- 
tion which  they  had  undertaken  towards  the 
bank  was  sufficient  to  show  that  the  corporation 
had  not  entered  into  a  contract  of  suretysnip,  but 
into  a  contract  of  insurance.  No  doubt  the  form 
is  that  of  a  policy  of  insurance.  But  I  think 
there  is  nothing  in  the  form  of  the  contract 
between  the  bank  and  the  corporation  being  that 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Jnl7  30,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[VoL  XC.-701 


Or.  OF  App.]    Be  Dirtoh  ;  Licbhsxs  Ibburahcb  Oobpobi.tiok,  &c.  «.  Dbntok.    [Ot.  of  App. 


of  a  policy  of  inatirance  to  prevent  the  contract 
being  one  ot  guarantee,  and  I  would  refer  to  the 
jad|pnent  of  Bomer,  L.J.  in  Seaion  v.  Heath 
iabt  Mtp.),  which  on  this  point  is  onafEeoted  by 
the  reversal  in  the  House  of  Lords  of  the  jndg- 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Homer,  L.J.,  in 
diaoassing  the  difference  in  substance  between 
these  two  classes  of  contract,  says :  "  The  differ- 
ence between  these  two  classes  of  contract  does 
not  depend  upon  any  essential  difference  between 
the  word  '  insurance '  and  the  word  '  guarantee.' 
There  is  no  magic  in  the  use  of  those  words.  The 
words  to  a  great  extent  have  the  same  meaning 
«nd  effect,  and  many  contracts,  like  the  one  in 
the  case  now  before  us,  may  with  equal  propriety 
be  called  contracts  of  insurance  or  contracts  of 
guarantee."  The  distinction  in  substance  in  cases 
in  which  the  loss  insured  against  is  simply  the 
event  of  the  nonpayment  of  a  debt  seems  to  be, 
OS  I  read  the  judgment  of  Romer,  L.J.,  between 
contracts  in  which  the  person  desiring  to  be 
insured  has  means  of  knowledge  as  to  the  risk 
And  the  insurer  has  not  the  same  means  and 
those  oases  in  which  the  insurer  has  the  same 
means.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that,  in  the  case  of 
this  mortgage  debt,  the  insurance  corporation, 
knowing  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed  and  the 
exact  nature  of  the  property  forming  the  security, 
bad  just  as  much  means  of  asoertaimng  the  nature 
of  the  risk  as  the  bank  had,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
the  mere  fact  that  the  contract  was  made  be- 
tween the  creditor  and  the  insurance  corporation 
and  not  between  the  mortgagor  debtor.  Hiss 
Harvey,  and  the  corporation  would  of  itself  deter- 
mine tbe  character  of  the  contract  to  be  that  of 
insurance  and  not  of  suretyship.  This  being  so, 
the  form  and  circumstances  of  the  contract  being 
consistent  with  the  relation  of  co-suretyship  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  corporation  and  Denton,  are 
the  facts,  cbtes,  or  the  contents  of  the  mortsage 
deed  such  as  to  negative  this  contract,  which 
according  to  its  terms  is  a  contract  of  sure^ship 
guarantying  payment  by  the  mortgagor,  being  a 
contract  of  suretyship  constituting  co-suretyship 
in  relation  to  the  contract  of  suretyship  taken  by 
Doiton  on  himself  by  the  mortgage  deed?  If  the 
policy  is  looked  at,  it  will  be  seen  that,  in  form  at 
all  events,  both  the  insurance  company  and 
Denton  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debt  by  the  mortgagor,  Miss  Harvey.  The  event 
tipon  which  the  obligation  to  pay  arises  is  the 
flame  in  each  case,  and,  although  the  insurance 
eompany  have  six  months  within  which  to  pay, 
yet  the  obligation  neither  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany nor  ot  Denton  is  dependent  on  what  the 
mortgage  security  realises.  Taking  these  matters 
into  consideration,  there  seems  much  to  support 
<the  conclusion  in  fact  of  Swinfeu  Eady,  J.  that 
4)be  irsurance  corporation  were  sureties  for  and 
guaranteed  the  debt  of  Miss  Harvey,  and  were 
not  sureties  only  in  the  event  that  neither  Miss 
Harvey  nor  Denton  paid.  It  this  conclusion,  which 
eeems  to  me  to  be  a  conclusion  in  fact,  is  right,  it 
puts  the  case  outside  the  case  of  Craythome  V. 
Swinburne  {uhi  nip.).  It  seems  plain  from  the 
judgment  ot  Lord  Eldon  in  that  case  that,  in  con- 
sidering the  question  whether  the  contract  ot 
insurance,  the  second  contract  in  point  of  date,  is 
to  be  considered  as  a  collateral  or  supplemental 
security,  the  court  may  take  into  consideration 
evidence  as  well  as  the  words  of  the  respective 
oontracts.    Still,  sitting  by  myself,  I  should  have 


hesitated  to  differ  from  the  conclusion  of  the 
learned  judge,  especially  as  I  do  not  think  that 
the  mere  fact  that  the  insurance  company  knew 
at  the  time  at  which  the  policy  was  effected,  from 
the  mortgage  deed  or  the  proposal,  that  Denton 
was  a  surety  is  sufficient  to  negative  the  relation 
of  co-suretyship,  and  it  is  certainly  a  case  in 
which  I  should  have  wished  to  have  applied  the 
maxim  that  equality  is  equity  if  the  facts  allowed 
it.  But,  as  my  brothers  take  a  conti'ary  view  of 
the  fact!>,  I  do  not  think  that  in  such  a  doubtful 
case,  turning  largely  on  inferences  of  fact,  I 
ought  to  refuse  to  concur  ia  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

tJTiBLiNO,  Ii.J. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is 
what  is  the  true  nature  o(  the  contract  entered 
into  between  the  London,  City,  and  Midland  Bank 
(the  mortgages  of  a  pubhc-nouse  for  40002.  and 
interest,  G-eorge  Denton  being  surety  for  the 
mortgage  to  the  extent  ot  lOOOZ )  and  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  action.  The  defendant  in  the  Mtion, 
who  is  the  legal  personal  representative  of  George 
Denton,  contends  that  the  contract  was  oneot 
suretyship,  and  that  bv  virtue  of  it  the  plaintiffs 
became  co-sureties  with  George  Denton ;  and  this 
is  the  view  which  has  been  taken  by  Stvinfen 
Eady,  J.  The  plaintiffs,  on  the  otner  hand, 
insist  that  the  contract  is.  not  one  of  suretyship 
at  all,  but  is  one  ot  insurance  or  indemnity,  suon 
as  was  held  by  Lord  Esher,  M.B.  to  exist  in 
Dane  r.  Mortgage  Insurance  Corporation  (ubi 
sup.) ;  but  they  also  ur^  that,  even  it  the  contract 
was  one  ot  suretyship,  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
become  co-sureties  with  Denton,  but  in  fact 
guaranteed  the  bank  against  Denton's  default, 
as  was  held  to  be  the  case  in  Craythorne  r. 
Swinhwme  (ubt  svp.).  The  answer  to  the  question 
depends  to  a  great  extent  on  the  construction  of 
a  document  dated  the  7th  March  1900  and 
headed  "  Mortgage  Insurance  Policy,"  but,  before 
dealing  with  it,  I  think  it  desirable  to  refer  shortly 
to  the  main  provisions  of  the  mortgage  deed, 
which  bears  date  the  2nd  Nov.  1899.  [Hia 
Lordship  then  stated  the  effects  of  the  mortgage, 
and  continued :]  On  the  28th  Oct.  1899,  before 
the  mortgage  had  been  executed,  the  solicitors  ot 
the  mortgagor  submitted  to  t>be  plwitiffs  a  "  pro- 
posal to  insure  first  mortgage  of  40002."    In  this 


,  document  various  particulars  are  given  as  to  the_ 
terms  of  the  mortgage,  which  are  maccnrate,  but' 
the  following  statement  occurs:  "Mr.  Q.  Denton' 
will  join  in  the  mortgage  tor  th.6  purpose  of 
guaranteeing  the  repayment  of  lOOOZ.  of  the  prin- 
cipal money."  It  is  not  disputed  that  the  docu- 
ment of  the  7th  March  1900  was  the  result  of  this' 
proposal.  The  document,  as  I  have  alraady  men- 
tioned, is  headed  "  Mortgage  Insurance  Policy," 
and  in  the  recitals  the  proposal  of  the  28th  Oct. 
1899  is  recited,  and  "it  is  agreed  that  the  said 
proposal  shall  be  the  basis  ot  the  contract  of 
insurance  hereby  intended."  On  the  other  hand, 
the  proposal  is  recited  as  being  one  "  for  guaran- 
teeing 'the  mortgage  debt  and  interest;  and  the 
premium  is  stated  to  be  "  for  guaranteeing " 
the  mortgage  debt  and  interest.  The  mortgage 
deed  is  st»,ted  to  be  dated  the  2nd  Nov.  1899,  and 
to  be  made  between  Maude  Harvey  of  the  one 
part  and  the  insured  of  the  other  part,  and  it 
does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  document 
itself  that  Denton  was  a  surety  for  the  debt. 
Still,  notwithstanding  all  inaccuracies  in  the  pro- 
posal and  in  the  recitals,  there  is  no  question  Uiat 
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the  mortgage  of  the  2iid  Nov.  1899,  as  executed 
by  the  mortgagor  and  Denton,  was  that  to  which 
the  document  of  the  7th  March  1900  was  intended 
to  refer,  and  with  reference  to  which  it  must  be 
constmed.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  docu- 
ment must  be  read  as  relating  to  a  mortgage  in 
respect  of  which  Denton  was  to  a  limited  extent 
surety  for  payment  of  principal  and  interest. 
[His  Lordship  then  read  the  operative  part  of  the 
document  and  also  conditions  8,  9,  and  10.]  In 
order  that  the  plaintiffs  may  become  liable  under 
the  policy,  it  is  necessary  (1)  that  the  insured,  the 
bank,  should  become  entitled,  under  the  power 
of  sale  in  the  mortgage  or  otherwise,  to  sell,  and 
it  will  be  remembwed  that  the  power  of  sale  in 
the  mortgage  becomes  exercisable  upon  a  demand 
for  payment  in  accordance  with  the  covenant  of 
the  mort^gor  and  the  surety,  being  left  at  the 
public-house;  and  that  the  mortgagor  and  the 
sure^  both  became  liable  upon  such  demand  being 
so  left ;  (2)  that  the  insured  should  give  notice  in 
writing  to  the  plaintiffs  of  their  having  become 
entitlMl  to  exercise  the  power  of  sale  ;  (3j  that  the 
insured  should  make  a  claim  in  writing  on  the 
plaintiffs  requiring  payment.  These  conditions 
being  satisfied,  t£e  plaintiffs  bind  themselves 
after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  from 
the  receipt  of  the  claim  in  writing  to  pay  to  the 
insured  the  principal  money  for  the  time  being 
due  on  the  security  with  interest.  In  arrinng  at 
this  sum  there  would  be  taken  into  account  all 
sums  had  by  the  mortgagor  or  by  the  surety  or 
realised  out  of  the  mortgaged  property.  Upon 
payment  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the  amount  payaole, 
the^  are  entitled  under  condition  9  to  have 
assigned  or  transferred  to  them  the  mortgage 
debt  and  interest  and  all  securities  held 
by  the  insured  for  the  same ;  and  this  would, 
according  to  the  natural  meaning  of  con- 
ditions 9  and  10,  include,  in  my  opinion,  the 
benefit  of  the  covenant  by  the  surety  to  the 
fall  extent  to  which  the  mortgagees  were 
entitled  thereto.  The  result  is  that  a  period 
of  six  months  is  to  elapse  between  claim 
made  on  the  plaintiffs  and  payment.  During 
that  period  the  bank  were  left  to  realise  their 
securities,  as  they  saw  fit,  unless  the  plaintiffs 
chose  to  intervene  under  the  provisions  of 
condition  7.  At  the  expiration  of  the  period 
the  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  pay  the  principal 
and  interest  remaining  due  on  the  security,  quite 
irrespective  of  any  question  whether  loss  had 
occurred  or  was  likely  to  occur.  Upon  payment, 
however,  the  plaintiffs,  as  it  seems  to  me,  became 
entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the 
mortgagees,  and  to  enforce  them  just  as  the 
mortgagees  might  have  done,  as  well  against  the 
surety  as  arainst  the  mortgagor.  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
held  that  tne  insti-nment  of  the  7th  March  1900 
was  not  merely  an  insurance  against  loss ;  and  in 
that  respect  I  agree  with  him,  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  instrument  created  a  mere  contract  of 
co-suretyship  with  Denton.  The  learned  judge, 
however,  does  not  appear  to  have  had  presented 
to  him  the  second  contention  raised  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  strongly  urged  in  this  court ; 
at  all  events,  he  does  not  de^  with  it  explidtiy 
in  his  judgment  The  question  is,  in  my  opinion, 
one  of  difficulty,  occasioned  by  the  inaccuracies 
and  ambiguities  which  are  found  in  the  instru- 
ment of  the  7th  March  1900,  an  instrument  framed 
by  the  plaintiffs  themselves.     I  have,  however, 


come  to  the  conclusion  that,  regard  being  had  to 
all  the  circumstances,  the  true  meaning  of  the 
parties  to  the  transaction  was  not  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  to  become  co-sureties  with  Denton, 
but  that,  as  between  themselves  and  the  bank, 
Denton  shonld  be  in  the  position  of  a  princioal ; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  transaction  was  of  the 
same  nature  as  that  which  was  the  subject  of 
decision  in  Craythorne  v.  Swinburne  {ubi  tup.). 
Taking  this  view,  I  think  that  the  appeal  ought> 
to  be  allowed. 

Gozens-Habsy,  L.J. — This  is  a  claim  by  the 
Licenses  Insurance  Corporation  (hereinafter  called 
the  corporation)  against  ihe  estate  of  Denton,  who 

C'  '  led  as  surety  in  a  mortgage  by  Harvey  to  a. 
k.  The  mortgaged  property  has  been  sold  for 
less  than  the  amount  due  to  the  bank.  The 
deficiency,  which  is  less  than  10002.,  has  been 
paid  by  the  corporation  to  the  bank,  and  » 
transfer  has  been  executed  by  the  bank  to  the 
corporation  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  all  securitiea 
for  the  same.  There  is  no  answer  to  this  claim, 
unless  it  can  be  established  that  the  corporation 
and  Denton  were  co-sureties,  in  which  case  aright 
of  contribution  only  would  arise.  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
has  adopted  this  view,  and  has  made  a  declara- 
tion accordingly.  The  corporation  appeal  against 
this  order,  and  they  contend  (1)  that  their  con- 
tract with  the  bank  was  properly  a  contract  of 
insurance,  and  not  of  suretyship ;  and  (2),  in 
the  alternative,  that,  if  they  were  not  insurers,^ 
they  were  sureties  for  both  Harvey  and  Denton, 
and  not  co-sureties  with  Denton  for  Harvey.  The 
first  contention  was  overruled  by  the  learned 
judge.  The  second  contention,  although  raised, 
seems  not  to  have  been  strongly  insisted  upon 
before  him,  and  it  is  not  directiy  dealt  with  in 
his  judgment,  but  it  has  been  forcibly  pressed 
upon  us,  particularly  by  Mr.  Owen  Thompson  in 
his  able  argument.  It  is  based  upon  Craythorne^ 
V.  Smnbume  {ubi  sup.).  In  that  case  Lord  Eldon 
held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show 
whether  in  truth  the  defendant  was  a  co-surety 
with  the  plaintiff  for  the  principal  debtor  and 
as  such  bound  to  contribute  ;  or  was  a  surety  for 
both  the  principal  debtor  and  the  plaintiff  and 
as  such  under  no  liability  to  contribute.  Tho 
principles  thera  laid  down  are  clear,  bat  I  havo 
found  great  difficulty  in  applying  them  to  the 
very  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  present  case. 
There  are  three  documents  which,  and  which 
alone,  have  to  be  considered :  Firstly,  there  is 
the  mortgage  dated  the  2nd  Nov.  1899.  [Hia 
Lordship  then  stated  the  material  provisions  of 
that  document,  and  continued  :]  Denton  plainly 
joins  as  surety.  It  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
mortgage  deed  that  it  was  part  of  the  bargain  with 
the  bank  that  a  security  of  some  kind  should 
be  procured  from  the  corporation.  Secondly, 
there  is  the  "  proposal  to  insure  fii-st  mortgage  of 
4000Z."  dated  the  28Ui  Oct.  1899.  It  isjobviously 
inaccurate  in  some  respects.  It  refers  to  the  mort- 
gage as  dated  the  2nd  Nov.  1899,  and  states  the 
mortgage  debt  as  repayable  by  instalments, 
although  this  is  not  the  fact.  It  mentions,  how- 
ever, that  Denton  will  join  in  the  mortgage  for 
the  pm'pose  of  guaranteeing  the  repayment  of 
10002.  of  the  principal  money.  Thirdly,  there  is 
the  document  imposing  a  liability  on  the  corpo- 
ration towards  the  bank,  which  is  dated  the 
7th  March  1900,  four  months  after  the  mortgage.. 
It  is  headed  "  Mortgage  Insurance  Policy."    It  in- 
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Acoarately  recites  the  mortgage  as  made  between 
fiarvey  of  the  one  part  and  the  bank  of  the  other 
part,  and  omits  all  reference  to  Denton.  [His 
Liordship  then  read  the  material  parts  of  the  policy 
and  the  indorsed  conditions  Kos.  7,  8,  9,  and  10.] 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  obligation  of  the  cor- 
poration to  pay  does  not  arise  for  six  months  after 
Denton's  obligation  to  pay  arises,  and,  farther, 
that  the  corporation  stipalates  with  the  bank  for 
transfer  of  all  securities  held  by  the  bank,  and  to 
be  subrogated  to  all  rights  and  remedies  of  the 
bank  against  other  parties  as  soon  as  the  corpo- 
ration pays  ander  the  policy,  an  event  which  has 
happened.  Now,  on  the  oonstraotion  of  this 
document,  I  agree  with  Swinfen  Eady,  J.  that  it 
was  not  an  insurance  against  loss,  bat  was  a 
guarantee  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  I  adopt  the 
reasoning  contained  in  his  very  careful  judgment 
on  this  point.  It  only  remains  to  consider  the 
second,  or  what  I  may  call  the  Craythome  v.  JSioin- 
burae,  point.  What  was  it  that  the  corporation 
guaranteed  P  If  I  look  only  at  the  policy,  it  is 
reasonably  clear  that  the  coiporation  guaranteed 
the  debt  due  from  Harr^,  the  principal  debtor, 
and  nothing  more.  If,  however,  I  look  at  the 
proposal,  which  is  "deemed  to  be  incorpo- 
rated in  the  policy,"  and  also  at  the  mortgage 
deed,  I  think  it  appears  that  the  corporation 
guaranteed  a  partially  guaranteed  debt,  or,  in  other 
words,  guaranteed  that  Harvey,  to  the  fall  extent, 
and  Denton,  to  the  extent  of  10002.,  would  pay  the 
bank,  Harvey  and  Denton  being  as  between  Uiem- 
iselves  and  the  corporation  both  principal  debtors. 
It  is  of  no  moment  that  Denton  is  not  shown  to 
faave  been  party  or  privy  to  the  proposal  or  the 
policy,  for  the  only  obligation  imposed  on  Harvev 
oy  the  covenant  in  the  mortgage  deed,  to  which 
Denton  was  a  party,  was  to  insure  against  loss.  This 
obligation  would  have  been  exactly  satisfied  by  a 
policy  of  insurance  strictly  so  called.  Denton 
had  no  right  to  expect  to  be  relieved  by  having 
the  corporation  as  a  co-surety.  He  must  accept 
the  position,  whatever  it  may  be,  as  between  the 
bank  and  the  corporation.  Upon  the  whole,  I 
think  the  appellants'  contention  on  this  point 
must  prevail,  notwithstanding  the  difficulties 
oreated  by  the  forms  of  the  instruments. 

Solicitors :  Jennings,  Son,  and  AUen ;   Loxley, 
JElam,  and  Oardner. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHAXOEBY  DIVISION. 

Thursday,  May  5. 
(Before  Kbkewich,  J.) 
Bat  v.  Hazeij)ine.  (a) 

Ekuement — Light — Implied  reservation  on  grant 
by  common  owner — Easement  of  necessity — 
Masement  necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoym,ent 
of  property. 

Sy  conveyance  dated  in  1895  the  premises  {sub- 
sequently conveyed  to  the  plaintiff)  were  con- 
veyed by  the  defindant,  who  retained  a  messuage 
also  belonging  to  him  at  that  time  imTnediately 
adjoining.  A  portion  of  the  retained  premises 
{containing  one  window  on  the  ground  floor  and 

(a)  BaporMd  by  W.  P.  Pais,  Saq.,  Barriiter-at-Liw, 


one  window  on  the  first  floor)  overlooked  a  yard 
forming  part  of  the  hereditaments  conveyed  in 
1895. 

By  that  conveyance  the  plaintiff's  predecessor  in 
title  covenanted  with  the  defendant  to  permit 
him  at  dU  times  to  enter  upon  the  land  thereby 
conveyed  to  point  or  otherwise  repair  the  build- 
ings erected  on  his  retained  awoining  land, 
but  defendant  expressly  reserved  no  right  of 
light  to  his  windows. 

Plaintiff  erected  a  wall  in  her  yard  to  obstruct 
the  defendant's  windows,  and  the  defendant 
knocked  it  down,  for  the  purpose  of  asserting 
an  easement  of  necessity  in  respect  of  the  light 
to  his  two  windows,  alleging  that  there  was  no 
other  means  by  which  natural  light  could  enter 
them,  and  that  the  access  of  light  through  them 
was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of 
his  room  and  landing  in  which  they  were 
placed. 

Held,  in  accordance  with  the  distinction  taken  by  . 
Stirling,  LJ.  in  Union  Lighterage  Company 
Limited  v.  London  Graving  Dock  Company 
Limited  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  381,  at  p.  386 ;  (1902) 
2  Ch.  557),  that  the  defendant  had  not  shown 
that  he  was  entitled  by  right  to  an  easement  of 
necessity  in  respect  of  the  light  to  his  windows, 
but  claimed  only  an  easement  which  was  neces- 
sary to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  his  property, 
which  latter  right  not  having  been  expressly 
reserved  in  the  conveyance  of  1895,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  build  so  as  to  obstruct  the  tight 
to  the  two  mndows,  but  so  as  not  to  trespass  on 
defendant's  wall  or  to  infringe  the  covenant  by 
plaintiff's  predecessor  in  title  in  the  conveyance 
to  him  as  to  pointing  or  otherwise  repairing  the 
buildings  on  defendant's  adjoining  land. 

AcTioif  with  -witnesses  in  which  the  plaintiff, 
Mrs.  Isabella  Mary  Bay,  claimed  a  declaration 
that  she  was  entitled  to  build  on  her  heredita- 
ments fronting  on  Bavenoak-road,  Gheadle  Hulme, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  obstruct  the  light  to  two 
windows  in  the  defendant's  hereditaments  over- 
looking a  yard  forming  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
hereditaments,  and  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant,  his  servants  or  agents,  from  palling 
down  any  wall  on  the  plaintiff's  hereditaments, 
and  other  incidental  relief. 

On  the  18th  Oct  1895  the  hereditaments  con- 
veyed by  the  indenture  next  stated  were  (together 
with  the  defendant's  hereditaments  hereinafter 
mentioned)  owned  by  the  defendant  in  fee  simple 
subject  to  yearly  rents  and  to  mortgages. 

By  conveyance  dated  the  18th  Oct.  1895  land 
situated  in  Cheadle  Hulme  or  Cheadle  Mosley, 
Cheshire,  with  the  messuage  and  buildings 
therein  mentioned  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
plaintiff's  hereditamente)  were  conveyed  to 
Edward  Arthur  Bay  and  his  heirs  subject  to 
a  yearly  renteharge  and  free  from  certain  mort- 
gages. This  conveyance  contained  no  reservation 
of  a  right  to  access  of  light  to  the  two  windows 
in  defendant's  hereditamente,  but  it  contained  a 
covenant  by  the  purchaser,  Edward  A.  Bay,  that 
he,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  would  from  time  to  time 
and  at  all  times  thereafter  permit  the  defendant, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  enter  upon  the  plaintiff's 
hereditamente  or  any  part  thereof  for  the  purpose 
of  pointing  or  otherwise  repairing  the  buildings 
for  the  time  being  erected  on  the  defendant's 
adjoining  land.  /^^  t 
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By  oonveyanoe  dated  the  19th  Sept.  1902, 
the  plaintiff'a  hereditaments  nere  conToyed  hy 
Edward  A.  Bay  nnto  and  to  the  nae  of  the 
plaintiff  in  fee  simple  aabjeot  to  the  rentchar^, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  isaue  of  the  writ  in  this 
action  were  still  vested  in  lier  for  snoh  estate. 

The  messnaf^  (hereinafter  called  the  defen- 
dant's hereditaments)  immediately  adjoining;  the 
plaintiff's  hereditaments  on  the  south-eastern 
Doandary  thereof  still  belongs  to  the  defendant ; 
and  a  portion  of  it  (facing  west  and  containing 
one  window  on  the  ground  floor  and  one  window 
on  the  first  floor)  oTerlooks  a  yard  forming  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  hereditaments. 

No  neht  of  light  was  reserved  by  or  in  favoor 
of  the  defendant  when  the  plaintiffs  heredita- 
ments were  sold  and  conveyea  by  him,  and  it  was 
denied  hj  the  plaintiff  that  either  of  the  said 
windows  is  an  ancient  light. 

Plaintiff  in  alleged  exercise  of  her  rights,  after 
the  ]9th  Sept  1^,  erected  a  wall  in  her  yard 
close  to  the  defendant's  two  windows,  which  was 
carried  up  to  the  glazed  roof  of  the  yard,  but 
defendant  knocked  it  down  from  inside  his  own 
bouse  through  the  window. 

Plaintiff  caused  the  wall  to  be  partly  built 
again  in  the  same  way,  lin.  from  the  face  of  the 
wall,  opposite  the  window,  keeping  clear  of  the 
lower  window,  bat  defendant  put  hu  head  out  of 
the  window  and  again  pushed  it  down. 

Minor  questions  of  fact  in  the  case,  in  respect 
of  which  by  his  count«r-daim  the  defendant 
claimed  an  injunction,  were  whether  in  building 
these  walls  plaintiff  had  built  upon  the  footings 
of,  and  trespassed  upon  the  footings  of,  the 
defendant's  walla,  or  Domded  his  walls  to  defen- 
dant's  walls,  and  whether  the  erection  of  the  wall 
close  to  the  defendant's  buildings  would  prevent 
him  enjoying  the  benefit  of  the  covenant  as  to 
pointing  or  repairing  his  buildings  contained  in 
the  conveyance  of  the  18th  Oct.  1895,  these  ques- 
tions being  dealt  with  in  the  judgment,  but,  at) 
stated  at  ue  hearing  b^  defendants  counsel,  the 
real  question  in  the  action  was  whether  the  Ught 
to  the  lower  of  the  two  windows  was  an  easement 
of  necessity.  As  to  the  two  windows,  the  facts 
in  evidence,  most  of  them  being  admitted,  were 
as  follows : — 

The  lower  window  opened  into  a  pantry  or 
store;  the  window  on  tne  first  floor  lighted  a 
landing  and  stairs  in  the  defendant's  messuage. 
Before  action  plaintiffs  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
defendant  asking  for  an  acknowledgment  in 
respect  of  the  hght  on  the  first  floor,  and,  as 
regards  the  lieht  on  the  lower  floor,  asked  for 
an  intimation  uiat  tiie  defendant  did  not  question 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  block  i':  up.  In  reply  the 
defendant's  solicitor  wrote  that  the  windows  were 
necessary  for  the  health  and  comfort  of  the 
occupants ;  that  the  defendant  had  no  available 
means  of  obtaining  light  and  air  to  the  pantry 
of  his  house  except  through  the  lower  window ; 
that  the  windows  were  glazed  with  obscure  glass, 
and  iliat  thev  were  small. 

Plaintiff  alleged  that  by  reason  of  the  windows 
(and  more  particularly  the  pantry  window) 
overlooking  her  yard  the  privacy  of  her  premises 
was  destroyed  and  their  value  depreciated,  and 
she  adduced  evidence  of  her  surv^or  that  the 
landing  could  be  lighted  through  a  skylight  in 
tlie  roof;  also  that  light  could  be  obtained  for 
the  pantry  by  defendant  opening  a  window  on 


his  premises  into  his  scullery  and  obtaining  a  bor- 
rowed  light  through  the  scullery,  or  in  another 
wav  by  opening  a  window  at  the  end  of  tiie  pantry 
ana  obtuning  light  from  the  entrance  into  the 
house. 

A  fresh- air  inlet  as  shown  on  the  surveyor'* 
plan  would,  he  stated,  provide  for  ventilation. 
But  plaintiff's  surveyor  in  cross-examination  ad- 
mitted  that  the  room  as  a  pantry  would  be  useles* 
if  the  defendant's  wall  was  permitted  to  stand ; 
and  also  said  that  if  the  upper  window  were 
blocked  it  would  darken  the  whole  staircase. 

D.  Blewari-Smith,  K.C.  and  Hon.  F.  Buuell 
for  the  pl^ntiff. — We  assert  the  right  to  build 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  access  of  light  over  plaintiff** 
yard  to  the  defendant's  windows.  The  defendant 
asserts  that,  although  he  has  reserved  no  express 
right  to  light  over  the  premises  he  granted 
in  1895,  his  case  falls  within  the  exception  to  the 
rules  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  io 
Wheeldon  v.  Burrovm  (39  L.  T.  Bep.  558;  oa 
appeal,  41 L.  T.  Bep.  327,  at  p.  329 ;  12  Ch.  Div.  31) 
as  being  an  easement  of  light  of  necessity.  Th» 
question  whether  light  can  be  eot  from  another 
source  is  a  question  of  fact.  The  plaintiff  doee 
not  claim  to  interfere  in  any  way  witn  the  exenas» 
by  defendant  of  his  admitted  rights  under  the 
covenant  as  to  pointing  and  repairing,  and 
submits  to  any  order  of  the  court  safegmirding 
those  rights.  The  means  of  support  of  the 
obstructing  wall  was  that  it  was  bonded  into  the 
plaintiff's  wall.  The  defendant's  sole  ground  of 
objection  was  the  wrongful  interruption  of  the 
access  of  light  alleged  before  action.  Thesiger, 
L.J.  in  WheeUon  v.  Bwrrovii  {vbi  tuf.)  lavs  down 
the  two  rules  governing  cases  of  this  kind,  and  i» 
reported  to  hare  said  that  "  if  the  grantor  intends 
to  reserve  any  right  over  the  tenement  granted, 
it  is  his  duty  to  reserve  it  expressly  in  the  grant" 
This  rul«  is  subject  to  exception  in  cases  en  ea8»i 
ments  of  necessity,  and  his  Lordship  says  there 
may  be  certain  other  exceptions.  This  passage 
refers  to  oases  in  which  there  are  reciprocad  ease^ 
mmta  as  in  the  cases  of  Fyer  v.  Carter  (28  L.  T. 
Bep.  O.  S.  371 ;  1  H.  &  N.  916),  Compion  v. 
Biehard$  (I  Pri.  27),  and  Biehardt  v.  Bom 
(9  Exoh.  218),  which  seem  to  be  the  only 
ones  to  be  found  relating  to  easements  of  Hiaib 
nature.  Stirling,  L.J.  draws  the  distinction  which 
we  say  governs  this  case  in  Union  Lighterago 
Company  Limited  v.  London  Oraving  Dock  Com- 
pany Limited  (87  L.  T.  Bep.  381,  at  p.  386; 
(1902)  2  Gh.  557 ;  vide  also  per  Bomer,  Ii.J.,  at 

S.  385).  Li  Wheeldon  v.  Burrowt  (ubi  sup.)  the 
ghts  which  were  the  subject  of  disouasion  were 
oortainly  reasonably  necessary  to  the  enjoyment- 
of  the  property  retained,  and  the  grantor  was- 
held  not  entitled  to  an  easement  in  respect  of 
them.  If  the  property  cannot  be  used  at  all 
without  the  easement,  then  in  that  case  only  is 
there  an  implied  reservation.  Applying  that 
principle  to  the  present  case,  the  windows  might 
be  daAened,  but  the  defendant's  house  could  be 
used.  In  this  case  the  common  ownership,  con- 
veyance, and  the  erecting  and  pulling  down  c£ 
the  wall  are  admitted.  [Lawrence,  £.G. — We 
say  the  wall  was  built  "  flush  "  with  our  walL 
Eekbwich.  J, — The  real  question  is  not  one 
of  trespass.] 

P.  0.  Lawrence,  KG.  and  T.  T.  Methold  for  the 
defendant  —  The  real  question  ia  whether  we 
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have  got  the  right  to  light  to  this  bottom  window 
— whether  the  usht  to  this  pantry  is  an  easement 
of  necessity.  Wheeldon  y.  Burrows  (ubi  $up.) 
was  not  the  case  of  an  easement  of  necessity, 
since  the  three  lights  there  were  not  all  necessary 
to  the  enjoyment  of  the  workshop :  (par  Bacon, 
Y.G.,  at  p.  &62  of  39  L.  T.  Bep.).  On  the 
admitted  facts  we  cannot  light  that  room 
except  thron^h  another  badly-lignted  room,  the 
scaUery.  This  is  an  easement  of  necessity  neces- 
sary to  the  enjoyment  of  this  part  of  tue  pro- 
perty. The  tmt  is  whether  you  can  enjoy  the 
property  in  the  state  in  which  it  is  witli  the 
obatmotion.  Stirling,  L.J.  does  not  mean  that 
the  whole  of  the  property  is  to  be  rendered  use- 
less before  such  a  reservation  is  implied.  His 
Lordship  means  that  particular  part  of  the  pro- 
perty which  is  affected.  Defen&at  was  justified 
in  knocking  down  the  wall.  We  have  a  right  to 
an  easement  of  necessity,  and,  according  to 
Nieholtu  ▼.  Chamberlain  (1607,  Cro.  Jac.  121), 
referred  to  ia  Gale  on  Easements,  pp.  103, 138, 
7th  edit.,  a  right  to  go  on  plaintiff's  land  to 
repair  onr  waU. 

A  reply  was  not  called  for  on  the  main 
question. 

ExKKWicu,  J. — If  a  vendor  of  land  desires  to 
reserve  any  right  in  the  character  of  an  ease- 
ment 80  as  to  prevent  building  in  such  a  way  as  to 
do  injury  to  his  adjacent  land  which  he  has  not 
parted  with  he  must  do  it  by  express  words. 
That  is  settled  law  and  expresses  the  result  of  the 
decision  in  Wheeldon  v.  Burrow*  {ubi  tup.),  where 
the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed  Bacon,  V.G.  That 
is  a  general  rule  governing  cases  of  Uiis  kind,  but 
the  nile  is  subject  to  certain  exceptions.  One  of 
them  is  the  well-known  exception  which  attaches 
to  cases  of  what  are  known  as  easements  of  neces- 
sity— that  is  to  say,  where  the  enjoyment  of  the 
filleged  right  over  the  adjoining  land  is  nectesary 
to  the  property  which  is  not  conv^ed,  tiien  the 
court  will  consider  the  easement  as  reserved  though 
it  has  not  been  reserved  by  express  words.  Now, 
an  easement,  or  a  right  in  the  character  of  an  ease- 
ment, may  be  in  the  nature  of  a  right  to  an  access 
of  light  to  a  particular  window.  In  a  large  majority 
of  cases  the  window  which  lights  a  room  is  neces- 
sary to  the  lighting  of  that  room.  Many  rooms 
are  lighted  by  one  window.  Sometimes  we  have 
two  or  more  windows.  In  the  large  majority  of 
cases,  again,  a  window  is  one,  on  the  whole,  neces- 
sary to  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  a  room, 
but  no  one  would  suggest  that,  because  it  is 
necessary  to  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  a  room, 
therefore  it  is  a  necessary  easement  exercisable 
although  not  reserved  from  the  purchaser  of 
the  adjoining  land.  You  may  block  it  notwith- 
standing that  it  is  essential  and  in  that  sense 
necessary.  Where  are  you  to  draw  the  line,  sup- 
posing that  it  is  not  essential  in  that  sense  P 
Does  it  largely  interfere  with  the  comfort  and 
enjoyment  of  the  room  if  it  is  blocked  P  It  seems 
to  me  that,  if  yon  are  entitled  to  block,  yon  cannot 
draw  a  line  of  that  character.  The  line  is  one  of 
a  different  character.  As  was  pointed  out  by 
Stirling,  L.J.  in  Union  Lighterage  Company 
Limited  v.  London  Graving  Dock  Company 
Limited  (at  p.  386  of  87  L.  T.  Bep.).  His 
Lordship,  it  seems  to  me,  draws  a  distinction 
between  an  easement  of  necessity  and  easements 
necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  pro- 


perty. His  Lordship  is  reported  to  have  said  t. 
"  The  appellants  did  not  dispute  that  there  is  no 
express  reservation  in  the  conveyance  to  the 
pluntiffs,  but  contended  that  the  easement- 
claimed  by  them,  the  defendants,  was  an  '  ease- 
ment of  necessity '  within  the  recognised  excep- 
tion of  the  second  rule.  Kow,  in  the  passages  citeid, 
the  expressions  '  ways  of  necessity '  and  '  ease- 
ments of  necessity '  are  used  in  contrast  with  tha 
other  expressions  '  easements  which  are  necessai; 
to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  property 
granted'  and  'easements  .  .  .  necessary  to- 
the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  property  con- 
veyed ' ;  and  the  word  '  necessity '  in  the  former 
expressions  has  plainly  a  narrower  meaniiu;  than 
the  word  '  necessary '  in  the  latter."  And  ^rther 
down  he  states,  after  pointing  out  that  certain, 
tie-rods  which  passed  through  the  plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty were  in  one  sense  necessary  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  defendants'  dock  in  its  present- 
condition,  that  the  dock  could  not  be  continued 
in  its  present  condition  without  these  ties,  but 
that  the  dock  wa«  capable  of  use  without  them, 
and  there  could  not  be  implied  any  reservation  in. 
respect  of  them.  The  dock  remained  there  not- 
withstanding, and  the  use  of  the  ties  was  wrong. 
He  seems  to  me  to  draw  the  distinction  between 
what  is  absolutely  necessary  and  what  is  reason- 
ably required  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  land  and* 
building  as  it  now  exists.  It  is  said  here  that  this 
is  a  window,  the  access  of  light  to  which  is  not 
expressly  reserved,  which  has  it  reserved  by  im- 
plication because  the  light  is  necessary  to  the 
pantry  or  store.  It  cannot  be  that  there  is  any 
necessity  by  reason  of  its  being  used  as  a  pantry. 
It  cannot  be  said  that  a  special  use  oz  light, 
attaches  to  it  as  a  pantry,  as  it  can  be 
used  for  other  purposea,  and  to  say,  as  the 
defendant  doss,  that  the  use  of  the  window  ia 
reserved  to  it  by  necessity,  is  giving  to  the 
word  "necessity"  a  meaning  which  it  does  not 
properly  bear  in  this  connnM^on.  It  seems  to- 
have  been  an  afterthought  of  tha  pleader  whipb 
raises  the  point  that  in  blocking  up  the  window 
while  exercising  one  right  the  plaintiff  has  gone 
beyond  her  rights  as  to  another.  Now,  in  the- 
first  place,  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  nused  her 
wall  so  close  to  the  defendant's  wall  that  the  two 
walls  actually  touched-  It  is  a  very  diffionlt 
question  of  evidence;  on  the  balance  of  evi- 
dence my  present  impression  is  to  hold  that  it- 
did  touch.  There  are  some  points  of  contact.  I 
pnt  that  aside.  There  is  another  point  raised  by 
the  defence.  In  the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser 
there  was  a  covenant.  [His  Lordship  read  the- 
covenant  in  the  conveyance  of  the  18th  Oct 
1895.]  It  is  clear  that  while  this  obstructing 
wall  is  allowed  to  remain  erected  it  would  be 
impossible  for  the  vendor,  though  he  might  have 
gone  on  the  plaintifTs  land,  to  point  or  repair  the 
wall,  which  would  not  only  be  obscurod  but- 
entirely  inclosed  in  this  outer  casing.  Plaintiffs- 
counsel  says  that  a  case  has  not  yet  arisen  for- 
an  injunction.  It  can  only  arise  when  defen- 
dant wanted  to  point  or  repair  the  wall,  and  t^t- 
then  he  ought  be  entitled  to  come  to  the  court 
for  an  injunction  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  take 
down  the  wall.  So  far  he  is  perfectly  right,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  court  would  grant  a  mandatory 
injunction  ordering  the  plaintiff  to  pull  down, 
the  wall  which  prevented  the  defen&nt  from 
exercising  his  rights  under  the  covenant.    Bat  i. 
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think  the  plaintiff  haa  been  careless  in  this 
respect,  and  in  exercising  one  right  she  has  trans- 
fp«s8ed  another.  Plaintiff's  counsel  says  that  the 
whole  contest  was  aboat  the  obstractmg  of  the 
light.  I  think  the  proper  order  to  make  will  be 
a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  build 
on  her  hereditaments  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
clarken,  injure,  and  obstruct  the  light  to  the  two 
windows,  but  not  so  as  to  trespass  on  defendant's 
wall  or  to  prevent  the  exercise  by  him,  his  heirs 
end  assigns,  of  the  rights  reserved  to  him  by  the 
<!onTeyance  of  the  18th  Oct.  1895  as  to  pointing 
or  otherwise  repairing  the  buildings.  No  order 
as  to  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Bobinion  and 
Bradley,  agents  for  Brown,  Briggt,  and  Symondt, 
Stockport. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Boweliffet,  Bawle, 
and  Co.,  agents  for  Joseph  Orundey,  Stockport. 


KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Saturday,  March  19. 

(Before  Lord  Alvebstoitb,  C.J.) 

Sakeb  and  Wifk  v.  Wicks  and  others,  (a) 

Poor  law — Overteers — Diatress  for  ratea— Illegal 
di$tre$$  by  a$ii$tant  overseer — Liability  of  over- 
seers for  illegal  acts  of  assistant  overseer. 

Overseers  are  not  liable  yirtute  officii  for  an  illegal 
and  excessive  distress  by  an  assistant  overseer  in 
the  exeetUion  of  a  distress  warrant  for  non- 
payment of  rates. 

A  distress  warrant  for  nonpayment  of  rates  was 
issued  hy  justices,  addressed  in  the  usual 
statutory  form  to  the  overseers  and  constables, 
and  it  was  handed  by  one  of  the  overseers  to  the 
■assistant  overseer  of  the  parish,  who  had  been 
duly  appointed  to  act  as  such  assistant  overseer. 
The  assistant  overseer,  while  purportitig  to 
execute  the  distress  warrant,  was  guilty  of  an 
iUegal  and  excessive  distress,  the  overseers  having 
taken  no  part  in  the  same. 

Eeld,  that  the  overseers  were  not  liable  for  the 
illegal  acts  of  the  assistant  overseer  in  executing 
the  warrant. 

Pitbthbb  consideration  by  Lord  Alverstone, 
CJ.  in  an  action  tried  before  him  at  the  last 
Lewes  Assizes. 

The  plaintiffb  were  Daniel  Baker,  a  farmer 
residing  at  a  farm  in  the  parish  of  Bingmer,  in  the 
county  of  Sussex,  and  his  wife,  who  there  resided 
with  him.  The  defendants  were  Edward  Wicks 
and  Walter  Wright,  overseers  of  the  parish  of 
Bin«ner,  and  John  Webster,  an  auctioneer 
rasicung  at  Belper,  in  the  county  of  Derby. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  their  statement  of  claim, 
aUeged  that  on  the  3rd  Sept.  1903  the  defendants, 
by  themselves  or  their  servants  or  agents,  entered 
the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiffs  and  nnlaw- 
inlly,  wrongfully,  and  forcibly  took  possession  of 
oertain  furniture  and  effects,  the  property  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  removed  the  furniture  and  effects 
from  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
premises  of  an  inn  in  Lewes  and  detained  the 
whole  of  the  furniture  and  effects  from  the 
plaintiffs  for  some  nineteen  days,  when  they 
restored  a  part  only  of  the  same. 

(a)  Beportad  br  W.  W.  O&s,  Eaq.,  Btnlatw^MAw. 


Alternatively,  the  plaintiff  Daniel  Baker  said  that 
he  had  suffered  damage  by  reason  of  the  defen- 
dants having  wrongfolly  distruned  for  15s.  (the 
balance  of  a  rate  due  from  the  plaintiff)  goods  of 
the  plaintiff  of  much  greater  value  than  the 
amount  of  such  balance,  although  part  of  the 
goods  was  then  sufficient  to  have  satisfied  the 
balance  of  15s.,  and  the  defendants  thereby  made 
an  excessive  and  unreasonable  distress  for  suck 
balance. 

The  defendants  Wicks  and  Wright  (the  over- 
seers of  the  parish)  in  their  defence  said  (inter 
aiia)  that  if  the  acts  complained  of  were  done  and 
oommitted  by  them  as  alleged  (which  was  denied), 
the  same  were  donn  and  oommitted  by  them  in  a 
lawful  and  peaceable  manner  upon  tbe  furniture 
and  effects  of  the  plaintiff  Daniel  Baker  only, 
and  under  the  authority  of  a  justices'  distress 
warrant  issued  for  the  nonpayment  of  rates  then 
due  by  that  plaintiff  and  the  costs  incidental 
thereto,  both  of  which  he  refused  to  pay.  That 
the  justices'  warrant  was  issued  against  the  male 
plaintiff  on  the  7th  July  1903  for  nonpayment  of 
ratee  due  by  him  amounting  to  72. 19*.  7id. ;  that 
the  plaintiff  afterwards  paid  71.  4s.  7itd.  there- 
under, but  refused  to  pay  the  balance  of  15*.,  and 
at  the  date  of  the  alleged  distress  the  sum  of  15s. 
with  costs  was  still  due  and  owing  by  the  plaintiff 
under  the  distress  warrant. 

They  further  alleged  that  if  any  wrongful  acts 
were  committed,  the  same  were  not  done  or 
oommitted  by  them,  their  agents,  or  servants, 
but  were  committed  by  one  Charles  Washer,  the 
assistant  overseer  of  the  parish,  without  their 
authority  or  knowledge,  for  which  they  were  in 
no  way  responsible. 

The  defendant  Webster  in  his  defence  said 
(inter  alia)  that  if  any  of  the  acts  complained  of 
were  done  by  him,  the  same  were  done  in  the 
lawful,  peaceable,  and  proper  execution  of  the 
warrant  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiff  Daniel  Baker  only. 

The  facts  were  as  follows  : — 

In  June  1903  the  plaintiff  Daniel  Baker,  a 
farmer  and  ratepayer  residing  at  Bingmer,  was 
served  with  a  demand  note  for  a  rate  amounting 
to  72. 19s.  7\d.,  under  a  rate  dated  the  5th  May 
1903,  but,  as  he  wished  to  protest  against  that 
portion  of  the  rate  which  was  applicable  to  the 
support  of  volnntaiy  or  non-provided  schools 
under  the  Education  Act  1902,  in  June  1903  he 
told  Mr.  Charles  Washer,  who  had  been  appointed 
in  1892  and  then  was  the  assistant  overseer  of 
the  parish  of  Bingmer,  that  he  would  not  pay  the 
rate,  and  that  he  was  prepared  to  be  summoned 
for  the  amount,  and  he  then  refused  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  rate. 

On  the  30th  June  a  complaint  was  made  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor_ 
of  the  parish  of  Bingmer  that  several  pereons' 
(including  the  plaintiff  Daniel  Baker),  whose 
names  were  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the 
schedule,  being  duly  rated  and  assessed  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  in  the  respective 
amounts  opposite  to  their  names,  had  not  paid 
the  rates  or  any  part  thereof,  but  had  refused  to 
do  so,  and  a  summons  was  issued  requiring  them 
to  appear  on  the  7th  July  before  justices  of  the 
peace  to  answer  the  complaint. 

On  the  7th  July  1903  the  overseen  by  Charles 
Washer,  assistant  overseer,  and  some  of  the  rate- 
payers mentioned  appeared  befox»  tke  jnatioes. 
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bat  the  plaintiS  Daniel  Baker  did  not  appear,  and 
a  distress  -warrant  was  issaed  against  him  by  the 
jnstiees  in  the  statntory  form  given  in  the  schedule 
to  the  Distress  for  Bates  Act  1849  (12  &  13  Yict 
a  U)  (forms  C  1  and  0  2). 

The  distress  warrant  was  addressed — as  in  the 
statutory  form — 

To  the  oreneera  of  the  poor  of  the  pariah  of  Bingmer, 
in  the  ooont7  of  Sanez,  and  to  the  oonetables  of  the  East 
Sasnx  Conatabnlary,  and  to  all  other  peace  offioera  in 
the  aaid  oonnty, 

and  it  commanded  them  forthwith  to  make 
distress  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  several 
persons,  (including  the  plaintiff  Baker)  whose 
names  were  mentioned  and  set  out  in  the  schedule 
thereunder  written. 

At  that  time  one  Charles  Washer  was  the 
assistant  overseer  of  the  parish ;  he  had  been 
appointed  by  the  vestry  in  1892  and  he  had  been 
continued  in  his  appointment  ever  since,  and  by 
the  terms  of  his  appointment  he  was  empowered  to 
perform  all  the  duties  of  an  overseer. 

The  distress  warrant  was  handed  by  the 
justices  to  a  police  constable,  but  he,  apparently 
under  instructions  from  the  chief  constable, 
declined  to  execnte  it,  and  be  handed  it  to  the 
defendant  Wicks  (one  of  the  overseers),  by  whom 
it  was  handed  to  the  assistant  overseer  (Washer) 
for  execution,  with  instructions  to  do  the  best  he 
could,  to  employ  a  bailifE,  and  to  be  careful  not  to 
overstep  his  duty. 

SobBequently,  on  the  16th  July,  the  plaintiff 
Daniel  Baker  paid  to  Washer  the  amount  of  the 
rate  due  from  nim,  less  15«.,  which  was  estimated 
to  be  the  portion  of  the  rate  appropriated  to 
educational  purposes,  and  he  continued  to 
refuse  to  pay  the  15«.  Certain  other  rato- 
payers  in  the  parish,  whose  names  were  included 
in  the  distress  wan-ant,  having  also  refused  to 
pay  the  education  rate.  Washer  proceeded  to 
procure  a  bailiff  to  execute  the  warrant,  and, 
not  wishing  to  employ  a  resident  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood for  that  purpose,  he  procured  the 
defendant  Webster,  who  was  an  auctioneer 
lesident  at  Behter,  in  Derbyshire,  to  come  to 
Sussex  and  effect  the  distress.  The  plaintiff 
heard  nothing  more  of  the  matter  until  the 
3rd  Sept.,  when  a  distress  was  put  in.  On 
that  day  Washer  and  Webster  came  to  the 
plaintifrs  farm,  and  there,  purporting  to  act 
under  the  warrant  of  distress,  seized  and  removed 
from  the  premises  goods  and  furniture  estimated 
to  be  of  the  value  of  upwards  of  1002.,  to  satisfy 
the  claim  of  15*.,  the  part  of  the  rate  remaining 
unpaid.  They  were  imormed  at  the  time  that  the 
whole  of  the  goods,  with  the  exception  of  about 
52.  worth,  were  the  property  of  the  female  plaintiff, 
Mrs.  Bakei',  and  that  the  residue  only  belonged 
to  the  husband,  and  this  appeared  to  be  the  fact. 

The  defendants  Wicks  and  Wright  (the  over- 
seers) were  not  present  when  the  goods  were 
seized  (Wright  being  abroad  at  the  time),  nor  did 
they  authorise  the  seizure  of  Mrs.  Baker's  goods ; 
but  Washer  and  Webster  were  present,  and  the 
plaintiff  Mr.  Baker  asked  that  some  goods  outside 
the  house  and  belonging  to  him  should  be  taken, 
but  this  suggestion  was  not  acted  on,  and  the 
goods  inside  the  house  were  taken.  The  goods 
were  taken  to  an  inn  in  Lewes  and  were  kept  there 
for  some  three  weeks,  when  the  defendant  Wicks, 
having  made  inquiries  in  the  meantime,  caused 


them  to  be  handed  back  to  the  plaintiffs,  with 
expressions  of  regret,  as  he  was  satisfied  that  tbej 
belonged  to  Mrs.  Baker,  and  he  felt  that  an  error 
had  been  committed.  The  other  defendant,  Wright, 
was  abroad  throughout  the  whole  proceedings. 

The  present  action  was  then  brought  by  th» 
plaintiffs  against  the  three  defendants,  the  two 
overseers  and  the  auctioneer  Webster.  Washer 
(the  assistant  overseer)  was  not  made  a> 
party  to  the  action,  but  he  was  brought  in  by 
Webster  as  a  third  party  to  the  action,  a» 
Webster  alleged  that  he  acted  under  the  instruc- 
tions of  Washer  and  claimed  that  he  was  entitled 
to  be  indemnified  by  him. 

The  principal  question  was  as  to  the  liability  of 
the  overseers  for  the  acts  of  the  assistant' 
overseer. 

Boxall,  E.O.  and  E.  E.  Humphreys  for  the 
plaintiffs. — The  plaintiffs  are  entitied  to  recover 
against  all  three  defendante.  The  defendante 
Wicks  and  Wright  (the  overseers)  are  liable  for 
the  acts  of  the  assistant  overseer  and  of  Webster. 
The  distress  warrant  was  addressed  to  them  and 
the  duty  was  thereby  imposed  on  them  to  execute 
the  warrant,  and  it  is  no  defence  to  them  that  they 
did  not  authorise  Washer  to  commit  the  illegid 
acta  complained  of.  A  distress  for  rates  is  not- 
like  a  distress  for  rent ;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
execution,  being,  as  Lord  Mansfield  said  in 
Hvtchins  v.  Chamber$  (1  Burr.  579,  at  p.  588), 
much  more  analogous  to  the  common  execution, 
than  to  the  common  law  distress.  By  sect.  4  of 
the  Distress  for  Bates  Act  1849  (12  &  13  Yict. 
c.  14)  the  distress  warrant  for  rates  may  h& 
addressed  to  the  overseers,  and  in  the  forms  in  the 
schedule  to  that  Act  it  is  so  addressed.  It 
was  so  addressed  in  this  case,  and  it  authorisea 
the  overseers  to  levy,  so  that  they  are  the  respon- 
sible persons  to  carry  out  the  levy.  In  such  ca8» 
the  overseers  are  in  the  same  position  as  a  sheriff 
who  is  required  to  levy  an  execution  under  a  writ- 
of  fi.  fa.,  and,  as  the  sheriff  is  responsible  for  any 
illegal  act  committed  in  carrying  out  the  execution 
by  a  subordinate  officer  to  whom  he  has  delegated 
his  authority,  so  the  overseers  are  liable  for  tho' 
illegal  acte  of  subordinates  who  execute  th& 
distress  warrant.  The  reason  of  the  extended 
liability  of  the  sheriff  for  the  acts  of  those  to 
whom  he  delegates  his  authority  is  thus  i?tated  by 
Jervis,  G.J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  th& 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  Gregory  v.  Cotterell  (26 
L.  T.  Eep.  O.  S.  125 ;  5  E.  &  B.  571,  at  p.  585) :  "  He- 
is  supposed  to  be  executing  his  duty  in  person,  as 
he  is  bound  in  the  first  instance  to  do.  The: 
impossibility  of  so  doing  authorises  him  to 
delegate  that  authority  to  another,  and  he  pnta 
that  party  in  his  place;  and  for  whatever  that 
party  does,  not  only  when  done  virtute  mandati,. 
but  colore  mandati,  the  sheriff  is  responsible." 
That  applies  equally  to  the  overseers  who 
delegate  their  authority  to  an  assistant  overseer 
to  execute  the  distress  warrant.  They  have  no 
power  to  delegate  their  authority  so  as  to  relieve 
themselves  of  responsibility  for  the  proper 
execution  of  the  warrant.  With  regard  to  th» 
appointment  and  duties  of  an  assisbcmt  overseer, 
sect.  7  of  the  Poor  Relief  Act  1819  (69  Geo.  3, 
c.  12)  and  sect.  61  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act  18«  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101)  provide  as  to  the 
appointment  of  an  assistant  overseer  by  the 
vestry.    The  vestry  may  empower  him  to  execute 
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all  the  duties  of  the  office  of  ovarseer,  and  in  fact 
here  they  did  so  empower  the  assistant  overFeer, 
bnt  the  warrant  in  tnis  case  was  addressed,  not  to 
the  assistant  overseer,  bnt  to  the  overseers  them- 
selves,  and  therefore  in  the  execution  of  the 
warrant  the  assistant  overseer  must  be  taken  as 
acting  as  the  servant  or  bailiff  of  the  overseers. 
There  is  another  reason  for  making  the  overseers 
liable.  B7  sect.  1  of  the  Poor  Belief  Act  1601 
(43  Eliz.  c.  2)  the  overseers  were  to  be  "  STibstan- 
tial  bonseholders,"  bnt  bj  sect.  7  of  the  Poor 
Belief  Act  1819  (59  Geo.  3.  c.  12)  the  aasistant 
overseer  was  only  required  to  be  a  "  discrete 
person."  If  the  overseers  are  not  liable  because 
the  assistant  overseer  was  appointed  by  statute, 
still  that  does  not  relieve  toem  from  liability  in 
respect  of  Webster,  who  was  not  appointed  under 
any  statute  and  by  whom  the  levy  was  actually 
made.  The  defendant  Wicks  adopted  and  ratified 
what  was  done  by  Washer,  and  he  is  liable  on 
that  ground. 

Avory,  E.G.  and  Lavile»»  for  the  defendants 
Wicks  and  Wrisht. — The  overseers  are  not  liable 
for  the  acts  of  the  assistant  overseer.  The 
assistant  overseer  is  in  no  sense  the  servant  of 
the  overseers  ;  he  is  appointed  by  the  vestry  and 
not  by  the  overseers,  who  have  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  his  appointment,  and  his  position  as 
assistant  overseer  is  recognised  by  statute.  It  may 
be  true  that  a  distress  for  rates  is  rather  in  the 
nature  of  an  execution  than  an  ordinarv  distress, 
bnt  there  is  this  distinction  between  toe  case  of 
the  liability  of  a  sheriff  for  the  improper  acts  of 
his  subordinate  officer  and  the  liability  of  over- 
seers for  the  improper  acts  of  an  assistant  overseer, 
that,  whereas  the  officer  of  the  sheriff  is  directly 
appointed  by  the  sheriff  and  has  no  statutory 
position  apart  from  the  sheriff,  the  assistant 
overseer  is  not  directly  appointed  by  the  overseers, 
but  is  appointed  by  the  vestry  (sect.  7  of  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  12)  and  has  a  position  recognised  by  statute 
whoUy  independent  of  the  overseers.  It  was 
expressed  thus  by  Lord  Denman,  C.J.  in  delivering 
the  considered  judgment  of  the  court  in  Beg.  v. 
Watti  (7  A.  &  E.  461,  at  p.  469] :  "  The  assistant 
overseer  is  not  the  servant  of  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  parish,  but  of  the  vestry,  from 
whom  he  directly  receives  his  authority  ;  and 
Coltman,  J.in  delivering  the  considered  judgment 
of  the  court  in  Foinig  v.  Attwood  (6  G.  B.  38,  at 

649),  after  citing  the  above  passage  from  Lord 
enman's  judgment,  said:  "The  acts  done  by 
him  are  not,  therefore,  to  be  considered  as  done 
by  him  as  the  agent  of  the  other  overseers,  but  as 
done  by  virtue  of  his  own  authority  derived 
from  the  appointment  of  the  vestry."  He  is,  by 
sect.  7  of  59  Greo.  3,  0.  12,  to  be  elected  by  the 
vestry,  who  are  to  specify  the  duties  to  be  per- 
formed by  him  and  to  fix  the  salary  which  he  is 
to  receive,  and  such  salary  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
rates,  and  he  is  by  that  section  authorised  and 
empowered  toperrorm  all  such  of  the  duties  of  the 
•office  of  the  overseer  as  shall  in  the  warrant  for 
his  appointment  be  expressed,  and  he  may  be 
nrequired  to  give  security ;  so  that  he  is  a  respon- 
sible officer,  having  rights  and  duties  altogether 
-apart  from  the  overseers.  It  has  been  argued  that 
the  warrant  is  addressed  to  the  overseers,  and 
that  that  renders  them  liable  for  the  acts  done  ; 
but  if  the  overseers  are  to  be  held  liable  merely 
'because  the  warrant  was  addressed  to  them,  then 
on  the  same  principle  the  constables  of  the  East 


Sussex  Constabulary  would  also  be  liable,  as  the 
warrant  is  addressed  to  them  as  well  as  to  the 
overseers.  It  was,  in  fact,  to  one  of  the  constables 
that  the  warrant  was  first  handed.  The  warrant, 
having  been  addressed  to  the  overseers,  must  be 
taken  as  including  the  assistant  overseer,  who 
would  be  equally  empowered  to  perform  all  the 
duties  required  of  the  overseers.  The  defendant 
Wright,  being  abroad  all  the  time,  cannot  be  held 
liabte  except  from  his  position  of  overseer,  and  the 
above  considerations  show  that  Wicks  and  Wright 
are  not  liable  merely  by  the  fact  of  their  being 
overseers.  Wicks  did  not  make  himself  liable 
merely  by  handing  the  warrant  to  Washer  for 
execution ;  he  did  not  thereby  make  Washer  his 
asent  for  that  purpose,  or  render  himself  liable  for 
the  illegal  acts  of  Washer.  If  a  judgment  creditor 
hands  a  writ  of  ^.  fa.  to  a  sheriff  for  execution, 
without  giving  any  special  direction,  he  is  not 
liable  if  uie  sheriff  seizes  the  goods  of  a  wrong 
person: 

Bmxth  V.  Keal.  47  L.  T.  Bep.  142 ;  9  Q.  B.  Div.  840 ; 
Uorria  v.  SaVbtrg,  61  L.  T.  Bep.  283  ;  22  Q.  B.  Div. 
6U. 
It  is  said  that  Wicks  ratified  what  had  been  done  by 
Washer.  There  are  two  answers  to  that:  first,  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  raUficaiaon  in  fact ;  and, 
secondly,  even  if  there  were,  it  would  not  avail,  as, 
if  the  wrongful  act  were  done  without  authori^,  a 
subsequent  ratification  of  it  has  no  effect : 

Woollen  T.  Wrighi,  7  L.  T.  Bep.  73  ;   1   H.  &  C. 
554. 

Lailev  for  the  defendant  Webster. 

Boxail,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Lord  Altsbstonb,  G.J. — I  cannot  give  my 
decision  without  expressing  my  regret  Uiat  the 
plaintiff,  Mr.  Baker,  was  not  better  lulviaedinthis 
case,  which  strongly  brings  out  the  absurdity  of 
raising  in  this  way  his  objection  to  paying  this 
rate  for  educational  purposes.  He  might  have 
taken  his  objection  with  equal  dimity  by  umply 

?ayiiig  under  protest  the  amount  be  objected  to. 
t  is  also  much  to  be  regretted  that  tne  police 
should  have  refused  to  execute  the  warrant.  It 
was  their  duty  to  have  executed  it,  and  if  they 
had  done  so,  this  trouble  would  not  have  arisen. 
However,  the  matter  has  now  to  be  dealt  with  as  a 
question  of  law.  The  action  was  brought  against 
the  two  overseers  and  the  auctioneer,  who  h»a 
brought  in  Washer,  the  assistant  overseer,  as  a' 
third  party.  At  the  time  in  question  the  over- 
seers of  the  parish  were  the  defendants  Wicks 
and  Wright ;  and  there  was  also .  an  assistant 
overseer  named  Washer,  who,  in  1892,  was 
appointed  to  perform  all  the  duties  of  an  over- 
seer of  the  poor,  and  at  the  time  now  in  question 
he  was  acting  under  that  appointment.  A 
distress  warrant  had  been  issued,  addressed  to  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  the  rates 
owing  by  the  plamtiff,  Daniel  Baker;  but  the 
distress  warrant,  the  execution  of  which  formed 
the  subject  of  the  present  action,  was  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  an  effective  warrant  for  the  sum 
of  15«.  and  no  more,  the  rest  of  the  rate  having 
been  paid.  If  the  overseers  are  in  the  position  ra 
sheriffs,  the  plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  a 
judgment  as  against  the  defendant  Wicks ;  but 
as  to  the  defendant  Wright  it  has  been  shown  that 
he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter.  Wicks 
appears  to  have  given  the  assistant  overseer 
Washer,  in  whose  uands  the  matter  was  placed. 
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proper  advice,  but  he  made  no  attempt  to  take  the 
matter  out  of  Washer's  hands.  Oreraeers  may 
legally  employ  a  qnalified  •  broker  to  leyy  the 
execution,  and  may  obtain  an  auctioneer  to  sell 
the  goods.  If  the  auctioneer  in  this  case 
(Webster)  only  took  an  inventory  of  the  goods 
under  the  direction  of  the  assistant  overseer,  then 
he  would  not  be  liable  for  illegal  distress ;  but  the 
facts  proved  in  evidence  show  that  he  did  much 
more  than  take  an  inventory  of  the  value  of  the 
goods  undei-  the  directions  of  Washer.  He  was  a 
principal  in  levying  the  distress,  and  it  was 
improper  conduct  on  his  part ;  it  was  a  wrongful 
act  and  an  excessive  distrass.  It  was  contended 
that  Wicks  is  responsible  for  these  mdawf ul  acts. 
That  raises  the  question  whether  overseers  are 
responsible  for  the  conduct  of  assistant  overseers, 
and  whether  the  same  principle  ought  to  be 
applied  in  the  case  of  overseers  which  is  applied 
in  the  case  of  sheriflj,  who  are  responsible  for 
everything  done  in  carrying  out  the  execution. 
That  seems  to  have  bran  held  in  the  case  of 
Oregory  v.  CottereU  (ubi  sKp.)i  u^d  if  that  case 
governs  the  present  case,  then  the  plaintiffs  would 
be  enUtled  to  succeed  against  the  overseers.  A 
sheriff  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  subordi- 
nates. Overseers,  however,  are  not  in  the  position 
of  sherifTs,  and  the  principle,  therefore,  which 
applies  to  sheriffs  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an 
assistant  overseer,  who  is  by  statute  appointed  to 
perform  all  the  duties  of  an  overseer.  The 
assistant  overseer  is  appointed  by  the  vestry, 
and  is  the  servant  of  the  vestry  and  not  of 
the  overseer;  and  the  overseer  is  not  liable 
for  any  act  done  by  the  assistant  overseer 
wUoh  he  has  not  in  any  way  authorised,  and 
to  which  he  is  no  party.  The  assistant  overseer 
acts  by  virtue  of  his  own  authority,  and  there  is 
a  statutory  recognition  of  his  office  and  of  the 
duties  he  has  to  perform ;  and  therefore  the  law 
with  regard  to  the  responsibility  of  sheriffs  for  the 
acts  of  their  subordinates  does  not  apply.  The 
cases  of  Reg.  v.  WatU  (u&i  sr^p.)  and  Point*  v. 
AHwood  (uoi  (vp.)>  which  have  been  cited, 
altogether  exclude  the  view  that  I  ought  to  apply 
to  overseers  the  same  principle  as  is  applied  in 
the  case  of  sheriffs.  Those  cases  show  clearly 
that  the  assistant  overseer  is  not  the  servant  of  the 
overseers,  bat  is  the  servant  of  the  vestry ;  and, 
although,  perhaps,  they  are  not  direct  decisions  to 
that  effect,  bat  may  be  said  to  be  dicta  only,  yet 
they  do  lay  down  that  principle  in  the  clearest  and 
strongest  way.  Moreover,  the  statutes  which 
have  been  cited  show  that  there  is  a  statutory 
recognition  that  assistant  overseers  can  perform 
all  the  duties  of  overseers,  so  that  apart  from 
authority  which  is  binding  on  me,  the  Ijegislature 
has  recognised  that  in  the  case  of  overseers  there 
may  be  a  statutory  officer  who  has  power  to  do  all 
the  acts  which  the  overseers  themselves  can  do. 
There  was  no  act  on  tJie  part  of  the  defendants 
Wicks  or  Wright  which  made  them  responsible 
for  the  taking  of  Mrs.  Baker's  goods,  and  judg- 
ment must  be  given  for  them  with  costs.  As  to 
the  defendant  Webster,  I  find  that  he  did  levy  the 
distress,  and  that  he  took  part  in  an  illegal  act ; 
and  I  also  find  that  he  had  no  remedy  over  as 
a^inst  .Washer,  so  that  the  third  party  notice 
fails  against  him. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff$  against  Webiter 
for  501.,  with  eottt ;  judgment  for  the  de/en- 
danti  Wieke  and  Wright  with  coste. 


Solicitor  for  the  plaintiffs,  Samuel  Lithgowi 
for  D.  Albert  Daviei,  flove. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants  Wicks  and  Wright, 
Beal  and  Payne,  for  E.  Bedford,  Xewhaven. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendimt  Webster,  Needham,, 
Tyer,  and  Barroia,  for  E.  G.  and  F.  J.  Jaikion, 
Belper. 


Monday,  April  18. 

(Before  Lord   ALVXBSTONa,  C.J.,   Wills   ani 

Eenrbidt,  JJ.) 

FbASES  v.  FBA.8E&.  (a) 
Practice  —  Appeal — Specially    indorted     iorit— 
Action  by  content  re/erred  to  master — Beeieion. 
of  matter — Bight  to  appeal  to  Divisional  Court 
jrom  decision  of  matter — Order  XIV.,  r.  7. 
An  appeal  does  not  lie  to  the  Dioitional  Court  from 
the  dseision  of  a  matter  in  an  action  whieh  hat: 
been  referred  to  him  by  consent  of  the  parties 
under  Order  XIV.,  r.  7,  whieh  provides  that, 
upon  the  hearing  of  an  application  for  leave  to 
enter  final  judgment,  "teith  the  consent  of  th» 
parties,   an  order  may  be  made   referring  the 
action  to  a  master." 
Application  by  the  defendant  for  an  order  tha^ 
the  finding  and  certificate  given  and  the  report  or 
award  made  and  judgment  directed  on  the  trial 
or  reference  of  the  action  under  Order  XIY.,  r.  7, 
before  Master  Lord  Dunboyne  on  the  26th  May 
1903,  be  set  aside  or  varied  and  that  judgment  b» 
entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  claim  and  for 
1(X)S2.   on   the    ooanter-olaim,   or    alternatively 
that  a  new  trial  or   reference  may  be    had  or 
that  the  action  be  remitted  to  this  master  for 
reconsideration. 

The  action  vras  brought  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  a  large  sum  of  money  as  commission, 
upon  the  sale  of  shares  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant. 

The  writ  was  specially  indorsed,  and  the  plaintiff 
applied  for  leave  to  sign  final  jadgment  under 
Order  XIV.  The  defendant  did  not  make  any 
affidavit  in  opposition,  and  the  master  made  an 
order  giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to  sign  finat 
judgment. 

Tne  defendant  appealed,  and  made  an  affidavib 
stating  his  grounds  of  defence,  and  setting  up  a. 
oounter>claim. 

Thereupon  Phillimore,  J.  at  chambers  made  the 
following  order : 

"  That  the  order  of  Master  Lord  Danboyn» 
giving  the  pitunttff  leave  to  sign  final  judgment 
be  aischarged,  and  that  the  defendant  be  at 
liberty  to  defend  this  action.  And  it  is  by  con- 
sent under  Order  XIY.,  r.  7,  further  ordered 
that  the  action  be  referrod  to  be  decided  by  a 
master  without  pleadings." 

The  matter  was  heard  before  the  master,  and  on 
the  26th  Miy  1903  he  gave  his  certificate  a» 
follows:  "In  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the 
Honourable  Mr.  Jastioe  Paillimore,  dated  th» 
5th  day  of  May  1903,  I  do  find  and  certify 
that,  after  allowing  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
2312. 0(.  3d.,  in  respect  of  his  set-off  and  counter- 
claim, the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
of  9252.  Is.  4d.  in  this  action.  I  direct  th» 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  th» 
action  and  of  the  reference  to  be  taxed.     And 
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I   direct   that   jndginent   may    be   entered   in 
aocordamce  with  this  my  certificate." 

On  the  27th  May  1903  the  judgment  wajs  drawn 
«ip  as  follows :  "The  action  having;  by  an  order 
•of  Fhillimore,  J.,  dated  the  5th  May  1903,  been 
referred  for  trial  to  Lord  Dnnboyne,  one  of  the 
masters  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  said 
master  having  tried  the  said  action  and  by  his 
•certificate  dated  the  26th  May  1903  found 
that,  after  allowing  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
'2342.  Of.  3d.  in  respect  of  his  set-o£C  and  oouuter- 
•olaim,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum 
of  9252. 1«.  4d.  in  this  action,  and  haring  directed 
the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  the 
^tion  and  of  the  reference  to  be  taxed,  and  having 
•directed  judgment  to  be  entered  accordingly,  it  is 
this  dav  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  recover  from 
the  defendant  the  cum  of  925Z.  1*.  4d.  and  the 
•eoata  of  both  the  reference  and  the  action  to  be 
iazed." 
.  From  this  judgment  of  the  master  the  defendant 
•appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  asking  for  judg- 
ment or  a  new  trial,  the  master  having  given 
leave  to  appeal. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the  preliminary 
objection  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  that  there 
was  no  right  of  appeal  at  all  from  the  decision  of 
the  master  when  the  action  was  referred  to  him 
hr  consent  under  Order  XIV.,  r.  7  ;  but  that  if 
there  was  any  right  of  appeal,  the  appeal  did  not 
lie  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  but  to  the  Divisional 
Court 

'  The  Court  of  Appeal  (Collins,  M.B.,  Math«w 
.^tnd  Cozens- Hardy,  L.  JJ.)  held  that  no  appeal  lay 
in  such  a  case  to , the  Court  of  Appeal,  leaving 
the  question  open  as  to  whether  or  not  there  was 
any  right  of  appeal  to  the  Divisional  Conrt.  See 
Frcuer  v.  Fr<uer  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  491;  (1904) 
1  K.  B.  56). 

The  defendant  then  appealed  to  the  Divisional 
Oonrt. 

Order  XIV.,  r.  7— introduced  in  July  1902— 
provides: 

Upon  the  hearing  at  the  application  [that  ii,  an 
appUoation  for  leave  to  enter  final  jadgment  nnder  rnle  1 
•of  the  order]  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  an  order 
may  be  made  referring  the  action  to  a  master,  or  the 
Action  may  be  finally  diipoied  of  without  appeal  in  a 
enmmary  manner. 

-  Trevor  F.  Lloyd  for  the  pkuntiff.— There  is  a 
preliminary  objection  to  the  hearing  of  this 
«ppeal.  Ko  appeal  lies  to  the  Divisional  Court 
■from  the  dedsion  of  the  master  in  this  case. 
The  appeal  was  first  taken  to  the  Court  oC  Appeal, 
but  that  court  held  that  no  appeal  lay  to  tiiem 
{Fnuer  v.  Frater,  89  L.  T.  Jtlep.  ■©! ;  (1904) 
1  E.  B.  56),  and,  although  ther  did  not  decide  the 
•question,  they  seemed  to  think  that  no  appml  lay 
10  any  conrt.  The  whole  reasoning  of  tne  judg- 
ments in  that  case,  especially  of  the  judgment  of 
Mathew,  L.J.,  tends  to  the  view  that  there  is  no 
right  of  appeal  to  any  court.  An  action  can  only 
be  Tttferred  to  a  master  under  Order  XIV.,  r.  7, 
by  consent  of  the  parties,  and  when  an  action  is 
referred  to  a  master  by  consent,  the  master  is  in 
the  same  position  as  an  arbitrator  to  whom  an 
action  has  been  referred  by  consent.  If  the  matter 
had  been  referred  to  an  arbitrator  by  consent, 
there  would  have  been  no  appeal  from  the 
arbitrator's  decision ;  there  would  only  have  been 
a  right  to  impeach'  his  award  on  the  usual  and 


well  recognised  g^nnds.  So,  in  this  case  there 
is  no  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  master. 
By  Orc^r  XXXV.,  r.  9,  a  person  may  appeal  from 
an  order  or  decision  of  a  district  registrar  to  the 
judge,  and  the  rule  expressly  provides  that  snoh 
appeal  may  be  made  notwithstanding  that  the 
order  or  decision  was  in  respect  of  a  matter  as  to 
which  the  district  registrar  had  jurisdiction  only 
by  consent.  That  shows  that  it  was  clear  to  tfa« 
framer  of  the  rule  that  where  the  matter  is  sent 
for  decision  by  consent  there  would  be  no  appeal 
except  the  appeal  is  given  in  express  terms,  and 
therefore  that  provision  was  put  in  to  show  that 
in  that  case  there  was  an  appeaL  [Lord  Alyxb- 
8TONK,  C.J. :  At  present  it  seems  to  me  that 
where  an  action  is  referred  to  a  master  by  consent 
of  the  parties  there  is  no  appeal]. 

Hvme-Waiiamt,  K.C.   (J.    W.  McCarthy  with 
him),  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the  appeal. — 
An  appeal  lies  in  this  case  to  the  Divisional  Court. 
The  master  to  whom  this  action    was  referred 
was  not  in  the  position  of  an  arbitrator  and  did  not 
act  as  an  arbifaator  ;  he  was  in  the  position  of  a 
referee,  and  from  the  decision  of  a  referee  there 
is  an  appeal  to  this  court.    Order  XL.,  r.  6,  pro- 
vides that  where  at  a  trial  by  a  referee  he  nas 
directed  any  judgment  to  be  entered,  any  party 
may  move  to  set   aside  such  judgment  and  to 
enter  any  other  judgment,  <m  the  ground   that 
upon   the  finding  the   judgment  so  directed  is 
wrong ;  and  in  the  King's  Bench  Division  snch 
motion  must  be  made  to  the  Divisional  Coort. 
Rule  2  of  the  same  order  provides  that  every 
referee  to  whom    a  cause  is  referred   for  trial 
shall  direct  how  judgment  is  to  be  entered,  and 
Buoh  judgment  is  to  be  entered  accordingly,  and 
rule  6  gives  a  right  of  appeal  from  such  judgment. 
Then  by  rule  (6a) :   "  Rules  2  and  6  of  Order  XL. 
sh^  apply  to  a  reference  to  any  officer  of  the 
conrt  or  special  referee  or  arbitrator  under  an 
order  of  the  conrt."    A  master  is  an  officer  of 
the  court,  and  therefore,  by  rule  (6a),  a  reference 
to  him  is  a  reference  to  a  referee  to  which  rule  6 
applies,  and  if  rule  6  applies  there  would  be  an. 
appeal  from  his  decision  expressly  given  to  the 
^Divisional  Court,  as  in  the  case  of  an  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  a  referee.    Sect.  14  of  the  Arbi- 
tration Act  1889  (Annual  Practice,  voL  2,  p.  567) 
deals  with  references  under  that  Act,  and  it  says 
that  in  any  cause  or  matter,  if  all  the  parties 
consent,  the  court  or  a  judge  may  order  the  whole 
cause  or  matter  to  be  tried    before    a  special 
referee  or  arbitrator  agp«ed  on  by  the  parties,  or 
before  an  official  referee  or  officer  of  the  court. 
That  reference  is  by  consent  of  the  parties;  almost 
the  same  words  are  used  as  in  Order  XIV.,  r.  7, 
and  the  procedure  is  the  same.    There  is  an  appeal 
to  the  Divisional  Court  from  the  decision  of  the 
the  referee    after   trial  under    sect.  14   of  the 
Arbitration     Act,      notwithstanding     that    the 
reference   of  the  whole    action   is    by    consent 
of    the    parties ;    and  then    come    in    rules  6 
and  6  (a)  of  Order  XL.,  which  apply  the  same  rule 
to  any  reference  to  any  officer  of  the  court  under 
an  order  of  the  court.    It  would  be  a  strange 
result  if,  when  an  action  is  by  consent  of  tiie 
parties  referred  by  an  order  of  a  judge,  under 
sect.  14  of  the  Arbitration  Act  1889,  to  a  referee, 
there  should  be  a  right  of  appeal,  and  yet  that 
there  should  be  no  right  of  appeal  when  au 
action  is  by  consent  of  the  parties  and  by  order  of 
a  judge  referred  to  a  master  under  Order  XIV., 
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r.  7.  The  referenoe  is  in  either  case  made  by 
consent  of  the  parties  and  by  order  of  a  jadge, 
and  there  is  no  more  reason  why  there  should  be 
an  appeal  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  otiier.  What 
Order  XIY.,  r  7,  contemplates  is  that  the  action 
should  be  sent  to  a  master  under  the  same  condi* 
tions  aa  to  an  official  referee  tmder  the  Arbitration 
Act ;  and  the  moment  yon  refer  an  action  and 
take  an  order  of  the  court  for  that  purpose,  then 
the  case  is  under  the  Arbitration  Act.  If  that 
rule  were  to  deprive  a  person  of  his  right  to 
appeal  to  this  court,  it  would  take  away  the  use- 
fnmess  of  the  rule.  An  examination  of  the  rule 
itself  shows  that  it  was  not  intended  to  take  away 
the  light  of  appeaL  Xhe  first  clause  of  the  rule 
says  that  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  an  order 
may  be  made  referring  the  action  to  a  master ; 
the  second  part  of  the  rule  says,  "  or  the  action 
may  be  finally  disposed  of  without  appeal  in  a 
summary  manner."  In  the  latter  part  of  the  rule 
it  was  intended  that  there  should  be  no  appeal, 
and  the  words  "  without  appeal "  are  expressly 
inserted.  If  it  had  been  intoided  that  in  the 
reference  to  a  master  in  the  first  part  of  the  rule 
there  should  be  no  app«al,  we  should  also  have 
expected  to  find  the  words  "  without  appeal,"  but 
those  words  are  confined  to  the  second  part  of  the 
rule;  thereby  showing  that  there  is  no  such 
limitation  in  the  case  of  a  referenoe  to  a  master. 
[Lord  Altebstonb,  G.J. — JUy  present  view  is 
that  if  the  parties  consent  to  refer  to  a  master 
under  Order  XIY.,  r.  7,  then  it  is  the  same  as  in 
(he  former  practice  before  the  Judicature  Act- 
namely,  that  there  is  no  appeal,  ajt  the  master 
would  be  acting  as  an  arbitrator.]  In  Darlington 
Waggon  and  Engineering  Company  v.  Harding 
and  TrownUe  Pier  and  Steamboai  Company 
(64  L.  T.  Bep.  409;  (1891)  1  Q.  B.  245)  an  order 
was  made  by  consent  to  raf er  all  matters  in  dif- 
ference to  arbitration,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
award  of  the  arbitrator  was  final  and  oonld  not  be 
reviewed  by  the  court ;  but  the  reason  there  given 
was  that  the  order  of  referenoe,  as  it  included 
matters  other  than  the  action,  was  not  one  that 
oonld  be  made  under  sect.  57  of  the  Judicature 
Act  1873,  or  the  Arbitration  Act  1889,  but  owed 
its  validity  to  the  consent  of  the  parties  only,  and 
that  therefore  the  award  was  finaL  The  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Esher,  M.B.  would  seem  to  show 
(hat  if  the  reference  had  been  of  the  action 
simply,  the  result  would  have  been  different;  and 
(here  is  a  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present,  where  the  order  was  that  "  the  action  " 
should  be  referred.  If  in  the  Chancery  Division 
the  whole  action  is  referred  to  an  official  referee 
for  trial,  and  judgment  has  been  entered  by  his 
direction,  that  judgment  is  not  final,  and  an 
application  to  set  it  aside  may  be  made  to  a  judge 
d  that  division : 

Wynne-Finehr.  Chaytor,  89  L.  T.  Bep.  123 ;  (1903) 
2  Ch.  475. 

There  can  be  no  possible  distootion  between  the 
two  cases  of  the  parties  oonsentii^  to  the  matter 
gcnng  to  an  arbibator  under  sect.  14  of  the  Arbi- 
tration Act,  and  the  parties  consenting  to  the 
action  being  referred  to  a  master  under 
Order  XIV.,  r.  7,  [He  also  referr«d  to  Order  LVIL, 
rr.  7  and  11,  as  to  jodgments  in  interpleader 
proceedings.] 

Trevor  F.  Uoyd  in  reply.— Here  (be  partijM 
deliberately  by  consent  referred  (he  actloo  (o  a 


master.  If  the  parties  want  to  preserve  their 
right  of  appeal,  they  need  not  consent  to  the- 
reference.  There  can  be  no  hardship  and  no 
difficulty  at  all,  as  all  the  parties  have  to  do  is  to- 
refuse  to  give  their  consent. 

Lord AiiTBBBTONE,  C.J. — This  case  nndoubtedlr 
raises  a    point  of  very  great   importance,  and, 
if  I  had  any  real  doubt  in  the  matter,  I  ediould 
have  taken  time  to  consider  it.    That,  however,  is- 
not   necessary,  more   especially    as   the  case  i^. 
one  in  which  our  decision  can  be  reviewed.    The 
point  is  whether  under  Order  XIY.,  r.  7,  where 
an  action  has  been  referred  to  a  master  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  the  master  is  a  referee  or 
special  referee  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial,  under 
sect.  14  of  the  Arbitration  Act  1889,  or  ia  a  person 
selected  by  the  parties  to  whom  the  action  ia 
referred.     What  presses  on  my  mind  is  that  ther» 
had    been  for  years  a  well-known    practice  of 
referring  actions  to  the  master.    In  old  days,  for 
many  years,  it  was  a  common  thing  to  refer  t^ 
case  to  the  Queen's  Bench  masters,  and,  when 
cases  were  so  referred  to  the  master  on  questions' 
of  fact,  he  was  an  arbitrator,  and  there  was  n» 
review.  A  master  would  have  the  power  of  stating; 
special  cases  and  doing  certain  uiings;  bat  (h» 
point  we  .are  considering  to-day  is  whether  or  not^ 
when  a  motion  has  been  brought  to  set  aside  his 
fin/ling  on  the  questions  referred  to  him,  there  ia 
an  appeal  of  any  kind.    I  cannot  believe  that 
under  such  words    as  are  in    the  rule  it  was 
intended  to  destroy  the  old  practice.    I  think  the 
role,  when  it  says  "  Upon  the  hearing  of  th» 
application  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  an 
order  may  be  made  referring  the  action  to  a. 
master,"  means  (hat  the  master  becomes  an  arbi- 
trator.    Counsel  for  the  defendant  pressed  us 
with  reference  to  the  words  "  may  be  finally  die* 
posed  of  without  appeal  in  a  summary  manner,"' 
bat  I  think  there  is  a  faU&cy  in  his  argument,  if 
I  may  say  so.    It  is  not  that  there  is  no  appeal  a( 
all  from  the  referenoe  to  the  master.    A  qoestioo 
might  arise  if  the  master  had  exceeded  his  juris* 
diction  and  dealt  with  something  outside   ti» 
action ;  but,  with  reference  to  the  questions  re« 
ferred  to  him,  I  see  no  express  or  implied  intenr 
(ion  that    the  master  should    be  put,  for  th» 
purposes  of  that  reference,  into  the  position  of 
am  official  referee.    I  think  the  subsequent  ordera 
somewhat  stieng^then  the  view  I  am  taking.    I 
need  not  refer  in  detail  to  the  code  of  rules,  or  do 
more  perhaps  than  refer  to  sect.  14  of  the  Arbi- 
tration Act,  which  provided  for  a  different  state 
of  things,  and  provided  for  a  compulsory  reference. 
It  says :  "  The  court  or  a  judge  may  at  any  time 
order  the  whole  cause  or  matter,  or  any  question 
or  issue  of  fact  arising  therein,  to  be  tried  before 
a  special  referee  or  arbitrator  respectively  agreed 
on  by  the  parties,  or  before  an  official  referee  or 
officer   of   the   court"     Those  cases  we   know- 
well.     The  referee  makes  a  report.     On  that 
report  you  may  move  for  judgment.    Sometimes, 
the  judgment  may  be  entered  automatically,  or 
may  be  entered  upon  the  report  where  the  partiea 
are  left   to  move  for  judgment.     The    official 
referee  or  the  special   referee  is  the  person  wh» 
is  created  by  the  rules  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining certain  questions,  and  certain  rights  are 
given  to  the  parties.    The  only  rules  to  which  I 
need  refer,  beyond  those  to  which  I  have  referred 
in  general  tenns,  are  those  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant's,  counsel.     If  we  look  at  Order  XL*, 
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T.  6  (a),  whicb  applies,  m  the  defendant's  connsel 
liffhtly  says,  to  rales  of  the  same  order,  it  says 
rales  2  and  6  of  Order-  XL.  shall  apply  to  a 
reference  to  any  officer  of  the  court,  or  special 
referee,  or  arbiti-ator  under  an  order  of  the  court. 
'Hule  2  is :  "  Every  referee  to  whom  a  cause  or 
■matter  shall  be  referred  for  trial  shall  direct 
how  jndsrment  shall  be  entered,  and  such  judg- 
ment shall  be  entered  accordingly  by  a  master 
or  registrar,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  rule  6  is,  to 
fnt  it  shortly,  that  the  judj^ment,  if  not  entered 
in  accordance  with  the  finding,  may  be  set  aside. 
Neither  of  those  rules  directly  imply,  if  I  am  right 
in  the  view  that  the  master  is  intended  to  be 
an  arbitrator,  that  there  would  be  any  appeal 
'from  his  dmision  on  a  question  of  fact.  Then 
turning  to  Order  XXXVI..  r.  56  (c),  to  which 
reference  was  also  made,  that  states  that  "  The 
provisions  of  rules  48  to  55  of  Order  XXX  71. 
and  of  rnle  55  (6)  shall  apply,  wnere  any  cause  or 
matter  ...  is  referred  to  an  officer  of  the 
court,  or  to  a  special  referee  or  arbitrator."  If 
we  look  through  the  rules  we  find  that  they  are 
really  rules  of  procedure,  and  have  nothing  to  do 
■with  the  question  of  appeal,  or  the  question  of 
setting  aside  the  decision  of  a  master  in  a  case 
referred  to  him.  Tf  any  argument  is  to  be 
founded  on  those  rules,  it  would  go  against  the 
contention  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  because 
it  shows  that  it  was  thought  necessary  to  apply 
these  special  provisions,  and  that  the  trial  was 
not  intended  to  be  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
"which  apply  in  the  case  of  a  trial  br  a  special 
referee.  Then  the  defendant's  counsel  says  that 
it  is  a  strange  thing  that  an  appeal  rhould  be 
taken  away.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  venture 
to  refer  to  the  old  and  still  existing  practice.  I 
think  the  master  was  intended  to  be  an  arbitnitor. 
Witbont  saying  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  in  this  case  of  JVoser  v.  Fraser  {ubitup.) 
is  an  authority  upon  this  point,  because  obviously 
they  meant  to  leave  this  point  open,  I  think  tihe 
reasoning  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  certainly 
the  opinion  of  Cozens-Hardy,  L.J.,  is  applicable. 
Gozens-Hardy,  L.J.  says  in  terms  that  the  words 
nsed  clearly  indicated  a  reference  to  a  person 
"who  was  to  be  an  arbitrator,  or  in  the  nature 
of  an  arbitrator.  While  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  view  that  the  words  "without  appeal"  in 
the  second  limb  of  the  rule  really  show  that  the 
langna^  of  the  rnle  meant  to  exclude  appeal,  I 
think  it  did  refer  to  another  mode  of  trial  in 
-which  there  was  no  appeal.  In  my  opinion  the 
language  of  the  rule  intended  the  action  to  be 
referred  by  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  master, 
who  was  to  hear  the  facts  as  an  arbitrator,  and 
-that  there  was  to  be  no  appf  al  agunst  his  deci- 
sion. I  sssume,  of  course,  that  tnat  is  the  baois 
of  the  motion  which  is  made  before  the  court.  la 
myopinion  there  is  no  appeal. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Order 
XIY.,  r.  7,  upon  which  the  question  turns,  is  not, 
as  has  been  remarked  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
Tery  happily  worded.  Inasmuch  as  no  order  can 
be  made  under  that  rule  except  by  consent,  there 
is  really  no  d  priori  argument  that  can  be  urged 
why  there  should  or  should  not  be  an  appeal, 
because  whatever  is  done  has  to  be  done  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  It  seems  to  me  that  to 
say  there  is  some  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
parties  consented  to  forego  some  appeal  is  quite 
'beside  the  mark.     That  is  unreasonable  when 


people  agree  to  things  with  their  eyes  open.  It 
may  be  that  a  person  who  did  not  understand  the 
rules  may  have  agreed  to  something  which  he  did 
not  intend  to  agree  to  ;  but  that  is  a  case  which 
is  common  where  there  is  an  obscurity  of  expres- 
sion in  the  rules.  Then,  again,  an  argument  may 
be  founded  on  what  the  position  or  contrast  may 
be  between  the  two  parts  of  the  sentence  in  rnle  7, 
which  are  joined  by  the  word  "  or,"  as  between 
appeal  and  no  appeal,  or  between  a  reference  to 
the  master  and  a  case  where  the  master  hears  the 
case  himself  and  decides  in  a  summarv  'way. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  rule  which  would  make 
the  one  construction  more  easy  than  the  other. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  only  thing  to  do, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  is  to  look  at  the  words  of  the 
rnle  and  see  what  is  the  natural  meaning  to  be 
put  upon  them.  The  phrase  "  that  the  action  be 
referred  "  is  a  very  old  one.  I  have,  when  at  the 
Bar,  decided  very  many  actions  upon  phraseology 
identical  with  that.  Cases  are  referred  to  an 
arbitrator  constantly,  and  it  means,  generally 
speaking,  unless  there  is  something  special  in  the 
words  which  accompany  it,  a  referring  of  the 
case  in  the  ordinary  sense  to  an  arbitrator.  Why 
that  should  not  be  the  case  here  I  really  do  not 
know.  The  fact  that  that  is  merely  recurring  to 
an  old  practice  which  existed  many  years  ago, 
long  before  the  Judicature  Act  was  passed,  to 
which  my  Lord  has  referred,  is  an  argument  for 
saying  that  reference  means  an  ordinary  reference 
constituting  the  referee  an  arbitrator.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  words  are  more  consistent  with 
that  view  than  with  any  other.  If  that  be  80, 
the  rules  of  the  Arbitration  Act,  which  apply  to 
an  ordinary  arbitration,  anply  here,  and  not  those 
which  apply  to  special  references  which  are  made 
to  official  or  special  referees,  whose  jurisdiction  is 
confined  to  reporting,  as  to  whom  special  rights 
of  appeal  or  for  re'viewing  their  decisions,  have 
given  rise  to  rules  which  relate  to  them.  This, 
in  my  opinion,  must  be  an  ordinary  referenoe. 
Certainly  the  view  of  Cozens-Hardy,  L.J.  in 
Fraier  v.  Fraier  (ubt  sup.)  was  in  the  same  direc- 
tion, and  80,  apparently,  was  the  view  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  quite  agree  with  my  Lord 
in  thinking  that  the  words  "  without  appeal " 
do  not  govern  the  whole  of  the  rale.  For  the 
reasons  which  I  have  given,  it  seems  to  me  that 
these  words  were  wanted  in  the  second  limb, 
because  the  words  of  the  first  member  of  the  rnle 
do  not  apply  to  the  case  in  which  the  master 
takes  the  referenoe  then  and  there  himself.  If 
he  does  take  the  reference  then  and  there  then  he 
has  to  dispose  of  it  without  appeal.  In  the  other 
case,  if  tbat  is  not  convenient,  and  he  makes  an 
order  sending  it  to  another  master,  because  the 
case  would  take  a  long  time  or  for  some  such 
reason,  then  it  mast  be  on  the  footing  of  an 
ordinary  reference.  In  either  case,  as  far  as 
an  appeal  on  the  facts  is  concerned,  there  is 
none. 

Kennkdt,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
phrase  "An  order  may  be  made  raferring  the 
action  to  a  master  "  had  a  well  nnderstood  meaning 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  enactment  and 
the  framing  of  the  rules  under  the  Judioature 
Act.  I  cannot,  for  my  own  part,  see  anr  diffionlty 
or  inconsistency  in  nolding  that  "referring  the 
action  to  a  master "  means  other  than  referring 
the  action  to  a  master  as  the  understood  meaning 
of  the  phrase  had  been  for  a^long  time,  and 
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«xi8tiii^  at  the  time  of  the  rale  itself.  Baf erring 
the  action  to  the  master  treata  the  master  as  an 
ordinary  arbitrator,  with  the  consequence  that 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term  there  woald  be  no 
appeal  from  his  decision,  subject  to  this— that 
during  the  coarse  of  the  arbitration  points  may 
be  raised  and  submitted  to  the  court  above  for 
his  guidance  or  his  correction.  It  is  strongly 
argued  by  the  defendent's  counsel  that  that  ought 
not  to  be  the  meaning  which  wn  are  to  put  on  the 
rule,  on  the  ground  that  the  words  "without 
appeal "  in  the  following  limb  of  the  sentence  "  or 
the  action  may  be  finally  disposed  of  without 
appeal  in  a  summary  manner,  woald  apply  to 
that  part  of  the  sentence  and  not  apply  to  the 
«arlier  part  of  the  sentence.  To  my  mind  there 
are  two  sufficient  answers  to  that.  In  the  first 
place,  the  words  "  without  appeal "  are  needed  in 
the  second  limb  of  the  role  if  there  had  been  no 
limb  preceding  that.  For  instance,  supposing 
(he  rule  had  run :  "  Upon  the  hearing  of  tbe 
application  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  the 
action  may  be  finally  disposed  of  in  u  summary 
manner,"  to  reject  the  words  "  without  appeal," 
otherwise  than  with  regard  to  the  summary 
jurisdiction  of  the  master  on  the  hearing  of  the 
aummons,  clearly  would  inToIve  a  right  of  appeal 
on  the  i-eference  as  from  the  master  to  the  judge. 
Z  do  not  think  there  can  be  any  argument  on  the 
'question  of  the  words  "  without  appeal "  in  the 
second  limb,  or  that  the  absence  of  the  words  in  the 
first  limb  of  the  rule  means  that  the  action  shall 
be  referred  to  the  master  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Arbitration  Act,  sects.  14  and  15.  Then 
I  think  there  was  this  further  reason  that  I  do  not 
suppose,  if  our  view  is  right,  that  anybody  would 
oonsider  it  was  necessary  to  put  the  words 
'"without  appeal"  in  the  first  limb,  because 
referring  the  action  to  a  master  was  in  itself  an 
understood  and  complete  expression,  and  to  add 
to  that  the  words  "  without  appeal  "  would  hare 
been,  to  my  mind,  to  have  indicated  a  kind  of 
reference  such  as  nobody  had  heard  of  before — 
the  reference  of  an  action  to  an  arbitrator  with- 
out appeal.  It  would  have  been  an  unknown  and 
difficult  phrase,  and  people  would  have  had  to 
find  some  justification  for  it,  because  it  would  be 
inserting  the  words  "without  appeal"  when  it 
was  only  a  leference  to  a  master  of  an  arbitra- 
tion which  did  not  carry  any  appeal  strictly 
eo  called.  Farther,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  a  strong 
thins  to  read  the  special  provisions  of  tbe 
Arbitration  Act  into  this  enactment  of  Order 
JLT7.,  r.  7,  because  one  would  have  expected,  if 
it  was  so  intended — the  rule  being  dated  1902— 
that  the  words  would  have  been  the  same  as  they 
are  in  the  Arbitration  Act :  "  That  an  order  may 
be  made  referring  the  trial  of  the  action  to  the 
master."  If  it  is  to  be  said  that  it  cannot  have 
been  intended  to  keep  alive  the  old  practice  of 
reference  to  masters,  a  well-understood  term,  and 
that  we  ought  to  read  in  the  provisions  of  the 
Arlntoation  Act,  which  is  earlier  in  date — 
nameljr,  1889 — then  one  would  have  expected  that 
a  special  provision  would  have  been  inserted  in 
Order  Xlv.,  r.  7,  so  as  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
relerenoe  which  was  to  take  place  was  a  reference 
of  the  whole  cause  and  matter  to  be  tried  before 
the  special  referee  as  arbitrator.  Farther  than 
that,  1  think  myself,  although  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  Ooart  of  Appeal  reserved  this  point,  as 
arery  member  of  the  court  who  gave  judgment 


■aid,  and  did  not  decide  it,  yet  the  language  at 
liathew,  L.J.  implies  that  that  was  the  view  with 
which  he,  at  any  rate,  was  impressed,  because  (at 
p.  60  of  (1904)  1  K.  B.)  he  is  reported  as  giving 
judgment  in  these  terms :  "  It  was  urg^d  for  tite 
plaintiff  that,  under  this  rule,  the  master  ia 
merely  in  the  position  of  an  arbitrator  at  common 
law,  and  his  decision  is  therefore  final,  except  in 
cases  where  the  decision  of  such  an  arbitrator 
could  ba  questioned.  I  hesitate  to  decide  that, 
because  it  is  not,  I  think,  really  necessary  in  this 
case ;  but  I  have  been  impressed  by  the  argument 
in  £a.vour  of  that  construction  of  the  rule.  The 
phraseology  of  Cozans-Hardy,  L.J.  has  been 
already  referred  to.  Then  Collins,  M.B.  leaves 
the  point  open.  He  says  at  the  conclusion  of  his 
jadgment :  "  As  I  have  already  said,  I  think  the 
words  of  the  rule  plainly  import  that  the  action 
is  to  be  '  referred,  and  by  that,  in  my  opinion, 
must  be  meant  either  a  reference  at  common 
law  or  a  reference  within  the  statutory  provisions 
which  I  have  mentioned."  I  therefore,  as  far  as 
we  can,  prefer  to  take  the  view  which  seems,  at 
any  rate,  as  regards  two  members  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  to  have  impressed  them  favourably, 
although  it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  decide 
the  point.  I  think,  both,  on  reason  and  on  con- 
venience, and  on  the  true  construction  of  the 
rule,  that  the  view  we  have  taken  is  right. 

Appeal  diimiised.    Leave  to  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Harratt  and  Pollock. 

Solicitors    for   the  defendant,   Williamt   and 
Neville. 


&AIi;WAT  AVD  CAUDAL  COKKISSIOV 
COUBT. 

July  22,  23,  Deo.  9  and  10, 1903. 
(Before  WsiaHT,  J.,  Sir  Fsedesick  Pxbl,  and 

Viscount  COBHAM.) 

Spillbbs  and  Baebbs  Limitbd  v.  Taff  Yaxb 
Railway  Oompant.  (o) 

Bailtoay  —  Batet — Undue  preference— Shipment 
rate  and  works  rate  —  Worke  rate  for  tame 
eervieei  higher  than  thipment  rate— Bight  of 
trader  to  apply  for  reduction  of  works  rate- 
Bight  to  make  application  where  trader  does  not 
directly  pay  rate — Bailway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act  1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  31),  t.  2— Bailway  and 
Canal  Traffic  Act  188d  (51  *  52  riet.e.  25),  t.  27. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  railway  company  charge  a 
higher  rate  for  carriage  of  coal  over  the  tame 
length  of  line  to  trMert'  works — all  traderi 
being  charged  an  equal  rate— than  they  do  for 
coal  for  thipment,  u  not  of  itself  sufficient  to 
give  a  trader  a  right  to  apply  to  the  court  for 
reduction  of  the  works  rate,  and  such  difference 
between  the  works  rate  and  the  thipment  rate 
does  not  necessarily  show  an  undue  preference  or 
an  undue  prejudice  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Btilway  and  Can<d  Traffic  Acts. 

A  railway  company  carried  from  certain  eoUieries 
to  C.  large  quantities  of  coal,  the  greater  propor. 
tion  of  which  was  for  shipment  from  that  port  to 
places  abroad  and  to  ports  in  England,  and  the 
remaining  part  was  for  works  in  C,  including 
the  works  of  the  applicants,  who  were  large  flour 

(■)  Bapottsd  br  V.  W.  Obk,  Bui.,  £«Tlit«r«t-L»w. 
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millers  in  C,  and  for  home  eontwnpUon.  They  ' 
carried  the  thipment  eoal  at  a  loto  ehipmeiU  rate, 
iut  all  other  eoal,  whether  for  toorke  (inetrtding 
the  applicante'  works)  or  for  home  eonsumption, 
was  charged  a  higher  or  works  rate,  the  works 
Irate  heing  some  50  per  cent,  higher  than  the 
shipment  rate,  and  being  the  same  for  all  traders 
in  C.  It  wou  proved  that  the  low  shipment  rate 
was  justified  by  necessity,  and  that  owing  to 
competition  wiin  other  ports  and  to  other  catues 
it  was  practically  impossible  in  the  interests  of 
the  public  for  the  company  to  raise  the  shipment 
rate ;  and  further,  that  the  works  rate  was  a 
reasonable  rate,  and  was  in  fact  so  low  that  it 
coiUd  not  reasone^ly  be  made  lower  without 
reducing  it  to  a  non-paying  rate,  and  though 
there  toas  some  slight  competition,  no  real  or 
substantial  eompetHion  was  proved  between  the 
two  daues  of  coal. 

Upon  a  complaint  by  the  applicants  that  thehigher 
works  rate  charged  for  aCs  carriage  of  their  coal 
as  compared  with  uie  low  shipment  rate  was  an 
undue  preference  and  an  undue  prejudice  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Bailway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Acts: 

Held,  thai  the  mere  difference  in  the  two  rates  was 
not  in  itself  sufficient  to  prove  an  undue  pnfferenee 
or  an  undtu  prejudice,  or  to  give  the  appUcante 
a  right  to  come  to  the  court  for  relief;  that, 
under  the  eircumstanoes,  u)ithin  the  meaning  of 
.  sub'sect,  2  of  sect.  27  of  the  Railway  and  Canal 
Traffic  Act  1888,  not  only  was  the  lower  charge 
for  the  shipment  traffic  "necessary  for  securing 
in  the  interests  of  the  public  the  traffic  in  respect 
of  which  it  is  made,"  but  also  "  the  inequality 
could  not  be  removed  without  unduly  reduciTig 
the  rates  charged  to  the  complainant^'  and  thtU 
therefore  the  applicants  teere  not  entitled  to  a 
rediiction  in  the  works  rate  charged  to  them. 

Semble,  tn  stu>h  case,  the  fa/tt  that  the  rates  are 

.  charged  by  the  raUuHiy  company  to  and  paid  by 
the  colliery  company,  and  not  directly  charged  to 
or  paid  by  a  trader  himself  in  the  first  instance, 
does  not  prevent  the  trader  from  applying  to  the 
court  under  the  Bailway  and  Canal  Traffic  Acts, 
if  in  substance  the  charge  is  made  so  as  to  affect 
the  traders'  interest. 

Application  to  the  Bailway  and  Canal  Com- 
misrion  Goaii. 

1.  The  applicants,  Messrs.  Spillers  and  Bakers 
Limited,  were  millers  and  com  merchants  carrying 
on  business  at  (amongst  other  places)  Cardiff. 

2.  The^  purchased  large  qnantities  of  coal 
from  oolkenes  situated  on  the  defendants'  railway, 
and  such  ooal  was  conveyed  from  the  collieries  by 
the  defendants  in  owners'  waggons  to  one  or  other 
of  the  following  points— namdy,  either:  (o)  to  a 
junction  of  the  defendants'  railway  with  the 
Cardiff  Bailway  called  the  East  Dock  Junction, 
Cardiff ;  or  (6)  to  a  point  of  exchange  with  the 
Cardiff  Bailway  in  the  vicinity  of  the  East  Dock 
Junction  known  as  Malon^'s  Sidings ;  or  (e)  to 
the  Boatb  Dock  Junction ;  or  (d)  to  a  point  of 
exchange  with  the  Cardiff  Bailway  Company  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Boath  Dock  Junction,  Ming 
the  sidings  situate  on  the  south  side  of  Boath 
Dock  Coal  Tips ;  or  (e)  to  the  defendants'  Cardiff 
terminus.  Prom  the  said  point  or  points  the  coal 
was  conveyed  by  the  Cardiff  Bailway  Company 
to  the  applicants'  mills  at  a  uniform  charge  of  2s. 
per  waggon. 


3.  The  defendants  also  conveyed  coal  from  th» 
same  colliei'ies  via  the  Ea«t  Dock  Junction  and 
the  Boath  Dock  Junction  respectively  to  the  coal 
tips  in  the  vicinity  of  the  points  of  exchange  (b 
and  d),  referred  to  in  clause  2,  with  a  view  to  it» 
shipment  from  the  Bute  Docks,  Cardiff. 

4.  Notwithstanding  that  the  coal  for  the  applir 
cants  was  conveyed  in  the  same  manner  and  passed 
only  over  the  same  portion  of  the  defendants' 
railway  as  the  coal  for  shipment,  the  defendants 
charged  higher  rates  for  the  conveyancs  of  th» 
applicants'  ooal  than  for  coal  for  shipment  as  set 
forth  in  the  next  paragraph,  and  thereby  they 
subjected  the  applicants  and  traffic  in  ooak 
for  consumption  in  Cardiff  to  an  undue  and 
unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantcige. 

5.  Bates  for  ooal  to  the  points  above  referred 
to: 


From   tlie  foUowlnf 

Bate  for  Ooal  for 

Bate  for  Coal  cf 

Sldina- 

ablpmentpertoD. 

appHoantf. 

Hllla  Plynontli  Compur, 

Merthyr 
Cunbritn    Coniery   Com- 

e.  d. 

1     0 

68I/E00 

».   d. 
1    7 

9,1« 

1     0 

27/40 

1   H 

puj.Olxdtoh  Vale 

D.  DkTH  and  Son*  Limited 

u 

11/60 

1    S 

ll/tt 

BoedrTBsallt 
Ooean  UailiBty  Conpiny, 

lUlndy 
Abergorotai  Oolliery 

11 

in/tM 

1    «i 

1    0 

!»/!« 

1    7 

11/18 

Hoath        Ombriaa 

< 

»/iO 

104 

Colliery 

Werfa  Colliery 

1  1 

18/160 

1     7 

KISS 

Poweli  DuSryn  Colliery, 

1    0 

7/8i 

1     « 

19/S* 

Aberdare 

Nixona  NaTlK«tion  Colliery 

s 

147/160 

1    S 

3/» 

Loeketta  Mertbyr  OoUiery 

1  1 

lei/wo 

1    8 

»/8» 

Oellt  OolUerla*  

11 

103/KO 

1    S 

M/3* 

NaTftl  Colliery,  Puidr  Pti 

10 

211/800 

1    8 

17/32 

6.  Bv  reason  of  the  undue  preference  and 
inequality  of  charge  the  applicants  had  suffered 
damage  and  paid  overcharges  to  the  defendants 
since  the  1st  Jan.  1896 ;  and  they  applied  to  the- 
Court  of  the  Bailway  and  Canal  Commission  under 
the  BaUway  and  Canal  Traffic  Acta  1854  to  188» 
and  the  Bailway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  1845^ 
for  the  following  relief,  that  is  to  say :  (1)  An 
order  enjoining  the  defendants  to  desist  from 
subjecting  the  coal  traffic  of  the  applicants  to  the 
undue  prejudice  above  referred  to.  (2j  (Alter- 
natively) An  order  enjoiniu^  the  deiendants  at  all 
times  to  charge  to  the  applicants  the  same  rates 
for  the  carriage  of  their  coal  as  the  defendantsi 
ohai^ged  for  coal  for  shipment  from  the  said 
collieries  respectively.  (3)  1852Z.  158.  Sd.  as. 
damages  in  respect  of  the  overcharges. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  was  as  follows : — 

The  defendants  did  not  admit  that  coal  destined 
for  the  applicants'  premises  was  conveyed  by  the 
defendants  from  the  collieries  referred  to  in  par.  2 
of  the  application  to  the  points  mentioned  in  that 
paragraph,  nor  that  ooal  for  shipment  was  con- 
veyed by  them  in  the  manner  alleged  in  par.  3  of 
the  application. 

The  coal  for  the  applicants  was  not  conveyed  in 
the  same  manner  and  did  not  pass  only  over  the 
same  portion  of  the  defendants'  railway  as  the 
coal  for  shipment,  nor  did  the  defendants  sobjecfc 
the  applicants  and  traffic  in  coal  for  consumption 
in  Caraiff  to  an  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice 
and  disadvantage. 

There  was  no  competition  in  interest  between 
the  applicants  and  the  persons  for  whom  the  shipt 
ment  ooal  was  carried.  The  cost  of  oonveyanoe 
of  the  applicants'  coal  was  greater  than  that  o^ 
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flhipment  coal,  and  lower  rates  for  shipment  coal 
were  necessai-j  for  the  piirpose  of  secnring  in  the 
interest  of  the  public  the  shipment  trafSo. 

The  applicants  had  not  suflered  dama^^or  paid 
overcharges.  The  defendants  did  not  carry  the 
coal  destined  for  the  applicants'  mills,  nor  had 
the  charges  made  bjr  the  defendants  for  the 
Carriage  thereof  been  paid  bj  the  applicants. 

No  complaint  was  made  to  the  commissioners 
within  one  year  from  the  discovery  by  the  appli- 
cants otthe  matter  complained  of. 

The  charges  made  by  the  defendants  had  been 
paid  voluntarily  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the 
tacts.  The  rates  complained  of  had,  for  the  period 
daring  which  such  rates  had  been  in  operation, 
been  duly  pnblished  in  the  rate-books  of  the 
defendants  at  their  stations  in  accordance  with 
eect.  14  of  the  Regulation  of  Railways  Act  1873, 
aa  amended  by  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act  1888. 

'  So  much  of  the  applicants'  claim  as  related  to 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  before  the 
23rd  Dec.  1896  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

'  It  was  assented  to  by  both  parties  that  the 
charges  and  the  difference  in  the  charges  set  out 
in  par.  5  of  the  case  were  correct;  and,  further, 
€hat  the  charges  were  not  paid  by  the  applicants 
to  the  railway  company,  but  were  paid,  at  all 
events  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  colueiy-owners 
to  the  railway  company. 

It  was  also  admitted  in  the  evidence  and  was 
common  ground  that  the  rates  charged  by  the 
'defendant  railway  company  for  carrying  the  coal 
from  the  respective  collieries  to  the  sidings  at 
Cardiff  were,  in  the  case  of  coal  carried  for  the 
applicants'  Works  in  Cardiff  and  other  works  in 
Gtadift  -STSd.  per  ton  per  mile,  which  was  the 
crtatntoiy  maximum  the  railway  comptmy  were 
entitled  to  charge,  and  in  the  case  of  coal  for 
shipment  from  Cardiff  '575i.  per  ton  per  mile ;  so 
that  the  two  rates  of  which  complaint  was  made  by 
the  applicants  as  founding  an  undue  preference 
or  an  undue  prejudice  against  them  were  the 
shipment  rate  of  '575d.  per  ton  per  mile  and  the 
^rks  rate  of  -875(2.  per  ton  per  mile.  The 
difference  between  the  two  rates  (the  shipment 
rate  and  the  works  rate)  came  to  about  6i. '  per 
ton — that  is,  that  the  shipment  rate  was  less  than 
the  works  rate  by  some  80  per  cent.,  or  the  works 
or  home  rate  charged  to  the  applicantas  and  others 
in  Cardiff  for  the  home  coal  consumed  at  the 
works  aronnd  the  Cardiff  Docks  was  some  50  or 
52  per  cent,  more  than  the  rate  charged  for  ship* 
ment  ooal.  There  was  a  very  large  export'  of 
coal  from  the  port  of  Cardiff  (including  Barry), 
■estimated  at  some  20,000,000  tons  yearly,  of 
which  some  12,000,000  tons  were  shipped  from 
Cardiff  (including  Penarth).  Of  this  qnautKythe 
Tafl  Yale  Railway  Company  conveyed  9,000,000 
tons  for  shipment  (5,000,000  tons  to  Cardiff  and 
-4,000,000  tons  to  Penarth),  1,000,000  tons  for 
works  over  their  whole  system,  and  400,000  tons  to 
works  at  Cardiff ;  so  that  the  proportion  carried 
by  the  defendants  for  shipment  and  for  home 
consmnption  at  Cardiff  was  about  6,000,000  tons 
to  400,000  tons.  The  shipment  rate  was  the  same 
whether  the  coal  was  shipped  to  foreign  ports  or 
coastwise,  and  the  same  works  rate  was  charged 
for  aU  coal  to  be  used  in  Cardiff; 

Evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  applicants 
Ho  the  effect  that  they  nsed   about  12,000  tons 


of  coal  yearly  for  their  mills  at  Cardiff,  and  that 
they  purchased  their  coal  from  the  colliery  com- 
panies set  out  in  the  application,  but  that  the 
greater  part  of  it  (being  more  than  one-half  of  the 
whole)  tney  purchased  from  the  Ocean  Colliery 
Company,  who  were  very  large  colliery  proprietors 
and  shippers  of  coal.    The  applicants  generally 
paid  to  the  colliery  company  the  same  rate  as  for 
shipment  coal  on  the  i.o.b.  basis,  in  accordance 
witb  their  contract,  and  then    afterwards  they 
paid  the  extra  charge  for  the  home  or  works  coal 
over  and  above  the  shipment  rate.     The  coal 
coming    from    the    Ocean    Company    (whether 
intended   for   the    applicants  or   for  shipment) 
was  brought  down  from  the  collieries  intermixed 
together,  and  whatever'  their  destination  might 
be— whether  for  shipment  or  for  home  consump- 
tion— they  were  brought  down  together  by  the 
colliery  company  to  the  sidings  at  Cardiff  in  the 
same  train  loads  and  under  the  same  conditions  ; 
and  it  was  not  until  the  coal  got  to  these  sidings 
that  the  colliery  company  said  whether  the  coal 
was  for  shipment  or  for  the  Works,  and  they  then 
gave  orders  that  some  of  the  waggons  should  be 
sent  to  the  applicants'  mills,  and  the  coal  was 
then  separateo,    and  the    applicants'  coal  went 
partly  over  the  sidings  and  partly  over  the  Cardiff 
Company's  line  to  the  applicants  works,  for  which 
the  Cardiff  Company  were  paid  28.  per  waggon. 
The  whole  of  the  coal  from  the  Ocean  CoUiery  came 
down  ostensibly  for  shipment ;  if  it  was  intended 
for  shipment  it  went  over  the  staiths  to  the  Roath 
Dock  and  the  Roath  Basin ;  but  if  it  was  intended 
for  the  applicants'  works  it  was  handed  over  at 
the  sidings   and  then  taken   to  the    applicants' 
works.    The  coal  in  each  case  was  precisely  the 
same   kind   of   ooal — namely,   steam  coal  that 
would  be  used  for  industrial  purposes — and  the 
applicants  alleged  that  so  far  as  they  were  con- 
cerned for  precisely  the  same  services  in  carrying 
coal  of  the  same  kind   and  quality,  and  carrying 
it  under  precisely  the  same  conditions,  they  were 
charged  oy   the  railway    company  some  50  per 
cent,  more  when  the  coal  was  coming  to  their 
mills  than  when  it  was  going  for  export,  although 
there  were  no  extra  services  of  any  kind  petformed 
by  the  company.    As  regards  the  payment  of  the 
rate,  the  usual  course  according  to  the  contract 
was  for  the  applicants  to  pay  the  colliery  company 
the   f.o.b.   price,    and    tben   when   the    railway 
company  made  the  further  charge  on  the  colliery 
company  for  the  extra  Gi.  per  ton,  the  colliery 
company  paid   it  to  the  railway  company,  and 
then  sent  in  another  invoice  to  the  applicants  for 
that  6«I.  per  ton,  so  that  the  applicants  themselves 
did  not  pay  the  rate  to  the  railway  company 
directly,  but  the  rate  having  been  paid  in  the  first 
instance  by  the  colliery  company,  the  applicants 
repaid  the  oollieiy  companv.    Sometimes  the  coal 
was  conveyed  from  the  other  collieries  direct  to 
the  applicants'  works,  but  in  such  cases  it  was 
carried  under  the  same  conditions  as  the  shipment 
coal,  and  sometimes  it  was  conveyed  in  pick-up 
trains. 

For  the  purpose  of  showing  competition  in 
interest,  evidence  was  given  to  the  effect  that  ooal 
was  brou^t  from  the  same  collieries  and  districts 
at  the  shipment  rate  to  Cardiff,  and  Was  thence- 
carried  by  sea  to  Gloucester,  London,  Portsmouth, 
and  to  Ireland,  and  was  supplied  to  flour  millers  in 
those  places  (four  firms  in  and  around  London,  one 
'  firm'  in  Newport,  and  one  in  Cork),  and  that  this ' 
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ooal  wonld  be  used  for  milling  porpoies  by  the  firms 
to  whom  it  was  supplied,  and  that  these  firms  were 
more  or  less  competitors  with  the  applicants  in 
their  bnsinesB  in  certain  markets  and  particularly 
in  London,  so  creating  an  unfair  competition 
with  the  applicants,  which  considerably  affected 
their  business  in  London,  Southampton,  Forts- 
mouth,  Newport,  and  elsewhere. 

Evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  railway 
compaiiy  that  originally  there  was  no  distinction 
on  their  line  between  the  shipment  rati  and  the 
works  rate ;  that  that  identity  of  rate  lasted  from 
the  opening  of  the  railway  in  or  about  1840  down 
to  about  the  year  1860  ;  that  the  first  difference 
between  the  two  rates  was  made  about  1860  by 
redn(;ing  the  terminal  on  shipment  coal,  and  in 
1867  that  terminal  was  abohshed.  Then  that 
having  lasted  for  some  years,  the  rate,  which  up 
to  that  time  had  been  '875(2.  per  ton  per  mile  was, 
by  successive  steps  from  1876  to  1889,  reduced  for 
shipment  to  -74<2.  per  ton  per  mile.  Then  in  1839 
the  Barry  Docks  were  opened  and  a  new  competi- 
tion sprang  up,  and  the  Barry  Gompany 
announced  publicly  that  their  shipment  rate 
would  not  exceed  id.  per  ton  per  mile,  and  in 
order  to  meet  that  the  defendants  brought  down 
tiieir  shipment  rate  to  the  present  fignre  of 
'575<1.,  which  was  practically  equivalent  to  tiie  id. 
of  the  Barry  Gompany,  making  allowance  for  tne 
difference  in  distance,  and  that  even  before  the 
opening  of  the  Barry  Docks  great  pressure  was 
put  uiK>n  the  defendants  by  persons  engaged  in 
the  shipping  trade  to  lower  their  shipment  rate, 
and  that  it  was  probably  owing  to  that  pressure 
that  the  very  low  Barry  rate  was  fixed  on,  as  the 
Barry  Dock  was  built  at  the  instance  of  ooal 
traders.  If  coal  were  going  from  any  given 
colliery  to  Gardiff  by  the  Tafl  Yale  Bulwa^,  or 
to  Barry  by  that  railway  and  the  Barry  Aailway 
combined,  the  shipment  rate  and  the  works  rate 
would  be  the  same  whether  it  were  going  to 
Gardiff  or  to  Barry.  If  coal  were  going  to  Barry 
from  tbeie  coUierioi  it  would  pass  over  a  part  of 
the  Taff  Yale  Biilway,  and  thence  by  the  Barry 
Railway  to  Barry,  and  in  such  case,  if  it  were 
consigned  for  shipment,  it  would,  when  passing 
over  the  defendants'  line,  be  charged  the  same  low 
or  shipment  rate  as  if  it  were  going  to  Gardiff ; 
bat  if  consigned  for  works  in  Barry  it  would  be 
charged  the  high  or  works  rate  ('875d.), 

For  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  rate 
charged  to  the  applicants  was  a  fair  rate,  evidence 
was  given  to  show  that  the  rates  aotnally  charged 
for  works  at  Gardiff  (including  the  applicants' 
works)  were  the  rates  allowed  under  tne  defen- 
dants' Bites  and  Charges  Order  1892,  which  was 
simply  a  re-enactment  of  their  previous  powers, 
and  that  this  rate  (-8754.  per  ton  per  mile  for  ooal), 
although  a  maximum,  was  a  very  low  maximum 
— in  fact,  the  lowest  in  the  kingdom,  although 
the  distance  was  not  great — and  that  in  most  of 
the  other  railway  companies  the  maximum  charge 
was  lid.  or  over,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Great 
Western,  where  the  maximum  went  as  high  as  2d. 
per  ton ;  and  that  therefore  the  applicants,  in  being 
charged  that  rate,  were  enjoying  a  low  rate,  which 
could  not  be  lowered  without  rMucing  it  to  a  non- 
paying  rate. 

Jbividence  was  also  given  to  show  that  the 
shipment  rate  could  not  be  raised ;  that  the  low 
shipment  rate  had  been  broaj;ht  about  chiefly 
by  the    commercial   pressure   of   Gardiff,   and 


had  very  lArgelT  increased  the  home  and 
export  trade  of  Cardiff,  and  that  if  there  were  a 
raising  of  the  shipment  rate  the  trade  wonld 
leave  Gardiff  and  go  to  other  port?,  such  as 
Barry,  Newport,  and  other  places ;  that,  in  fact„ 
it  could  not  be  raised,  owing  to  the  oonuderablA 
and  increasing  competition  with  other  foreign 
sources  of  caaJ.  supply,  and  that  there  was  ona 
special  reason  why  it  was  impossible  to  raise  it— 
namely,  that  the  Barry  Bailway  Gompany  had 
bound  themselves  by  agreement  with  their 
freighters,  as  one  of  the  conditions  on  which 
t aey  constructed  their  dock,  that  they  would  not 
charge  more  than  id.  per  ton  per  mile  for  th» 
conveyance  of  shipment  ooal  over  their  railway, 
and  that  if  the  Taff  Yale  Bailway  charged  a. 
higher  shipment  rate  than  was  charged  by  tha 
Barry  Bailway,  the  coal  would  leave  the  defen- 
dants' railway  and  go  to  the  Barry  Bailway,  and 
that  bargain  between  the  Barry  Gompany  and  the 
freighters  ruled  the  defendants'  shipment  rate, 
and  prevented  them  from  raising  it.  Th» 
existence  of  the  low  shipment  rate  had  been  of 
great  benefit  to  the  pnbhc,  and  the  fact  that  tho 
defendants  treated  coastwise  traffic  exactiy  the 
same  (as  to  shipment  rate)  as  foreign  traffic- 
had  developed  considerable  competition  by 
sea  to  the  advantage  of  the  public ;  that  hf 
the  low  shipment  rate  the  coal  which  formerly 
went  by  rail  was  attracted  to  Gardiff  and  was- 
conveyed  by  sea  to  Southampton,  London,  and 
other  places,  and  that  if  the  uipment  rate  were 
raised  this  competition  by  sea  wonld  be  materially 
affected,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public 

For  iha  purpose  of  shotviug  the  extra  cost  o£ 
carriage  of  wo»s  coal  as  compared  with  shipment- 
coal,  evidence  was  given  that  the  shipment  ooaL 
was  brought  down  from  the  collieries  to  GardilE 
in  full  train  loads  (of  about  450  tans  as  an. 
average),  but  that  coal  for  the  works,  including 
the  applicants'  coal,  was  generally  brought  down 
in  pick-up  or  mixed  trains  (of  about  100  tons),, 
which  stopped  several  times  on  the  journey  for 
the  purpose  of  picking  up  other  goods,  and  that 
the  extra  cost  of  working  these  piok-np  trains, 
and  delivering  the  coal  by  them  at  the  varions- 
works  was  estimated  by  the  defendant  company 
from  about  S^cL  as  a  minimum  to  about  Sja.  or 
6(2.  per  ton  as  a  maximum,  according  to  circum- 
stances. The  pick-up  train  consisted  very  largely 
of  empty  waggons  returning  to  Gardiff  after  talking, 
up  goods  traffic,  a  few  trucks  of  light  goods^ 
chiefly  empties — such  as  crates,  boxes,  and  so 
forth — letuming  home,  and  a  few  tracks  of  coal ;, 
they  were  mixed  trains,  dealing  with  other  goods 
as  well  as  coal,  and  making  stoppages  all  al(>ng 
the  journey  to  pick  up  goods,  thereby  increasing 
the  cost  of  carriage. 

Sect  2  of  the  Rulway  and  Ganal  Traffic  Act 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict  o.  31)  provides : 

Every  nulvsy  compaoy,  oasal  oOmpnnj,  and  lailwa/ 
and  oaaal  oompany,  shall,  aooording  to  theii  respeotiv* 
powers,  sflord  all  reMOosbl*  faoilittes  for  the  noavinr 
and  forwardiiig  and  dehverinf  of  traffio  upon  and  fronk 
the  several  railways  and  oanali  belonging  to  or  worked 
by  snoh  oompaaies  lespeotively,  and  for  the  zetim  ot 
oanisgei,  tmoks,  boati,  and  other  vehioles ;  and  no  sndk 
company  shall  make  or  give  aaj  nndne  or  iinreasooabl» 
preferenoe  or  advantage  to  or  in  favonr  of  any  partioalar 
person  or  company,  or  any  partioalar  desoziptioa  of 
traflElo,  in  any  leipeot  whatsoever,  nor  ahall  any  iMh 
oompany  sabjeot  any  particular  person  or  oompany,  as 
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anj  partionlar  dmoription  of  tzaffio,  to  any  nndae  or 
anreaaonabla  prejndioe  or  diwdTantage  in  any  respect 
whatsoeTer  ;  and  every  railway  company  and  canal  com- 
paoy,  and  railway  and  canal  company  haTing  or  working 
railways  or  canals  which  form  part  of  a  oontinnons  line 
of  railway  or  canal  or  railway  and  canal  oommnnioation, 
or  which  have  the  terminna,  station  or  wharf  of  the  one 
near  the  terminns,  station,  or  wharf  of  the  other,  shall 
afford  all  dne  and  reasonable  facilities  for  receiving  and 
forwarding  all  the  traffic  arriving  by  one  of  snoh 
railways  or  canals  by  the  other,  without  any  nnreason- 
able  delay,  and  without  any  each  preference  or 
advantage,  or  prejndioe  or  disadvantage,  as  aforesaid, 
and  so  ^t  no  obateogtion  may  be  offered  to  the  public 
desirons  of  using  such  railways  or  canals  or  railways  and 
oanals  as  a  oontinnoua  Ifne  of  comnLUnication,  and  so 
that  all  reasonable  accommodation  may,  by  means  of  the 
railways  and  canals  of  the  several  companies,  be  at  all 
times  afforded  to  the  public  in  that  behalf. 

The  Bail  way  and  Ganal  TrafSo  Aot  1888  (51  &  52 
Vict  c.  25)  provides : 

Seot.  27  (1).  Whenever  it  is  shown  that  any  railway 
company  charge  one  trader  or  class  of  traders,  or 
the  traders  in  any  district,  lower  tolls,  rates,  or  charges 
(or  the  same  or  similar  merchandise,  or  lower  toUs, 
rates,  or  charges  for  the  same  or  similar  services,  than 
they  charge  to  other  traders,  or  classes  of  traders,  or  to 
the  traders  in  another  district,  or  make  any  difference 
in  treatment  in  respect  of  any  auob  trader  or  traders, 
the  burden  of  proving  that  such  lower  charge  or 
difference  in  treatment  does  not  amount  to  an  undue 
preference  shall  lie  on  the  railway  company.  (2)  In 
deciding  whether  a  lower  charge  or  difference  in  treat- 
ment does  or  does  not  amount  to  an  nndue  preference, 
the  court  having  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  or  the  oom- 
misaionera,  as  the  case  may  be,  may,  so  far  as  they  think 
reasonable,  in  addition  to  any  other  considerations 
affeoting  the  case,  take  into  consideration  whether  snoh 
lower  charge  or  difference  in  treatment  is  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  in  the  interests  of  the  public  the 
traffic  in  respect  of  which  it  is  made,  and  whether  the 
inaqnality  cannot  be  removed  without  undnly  reducing 
the  rates  charged  to  the  complainant :  Provided  that  no 
railway  company  shall  make,  nor  shall  the  court,  or  the 
oommiisioners,  sanction,  any  difference  in  the  tolls,  rates, 
or  charges  made  for,  or  any  differenoe  in  the  treatment 
of,  home  and  foreign  merohandise,  in  respect  of  the 
same  or  similar  services.  (3)  The  court  or  the  oommis- 
sioners  shall  have  power  to  direct  that  so  higher 
charge  shall  be  made  to  any  person  for  services  in 
respect  of  merohandise  carried  over  a  less  distance  than 
is  made  to  any  other  person  for  similar  services  in 
respect  of  the  like  description  and  quantity  of  merchan- 
dise carried  over  a  greater  distance  on  the  same  line  of 
railway. 

Balfour  Browne,  E.G.  (C.  A.  BwseU,  K.G.  and 
IF.  /.  Noble  with  him)  for  the  railway  company. — 
The  two  rates  which  are  complained  of  as  fonndine 
an  undue  preference  are  the  shipment  rate  of 
*575<{.,  and  the  works  rate  of  '875<i.  It  is  important 
to  point  out  that  the  applicants  have  really  no 
contract  at  all  with  the  railway  company,  and  they 
do  not  pay  the  nulway  compiuciy  for  the  canine 
of  their  coaL  They  make  their  contracts  with  the 
colliery  proprietors,  and  the  colliery  proprietors, 
and  not  the  applicants,  pay  the  railway  company 
for  the  carriage.  The  charges  complained  of  are 
oharj^  to  the  colliery  proprietors,  so  that  the 
appbcants  are  really  not  known  to  the  railway 
company  at  all  in  this  transaction.  The  appli- 
cants' complaint  in  based  on  the  fact  that  the 
railway  company  do  charge  a  difCerent  and  a 
lower  rate  for  coal  for  shipment  than  they  do  for 
coal  for  the  (applicants'    works.    That  practice. 
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whether  right  or  wrong  exists  at  almost  all  ports. 
First,  as  to  sect.  90  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Act 
1845,  there  is  no  preference  at  all,  as  all  coal 
going  to  works  in  Cardiff  or  for  consumption  in 
Cardiff  is  carried  at  exacUy  the  same  rate,  and 
every  person  there  is  treated  in  the  same  way  if 
he  is  going  to  consume  in  Cardiff.  [Cripps,  E.G. — 
The  apphcants  are  not  hera  upon  sect.  90  of  the 
Act  of  1845,  nor  do  I  think  it  would  apply, 
though  the  case  is  as  near  to  it  as  possible. 
Wbioht,  J.— If  you  are  both  agreed  as  to  that, 
we  need  not  consider  that  section.]  If  the  com- 
plaint is  tinder  the  Traffic  Acts,  then  under 
seot.  2  of  the  Traffic  Act  of  1854,  there  must  not 
only  be  a  preference,  but  that  preference  must 
be  shown  to  be  undue.  There  was  here  no  undue 
preference  and  no  preference  at  ail,  because  there 
was  no  competition  in  interest  between  the  two 
sets  of  coal — the  coal  for  shipment  and  the  coal 
for  the  works,  and  coal  for  works  in  Cardiff  was 
all  carried  at  the  same  rate.  It  is  said  that  the 
difEermce  in  the  rates  is  illegal,  and  the  argument 
is  based,  not  so  much  on  the  Act  of  1888,  as  upon 
sect.  2  of  the  Aot  of  1854,  the  words  relied  on 
being  "  no  company  shall  make  or  give  any  undue 
or  unreasonable  preference  .  .  .  to  or  in 
favour  of  any  particular  person,  or  any  particular 
description  of  traffic."  U  is  said  that  the  com- 
pany are  preferring  a  traffic,  and  that  therefore 
there  is  an  undue  preference.  Bat  there  can  be 
no  preference  of  an  article  unless  that  results  in 
the  preference  of  an  individual ;  it  does  not  matter 
that  an  article  is  preferred.  It  is  the  trader  that 
the  Legislature  want  to  protect  as  against  the 
action  of  the  railway  company  in  relation  to  other 
traders ;  and  when  we  refer  to  sect.  27  of  the 
Act  of  1888  it  is  seen  that  the  word  "  traffic  "  is 
left  cat  alto^ther.  The  words  there  are : 
"  Whenever  it  is  shown  that  any  railway  company 
charge  one  trader  or  class  of  traders  "  lower  tolls^ 
then  tiie  court  has  jarisdiotion;  so  that  the  idea 
that  you  can  have  a  preference  unless  there  is  a 
preference  or  prejudice  to  some  individual  is  new 
and  cannot  be  made  out  from  the  true  con- 
struction either  of  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1854  or 
seot.  27  of  the  Act  of  1888.  In  various  cases  the 
questioa  of   traffic  without   a  preference  or  a 

frejudice  to  an  individual  has  been  considered, 
t  was  considered  with  regard  to  passenger  traffic 
by  the  Court  of  Session  in  Hazier  y.  Caledonian^ 
Railway  Company  (17  Sc.  Sees.  Gas.  2nd  series, 
302,  1  N.  &  Mac.  27),  and  tlie  distinction  is 
founded  on  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1854.  That  case 
shows  that  you  cannot  look  at  the  traffic  as  such,, 
but  that  there  must  be  an  individual  who  is 
aggrieved  by  the  particular  thing.  That  was 
f  oUowed  in  1887  by  this  conrt  in  Skinningrove  Iron 
Company  v.  North-Eaetem  Railway  Company 
(5  By.  &  Can.  Tr.  Cas.  244).  That  position  has 
not  been  altei-ed  by  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of  1888. 
Under  that  section  if  lower  charges  are  made 
to  one  class  of  traders  than  to  another,  then  the 
onus  of  showing  that  that  is  not  an  undue  pre- 
ference is  put  on  the  railway  company,  and  in 
sub-sect.  2  uie  court,  in  dealing  with  the  question 
of  undue  preference,  are,  in  addition  to  other 
oironmstancee,  to  take  into  account  two  things — 
whether  the  lower  charge  is  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  traffic  in  the  interests  of 
the  public,  and  whether  the  inequality  could  not 
be  removed  without  unduly  reducing  the  rates 
charged  to  the  complainant.    Those  are  the  tests 
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to  apply  to  this  case  in  ascertaining  whether  there 
has  been  an  nndae  preference  or  not.  First,  with 
ref;ard  to  the  lower  shipment  rate,  that  lower  rate 
is  necessary  for  securing  the  traffic  in  the  interests 
of  the  public.  The  home  rate  from  the  collieries 
to  Cardiff  and  to  Barry  is  practically  the  same. 
If  the  railway  company  raised  the  shipment  rate 
to  anything  lilie  the  rate  charged  to  the  traders, 
then  the  company  would  get  none  of  that  traffic 
at  all,  and  no  coal  for  shipment  would  come  over 
their  railway  at  all;  it  would  all  go  to  Barry, 
Newport,  and  elsewhere,  and  into  other  hands ; 
and  m  addition  to  the  competition  by  sea  there  is 
also  the  competition  by  other  railways  and  routes, 
and  the  competition  is  an  element  which  this 
court  ought  to  consider,  according  to  Lord 
Herschell  in  Piekering-Phippt  v.  London  and 
North-Wegtem  Railway  Company  (66  L.  T.  Bep. 
721 ;  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  229).  The  whole  district  would 
suffer  by  raising  the  shipment  rate.  Then,  with 
regard  to  lowering  the  traders'  rate,  the  evidence 
shows  that  that  rate  is  already  very  low,  and  that, 
if  it  were  reduced  at  all,  it  would  be  to  a  non- 
paying  rate.  There  is  also  another  reason  for  the 
difference  in  the  rates.  The  coal  for  shipment 
comes  down  in  full  train  loads,  whereas  the 
applicants'  coal  is  brought  down  in  pick-up  trains 
and  in  loads  which  are  picked  up  at  various 
places,  and  the  cost  to  the  company  is  therebj 
increased.  That  might  not  justify  the  whole  dif- 
ference, though  it  would  account  for  a  part  of  it ; 
bat  the  company  do  not  rely  upon  the  extra  cost 
of  carriage,  as  they  wish  to  establish  their  right 
to  make  this  difference,  as  comparing  these 
two  articles  and  their  destination.  Lastly, 
there  is  no  competition  in  interest  between  the 
people  complainmg  and  the  people  who  get 
this  supposed  undue  preference,  and  all  uie 
oases  snow  that  there  must  be  such  competition 
of  interest. 

Crippi,  K.C.  {Rowland  Whitehead  with  him)  for 
the  applicants. — The  case  raises  a  most  important 
question  of  principle  under  the  Traffic  Acts,  and 
xne  applicants  are  not  here  to  seek  to  diminish  by 
a  penny  or  so  the  difference  between  the  two 
charges,  though,  as  traders,  they  would  be  glad 
to  get  any  reduction.  Our  contention  goes  far 
beyond  that  to  the  general  principle  that  tne  same 
stnff  carried  under  the  same  conditions,  so  far  as 
the  traders  are  concerned,  whether  for  export  or 
for  the  applicants'  works,  ought  to  be  charged  at 
the  same  rate.  The  applicants'  coal  comes  from 
the  same  colUeries ;  it  is  the  same  kind  of  coal 
{steam  coal)  as  the  shipment  coal,  and  it  is 
■extremely  important  in  this  case  that  as  regards 
the  conditions  of  carriage  there  is  absolutely  no 
distinction  between  whether  the  coal  is  gdvaa  for 
shipment  or  for  home  consumption,  and  the 
applicants  want  to  have  their  coal  treated  in  the 
same  way  as  to  charges  as  the  shipment  coal. 
Traffic  connected  with  the  home  industries  should 
have  the  same  advantage  as  the  shipment  rate. 
There  is  no  question  here  of  putting  up  the  ship- 
ment rate ;  the  railway  company  say  that  it  is 
impossible ;  but  tiie  rate  to  tne  traders  ought  to 
be  lowered  to  the  shipment  rate,  as  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  home  industries  should  not  have 
the  benefit  of  the  competition  which  they  ought 
naturally  to  get  from  uie  great  shipping  traffic  at 
Cardiff.  Then  it  is  said  tnat  there  is  no  element 
-of  competition,  which  is  necessary  in  cases  of 
undue  preference.     We  have  the  very  same  pro- 


ducts, the  same  steam  coal  in  both  cases — and 
steam  coal  is  about  the  most  competitive  raw 
material  possible  under  modern  conditions  of 
business — therefore  we  have  both  competition 
with,  and  disadvantage  to,  the  applicants.  Indus- 
tries abroad  competing  with  industries  at  home 
get  the  commodity  of  raw  coal  with  an  undue 
advantage.  Coal  going  from  Cardiff  docks  to  be 
used  in  industries  abroad  must  come  into 
competition  with  home  industries,  and  further,  in 
the  case  of  Messrs.  Spillers,  a  large  quantity  of  the 
shipment  coal  goes  round  to  the  Thames,  where 
there  are  millers  competing  with  them  in  their 
own  trade.  It  has  never  heen  suggested  in  this 
court  that  where  you  hare  the  same  raw  material, 
and  are  giving  better  terms  for  shipment  than  for 
home  traffic,  there  is  no  competition.  The  home 
industries  should  not  be  put  to  this  disadvantage 
of  6d.  per  ton.  There  is,  therefore,  competition. 
Then,  apart  from  special  injury  to  a  particnlar 
trader,  the  Traffic  Act  of  1854,  as  explained  in  this 
respect  by  the  Act  of  1888,  did  provide  against 
what  is  called  undue  preference  as  regards  traffic 
qua  traffic,  quite  apart  from  trader.  If  there 
are  traffics  which  in  themselves  are  different — as, 
for  instance,  if  it  were  a  case  of  coal  for  gas  pur- 
poses and  coal  for  manufacturing  purposes,  then 
there  is  not  the  same  traffic  and  tltere  is  not  the 
traffic  competition;  but  where  the  traffics  are 
exactly  the  same  or  similar,  then  there  is  no  case 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  preferance  of  this 
kind  does  not  come  within  the  undue  preference 
clause.  It  is  an  extremely  important  principle 
that  traffic  for  traffic,  traffics  are  to  be  treated 
equally,  as  well  as  traders.  The  distinction  is 
clearly  brought  out  between  the  two  things  in 
sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1854.  It  says  that  the 
company  are  not  to  give  any  undue  preference  "  to 
or  in  favour  of  any  particular  person."  That  is  one 
point,  and  that  reiers  to  the  trader  qua  trader. 
Then  the  section  goes  on:  "or  any  particular 
description  of  traffiq."  That  refers  to  traffic  qud 
traffic,  and  means  (as  was  interpreted  by  the 
House  of  Lords  under  sect.  90  of  the  Act  of  1845) 
that  if  you  have  traffic  which,  so  far  as  the  rail- 
way company  are  concerned,  is  similar  in  all  respects 
and  have  the  same  stuff  carried  and  carried  under 
the  same  conditions,  then  the  case  comes  within 
the  very  terms  of  sect.  2,  and  the  company  cannot 
charge  more  to  one  trader  than  to  the  other. 
There  is  the  same  idea  in  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of 
1888,  which  is  merely  in  addition  to  the  general 
principle  of  sect.  2  of  the  Act  of  1854.  We  have 
the  whole  traders  (as  this  is  admitted  to  be  the 
general  system)  who  use  this  class  of  coal  for  their 
works  at  Cardiff,  placed  at  an  undue  disadvantage 
in  reference  to  rates  and  unduly  prejudiced  as 
compared  with  all  other  traders  who  use  the  same 
coal  either  in  other  parts  of  this  country  or 
abroad,  and  who  get  the  lower  price  by  means  of 
export  coal,  some  of  which  is  exported  to  places 
in  this  country  and  thereby  comes  into  competi- 
tion with  the  applicants.  So  that  iJiere  is  not  only 
an  undue  preference  given  to  the  one  class  of 
traders,  but  there  is  an  undue  prejudice  or 
disadvantage  to  the  other  class,  and  traffic  qvd 
traffic,  quite  apart  from  trader,  comes  within 
sect.  2.  The  only  case  that  tends  in  favour  of  the 
company's  contention  is  Shinningrove  Iron  Com- 
pany v.  North-Eattem  BaUway  Company  {vhi  tup.). 
That  case  was  decided  in  the  year  1887,  and  there- 
fore before  the  Act  of  1888  was  passed,  and  it  is 
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finbmitted  that  the  law,  as  stated  by  Sir  F.  Peel 
(at  p.  249),  can  hardlj  be  considered  the  law  now. 
There  there  was  not  a  case  of  direct  competition, 
one  of  the  parties  not  bein^  able  to  show  that 
their  trade  was  immediately  affected.  That  is  not 
the  principle  which  is  now  adopted  in  this  conrt. 
No  one  would  saffeest  that  an  applicant  would 
DOW  have  to  show  tnat  he  had  lost  orders  in  the 
mafket  and  that  teat  would  not  now  be  applied  in 
ihe  sense  of  non-suiting  anyone  who  brought  an 
application  for  undue  preference,  merely  because 
he  could  not  show  actual  loss  of  market  or  actual 
injury,  so  long  as  there  is  oompetitiTe  interest, 
as  there  was  there  and  as  there  is  here.  But 
even  taking  that  case  as  it  is,  we  can  show  that 
we  are  aggrieved  in  having  a  higher  rate 
-charged,  and  in  the  sense  that  our  actual  com- 
petitors in  trade  gat  the  advantage  of  the  lower 
shipment  rate.  [Wright,  J. — I  am  not  at  all 
sure  that  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of  1888  was  not 
passed  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  the 
Skinningrove  case.]  It  certainly  would  deal  with 
that;  at  all  events,  it  ia  now  sufficient  for  an 
applicant  to  prove  a  higher  rate  in  respect  of  a 
similar  transit  to  entitle  him  to  launch  his 
case.  [He  also  referred  to  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Hersohell  in  Piekering-Phippa  v.  London 
and  North  -  Western  Railway  Company  (■ubi 
•up.)  and  to  Great  Weitem  BaUway  CortMany 
V.  Sution  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  43;  L.  Bep.  4  H.  L. 
226.] 

C.  A.  Rv^tteU,  E.O,  for  the  railway  company  in 
reply,  referred  to  sect.  41  of  the  Bute  Docks  Act 
1882  (45  &  46  Yict  c.  coxlii.),  and  to  clause  7  of 
the  Agreement  in  the  schedule  to  the  Taff  Vale 
Railway  Act  1884  (47  &  48  Viot.  o.  coil),  as 
showing  an  important  statutory  distinction 
between  coal  which  was  destined  for  shipment 
and  coal  which  was  destined  for  other  purposes, 
and  as  showing  that  Parliament  imposed  upon 
the  company  an  obligation  in  respect  of  coal 
'which  was  destined  for  shipment  which  they  did 
not  impose  in  respect  of  coal  destined  for  other 
purposes,  in  that  it  obliged  the  company,  when  the 
-coal  was  for  shipment,  to  perform  certain 
services,  such  as  the  removing  and  conveying  of 
empty  waggons  free  of  any  charge,  which  they 
would  not  nave  been  bound  to  perform  without 
payment,  and  tliat  therefore,  although  there  was 
not  the  statutory  recognition  of  tbe  difference 
between  the  shipment  coal  and  land  sale  coal 
taking  the  form  of  a  difference  of  maximum,  there 
was  we  statutory  recognition  of  the  d'fierence 
taking  the  form  of  obligations  placed  on  the 
company  in  respect  of  shipment  coal  which  were 
not  put  upon  them  in  respect  of  land  sale  or 
-works  ooaL  In  the  first  place,  the  applicants 
have  failed  to  establish  that  there  is  any  competi- 
tive interest;  they  have  entirely  failed  to  show 
that  any  person  has  been  unduly  preferred. 
Secondly,  even  if  there  was  the  least  e^idence  as 
to  that  calling  on  the  company  for  a  juatifica- 
tion,  there  is  ample  evidence  of  justification — 
namely,  there  is  the  statutory  recognition  of 
difference  between  shipment  and  land  sales  coal ; 
the  two  trades  are  entirely  different  and  distinct, 
and  the  one  has  necessities  which  do  not  exist  in 
the  other;  in  the  case  of  shipment  coal  the 
company  are  subjected  to  the  competition  ot  other 
docks  and  railways,  and  there  ia  nothing  of  the 
kind  with  regard  to  land  sales  coal;  and  there 
is  also  justification,  because  the  cost  of  dealing 


with  the  two  classes  of  tariff  is  not  the 
same,  being  higher  in  the  case  of  land  aalea 
coal.  On  all  these  grounds  the  application 
fails. 

Wright,  J. — We  should  not  have  thought  of 
disposing  of  this  case  without  further  considera- 
tion if  we  had  not  already  had  a  considerable 
opportunity  of  discussing  it,  and  if  we  had  not 
had  the  sidvantage  of  the  very  full  arguments 
which  we  have  heard.  There  is  one  point  I 
wish  to  deal  with  before  going  to  the  merits  of 
the  case,  and  that  is  with  regard  to  the  construc- 
tion of  sect.  27  of  the  Railway  and  CanaJ  Traffic 
Act  1888.  I  confess  I  have  felt  some  difficulty 
throughout  the  case  as  regards  the  question 
whether  these  applicants  have  at  present  any 
loeaa  standi  to  maKe  this  application,  inasmuch  as 
the  rates  for  the  railway  carriage  are,  in  the  first 
instance  at  any  rate,  charged  to,  and  paid  by,  the 
colliery  company,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  some 
difficulty  to  determine  whether  the  payment  by 
the  colliery  company  is  or  is  not  a  payment  by 
them  as  colliery  owners,  or  in  some  way  as  agents 
for  persona  to  whom  the  coal  ia  going.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  very  material  to  discuss  that  question 
in  the  present  case,  for  this  one  reason,  amongst 
others,  that  in  my  opinion  sect.  27  is  rather 
framed  with  a  view  to  giving  the  ao-hj,  as  far  as 
possible,  to  teohnicalities  ot  that  kind.  Sect.  27, 
snb-sect.  1,  provides:  "Whenever  it  is  shown 
that  any  railway  company  charge  one  trader  or 
class  of  traders,  or  tne  traders  in  any  district, 
lower  tolls,  rates,  or  charges  for  the  same  or 
similar  merchandise,  or  lower  tolls,  rates,  or 
charges  for  the  same  or  similar  services,  than  they 
charge  to  other  traders,  or  classes  of  traders, 
or  to  the  traders  in  another  district,  or  make  any 
difference  in  treatment  in  respect  of  any  such 
teider,  or  traders,"  and  so  on.  It  is  not  necessary, 
in  our  judgment,  to  decide  it  in  this  case  ;  but  I 
desire  simply  to  point  out  that,  to  my  mind,  if 
in  substance  the  charge  is  made  so  as  to  affect  the 
interest  of  the  trader,  it  may  be  that  it  is  not 
essential  legally  that  there  should  be  any  direct 
charge  made  to  the  trader.  I  say  no  more  tha.n 
that  at  present,  and  I  say  it  only  to  pass  it  by. 
I  now  come  to  the  case  iteelf ,  which  is  one  of  very 
great  importance.  Messrs.  Spillers  and  Bakers, 
the  apphcants,  have  mills  and  biscuit  works  at 
Cardiff,  with  an  ont-tnm  of  something  like 
530,000i.  per  annum.  For  the  purpose  of  those 
works  they  consume  about  12,0()0  tons  of  coal  per 
annum.  For  the  carriage  of  tiiat  coal  they  pay,  or 
there  is  paid  in  respect  of  the  carriage  of  that  coal — 
I  will  not  sav  which  it  is  at  present — 2«.  per  truck 
to  the  Dock  Company,  and  li.  6(2.  per  ton  in 
respect  of  the  transit  over  the  Taff  Yale  Railway 
Company's  (the  defendants')  line.  The  Taff  Yale 
Railway  Company's  charge  for  similar  coals 
carried  by  them  over  the  same  portion  of  line  for 
shipment  may  be  taken  at  1(.  The  applicants, 
Messrs.  Spillers  and  Bakers,  complain  that  to  the 
extent  of  this  difference,  which  may  be  taken  as 
6(2.  per  ton,  there  is  an  undue  preference  in  favour 
of  the  shipment  traffic  and  at.  undue  prejudice  or 
disadvantage  to  the  applicants'  traffic  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  2  of  the  Railway  and  Canal 
Traffic  Act  of  1854;  and  inasmuch  as  for  the 
transit  over  the  same  portion  of  the  Taff  Yale 
Railway  Company's  line  of  the  same  traffic  there 
is  a  difference  in  the  charge  of  50  per  cent.,  the 
applicints  being  charged  some  50  per  cent,  more 
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than  the  shipment  rate,  I  aappoae  no  one  can 
deny  that,  prima  facie,  there  is  a  case  for 
investigation.  It  is  possible,  and  I  should  myself 
sayproMble,  that  the  differenoe  of  6<l.  per  ton 
in  the  1*.  6d.  might  have  to  he  reduced  by 
something  in  respect  of  an  actnally  fneAer 
nuining  cost  of  the  piok-np  trains,  in  which  the 
applicants'  traffic  is  conveyed,  as  compared  with 
the  cost  of  the  working  of  tiie  trains  with  fuU 
train  loads,  in  which  the  shipment  coal  is 
conveyed.  That  difference  is  pat  by  the  defen- 
dants at  somewhere  between  3d.  and*  6d.,  bat  I 
do  not  think  it  is  possible  to  suppose  that  the 
real  difference  is  as  great  as  that.  Most  of  it  is 
doe  to  the  tracks  carrvina  other  goods,  and, 
speaking  for  myself,  I  shoud  say  that  the  very 
outside  allowance  to  make  to  the  railway  company 
for  any  difference  in  running  cost  in  respect  oi  the 
coal  trucks  would  be  2d.  per  ton.  Bnt  even  that 
would  leave  a  difference  of  some  33  per  cent., 
and  it  is  clear  that  the  raUway  company,  under 
sect.  27  of  the  Railway  and  Oiuaal  Traffic  Act  of 
1888,  have  to  justify  that.  Now,  the  Talt  Yale 
Railway  Company  say  that  they  cannot  possibly 
raise  their  shipment  rates.  The  shipment  coal  is 
about  nine  million  tons,  or  nine-tenths  of  tiieir 
entire  coal  traffic  in  the  district,  and,  in  my 
judgment,  they  have  proved  that  they  cannot 
practicallv  raise  the  shipment  rates,  partly  by 
reason  of  the  agreements  by  which  they  are 
bound,  partly  by  reason  of  the  competition  with 
Barry,  and  Partly  by  reason  of  the  circumstances 
of  the  traffic  itself  in  the  coal,  which  will  not 
stand  increased  rates.  Further,  the  Taff  Yale 
Railway  Company  say  that  the  li.  6d  is  a  reason- 
able charge  to  make  for  the  works  coal  whidi  the 
applicants  consume ;  and  I  think  that  there  is  an 
entira  absence  of  any  evidence  to  show  that  that 
charge  is,  taken  by  itself,  anything  but  a  very 
low  charge ;  at  any  rate,  it  is  a  reasonable  charge. 
Are  those  two  answers  sufficient?  Another 
answer  is  suggested — namely,  that  sect.  27  of  the 
Traffic  Act  (n  1888  does  not  apply  at  all,  and  that 
the  old  Traffic  Act  of  1854  does  not  apply  at  all, 
except  where  the  applicants'  traffic  is  shown  to 
suffer  in  competition  with  other  traffic.  I  do  not 
say  how  far  there  may  not  be  something  in  that 
argument.  The  existence  of  competition  is,  I 
thmk,  proved  in  this  case,  but  I  thini:  there  is  no 
sufficient  proof  that  the  competition  is  at  all  sub- 
stantial at  the  present  time,  or  is  affected  in  any 
way  by  tiie  rate  which  is  charged  to  the  appli- 
cants for  their  coal.  I  doubt  myself  very  mnoh 
whether,  under  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of  1888,  the 
element  of  prejudice  in  competition  is  in  any  wav 
an  eesentiaf  pull  of  the  cause  of  action.  I  thine 
that  question  may  some  day  have  to  be  argued 
carefully.  But  here  in  sabstance,  there  being  no 
real  case  of  competition,  the  applicants'  case  is 
really  founded  on  the  mere  difference  of  the  rates 
charged  for  the  transit  of  the  same  thing  over  the 
same  line.  The  ground  upon  which  we  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  applicants'  case  fails  is 
extremely  short  and  simple.  We  think  that  the 
rates  charged  for  the  works  coal  are  not  shown 
to  be  too  high,  bnt  are,  upon  the  face  of  them, 
and  upon  the  evidence  before  us,  quite  reasonable 
rates,  except  so  far  as  they  are  more  than  the 
shipment  rates;  and  they  are  rates  which  are 
charged,  not  to  the  applicants  alone,  bnt  to  all  the 
traders  within  the  distoict — traders  who  oonsome 
between  them  in  the  more  restricted  district  of 


Cardiff  alone  400,000  tons  of  coal  for  works  anc^ 
domestic  consumption,  and  in  the  larger  district 
which  this  railway  snpplies  1,000,000  tons  of  coal. 
That  is  a  large  area,  and  a  large  class  of  traders 
are  affected,  and  when  the  whole  of  those  traders 
are  charged  the  same  rate  we  cannot  consider 
that  the  applicants  have  any  special  claims 
different  from  the  other  traders,  and  if  ih» 
rata  which  is  charged  to  all  those  traders  is 
satisfaotoiy  to  them,  which,  so  far  as  the 
evidence  goes,  it  appears  to  be,  that  is  an 
additional  argument  for  saying  that  the 
rate  as  charged  to  the  applicants  is  one  which 
ipnght  not  to  tie  reduced  unless  by  reason  of  the- 
mere  fact  of  the  lower  shipment  rate.  Therefore 
tills  case  really  comes  down  to  a  question  whether 
the  reduction  of  the  shipment  rate  is  of  itself 
enough  to  give  the  applicants  a  right  to  relief. 
Upon  that,  it  seems  to  me,  the  evidienoe  is  plain 
tiiat  the  low  shipment  rate  is  justified  here  by 
necessity,  and  that  practically  it  is  impossible  for 
the  defendants  to  raise  that  rate.  It  is  necessary 
to  maintain  the  low  shipment  rates  in  order  to 
secure  the  enormous  traffic  of  9,000,000  tons,  in 
their  own  interest  and  in  the  public  interMt ;  and 
they  are  hindered  by  agreements,  some  of  them 
statntory,  and  by  the  competition  of  Barry,  from 
raising  that  rate  at  all.  Then  the  case  comes 
back  te  this,  and  this  is  the  whole  point  of  it; 
in  sub-sect.  2  of  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of  1888  it  is 
directed  that  we  shall  take  into  consideration,  so 
far  as  we  think  reasonable,  "  in  addition  to  any 
other  considerations  affecting  the  case,  wheUier 
such  lower  charge  or  difference  in  treatment  is 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  securing  in  the  - 
interests  of  the  public  the  traffic  in  respect  of 
which  it  is  made."  We  have  already  answered' 
that  question  in  the  affirmative.  Then,  secondly, 
"whether  the  inequality  cannot  be  removed 
without  unduly  reducing  the  rates  charged  to  the 
complainant."  In  our  view,  inasmnon  as  the 
shipment  rates  cannot  practically  be  raised,  and 
the  only  alternative  is  to  lower  the  works  rate,  we  - 
cannot  grant  the  relief  asked,  because  it  appears  ■ 
to  us  that  the  works  rate  is  already  as  low  as  it 
can  reasonably  be  made.  .A^parentlv  it  is  qaite 
as  low  as  any  rate  in  the  Omted  Kmgdom  for 
similar  distances ;  and  we  do  not  see  our  way  to 
reducing  those  rates  farther,  because  we  thiiJc  it 
would  not  be  fair  to  the  railway  company  to 
oblige  them  to  charge  the  applicants  less.  We 
should  add,  although  this  forms  no  part  of  the 
grounds  of  oar  decision,  that  the  loss  to  the 
applicants  by  reason  of  their  being  charged  the 
works  rate  instead  of  the  shipment  rate,  is  not  of 
a  serious  kind.  Assuming  that  2d.  ought  to  he 
taken  off  the  6<2.  in  respect  of  the  di&rence  of 
running  costs  be!;ween  the  two  kinds  of  traffic, 
4d.  on  12,000  tons  would  he  an  annual  loss  of  2001. 
That  on  an  out-turn  of  530,0002.  is  about  9d.  in 
1002.  At  any  rate,  it  is  somethini;  very  small,  and 
it  ean  hardly  appreciably  affect  the  applicants' 
titiffio.  For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the- 
application  must  be  dismissed. 

Sir  Fbedkbick  Pebl  and  Yisoonnt  Cobham 
concurred. 

Application  di»mi*$ed. 

Solicitors  for  the  applicants,  Biddell  and  Co., 
for  Yachell  and  Co.,  Cardiff. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  WiMiamson,  Hill, 
and  Co.,  for  Ingledew  and  8ofu,  Cardiff. 
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fgottse  of  lott>8, 

Feb.  8, 9,  and  May  10. 

•(Before    the    Lord    Ohancbllob    (Halsbory), 

Lords  ])£acnaohtbn  and  Lindlby.)  (a) 

Wtsxsb  and  anothkb  v.  Attobnbt- 

Gbnebal.  (b) 

ON  APPBAL  FBOM  THE  COUBT  OF  APPEAL  IN 
ENGLAND. 

DomteU — Benuneiation  of  domieU  of  origin — 
Evidence — Burden  of  proof. 

Tm  o»v*  (^proving  that  a  domicUhae  been  ehoten 
in  tubtiinttion  for  the  domieU  of  origin  lies 
upon  the  party  aseerting  that  the  domieU  of 
origin  has  been  loit. 

W.,  whote  domieU  of  origin  woe  in  America,  left 
America  in  1850  and  retided  in  Buttia,  for 
buHnees  purpotee,  for  twenty  years,  visiting 
England  in  the  winter  to  avoid  the  Bussian 
climate.  In  1870  he  came  to  reside  in  England, 
but  up  to  1883  visited  Bussia  yearly  for  business 
purposes.  From  1883  up  to  hie  death  in  1897 
he  resided  in  England.  He  retained  a  large 
interest  in  property  in  America,  and  always 
described  himself  as  an  American  etftsen,  and 
spoke  frejptenUy  of  his  intention  of  retumirig 
to  America  to  dmelope  his  property  in  that 
country.  While  in  England  he  lived  in  various 
houses  taken  on  short  leases.  His  wiU  was 
proved  in  England,  and  the  Crown  claimed 
legaey  duty  on  his  estate,  which  was  very  large. 

Meld  {reversing  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
Lord  Lindley  dissenting,  that  the  Crown  had 
failed  to  discharge  the  onus,  which  was  upon 
them,  of  proving  that  W.  had  a  fixed  and  settled 
purpose  of  renouncing  his  domieU  of  origin, 
ana  that  the  claim  for  legaey  duty  failed. 

Appeal  from  a  jadKment  of  ihe  Court  of  Appeal 
•(Collins,  M.B.,  Stirling  and  Mathew,  L.JJ.), 
reported  85  L.  T.  Bep.  508,  who  had  af&rmed  a 
judgment  of  the  Qneen's  Bench  Division 
^^ennedy  and  Phillimore,  JJ.),  reported  83  L.  T. 
Bep.  634,  upon  an  information  by  the  Attorney- 
'(Seneral  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  to  recover 
legacy  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  estate  of 
William  lioais  Winans,  who  died  on  the  22nd 
.Jnne  1897.  The  question  was  whether  or  not 
he  was  domiciled  in  this  country. 

The  action  was  commenced  by  information  by 
the  Attorney-General,  on  behau  of  the  Crown, 
claiming  l^gaoy  duty  at  10  per  cent,  on  an 
annuity  of  2000Z.  bequeathed  by  the  testator  to 
bis  sister-in-law,  Ellen  de  la  Bue,  or  her  assigns 
during  her  life  for  her  separate  use. 

The  courts  below  decided  in  favour  of  the 
•Crown. 

The  main  facts  admitted  or  proved  were  as 
follows :  W.  L.  Winans  was  bom  in  1823  in  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  in  America,  where  his 
-father.  Boss  Winans,  was  then  domiciled.  When 
he  was  about  three  years  old  his  father  left  New 
Jersey  with  his  family  and  settled  at  Baltimore, 
in  the  State  of  Maryland,  carrying  on  busi- 
ness as  a  contractor ;  and  he  became  a  partner 
with  his  father,  and  lived  in  his  father's  house 
until  he  went  to  Bussia  in  1850.    He  went  to 

(a)  Lord  Sband  wm  present  daring  the  argument, 
•bnt  died  before  their  Lordships  gave  judgment. 
(()  Beportadby  C.  E.  Mu.Dnr,  Btq.,  Btrriater-at-Lkw, 


Bussia  to  carry  out  (Sovemment  contracts  for  the 
making  of  railways  there,  and  resided  in  Bussia 
for  about  twenty  years,  during  part  of  the  time 
being  United  States  Consul  at  St.  Petersburg. 

In  1851  he  married,  at  St.  Petersburg,  the 
daughter  of  a  native  of  Guems^,  by  whom  he 
had  two  sons,  the  appellants,  both  M>m  at  St. 
Petersburg. 

In  1859  a  large  property  at  Ferry  Bar,  Balti- 
more, consisting  01  alK>at  141  acres,  was  bought 
by  Thomas  Wmans,  a  brother  of  the  testator, 
for  the  Winans  family,  two-fifths  of  the  purchase 
money  bmneoontributed  by  W.  L.  Winans. 

In  1859  W.  L.  Winans  had  suffered  from 
inflammation  of  the  lon^s,  and  he  was  advised  that 
he  would  die  if  he  remained  in  Bussia  during  the 
winter  and  that  he  had  better  winter  at  Brighton, 
in  England.  Accordingly  he  came  to  England  i 
and,  finHiTig  that  the  dimate  of  Brighton  suited 
him,  he  went  there  for  the  winter  on  account  of 
his  health,  but,  except  during  the  winter,  he  con- 
tinned  to  live  in  Bussia  until  the  year  1870.  He 
broa|;ht  his  fomily  with  him  in  the  winter  because 
he  wished  to  have  them  with  him,  and  also  that 
they  might  avoid  the  climate  of  Bussia. 

In  1^0  he  took  a  furnished  house,  No.  2, 
Ghichester-terraoe,  Brighter,  for  five  years, 
terminable  at  the  end  of  any  year  of  the  term ; 
and  in  or  about  the  same  year  he  took  the  adjoin- 
ing house.  No.  1,  Chiohester-terraoe,  for  twenty- 
one  years,  determinable  at  the  fifth,  seventh,  or 
fourteenth  years  of  the  term,  as  he  was  unable  to 
set  it  tor  a  shorter  period.  He  used  these  houses 
for  the  winter. 

On  the  4th  May  1860  two-fifths  of  the  Ferry 
Bar  property  were  conveyed  to  the  testator  by 
Thomas  Winans. 

In  1865  Mr.  Winans  renewed  his  agreement  for 
No.  2,  Ohiohester-terraoe  for  ten  years,  deter- 
minable at  the  end  of  any  year. 

In  or  about  1870  many  of  the  contracts 
with  the  Bussian  Grovemment  were  completed; 
and  after  that  year  until  the  year  1883  the 
testator  lived  in  Bussia  for  about  two  months  in 
the  summer,  at  Kissineen  for  two  or  three  months, 
and  in  Scotland,  London,  and  Brighton  for  the 
rest  of  the  year. 

In  1870  M  took  the  lease  of  a  mixed  shootincF 
in  Scotland  for  the  purposes  of  sport  for  himself 
the  appellants  (his  sons),  and  his  friends.  He 
af tenwds  took  leases  of  deer  forests  in  Scotland 
for  short  terms,  bnt  did  not  himself  shoot. 

In  or  about  18^6  the  appellants  gave  up  shooting 
in  Scotland,  and  in  1893  Mr.  W.  L.  Winans  ter- 
minated the  leases  of  the  greater  part  of  his 
shootings  in  Scotland,  and  m  1896  sublet  and 
assigned  the  remainder  of  them. 

In  1875  he  continued  to  occupy  No.  2,  Chi- 
ohester-terraoe as  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and 
did  BO  till  his  death. 

In  1877  Boss  Winans,  bis  father,  died;  and 
thereupon  the  Baltimore  business,  in  which  he  had 
i-etained  an  interest,  was  wound-up.  In  1877  Mr. 
Winans  purchased  the  lease  of  No.  15,  Ken- 
sington Palaoe-gardens,  which  had  an  unexpired 
term  of  sixty-five  years. 

Before  buying  the  lease  he  made  special  in- 
quiries whether  he  could  dispose  of  it  at  any  time 
without  difficulty,  and  ascertained  that  he  could 
do  so. 

In  1892  he  ceased  to  reside  there,  and  expressed 
a  desire  to  get  lid  of  it. 
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In  1881  lie  took  a  renewed  lease  of  No.  1, 
Ghioheater-terrace  for  twenty-one  years,  deter- 
minable at  the  fifth,  seventh,  or  fourteenth 
years. 

In  1883  he  ceased  to  visit  Russia ;  and  until 
1890  he  spent  two  or  three  months  at  Eissingen, 
in  Grermany,  and  the  remainder  of  the  year  in 
Scotland,  Brighton,  and  London. 

In  1885  he  bought  a  farther  two-fifths  of  the 
Ferry  Bar  property  at  Baltimore,  leaving  one- 
fifth  outstajiding  in  other  members  of  the 
family. 

Up  to  the  year  1888  he  suffered  from  con- 
sumption, bat  in  that  year  this  disease  was 
arrested,  although  the  lung  mischief  remained. 

In  1888  he  suffered  from  an  internal  affection, 
which  recun-ed  at  intervals,  and  gradually  broke 
down  his  health. 

In  1893  Mr.  Winans  ceased  to  visit  Kissingen; 
and  from  that  time  until  his  death  he  lived  in 
London,  Brighton,  or  in  the  country  in  England. 
He  had  for  many  years  been  interested  in  im- 
provements in  spindle-shaped  or  cigar-shaped 
ocean  steamers,  the  object  being  to  invent  a 
steamer  of  such  a  shape  that  she  would  be  very 
much  steadier  in  going  through  the  water  than 
steamers  of  the  usual  shape. 

Patents  in  connection  with  these  vessels  were 
first  taken  oat  in  America  in  1858. 

Experiments  were  carried  out  by  the  testator  in 
oon  junction  with  his  father  and  his  brother,  Thomas 
Winans ;  and  in  about  the  yesr  1877  he  was  left  the 
sole  active  person,  his  father  having  died  and  his 
brother  having  retired.  He  had  an  office  in 
London,  where  he  had  a  staif  of  draftsmen 
engaged  in  making  plans  and  designs  of  cigar 
ships,  and  in  1893  he  applied  in  America  for  a 
prolongation  of  these  patents. 

In  the  affidavit  made  on  the  application  for  the 
prolongation  of  these  patents  he  described  him- 
self as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a 
native  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  he  pointed 
out  the  advantages  which  would  accrue  to  the 
Govei-nment  and  people  of  the  United  States  at 
large  in  peace  and  war  from  the  construction  of 
a  fleet  oi  ocean-going  vessels  for  Transatlantic 
passenger  traffic  to  sail  under  the  flag  of  the 
iTnited  States,  and  he  prayed  that,  in  the  interests 
of  justice  to  an  American  citizen.  Congress 
would  not  refuse  to  pass  the  Act  prayed  for. 

.Mr.  Winans  expressed  the  intention  of  running 
a  line  of  cigar  ships  from  England  to  America, 
building  wlutrves  on  his  Ferry  Bar  property  for 
them  to  come  to,  and  of  going  to  America  by 
the  first  cigar  ship  which  crossed  the  Atlantic, 
building  a  uouse  on  the  property  at  Feiry  Bar, 
and  living  there  as  his  home  and  developing  the 
property.  His  state  of  health  would  have  made 
it  dangerous  for  him  to  go  back  in  an  ordinary 
vesseL 

Hr.  W.  L.  Winans  had  from  time  to  time 
acquired  the  greater  part  of  the  shares  in  the 
property  at  Ferry  Bar,  Baltimore.  He  always 
called  Baltimore  his  home,  and  in  1878  or  1880  he 
had  plans  prepared  of  a  large  house  to  be  built 
for  himself  to  live  in  on  the  property.  He  also 
had  plans  prepared  for  developing  the  property, 
and  informed  his  solicitor  that  the  property,  if 
developed,  would  be  worth  1,000,0002.  He  often 
expressed  his  intention  of  living  there  and 
developing  it  as  soon  as  he  could  cross  the 
Atlantic. 


In  Feb.  1897  be  made  his  will,  which  was 
effective  as  a  testamentary  deposition  both  in 
the  United  States  of  America  and  in  England, 
and  he  described  himself  as  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  residing  at  Nos.  1  and  2, 
Chichester-terrace,  Brighton,  in  the  county  of 
Sussex. 

Shortly  before  his  death  he  had  entered  into  an 
agreement  to  buy  the  remaining  one-tentli  share 
in  the  property  at  Ferry  Bar,  Baltimore,  which  was 
the  only  outstanding  share  in  it.  His  politaoal  sym- 
pathies were  always  strongly  American,  and  in 
many  documents  he  described  himself  as  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  or  a  native  of  Baltimore,  bat 
now  sojourning  in  the  City  of  London  or  in 
England,  as  the  case  might  be. 

Aiquith,  K.O.,  B.  M.  Bray,  K.G.,  WUloughby 
WUliamt,  and  Kenrick  appeared  for  the  appel- 
lants. 

The  Attorney -General  (Sir  B.  Finlay.  K.O.),  the- 
Solicitor-Oeneral  (Sir  £.  Carson,  xLC),  and 
Vaughan  Hawkim  for  the  respondent. 

In  addition  to  the  authorities  cited  in  the  judg- 
ments the  following  were  also  referred  to  in  the- 
course  of  the  argument  -. 

Rodgton  v.  De  BeaucKeme,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  285  ; 

King  v.  Foxwell,  3  Ch.  DIt.  518  ; 

Attorney -Oeneral  v.  Kent,   31  L.  J.  391  Ex. ; 

Hoaiint  v.  Matthews,  8  De  O.  H.  &  Q.  13. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argnments  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

May  10. — Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The   LoED    Ghaiicblix>b    (Halsbury).  —  My 
Lords :  The  short  q^uestion  here  is  whether  Mr. 
Winans  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  domiciled  in 
this  country.    So  far  as  it  is  a  question  of  law  it 
is  simple  enongh  to  state ;  but  when  the  law  has 
been  stated  a  dMcolt  and  complex  question  of  fack 
arises,  which   it  is  almost  always  very  hard  to 
solve.      Now,    the    law    is    plain   that  where  a 
domicil  of  origin  is  proved  it  lies  upon  the  person 
who  asserts  a  change  of  domicil  to  establish  it, 
and  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  person 
who  is  alleged  to  have  chuiged  his  domicil  has 
fixed  and  determined  purpose  to  make  the  plao 
of  his  new  domicil  his  permanent  home.  Althong 
many  varieties  of  expression  have  been  used, 
believe  that  the  idea  of  domicil  may   be  quit 
adequately  expressed  by  the    phrase.   Was  th 
place    intended    to    be    the    permanent    home 
Now,  Mr.  Winans  was  an  American  citizen ;  ha 
resided  in  Russia  for  some  time ;  he  had  various 
residences  in  England  and  great  sporting  leases 
in  Scotland.     He  married  in    St.  Petersburg  a 
Guernsey  lady.     He  had  property  in  the  Qnited 
States,  and  he  originally  came  to  England  upon 
the  recommendation  of   his  medical  man.    He 
lived  a  very  long  time  in  England ;  and  if  I  were 
satisfied  that  he  intended  to  make  England  his 
permanent  home,  I  do  not  think  that  it  would 
make  any  difference  that  he  had  arrived  at  the 
determination  to  make  it  so  by  reason  of  the  state- 
of  his  health,  as  to  which  he  was  very  solicitous. 
It  would  be  enough  that  for  obvious  reasons  he 
had  determined  to  make  England  his  permanent 
home ;    but   was    that   his    determination  ?     I 
confess  that  I  am  not  able  very  confidenUyto 
answer  that  question  either  way.    I  have  been  ua 
considerable  d:>ubt  when  I  view  his  whole  career 
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whether  he  ever  intended  finally  to  remain  here. 
He  had  invented  oigar- shaped  boats,  in  which  he 
took  a  deep  interest  as  inventor,  and  also  as  one 
who  meant  to  travel  back  to  hie  own  conntry 
when  his  boats  succeeded.  It  may  be  that  yonr 
Lordships  do  not  think  that  he  was  likely  to 
BQCceed ;  but  it  may  be  confidently  asserted  that 
the  inventor  thoroofijhly  believed  that  he  would 
succeed.  It  is  true  that  great  reliance  might  be 
placed  npon  his  great  acquisition  of  sporting 
areas  in  Scotland,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
were  acquired  by  him  rather  as  profit- making 
investments  than  because  he  himself  was  devoted 
to  sport ;  but  even  in  this,  as  in  some  other 
parts  of  his  conduct,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  a 
certain  inference  could  be  deduced  from  what  he 
did.  Being  a  man  of  enormous  wealth,  he  never 
made  a  home  for  himself  or  his  family  such  as 
one  wonld  have  expected  if  he  had  really  meant  to 
remain  permanently  in  England.  Like  all  ques- 
tions of  fact  dependent  upon  a  variety  of  smaller 
facts,  it  is  possible  to  treat  this  or  that  piece  of 
evidence  as  conclusive,  and  different  minds  will 
attribute  different  degrees  of  importance  to  the 
same  facts.  I  must  admit  that  I  have  regarded 
the  whole  history  of  Mr.  Winans'  life  differently 
at  different  stages  of  the  argument,  and  the  con- 
clusion to  which  I  have  come  is  that  I  cannot  say 
that  I  can  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion 
either  way ;  but  then  the  law  relieves  me  from 
the  embarrassment  which  would  otherwise  con- 
demn me  to  the  solution  of  an  insoluble  problem, 
because  it  directs  me  in  my  present  state  of  mind 
to  consider  upon  whom  is  the  burden  of  proof. 
Undoubtedly  it  is  upon  the  Crown ;  and,  as  I 
have  said  that,  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  a 
conclnsion  either  way  whether  Mr.  Winans  did 
or  did  not  intend  to  change  his  domicil,  his 
domicil  of  origin  must  remain,  and  I  therefore 
am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Lord  ALLcD'AaHTEN'. — My  Lords :  There  is,  I 
think,  hardly  any  branch  of  law  which  has  been 
more  frequently  or  more  fully  discussed  in  this 
House  in  comparatively  modem  times  than  the  law 
of  domicil.  Difficulties  have  arisen,  and  difficulties 
must  arise  now  and  then,  in  coming  to  a  conclu- 
sion upon  the  facta  of  a  particular  case.  But 
those  difficulties,  as  Lord  Cottenbam  said,  are 
"much  diminished  by  keeping  steadily  in  view 
the  principle  which  ought  to  guidt  the  decision  as 
.to  the  application  of  the  facts."  Domicil  of 
origin,  or,  as  it  ia  sometimes  called,  perhaps  less 
accoratdy,  domicil  of  birth,  differs  from  domicil 
of  choice  mainly  in  this  :  that  its  character  is 
more  enduring,  its  hold  stronger  and  less  easily 
shaken  off.  In  Munro  v.  Munro  (1  Bob.  H.  of  L. 
492 ;  7  CI.  <fc  F.  842)  Lord  Cottenham  observed 
that  it  was  one  of  the  principles  adopted  not 
only  by  the  laws  of  England,  but  generally 
by  the  laws  of  other  countries,  "  that  the 
domicil  of  origin  must  prevail  until  the  part^ 
has  not  only  acquired  another,  but  has  mani- 
fested and  carried  into  execution  an  intention 
tff  abandoniiw  his  former  domicil  aud  acquiring 
another  as  his  sole  domicil.  .  .  .  Residence 
alone,"  he  add»,  "  has  no  effect  per  te,  thoup;h, 
it  may  be  most  important  as  a  ground  from  which 
to  inier  intention.  "  The  law,"  said  Lord  Cairns, 
L.C.,  in  Bell  v.  Kennedy  (L.  Bep.  1  H.  L.  Sc. 
3U7),  "is  beyond  all  doubt  clear  with  regard  to 
the  domicil  of  birth  that   the  personal  status 


indicated  b^  that  term  clings  and  adheres  to  the 
subject  of  it  until  an  actual  change  is  made  by 
which  the  personal  status  of  another  domicil  is 
acquired."  The  onus  of  proving  that  a  domicil 
has  been  chosen  in  substitution  for  the  domicil 
of  origin  lies  upon,  those  who  assert  that  the 
domicu  of  origin  has  been  lost.  "  Besidence  and 
domicil,"  as  Lord  Westbory  points  out,  "  are  two 
perfectly    distinct    things.      .  Although 

residence  may  be  some  small  prima  facie  proof  of 
domicil,  it  is  by  no  means  to  be  inferred  from  the 
fact  of  residence  that  domicil  results,  even 
although  you  do  not  find  that  the  party  had  any 
other  residence  in  existence  or  in  contemplation." 
Lord  Chelmsford's  opinion  was  that  "in  a 
competition  between  a  domicil  of  origin  and  an 
alleged  subsequently-acquired  domicil  there  may 
be  circumstances  to  show  that,  however  long  a 
residence  may  have  continued,  no  intention  of 
acquiring  a  domicil  may  have  existed  at  .^y  one 
moment  during  the  whole  of  the  continuance  of 
such  residence.  The  question  in  such  a  case  is 
not  whether  there  is  evidence  of  an  intention  to 
retain  the  domicil  of  origin,  but  whether  it  is 
proved  that  there  was  an  intention  to  acquire 
another  domicil."  Such  an  intention,  I  think,  is 
not  to  be  inferred  from  an  attitude  of  indifference 
or  a  disinclination  to  move  increasing  with  in- 
creasing years,  least  of  all  from  the  absence  of 
any  manifestation  of  intention  one  way  or  the 
other.  It  must  be,  to  quote  Lord  Westbury  again, 
a  "  fixed  and  settled  purpose."  "And,"  says  his 
Lordship,  "  unless  you  are  able  to  show  that  with 
perfect  clearness  and  satisfaction  to  yourselves,  it 
follows  that  a  domicil  of  origin  continues."  So 
heavy  is  the  burden  cast  upon  those  who  seek  to 
show  that  the  domicil  of  origin  has  been  super- 
seded by  a  domicil  of  choice.  And  rightly,  I 
think.  A  change  of  domicil  is  a  serious  matter — 
serious  enough  when  the  competition  is  between 
two  domicils  both  within  the  ambit  of  one  and 
the  same  kingdom  or  country,  more  serious  still 
when  one  of  the  two  is  altogether  foreign.  The 
change  may  involve  far-reaching  consequences  in 
regard  to  succession  and  distribution  and  other 
things  which  depend  on  domicil.  To  the  same 
effect  was  the  inquiry  which  Lord  Cairns  pro- 
posed for  the  consideration  of  the  House  in  aell 
V.  Kennedy,  It  was  this — whether  the  person 
whose  domicil  was  in  question  had  "  determined  " 
to  make,  and  had  in  fact  made,  the  alleged 
domicil  of  choice  "  his  home  with  the  intention  of 
establishing  himself  and  his  family  there  and 
ending  his  days  ia  that  country."  In  a  later 
case  {Douglas  v.  Doualat,  25  L.  T.  Bep.  530 ;  L. 
Bep.  12  Eq.  617)  wnich  came  before  Wickens, 
y.C.,  who  was  an  excellent  lawyer,  and,  owing  to 
the  official  position  which  he  long  held,  pecu- 
liarly conversint  with  cases  of  this  sort,  all 
the  authorities  were  reviewed.  The  competition 
there  was  between  a  Scotch  domicil  of  origin 
and  an  alleged  English  domicil  of  choice.  The 
learned  Yice- Chancellor  thought  the  case  "  a 
peculiar  and  difficult  one."  He  pat  the  question 
in  this  way :  "  What  .  .  .  has  to  be  here 
considered,"  he  said,  "  is  whether  the  testator 
.  .  .  ever  actually  declared  a  final  and  delibe- 
rate intention  of  settling  in  England  or  whether 
his  conduct  and  declarations  lead  to  the  belief 
that  he  would  have  declared  such  an  intention  if 
the  necessity  of  making  the  election  between  the 
countries  had  arisen."    If  the  authorities  which 
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1  have  cited  are  still  law,  the  question  which 
Tonr  Lordships  have  to  consider  must,  I  think, 
be  this — Has  it  been  proved  "  with  perfect  clear- 
ness and  satisfaction  to  yourselves"  that  Mr. 
Winans  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  formed  a 
"  fixed  and  settled  purpose  " — a  "  determination," 
"  a  final  and  deliberate  intention  " — to  abandon 
his  American  domicil  and  settle  in  England? 
Oonsiderinft  the  amount  of  Mr.  Winans'  fortnne, 
which  was  between  two  and  three  millions  in 
marketable  securitieB,  and  the  length  of  his  resi- 
dence in  this  country,  it  is  somewhat  singular 
that  the  evidence  offered  on  the  question  t«fore 
jour  Lordships  should  be  so  meagre.  There  is  not  a 
single  letter  written  byorto  him.ora  memorandum 
or  note  of  any  sort  made  by  him,  which  bears 
directly  on  the  point.  There  is  nothing  but  long- 
oontinued  residence  in  England  on  the  one  hand 
and  some  oral  declarations  and  some  words  in  some 
legal  documents  on  the  other.  There  is  nothing 
else  except  such  inference  as  may  be  drawn  from 
a  consideration  of  Mr.  Winans'  character  and  dis- 
position, the  life  he  led  here,  and  the  objects  which 
he  seems  to  have  had  most  at  heart.  The  pnnci^ 
events  in  Mr.  Winans'  life  may  be  stated  brieSy. 
He  was  bom  in  the  United  States  in  1823.  He  Uved 
there  till  1850,residingat  Baltimore  with  his  &ther, 
a  railway  contractor,  and  employed  in  his  father's 
business.  Mr.  Winans'  eldest  son,  Walteri  who  was 
examined  in  this  case,  says  that  when  he  spoke 
of  Baltimore  he  always  called  it  "home.'  In 
1850  Mr.  Winans  went  to  Bussia.  He  was 
employed  by  the  Bussian  Government,  as  his 
father  had  been,  in  equipping  railways  there  on 
the  American  system.  During  the  Crime(ui  War 
he  rendered  assistance  to  the  Bnssian  Govern- 
ment in  the  construction  and  equipment  of  gun- 
boats to  be  used  against  the  enemy — England 
xnd  England's  ally.  In  Bussia  he  married  a 
Guernsey  lady,  the  daughter  of  a  gentleman  also 
employed  by  the  Bnssian  Gk>vemmeut.  He  had 
two  sons  by  her.  In  1859  his  health  broke  down. 
There  were  symptoms  of  consumption,  and  he 
was  warned  by  ms  doctor  that  another  winter  in 
Bussia  would  probably  be  fatal.  He  was  advised 
to  winter  in  Brighton  in  England.  Very  reluc- 
tantly, under  medical  orders,  he  left  St.  Peters- 
burg and  spent  the  winter  in  an  hotel  at  Brighton, 
returning  to  Bussia  when  the  winter  was  over. 
In  1860  he  took  a  furnished  house  in  Brighton, 
No.  2,  Chichester-terrace,  for  a  term  of  five  years, 
determinable  at  the  end  of  any  year.  He  also 
took  the  next  house,  No.  1,  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  determinable  at  the  fifth,  seventh,  or 
fourteenth  year.  He  connected  the  two  houses 
structurally.  He  held  both  these  houses  at  the 
time  of  his  death — the  furnished  house.  No.  2,  as 
tenant  from  year  to  year,  and  No.  1  on  a  tenancy 
similar  to  that  on  which  it  was  originally  taken. 
Prom  1860  down  to  1870  or  1871  he  used  to 
spend  the  winter  at  Brighton  and  about  eight 
months  of  the  year  in  Bussia.  In  1870  he  gave 
up  his  house  in  St.  Petersburg,  and  took  a  lease 
of  some  shooting  in  Scotland,  apparently  for  the 
sake  of  his  sons,  for  he  shot  very  little  himself. 
From  1871  to  1883  he  spent  about  two  months  in 
BoBsia,  two  or  three  months  in  Kissingen,  in 
Germany,  and  the  rest  of  the  year  in  Brighton, 
Scotland,  or  London.  In  1883  he  ceased  to  visit 
Bussia,  thenceforward  dividing  his  time  between 
Kissingen,  Brighton,  London,  and  Scotland.  This 
mode  of  life  continued  until  1893.  Aftsr  that  date 


he  spent  the  whole  year  in  England — in  London, 
Brighton,  and  the  country.  He  never  bought  an 
estate  in  England  for  himself  or  for  either  of  hia 
sons.  As  far  as  he  was  concerned  "  he  preferred 
living  in  furnished  houses  or  hotels,"  so  his  son 
says.  Two  events  in  his  life  r^rred  to  in  the 
argument  have,  I  think,  no  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion before  your  Lordships.  In  1877,  to  please  his 
wife,  he  bought  the  Crown  lease  of  a  house  in 
Palace- gardens.  But  he  never  lived  there  ontil 
after  1892.  It  was  shut  up,  and  he  tried-'to 
dispose  of  it.  When  he  bought  the  lease  he 
seems  to  have  made  particular  inquiries  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  there  was  anything  in  the 
conditions  of  the  lease  which  might  prevent  his 

Surting  with  it  at  anjr  time  he  pleased.  He  never 
ked  to  "  hamper  "  himself.  Any  prudent  person 
would  probably  have  done  the  same.  Then  there 
was  his  unfortunate  experiment  in  the  manage- 
ment and  improvement  of  deer  forests  in  Scot- 
land. He  took  vast  tracts  of  forest,  not,  perhaps, 
altogether  for  sporting  purposes,  as  sport  is 
understood  in  this  country.  After  a  time  he 
inclosed  the  ground  with  miles  of  fencing  to  prevent 
the  deer  from  straying.  He  had  a  notion  that  the 
value  of  the  forest  for  letting  purposes  would  be 
much  increased  by  stopping  snooting  for  some 
years  and  allowing  the  ste^s  a  longer  term  of 
undisturbed  life.  However,  he  got  into  trouble 
with  the  crofters  and  with  his  lessors,  and  he 
became  rather  unpopular,  both  with  those  by 
whom  deer- stalking  is  highly  esteemed  and  tiiose 
to  whom  deer  forests  are  an  abomination.  He 
thought,  too,  that  he  had  rather  wasted  money 
on  the  shootings — so  he  gave  up  his  experiment 
and  he  seems  to  have  got  rid  of  all  the  Scotch 
shootings  before  his  death.  In  the  dearth  of 
evidence  by  written  or  oral  declaration  as  to  Mr. 
Winans'  intentions,  it  eeems  to  me  to  be  impor- 
tant to  consider  what  manner  of  man  he  wa^ 
what  were  the  main  objects  of  his  existence  and 
what  sort  of  life  he  lived  in  this  country.  I 
think  that  there  is  a  good  deal  of  force  in  soma 
observations  that  were  made  both  by  Lord  Gran- 
worth  and  Lord  WenslOTdale  in  the  case  of 
Whicker  v.  Hume  (7  H.  L.  0.  124)  to  the  effect 
that  in  these  days,  when  the  tendency  of  the 
educated  and  leisured  classes  is  to  become  cosmo- 
politan—if I  may  use  the  word — ^you  must  look 
very  narrowly  into  the  nature  of  a  residence 
suggested  as  a  domicil  of  choice  before  you 
deprive  a  man  of  his  native  domidl  Mr. 
Winans  was  a  person  of  considerable  ability 
and  of  singular  tenacity  of  purpose,  self-centred 
and  strangely  uncommunicative.  He  was  not 
interested  in  many  things,  but  whatever  he  did 
he  did,  as  his  son  says,  thoroughly.  He  became 
completelv  absorbed  in  a  scheme  when  he  took  it 
up.  At  the  same  time  he  lived  a  very  retired— 
almost  a  secluded — life.  He  took  no  part  in 
general  or  municipal  politics.  He  rarely  went 
into  society.  He  had  no  intimate  friends,  i^ 
indeed,  he  had  any  friends  at  all,  in  this  country. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  he  whs  inter^ted  in 
any  charity  or  charitable  or  philanthropic  institu- 
tion in  England.  Although  he  was  on  affec- 
tionate terms  with  his  two  sons  he  never  let  them 
into  his  secrets.  "  He  always  worked  his  business 
himself,"  his  son  says,  "and  never  brought  ua 
into  the  business  affairs  in  any  way."  And 
although  at  odd  times  he  mentioned  his  property  in 
America,  he  never  allowed  even  his  eldest  son  "  to 
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trndentaad  much  about  it."  Mr.  Winans  had 
tkree  objeots  in  life.  His  first  object  was  bis 
health.  He  nursed  and  tended  it  with  wonderf  al 
devotion.  He  took  bis  temperature  several  times 
a  day.  He  bad  regular  times  for  takinj;  bis  tern- 
perature  and  regular  times  for  taking  bis  various 
waters  and  medicines.  Besides  the  care  of  bis 
health  there  were  two  other  objects  which 
engrossed  his  thoughts.  The  first  was  the  con> 
straotion  of  spindle-shaped  vessels  commonly 
called  cigar  ships.  This  form  of  vessel  was,  as 
Mr.  Winans  asserted,  an  invention  of  the  Winans 
family.  Many  patents  were  taken  oat  for  it  both 
in  England  and  in  America.  It  was  asserted  that 
vessels  of  this  type  would  be  able  to  cross  the 
Atlantic  without  pitching  or  roUini;.  In  an  appli- 
cation to  Congress  in  the  year  1892  Mr.  Winans 
represented  himself  as  attached  heart  and  soul  to 
his  country  and  asked  for  protection  for  a  long 
term  ot  years  in  consideration  of  the  great  expen- 
diture which  be  and  his  family  had  incurred  in  per- 
fecting the  invention,  and  tne  vast  benefits  that 
would  result  from  it  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  Mr.  Winans  declared  his  confident 
expectation  that  a  fleet  of  spindle- shaped  vessels 
subsidised  by  Congress  would  restore  to  America 
the  carrying  trade  which  had  fallen  into  the 
hands  of  England  and  other  foreign  nations, 
secure  to  America  the  command  of  the  sea,  and 
make  it  impossible  for  Great  Britain  to  maintain 
war  against  the  United  States.  Such  a  fleet  as 
he  described  in  his  application  could,  he  said, 
"  meet  war  vessels  in  open  sea  near  the  Earopean 
aide  and  destroy  one  vessel  after  another,  so  that 
none  of  them  would  be  able  to  reach  our  shores." 
In  the  development  of  bis  invention  Mr. 
Winans  stated  that  be  had  incurred  an  expense 
equal  to  nearly  4,000,000  dollars.  Mr.  Winans's  con- 
fidence in  this  project  remained  unshaken  to  the 
end  of  his  life,  and  he  kept  an  office  in  Beaufort- 
gardens  where  a  staff  of  engineers  and  drafts- 
men were  engaged  in  working  out  the  problem. 
There  was  another  scheme  which  Mr.  Winans 
hoped  to  develop  and  work  in  connection  with  his 
fleet  of  spindle-shaped  vessels.  In  1859  a  pro- 
perty in  Baltimore,  about  200  acres  in  extent, 
called  Ferry  Bar,  was  purchased  on  behalf  of  the 
Winans  family  originally  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used,  as  Mr.  Winans  states  in  a  letter  of  the  Slst 
Jan.  1882,  "for  the  service  of  the  sea-going 
steamers  of  the  spindle-shaped  form."  The 
scheme  was  that  the  water  frontage  should  be 
need  for  wharves  and  docks,  while  a  portion  of 
the  -property  should  be  laid  out  for  the  building 
of  nrst  class  houses  as  a  sort  of  Belgravia. 
There  Mn  Winans  intended  to  build  a  big  house 
for  himself  and  control  the  undertaking,  which 
would  make  the  property,  he  thought,  when 
developed,  worth  one  million  sterling.  Nothing 
praolical  came  ot  this  scheme  because  the  family 
'Conld  not  agree  among  themselves  as  to  bow  the 

Sropert^  was  to  be  developed.  So  Mr.  Winans 
etermined  to  wait  until  he  could  get  the  whole 
into  his  own  hands.  Then  he  would  develop  the 
property  himself  in  his  own  way  and  according  to 
Ilia  own  ideas.  He  did  not  succeed  in  acquiring 
the  entire  interest  until  just  before  his  death.  At 
the  date  of  his  death,  his  son  says,  "  he  was 
working  night  and  day  on  it."  I  find  that  in  the 
conveyances  of  the  last  portion  of  the  Ferry  Bar 

Sroperty,   which   were  prepared  just  before  his 
eath,  and  are  dated   the  16th  June  1897,  Mr. 
Vd.  XC,  2384.« 


Winans  is  described  as  "of  city  of  Baltimore, 
but  now  sojourning  in  the  City  of  London, 
England."  Of  course,  to  us  these  schemes  of  Mr. 
Winans'  appear  wild,  visionary,  and  chimerical. 
But  1  have  no  doubt  that  to  a  man  like  Mr. 
Winans,  wholly  wrapt  up  in  himself,  they  were 
very  real.  They  were  the  dream  of  his  life.  For 
forty  years  he  kept  them  steadily  in  view.  And 
one  was  anti-English  and  the  other  wholly 
American.  It  was  in  connection  with  these 
schemes  that  the  latest  and  clearest  declaration 
of  intention  was  made  by  Mr.  Winans.  Mr.  H. 
Montague  Williams,  who  was  his  solicitor  at 
Brighton,  says  that  about  two  years  before  his 
death,  a  time  which  iu  cross-examination  he  fixed 
in  the  winter  of  1895  or  beginning  of  1896,  Mr. 
Winans  entered  into  rather  a  lengthy  disquisi- 
tion about  the  Ferry  Bar  property.  Mr.  Winans 
told  him  that  he  was  making  arrangements  for 
baying  the  remaining  shares  in  it — that  a  good 
deal  of  it  belonged  to  him,  and  that  he  intended 
when  he  had  done  that  to  go  out  to  A  merica  and 
live  in  Baltimore  and  develop  the  estate  there 
himself.  Mr.  Williams  says  ne  remembars  Mr. 
Winans  particularly  saying,  "  If  I  do  that  it  will 
be  worth  a  million  pounds,"  and  be  adds  "the 
decided  way  in  which  he  said  '  I  shall  go  out  to 
Baltimore '  (or  words  to  that  effect)  struck  me  at 
the  time."  The  only  other  circumstance  to  be 
mentioned  is  that  in  bis  will,  dated  the  4tb  Feb. 
1897,  Mr.  Winans  describes  himself  as  a  "  citizen 
of  the  United  States  of  America."  It  was  argued 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown  that  although  Mr. 
Winans  may  have  been  prevented  by  the  state  of 
bis  health  from  returning  to  America  when  he 
left  Russia,  ond  although  he  could  not  have 
safely  attempted  the  voyage  in  the  latter  years 
of  his  life,  yet  there  was  a  time  iu  which  he 
might  have  ventured  to  cross  the  Atlantic  in  an 
ordinary  liner.  The  obvious  answer  is  that  at 
that  time,  when  divided  counsels  and  family  dis- 
agreements prevented  the  development  ot  the 
Feny  Bar  property,  he  had  no  object  in  going  to 
Baltimore.  Tnen  it  was  said  that  the  length  of 
time  during  which  Mr.  Winans  resided  in  this 
country  leads  to  the  inference  that  he  must  have 
become  content  to  make  this  country  his  home. 
Length  of  time,  is,  of  course,  a  very  important 
element  in  questions  of  domiciL  An  unconscious 
change  may  come  over  a  man's  mind.  If  the 
man  goes  about  and  mixes  in  society  that  is  not 
an  improbable  result.  But  in  the  case  of  a 
person  like  Mr.  Winans,  who  kept  himself  to 
himself  and  had  little  or  no  intercourse  with  his 
fellow  men,  it  seems  to  me  that  at  the  end  of  any 
space  of  time,  however  long,  his  mind  would  pro- 
bably be  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  at  the 
beginning.  When  he  came  to  this  country  he  was  a 
sojourner  and  a  stranger,  and  he  was,  1  tbink,  a 
sojourner  and  a  stranger  in  it  when  he  died.  On 
the  whole.  I  am  unable  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  Mr.  Winans  ever  formed  a  fixed  and  settled 
purpose  of  abandoning  his  American  domicil  and 
settling  finally  in  England.  I  think  that  up  to 
the  very  last  ne  had  an  expectation  or  hope  ot 
returning  to  America  and  seeing  his  grand 
schemes  inaugurated.  To  take  the  test  proposed 
by  Wickens,  Y.C  , "  it  the  question  had  arisen  in  a 
form  requiring  a  deliberate  or  solemn  determina- 
tion," I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Winans,  who 
was,  as  his  son  says,  "  entirely  American  in  all 
his  ideas  and  sympatbie>,"  would  have  answei-ed 
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it  in  faTonr  of  America.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  Crown  has  not  discharged  the 
onus  cast  upon  it,  and  I  think  that  the  order 
appealed  from  ooght  to  be  reversed. 

Lord  LiNDLBT  (after  goin^  through  the  facta 
as  set  out  above,  his  Lordslup  continned  as  fol- 
lows :) — Ify  Lords :  I  take  it  to  be  clearly  settled, 
^  the  Lauderdale  Peerage  case  (10  App.  Gas.  692), 
Udny  ▼.  Udny  (L.  Bep.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  441),  and  BeU 
T.  Kennedy  {lb.  307)  that  the  burden  of  proof  in 
all  inqniries  of  this  nature  lies  npon  those  who 
assert  that  a  domioil  of  origin  has  been  lost,  and 
that  some  other  domidl  has  been  acqnired. 
Further,  I  take  it  to  be  clearly  settled  that  no 
person  who  is  tut  juris  can  change  his  domicil 
without  a  physical  change  of  place  coupled  with 
an  intention  to  adopt  the  place  to  which  he  goes 
as  his  home  or  fixed  abode  or  permanent  residence, 
whichever  exoression  may  oe  preferred.  If  a 
change  of  residence  is  proved,  the  intention  neces- 
sary to  establish  a  change  of  domioil  is  an  inten- 
tion to  adopt  the  second  residence  as  home,  or,  in 
other  words,  an  intention  to  remain  without  any 
intention  of  further  change  except  possibly  for 
some  temporary  purpose :  (see  Story's  Conflict  of 
Laws,  a.  43,  and  Me  Craigniih,  67  L.  T.  Bep.  689 ; 
(1892)  3  Ch.  180 ;  Aaomey.General  v.  Pottinger, 
4L.  T.  Bep.  368;  6H.&N.733;  uniDougUuy. 
Douglat  (25  L.  T.  Bep.  530;  L.  Bep.  12  Ea.  617). 
The  change  of  residence  here  is  plain  enongn,  and 
need  not  be  enlarged  upon.  The  difficulty  is  about 
the  intention  of  Mr.  Winans  with  i^erence  to  the 
change.  The  exact  time  when  he  made  up  his  mind 
to  settle  here  cannot  be  ascertained.  There  is  no 
document  or  conversation  which  enables  any  one 
to  fix  the  date.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that 
when  he  died  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  he  must 
have  abandoned  all  thoughts  of  going  back  to 
America  and  settling  there,  and  &ye  gradually 
become  content  to  make  his  home  in  this  connt]^ 
without  contemplating  any  furttier  change,  u. 
this  can  be  estaUished,  a  change  of  domicil  will 
be  the  legal  result :  (Haldane  v.  Eckford,  21  L.  T. 
Bep.  87 ;  L.  Bep.  8  Eq.  631 ;  Douglas  v.  Douglas, 
ubx  sup.).  An  intention  to  change  nationality,  to 
cease  to  be  an  American  and  to  become  an  Eng- 
lishman, was  said  to  be  necessary  in  Moorhouse  v. 
Lord  (8  L.  T.  Bep.  212;  10  H.  L.  G.  272);  but 
that  view  was  decided  to  be  incorrect  in  Uiciny  v. 
Udny  (L.  Bep.  1  H.  L.  So.  441).  Intention  may 
be  inferred  from  conduct,  and  there  are  oases  in 
which  domicil  has  been  changed,  notwithstanding 
a.  clear  statement  that  no  change  of  domicil 
was  intended :  (see  Be  Steer,  3  H.  &  N.  594 ;  and 
per  Wickens,  Y.G.  in  Douglat  v.  Douglat,  ubi 
tup.).  An  expressed  intention  to  return  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  or  in  some  possible  event 
which  never  nappens,  will  not  prevail  over 
a  clear  inference  from  other  circumstances  of 
an  intention  to  remain:  (see  Attorney-General 
V.  Pottinger,  idn  two.,  per  Biamwell,  B. ;  Doueet 
v.  Oeoghegan,  9  Gb.  Div.  441).  I  do  not  prox)ose  to 
refer  at  length  to  the  details  of  Mr.  Winans'  life. 
They  were  elaborately  brought  to  your  Lordships' 
attention  by  counsel.  There  is  no  real  contro- 
versy about  the  facts.  The  question  is  what  in- 
ference ought  to  be  drawn  from  them.  Here  I 
have  the  misfortune  to  differ  from  my  noble  and 
learned  friends  who  have  just  addressed  the  House. 
I  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  as  that 
arrived  at  by  Kennedy  and  Phillimore,  JJ.  and  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal.    I  cannot  myself  draw  any 


other  inference.  Where  was  his  home,  his  settied 
permanent  home  ?  He  had  .one  and  only  one,  and 
that  one  was  in  this  country  ;  and  long  before  he 
died  I  am  satisfied  that  ne  had  given  up  all 
serious  idea  of  returning  to  his  native  oountiy. 
He  was  an  American  citizen  permanently  settled 
in  this  country.  Bat  although  so  settled  ha  wa» 
proud  of  his  nationality  and  had  no  intention  of 
changing  it.  He  may  at  one  time  have  looked 
back  on  Baltimore  as  his  possible  ultimate  home, 
but  he  had  ceased  to  do  so  long  before  he  died. 
In  1880  he  proposed  to  build  a  house  for  himself 
in  Baltimore,  but  this  came  to  nothing ;  and  non» 
of  his  later  schemes  for  developing  nis  property 
there  were  carried  out  in  his  lifetime,  nor  did 
they  involve  any  change  of  residence  on  his  part, 
A  dim  hope  and  expectation  of  being  at  some 
time  able  to  return  to  America  when  he  had  suc- 
ceeded in  constructing  a  ship  to  his  liking,  whidk 
he  never  did,  is  spoken  to  by  his  son  ;  but  when 
last  does  not  appear.    I  can  find  nothing  to  dis- 

Slace  the  only  inference  which  I  can  draw  from 
[r.  Winans'  conduct  for  the  last  twenty  or 
twentv-five  vears  of  his  life.  In  my  opinion  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Order  appealed  from  reverted.  Respondentia 
pay  to  the  appellatUt  their  cottt   here  anA 
in  the  covxtt  belovo. 
Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  E.  H.  Quidce,  for 
H.  Montague  Williams,  Brighton. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  Sir  F.  C.  Crore, 
Solicitor  of  Inland  Bevenue. 


Friday,  May  13. 
(Before   the    Lobd    Chaitcbllob    (Halsbnry),. 
Lords  Davey,    Jaues    of   Hebefobd,   and 

BOBBBTSON.) 

Attobnb7-Genebax  v.  Lobd  Montaqit.  (a) 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE   COtTBT  OF  APPBAIi  IN 
ENGLAND. 

Revenue — Estate  duty — Mortgage  by  ienant  far 
life  and  remainderman — In^mnity  to  tenant 
for  life — Property  pasting  on  death  of  ienant 
for  life— Finance  Act  1894  (57  &  58  Viet.  e.  30), 
tt.  1,  2,  7. 

The  tenant  for  life  of  settled  lands  joined  with  <&« 
remainderman  in  creating  a  mortgage  on  th» 
lands. 

The  loan  secured  by  the  mortgage  was  eniirtiyfor 
the  benefit  of  the  remainderman,  and  the  imtant 
for  life  did  not  covenavi  to  pay  either  the  mort- 
gage debt  or  the  interest  on  it. 

By  an  indenture  of  even  date  with  the  mortgage, 
and  made  between  the  remainderman  ana  the 
tenant  for  life,  the  former  covenanted  to  indem- 
nify the  latter  against  any  lost  of  profits  of  the 
tettled  lands,  and  cyainst  any  esmenses  or 
charges  in  retjpect  of  the  mortgage,  and  aasiane^ 
certain  tecuniiet  and  charges  on  other  lands  a» 
teeurity  for  the  performance  of  eudi  covenants 
The  tenant  for  life  wot  infact  kept  whoUy  indents 
n^ed  during  her  life. 

Held  (revertitM  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
thai  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  the  estate 
duty  should  be  attetsed  upon  the  whole  ooZue  of 
the  settled  lands,  and  not  upon  the  value  after 
deducting  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

(a)  Beported  by  0.  E.  Uauxh,  Eiq.,  Bwiliter«(-Lkw. 
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Appeai.  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
(Williams,  Stirling,  and  Mathew,  L.JJ.),  reported 
88  L.  T.  Eep.  120  ;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  483,  who  had 
reyersed  a  judgment  of  Fhillimore,  J.,  reported 
86  L.  T.  Rep.  57 ;  (1902)  1  K.  B.  429,  by  which  it 
waa  dedared  that  on  the  death  of  Chkrlotte  Anne 
Dowager  Daohess  of  Bnocleuch  (which  happened 
on  the  28th  March  1895)  estate  duty  became  pay- 
able tinder  the  provisiona  of  the  Finance  Act 
1894  upon  the  principal  value  of  the  Ditton 
estate  devised  by  the  will  of  Walter  Franoia, 
Dnke  of  Bucclench,  without  deduction  of  a 
certain  mortgage  debt  of  27,000Z. 

By  the  will,  dated  the  8th  Aug.  1883,  of  the 
Duke  of  Buccleuch  and  Queensberiy  (who  died 
on  the  16th  April  1884)  the  testator's  Ditton 
estate  in  the  counties  of  Bucks  and  liiddlesex 
was  settled  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  wife  for 
life  without  impeachment  of  waste  (as  a  residence 
for  her  and  in  addition  to  all  other  provisions), 
and  from  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  the 
testator's  second  son,  the  respondent,  then  Lord 
Henry  John  Montagu  Douglas  Scott,  for  life, 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  successively 
in  tul  male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  28th  May  1888  the 
Ditton  estate  was  disentailed,  with  the  consent  of 
the  duchess  as  protector  of  the  settlement,  and  a 
joint  power  of  appointment  over  it  given  to  Lord 
Montagu  and  his  eldest  son,  John  Walter 
Edward  Douglas  Scott  Montagu. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  May  1888  and 
made  between  the  duchess  dowager  of  the  first 
paii,  the  respondent  Lord  Montagu  of  the  second 
part,  the  said  J.  W.  E.  Douglas  Scott  Montagu  of 
the  third  part,  and  Ger^d  Henry  Brabazon 
Ponsonby,  John  Poyntz,  Earl  Spencer,  and 
Frederick  WUliam  John,  Marquis  of  Bristol 
(thereinafter  called  the  mortgagees),  of  the  fourth 
part.  Lord  Montagu  and  his  son,  in  consideration 
of  27,000Z.  lent  to  them  by  the  mortgagees,  jointly 
and  severally  covenanted  with  the  mortgagees  to 
pay  to  them  on  the  29th  ISTov.  then  next  the  sum 
of  27,000Z.  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  4Z.  per  cent, 
per  annum ;  and  the  duchess  dowager,  as  tenant 
for  life  in  possession  under  the  will  of  the  late 
duke,  granted,  and  the  respondent  Lord  Montagu 
and  the  said  J.  W.  E.Douglas  Scott  Montagu, 
in  exercise  of  the  joint  power  of  appointment 
given  to  them  over  the  fee  simple  in  remainder 
expectant  on  the  decease  of  the  duchess  dowager 
by  tbfl  indenture  of  the  28  bh  May  1888  appointed, 
the  Ditton  estate  to  the  use  of  the  mortgagees  in 
fee  simple,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  by 
the  respondent  Lord  Montagu  and  his  son,  on 
payment  of  the  moneys  due  thereunder,  and  Lord 
Montagu  and  his  son  covenanted  for  the  keeping 
in;Tepair  and  due  insurance  of  buildings  during 
this  continuance  of  the  security. 

By  another  indenture,  also  dated  the  29  th  May 
1888,  and  made  between  Lord  Montagu  of  the 
first  part,  J.  W.  E.  Douglas  Scott  Montagu  of  the 
second  part,  the  duchess  dowager  of  uie  third 
part,  and  William  Henry  Walter,  Duke  of 
Buccleuch,  and  Charles  Alexander,  Earl  of  Home 
(trustees),  of  the  fourth  part,  an  estate  called  the 
Clitheroe  estate,  in  the  coun^  of  Lancaster,  was 
charged  with  a  yearly  rentcharge  of  15002.  in 
favour  of  the  duchess  dowager  to  keep  down  the 
interest  on  the  mortgage  debt  of  27,0002.,  or  on 
so  much  thereof  as  should  from  time  to  time  be 


owing  on  the  mortgage,  to  the  intent  that  the 
life  interest  of  the  duchess  dowager  in  the  Ditton 
estate  might  be  wholly  exonerated  therefrom. 

The  mortgage  for  27,0002.  was  created  wholly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  respondent  Lord  Montagu 
and  his  son,  and  the  dowager  duchess,  who  joined 
in  the  mortgage  only  as  a  surety,  was,  and  the 
Ditton  estate  during  her  life  was,  exonerated  and 
kept  wholly  indemnified  by  them  against  the 
mortgage  and  all  claims  in  respect  thereof. 

The  interest  on  the  mortgage  debt  was  through- 
out paid  by  the  respondent  Lord  Montagu. 

The  dowager  duchess  died  on  the  28Ui  March 
1895. 

The  Crown  claimed  duty  on  the  whole  value  of 
the  Ditton  estate  free  from  the  mortgage  debt, 
but  the  respondent  contended  that  duty  could 
only  be  clajmed  on  the  equity  of  redemption  after 
deduction  of  the  moneys  due  on  the  mortgage. 

Fhillimore,  J.  decided  in  favour  of  the  Grown, 
but  his  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal. 

The  Attomey-General  (Sir  B.  Finky,  K.C.),  the 
Solicitor- General  (Sir  E.  Carson,  K.C.),  and 
Vaughan  Hawkins  appeared  for  the  appellant, 
and  argued  that  in  estimating  the  duty  payable 
the  mortgage  should  not  be  deducted  from  the 
value  of  the  estate,  for,  as  between  the  tenant  for 
life  and  the  remainderman  the  estate  must  be 
oonsidered  as  unincumbered  as  she  enjoyed  the 
whole  of  the  life  estate  in  consequence  of  the 
indemnity.  The  court  below  decided  the  case  of 
the  authority  of  Lord  Cowley  v.  Committionera 
of  Inland  Revenue  (80  L.  T.  Eep.  361 :  (1899) 
A.  C.  198),  but  they  misapprehended  the  effect  of 
that  dedsion.  There  is  a  distinction  between  a 
sale  of  a  portion  ot  the  property  and  the  creation 
of  a  charge.  This  is  a  cesser  of  interest  with'n 
sect.  2,  sub-sect.  1  (Jb)  of  the  Act,  and  the  value  is 
to  be  ascertained  under  sect.  7,  sub-sect.  7  (b). 
The  point  did  not  arise  in  Lord  Cowley's  case. 
If  the  tenant  for  life  had  parted  with  hei-  life 
interest  tha  purchaser  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  indemnity. 

Danckwerts,  K.C.  and  Aiisten-CartmeU,  for  the 
respondent,  contended  that  nothing  passed  on  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life  but  the  equity  of 
redemption.  The  object  of  the  indemnity  was  to 
provide  against  the  case  of  the  mortgagees 
enfordng  their  security  by  foreclosure.  The 
tenant  for  life  was  moH^agor  in  possession,  and 
the  remainderman  got  nothing  but  the  property 
subject  to  tite  mortgage. 

The  Attomey-Oenerdl  in  reply. — This  arrange- 
ment for  an  indemnity  was  not  intended  as  com- 
pensation for  the  loss  of  any  part  of  the  life 
interest,  but  to  prevent  it  from  being  in  any  way 
affected. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their 
Lordships  gave  judgment  as  follows : 

The  Lord  Cbancellos  (Halsjaury).  —  My 
Lords :  In  this  case,  with  the  greatest  respect  for 
the  learned  judges  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  1 
think  that  they  ]&ve  allowed  validity  to  be  given 
to  what  is  mere  form  and  not  substance,  and  with 
that  I  cannot  concur.  If  one  looks  at  the  whole 
arrangement,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  substance 
of  the  matter  was  this ;  not  that  there  should  be 
a  mere  contractual  relation  between  the  remainder- 
man and  the  lady  who  was  entitled  to  this  pro- 
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perty,  but  that  the  property  should  remain  hers 
as  between  those  two  persons,  and  that  she  sbonld 
never  have  one  farthing  less  than  she  was  entitled 
to,  bein^  secured  by  the  property  to  which  she 
was  entitled,  and  all  the  analogies  which  Mr. 
Danokwerts  has  endeavoured  to  put  before  your 
Lordships  seem  to  me  to  beside  the  question.  It 
may  be  that  the  same  deed  may  have  a  legal 
operation  as  between  one  set  o(  persons,  and  yet, 
as  between  other  parties  to  it,  the  real  substwce 
of  the  transaction  may  be  such  that  it  cannot  be 
treated  as  if  it  had  its  full  legal  operation.  That, 
I  think,  is  the  case  here.  As  between  the  duchess 
and  Lord  Montagu  there  never  was  the  relation 
which  is  insisted  upon  by  Mr.  Danckwerts.  It 
seems  to  me  that  Lord  Montagu,  wanting  to 
borrow  money,  gets  the  security  of  this  lady's 
estate  which  enabled  him  to  borrow  the  money ; 
but  the  parties  to  the  instrument  which  they 
executed  point  out  very  distinctly  that  the  effect 
of  it,  as  between  those  two  persons,  is  to  be  that 
the  duchess  is  to  be  entitled  for  the  rest  of  her 
life  to  retain  and  keep  that  which  she  then  had — 
namely,  a  right  to  the  property  and  to  the  results 
of  the  property.  And  she  did  so;  she  paid 
nothing  in  the  way  of  interest  on  the  mortgage, 
and  she  received  the  rents  and  profits.  As 
between  thoee  two  persons,  looking  at  that  instru- 
ment, I  think  that  it  effected  nothing,  although 
it  afforded  security  to  the  persons  who  lent  the 
money.  But  the  notion  that  there  was  no 
liability  to  estate  duty  when  that  transaction 
came  to  an  end,  and  when  the  whole  of  what  she 
had  goes  to  Lord  Montagu,  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
very  forced  construction  of  these  legal  instm- 
ments,  which  were  effective  for  the  object  which 
they  were  designed  to  effect,  but  were  never 
intoided  to  pass  the  estate  itself  out  of  the 
'dowager  duchess.  Under  those  circumstances, 
with  great  respect  for  the  Court  of  Appeal,  I  am 
■ot  ppinion  that  the  true  question  was  that  which 
was  put  by  Phillimore,  J.  He  said  that  what  she 
save  up,  what  she  relin<iai8hed  b^  her  death,  was 
the  thing  that  she  enjoyed  danng  her  lifetime. 
'That  being  so,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Grown  is 
perfectly  right  in  the  contention  which  has  been 
set  up.  I  therefore  move  your  Lordships  that  the 
Judgment  be  reversed. 

Lord  Davbt. — My  Lords :  I  am  of  the  same 
•opinion.  I  adhere  to  everything  which  I  am 
reported  to  have  said  in  the  case  of  Lord  Cowley 
V.  Commitsionerg  of  Inland  Revenue  {ubi  tup.),  and 
-  in  particular  to  the  passage  from  my  judgment 
oh  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  founded  the  deci- 
sion which  they  have  given.  If  this  were  a  simple 
.case  of  mortgage  by  a  tenant  for  life  and  a 
remainderman,  or  by  successive  tenants  for  life 
.and  the  ultimate  remaindermen,  I  think  that  the 
property  would  be  taken  out  of  the  settlement 
as  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and,  on  the 
.death  of  the  first  tenant  for  life,  the  estate  duty 
ooold  only  be  claimed  on  the  equity  of  redemption. 
Bnt  there  appear  to  be  circumstances  in  the 
present  case  wnioh  take  it  out  ot  that  rule.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
express  an  opinion,  whether,  it  there  had  been  a 
mere  indemnity,  such,  indeed,  as  the  law  would 
implv  from  the  fact  of  the  mortage  being  for 
the  benefit  of  the  remainderman,  if  there  were  a 
mere  personal  covenant  of  indemnity  to  the 
«lnchei8  (to  take  this  concrete  case),  by  Lord 
Montagu  and  his  son,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 


whether  that  would  be  sufficient  or  not ;  I  do  not 
say  that  it  would  not  be,  and  I  do  not  say  that  it 
would  be.  But  in  this  aaae  it  appears  to  me 
that  we  have  far  more  than  that.  vVe  have  what 
in  my  opinion  amounts  to  an  express  contract 
by  Lord  Montagu  and  Mr.  Montagu  with  the 
duchess  that  under  no  circumstances,  although 
she  had  at  their  request  joined  in  the  mortgage 
in  order  to  effect  a  mortgage  of  the  fee,  should 
she  be  called  upon  to  pay  anything  out  ot  the 
income  of  her  Ditton  property ;  and  provision 
was  made  that,  in  case  any  such  claim  were  made 
npon  her,  she  might  have  recourse  to  another 
fund.  Another  fund  was  provided  out  of  which 
the  interest  should  be  obtained.  The  arrange- 
ment between  the  parties  was,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  that  the  duchess  should  continue  to  enjoy 
the  whole  income  of  the  Ditton  estate  discharged, 
as  between  them,  from  any  liability  by  reason  of 
her  having  joined  in  the  mortgage.  What,  then, 
was  the  property  which  passed  on  the  death  of 
the  duchess  f  First,  I  will  take  it  under  sect.  1. 
It  is  admitted  that  the  equity  of  redemption  at 
any  rate  passed — that  is  to  say,  the  property 
subject  to  the  mortgage.  But  did  the  residue  of 
the  property  pass  on  the  death  of  the  duchess? 
Now,  if  the  true  transaction  between  the  parties 
was  that  as  between  themselves  the  mortgage 
should  not  effectually  attach  to  the  estate  until  the 
death  of  the  duchess,  then  I  think  it  may  fairly  bA 
said  that  the  whole  property  passed  under  sect.  1. 
But  snpposing  that  not  to  be  so,  and  I  quite  admit 
that  there  is  a  little  technical  diffi  ulty  about 
it,  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  property  passed 
under  the  combined  operation  of  sect.  1  and 
sect.  2.  As  regards  sect.  1,  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion— that  is,  the  property  subject  to  the  incum- 
brance— passed  undoubtedly  under  sect.  1 ;  but  as 
regards  sect.  2  it  appears  to  me  that  so  much  of 
the  income  of  the  Ditton  estate  as  represented  or 
was  equal  to  the  interest  on  the  mortg^^  comes 
exactly  within  sect.  2,  sub- sect.  1  (b).  It  I  am 
right  in  the  view  which  I  have  expressed  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  arrangement  between  the  parties, 
the  duchess  had  a  Mneficial  interest,  notwith- 
standing the  mortgage,  in  the  whole  of  the  income, 
including  the  10802.  a  year,  which  was  equivalent 
to  the  interest  on  the  mortgage.  She  had,  a« 
between  her  and  Lord  Montagu,  an  undoubted 
beneficial  interest  to  receive  and  to  retain,  without 
inoumbranoe  or  charge  npon  it,  that  portion  of 
the  income.  Saot.  2,  snb-seot.  1  (b),  is  this: 
"Property  in  which  the  deceased  or  any  other 
person  had  an  interest  ceasing  on  the  death  ot 
the  deceased."  Now,  I  think  that  the  portion  ot 
the  rents  which  was  equal  to  1080!.  a  year  was 
property  in  which  the  duchess  had  an  undoubted 
beneficial  interest  ceasing  on  her  death.  Then 
the  sub- section  says  that  the  property  is  to  be 
deemed  to  pass,  to  what  extent  ?  "  to  the  extect 
to  which  a  benefit  accrues  or  arises  by  the  cescer 
of  such  interest."  Lord  Montagu  thereupon- 
scquired  the  benefit  of  receiving  that  sum  of. 
10802.  a  year  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  hia' 
mortgage  interest.  He  was  under  liability  fcr 
the  interest  on  the  mortgage  during  the  duchess's 
lifetime  but  he  had  no  fund  out  of  which  to  pay 
it.  He  now  receives  a  fund  out  of  which  he  will  faie 
enabled  to  discharge  the  interest  of  the  mortgage. 
In  my  opinion  that  is  "  a  benefit  which  acoruee 
or  arises  "  to  him.  The  property  represented  by 
that  10802.  a  year,  if  it  did  not  pass  under  sect.  1, 
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is  to  be  deemed  to  pass  under  Best.  2.  To  com- 
plete tbe  case  I  may  as  well  point  out  that  to 
determine  the  value  which  is  to  be  deemed  to 
pass  sect.  7.  sab- sect.  7  (6),  prorides  that  "if  the 
interest  extended  to  less  than  the  whole  income 
of  tbe  property,"  the  ralue  of  the  benefit  accruing 
shall  M  "  the  principal  value  of  an  addition  to 
the  property  equal  to  the  income  to  which  the 
interest  extended."  So  that  quaeunque  via  I  am 
of  opinion  that,  whatever-  technical  difficulties 
there  may  be,  and  whatever  was  the  form  of  the 
conveyance  which  the  parties  employed  for  the 
pnrpose  of  carrying  out  the  transaotion,  the 
Crown  is  entitled  to  say  that  the  whole  value  of 
the  Ditton  estate  either  passed  under  sect.  1,  or 
should  be  deemed  to  have  passed  under  sect.  2. 
I  confess  that  if  there  were  any  diffionlty  in  this 
view,  which  I  do  not  think  there  ip,  I  should  have 
thought  it  quite  open  to  yonr  Lordship]  to  say 
that  if  the  1080Z.  a  year  is  to  be  a  charge  upon  the 
Clitheroe  annuity,  then  the  case  is  as  broad  as  it 
is  long,  because  if  Lord  Montagu  is  relieved  from 
the  payment  of  estate  duty  on  the  groand  that 
the  estate,  to  the  extent  of  the  mortgage,  did 
not  pass  bv  the  duchess's  death,  he  would  still 
remain  liable  to  pay  an  equivalent  amount  of 
duty  in  respect  of  the  cesser  of  the  annuity 
created  out  of  the  Clitheroe  money  for  the 
duchess's  indemnity.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  appeal  should  succeed,  and  that  the 
judgment  below  should  be  reversed. 

Lord  Jaues  of  Hebefobd. — My  Lords:  I 
concur  in  the  result  which  has  been  arrived  at  by 
my  noble  and  learned  friends.  No  doubt  there 
was  in  form  a  mortgage — a  mortgage  that  was 
good  as  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee — 
and  I  accept  the  submission  of  the  respondent's 
counsel  that  beside  that  mortgage  there  was 
only  a  contractual  obligation ;  but  I  differ  from 
his  submission  that  this  contractual  obligation 
cannot  affect  the  estate  passing  on  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
contractaal  obligation  did  afFect  the  estate, 
because  it  relieved  the  tenant  for  life  from  bear- 
ing any  of  the  burden  of  the  mortgage.  The 
result  is  that  in  substance  there  was,  as  between 
the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman,  nc 
mortgage,  and  that  by  the  death  of  the  Dowager 
Duchess  of  Buooleuch,  the  tenant  for  life.  Lord 
Montagu,  obtained  the  estate  without  the  mort* 

gage  affecting  him,  or  at  all  events  obtained  the 
enefit  of  it  to  a  gp«ater  degree  than  daring  hei 
life.  He  had  then  to  bear  the  burden  of  the 
mortgage.  By  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life 
he  has  become  seised  of  the  estate,  and  receives 
the  benefit  of  it  which  he  did  not  receive  before. 
Therefore  I  concur  in  thinking  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Lord  BoBEBTSON.  —  My  Lords :  I  entirely 
conoar. 

Judgment  appealed  from  reversed.  Judgment 
of  Phillimore,  J.  restored.  Beipondent  to 
pay  the  coits  both  here  and  below. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant.  Sir  F.  C.  Gore, 
Solicitor  of  Inland  Revenue. 

Solicitois  for  the  respondent,  Nicholl,  ManUty, 
and  Co. 


Feb.  23,  25,  and  May  17. 

(Before   the    Lobd    Cbancellob    (Halsbnry), 
Lords  Macnaghten  and  Lindlet.) 

Steel,  Yoitno,  and  Co.  v.  Gband  Ganabt 
Coaling  Gomfant.  (a) 

ON  APFBAL  FBOU  THE  OOITBT  OF  APPEAL  IN 
ENGLAND. 

Ship  —  Charter-party  —  Contlmetion  —  Time  for 
loading  —  Stoppage  by  strike  —  "  Stoppage  for 
six  days  from  time  of  vessel  being  ready  to  eoal " 
— Right  to  cancel  charter. 
By  a  charter-party  it  was  agreed  that  a  ship  of 
the  appellants  should  load  a  cargo  of  coat  for 
the  charterers   "  to  be  loaded  in  140  runntn^r 
hours,  commencing  vihen  written  notice  is  given 
of  steamer  being  completely  discharged  of  inward 
cargo  and  ballast  in  all  her  holds,  and  ready  to 
ItKui."     The  charter-party  also  provided  that  in 
the  event  of  a  stoppage  caused  by  a  strike  "  eon- 
tinuing  for  a  period  of  six  running  days  from 
the  tims  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to  load,  this 
charter  shall  become  null  and  void,  provided, 
however,  that  no  cargo  shall  have  been  shipped 
on  board  the  steamer  previous  tu  such  stoppage." 
Dae  notice  was  given  that  the  ship  was  ready  to 
had,  and,    after    the    expiration   of   the  time 
allowed  for   loading,   a  stoppage  caused  by  a 
strike  commenced,  and  continued  for  six  days. 
Nf  cargo  had  been  shipped,  and  the  charterers 
gave  notice  that  the  charter-party  was  cancelled. 
Held,  that  the  charter-party  contemplated  a  stop- 
page in  existence  at  the  beginning  of  the  load- 
ing   time,  and  that    the   charterers  were  not 
entitled  to  cancel  the  charter  on  the  oeeurrenee 
of  a  stoppage  at  a  latir  period. 
Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  reversed. 
Appeal   from  a    judgment   of   the   Court    of 
Appeal    (Collins,    M.B.,    Mathew    and   Cozens- 
Hardy,  L.  JJ.),  reported  87  L.  T,  Bep.  321 ;  7  Com. 
Gas.  213,  who  had  reversed  a  jadgment  of  Philli- 
more, J.,  reported  6  Com.  Gas.  240,  in  favour  of 
the  appellants,  the  plaintiffs  below. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  appellants,  as 
owners  of  the  steamship  Nith,  against  the  respon- 
dents for  breach  of  a  charter-party.  The  facts  of 
the  case  and  the  material  clauses  of  the  charter- 
party  appear  from  the  headnote  above,  and  from 
the  ludgments  of  their  Lordships. 

The  ship  was  ready  to  load  on  the  8th  Aug. 
1900,  and  dae  notice  was  given  to  the  respondents. 
The  loading  time  expired  on  the  15th  Aug.,  bat 
no  cargo  had  been  loaded. 

On  the  20th  Aug.  a  colliery  strike  caused  a 
stoppage  of  the  coal  intended  for  the  ship, 
and  this  stoppage  contlnaed  for  more  than  six 
days. 

On  the  28th  Aug.  the  resjpondents  gave  notice 
that  the  charter  was  cancelled. 

The  ship  could  not  obtain  another  charter 
till  the  3rd  Sept.,  and  then  at  a  lower  rate  of 
freight.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  damages  for  the 
delay  from  the  8th  Aug.  to  the  3rd  Sept.  and  also 
for  the  difference  in  freight.  The  defendants  paid 
into  court  a  sum  for  demurrage  at  the  rate  fixed 
by  the  charter- party  from  the  8th  Aug.  to  the 
26th  Aug. 

Carver,  K.C.  and  L.  Noad  appeared  for  tbe 
appellants. 

(a)  Brported  by  C.  E.  Maldkn,  Esq  ,  Bkrriiiter-at-Lav. 
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J.  A.  EamUton,  K.C  and  Montagve  Lu»h,  K.0 . 
for  the  respondents. 

Carver,  E.C.  was  heard  in  reply. 

At  the  conolasion  of  the  argamen  ts  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  jadgment. 

May  17. — ^Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  LoBD  Chancellor  (Halsbary).  —  My 
Lords :  Li  this  case  the  whole  qaestion  seems  to 
tarn  upon  a  very  narrow  point — ^namely,  the  true 
oonstmction  of  the  charMr-party.  I  have  tried 
to  see  whether  the  langnaga  literally  construed 
according  to  the  ordinary  plain  meaning  of  words 
and  sentences  is  susceptible  of  any  other  meaning 
than  that  which  the  plaintiffs  attribute  to  it.  I 
am  unable  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is. 
Although  I  am  not  insensible  to  some  of  the 
inoonvenienoe  which  may  result  from  a  literal 
interpretation  of  the  words,  I  cannot  say  that 
any  alternative  interpretation  that  I  can  suggest 
is  fit  for  your  Lordship's  adoption.  No  other 
construction  can  be  placed  upon  the  words  than 
that  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs ;  to  my  mind 
they  are  not  susceptible  of  any  other  meaning. 
The  parties  have  placed  their  own  interpretation 
upon  them,  and  it  appears  to  me  impossible  to 
contend  under  those  circumstances  that  there  is 
any  other  construction  to  be  given  to  the  charter- 
paitjr  than  that  for  which  the  plaintiffs  contend. 
If  that  is  the  true  view  of  the  charter-party,  the 
facta  raise  no  question  which  can  be  debated, 
when  once  yon  give  that  interpretation  to  the 
ohitfter-partT.  I  can  give  no  otner  construction 
"to  it  than  tne  literal  meaning  which  the  words 
convey,  and,  therefore,  I  move  that  the  judgment 
-of  the  Court  of  Appeal  be  reversed. 

Lord  JJiACNAOHTKN. — My  Lords  .-  The  question 
in  this  case  depends  on  the  true  construction  of 
one  clause  in  a  oharter-partv,  under  which  a 
screw  steamer  called  the  Nttn  was  engaged  to 
carry  a  cargo  of  coal  from  Newport  in  Monmonth- 
«hire  to  Santa  Cruz  or  Las  Pafmas.  The  charter 
makes  provision  for  the  avoidance  of  the  contract 
in  the  event  of  a  stoppage  occasioned  by  a  strike 
or  any  cause  bejrond  the  control  of  the  charterers 
continuing  for  six  running  days  from  the  time  of 
the  vessel  being  ready  to  load,  subject,  however, 
to  this  proviso — that  no  cargo  had  been  shipped 
on  board.  The  point  to  be  decided  is  whether  the 
stoppage  to  be  effective  for  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing the  contract  must  be  in  existence  at  the 
beginning  of  the  loading  time  or  whether  it  may 
commence  at  any  time  within  a  reasonable  limit 
after  notaoe  given  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to 
load.  The  former  construction  was  adopted  by 
Phillimore,  J.  The  Coui-t  of  Appeal  has  taken 
the  other  view.  The  clause  in  question,  so  far  as 
material,  is  in  the  following  words:  "3.  The 
cargo  to  be  loaded  in  140  running  hours  .  .  . 
commencing  when  written  notice  is  given  of 
steamer  being  completely  discharged  of  inward 
cargo  and  ballast  in  all  her  holds  and  ready  to 
load.  .  .  .  Any  time  lost  through  nots, 
strikes,  lock-outs  .  .  .  or  by  reason  of  .  .  . 
any  cause  beyond  the  control  of  the  charterers 
not  to  be  computed  as  part  of  the  loading  time 
unless  any  cargo  be  actually  loaded  during  such 
time."  I  pause  for  a  moment  to  point  out  that 
here  the  charter  itself  contemplates  the  possibility 
of  cargo  being  loaded  during  a  stoppage— a  thing 


which  might  very  well  occur,  even  though  it  were 
intended  that  the  cargo  should  consist  of  nothing 
but  coal.  The  clause  proceeds  as  follows :  "  In  the 
event  of  any  stoppage  or  stoppages  arising  from 
any  of  these  causes  continuiug  for  six  mnnin^days 
from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to  load, 
this  charter  shall  become  null  and  void,  provided, 
however,  that  no  cargo  shall  have  been  shipped 
on  board  the  steamer  previous  to  such  stoppage 
or  stoppages."  Of  course,  if  a  charter  were  to  be 
annulled  after  cargo  bad  been  shipped  on  board 
difScnlties  must  arise,  and  it  would  be  by  no  means 
easy  to  provide  for  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  is, 
therefore,  only  reasonable  and,  indeed,  necessary, 
that  any  provision  annulling  a  charter  should  not 
apply  when  once  cargo  is  shipped.  It  can  make 
no  difference  whether  cargo  actually  on  board  has 
been  shipped  before  the  commencement  of  the 
stoppage  or  during  the  stoppage.  The  expression 
"  such  stoppage "  must  mean  a  stoppa^  con- 
tinued for  the  full  period  of  six  running^  days. 
These  considerations  seem  to  make  it  plain  that 
the  words  "previous  to  such  stoppage  or  stop- 
pages" mean  previous  to  the  completion,  not 
previous  to  the  commencement,  of  the  x>oriod 
which  may  give  occasion  for  the  avoidance  of  the 
charter.  It  cannot,  I  think,  be  disputed  that  if 
the  language  of  clause  3  is  to  be  taken  in  its 
natural  and  ordinary  signification  a  stoppage  to 
be  effective  must  be  one  reckoned  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  loading  time.  On  any  other 
view  the  words  "  from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being 
ready  to  load  "  would  be  wholly  idle  and  super- 
fiuoua.  So  much  out  of  place  would  they  be  mat 
I  cannot  imagine  any  draftsman,  however  care- 
less, inserting  them  or  allowing  them  if  inserted 
to  remain  uncancelled.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side  is  that  the  literal  construction  is  to  be 
rejected  and  a  less  accurate  meaning  given  to  the 
word  "  from,"  because  the  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  clause  shows  as  it  is  contended,  that  the  parties 
must  have  contemplated  that  there  would  occur 
between  the  commencement  of  the  loading  time 
and  the  six  days'  stoppage  an  interval  of  time 
during  which  cargo  might  or  might  not  be  put  on 
board.  It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  there  is  not 
much  force  in  this  argument,  if  you  bear  in  mind 
that  the  parties  contemplated  the  possibility  of 
cargo  being  put  on  board  during  a  stoppage.  And 
the  force  of  the  argument  is,  i  think,  altogether 
destroyed  when  you  find  that  by  a  note  in  the 
margin  of  the  charter,  which  seems  to  be  part  of 
the  printed  form — for  it  also  occurs  in  the  sub- 
stituted charter  of  the  3rd  Sept. — the  charterers 
are  at  liberty  to  put  on  board  twenty  tons  of 
general  cargo.  The  loading  of  general  cargo 
would  not  necessarily,  or  even  probably,  be  pre- 
vented by  a  strike,  lock-out,  or  accident  which 
might  interfere  with  loading  coal.  It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that,  even  without  resorting  to  a 
suggestion  which  is  rejected  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  as  a  vain  imagination  of  counsel,  in- 
genious, bat  wholly  unfounded,  there  is  nothing 
to  justify  a  departure  from  the  natural  and  ordi- 
nary meaning  of  the  language  employed  to  define 
the  commencement  of  a  stoppage  which  may 
operate  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract.  The 
result  is  not  unreasonable.  There  are  two  provi- 
sions relating  to  stoppages  occasioned  by  a  cause 
beyond  the  control  of  the  charterers — a  general 
provision  and  a  special  provision.  In  all  cases  of 
stoppages,  partial  or  otherwise,  the  charterer  may 
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'exclude  from  the  loading  time  the  time  dnring 
wMeh  no  loading  taJcea  puice.  In  the  special  case 
of  the  charteier  heing  met  by  a  stoppage  in 
existence  at  the  commencement  of  the  loading 
time,  which  is  just  as  likely  to  happen  as  the 
-oocorrence  of  a  stoppage  afterwards  during  the 
loading  time,  the  contract  may  be  annulled.  Look- 
ing at  the  matter  from  a  charterer's  point  of  view, 
that,  I  think,  is  all  that  can  be  required.  From  a 
ehipowner's  point  of  view  the  other  construction 
would  seem,  occasionally  at  any  rate,  to  oiler  a 
premium  on  dilatory  tactics.  As  regards  the 
measure  of  damages,  it  seems  to  me  that  Philli- 
more,  J.  was  right.  There  was,  in  my  opinion,  a 
repudiation  of  tne  contract  on  the  one  side  and  an 
«ooeptance  of  that  repudiation  on  the  other.  lam, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be 
allowed  with  the  usual  consequences. 

Lord  LiNDLEY. — ^My  Lords  :  The  expresbion 
"loading  time,"  which  occurs  in  this  charter, 
means  the  140  running  houra  within  which  the 
«hip  is  to  be  loaded ;  and  these  140  hours  begin 
to  run  after  written  notice  that  the  ship  is  ready 
to  load.  Any  time  lost  in  loading  through  strikes, 
Ac.,  is  not  to  be  computed  as  part  of  the  loading 
time,  unless  some  cargo  is  actually  loaded  during 
such  time.  So  far  the  charter-party  seems  clear 
enough.  Then  if  any  strike,  &c.,  continues  for 
six  days  "  from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being  ready 
to  load  "  the  charter  is  to  become  null  and  void, 
unless  any  cargo  shall  have  been  shipped  prior  to 
the  stoppage.  The  expression  "  six  days  from  the 
time  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to  load  "  points  to 
the  earliest  time  when  she  is  ready,  and  not  to  any 
time  after  she  is  ready.  I  ^uite  see  the  incon- 
veniences which  may  arise  in  other  cases  from 
adhering  closely  to  the  words  of  the  clause  on 
which  the  controversy  between  the  parties  turns. 
Bat  I  see  no  absurdity  or  injustice  in  construing 
the  clause  in  its  most  obvious  and  natural  sense 
in  this  particular  cue.  The  case  is  peculiar  and 
cmnsnal.  The  ship  was  ready  to  load  and  her 
time  for  loading  had  expired  before  there  was  any 
fltrike,  and  the  strike  had  lasted  six  days  before 
the  charterer  began  to  lewd,  and  he  then  insisted 
that  the  charter  nad  become  null  and  void.  That 
is  the  caM  with  which  your  Lordships  have  to  deal. 
This  case  does  fall  within  the  clause  if  construed 
aooording  to  its  most  obvious  meaning.  I  leave 
other  oases  to  be  dmlt  with  when  they  arise.  The 
appella&ts  have  the  advantage  of  being  able  to 
rely  on  the  words  as  they  stand,  and  I  see  no 
samoient  reason  for  extending  them.  As  regards 
the  damages,  the  correspondence  shows  a  refusal 
by  the  charterer  to  load  on  the  28th  Aug., 
persisted  in  from  that  time  onwards,  and  I  see  no 
reason  for  holding  that  the  damages  have  been 
improperlv  assessed.  In  my  opinion,  therefore, 
the  appeal  should  be  allowed,  with  costs  here  and 
below,  and  the  judgment  of  Fhillimore,  J.  should 
be  restored. 

Judgment  appealed  from  reversed.  Judgment 
of  PhiUimore,  J.  restored.  Respondents  to 
pay  to  the  appellants  the  costs  here  and 
%eu»o. 

Sofioitors  for  the  appellants,  W.  A.  Crump  and 
Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Botterell  and 


Boche,  tor  F.  Vaughan,  CardifF. 


respo: 
,  Car 


Feb.  16  and  May  16. 
(Before  the  Lobd  Ohahcbllob  (Halsbury), 

Lords  Macitaohtbn  and  Lindlby.) 

Samuel   v.   Jabbah   Timbbb   aitd    Wood 

Favino  Cobpobation  Lihitbd.  (a) 

ON,  APPEAL  FBOH  THE  COUBT  OF  APPBAL 
IN  ENOLAND. 

Mortgage  —  Debenture  stock  of  company  —  Cot- 
lateral  agreement  for  purchase — Clog  on  equity 
of  redemption. 

The  appellant  agreed  to  maJee  an  advance  to  the 
respondent  company  upon  the  security  of  first 
mortgage  debenture  stock  of  the  company  irith 
an  option  of  purchasing  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  stock  so  pledged  at  an  agreed  price  at  any 
time  within  twelve  months.    The  company  were 
desirous  of  paying  off  the  loan  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  twelve  months,  and  the  respondent 
gave  notice  that  he  intended  to  exercise  hu  optum 
of  purchasing.     The  company  thereupon  brought 
an  action  claiming  a  declaration  that  the  agree- 
ment was  not  biiMing  on  them,  and  for  conse- 
quential   relief,    and    the    appellant    counter- 
claimed  for  spedfic  performance  or  damages. 
Held  {affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
that  the  case  came  within  the  rule  that  a  m^yrt- 
gagee  is  not  allowed  at  the  tirne  of  making  the 
loan  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
the  mortgaged  property,  and  that  the  option  of 
purchasing  could  not  be  enforced. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Oourt  of  Appeal 
(Collins,  M.B.,  Bomer  and  Cozens-Hardy,  L.JJ.) 
reported  88  L.  T.  Rep.  106  ;  (1903)  2  Ch.  1)  who 
had  affirmed  a  judgment  of  Keke^ricfa,  J.  reported 
87  L.  T.  Rep.  44 ;    (1902)  2  Ch.  479)  in  favour  of 
the  respondents  in  an  action  brought  by  them 
against  the  appellant  under  circumstances  which 
appear  from  the  headnote  above,  and  from  the 
judgments  of  their  Lordships. 

P.  0.  Lavirenee,  K.G.  and  Manning  appeared 
for  the  appellants. 

T.  B.  Warrington,  K.G.  and  MarteUi  for  the 
respondents. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited  in  the  judgments 
South  African  Territories  Limited  v.  WaUington 
(78  L.  I.  Eep.  426;  (1898)  A.  C.  309)  was 
referred  to. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

May  16. — Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : — 

The  LoBD  Chancellob. — My  Lords :  I  r^^ret 
that  in  this  case  the  state  of  the  authorities 
leaves  me  no  alternative  than  to  affirm  the  judg- 
ments of  Eekewich,  J.  and  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal.  A  perfectly  fair  bargain  made  between 
two  parties  to  it,  each  of  whom  was  quite  sensible 
of  what  they  were  doing,  is  not  to  be  performed 
because  at  the  same  time  a  mortgage  arrange- 
ment was  made  between  them.  If  a  day  had 
intervened  between  the  two  parts  of  the  arrange- 
ment the  bargain  which  the  appellant  claims  a 
right  to  have  performed  would  have  been  per- 
fectly good  and  capable  of  being  enforced ;  but  a 
line  of  anthorities  going  back  for  more  than  a 
century  has  decided  that  such  an  arrangement  as 
that  which  was  here  arrived  at  is  contrary  to  a 
principle  of  equity,  the  sense  or  roason  of  which 

(a)  Bsportad  b;  0.  E.  HiXDU,  Esq.,  Burister-at-Law.     - 
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I  am  not  able  to  appreciate,  and  verj  relactantly 
I  am  compelled  to  acqaieece  in  the  jadgments 
appealed  from. 

Lord  IIaonaohten.  —  My  Lords  :  By  letter 
dated  the  11th  June  1901  the  appellant,  Henry 
Samuel,  offered  to  adrance  to  the  respondent 
company  5000/.  at  6  per  cent.,  npon  the  aecarity 
of  30,0002.  first  mcrtga|;e  debentui-e  stock  of  the 
company,  sabject  to  his  having  "  the  option  of 
pnrcnasmg  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  stock 
at  40  per  cent,  at  any  time  within  twelve  months." 
Other  conditions  were  attached  to  the  offer,  bat 
they  are  not  material  for  the  purpose  of  the 
present  qnestion.  Then  followed  this  provision : 
"  The  advance  to  become  due  and  payable  with 
interest  at  thirty  days'  notice  on  either  side." 
The  offer  was  accepted  by  the  company.  The 
stock  was  duly  creat«d  and  registeiei  in  Ifr. 
Samnel's  name.  Within  the  period  of  twelve 
months,  and  before  the  company  gave  notice  of 
their  intention  to  repay  the  advance,  Mr.  Samuel 
claimed  a  right  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the 
mortgaged  stock  at  the  agreed  price.  Thereupon 
the  company  brought  this  action,  asking  for  a 
redemption  and  a  declaration  that  the  option 
was  illegal  and  void.  Both  Kekewich,  J.  and 
the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  in  favour  of  the 
company.  Having  regard  to  the  state  of  the 
authorities  binding  on  the  Court  of  Appeal  if  not 
on  this  House,  it  seems  to  me  that  they  could 
not  have  come  to  any  other  conclusion,  although 
the  transaction  was  a  fair  bargain  between  men 
of  business  without  any  trace  or  suspicion  of 
oppression,  surprise,  or  circumvention.  It  is,  I 
think,  unnecessary  to  consider  what  the  tme 
construction  of  the  agreement  between  Mr. 
Samuel  and  the  company  may  be.  The  result 
would  have  been  precisely  the  same  it  the  agree- 
ment had  in  terms  declared  that  the  option  was 
not  to  continue  after  repayment.  The  law  un- 
doubtedly is  that  a  condition  such  as  that  in 
qnestion,  if  legal  and  binding  at  all,  mnst  come 
to  an  end  on  repayment  of  the  loan.  In  the 
Court  of  Appeal  the  question  was  treated  as 
governed  by  the  principle,  of  which  Noakes  v. 
Bice  (86  L.  T.  Eep.  62 ;  (1902)  A.  0.  24)  is  a 
recent  example,  that  on  redemption  the  mortgagor 
is  entitled  to  have  the  thing  mortgaged  restored 
to  him  unaffected  by  any  condition  or  stipulation 
which  formed  part  of  the  mortgage  transaction. 
That  principle,  I  think,  is  perfectly  sound.  Bat 
in  my  opinion  the  qnestion  here  depends  rather 
upon  the  rule  that  a  mortgagee  is  not  allowed  at 
the  time  of  the  loan  to  enter  into  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  the  mortgaged  property.  This 
latter  rule,  I  think,  is  founded  on  sentiment  rather 
than  on  principle.  It  seems  to  have  had  its 
origin  in  the  desire  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to 
protect  embarrassed  landowners  from  imposition 
and  oppression.  And  it  was  invented,  I  should 
suppose,  in  order  to  obviate  the  necessity  of 
inquiry  and  investigation  in  cases  where  suspicion 
may  be  probable  and  proof  difficult.  I  gather 
from  some  general  observations  made  by  Lord 
Hardwicke  in  Mellor  v.  Leei  (2  Atk.  494),  that  he 
would  have  been  disposed  to  confine  the  rule  to 
cases  in  which  the  court  finds  or  suspects  "  a 
design  to  wrest  the  estate  fraudulently  out  of 
the  nands  of  the  mortgagor,"  and  to  cases  of 
"  common  mortgage  "  that  is,  as  I  understand  it, 
mortgage  of  land  by  deed.  It  will  be  observed 
that  in  the  latter  case  of  Toomes  v.  Contet  (3 


Atk.  261),  which  is  often  referred  to  for  a  state- 
ment of  the  rule,  his  Lordship  speaks  only  of  "  a 
deed  of  mortgage  " — ^an  iastrnment  which  perhaps 
rather  lends  itself  to  imposition;  for  no  one,  I 
am  sure,  by  the  light  of  nature  ever  nnderstood 
an  English  mortgage  of  real  estate.  In  Vernon 
V.  Bethell,  however  (2  Eden,  113),  Northington, 
L.C.,  then  Lord  Henley,  laid  down  the  law  broadly 
in  the  following  terms :  "  This  court,  as  a  conn 
of  conscience,  is  very  jealous  of  persons  taking 
securities  for  a  loan  and  convertint;  such  securities 
into  purchases.  And,  therefore,  I  take  it  to  be 
an  established  rule  that  a  mortgagee  can  never 
provide  at  the  time  of  making  the  loan  for  any 
event  or  condition  on  which  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion shall  be  discharged  and  the  conveyance  abao- 
lute.  And  there  is  great  reason  and  justioe 
in  this  rule,  for  necessitous  men  are  not  trolT 
speaking  free  men,  but  to  answer  a  present  exi- 
gency  will  submit  to  any  terms  that  the  crafty 
may  impose  upon  them."  This  doctrine,  described 
by  Lord  Henley  as  an  established  rule  nearly 
150  years  ago,  has  never,  so  fax  as  I  can  discover, 
been  departed  from  since  or  questioned  in  any 
reported  case.  It  is,  I  believe,  universaUj  aooeptea 
by  text  writers  of  authority.  Speaking  for  myself, 
I  shoold  not  be  sorry  if  your  Lordships  could  see 
your  way  to  modify  it  so  as  to  prevent  its  being 
used  as  a  means  of  evading  a  fair  bargain  oome 
to  between  persons  dealing  at  arm's  length  and 
negotiating  on  equal  terms.  The  directors  of  a 
trading  company  in  search  of  financial  assistance 
are  certainly  in  a  different  position  from  that  of 
an  impecunious  landowner  in  the  toils  of  a  crafty 
moneylender.  At  the  same  time,  I  quite  feu 
the  difficulty  of  interfering  with  any  rale  that 
has  prevailed  so  long,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to 
differ  from  the  conclusion  at  which  the  Court 
of  Appeal  has  arrived.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Lord  LiNDLET. — My  Lords :  The  letter  of  the 
11th  June  1901,  written  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  company,  contained  an  offer  of  a  loan  of 
50002.  to  the  company  upon  certain  terms,  aud 
this  offer  and  the  terms  proposed  were  accepted 
by  the  company  by  their  letter  in  answer,  dated 
the  14th  June  1901.  These  two  letters  oonstitnted 
an  agreement  between  the  parties.  The  main 
provisions  are  as  follows — viz. :  (1)  That  the  defen- 
dant should  forthwith  lend  the  company  50002.  at 
6  per  cent.,  redeemable  on  thirty  days'  notice  by 
either  party ;  (2)  that  the  defendant  should  have 
as  security  30,0002.  of  the  company's  first  mort- 
gage debenture  stock  transferred  to  him ;  (3)  that 
the  directors  of  the  company  should  elect  a 
nominee  of  his  on  their  board ;  (4)  that  the  defen- 
dant  should  have  the  option  of  purchasing  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  such  stock  at  40  per  cent. 
at  any  time  within  twelve  months;  (5)  that  he 
should  have  a  further  option — viz.,  in  the  evexit 
of  the  company  at  any  time  raising  further  capital 
or  selling  its  undertaking  for  shares  or  stock  of 
anot  her  company,  the  defendant  should  have  the 
option  of  underwriting  the  taking  up  of  such  new 
capital,  or  shares,  or  stocks  at  a  commission  of 
10  per  cent.  The  first  question  is.  What  is  the 
true  nature  of  the  agreement  P  Is  it  a  mortgage 
with  an  option  of  purchase,  or  is  it  a  conditional 
saleP  Or  is  it  an  agreement  giving  Samuel  an 
option  of  holding  the  debenture  stock  as  a  mort- 
gage or  a  purchase  P    It  appears  to  me  to  be 
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clearly  a  mortgage  with  a  option  of  purchase.  A 
loan  of  50002.  on  security  -was  what  the  company 
wanted,  and  what  Samuel  agreed  to  let  the  com- 
pany have  on  terms.  They  were  not  bargaining 
for  anything  else.  As  soon  as  the  50(M)i.  was 
adyanced  and  the  debenture  stock  was  placed  at 
Samuel's  disposal  he  was  in  the  position  of  mort- 
gagee of  that  stook.  He  had  the  rip;hts  of  a 
mortgagee  and  the  company  had  the  rights  of  a 
mortg^^r.  There  was  that  reciprocity  and 
mntiudity  of  remedies  which  distrngnishes  a 
mortm^  transaction  from  a  conditions!  sale,  and 
from  otaer  transactions  more  or  less  resembling  a 
mortgage,  but  not  really  constituting  a  mortgage. 
The  transaction  was,  in  mv  opinion,  a  mort- 
gage plus,  amoncst  other  things,  an  option  of 
purchase,  which,  if  exercised  by  the  mortcnagee, 
would  put  an  end  to  the  mortgagor's  right  to 
redeem — i.e.,  would  prevent  him  from  getting 
back  his  mortgaged  property.  This  was  the  view 
taken  by  Kekewich,  J.  and  by  all  the  members  of 
the  Goiut  of  Appeal,  and  I  am  unable  myself  to 
view  the  transaction  differently.  In  I/i$U  r.  Reeve 
(83  L.  T.  Rep.  731 ;  (1902)  1  Oh.  53),  BackleT,  J. 
suggested  some  instances  in  which  he  considered 
that  a  mortgage  might  validly  stipulate  for  an 
option  to  buy  the  equity  of  redemption;  but 
although  his  decision  was  afirmed  first  by  the 
Gonrt  of  Appeal  (85  L.  T.  Bep.  464 ;  (1902)  1  Ch. 
53)  and  afterwards  by  this  Honse  (Beeve  v.  LUle, 
87  L.  T.  |lep.  308 ;  (1902)  A.  G.  461),  the  affirmance 
proceeded  entirely  on  the  fact  that  the  agreement 
to  buy  the  equity  of  redemption  was  no  part  of 
the  original  mortgage  transaction,  but  was  entered 
into  subsequently,  and  was  an  entirely  separate 
transaction  to  which  no  objection  could  be  taken. 
It  is  plain  that  the  decision  would  not  have  been 
affii'med  if  the  agreement  to  buy  the  equity  of 
redemption  had  oeen  one  of  the  terms  of  the 
original  mortgage.  The  Irish  case  Be  Edward't 
Eetate  (11  Ir.  Ch.  Bep.  367)  is  to  the  same  effect. 
I  cannot  help  thinking  that  both  parties  intended 
that  the  two  options  of  purchasing  the  30,0002. 
debenture  stocE  and  of  underwriting  further 
'  capital  or  debenture  stock,  if  issned,  were  to  be 
.  exercisable,  even  after  payment  off  of  the 
'  50002.  But  the  decisions  <n  this  House  in  Noaket 
•  y.  Bice  {vM  tup.)  and  Bradley  v.  CarriU  (88  L,  T. 
Bep.  633;  (1903)  A.  C.  253)  conclusively  show 
that,  whatever  might  have  beisn  intended,  Samael 
could  not  have  Iwen  entitled  to  exerdse  either 
option  after  repayment  of  his  loan.  But  these 
'decisions  and  the  previous  decision  of  8aU  v. 
NoHhampUm  (65  L.  T.  Bep.  765 ;  (1892)  A.  0.  1) 
emphatically  recognise  the  old  doctrine  once  a 
mortgage  always  a  mortgage,  which  is  too  well 
settlM  to  be  open  to  controversy.  Lord  Hark- 
wicke  said  in  Toomet  v.  Conaett  (3  Atk.  261) : 
"  This  court  will  not  suffer  in  a  deed  of  mortgage 
any  agreement  in  it  to  prevail  that  thq  estate 
become  an  absolute  purchase  in  the  mortgagee 
upon  any  event  whatsoever."  Bat  the  doctrine 
is  not  confined  to  deeds  creating  legal  mort- 
(»ge8.  It  applies  to  all  mortgage  transactions. 
The  doctrine  once  a  mortgage  Euways  a  mortgage 
means  that  no  contract  between  a  mortgagor  and 
a  mortgagee  made  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage 
and  as  part  of  the  mortgage  transaction,  or,  m 
other  words,  as  one  of  the  terms  of  the  loan,  can 
be  valid  if  it  prevents  the  mortgagor  from  getting 
back  his  property  on  paying  off  what  is  due 
on  his  security.  Any  bu^ain  which  has  that 
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effect  is  invalid,  and  is  inconsistent  with  the 
transaction  being  a  mortgage.  This  principle  is 
fatal  to  the  api^ant's  contention  if  the  trans- 
action under  consideration  is  a  mortgage  trans- 
action, as  I  am  of  opinion  it  clearly  is.  Then  it 
was  contended  thati  as  the  property  mortgaged 
was  debenture  stock  issued  by  a  limited  company, 
the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  principle  to  which 
I  have  been  referring.  I  confess  my  inability  to 
follow  the  argnment  on  this  point.  Debenture 
stock  is  usnal^  a  sum  of  money  charged  on  the 
assets  of  the  company  issuing  it.  It  may  be 
redeemable  or  irredeemable,  in  which  case  it  is 
not  a  mortgage  at  all.  Bat  whether  redeemable 
or  irredeemable  it  is  capable  of  being  made  a 
security  for  money  lent  upon  it.  It  can  be  mort- 
gaged as  well  by  the  company  which  issues  it 
as  by  an  ordinary  holder.  1  can  discover  no 
reason  for  treating  a  mortgaee  of  debenture 
slock  as  something  so  different  from  other  mort- 
gages as  to  render  the  principle  once  a  mortgage 
always  a  mortgage  inappUoable  to  it.  In  my 
opinion  the  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Judgment  appealed  from  affirmed,  and  appeal 
diimttiedieith  coati. 

Solicitors   for  the  appellant,  Dale,  Newman, 
and  Hood. 
Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  H.  P.  Beeher. 


April  28,  29.  and  May  19. 

(Before  Lards  MACirA.OHTBN,  Dayby,  Jambs  or 
Hbkbfobd,  and  Bobbbtbon.) 

ChBMISCHB        FaBBIE        TOBMAIiS       SaNDOZ      V. 

Badibchb  Anilin  uno  Soda  Fabbiks.  (a) 

ON  APPEAI.  FBOU  THE  COUBT  OF  APPBAI,  IH 
BNOLAND. 

Praetiee — Service  of  writ  out  of  the  jurisdieiion — 
Order  XL,  rr.  1,  4 — Primll  facie  evidenee  of 
breach  vnthin  juriedietion. 

Where  application  i$  made  for  leave  to  serve  a 
writ  out  of  the  juriedietion,  or  to  dieeharge  a» 
order  for  euch  terviee,  the  court  i»  not  ealle^ 
upon  to  try  the  merit*  of  the  action,  but  the 
affidavits  should  show  a  primk  facie  cause  qf 
action  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  disclose  a 
substantial  question  which  the  plaintiff  hon&&da 
desires  to  try.  Buffident  information  should 
be  given  to  make  dear  the  ground  on  which  the 
court  is  asked  to  proceed.  ' 

Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Gonrt  of  Appeal 
(Gollins,  M.B.,  Bomer,  and  Cozens-Hardy,  L. JJ.), 
reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  490 ;  20  Pat  Gas.  413, 
who  had  affirmed  an  order  of  Joyce,  J.  refusing  a 
motion  on  behalf  of  the  appellants  to  discharge 
an  order  giving  the  respondents  leave  to  issue  a 
writ  in  the  action,  and  to  serve  the  appellants 
with  notice  of  it  out  of  the  jorisdiotion. 

The  respondents  were  the  owners  of  letters 
patent  in  this  country  for  an  invention  for  "  the 
manufacture  and  production  of  new  basic  dye- 
stuffs." 

The  appellants  carried  on  business  at  Basle,  in 
Switzerland,  as  manufacturers  of  various  chemical 
substances,  including,  as  the  respondents  alleged, 

(a)  Beported  by  0.  E.  II1.LDIN,  Esq.,  BurlatoHtt-Law. 
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among   others,  dyea    made    SLCcording    to   the 
patented  mventioii  of  the  respondents. 

The  respondents  commenced  the  present  action 
to  restrain  the  appellants  from  infringinK  their 
letters  patent,  and  an  affrdavit  was  filed  07  the 
solicitor  for  the  respondents  setting  oat  the 
grounds  on  which  it  was  alleged  and  belieyed 
that  the  appellants  were  infringing  the  letters 
patent. 

On  reading  this  affidavit  Joyce,  J.  gare  leave 
to  the  respondents  to  serve  notice  of  the  writ 
on  the  appellants  outside  the  jurisdiction,  and 
service  was  accordingly  made  on  the  appellants 
at  their  place  of  business  in  Basle. 

On  the  3rd  Feb.  1903  the  appellants  caused  a 
conditional  appearance  to  be  entered  for  them, 
but  subsequently  moved  to  set  aside  the  writ  and 
service. 

It  was  from  the  dismissal  of  this  motion  that 
the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Order  XI.,  r.  4,  is  in  the  following  terms : 

Every  applioition  for  leave  to  serve  aach  writ  or 
notice  on  a  defendant  ont  of  the  jnriadiction  shall  be 
supported  by  affidavit  or  other  evidence  stating  that  in 
the  belief  of  the  deponent  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  canse 
of  action,  and  showing  in  what  place  oH  country  inch 
defendant  is  or  probably  may  be  fonnd,  and  whether 
traoh  defendant  is  a  British  snbject  or  not,  and  the 
grooada  upon  which  the  application  ia  made,  and  no 
■noh  leave  ahall  be  granted  nnleaa  it  shall  be  made 
sufficiently  to  appear  to  the  oonrt  or  jadge  that  the  oase 
ia  a  proper  one  for  servioa  ont  of  the  jariadiction  nnder 
thia  order. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  respondents  that  the 
appellants  had,  by  their  travellers  and  agents, 
obtained  orders  in  this  country  for  a  dye  which 
infringed  the  respondents'  patent. 

The  appellants  contended  that  they  had  not 
done  any  act  which  constituted  an  infringement 
of  the  letters  patent  of  the  respondents  or  brought 
them  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Asquith,  K.C.,  Upjohn,  K.C.,  and  Colefax 
appeared  for  the  appellants. 

MouUon.  K.C.,  Cripps,  K.C.,  and  /.  C.  Graham. 
for  the  respondents. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

May  19, — Their  Lordships  gave  judgment  as 
follows : 

Lord  Macnaohtkn.  —  My  Lords :  As  your 
Lordships,  after  a  full  discussion,  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  appellants  have  not  made 
ont  a  case  for  disturbing  the  order  under  appeal, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  less  said  about  the 
matter  the  better.  The  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellants  admitted  that  the  evidence  on  their 
side  did  not  completely  displace  all  the  grounds 
upon  whioh  permission  to  serve  the  writ  abroad 
was  sought.  Now,  if  the  case  be  reduced  to  a 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  the  way  in  which 
the  appellants'  samples  and  pattern  cards  have 
been  used  in  this  country  there  would  still  remain 
a  nice  and  difficult  question  of  law,  and  one  which 
it  is  conceded  has  never  yet  been  brought  forward 
for  decision.  Whether  the  appella]ats  can  do 
without  the  use  of  these  samples  and  pattern 
cards — which  hitherto  they  have  used  largely — 
whether  the  question  is  of  as  little  importance  to 
their  trade  as  they  represent  it  to  be,  or  whether 
it  is  really  of  vital  importance,  as  alleged  on  the 
other  side — ^that  is  a  matter  which  it  is  impos- 


sible to  determine  on  the  materials  now  before 
the  House.    It  is  at  least  conceivable  that  it  may 
be  of  great  importance.    I  think  that  the  respon- 
dents are  entitled  to  have  this  question  tried,  and 
tried  in  the  usual  manner.    And  on  that  g^nnd, 
even  if  it  stood  alone,  I  think  that  they  would  be 
entitled  to  maintain  the  order  of  which  they  are  in 
possession.    Of  course,  the  court  is  bound  to  be 
careful  in  allowing  a  step  to  be  taken  which  will 
expose  foreigners  to  the  mconvenience  and  annoy- 
anoe  of  litigation  in  this  country.    But,  after  all, 
the  foreigners  are  not  so  much  to  be  pitied  in  the 
present  case.    They  have  invaded  this  country, 
and  it  is  on  account  of  what  they  are  alleged  to 
have  done  in  England  that  they  are  impleaded. 
Having  said  so  much  I  should  say  no  more,  but 
that   I  think   that  the  evidence  adduced   calls 
for   some   observation.    Speaking  for  myself,  I 
must  say  that  I  do  not  think  the  affidavits  on 
either  side  altogether  satisfactory.    One  cannot 
help  being  struck  by  the  silence  of  the  four  agents 
who  manage  the  appellants'  business  in  EngUnd, 
on  whose  conduct  the  case  will  probably  turn. 
Their  sUence  is  all  the  more  remarkable  since  it 
appears  that  one  of  the  appellants'  travellers  and 
their    general  manager    abroad    came    over    to 
London  to  make  their  affidavits.    It  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  they  must  have  had  some  consultation 
with  the  agents, in  this  country.    And  it  certainly 
would  be  more  satisfactory  to  know  what  tlia 
agents  themselves  say  about  their  mode  of  con- 
ducting the  business  than  to  have  thfiir  action 
described  second-hand  by  foreign  witnesses.    The 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  is,  I 
think,  open  to  still  greater  objection.    Assuming 
that  Mr.  Johnson's  affidavit  was  sufficient  in  the 
first  instance  (as  I  think  it  was),  and  assuming 
that  he  was  a  proper  person  to  make  the  affidavit 
required  by  rule  4  (as  I  think  he  was)  a  more 
definite  answer  ought  (as  it  seems  to  me)  to  have 
been  given  to  the  appellants'  counter  affidavits. 
The  respondents'  case,  was    that    their  letters 
patent  had  been  infringed  by  the  appellants  in  no 
fewer  than  six  instances,  and  on  a  large  scale,  and 
that  they  had  at  last  obtained  definite  proof  of 
infringement,  and  yet  they  do  not  give  the  court 
a  single  instance  in  proof  of  their  assertion.     I 
think,  that  under  the  circamstances  sufficient  in- 
formation ought  to  have  been  given  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  court  was  asked  to  proceed  on  sore 
ground.    This  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  the 
respondents  to  show  their  hand  has  led  to  a  great 
deal  of  unnecessary  expense  and  delay.    On  the 
whole,  however,  I  do  not  think  that  it  would  be 
right  to  interfere  with  the  order  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal.    It  is  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  the 
court  appears  to  have  exercised  its  discretion  with. 
great  care  and  consideration.   The  learned  judges 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal  made  their  order  with 
some  hesitation  and  reluctance,  and,  with  some 
reluctance,  I  move  your  Lordships  that  the  order 
appealed  from  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Lord  Da  VET. — My  Lords:  The  jurisdiction 
which  baa  been  exercised  by  the  High  Oonrt  in 
the  present  case  is  always  one  of  some  delicacy 
and  difficulty,  and  the  conditions  prescribed  by 
the  orders  of  the  court  do  not  diminish  the 
difficulty.  Rule  1  of  Order  XI.  enumerates  the 
cases  in  which  the  court  may  give  leave  to  serve 
a  writ  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  The  present  case 
is  alleged  to  come  under  the  head  lettered  (f) 
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An  inJDnotion  is  sought  to  restrain  the  defen- 
dants from  doinfi;  some  act  within  the  jurisdiction. 
Bole  4  of  the  same  order  prescribes  that  the  ap- 
plication is  to  be  supported  by  evidence  stating 
that  in  the  belief  of  the  deponent  the  plaintiff 
has  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  no  snch  leave  is 
to  be  granted  unless  it  be  made  sufficiently  to 
appear  to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  case  is  a 
proper  one  for  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
under  this  order.  This  does  not,  of  course,  mean 
-that  a  mere  statement  by  any  deponent  who  is 
put  forward  to  make  the  affidavit  that  he  believes 
that  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action  is  sufficient. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  court  is  not,  on  an  appli- 
cation for  leave  to  serve  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
or  on  a  motion  made  to  discharge  an  order  for 
such  service,  called  upon  to  tty  the  action  or 
express  a  premature  opinion  on  its  merits,  and 
where  there  are  conflicting  statements  as  to 
material  facta,  any  such  opinion  must  necessarily 
\)e  based  on  insufficient  materials.  But  I  think 
that  the  application  should  be  supported  by  an 
affidavit  stating  facts  which,  if  proved,  would  be 
&  sufficient  foundation  for  the  alleged  cause  of 
action,  and,  as  a  rule,  the  affidavit  should  be  by 
some  person  acquainted  with  the  facts,  or,  at  any 
orate,  should  specify  the  sources  or  persons  from 
whom  the  deponent  derives  his  information.  A 
more  difficult  question  is  where  it  is  in  dispute 
whether  the  alleged  or  admitted  facts  will,  aa  a 
matter  of  law,  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
which  he  seeks.  If  the  court  is  judicially  satisfied 
that  the  alleged  facts,  if  proved,  will  not  support 
the  action,  I  think  the  court  ought  to  say  so,  and 
'dismiss  the  application  or  discharge  the  order. 
Bat  where  there  is  a  substantial  legal  question 
arising  on  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  affidavits 
which  the  plaintiff  bond  fide  desires  to  try,  I 
think  that  the  court  should,  as  a  rule,  allow  the 
service  of  the  writ.  The  words  at  the  end  of  the 
order  do  not,  I  think,  mean  more  than  that  the 
court  is  to  be  satisfied  that  the  case  oomes  within 
the  class  of  cases  in  which  service  abroad  may  be 
made  under  the  first  rule  of  the  order.  In  the 
present  case,  if  I  had  been  in  Joyce,  J  .'s  place,  I 
am  not  sure  that  I  should  have  granted  the  leave 
for  service  abroad  on  Mr.  Johnson's  affidavit 
alone,  but  on  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  present 
appellants  I  think  that  there  was  enough  to 
justify  the  learned  judge  in  refusing  to  discharge 
the  order.  I  designedly  say  nothing  as  to  either 
the  facts  or  the  law,  lest  1  should  be  misnnder- 
«tood  or  supposed  to  express  a  premature  opinion 
on  tihe  merits.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Lord  Jambs  of  Hbkefobd. — My  Lords :  It  is 
impossible  to  lay  down  uiy  general  rule  as  to 
the  measure  of  proof  required  by  Order  XL,  r.  4, 
to  justify  ithe  summoning  of  a  person  resident 
abroad  to  oome  within  the  jurisdiction  and  here 
answer  to  process.  In  my  view  that  power  ought 
not  to  be  hghtiy  exercised.  To  bring  those  who 
may  be  foreigners  from  far  away — without  know- 
ledge of  our  language  or  procedure  —  without 
possible  means  of  proof  at  hand,  imposes  a 
burden  and  difficulty  which  ought  not  to  be 
lightly  inflicted.  But  this  power  does  exist,  and 
the  conditions  under  which  it  is  to  be  exercised  are 
to  be  found  in  Order  XI.,  rr.  1  and  4,  as  mentioned 
at  the  Bar.  I  quite  agree  that  the  court  to  which 
the  application  is  made  for  service  abroad  has  not 
to  tiry  the  question  whether  a  suit  can  in  the 


result  be  successfully  maintained.  Snch  a  lletermi- 
nation  might  involve  a  consideration  of  compli- 
cated facts,  of  credibility  of  witnesses,  or  of  the 
application  of  legal  principles.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  court  ought,  I  think,  to  be  convinced  by 
the  proof  brought  before  it  that  the  applicant  is 
in  a  position  to  present  to  the  tribunals  of  the 
country  a  substantial  case  for  their  determination. 
I  think,  also,  that  before  granting  the  application 
the  court  should  afford  the  proposed  defendant 
an  opportunity  of  denying  categorically  the 
statements  relied  upon  by  the  applicant.  [His 
Lordship  discussed  the  evidence,  and  continued 
as  follows  :]  Without  expressing  any  opinion  as 
to  what  my  judgment  would  have  been  if  I  had 
had  to  determine  this  case  in  the  court  of  first 
instance,  I  have,  after  great  doubt,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  appellant  has  not  sufficiently 
established  that  the  discretion  of  that  court,  and 
of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  has  in  either  instance 
been  so  erroneously  exercised  as  to  justify  your 
Lordships  in  reversing  those  judgments.  I,  there- 
fore, concur  in  the  view  that  this  appeal  should 
be  dismissed. 

Lord  BoBBBTSON. — My  Lords :  The  question 
before  your  Lordships  is  whether  the  decision  of 
the  Coui-t  of  Appeal  should  stand.  That  decision 
was  pronounced  on  different  materials  from  those 
which  were  before  Joyce,  J.,  and  I  think  that 
the  decision  can  be  supported.  My  view  is  that 
the  net  result  of  the  affidavits  on  both  sides  is  to 
disclose,  prima  facie,  a  question  or  questions  to 
be  tried  about  the  samples  and  the  specimen 
cards.  This  conclusion  is  derived  from  the 
special  circumstances  of  the  case.  From  the  tone 
of  the  Lords  Justices'  judgments,  I  infer  that 
there  is  no  danger  of  the  courts  encouraging 
vagueness  and  laxity  in  the  statements  upon 
which  they  will  proceed  to  exercise  this  excep- 
tional jurisdiction  against  foreigners.  The  reserve 
which  is  appropriate  enough  in  the  early  stages 
of  a  suit  brought  by  right  must  be  abandoned 
when  the  plaintiff  is  asking  the  court  for  leave  to 
serve  a  foreigner.  And  I  agree  in  the  view  indi- 
cated.in  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  mere  generalities 
given  from  second-hand  knowledge  ought  not  to 
be  considered  adequate  to  satisfy  the  court. 

Order  appealed  from    affirmed,  and  appeal 
dismUsed  v)ith  eoeti. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  George  B.  EUi*. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  /.  H.  and  /.  T, 
Johnson. 


SutiitUil  dtovxmHAtz  of  tfie  $ri&s  Counctt. 

April  27  and  28. 
(Present:   The  Bight.  Hons.  the  Lobd  Chan- 
CBLLOB     (Halsbury),    Lords    Lindlbt    and 
EiNBOBS,  and  Sir  Abthttb  Wiuon.) 
McDonald  «.  Belches  and  othebs.  (a) 

ON  APPEAL  FBOH  THB  SVPBEHE  COtTBT  OF 
CANADA. 

Law  of  Yukon  Territory — Practice — Right  of 
appeal — Judgment  tohether  final  or  interheutory 
-—Jurisdiction — Promissory  note — Yidcon  Terri- 
tory  Act  1899. 

In  an  action  upon  a  document  alleged  by  '  Oie 

(1)  Beported  brO.  E,  Maldeh,  Biq.,  Barrlator-at-Law. 
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plaintiff*  to  be  a  promissory  note  the  judge  at 
the  trM  ordered  that,  "  as  to  the  alleiied  note 
or  paper  writing  mentioned  in  par.  2  of  the 
platntifs'  statement  of  claim,"  the  plaintiffs' 
action  be  dismissed. 

Held,  that  this  was  afinaljudament  that  the  sum 
of  money  represented  by  the  alleged  note  was 
not  due,  and,  notice  of  appeal  not  having  been 
given  within  the  time  limited  by  the  Yukon 
Territory  Act  1899,'no  appeal  lay  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  British  Colum,bia,  and  consequently  a 
further  appeal  from  that  court  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  was  incompetent. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed. 

Appeal  by  special  leave  from  a  jadgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  (Tascnerean,  C.J., 
Sedgewick,  Davioe,  Mills,  and  Armour,  JJ.).  who 
had  reversed  a  judgment  of  the  Saprame  Court 
of  British  Columbia  (Hunter,  C.J.,  Drake  and 
Martin,  J  J.),  who  had  affirmed  a  judgment  of 
Dagas,  J.  at  the  trial  in  fayour  of  the  appellant, 
the  defendant  below. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  Territorial 
Court  of  the  Yukon  District  by  the  respondents 
as  exeoutors  of  the  late  Alexander  Calder 
against  the  appellant,  Alexander  McDonald,  for 
an  account  in  connection  with  various  mining 
transactions  in  the  Yukon  District  in  which 
Calder  and  McDonald  had  been  jointly  interested, 
and  for  payment  of  (1)  a  sum  of  50,000  dollars 
with  interest  due  on  a  note  or  document  of  the 
appellant,  and  (2)  a  sum  of  8798  dollars,  being  an 
unpaid  baJance  of  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  by 
him  to  Calder  in  respect  of  the  "  clean-up  "  for  1899 
of  a  mining  claim  known  as  "  No.  27  Eldorado." 
The  appellant  contended  that  the  document  had 
been  given  nnder  special  circumstances,  and  with 
regard  to  the  contingency  of  his  death,  on  the 
ocoaaion  of  bis  departure  for  England,  and  with 
a  view  to  effecting  a  sale  of  mining  properties, 
including  those  in  which  he  and  Calder  were 
interested,  some  of  ^hich  had  remained  and 
others  had  been  placed  in  the  appellant's  name. 
He  alleged  that  the  promise  in  the  paper  was  in 
lien  of  Calder's  interest  in  such  properties  and  of 
any  money  balance,  if  any,  which  might  exist 
against  him  on  their  transactions.  He  contended 
further  that  after  his  return  to  the  district  (the 
properties  remaining  unsold,  but  in  process  of 
being  worked  out)  the  paper  stood  as  a  security 
for  his  return  of  Calder's  subsisting  interest  in 
respect  of  the  properties,  and  that  Calder,  having 
realised  a  large  part  of  that  interest,  had  acknow- 
ledged satisfaction  of  50,000  dollars  in  reapect 
thereof ;  and  that  the  appellant  had  subsequently 
made  good  to  Calder,  and  after  his  death  to  the 
plaintiffs,  all  the  remaining  interest,  and  had 
Batisfied  and  discharged  all  his  obligations.  The 
claim  for  the  50,000  dollars  was  disposed  of  by 
Dngas,  J.  adversely  to  the  respondents,  and  the 
appellant  contended  that  that  decision  had  become 
absolutely  final  and  conclusive  and  had  ceased  to 
be  subject  to  appeal.  As  to  the  remaining  items 
of  claim,  an  official  inquiry  showed  tliat  there  was, 
after  ascertaining  the  payments  and  sets  off, 
nothing  due  to  the  respondents  from  the 
appellant,  but,  on  the  contrary,  a  balance  due  to 
the  latter.  The  Supreme  Court  of  British 
Columbia,  sitting  in  appeal,  affirmed  the  decision 
of  Dugas,  J. ;  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
on  further  appeal,  reversed  both  judgments  and 


ordered  a  new  trial,  with  leave  to  the  parties  to 
amend  their  pleadings  as  they  might  be  advised. 
From  this  last-mentioned  judgment  special  leave 
to  appeal  to  the  Judicial  Committee  was  granted. 
The  relevant  legislation  upon  appeals  from  the 
Territorial  Court  is  to  be  found  in  sects.  7,  8,  and 
13  of  cap.  11  of  the  Statutes  of  Canada  for  1899, 
and  is  as  follows  : 

7.  The  Saprema  Conrt  of  British  Colimibia  is  hmtbj 
oonstitated  a  Court  of  Appeal  for  the  territory.  (2)  An 
appeal  shall  lie  from  any  final  jad^ment  of  the  Terri- 
loiial  Conrt  to  the  jadgea  of  the  taid  Sapreme  Court 
Bitting  together  as  a  foil  oonrt  where  the  matter  in  oon- 
troversy  amoonta  to  the  snm  or  valne  of  five  hnndred 
dollars  or  npwaids,  or  where  the  title  to  real  estate  or 
some  interest  therein  is  in  question,  or  the  validity  of  » 
patent  ii  affected,  or  the  matter  in  question  relates  ta 
the  taking  of  an  annual  or  other  rent,  customary  or  other 
daty  or  fee,  or  a  like  demand  of  a  public  or  general 
nature  affecting  future  rights,  or  in  oases  of  prooeedinga 
for  or  upon  man<iamu«,  prohibition,  or  injanotion. 
(3)  The  said  Supreme  Court  and  the  jndgis  thereof  (hall 
have  the  same  powers,  jarisdiction,  and  authority  with 
reference  to  any  inch  appeal  and  the  prooeedingi  thereon 
as  if  it  were  an  appeal  duly  authorised  from  a  like 
judgment,  order,  or  decree  made  by  the  said  Sopreme 
Conrt  or  a  jadg«  thereof  in  the  exeroiae  of  its  ordinary 
jorisdioUon. 

8.  Notice  of  any  such  appeal  shall  be  given  within 
twenty  days  from  the  day  upon  which  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  prononnoed  or  given,  or  within  snch 
further  time  as  the  Territorial  Court  or  a  judge  thereof 
mt^  allow. 

13.  An  appeal  shall  He  to  the  Supreme  Conrt  of 
Canada  from  the  judgment  npon  any  appeal  authorised 
by  this  Act  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Britiah  Columbia, 
wherever  suoh  an  appe^  to  the  Supreme  Conrt  of  Canada 
would  have  been  authorised  had  the  judgment  appealed 
from  been  delivered  by  the  Supreme  Conrt  of  Britiab 
Columbia  in  a  like  oase  in  the  exercise  of  its  ordinary 
jurisdiotioa  ni>oa  appeal  in  respect  of  oiaea  originatiiig  in 
the  oonrta  of  the  said  province.  (2)  An  appeal  shall  alao 
lie  to  the  Supreme  Conrt  of  Canada  dit«ot  from  any 
final  judgment  of  the  Territorial  Court  from  which  it  is 
herein  provided  that  an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Britiah  Columbia,  and  the  proviiiona 
of  sects.  8,  9,  and  11  of  this  Act  shall  apply,  tnutati* 
mutandis,  to  suoh  appeal. 

Blake,  K.C.  and  Auguste  Noel  (both  of  the 
Canadian  Bar)  appeared  for  the  appellant. 

Sir  C.  Tupper,  K.C.  (of  the  Canadian  Bar)  and 
the  Hon.  Frank  Bussed,  for  the  respondents,  took 
the  preliminary  objection  that  no  leave  to  appeal 
shoold  have  been  given,  as  there  was  no  question 
of  general  interest  involved,  the  statute^  in 
question  having  been  repealed  before  the  amplica- 
tion for  leave  to  appeal  was  made.  They  oited 
Lyall  V.  Jardine,  22  L.  T.  Bep.  882 ;  L.  Bep.  8  P.  a 

318; 
Wilion  V.  Collender,  9  Moo.  P.  C.  100 ; 
Sibnarain  Ohose  v.  Hullodhur  Doss,  9  Uoa  P.  C. 
354. 

Blake,  E.C.  was  heard  contra  on  this  point. 

Their  Lordships  pointed  oat  that  the  proper 
coarse  for  the  respondents  to  have  taken  wonld 
have  been  to  apply  to  rescind  the  leave  to  appeal, 
and  decided  to  hear  the  appeal  on  the  merits. 

Blake,  K.C.  and  Augv^te  Noel,  for  the  appellant, 
argued  that  there  was  no  appeal  in  this  case.  It 
was  a  final  judgment,  and,  notice  of  appeal  not 
having  been  given  within  the  time  preaoribed  by 
statute,  there  was  no  appeal,  ana  neither  the 
Supreme  Court    of    Britian   Columbia  nor    tha 
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Supreme  Court  of  Canada  had  jarisdiction  to 
«ntertain  it.  If  it  was  au  interlocutory  jadgment, 
no  appeal  lay  at  all.    They  cited 

Xg  parte  Moore,  52  L.  T.  Bsp.  376 ;  11  Q.  B.  DIt. 

£27; 
Be  Alexander,  66  L.  T.  Bep.  133 ;  (1892)  1  Q.  B. 

216; 
Jntemational  Financial   Society  T.   lloecow    Oat 

Company,  37  L.  T.  Bep.  736 ;  7  Ch.  Diy.  211 ; 
Lovce  T.  Lowe,  10  L.  T.  Bep.  236 ;  10  Ch.  Div.  132 ; 
SheJfer  r.  City  of  London  Electric  Light  Company, 

72  L.  T.  Bep.  31 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  287 ; 
Brenhilda  x.   Britith  Indian    Steam    Navigation 

Company,  8  Iild.  App.  159 ; 
•Standard  JXacount   Company  t.   La   Orange,   37 

L.  T.  Bep.  372  ;  3  C.  P.  Div.  67  ; 
Shitbrook  t.  Tuyhell,  16  L.  T.  Bep.  719 ;  9  Q.  B. 

DiT.  621  i 
Collint  T.  Veitry  of  Paddinglon,  12  L.  T.  Bep.  573  ; 

5  Q.  B.  DW.  368 ; 
Blaliey  t.  Latham,  13  Cb.  BiT.  23 ; 
Boxton  ▼.  Altrincham  Urban  Dietrict  Council,  (1903) 

1  K.  B.  517. 

If  your  Lordahipa  are  with  the  appellant  on  this 
{wint.itia  not  necessary  to  go  into  the  merits,  and 
the  dealings  between  the  puties. 

Sir  C.  Tupper,  K.C.  and  the  Hon.  F.  Buieell,  for 
the  respondente,  contended  that  the  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  was  brought 
within  the  prescribed  time,  and  in  any  case  the 
mling  of  the  judge  at  the  trial  was  not  a  final 
judgment  on  the  point,  but  only  an  expreesion  of 
opinion  that  the  document  in  question  was  not  a 
promissory  note,  and  could  not  be  sued  on  in  that 
oharacter.  Leave  to  amend  should  have  been 
^^en.    They  cited 

Cremetti  v.  Crom,  1  Q.  B.  Div.  225 : 

Bo»on  V.  Altrir.c}iam  Urban  District  Council  (ubi 

tup.) ; 
Krehl  v.  Burrell,  39  L.  T.  Bep.  161 ;  10  Cb.  Div. 

420; 
Pheytey  v.  Pheysey,  11  L.  T.  Bep.  607 ;  12  Ch.  Div. 

305; 
Boiton  T.  Lelievre,  22  L.  T.  Bep.  735 ;  L.  Bep.  3 

P.  C.  163 ; 
£atrd  v.  Briggt,  43  L.  T.  Bep.  632 ;  16  Ch.  Div. 
410  ;  on  appeal,  15  L.  T.  Bep.  238  ;  19  Ch.  Div. 
22 ' 
fie  Abrahami,  2  Moo.  P.  C.  N.  S.  241. 

Blalce,  K.C.  was  heard  in  reply. 
At   the   conclusion   of  the   arguments  their 
liordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

The  LOBD  Chancellor  (Halsbnry). — Not- 
withstanding the  time  occupied  by  thie  case  in 
argument,  the  questions  for  decision  are  very 
narrow  indeed.  The  action,  which  was  com- 
menced in  the  Territorial  Court  of  the  Yukon 
Territory,  was  brought  under  circumstances 
similar  to  those  which  vroald  arise  in  this  country 
if  a  plaintiff  were  to  bring  a  number  of  actions 
comprehended  in  one  writ.  During  the  argu- 
ment a  great  many  observations  were  made 
which  some  half-centary  ago  would  have  been 
very  appropriate,  and  probably  conclusive,  but 
they  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  system  of 
jurisprudence  which  has  been  established  since 
that  period.  Formerly  there  were  forms  of 
action  outside  which  the  plaintiff  ^could  not  go. 
One  record  was  one  history  of  a  particular  liti- 
gation. Indeed,  in  earlier  times,  oniy  one  plea 
WAS  admitted;  and  until  the  Statute  of  Anne 
(the  Law  Amendment  Act  1705)  a  person  was 


compelled  to  base  his  whole  defence  on  one  plea, 
and  could  not  raise  more  than  one.  In  like 
manner  he  had  either  to  plead  or  to  demur,  and 
the  judgment  upon  the  plea,  if  issue  was  taken 
upon  it,  was  conclusive  against  the  person  who 
was  found  to  be  in  the  wrong  ;  and  the  judgment 
upon  demurrer  was  conclusive,  and  would,  in  the 
strictest  and  most  appropriate  sense,  be  described 
as  a  final  judgment.  The  so-called  declaration, 
to  which  a  person  was  confined,  had  to  set  out  the 
cause  of  action,  appropriately  describe  it,  and, 
within  very  narrow  limits  indeed,  bring  it  under 
a  particular  head  of  right.  All  that  is  changed. 
It  is  clear  that  all  those  rules  are  now  inappro- 
priate, and  that  the  learning  and  phraseology 
applicable  to  them  have  passed  away.  Rightly 
or  wrongly,  the  Legislature  has  enacted — and  the 
law  in  force  in  the  Yukon  Territory  follows  in 
terms  the  procedure  of  this  country — that  the 
statement  of  claim  shall  be  a  simple  narrative  of 
the  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  and  it  is 
for  the  judge  to  direct  the  jury,  if  there  be  a 
jury,  or  to  decide  himself,  it  there  be  none,  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  legal  liability  which  is  disclosed, 
not  imon  appropriate  legal  averment,  but  upon 
the  facts  described  in  the  statement  of  claim. 
It  is  necessary  to  bear  these  matters  in  mind  in 
deciding  the  present  case,  because  many  of  the 
observations  made  and  some  of  the  authorities 
quoted  by  counsel  appear  to  rest  upon  the  idea 
that,  notwithstanding  the  fundamental  changes 
made  by  the  Legislature,  the  old  legal  procedure 
is  still  preserved.  In  this  case  the  respondents, 
the  executors  of  one  Calder,  brought  an  action 
against  the  appellant  claiming  certain  sums  of 
money  as  due  from  him  to  Calder's  estate.  There 
were  seveial  matters  in  dispute,  and  the  state- 
ment of  claim  describes  the  mode  in  which 
they  arose.  The  particular  matter,  however, 
upon  which  the  case  now  before  their  Lord- 
ships depends  (and  it  has  been  frankly  admitted 
that,  if  that  one  particular  matter  is  decided 
against  the  respondents,  the  appeal  must  succeed 
and  that  the  other  matters  may  be  disregarded)  is 
whether  the  question  of  an  indebtedness  by  the 
defendant  (the  appellant)  to  the  extent  of  50,000 
dollars  was,  or  whs  not,  finally  dispoeed  of  by  the 
trial  which  took  place  before  the  Territorial  judge ; 
that  is  to  say,  whether  the  language  used  by  the 
learned  judge  in  disposing  of  the  matter  consti- 
tuted a  final  judgment  of  the  court  If  the  jadg- 
ment  was  interloctorr,  no  appeal  lay.  If  it  was 
final,  an  appeal  could  only  oe  brought  within 
twenty  days,  whereas,  in  fact,  no  appeal  was 
entered,  or  notice  given,  until  a  period  of  twenty- 
one  days.  The  question,  therefore,  is  reduced 
to  this :  Was  there,  or  was  there  not,  a  final 
judgment  ?  The  learned  judge  ordered,  on  the 
23rd  May  1901,  that,  "  as  to  the  alleged  note  or 
paper  writing  mentioned  in  par.  2  of  plaintiffs' 
stutement  of  claim,"  the  plaintiffs'  action  be  dis- 
missed. On  the  language  used  by  the  learned 
judge  some  criticism  might  be  passed  as  to 
whether,  in  giving  a  decision  on  one  item  of  an 
account,  it  is  appropriate  to  say  that  "  the  action 
thereupon  is  dismissed."  The  respondents  con- 
tend that  the  language  used  might  have  misled 
them  as  to  the  amount  of  time  in  which  they  could 
appeal,  because  they  did  not  understand  that 
language  to  constitute  a  final  judgment.  The 
point  in  dispute  is  whether  the  judgment  of  the 
learned  judge,  who,  by  the  request  of  the  respon* 
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dents  themaelyea,  tnok  out  one  of  the  items  of 
account  and  adjudicated  upon  that  item,  was  a 
mere  adjudication  that  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note  would  not  lie,  or  was  really  a  decision  that 
the  sum  of  money  represented  by  that  note  was 
one  which,  according  to  his  view  of  the  eTidence, 
was  not  due.  Their  Liordships  desire,  in  the  first 
place,  to  observe  that,  if  the  decision  were  simply 
that  the  instrument  relied  on  was  sued  on  in  its 
character  as  a  promissory  note,  no  other  evidence 
than  the  document  itself  was  required  to  enable 
the  learned  judge  to  give  such  a  decision.  But 
80  far  from  connning[  himself  to  the  doonment 
itself,  the  learned  judge  heard  the  evidence. 
Apai-t  altogether  from  what  he  said  afterwards,  in 
Sept.  1901,  it  is  impossible,  if  one  looks  at  what 
was  done  and  said  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  to 
suppose  but  that  the  learned  judge  entered  into 
the  merits,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
50,000  dollars  were  not  due.  If  confirmation  of 
that  view  were  wanted,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
look  at  what  occurred  when  the  rest  of  the  itiams 
in  the  account  were  refen-ed  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  to  determine,  whether  or  not,  any  money 
was  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs.  In 
making  his  report,  dated  the  lOtb  Sept.  1901, 
the  referee  says :  "  The  claim  for  5O,O0O  dollars 
having  been  dismissed,  I  take  this  as  a 
starting  point,  and  the  only  starting  point  that 
I  can  take  from  the  evidence."  The  refevee,  there- 
fore, understood  what  the  learned  judge  had  said ; 
and  if  it  was  intended  to  contest  his  construction 
of  the  judgment  of  the  23rd  May  1901,  one  would 
have  expected  the  plaintiffs  to  make  an  applica- 
tion to  the  court,  and  to  urge  that  the  referee  had 
not  understood  the  judgment,  and  that  the 
learned  judge  only  intoided  to  say  that  an  action 
would  not  lie  on  a  promissory  note,  whereas  the 
referee  to  whom  the  rest  of  the  account  had  been 
remitted  had  actually  refused  to  enter  into  the 
question  of  the  50,000  dollars,  on  the  ground  that 
this  money  had  been  adjudicated  upon,  and  that 
he  had  no  right  to  enter  into  that  part  of  the 
account.  If  that  is  what  the  plaintiffs  thought 
at  the  time,  and  if  they  did  not  themselves  under- 
stand the  meaning  of  the  learned  judge,  what 
would  have  been  simpler  than  for  them  to  apply 
to  the  court,  and  to  nave  the  matter  put  right  ? 
They  could  have  urged  that  all  the  learned  judge 
meant  was  that  an  action  would  not  lie  upon  tlus 
as  a  promissory  note,  because  it  was  for  gold  dust, 
and  not  for  money.  But  instead  of  doing  this, 
they  allowed  the  account  to  be  taken,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  claim  for  50,000  dollars.  The 
referee  does  not  use  the  phrase  "  promissory  note." 
He  speaks  of  "  the  claim  for  50,000  dollars."  He 
says  in  effect:  "The  claim  for  50,000  dollars 
having  been  decided  against  you,  it  is  hardly 
necessary  to  proceed  further  to  show  what  every- 
body understood  at  the  time  to  be  that  which  the 
learned  judge  subsequenUy  explained  "  ;  and  their 
Lordships  cannot  admit  that  there  was  anything 
to  prevent  the  learned  judge  from  explaining 
what  he  had  intended  to  decide,  if  there  was  any 
ambiguity  in  his  language.  However,  the  question 
whether  there  should  be  an  appeal  was,  as 
Mr.  Blake  has  pointed  out  on  behalf  of  the 
appellant,  decided  by  the  parties  themselves,  and 
the  notion  of  their  having  been  misled,  and 
having  delayed  this  notice  of  appeal  through  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  learned  judge's  judg- 
ment, is    illusory,    because    they    had    actually 


decided  to   appeal  and  an    interlocutory  order 
would    have   l>een   unappealable.      The  account' 
given  of  why  they  did  not  appeal  in  time — viz., 
that  they  could  not  give  notice  of  appeal  in  twenty 
days — is  a  somewhat  singular  one,  which  is  treated 
with  great  propriety  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
British  Columbia.    In  the  result,  their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  final  judgment  in 
the  Territorial  Court  as  to  the  claim  for  50,000 
dollars,  whether  the  costs  were  given  at  the  time, 
or  followed  in  due  course  of  law.    If  there  was  a 
final  judgment  the  present  appeal  does  not  lie  ^ 
for  it  is  impossible  to  get  out  of  the  expresa 
language  of  the  Canadian  statute  (the   Yukon 
Territory    Act   1899,    s.    8).      This    is    a    most 
important  matter  for  one  of  the  litigants,  at  any 
rate.    For  the  moment  the  time  for  appealing  ha» 
passed,  the  litigation  is  at  an  end,  and  it  would  b» 
very  disastrous  if,  under  such  circumstanoes,  it 
ootud  be  extended  contrary  to  statute.    As  pointed 
out  in  a  case  cited  before  their  Lordships  (Inter- 
national Finaiieial  Society  v.  City  of  Moteote  Qa* 
Company,  37  L.  T.  Rep.  736;  7  Oh.  Div.  241),  the 
law  in  such  cases  confers  a  moat  important  right- 
on  one  of  the  litigants  by  ordering  that  there  shaU 
be  an  end,  finally,  of  the  litigation  between  the 
parties.    The  result  is,  that  an  appeal  did  not  lie 
to    the    British     Columbian     Court     from    th» 
judgment  of  the  Territorial  Court  of  the  23rd 
May  1901,  as  regarded  the  claim  for  50,000  dollars, 
and  the  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
was  incompetent.    In  these  circumstances  it  is 
not  necessary,  and,  indeed,  it  would  not  be  proper, 
to  discuss  the  merits  of  the  question  which  have 
been  decided  by  the  only  tribunal  competent  tO' 
decide  them  from  whose  decision  there  is  now  no- 
appeal.    Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly 
advise  His  Majesty  to  allow  the  appeal,  to  reverse 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
with  costs,  and  to  restore  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  British  Columbia  of  the  19th 
Nov.  1902,  with  a  declaration  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Territorial  Court  of  the  23rd  May  1901  waa 
final  so  far  as  it  "  ordered  and  adjudged  as  to  the 
alleged  note  or  paper  writing  mentioned  in  par.  2 
of  plaintiffs'  statement  of  claim  that  the  plaintifts' 
action  thereupon  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  dis- 
missed." A  preliminary  objection  was  taken  by  the 
respondents  that  the  particular  statute  in  ques- 
tion, the  construction  of  which  was  stated  to  be 
a  matter  of  general  public  importance  justifying; 
an  application  to   His    Majesty  in  Council    for 
special  leave  to  appeal,  had,  at  the  time  of  such 
application,  been  repealed,  and  that  the  appellant- 
ought    to  have  brought  that  fact    before  their 
Lordships  at  the  time  when  his  application  wa» 
made.    It  has    not    been   suggested,    and   very 
properly  not  suggested,  that  there  was  any  lack 
of  hona  fides  on  the  part  of  the  appellant.    At  the 
same  time,  the  fact  ought  to  have  oeen  mentioned. 
Their  Lordships  do  not,  however,  consider  the 
point  to  be  such  as  to  affect  the  question  of  costs 
in  this  case,  inasmuch  as  the  real  question  raised 
on  this   appeal — viz.,  whether  or  not   an  order 
made  under  the  circumstanoes  stated  was  a  final 
judgment  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute — is 
as  important  now  as  it  was  then.    Their  Lord- 
ships have  already  expressed  their  o^Hnion  that  it 
was  a  final  judgment ;  and  it  is  only  necessary 
to  add  that  some  of  the  confusion  and  difficulties 
that  have  been  raised  are  due  to  the  acts  of  the 
respondents  themselves.    If  the  causes  of  action 
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liad  been  allowed  to  take  their  ordinary  conrse, 
and  the  whole  matter  had  been  disposed  of  by 
the  learned  jadge  ia  the  Territorial  Gonrt.  no 
question  conld  possibly  hare  been  raised,  and  the 
learned  judge  would  probably  have  disposed  of 
the  costs,  and  have  used  language  not  open  to 
ambiguity  in  disposing  of  the  whole  litigation. 
But  at  the  express  desire  of  the  respondents 
themselves  he  took  out  of  the  account  the  par- 
ticular item  of  the  claim  for  50,000  dollars,  and 
gave  judgment  upon  that  particular  item.  The 
compliance  with  this  request  of  the  respondents  has 
proMbly  given  rise  to  all  this  trouble.  But  the 
question  whether  the  order  under  consideration 
was,  or  was  not,  a  final  judgment,  is  as  important 
to-day  as  it  was  before  the  statute  referred  to  was 
repealed.  The  result  is  that  their  Lordships 
find  no  sufficient  reason  to  deprive  the  appellant 
of  his  ordinary  right  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Blake  and  Bedden. 
Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Charles  Busiell 
and  Co. 


April  20  and  May  6. 
(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Lords  MACNAaHTEN, 
Davbt,    and    Likdlbt,    and    Sir   Abihub 
Wilson.) 

Citizens'  Life  Asscbance  Company  Limited 
V.  BBOWN.(a) 

ON  APPEAL  7B0M  THE  SCPBEMB  COtTBT  OF  NEW 

SOUTH   WALES. 

Lihel — Libel  6y  officer  of  corporation — Liahilily  of 

corporation — Scope  of  duty  of  agent — Malice. 

A  limited  company  is  liable  for  a  libel  published 
by  one  of  its  officers  acting  within  the  scope  and 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on  the  ordinary 
principles  of  agency  ;  and,  if  there  is  evidence 
that  it  teas  within  the  scope  of  the  agent's 
authority  and  employment  to  write  the  letter 
which  contained  the  libel  complained  of,  the 
fact  thai  he  went  further  than  the  facta 
warranted,  and  made  charges  which  he  knew  to 
be  false,  will  not  relieve  the  company  from 
liability. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  New  South  Wales  (Stephen,  Acting  C.  J.,  G.  B. 
Simpson  and  Fring,  JJ.)  refusing  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  found  for  tbe  respondent, 
the  plaintifi  below,  and  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  for  a  new  trial. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  respondent 
against  the  appellants  to  recover  damages  for  a 
libel  pnblisheil  by  one  Pitzpatrick,  an  agent  of 
the  appellant  company,  under  circumstances 
which  appear  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

The  case  was  first  tried  in  April  1901  before 
Owen,  J.  and  a  jury,  when  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  with  damages. 

This  verdict  was  set  aside  and  the  case  was 
tried  again  in  Ott.  1901  before  Cohen.  J.  and  a 
jnnr,  when  the  plaintiff  again  obtained  a  verdict 
with  damages. 

This  verdict  was  also  set  aside,  and  in  Oct.  1902 
the  case  was  tried  for  the  third  time  before 
Simpson,  J.  and  a  jury,  when  the  plaintiff  again 
obtuned  a  verdict  with  6502. 


(a)  Bsported  by  C.  £.  Mai^xm,  Esq.,  Baniater.«t-L»w. 


Asquith,  E.G.  and  the  Hon.  F.  BusseU  appeared 
for  the  appellants,  and  contended  that  the  verdict 
was  wrong  in  finding  that  Fitzpatrick  was  acting 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment  in  publishing 
the  libel.  A  communication  to  a  policy-holder 
in  answer  to  an  inquiry  was  privileged  so  long  as 
he  was  acting  in  the  interests  of  the  company ; 
and  if  he  used  his  position  to  gratify  personal 
malice,  he  was  acting  outside  tne  scope  of  his 
duty.  In  any  case  the  malice  with  which  he 
acted  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  corporation. 
They  cited 

Jfevill  V.  General   and  Fine  Arts  Insurance  Com- 
pany, 72  L.  T.  Bap.  525  ;  (1895)  2  Q.    B.   156  ; 
on  appMl,  75  L.  T.  Bep.  606  ;  (1897)  A.  C.  69 ; 
Abrath  v.  North-Saitem  Railway  Company,  55 

L.  T.  Bep.  63  ;   11  App.  Cm.  247  ; 
Edicarda  v.  Midland  Railway  Company,   43  L.  T. 

Bep.  694 ;   6  Q.  B.  Dlv.  287  ; 
Comford   v.   Carlton  Bank,    80  L.  T.  Bap.   121 ; 

(1899)  1  Q.  B.  392  ;  on  appeal,  81  L.  T.  Bep.  415  ; 

(1900)  1  Q.  B.  22. 

H.  Drysdale  Woodcock,  who  appeared  for  the 
respondent,  was  not  called  upon  to  address  their 
Lordships. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the 
appellants  their  Lordships  took  time  to  consider 
their  judgment. 

May  6. — ^Their  Lordships'  judgment  was 
deliversd  by 

Lord  LiNDLEY. — The  question  raised  by 
this  appeal  is  whether  a  limited  company  is 
responsible  for  a  libel  published  by  one  of 
its  officers.  The  action  has  been  tried  three 
times.  The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  and 
judgment  every  time,  with  damages  which 
have  been  every  time  increased.  Counsel  for  the 
company  feel  that  it  would  be  useless  to  send  tbe 
case  bask  for  another  trial,  and  they  therefore 
ask  that  the  last  verdict  and  judgment  should  be 
set  aside  and  judgment  entered  for  the  company. 
The  facts  are  shortly  as  follows :  The  appellants 
are  an  assurance  company  incorporated  with 
limited  liability  and  carrying  on  business  in  New 
South  Wales.  From  Jan.  1900  until  June  1900  the 
respondent  Brown  (the  plaintiff  in  the  action)  was 
in  the  service  of  the  company  as  an  insurance 
agent  at  Tamworth.  Brown  was  introduced  to 
the  company  by  Fitzpatrick,  who  was  employed 
by  the  company  as  a  superintendent  of  agencies 
under  the  terms  of  an  agreement  dated  the  12th 
June  1899.  His  duties  will  be  referred  to  pre- 
sently. Shortly  after  leaving  Uie  employment  of 
the  company — ^namely,  in  the  month  of  July — 
Brown  entered  the  service  of  a  rival  company 
called  the  Standard  Life  Association,  and  while  in 
tbe  service  of  such  company  Brown  visited  aivers 
of  the  policy-holders  in  tne  appellant  company 
and  endeavoured  to  induce  such  policy-holders  to 
leave  the  appellant  company  and  to  insure  in  the 
Standard  Life  Association,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  about  such  a  result  made  statements 
derogatory  to  the  appellant  companv.  Fitzpatrick 
learned  that  such  statements  had  been  and  were 
being  made,  and  he  published  the  libel  com- 
plained of.  It  was  a  circular  letter  sent  to  several 
persons  insured  in  the  appellant  company  in 
answer  to  inquiries  made  by  them.  It  was 
plainly  defamatory.  Some  statements  contained 
in  it  were  not  true,  and  Fitzpatrick  knew  that 
they   were   not  true.     There  was   evidence  of 
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express  malice  on  the  part  of  Fitzpatrick.  There 
is  no  note  of  the  learned  jadge  s  smnming  ap, 
but  the  jury  found  a  rerdict  for  the  plaintifE,  gave 
him  650Z.  damages,  and  fouid  that  "  Fitzpatrick 
was  acting  in  publishing  the  libel  within  the  scope 
of  his  employment  and  in  the  course  of  his 
employment."  Judgment  was  accordingly  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  this  sum  and  costs ;  and  the 
Supreme  Court  refased  to  set  aside  the  rerdict 
and  enter  judgment  for  the  defendants  and 
refused  to  grant  a  new  trial.  Hence  the  present 
appeal.  Counsel  for  the  appellants  contended, 
first,  that  the  verdict  was  wrong  in  finding  that 
Fitzpatrick  acted  in  publishing  the  libel  within 
the  scope  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment ; 
and,  secondly,  that  even  if  he  did,  yet  the  malice 
with  which  he  wrote  it  cannot  be  imputed  to  the 
company.  In  support  of  this  proposition  lelianoe 
was  placed  on  the  well-known  judgment  of  the 
late  Lord  Bramwell  in  Abrath  t.  North-Eattem 
Railway  Company  (55  L.  T.  Bep.  63;  11  App. 
Gas.  247).  It  will  be  convenient  to  dispose  of  the 
second  question  first.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
Lord  Bramwell  held  strongly  to  his  opinion  that 
a  corporation  was  incapable  of  malice  or  motive, 
and  that  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
could  not  be  muntained  against  a  company. 
Lord  Cranworth  in  We$tem  Bank  of  Scotland  v. 
Addie  (L.  Bep.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  145)  had  expressed  a 
similar  opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  corporations 
for  frauds.  But  these  opinions  have  not  prevailed, 
and  their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  give 
effect  to  them.  If  it  is  once  granted  that 
-corporations  are  for  civil  purposes  to  be  regarded 
as  persons — i.e.,  aa  principals  acting  by  agents 
and  servants — it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  ordinary 
-dootrines  of  agency,  and  of  master  and  servant, 
■axe  not  to  be  applied  to  corporations  as  well  as  to 
ordinal^  individuals.  These  doctrines  have  been 
'80  applied  in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  in  questions 
arising  out  of  contract,  and  in  questions  arising 
out  of  torts  and  frauds ;  and  to  apply  them  to  one 
class  of  libels  and  to  deny  their  application  to 
Another  class  of  libels  on  the  ground  that  malice 
cannot  be  imputed  to  a  body  corporate  appears  to 
their  Lordships  to  be  contrary  to  sound  legal 
principles.  To  talk  abnut  imputing  malice  to 
corporationB  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  intro- 
duce metaphysical  subtleties  which  are  needless 
and  fallacious.  Their  Lordships  concur  with  the 
view  of  the  Acting  Chief  Justice  in  this  case  that 
if  Fitzpatrick  published  the  libel  complained  of  in 
the  course  of  nis  employment,  the  company  are 
liable  for  it  on  ordinary  principles  of  agency. 
Fitzpatrick's  letter,  although  published  on  a 
privileged  occasion,  was  not  itself  privileged; 
and  not  being  privileged  the  letter  must  be  treated 
as  any  other  libel  written  and  published  by  an 
officer  of  the  company.  There  remains,  however, 
the  important  question  whether  there  was 
evidence  on  which  the  jury  could  properly  find 
that  the  publication  of  the  letter  was  within  the 
scope  of  Fitzpatrick's  authority  or,  what  is  the 
same  thing,  within  the  scope  of  his  employment. 
He  was  engaged  by  a  written  agreement;  he  was 
a  superintendent ;  he  was  to  act  under  instruc* 
tions  given  to  him  by  properly  authorised  officers 
and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  company.  He  was  to  devote  bis  whole 
time  to  fnrtfaenng  the  company's  business.  He 
was  to  receive  and  pay  money,  keep  proper  accounts, 
and  to  supervise  various  agencies  under  him. 


He  was  to  be  paid  a  salary  of  52.  a  week  and  a 
commission  on  policies  procured  by  him.  The 
written  agreement  did  not  state  more  precisely 
what  his  duties  were.  Witnesses  were  called  to 
throw  farther  light  upon  the  subject.  Mr.  Eedy, 
the  general  secretary  of  the  company,  said  that  if 
policy-holders  wanted  to  know  why  the  company 
did  not  prosecute  Brown  for  his  statements  aoont 
the  company,  Fitzpatrick  should  have  oommnni- 
cated  that  matter  to  the  head  office  before  taking 
action.  "  It  would  have  been  his  duty."  Another 
witness  said  his  duty  was  to  appoint  and  look 
after  agents,  and  "to  stand  as  an  intermediate 
between  the  assured  and  the  office.  His 
authority  is  to  secure  business  and  save  bosiness 
and  to  visit  policy-holders  whose  policies  have 
lapsed  or  are  likely  to  lapse.  In  the  district 
itself  there  is  no  one  above  him."  It  is  dear  that 
the  scope  of  Fitzpatrick's  authority  and  employ- 
ment was  wide  and  by  no  means  clearly  defined. 
In  considering  the  scope  of  his  authority  and 
employment,  their  Lordships  agree  with  the 
Acting  Chief  Justice  in  thinking  that  the  jury 
were  entitled  to  act  on  their  own  knowledge  of 
colonial  business  and  habits.  They  were  entitled 
to  consider  the  necessitiee  of  the  case  arising 
from  the  size  and  nature  of  the  district  placed 
under  Fitzpatrick's  supervision  and  what  would 
naturally  be  done  in  the  colony  by  a  person  in  his 
position.  He  bad  no  actual  authority  express  or 
implied  to  write  libels  nor  to  do  anything  legally 
wrong ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  nave 
had  any  such  authority  in  order  to  render  the 
company  liable  for  his  acts.  The  law  upon  this 
subject  cannot  be  bettor  expressed  than  it  was  by 
the  Acting  Chief  Justice  in  this  case.  He  salid : 
"Although  the  particular  act  which  gives  the 
cause  of  action  may  not  be  authorised,  still  if  the 
act  is  done  in  the  course  of  employment  which  is 
authorised,  then  the  master  is  liable  for  the  act  of 
bis  servant."  This  doctrine  has  been  approved 
and  acted  upon  by  this  boird  in  MacJeay  v.  Com- 
mercial Bank  of  New  Brumwiek  (30  L.  T.  Bep. 
180;  L.  Bep.  5  P.  C.  394)  and  Swire  v.  Franeit 
(37  L.  T.  Bep.  554 ;  3  App.  Cas.  106),  and  the 
doctrine  is  as  applicable  to  incorporated  com- 
panies as  to  individuals.  All  doubt  on  this 
question  was  removed  by  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Ezcheqaer  Chamber  in  Banoick  v. 
EnqlUh  Joint  Stock  Bank  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  461 ; 
L.  b«p.  2  Ex.  259),  which  is  the  leading  case  on 
the  subject.  It  was  distinctly  approved  by  Lord 
Selbome  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Houldtworth 
v.  City  of  Olaggow  Bank  (42  L.  T.  Bep.  194; 
5  App.  Cas.  317,  326),  and  has  bean  followed  in 
numerous  other  cases.  Such  being  the  evidence, 
their  Lordships  cannot  judicially  hold  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding 
that  it  was  within  the  scope  of  Fitzpatrick's 
authority  and  employment  to  write  to  policy- 
holders in  order  to  counteract  the  mischief  which 
Brown  was  doing  to  the  business  of  the  company ; 
and  although  Fitzpatrick  went  too  far  and  made 
charges  against  Brown  which  he  knew  were  not 
true,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  thau  the 
company  are  legally  responsible  for  what  he 
wrote.  As  regards  the  verdict  being  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 
that  Simpson,  J.,  who  tried  the  last  action,  was 
satisfied  with  the  yerdict,  and  he  reports  that  the 
judges  who  tried  the  two  previous  actions  were 
also  satisfied  with  the  verdicts  given  in  them. 
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Their  Lordships  see  no  reason  for  thinking  the 
verdict  tnon^  on  the  evidence  adduced.  Their 
Lordships  wlI  therefore  hnmblv  advise  His 
Majesty  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  the  appellant 
companj  mnst  pay  the  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Charle$  B»$BeU  and 
Co. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondent,  /.  H.  Oeilbraitk. 


April  19  and  May  14. 
(Present :  The  Bisht  Hons.  Lords  Macnaghtbit, 
Datbt,    and    Limdlet,    and    Sir    Abthub 
Wilson.) 

Glbnwood  Litmbbb  Gompant  v. 
Phillips,  (a) 

ON  APPBAL  FBOM   THE  8UPBEMB  COVBT  OF 
NEWrOtrifDLAND. 

Occupation  of  land — Bight  of  occupier  at  against 
wrongdoer — Lieente  to  cut  timber — Effect  of— 
Con$olidated  Statute*  of  Newfoundland  {second 
series),  c.  13,  «.  51. 

The  effect  of  a  licence  to  cut  timber  on  Croum  land 
under  e.  13,  sect.  51,  of  the  Coneolidated  Statute* 
■of  Newfoundland  {second  series)  i*  to  confer  a 
title  to  the  land  and  an  exelueive  right  of  oeeu- 
pation  in  the  licensee,  subject  to  the  reservations 
contained  in  the  Act ;  and  therefore  such  licensee 
has  lawful  possession  of  timber  lying  on  the  land 
which  was  cut  by  a  trespasser  before  the  date 
■of  the  licence,  ana  is  entUled  to  damages  for  its 
■removal. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

The  Winkfield  (85  L.  T.  Rep.  668 ;  (1902)  P.  42) 
approved. 

Appeal  from  a  jndgment  of  the  Sapreme 
Court  of  Newfoundland  a£Srming  a  jndgment  of 
Morison,  J.  in  favour  of  the  respondent,  the 
plaintiff  below. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  quantity 
of  timber,  or  its  value,  and  for  damages,  under 
oironinstanoes  which  appear  fully  in  the  judg- 
ment of  their  Lordships. 

Sir  /.  S.  Winter,  K.C.  (of  the  Colonial  Bar) 
and  W.  B.  Cozens-Hardy  appeared  for  the  appel- 
lants. 

/.  Eldan  Banhes,  K.C.  and  Dumas  for  the 
respondent. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ahips  took  time  to  consider  their  j  udgmeat. 

May  14.  —  Their  Lordships'  jndgment  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Davet.  —  In  1898  the  appeUants  and 
the  respondent  Phillips  respectively  applied  to 
the  Governor  in  Council  of  the  Colony  of 
Newfoundland  for  licences  to  cut  timber  on 
oertun  blocks  of  timber  land  near  the  Mun 
Biver  flowing  into  Gander  Lake  in  that  colony. 
The  respondent  Phillips  is  hereafter  referred  to 
as  the  respondent.  The  practice  appears  to  be 
tor  snch  applications  to  be  first  considered  in  the 
Colonial  Secretary's  office,  and  if  they  are  approved 
a  notification  is  sent  to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Mines,  from  whose  office  the  licences  are 
then  issued.  On  the  16th  Nov.  1898  the  Deputy 
Colonial  Secretary  wrote  a  letter  of  that  date  to 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Mines  inclosing 

(«)  Beporttd  b7  C.  E.  lilALDlK,B(q.,  BurUtcr^t-Law. 


four  licences  to  cut  timber  which  (he  stated)  had 
been  approved  by  his  ExcellencT  the  Governor, 
and  haid  been  granted  to  the  following  persons 
— viz.,  to  the  respondent  two  blocks,  one  of 
which  is  the  area  in  question  in  this  litiga- 
tion, and  to  the  appellants  two  other  blocks. 
The  respondent's  agent  was  informed  by  the 
Colonial  Secretary  on  the  15th  Nov.  1898  that 
the  grants  to  him  had  been  passed,  but  no  licence 
was  issued  until  the  20th  Jan.  1899.  On  the  17th 
Oct.  1898  the  appellants,  without  any  title  to  do 
so  bat  (as  stated  in  their  case)  "expecting  and 
believing  "  that  their  application  would  be  granted 
by  the  w>vemment,  commenced  cutting  timber  on 
land  which  was  comprised  in  the  licenoe  afterwards 
granted  to  the  respondent,  and  they  continued 
such  cutting,  notwithstanding  a  formal  notice 
from  the  respondent,  until  the  23rd  Jan.  1899. 
At  that  date  the  timber  which  had  been  cut  by 
the  appellants  either  lay  on  the  ground  or  was 
piled  on  the  land  near  the  river.  None  of  it  was 
removed  until  after  the  23rd  Jan.  The  respondents' 
licence,  which  was  dated  the  20th  Jan.  1899,  was 
g^nted  under  the  Great  Seal  of  the  Colony,  in 
pursuance  of  sect  51  of  cap.  13  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Statutes  of  Newfoundland  (second  series). 
The  Crown  thereby  "  licensed  "  to  the  respondent, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all 
that  tract,  piece,  or  parcel  of  laud  particularly 
described  to  hold  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  (i.e., 
for  catting  the  timber  thereon),  for  the  term 
of  twenty -one  years  from  the  date  of  the  licence, 
at  an  annual  rental  of  ninety-six  dollars,  and 
the  payment  of  a  bonus  of  forty  doUars  on  execu- 
tion. There  was  a  proviso  that  persons  might  at 
all  times  make  and  use  roads  upon  and  travel 
over  the  ground  licensed,  and  that  nothing  therein 
contained  should  prevent  any  person  taking 
standing  timber  without  compensation  to  be 
used  for  certain  public  works  by  the  Government, 
the  authority  of  the  Surveyor- General  being  first 
obtained,  and  that  persons  settling  by  lawful 
authority  within  the  ground  licensed  should  not 
be  interrupted  in  clearing  and  cultivation  by  the 
licensee.  The  appellants  contended  that  this 
instrument  confened  only  a  licenoe  to  cut  timber 
and  carry  it  awav,  and  did  not  give  the  respon- 
dent any  right  or  occupation  or  interest  in  the 
land  itself.  Having  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  under  the  powers  of  which  it  was 
executed  and  to  the  language  of  the  document 
itself,  their  Lordships  cannot  adopt  this  view  of 
the  construction  or  effect  of  it.  In  the  so-called 
licence  itself  it  is  called  indifEerentiv  a  licenoe 
and  a  demise,  but  in  the  Act  it  is  spoken  of  as  a 
lease,  and  the  holder  of  it  is  described  as  the  lessee. 
It  is  not,  however,  a  question  of  words,  but  of 
substance.  If  the  effect  of  the  instrument  is  to  give 
the  holder  an  exclusive  right  of  occupation  of  the 
land  though  subject  to  certaiu  reservations  or 
to  a  restriction  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  may 
be  used,  it  is  in  law  a  demise  of  the  land  itself. 
By  sub-sect.  (7)  of  sect.  51  of  the  Act  it  is  enacted 
that  the  lease  shall  vest  in  the  lessee  the  right  to 
take  and  keep  exclusive  possession  of  the  lands 
described  therein  subject  to  the  conditions  in  the 
Act  provided  or  referred  to,  and  the  lessee  is 
empowered  (amongst  other  things)  to  bring  any 
actions  or  suits  asainst  any  party  unlawfully  in 
possession  of  any  land  so  leased  and  to.  prosecute 
all  trespassers  thereon.  The  operative  part  and 
Itabendum   in    the   licence   is   framed   in    apt 
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laagnage  to  carry  out  the  intention  80  expressed 
in  the  Act.    And  their  Lordships  hare  no  doubt 
that  the  effect  of  the  so-called  licence  was  to 
confer  a  title  to  the  land  itself  on  the  respondent. 
Subsequently  to  the  23rd  Jan.  1899  the  appel- 
lants proceeded  to  remove  the  logs  which  they  had 
cut  before  that  date.    On  the  20th  June  1899  the 
respondent  commenced  an  action  against   the 
appellants.    In   the   statement    of   daim  it  is 
alleged  (1)  that  the  appellants  on  the  20tii  Jan. 
1899  and  divers  other  dates  wrongfully  entered  on 
the  respondent's  land  and  cut  down  the  respon- 
dent s  trees;    (2)  that  the  appellants  detained 
from  the  respondent  the  respondent's  goods  and 
chattels — that  is  to  say,    15,500  logs — and  the 
respondent  claimed  a  return  of  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  or  their  value,  and  by  the  3rd  para- 
graph the   respondent  claimed    an    injunotioD. 
The  defence  was  a  traverse  of  the  allegations  in 
pars.  1  and  2.      This  defence  was,  uter  trial, 
amended  by  adding  specific  allegations  that  the 
land  described  was  not  the  respondent's  land,  and 
the  trees  stated  to  have  been  cut  down  were  not 
the  respondent's  trees,   and  the  logs  stated  to 
have  been  detained  were  not  the  respondent's 
logs.    The  action  was  tried  before  Morison,  J., 
and  by  his  judgment,  dated  the  27th  Aug.  1900, 
it  was  adjudged   that   the   respondent   should 
recover  from  the  appellants  521,979ft.  of  lumber 
then  piled  in  the  appellants'  mill,  or  3132  dollars 
their  value,  and  468  dollars  for  other  lumber,  and 
400  dollars  damages  and  costs,  and  that  a  sum  of 
1174'50  dollars  (which  the  respondent  had  agreed 
to  pay  to  the  appellants  for  sawing  the  logs  after 
the  date  of  an  interlocutory  injunction)  be  set  off 
against  the  damans  and  costs.    There  was  an 
appeal  from  this  judgment,  which,  by  an  order 
dated  the  2nd  Apnl  1901,  was  ordered  to  be  dis- 
missed with  costs.    The  preisent  appeal  is  from 
the  latter  order.'    The  first  and  principal  point 
taken  for  the  appellants  at  their  Liordships  Bar 
was  that  the  logs  havine  been  cut  before  the  date 
of  the  commencement  of  the  respondent's  title  did 
not  vest  in,  and  were  not  the  property  of,  the 
respondent.    It  was  also  contended  that  at  any 
rate  an  alteration  should  be  made  in  the  details 
of  the  judgment.     An  endeavour  was  made  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  to  restrict 
the  second  paragraph  of  the  statement  of  claim 
to  1<^  cut  after  the  20th  Jan.  1899.    Their  Lord- 
ships cannot  accept  this  narrow  construction  of 
the  statement  of  claim,  and  they  think  that  the 
action  was  in  substance  for  trespassing  on  the 
the  respondent's  lands,  and  for  detinue  of  the  logs 
removed  from  his  lands  after  the  20th  Jan.  1899. 
The  action  was  in  fact  so  treated  by  the  learned 
judge  at  the  trial.    It  was  then  said  that  at  any 
rate  the  logs  were  as  between  the  repondent  and 
the  Grown,  the  property  of  the  Crown.     The 
answer  to  this  argument  is  that  the  appellants 
were  wrongdoers  in  every  step  of  their  proceed- 
ings. There  is  not  a  hint  in  either  of  the  pleadings 
or  the  evidence  of  any  title  in  the  appellants  to 
cut  the  trees.    Indeed,  any  such  title  is  negatived 
by  their  own  statement  in  their  case  that  they 
acted  in  expectation  only  that  they  would  after- 
wards acquire  a  title,  and  by  the  evidence,  and 
their  Lordships  cannot  listen  to  the  suggestion  of 
counsel  that  tne  appellants  may  have  had  a  Ucence 
from  the  Grown.    The  appellants  were  wrong- 
doers in  entering  on  the  lands  of  the  respondent 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  logs,  and  also  in 


removing  the  logs  which  were  certainly  not  thmr 
property.  The  respondent  on  the  other  hand  was, 
in  their  Lordships  opinion,  lessee  and  occupier  of 
of  the  lands,  and  as  such,  had  lawful  possession 
of  the  logs  which  were  on  the  land.  It  is  a  well- 
established  principle  in  English  law  that  posses- 
sion is  good  against  a  wrongdoer  and  the  latter 
cannot  set  ap  a  jum  tertii  unless  he  claims  under 
it.  This  question  has  been  exhaustively  discussed 
by  Collins,  M.B.  in  the  recent  case  of  The  Wink- 
field  (85  L.  T.  Rep.  668;  (1902)  P.  42.)  In 
Jeffries  v.  Great  Western  Bailway  Company  (2& 
L.  T.  Hep.  O.  S.  217 ;  5  E.  &  B.  802).  Lord 
Campbell,  C.J.  is  reported  to  have  said :  "  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  law  is  that  a  person  possessed 
of  goods  as  his  property  has  a  good  title  as  against 
every  stranger,  and  that  one  who  takes  them  from 
him  having  no  title  in  himself  is  a  wrongdoer, 
and  cannot  defend  himself  by  showing  that  there 
was  title  in  some  third  person,  for  against  a, 
wrongdoer  possession  is  title."  The  A&stor  of 
the  Bolls,  after  quoting  this  passage,  continues : 
"  Therefore  it  is  not  open  to  the  denndant,  being 
a  wrongdoer,  to  inquire  into  the  nature  or  limita- 
tion of  the  possessor's  right,  and  unless  it  is  com- 
petent for  him  to  do  so  the  question  of  his  relation 
to,  or  liability  towards,  the  true  owner  cannot 
come  into  the  discussion  at  all,  and  therefore,  as 
between  those  two  parties,  full  damages  have  to 
be  paid  without  any  further  inquiry."  Their 
Lordships  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  refer  at 
any  greater  length  to  the  reasoning  and  authori- 
ties by  which  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  supporte 
this  conclusion  and  are  content  to  express  their 
entire  concurrence  in  it.  The  learned  counsel  for 
the  appellante  recently  moved  before  their  Lord- 
ships for  leave  to  make  a  further  statement  as  to 
matters  which  he  said  had  not  been  considered  in 
the  argument.  The  application  was  unusual,  but 
their  Lordships  thought  it  better  to  hear  tb» 
motion.  Attention  was  then  drawn  to  the  state- 
ment in  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  as  to 
the  agreement  of  the  7th  Sept.  1899  entered  into 
between  the  parties  in  the  course  of  the  litigation. 
The  agreement  itself  is  not  in  the  record  ana  is  not 
referred  to  in  the  appellants'  case,  and  it 
was  obviously  not  intended  to  be  relied  on  in 
support  of  their  appeal.  Nor  does  it  appear 
to  uieir  Lordships  to  give  them  any  assistance. 
These  considerations  dispose  of  the  appellante' 
principal  point,  aud  it  is  unnecessary  for  their 
Liordships  to  discuss  the  opinion  expressed  by 
Morison,  J.  that  the  communication  to  the  respon- 
dent that  his  application  for  a  licence  had  been 
granted  would  give  him  as  from  that  date  & 
good  title  to  the  logs,  although  the  licence  was 
not  completed  until  a  later  date.  The  appellante' 
point  on  the  form  of  the  judgment  is  that  the 
learned  judge  should  have  allowed  them  as 
against  the  respondent  the  expenses  of  cutting 
the  trees  and  floating  the  lo^s  down  the  river,  as 
well  as  the  expenses  of  sawing  and  piling.  The 
latter  expenses  were  allowed  by  arrangement 
between  the  parties.  There  was  no  arrangement 
as  to  the  former.  Their  Lordships  think  that 
the  judgment  is  in  the  form  usual  in  actions  for 
detinue,  and  it  would  not  be  right  to  impose  on 
the  respondent  the  obligation  of  paying  the 
appellants  the  expenses  of  their  wrongful  acte  aa 
a  condition  of  recovering  what  must  be  con- 
sidered in  this  action  as  his  property,  although 
such  expenses  might  properly,  but  would  not 
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necessaxily,  be  taken  into  account  in  eetimatine 
the  alternative  damages.  Their  Lordships  will 
humbly  advise  His  Majesty  that  the  appeal  be 
dismissed,  and  the  appellants  will  pay  the  costs 
of  it,  inclnding  the  costs  of  the  motion  made  by 
Sir  James  Winter  subsequent  to  the  hearing. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Bum  and  Ber. 
ridge. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Oodden,  Son,  and 
Holme. 


April  20  and  May  14. 
(Present :  The  Bight  Hons.  Lords  Macnaqhteit, 
Davbt,    and    Lindlbt,    and    Sir    Abthub 
Wilson.) 

LtTKST  AND  ANOTHEB  V.  StDNET  HaBBOUB 

TsrST  GOMKIBSIONSBS.  (a) 
ON  APPBAL  FBOM  THB  8I7PBBME  UOUBT  OF 
NBW   SOUTH   WAUBS. 

Law  of  New    South    Walet  —  Sydney  Harbour 
Truet  Act  1900,  «»,  27,  68— Wharfage  rates- 
Private  wharf — "  Interest  in  land  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act — Payment  of 
rent. 
By  the  Sydney  Harbour  Trwt  Act  1900,  s.  68,  the 
Harbour  Commissioners  constituted  by  the  Aet 
t«er«  directed  to  colled  in  respect  of  all  vessels 
berthed  "  at  any  wharf  vested  in  the  lommia- 
sioners"    ..."  wharjage  and  tonnage  rates 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Wharfage  and 
Tonnage  Act  1884."     The  Act  of  1884  did  not 
apply  to  private  wharfs. 
Held  {affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below), 
that  tfie  rates  granted  by  the  later  Act  were  to 
be  levied  on  goods  landed  ai  a  wharf  vested  in 
the  commissioners  though  it  was  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  a  private  person. 
Held,  further,  that  the  fact  that  the  lessee  of  a 
wharf  who  remained  in  occupation  of  the  wharf 
after  the  expiration  of  his  lease,  and  had  applied 
for  a  renewal  of  the  lease,  and  had  paid  rent  in 
advance  pending  such  renewal,   had  not   "  an 
interest  in  such  lands"  within  sect.  27  of  the 
Aet. 
Afpbal  by  special  leave  from  ajadgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Kew  South  Wales. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  appellants 
against  the  respondents  for  an  injunction  and 
damages  under  circumstances  which  appear  fully 
from  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

Haldane,  K.G.  and  B.  Farrer  appeared  for  the 
appellants. 

Asquith,  K.G.  and  Vaughan  Hawkins  for  the 
respondents. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships took  time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

May  14. — Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  de- 
livered by 

Sir  Abthub  Wilson. — The  Australian  Gas 
Light  Gompany  held  leases  from  the  Crown  of 
certain  wharfs  adjoining  its  own  lands  in  Kent- 
street,  Sydney,  expiring  on  the  Slst  Dec.  1899, 
and  a  like  lease  of  another  wharf  adjoining  its 
own  land  at  Mortlake,  expiring  on  the  Slst  Dec. 
1900.  Those  leases  were  granted  under  the  Grown 
Lands  Act  of  1884,  which  by  sects.  5  and  6  pro- 
hibits, amongst  other  things,  the  leasing  of  Crown 

(a)  Beportad  bj  0.  E.  Haldxn,  Xiq.,  B«iKtar«t-L*w. 


lands  except  under  and  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  while  sects.  89  and  145  with  the  regu- 
lations made  under  the  last- mentioned  section 
lay   down  stringent  conditions  which   must  be 
complied  with  in  order  to  give  validity  to  such 
leases  as  those  held  by  the  company.     On  th» 
28  th  Nov.  1899,  while  the  Kent-street  leases  were 
still  in  force,  the  company  applied  for  a  renewal 
of  them.    And  on  the  Slat  Jan.  1900,  while  the 
Mortlake  lease  was  still  in  force,  the  company 
applied  for  a  renewal  of  that  lease.    Nothing  is 
shown  to  have  beoi  done  at  the  time  upon  either 
of  those  applications ;  but  the  company  continued 
in  occupation  of  the  wharfs.    On  the  2l8t  Jan. 
1901  the  Under  Secretary  for  Lands  nrote  to  th& 
company    regarding    the  Kent-street    premises, 
referring  to  its  "  occupation "  "  of  the  sites  of 
terminated  special  leases,"   and  requesting  the 
Gompany  to  pay  into  the  Treasury  Department  a. 
sum  of  money  "  being  rent  at  the  former  rates 
for  the  years  1900  and  1901."     Payment  waa 
made    as    requested,  and    a  receipt  was    given 
headed  "  suspense  account,"  describing  the  money 
as  "  rent "  on  the  expired  leases,  and  adding  the 
words,  "Awaiting  reference  to  Lands   Depart- 
ment.   Leases  expired."     A  like  payment  was 
made  on  the  Slat  Deo.  1900  in  respect  of  th» 
Mortlake  wharf,  and  a  like  receipt  given.    On. 
the  14th  May  1901  the  company's  application  of 
the  28th  Nov.  1899  for  renewed  leases  of  the 
Kent-street  premises  was  refused  by  Government 
on  the  g^nnd  that  the  power  to  grant  such 
leases  had  become  vested  in  the  Harbour  Trust 
Gommissioners  under  the  Sydney  Harbour  Trust 
Act  1900.    The  company's  application  of  the  Slst 
Jan.  1900  for  a  renewed  lease  of  the  Mortlake  pre- 
mises does  not  appear  to  have  been  specifically 
answered,  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  legal  disability 
was  the  same  in  both  cases.    The  Sydney  Harbour 
Trust  Act  1900,  just  referred  to  and  ralied  upon 
by  the  Government  as  having  altered  the  legal 
position,  was  passed  on  the  11th  Feb.  1901,  and 
was  declared  to  come  into  force  on  the  previoua . 
Ist  Nov.  1900,  which  day  was  made  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Act.    That  Act  constituted  a  body 
of  Harbour  Gommissioners.    Sect.  27  vested  ixk 
them  all  Grown  lands  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  port,  "  subject  to  the  interest  of  any  persona 
in  such  lands  existing  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  this  Act."    Sect.  29  enacts  that :  "  No  lease  or 
licence  in  force  at  the  commencement  of  this  Act 
of  or  relating  to  any  Grown  land  hereby  vested 
in  the  commissioners  shall    be  in  any  manner 
affected  by  this  Act."    Sect.  68  directs  the  com- 
missioners to  collect  in  respect  of   all  vessels 
berthed  "at  any  wharf    .    .    .    vested   in  tho' 
commissioners  or  in  respect  of  all  goods    .    .     . 
shipped  on    or  unshipped  from  any  vessel   so 
berthed  wharfage  and  tonnage  rates  according 
to  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Wharfage  and 
Tonnage  Act  of   1880  and  Acts  amending  tho 
same,  which  Acts  are  mutatis  tnutandis  hereby 
incorporated    .    .     .    subject  to  the  provisions 
hereinafter   mentioned;     and    all     the    powers 
therein  contained  are  hereby  conferred  upon  tho 
commissioners,"   Other  provisions  followed.   The 
Wharfage  and  Tonnage  Act  of  1880  so  incorpo- 
rated is  an  Act  of  general  application  in  the 
colony.    It  authorised  the  levy  of  inward  and 
outward  wharfage  rates,  not  exceeding  those  in 
the  schedule,  on  goods  shipped  or  unshipped  upon 
wharfs  of  two  kinds,  public  wharfs  and  private 
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safferanoe  wharfa,  both  of  which  terms  are  de- 
fined ;  and  the  Act  contains  other  provisions  in 
connection  with  such  wharfs  and  snoh  wharfage 
rates.  On  the  29th  May  1901  the  oommis- 
sioners  claimed  payment  bv  the  company  of 
wharfage  rates  on  coal  unsbipped  at  the  Kent- 
etreet  and  Mortlake  wharfs  smoe  the  11th  Peb. 
1901,  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the  Sydney 
Harbour  Trust  Act  1900.  The  correapondenoe 
which  followed  did  not  lead  to  an  agreement. 
On  the  27th  Aug.  the  commissioners  gave 
notice  that  unless  the  company  paid  the 
wharfages  already  due  and  agreed  to  pay  them 
in  the  future  vessels  would  not  be  aUowed  to 
berth  at  the  wharfs  after  the  Ist  Sept.  And  in 
pursuance  of  this  notice  berths  were  refused  to 
certain  vessels.  The  present  suit  was  iJbereupon 
brought  on  the  6th  Sept.  1901  by  the  company 
and  by  Grainford  (who  was  interested  in  the 
matter  by  reason  of  his  being  under  contract  to 
•apply  coal  to  the  company)  against  the  com- 
mtasioners,  claiming  an  injunction,  a  declaration 
against  the  right  of  the  commissioners  to 
wharfage,  and  dama^.  A  temporary  injunction 
was,  in  the  first  instance,  granted  ex  parte. 
This  was  followed  bv  a  motion  to  continue  the 
iajunction,  on  the  hearing  of  which  the  case 
between  the  parties  was  imlly  gone  into ;  and 
Walker,  J.  made  an  order  continuing  the  injunc- 
tion, thus  disposing  of  the  whole  suit  on  the 
merits.  The  Full  Court,  on  appeal,  unanimously 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  learned  judge,  and 
dissolved  the  injunction.  Against  that  decision 
the  present  appeal  has  b^i  brought.  The 
^aestion  for  decision  is  whether,  as  uie  learned 

iudges  of  the  Pull  Court  held,  the  commissioners 
lad  the  right  to  levy  wharfage  dues  upon  goods 
landed  at  these  whans,  for  if  they  had  everything 
else  follows  and  the  appeal  fails.  In  the  argu- 
ments before  their  Lordships  the  case  for  the 
appellants  was  placed  upon  two  grounds.  It 
was  contended,  first,  that  the  commissioners 
have  power  to  levy  wharfage  rates  only  in 
the  cases  of  public  wharfs  and  private  suffer- 
ance wharfs;  and  that,  as  the  wharfs  in  (ques- 
tion are  mere  private  wharfs,  not  falling  within 
either  of  those  descriptions,  sect.  68  of  the 
Sydney  Harbour  Trust  Act  did  not  authorise  the 
levy  of  wharfage  upon  them.  It  was  argued 
thut,  as  the  wharfage  rates  granted  by  that 
section  are  to  be  levied  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  earlier  Wharfage  and  Tonnage  Act  which 
is  incorporated,  and  as  that  Act  granted  wharfage 
only  upon  two  classes  of  wharfs,  the  later  Act 
must  be  similarly  restricted.  And  in  support  of 
this,  it  was  pointed  out  that  in  sect.  32,  and 
perhaps  in  other  places  of  the  later  Act,  the  dis- 
tinction between  private  wharfs  and  others  is 
recognised  as  stall  subsisting,  and  as  material  for 
some  purposes  at  least.  Their  Lordships  agree 
with  the  learned  judges  of  the  Poll  Court  in 
thinking  that  the  language  of  sect.  68  of  the 
Sydney  Harbour  Trust  Act  is  too  clear  to  admit 
of  sucn  an  interpretation.  The  wharfage  rates 
granted  by  it  are  to  be  levied  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  earlier  Act,  but  they  are  granted 
in  express  terms  upon  any  wharf  vested  in  the 
commissioners.  It  was  contended,  secondly, 
that  by  reason  of  the  payment  and  receipt  of 
rent  in  respect  of  the  wharfs  for  the  year  1901, 
under  the  circumstances  already  stated,  the 
company  had  at  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the 


Sydney  Harbour  Trust  Act,  an  interest  in  the 
wharfs  within  tbe  meaning  of  sect.  27;  that  that 
interest  was  valid  for  the  whole  year  1901,  or,  in 
the  ^temative,  for  a  part  of  it ;  that  it  was  pro- 
tected by  the  words  of  sect.  27 ;  and  that  it  was 
an  interest  of  such  a  nature  as  to  preclude  the 
levy  of  wharfage  rates  by  tbe  commissioners. 
Their  Lordships  agree  with  the  learned  judges 
of  the  Pull  Court  that  this  position  is  not  tenable. 
The  only  interest  in  the  wharfs  which  the  com- 
pany ever  contemplated  acquiring  were  the  leases 
for  which  it  applied.  The  money  was  paid  in  the 
hope  of  acqmring  those  leases,  but  with  know- 
ledge that  the  obtaining  of  them  was  quite 
uncertain,  for  they  never  conld  be  granted  unless 
all  the  conditions  prescribed  by  the  law  should 
be  complied  with;  and  the  facte  were  clearly 
shown  upon  tbe  receipts  accepted  by  the  com- 
pany. The  leases  never  were  granted,  there  never 
was  any  right  to  claim  them  which  could  have 
been  enforoed  against  Government,  and  with 
the  passing  of  the  Sydney  Harbour  Trust  Act, 
the  possibiUty  of  their  being  granted  by  Grovem- 
ment  came  to  an  end.  Whether  the  company  is 
entitled  to  claim  a  return  by  the  Government  of 
any  part  of  the  money  paid  is  a  question  which  is 
not  raised  in  this  suit  or  between  these  parties. 
Whether,  if  the  Crown  had  proceeded  against 
the  company  for  damages  as  a  trespasser,  the 
company  could  have  pleaded  leave  and  licence 
in  answer  is  a  question  which  also  is  not  raised. 
But  it  would  be  difficult  to  hold  that  the  company 
had  acquired  an  interest  in  the  wharfs  without 
in  effect  holding  that  thev  obteined  a  demise  in  a 
manner  render^  impossible  by  tbe  Crown  Lands 
Act.  But  supposing  that  it  could  be  held  that 
the  company  had  an  interest  in  the  wharfs,  what 
would  the-  character  of  that  interest  be  P  It  could 
only  be  some  kind  of  right,  complete  or  incom- 
plete, in  the  company  to  the  possession  or  occa- 
pation  or  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  wharfs  as  ito 
private  wharfs.  And  it  has  been  already  shown 
that  whaifage  rates  are  to  be  levied  on  private 
wharfs  as  wdl  as  on  others.  The  supposed  inter- 
est, therefore,  which  has  been  contended  for 
would  have  been  ineffectual  for  securing  the 
object  for  which  it  was  invoked.  Their  Lord- 
ships  will  humbly  advise  His  Majesty  that  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed.  The  app^lante  will 
pay  the  coste. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellante,  HemtUy  and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondente,  Q.  M.  Light. 


AprU  28,  29,  and  May  14. 
(Preeent:    The  Bight  Hons.  the  Lord  Chah- 
CKLLOB     (Halabury),     Lords    Lindlet    and 
KiNEoss,  and  Sir  Akthur  Wilson.) 
Smith  v.  McAkthub  and  others,  (a) 

OS     APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF 
NEW  ZEALAND. 

Law  of  New  Zealand — Licensing  Act  1895,  «.  3,  8, 
gub-s.  4 — Lieeneing  poll — Poll  ntUl  and  void—' 
Benewal  of  eaeieting  lieenees. 

By  the  New  Zealand  Licensing  Act  1895,  s.  3, 
"  No  licence  of  any  deteription  thall  be  granted 
or  renewed  until  the  electors  of  the  district  have 
previously  determined  in  manner  hereinafter 

(«)  B«iiortad  b;  0.  E.  Haldmb,  Eiq.,  liUTUMr«t-Law. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Aug.  6,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc— 745 


Pbiv.  Co.] 


Smith  «.  MoAsthus  and  othsbs. 


[Pbit,  Co. 


provided  (1)  whether  the  »wnber  of  lieenee' 
exieting  in  the  dielriet  it  to  eontiuue ;  (2)  whether 
the  number  of  lieeneet  exieting  in  the  district  it 
to  be  redtuxd ;  (3)  whether  no  lieeneet  are  to.  be 
granted  in  the  dittriet." 

By  sect.  8,  lub-teet.  4,  if  "  none  of  the  proposals 
retpeeting  licences  in  the  district  it  earned  by 
the  prescribed  majority  .  .  ,  the  number  of 
licences  shall  eonttntte  at  they  are  until  the  next 
lieeniing  poU." 

A  "  licensing  pdU  "  was  taken  in  the  N.  district,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  but 
was  afterwards  declared  void  on  the  ground  of 
certain  irregularities. 

The  appellant,  who  was  the  holder  of  a  licence  in 
the  dutriet,  afterwards  applied  to  the  licensing 
committee  for  a  renewal  of  his  licence. 

No  objection  was  made  to  the  renewal,  but  the 
committee  held  that,  under  the  eircumstanees, 
tttey  had  no  power  to  renew  any  lieenoe. 

Seld,  that  the  contingency  of  the  poll  taken  being 
legally  nidi  and  void  was  covered  by  seet.  8,  sub- 
sect.  4,  and  that  all  existing  licences  continued 
in  force  until  the  next  licensing  poll. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed. 

Appxal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Supreme  Conrt 
of  New  Zealand  diamiasing  a  motion  for  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  the  licensing  committee  of  the 
Newtown  dlBtrict  to  grant  the  application  of  the 
appellant,  an  hotel- keeper,  for  the  renewal  of  his 
lioenoe  under  "the  Licensing  Acts,"  the  com- 
mittee having  refaaed  to  do  so  on  the  ground 
that  thev  had  no  longer  anj  jurisdiction  to  issue 
licences  m  the  district  in  consequence  of  a  poll  of 
the  electors  under  the  Alcoholic  Liquors  Sale 
Control  Act  Amendment  Act  1895,  having  been 
declared  void  on  the  g^nnd  of  irregularities  in 
the  taking  of  the  poll. 

The  appellant  had  for  some  time  been  the 
holder  of  a  publican's  licence  in  respect  of  his 
hotel,  and  the  licence  was  on  the  4th  June  1902 
renewed  for  the  year  ending  the  30th  June  1903. 

At  the  date  of  the  renewal  the  hotel  was 
situated  in  the  licensing  district  of  Wellington 
Snborba. 

Under  the  Alcoholic  Sale  Control  Act  1893  the 
'  licensing  districts  are  the  electoral  districts  for 
the  time  being  of  the  colony.  These  districts  are 
altered  is  accordance  with  the  results  of  each 
quinquennial  census,  the  new  districts  coming 
into  force  on  the  dissolu'tion  or  expiration  of  the 
then  existing  Parliament.  Licences  are  granted 
and  renewed  in  each  district  by  a  licensing  com- 
mittee consisting  of  the  stipendiary  magistrate 
and  peraoaa  elected  by  the  electors  of  the 
district. 

Under  a  proclamation  by  the  Governor  of  the 
ColonT,  which  came  into  effect  in  Nov.  1902,  a 
new  elaotoral  district  was  constituted  iinder  the 
name  of  the  Newtown  Electoral  District,  com- 
posed of  portions  of  the  previous  electoral 
districts  of  Wellington  Suburbs  and  Wellington 
City,  and  indnd&g  the  hotel,  and  the  new 
electoral  district  thereupon  became  a  licensing 
district. 

The  last  licensing  poU  for  the  Wellington 
Suburbs  District,  held  under  the  AlcoEolio 
Liquors  Sale  Control  Act  Amendment  Act  1895, 
took  place  in  1899,  and  the  result  was  that  the 
proposal  that  the  number  of  licences  existing  in 
that  district  should  continue  was  carried. 


On  the  25th  Nov.  1902  a  licensing  poll  for  the 
licensing  district  of  Newtown  took  place,  and  it 
was  declared  that  a  proposal  that  no  licences 
should  be  granted  in  that  district  had  been 
carried. 

Snbsequentiy  the  last-mentioned  poll  was 
declared  void  on  the  ground  of  irregularities  in 
the  taking  of  it. 

An  application  was  made  under  the  Licensing 
Act  1881  to  the  Governor  to  appoint  a  day  for  a 
new  poll,  but  it  was  not  acceded  to. 
11.  The  respondents  were  subsequentiy  elected 
members  of  the  licensing  committee  for  the 
Newtown  district,  Mr.  M' Arthur  (the  stipendiary 
magistrate)  being  appointed  chairman. 

At  the  annual  meeting  of  the  committee  on  the 
5th  June  1903  an  application  was  made  by  the 
appelant  for  a  renewal  of  his  Ucenoe  in  respect  of 
the  hotel. 

The  committee  refused  the  appellant's  applica- 
tion and  all  other  applications  for  licences,  on  the 
ground  that  they  had  no  iorisdiotion  to  grant 
licences  or  renevals  of  licences  within  the 
district. 

Actions  were  then  brought  in  the  Supreme 
Court  by  the  appellant  and  four  other  appbcants 
against  the  licensing  committee,  in  each  case  for 
a  mandamus  to  the  respondents  to  grant,  or  in 
the  alternative  to  hear  and  determine,  the  applica- 
tions. 

The  appellant's  motion  for  a  mandamtts  and 
similar  motions  in  the  other  four  actions  cii-me  on 
for  hearing  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  July  1903. 

The  conrt  (Stout,  C.J.,  Denniston  and  Cooper, 
JJ.)  delivered  judgment,  dismissing  the  appel- 
lant's motion  for  a  mandamus  with  costs, 
ConoUy  and  Edwards,  JJ.  dissenting. 

Danekwefts,  K.C.,  Vaughan  Hawkins,  and 
Sherrett  (of  the  Colonial  Bar),  appeared  for  the 
appellant. 

Northeote  for  the  respondent. 

The  arguments  turned  entirely  upon  the 
sections  of  the  colonial  statutes,  which  are  set  out 
in  the  judgment. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  their  Lord- 
ships took'  time  to  consider  their  judgment.       ' 

May  14. — Their  Lordship's  judgment  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  LiNDLXT. — ^This  is  am  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Zealand, 
dismissing  a  motion  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
the  licenamg  committee  of  the  Newtown  district, 
to  grant  or,  in  the  alternative,  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine, the  appellant's  application  for  the  renewal 
of  his  licence  under  "  the  Licensing  Acta."  The 
court  refused  to  do  so  on  the  ground  that  they 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  application. 
The  practical  result  of  mis  decision  is  that,  so 
far  as  thi  Newtown  district  is  concerned,  the 
Licensing  Acts  are  brought  to  a  deadlock. 
Existing  licences  in  the  district  cannot  be 
renewed,  and  no  new  licences  in  it  can  be  granted. 
The  facts  are  as  follows  :  The  appellant  nad  for 
some  time  been  the  holder  of  a  puolican's  licence 
in  respect  of  a  hotel  called  the  Park  Hotel,  and 
such  licence  was  on  the  4th  June  1902  renewed 
for  the  year  ending  the  30th  June  1903.  At  the 
date  of  such  renewal  the  hotel  was  situite  in  the 
licensing  district  of  Wellington  Suburbs.  Under 
a  proclamation  by  the  Governor  of  New  Zealand, 
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dated  the  13th  Aug.  1902,  which  oame  into  effect 
on  the  5th  Nov.  1902,  a  new  electoral  district  was 
duly  oonstitoted  under  the  name  of  the  Newtown 
'electoral  district,  consistine  of  parts  of  the  pre- 
Tions  electoral  districts  of  Wellington  Sabnrhs 
and  Wellington  City  and  comprising  the  said 
hotel ;  and  such  new  electoral  district  thereupon 
became,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Licensing 
Act  1881,  and  the  Acta  amendini;  the  same,  a 
licensing  district.  On  the  5th  Dec.  1896,  and 
«gain  on  the  6th  Deo.  1899,  licensing  polls  were 
duly  taken  under  the  Licensing  Acts  in  each  of 
the  districts  of  Wellington  Suburbs  and  Welling- 
ton City,  the  result  in  each  case  being  that  the 
proposal  that  the  number  of  licences  then 
existing  should  continue  was  carried.  The  licence 
-for  the  Park  Hotel  was  duly  renewed  from  time 
to  time  by  the  licensing  committee  for  Welling- 
ton Suburbs  district.  The  last  of  such  renewals 
was  on  the  4th  June  1902,  the  licence  then  issued 
being  in  force  to  the  30th  June  1903.  On  the 
S5th  Not.  1902,  a  licensing  poll  of  the  electors  of 
If  ewtown  district  was  taken,  under  sect.  4  of  the 
Act  of  1S95,  but  subsequently  on  an  inquiry,  held 
pursuant  to  sect.  7  (o)  of  the  said  Act  and  the 
ilegnlation  of  Local  Elections  Act  1876  this  poll 
was  duly  declared  void  on  the  ground  of 
irreg^arities  committed  by  the  officers  appointed 
by  statute  to  take  it.  The  respondents  were  after- 
wards duly  elected  members  of  the  licensing  com- 
mitteee  for  the  Newtown  District,  and  on  the  7th 
May  .1903,  the  appellant  gave  notice  of  his  intention 
to  apply,  and  on  the  5th  June  1903,  at  the  annual 
licensing  meeting  for  Newtown  District,  he  applied 
to  the  respondent  for  a  renewal  of  his  licence.  No 
objection  was  lodged  or  made  affecting  the  ap- 
pellant or  his  house,  but  the  licensing  committee 
refused  his  application  and  all  other  applications 
ior  licences,  holding  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  grant  licences  or  renewals  of  licences  within 
the  district.  The  appellant  and  four  other 
applicants  then  j  commenced  actions  in  the 
Supreme  Court  against  the  respondents,  the 
licensing  committee,  for  a  mandamus  (in  each 
case)  to  the  respondents  to  grant  (or  in  the 
alternative  to  hear  and  determine)  the  applica- 
tions respectively.  The  appellant's  motion  for  a 
■mandamus  was  heard  (together  with  similar 
motions  in  the  four  other  actions)  before  the 
Supreme  Court  (consisting  of  Stout,  C.J.,  and 
Denniston,  ConoUy,  Edwards,  and  Cooper,  JJ.) 
on  the  8th,  9th,  14th,  15th,  and  16th  July  1903. 
Judgment  was  reserved,  and  on  the  31st  July 
1903  the  court  (by  a  majority  of  three  judges 
against  two)  ^ave  judgment  dismissing  the  ap- 
pellant's motion  for  a  mandamus  with  costs. 
Hence  this  appeal.  The  Licensing  Acts  which 
have  to  be  considered  are  those  of  1881,  1882, 
1889,  1893,  1895,  and  1902.  The  difficulty  which 
has  arisen  turns  mainly  on  tbe  true  construction 
of  sect.  3  of  the  Act  of  1895,  taken  in  conjunc- 
tion with  sect.  2  (3)  of  the  same  Act  and  of 
sect.  21  of  the  Act  of  1893.  Their  Lordships  will 
deal  with  these  presently,  but  it  must  not  be  for- 
gotten that  there  is  in  New  Zealand  a  statutory 
Interpretation  Act  (1888,  No.  15).  By  sect.  4  of 
that  Act,  "  Words  importing  the  singular  number 
include  the  plural  number."  By  sect.  5  (clause  2) 
Amending  Acts  are  to  be  read  as  incorporated 
with  the  Acts  amended,  and  by  clause  7,  "  Every 
Act  and  every  provision  or  enactment  thereof 
shall  be  deemed  remedial    .    .    .    and  shall  ac- 


cordingly reoeiTe  such  fair,  large,  and  liberal 
construction  and  interpretation  as  will  best 
ensure  the  attainment  of  the  object  of  the  Act 
and  of  such  provision  or  enactment  according  to 
its  true  intent,  meaning,  and  spirit."  Passing 
now  to  the  sections  of  the  Act  of  1895  above 
referred  to,  sect.  3  is  clear  and  free  from  all 
ambi^ty.  It  runs  thus:  "No  licence  of  any 
description  shall  be  granted  or  renewed  until  the 
electors  of  the  district  have  previously  determined 
in  manner  hereinafter  provided — (1)  Whether  the 
number  of  licences  existing  in  the  district  is  to 
continue.  (2)  Whether  the  number  of  licences 
existing  in  the  district  is  to  be  reduced.  (3) 
Whether  no  licences  are  to  be  granted  in  the  dis- 
trict." The  "  manner  hereinafter  provided  "  is 
to  be  found  in  sects.  4  to  7,  and  is  by  a  poll  of 
the  electors  of  the  district ;  which  poll  (called  the 
"  licensing  poll ")  is  to  be  taken  on  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  the  electoral  poll  and  simultaneously 
with  such  poll.  If  this  section  stood  alone  there 
could  be  no  renewal  of  the  appellant's  licence 
until  a  licensing  poll  for  the  Newtown  District 
had  determined  the  questions  above  mentioned, 
and  so  long  as  there  is  no  licensing  poll  for  that 
district  there  can  be  no  renewal.  But  sect.  2  (3) 
says  that  "  Sect.  3  of  this  Act  shall  not  come  into 
operation  until  the  day  next  before  the  day 
appointed  for  the  .  .  .  licensing  poll  first 
taken  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act." 
This,  it  will  be  observed,  is  a  postponing  section 
only.  But  the  effect  of  the  two  sections  together 
seems  plainly  to  be  that  sect.  3  is  to  come  into 
operation  on  the  day  appointed  for  the  licensing 
poll  described  in  sect.  2  (3)  as  the  licensing  pou 
first  taken  after  the  commencement  of  the  Act. 
The  Act  came  into  operation  on  the  31st  Oct. 
1895.  It  is  evidently  assumed,  however,  that  the 
licensing  poll  referred  to  will  be  taken.  The  con- 
tingency that  there  will  be  no  poll,  or  that  the 
poll  taken  in  fact  will  be  legally  nuU  and  void, 
seems,  however,  to  be  covered  by  sect  8  (4)  which 
is  as  follows :  "  If  the  returning  officer  finds  that 
none  of  the  proposals  respecting  licences  in  the 
district  is  carried  by  the  prescribed  majority,  then 
be  shall  notify  the  licensing  committee  thereof, 
and  the  number  of  licences  shall  continue  as  they 
are  until  the  taking  of  the  next  licensing  poll, 
subject  nevertheless  to  the  power  of  refusing  to 
renew  licences  objected  to  under  sub- sects.  1-4 
inclusive  of  sect.  81  of  the  principal  Act "  (the 
Act  of  1881),  "  and  subject  also  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Licensing  Acts  relating  to  forfeiture  or  in- 
crease of  licences."  In  connection  with  these 
sections  there  is  another  specially  applicable  to 
new  districts — ^viz.,  sect.  21  of  the  Act  of  1893. 
This  section  is  as  follows :  "  Where  a  district  con- 
stituted under  this  Act  or  the  principal  Act  has 
been  abolished  or  altered,  and  has  been  constituted 
or  divided  into  new  districts,  the  poll  in  force 
in  such  first-mentioned  district  at  the  time  of 
such  abolition  or  alteration  shall  continue  or 
remain  in  force  in  such  new  districts  until  the 
period  arrives  for  taking  the  next  triennial  poll, 
and  shall  have  the  same  iforoe  and  effect  as  if  such 
poll  had  been  taken  in  such  new  districts." 
Although  this  section  speaks  of  a  "  district,"  the 
Interpretation  Act  already  referred  to  justiiSes  a 
construction  which  will  make  the  section  applic- 
able to  one  or  more  new  districts  constituted  ont 
of  two  or  more  previously  existing  districts.  The 
section  is  as  much  required  in  the  last  case  as  in 
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the  caee  of  a  Bubdivision  of  only  one  diBtrict,  and 
although  it  may  be  trne  that  the  section  was  in- 
serted to  meet  the  inconTenience  arising  from 
the  creation  of  new  distriots  out  of  one  old 
-district,  their  Lordships  see  no  reason  for  confining 
this  section  to  that  particular  case.  The  object 
aimed  at  by  the  Legislature  is  plainly  apparent 
from  the  enactments  above  referred  to.  Subject 
to  any  objections  which  might  be  made  to  any 
particnlar  licensee  or  house,  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  plainly  was  to  continue  in  every  dis- 
trict and  new  district  formed  out  of  it,  all  existing 
licences,'until  a  licensing  poll  should  have  decided 
which  of  the  three  courses  mentioned  in  sect.  3 
of  the  Act  of  1895  should  be  pursued  in  that 
district.  Tbe  difficulty  of  giving  effect  to  this 
intention  in  this  particular  case  is  due  entirely  to 
the  fact  that  sect.  2  (3)  is  so  expressed  as  to  post- 
pone the  operation  of  sect.  3,  not  to  the  decision 
of  the  poll,  but  to  the  day  before  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  taking  it.  But  sect.  8  (4)  shows  that 
existing  licences  may,  in  certain  cases,  continue 
in  force  beyond  that  day.  The  language  of  sect.  21 
of  the  Act  of  1893  is  more  elastic  uian  the  lan- 
guage of  sect.  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  1895.  Li  both 
cases,  however,  the  language  points  to  a  time 
rather  than  to  the  event  which  was  to  happen  at 
that  time,  but  the  event,  i.e.,  the  result  of  the  poll, 
is  the  governing  factor.  To  ignore  this,  and  to 
adhere  to  language  so  literally  as  to  defeat  the 
plain  intention  of  the  Legislature  instead  of  so 
construing  the  words  as  to  give  effect  to  that  in- 
tention, is  to  run  counter  to  sect.  5  (7)  of  tko 
Interpretation  Act,  which,  after  all,  only  expresses 
what  is  meant  by  the  old  legal  maxim  Qui  haeret 
in  littera  haeret  in  cortiee.  Their  Lordships  will 
therefore  humbly  ad  else  His  Majesty  to  allow  the 
appeal,  and  to  order  a  mandamut  to  issue  to  the 
licensing  committee  to  hear  and  determine  the 
appellant's  application  and  to  order  the  respon- 
dents other  than  Alexander  Mc  Arthur,  who  was  a 
nominal  defendant  only,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
action.  The  respondents,  other  than  the  first 
respondent  (Alexander  ICcArthur),  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Blyth,  Dulton, 
Hartley,  and  Blyth. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Shaen,  Boseoe, 
Mcusey,  and  Co. 


Siv^xtm  Crrart  d  |ttbicatm. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

April  27  and  May  4. 

(Before  Vauqhan  Williams,   Stielinq,  and 

Cozens-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

In  the  Goods  of  Pbyse.  (a) 

APPEAL  PSOH  THE  FEOBATB  DITISIOir. 

Probate — Practice — Sole  beneficiary  under  toiU 
not  named  as  executor — Executor  a,ccording  to 
the  tenour  of  the  will — Grant  of  letters  of 
administration  tnth  wiU  annexed. 

A  person  constituted  universal  devisee  and  legatee 
by  a  vnll,  but  not  named  as  executor,  is  entitled 

(a)  Beported  Dy  E.  A.  tSCBiTCHLiT,  Eaq.,  Barriat«r-M-L»«. 


to  administration  with  the  will  annexed,  but  not 

to  probate. 
In  the  Goods  of  Oliphant  (1   Sic.   &  Tr.  525) 

considered. 
Decision  of  the  President  of  the  Probate  Division 

(^Sir  Francis  Jeune)  afirmed. 
Elizabbth  Fbtse,  who  died  on  the  Mth  Jan. 
1903,  by  her  will  dated  the  16th  Aug.  1901  gave 
all  her  property,  "  viz.,  freehold  farm,  stock  and 
crop,  and  the  household  furniture,"  to  her  daughter 
Sophia  Evans  absolutely,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  a  mortgage  debt  of  601.  upon  the  farm. 

There  was  no  other  beneficiary  under  the  will, 
and  no  executor  was  appointed  by  the  wilL 

The  testatrix's  daughter  Sophia  Evans  applied 
for  a  grant  of  probate  of  the  will  as  executrix 
according  to  the  tenour  thereof. 

The  registrar  declined  to  allow  probate  to  issue 
being  of  opinion  that  the  daughter  was  not 
the  executrix  according  to  the  tenour  on  the 
construction  of  the  will. 

The  daughter  applied  to  the  President  of  the 
Probate  Division  (Sir  francis  Jeune)  to  decree 
probate  of  the  will  to  her  as  executrix  according 
to  the  tenour  thereof. 

The  President  on  the  7th  March  1901  refused 
her  application. 

Erom  that  decision  the  daughter  now  appealed. 

Griffith  Jones  for  the  appeUant. — No  person  is 
nominated  by  the  will  to  pay  the  testatrix's  debts, 
and  the  daughter  takes  all  the  property  of  the 
testatrix  subject  to  the  payment  of  a  mortgage 
debt.  I  submit  that  being  so  constituted  the 
universal  devisee  and  legat^  of  the  testatrix,  the 
daughter  is  to  be  regarded  as  executrix  according 
to  uie  tenour  of  the  will,  and  is  entitled  to 
probate : 

Androvin  v.  Poilblane,  3  Atk.  526 ; 

In  the  Goods  of  OUphant,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  52S,«t  p.  527 

The  old  practice  of  the  registry  was,  no  doabt,  not 
to  grant  probate,  but  administration  with  the  will 
annexed,  to  a  person  who  was  not  named  in  a  will 
as  exeontor,  but  who,  as  being  beneficially  entitled 
as  universal  legatee,  was  to  be  regarded  as 
executor  according  to  the  tenour  of  the  wiU. 
But  that  practice  was  departed  from  in  Androvin 
V.  Poilblane  (vM  sup.),  and  probate  should  in 
snoh  a  case  be  granted.  Moreover,  having  regard 
to  sect.  1  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act  1897,  which 
has  modified  the  law  in  respect  of  the  disposition 
of  land,  there  is  a  reason  why  the  old  practice 
should  not  be  f oUowed.  The  practice  which  was 
adopted  in  Androvin  v.  PoUblanc  (ubi  sup.)  should 
be  either  substituted  for  that  practice  or  substi- 
tuted for  it  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
The  old  practice  should  not  be  followed  in  the 
present  case  for  an  additional  reason — ^namely, 
that  some  trespasses  might  be  committed  on  the 
land,  and  if  so,  there  would  substantially  be  no 
remedy.  At  any  rate,  there  might  be  some 
difficulinr,  because  the  moat  appropriate  remedy 
might  be  some  remedy  which  would  prevent  a 
wrong  being  done  at  the  moment  when  it  was 
being  committed.  He  referred  on  this  point  to 
Bra  V.  Inhabitants  ofMorsley,  8  Eait,  405. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

May  4  —  The  following  judgments  were 
delivered: 

YAuaHAN  Williams,  L.J. — In  this  case  we 
postponed  oar  decision  in  order  that  we  might 
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oousnlt  the  judges  of  the  Probate  Division  and 
ascertain  tor  certain  what  is  the  praotioe  of  that 
division  of  the  court.    Now,  it  is  admitted,  quite 
irrespective  of  those  inquiries,  that  for  a  verr 
large   number  of  years — one  hundred    years,    I 
think,   or    a    great    many    years,    anyhow — the 
practice   of  the    Probate  Court  in  cases   where 
someone  is  not  named  as  executor  in  a  will,  but 
who  has  such  an  interest  and  such  duties  in  con- 
nection with  it  as  that,  in  spite  ot  not  being  named 
a*  executor,  he  might  be  executor  according  to  the 
tenonr,  and  lookMl  to  to  act  as  such,  has  been 
not  to   grant  probate,  but  t>  grant  letters    ot 
administration   with   the    will    annexed.     That 
being  admitted  to  have  been  for  a  lone  time  the 
practice,    it  was    sngg^ted  that   it  had  been 
recognised    in  the    case    of     In   the   Goods    of 
OUphant  (1  Sw.  &,  Tr.  525,  at  p.  527),  that  that 
praotioe  might  be  departed  from  in  certain  oases. 
And  it  was  further  suggested  that  by  reason  of 
the  law  having  been  moufied  by  statute  in  respect 
of  the  disposition  ot  land,  there  was  a  reason 
why    the    prevailing    practice    should    not    be 
followed,   and   that   the    praotioe    which     was 
suggested  in  Androvin  r.  PoUbUme  (3  Atk.  526), 
and  referred  to  in  the  case  of  In  the  Ooods  of 
OUphant  (ttbt  sup.)  should  be  either  substituted 
tor  it,  or  substituted  for  it  at  the  discretion  of 
the  court.    Now,  in  the  first  place,  I  have  come 
to  the  oonclnsion  that  so  far  as  the  rights  and 
interests  ot  the  applicant  here  are  concerned  it 
does  not  make  the  slightest  difference  whether 
that  which  is    granted  is  probate  or  letters  of 
administration  with   the  will  annexed.    It  was 
suggested    that    it   all    that    was   granted    was 
letters  of  administration  with  tLe  will  annexed, 
it  mieht   be   that   some   trespasses    might   be 
committed  on  the  land,  and  tha^  if  that  was  done, 
substantially  there  would  be  no  remedy.    I  cannot 
agree  tiiere.    So  tar  as  the  remedy  in  the  shape 
of  an  action  of  trespass  is  concerned,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  now,  as  indeed  always  has  been  the 
case,  as  is  evidenced  bythe  decision  in  the  case  ot 
Bex  V.  Inhabitant  of  Horeley  (8  East,  405),  which 
was  brought  to  our  notice,  a  person  getting  letters 
'  ot  administration  was  entitied  to  bring  an  action 
'  tor  the  trespasses  committed  in  the  interval,  and 
'  was  entitied  to  do  that  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  there  is  not  the  same  relation  in  the  case  ot 
letters  of  administration  that  there  is  in  the  case 
of  titie  under  probate.     Then  it  was  suggested 
that  there  might  be  some  difficulty  because  the 
'  most  appropriate  remedy  might  be  some  remedy 
which  would  prevent  a  wrong  being  done  at  the 
moment   when    it  was    being  committed.     But 
there    again  ,the  remedy  is  quite  sufficient.    If 
necessary,  there  could  be  no  sort  of  difficulty  in 
obtaining  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.    Under 
these  circumstances,  the  first  conclusion  I  come  to 
is  that  there  is  no  real  interest  of  the  applicant 
which  is  in  the  slightest  degree  taken  from  her 
by  the  fact  that  that   which   was  granted  was 
letters  of  administraticn  with  the  will  annexed  as 
distinguished    from    probate.     Then   upon    the 
question  of    what    the  present    practice  is,  the 
President  of  the  Probate  Division  has  informed 
me  that  the  practice  is  still  that  which  has  been  in 
force  for  so  very  many  years ;  and  he  has  further 
informed    me  that    to  alter  the   practice  would 
make  considerable  trouble  and  confusion  in  the 
office.     (Tnder  these  circumstances,  iti  seem?  to  me 
that  this  appeal  fails  altogether. 


STiBUNa,  L.J. — I  am  ot  the  same  opinion, 
and  tor  the  same  reasons.  It  is  clearly  laid  down 
in  the  oase  of  Foiter  v.  Bates  (12  M.  &  W.  226,  at 
p.  233)  that  "the  title  of  an  administrator, 
though  it  does  not  exist  until  the  grant  of 
administration,  relates  back  to  the  time  ot  the 
death  of  an  intestate ;  and  that  he  may  recover 
against  a  wrongdoer  who  has  seized  or  converted 
the  goods  of  the  intestate  after  his  death,  in  an 
aotion  of  trespass  or  trover."  All  the  authoritiee 
on  this  subject  were  considered  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  the  case  of  Tharpe  v.  StaUwood 
(12  L.  J.  241,  C.  P.),  where  an  action  of  tresspass 
was  held  to  be  maintunable.  The  reason  for  thia 
relation  back  given  by  B«lle  C.J.  in  Long  v.  fiebfr 
(Styles,  341)  is,  that  otherwise  there  would  be 
no  remedy  for  the  wrong  done.  That  law, 
as  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  is  stated  with  refer- 
ence to  an  action  of  trespass  or  trover  with 
regard  to  goods.  But  in  the  case  of  Bex  v. 
IiDiaAUants  of  Eorsley  (8  East,  405,  at  p.  410), 
Lord  Ellenborough  treats  the  law  which  waa 
applicable  to  that  case — ^which  was  a  case  of 
soods — as  being  applicable  to  the  case  ot  lease- 
hold property  passing  to  the  administrator. 
Now,  that  being  so,  and  regard  being  had  to  the 
terms  in  which  the  Land  Transfer  Act  of  1897, 
sect.  1,  is  expressed — ^namely,  that  "  Where  real 
estate  is  vested  in  any  x>erson  without  a  right  in 
any  other  person  to  take  by  survivorship  it  shaU, 
on  his  death,  notwithstanmng  any  tesbimentary 
disposition,  devolve  to  and  Mcome  vested  in  hi» 
personal  representatives  or  representative  from 
time  to  time  as  if  it  were  a  chattel  real " — that  ie 
to  say,  a  leasehold — "  vesting  in  them  or  him  " — 
I  think  that  the  substantial  ground  on  which 
this  appeal  is  based  fails,  and  that  the  practice  of 
the  Probate  Court  ought  not,  after  having  been 
so  long  established,  to  oe  altered  now. 

Gozkns-Habdy,   L.J. — I    agree,  and  I  have 
nothing  to  add.  ^^^  dismxsud. 

Solicitors :  A.  J.  Hughes  an  d  Hughes,  Abeiyst- 
with  and  London. 


March  21,  22,  and  May  17. 

(Before  Yauohan  Williams,  Stibling,  and 

Cozens-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Wbiqhtson;   Battie-Wbiohtson  v. 

Thomas,  (a) 
appkal  fbom  thk  chancbbt  division. 
Will — CoTtstruetion — Limitations  in  striet  settU- 
ment  —  Contingent  remainders    or    exeetUory 
devises — Failure  for  remoteness. 
A  wiU,  dated   in    1854,    contained   a   series    of 
limitations  in  striet  settlement  under  which,  on 
the  death  of  A.  without  issue  in  1891.  B.  bceam* 
tenant  for  life  in  possession,  loith  remainder  ta 
the  plaintiff,  his  eldest  son,  an  infant,  as  tenant 
in  tail,  unJth  divers  remainders  over,  induding  ot- 
remainder  to  C,  the  plaintiff's  unde,  vho  warn 
bom  in  1860,  for  life,  with  remainders  over.  • 
By  a  eodicU,  dated  in  1868,  the  testator  direetet 
and  declared  that  no  devisee  of  any  of  his  real 
estates  devised  under  or  by  virtue  of  his    wiU 
should    have   a  vested  interest  therein  or  be 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same  until  the 
attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty -four  years,  any- 

(a)  B«portad  by  E.  A.  Sceatcelit,  Ziq.,  BuTt*ttr«t-Lt«. 
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thing  eontained  in  hi$  wUl  or  any  laio  or  u»age 
io  the  contrary  notwithttanding. 

The  testator  died  in  1879. 

Held,  ihtU,  regard  being  had  to  the  ternu  of  the 
eodieU,  the  limitations  of  the  will  took  effect  by 
way  of  executory  devise  and  not  by  way  of 
contingent  remainder;  and  had  failed  for 
remoteness. 

Decision  cf  FarweU,  J.  affirmed. 

William  Battib-Wriohtson  by  his  will,  dated 
the  28th  Jaly  1854,  devised  certain  freehold  estates 
to  the  use  of  his  brother  Arthnr  Bland  Wrightson 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  first  and 
other  sons  snccessively  according  to  seniority  in 
tail  male,  with  remainders  over  in  the  like  form 
in  favour  of  his  brother  Bichard  Heber  Wrightson 
and  his  first  and  other  sons  successively,  with 
remainders  in  favour  of  the  first  and  other  eons 
of  his  brother  Henry  Wrightson  successively 
according  to  seniority  in  tail  male,  with  temainder 
in  favour  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  brother 
Thomas  Bamardiston  Wrightson  suooeseively 
according  to  seniority  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
in  favour  of  the  first  and  every  other  son  of 
Charles  Edward  Thomas  and  Georgiana  Mary 
his  wife  successively  according  to  seniority  in 
tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  every 
other  daughter  of  Charles  Edward  Thomas  and 
G^rgiana  Mary  his  wife  successively  according 
to  seniority  in  tail  male,  with  an  ultimate  remain- 
der to  the  use  of  Richard  Heber  Wrightson  in 
fee.  And  the  testator  declared  that  if  any  person 
whom  he  had  thereby  made  tenant  in  tail  male 
should  be  bom  in  his  lifdtime  or  in  due  time 
after  his  decease,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the 
estate  in  tail  male  thereby  limited  to  that  person 
•honld  cease  and  in  lieu  thereof  the  testator 
devised  the  estates  to  the  use  of  the  person 
respectively  whose  estate  in  tail  male  should  have 
80  determined  for  the  term  of  his  or  her  life,  and 
after  his  or  her  decease  to  the  use  of  his  or  her 
first  and  every  other  son  successively  according 
to  seniority  in  tail  male. 

By  a  second  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the 
14th  Dec.  1868,  the  testator  directed  and  declared 
that  no  devisee  of  any  of  his  real  estates  devised 
nnderor  bv  virtue  of  his  will  should  have  a  vested 
interest  tnerein  or  in  any  part  thereof  or  be 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  until  the  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  years,  anything  contained  ia  his  will  or  any 
law  or  usage  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

The  testator  died  on  the  10th  Feb.  1879. 

An  originating  summons  was  taken  out  on 
behalf  ot  Robert  Cecil  Battie-Wrightson,  an 
iitfant  (who  claimed  to  be  entitled  as  devisee, 
appointee,  and  legatee  under  the  will  and  codicils 
of  the  testator)  by  Lord  John  Fakenham  Joicey- 
Ceoil,  his  next  friend,  for  the  determination  (inter 
alia)  of  the  following  questions  : 

Whether  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
will  and  second  oodicil  the  estate  and  interest  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  property  to  which  the  second 
codicil  applied  was  (a)  absolute ;  (6)  vested, 
anbject  to  being  divested  upon  death  under  tbe 
age  of  twenty-four  years ;  or  (c)  contina;ent  upon 
attiuning  the  age  of  twenty-four  years. 

If  it  be  held  that  the  estate  and  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  was  contingent  as  aforesaid,  then  whether 
snch  estate  or  interest  failed  upon  the  death  of 
William  Henry  Battie- Wrightson,  the  plaintiff's 


father,  in  respeofc  of  any  and  what  part  ot  the 
proper^  to  which  tbe  second  oodicil  applied  as 
Ming  (a)  a  contingent  remainder  not  vestangnpon 
the  determination  of  the  particular  estate  ;  (6)  an 
executory  limitation  void  for  remoteness ;  or  (c) 
on  any  other  and  what  ground. 

The  summons  was  adjourned  into  court  and 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  FarweU,  J.  on  the 
17th  Deo.  1903,  when  the  following  judgment  was 
delivered : — 

Fabwbll,    J. — It   is    unfortunate    that   this 
testator,  who  had  an  excellent  real  property  will 
drawn  for  him,  should  have  added  a  codicil  in  the 
way  that  he  has  done.     I  do  not  see  how  the 
plaintiff  can  succeed  on  any  view,  for  I  am  unable 
to  adopt  Mr.  Levett's  ingenious  suggestion  of 
indefeasibly  vested.    But  the  question  that  really 
arises  is   between  Mr.  Jenkins'  client  and  Mr. 
Warmington's  and  Mr.  Upjohn's  clients  that  the 
will  and  codicil  are  to  be  read  together.    Now, 
under  the  will  there  are  a  series  of  limitations 
which  undoubtedly  are  remainders  to  A  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail, 
and  so  on.    The  codicil  is  in  these  terms :  "  Thb 
is  a  codicil  made  by  me" — and  s}  on— "to  be 
annexed  to  my  will  and  to  be  taken  as  part  thereof, 
and  I  do  hereby  direct,  prescribe,  and  declare  that 
no  devisee  or  appointee  of  any  of  my  real  estates 
devised  and  appointed  under  or  by  virtue  of  my 
said  will  shall  have  a  vested  interest  therein  or  in 
any  part  thereof  or  be  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  until  the  attain- 
ment  of  the  age  of  twenty-four  yean  anything 
contained  in  my  said  will  or  any  law  or  usage  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.    And  I  do  ratify 
and  confirm  my  said  will  in  every  respect  except 
where  the  same  is  hereby  altered  or  revoked  as 
aforesaid."    I  premise  by  saying  that  the  question 
of  perpetuity  of  course  is  laid  aside  altogether 
until  1  have  construed  the  will.    It  is  immaterial 
for  the  purpose  of  construing  the  will.    Now, 
there  is,  no  doubt,  no  rule  which  is  better  settled 
than    that    it   limitations    can    take    effect    as 
remainders  they  are  so  to  take  effect,  and  are  not 
to  be  tamed  into  executory  devises.     On  tiie 
other  hand,  if  the  testator  has  used  words  which 
show  that  he  was  not  contemplating  a  contingent 
remainder,  but  an  executory  devise,  effect  must  be 
given  to  that  intention.     And  the  question  is 
whether  he  has  shown  such  an  intention  here. 
In  my  opinion  he  has.      The  codicil  expressly 
excludes  from  possession  any  person  who  would 
take  under  the  will  unless  he  uas  attained  twenty- 
four  when  the  period  arrives.    Now,  a  remainder 
is  a  thing  which  by  its  very  nature  must  be  ready 
to  take  possession  on  the  determination  of  the 
preceding  particular  estate.    The  testator  has  in 
effect  said :  "  By  a  will  and  oodicil  I  have  given 
to  A.  tor  life  a  particular  estate,  and,  when  that 
particular  estate  determines,  the  next  estate  is  not 
to  take  possession  and  therefore  is  not  to  take 
effect  as  a  remainder,  bat  the  next  estate  is  to  be 
one  that  is  to  go  to  a  man  if  he  attains  twenty- 
four."    That  cannot  take  effect  as  a  remainder. 
The  mere  mention  of  the  necessity  of  possession, 
to  my  mind,  excludes  the  contemplation  of  the 
possibility  of  it  being  given  as  a  remainder.    I 
think  that  the  case  comes  exactly  within   the 
expression    of    C  bitty,    J.    in    Dean    v.    Dean 
(65.  L.  T.  Rep.  65;  (1891)  3  Ch.  150):    "The 
testator  has  used  such  a  form  ot  gift  as  on  the 
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face  ot  it  is  inapplicable  to  a  remainder;  and 
consequently  the  court  is  precluded  from 
applying  the  rule  that  every  gift  which  can  take 
effect  as  a  remainder  must  not  be  construed  as 
an  executory  devise.  The  court  cannot  construe 
the  gift  as  a  remainder."  It  is  said  that  this  oon- 
etmction  will  produce  curious  results.  Leaving 
out  the  question  of  perpetuity,  it  appears  to  me 
that  it  is  much  more  likely  to  have  given  effect  to 
the  testator's  intention  that  the  persons  whom  he 
names  first  should  receive  his  bounty  rather  than 
the  persona  he  names  later.  Although  those  he 
has  named  first  might  not  have  attained  the  given 
age  at  his  death,  they  can  only  do  that  if  the 
gut  is  construed  as  an  ezecutorr  devise.  In  my 
opinion  this  reference  to  possession  is  sufficient  to 
flhow,  and  in  fact  does  necessarily  show,  that 
the  testator  has  in  effect  stated  that  the  limita- 
tions in  his  will  are  not  to  be  remainders  because 
they  are  not  to  take  effect  in  possession  on  the 
determination  of  a  particular  estate,  but  are  to 
remain  tn  medio  unless  and  until  the  donee  shall 
have  attained  twenty-fonr.  Of  course,  as  regards 
the  real  estate  in  which  the  legal  estate  is  out- 
fltanding,  no  question  arises,  so  that  in  any  case 
there  is  the  extraordinary  result,  if  I  were  to 
accede  to  Mr.  Warmington's  argument,  that  the 
estate  would  go  in  difrerent  fashions  according 
as  to  whether  the  legal  estate  is  outstending  in 
the  realty  and  copyholds.  But  it  goes  now, 
subject  to  Mr.  Bramwell  Davis'  argument,  to 
Mr.  Jenkins'  client,  who  is  claiming  under  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator  and  as  customary  heir. 

!From  that  decision  the  plaintiff's  uncle,  the 
defendant  Charles  Freeman  Thomas,  now 
appealed. 

Warmington,  E.C.  and  Upjohn,  EI.G.  (with  them 
Cozent-Hardy)  for  the  appellant. 

Leveti,  E.G.  and  P.  F.  8.  Stokei ;  Jenkin$,K.C. 
and  Qeorge  Lawrence;  Maugham;  and  Butcher, 
K.C.  and  F.  L.  Wright  for  the  several  respondents. 

The  arguments  snf&oiently  appear  from  the 
judgmente.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

May  17. — The  following  written  judgments 
were  delivered : — 

Stiblimg,  L.J.— [His  Lordship  stated  the  facte 
of  the  case  as  above  set  forth,  and  continued :] 
One  of  the  Questions  raised  in  this  action  is  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  codicil  on  the  limitetions  con- 
tained in  the  will  of  the  testator.  It  was  held 
by  Farwell  J.  that,  regard  being  had  to  the  terms 
of  the  codicil,  the  limitetions  of  the  wUl  took 
effect  by  way  of  executory  devise  and  had  failed 
for  remoteness.  From  this  decision  an  appeal 
has  been  brought,  on  the  hearing  of  which  two 
contentions  were  raised :  (1)  that  the  limitetions 
ought  to  take  effect  as  vested  remainders  liable  to 
be  divested  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the 
devisee  under  twenty-four  years  of  age ;  (2)  that 
the  limitations  ought  to  be  held  to  take  effect  as 
contingent  remainders.  As  to  the  first  conten- 
tion, the  law  is  thus  stated  by  Best,  L.O.J,  in 
BupJd  V.  Dvffield  (3  Bli.  N.  S.  260,  331 ;  1  Dow. 
&  CI.  268,  311) :  "  It  has  long  been  an  esteblished 
rule  for  the  guidance  of  the  oourte  of  West- 
minster in  construing  devises  that  all  estetes  are 
to  be  holden  to  be  vested  except  estetes  in  the 
devise  of  which  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
vesting  is  so  clearly  expressed  tJiat  the  conrte 


cannot  treat  them  as  vested  without  deciding  in. 
direct  opposition  to  the  terms  of  the  will.  If  there  be 
the  least  doubt,  advantage  is  to  be  teken  of  the  <nr> 
cumstanoe  occasioning  that  doubt,  and  what  seems 
to  make  a  condition  is  holden  to  have  only  to  have 
the  effect  of  postponing  the  right  of  possession." 
In  the  present  case  it  seems  to  me  that  the  codicil 
expresses  so  clearly  that  the  attainment  of  the 
age  of  twenty-four  years  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  vesting,  that  the  court  cannot  treat  the 
limitetions  in  the  will  as  creating  vested 
remainders  without  deciding  in  direct  opposition 
to  the  terms  of  the  oodiou,  which  directe,  not 
merely  that  no  devisee  is  to  have  a  vested  interest 
in  the  estetes  until  the  attainment  of  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years,  but  also  directe  that  until  1;hat 
event  the  devisee  must  not  be  entitled  to  posses- 
sion, a  right  to  which  a  vested  remainder,  even  if 
liable  to  be  divested,  would  confer  on  the 
devisee  upon  the  determination  ot  the  prior 
estetes.  As  to  the  second  contention,  it  is,  no 
doubt,  well  settled  that  if  a  limitetion  can  take 
effect  as  a  contingent  remainder  it  cannot  ox>erate 
as  an  executory  &vise.  It  is,  however,  laid  down, 
by  Mr.  Feame  (Contingent  Bemainders,  pp. 
398-9) :  "  That  notwithstanding  the  will  may  give 
a  preceding  esteto  of  freehold  capable  in  its  own. 
nature  of  supporting  a  contingent  remainder ;  yet, 
if  an  ulterior  limitation  wante  that  connection 
with  or  relation  to  it  which  is  requisite  to  con- 
stitute it  a  remainder,  it  may  take  effect  as  an 
executory    devise    it    confined    to    the    Umits 

Sresoribed  by  law  tor  estetes  of  that  futore 
escription."  It  has  accordingly  been  held  that, 
where  it  appears  that  the  ulterior  limitation  is 
not  intended  to  commence  in  all  circnmstanoes 
immediately  on  the  expiration  of  that  particular 
estete,  it  IS  incapable  of  taking  effect  as  a 
remainder  and  may  operate  as  an  execntorr 
devise :  (see  Be  Lechmere  and  Lloyd,  45  L.  T. 
Bep.  551 ;  18  Ch.  Div.  524 ;  Dean  v.  Dean,  65  L.  T. 
Bep.  65;  (1891)  3  Ch.  150;  Symet  v.  Symee,  73 
L.  T.  Bep.  684 ;  (1896)  1  Ch.  272).  The  question 
therefore  is  reduced  to  this,  whether  on  the  fair 
construction  of  the  codicil  the  testetor  intended 
that  the  devises  referred  to  in  the  codicil  should  in 
all  cases  teke  effect  on  the  determination  ot  the 
prior  limitetions.  I  think  not.  The  limiteti<His 
in  the  will  are  legal  vested  remainders.  TbA 
meaning  of  the  codicil  appears  to  me  to  be  that 
on  the  determination  of  any  prior  limitetion  in  the 
will  the  succeeding  limitation  should  not  come 
into  operation  by  way  ot  entitling  the  devisee  to 
possession  unless  and  until  the  devisee  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  but  that,  if  he 
should  attain  that  age,  then  he  should  enter  into 
actual  enjoyment  of  the  estete  intended  for  him. 
If,  for  example,  an  elder  brother  of  the  testetor 
died  leaving  a  son  under  twenty-four,  I  do  not 
think  the  meaning  was  that  he  and  the  Tounger 
sons  of  that  brother  should  be  deprived  ot  the 
estates  and  that  these  should  pass  to  a  son,  who 
had  attained  twenty-tour,  of  a  younger  brother  of 
the  testetor ;  but  that  the  limitetion  in  tairaar  of 
a  son  under  twenty-four  should  not  teke  effect  in 
interest  or  in  possession  unless  and  until  he 
attained  twenty-four.  Effect  can  be  given  to  snoh 
a  disposition  only  by  way  of  executory  devise. 
The  case  of  BuaieU  v.  Buchanan  (2  Gr.  ii.lL  SSI; 
6  Sim. 628)  does  not  conflict  with  this  dedsion,  the 
language  of  the  testetor  in  the  will  there  dealt 
with    differing    materially   from  that  which  is 
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found  in  the  codicil  which  gives  rise  to  the 
present  litigation.  In  raj  opinion,  therefore,  the 
deoiBion  of  Farwell  J.  was  right,  and  the  appeal 
fails. 

Gozens-Habbt,  L.J. — This  is  an  apx>eal  from 
a.  judgment  of  Farwell,  J.,  who  has  held  that  the 
limitations  of  the  testator's  real  estates  nnder 
which  the  ^aintiff  claims  failed  npon  the  death  of 
William  Heniy  Battie  •  Wrightson  as  being 
«xecntory  devises  void  for  remoteness,  and  that 
the  real  estates  accordingly  passed  to  the  testator's 
heir-at-law.  Under  the  will  dated  in  1854  there 
are  a  series  of  limitations  in  strict  settlement 
under  which  on  the  death  without  issne  in  1891 
of  Biohard  Heber  Wrightson  the  said  William 
Henry  Battie-Wrightson,  who  died  in  1903, 
became  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  with  remainder 
to  the  plaintiff,  his  eldest  son,  an  infant,  as 
tenant  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over, 
inclnding  a  remainder  to  Charles  Freeman 
Thomas,  the  plaintiff's  tmcle,  who  was  born  in 
1860,  for  life,  with  remainders  over.  There  is  no 
ouestion  of  constrnction  on  the  limitations  of  this 
ekilfolly-drawn  will.  But  the  testator  made  a 
eecoud  codicil  in  1&G8  which  creates  all  the 
trouble.  [His  Lordship  read  the  codicil,  and 
continued  :J  The  question  which  arises  for  our 
consideration  is  what  is  the  effect  of  the  will  and 
«eoond  codicil  taken  together,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose the  rule  against  perpetnitios  or  the  doctrine 
of  remoteness  must  be  put  aside.  (1)  On  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  it  is  urg^d  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  codicil  sufficiently  explicit  to  cut  down  the 
clear  vested  estate  tail  created  by  the  will,  and 
that  the  words  referring  to  "  a  vested  interest " 
only  mean  that  the  plaintiff's  interest  is  not  to 
be  absolute  and  indefeasible  until  he  attains 
twenty-four,  or,  in  other  words,  that  his  estate 
tail  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by  a  condition  subse- 
quent in  the  event  of  death  under  twenty-four. 
This  view  might,  perhaps,  have  been  taken  had 
not  there  been  the  sabsequent  words  which  direct 
that  the  plaintiff  is  neither  to  have  a  vested 
interest  nor  to  be  "  entitled  to  the  possession." 
Under  those  circumstances  I  feel  driven  to  give 
to  the  words  "a  vebted  interest"  their  proper 
technical  meaning.  It  is  further  urged  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  oodieil  is  void  for 
nnoertainty,  or  at  least  is  so  difficult  to  construe 
and  so  inconsistent  with  the  general  scheme  of 
the  will  that  it  ought  to  be  disregarded.  This 
argument  has  tempted  me,  but  I  cannot  see  my 
way  to  adopt  it.  I  hold,  therefore,  that  the 
pl^tiff  cannot  succeed  under  the  limitations  of 
the  will  because  he  was  not  twenty-four  at  his 
father's  death,  or  under  the  codicil,  assuming  it  to 
operate  by  way  of  executory  devise,  because  of 
remoteness.  (2)  On  tiie  pa!rt  of  the  defendant 
Charles  Freeman  Thomas  it  is  urged  that  the  effect 
of  the  codicil  was  simply  to  make  the  remainders 
nnder  the  will  contingent  remainders,  and  that,  as 
the  plaintiff  was  not  twenty-four  when  the  par- 
ticular estate  of  his  father's  determined,  the 
plaintiff's  contingent  remainder  &iled,  and  that 
the  estate  of  the  defendant  Charles  Freeman 
Thomas  was  the  first  estate  ready  to  arise  and  take 
«ffeot  in  remainder  at  the  moment  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  particular  estate.  The  general 
and  well-established  rale  that  where  limitations 
oan  take  effect  as  remainders  they  are  not  to  be 
treated  as  executory  devises  is  strongly  relied 
npon.    And,  while  admitting  that  recent  autho- 


rities have  held  that  this  rule  is  not  absolute  and 
may  yield  to  words  clearly  indicating  an  intention 
to  the  contrary,  it  is  argued  that  no  such  words 
are  to  be  found  in  the  present  case,  and  that  mere 
negative  words  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as 
equivalent  to  positive  words  ot  die^sition.  (3) 
But  on  the  part  of  the  heir-at-law  it  is  urged  that 
the  codicilshows  a  plain  intention  to  dispose  of 
the  prooerty  in  a  manner  inconsistent  wiui  con- 
tingent remainders,  and  necessarily  involving  the 
creation  of  executory  devises.  The  codicil  deals 
with  every  kind  of  estate,  with  life  estates  as  well 
as  with  estates  tail,  and  with  estates  in  possession 
as  well  as  with  estates  in  remainder.  It  says,  in 
effect,  that  the  plaintiff,  whose  father  is  dead, 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  possession  until  he  attains 
twenty-four — a  provision  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  idea  of  a  legal  remainder  which  must  take 
effect  on  the  &,ther^  death.  The  codicil  contem- 
plates a  possible  gap  between  tho  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  attainment  of  twenty-four, 
and  that  involves  a  disposition  taking  effect  by 
way  of  executory  devise,  and  not  by  way  of 
contingent  remainder.  In  support  ot  this  con- 
tention, the  decision  of  Sir  George  Jessel  in  Be 
Leehmere  and  Lloyd  (45  L.  T.  Bep.  551;  18  Gh. 
Div.  524),  of  KtLj,  J.  in  Miles  v.  JarvU  (49  L.  T. 
Bep.  162;  24  Gh.  Div.  633),  and  of  Ghitty,  J.  in 
Dean  v.  Dean  (65  L.  T.  Bep.  65 ;  (1891)  3  Gh. 
150)  are  relied  upon  as  having  relaxed  the  strin- 
gency of  the  old  rule.  Farwell,  J.  has  adopted 
this  view  and  decided  in  favour  of  the  heir-at- 
law,  and  I  do  not  see  my  way  to  differ. 

Yatghan  Williams,  L.J.  expressed  his 
concurrence  in  the  foregoing  judgments. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Pennington  and 
Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Foyer  and  Co. ; 
Tyrrell,  Lewis,  Lewis,  and  Broadbent. 


Tuesday,  April  19. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Boheb  and 

Mathew,  L.JJ.) 

Wilson  v.  Twamlkt.  (a) 

APPEAL  TBOM  THE  KING'S  BENCH   DIVISION. 

Landlord  and  tenant — Lease — Breach  of  covenant 
— Covenant  not  to  "  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  "  an 
act— Act  done  by  sublessee — Liability  of  lessee. 

The  lease  of  a  licensed  public-house  contained  a 
covenant  by  the  lessee,  for  himself  and  his 
assigns,  that  he  would  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done 
on  the  premises  any  eust  whereby  the  licence 
might  be  forfeited  or  indorsed,  or  the  renewed 
withheld. 

The  defendant,  who  was  the  assignee  of  the  lease, 
s\Met  the  premises  by  a  lease  which  contained 
covenants  similar  to  those  in  the  superior  lease. 

The  sublessee  was  convicted  of  an  offence  against 
the  licensing  laws  committed  on  the  premises 
and  the  licence  was  indorsed,  in  consequence 
whereof  the  renewal  of  the  licence  was  «u6«e- 
qtiently  refused. 

Held  (terming  the  judgment  of  Kennedy,  J.),  that 
the  defendant  had  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
covenant,  done  or  suffered  to  be  done  the  act 

(•)  Beported  hjl.  H.  Wiluaks,  Ewi.,  BuiliMr«»-Lkir. 
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wh«r«by  the  licence  w<u  lo$t,  attd  that  he  wm  not 
liable  in  damage*  for  breach  of  the  covenant  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  lettor. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  jadsment  of 
Kennedy,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  with  a  jary. 
The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  damages  for  breach  of  a 
covenant  contained  in  the  lease  of  a  public- 
honse. 

By  a  lease  dated  the  29th  Aug.  1892,  Henry 
Wilson,  thereinafter  called  the  lessor,  demised  to 
Edward  Eamie,  thereinafter  called  the  lessee,  a 
public-house  for  the  term  of  thirty-five  years  at 
the  yearly  rent  of  802. 

The  lease  contained  a  covenant  by  the  lessee,  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  that  he  would  use  the  premises  as  a 
pabUo-house  or  beers  bop  only,  and  that  he  would 
carry  on  and  suffer  on  tbe  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  no  other  trade,  business,  or  mannfaotaie, 
during  the  term,  without  the  previous  consent  in 
writing  of  the  lessor,  and  particularly  .would  not 
do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on  the  premises,  or 
any  part  thereof,  any  acts  whereby,  the  licence 
necessary  for  using  the  premises  as  an  inn,  beer- 
house, or  public-house  with  billiards,  as  then  used, 
might  hi  forfeited  or  indorsed,  or  the  renewal 
withheld,  and  would  at  all  times  take  proper  legal 
stops  and  proceedings  and  endeavour  to  procure  a 
renewal  of  the  necessary  licences  for  so  using  the 
same. 

On  the  5th  Dec.  1892  the  lessee,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  lessor,  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the 
lease  to  the  defendant,  who  thereafter  duly  paid 
the  rent  of  tbe  premises. 

Henry  Wilson  died  in  1894,  and  tbe  reversion 
expectant  upon  the  lease  of  the  premises  became 
absolutely  vested  in  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  sublet  the  premises  to  Kingston 
by  a  lease  which  contained  covenante  to  the 
same  effect  as  those  contained  in  the  lease  of  the 
29th  Aug.  1892. 

Un  the  7th  Dec.  1901  Kingston  was  convicted 
of  the  offence,  under  sect.  13  of  the  Licensing 
Act  1872,  of  serving  a  drunken  man  upon  the 
premises,  and  the  licence  was  indorsed. 

In  consequence  of  that  conviction  the  licensing 
jastices,  at  the  ensuing  annual  general  licensing 
bessions,  refused  to  grant  a  renewal  of  the  licence, 
and  the  premises  afterwards  remained  unlicensed. 

Kingston  continued  to  reside  upon  the  premises 
for  some  time  after  the  licence  expired. 

The  plaintiff  broaght  this  action  to  recover 
damages  from  the  defendant  for  breach  of  the 
above  covenant,  whereby  the  licence  was  indorsed 
and  the  renewal  thereof  refused. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Kennsdy,  J.  with 
a  jury.  The  jury  assessed  the  damages  at  1502. 
The  learned  judge  held  that  the  defendant  had 
not  suffered  to  be  done  tbe  act  whereby  the 
licence  was  lost,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
covenant,  and  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  tbe 
defendant  (88  L.  T.  Aep.  803). 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

English  Harrison,  K.O.  and  0.  Herbert  Smith 
for  the  appellant. — The  decision  of  the  learned 
judge  was  wrong.  Upon  the  true  construction 
of  this  lease  there  is  an  absolute  covenant  by 
the  lessee  that  no  act  will  be  done  upon  the 
premises  by  any  person  whom  he  has  permitted 
to  occupy  the  premises  whereby  the  licence  may 


be  lost.  The  assignee  is  responsible  for  the  acts 
done  by  his  tenant.  The  case  of  Bryant  v.  Han- 
cock (78  L.  T.  Rep.  397  ;  81  L.  T.  Eep.  96 ;  (1898) 
1  Q.  B.  716  ;  (1899)  A.  C.  442),  upon  which  the 
learned  judge  relied  in  the  court  below,  is  clearly 
distinguishable  from  the  present  case.  In  tha^ 
case  the  covenant  was  that  the  lessee  would  not 
"  wilfully  door  suffer  any  act"  ;  and  the  decision 
simply  turned  upon  the  use  of  the  word  "  wil- 
fully. Tbe  covenant  in  the  present  case  is  wider 
in  its  terms,  and  is  not  qualified  by  tbe  word 
"wilfully."  In  this  case  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  be  gathered  from  all  the  provisions  of 
the  lease  clearly  is  that  the  licence  is  to  be  pro- 
tected from  danger  through  any  act  of  the  person 
who  may  be  carrying  on  the  business  on  the 
demised  premises.  The  contention  of  the  defen- 
dant amounts  to  this,  that  under  this  lease  a  sub- 
lessee may  commit  any  acts  which  endanger  the 
licence  and  tbe  lessor  has  no  remedy.  The 
defendant  is  the  assignee  of  the  lease,  and  he 
cannot  relieve  himself  from  liability  under  this 
covenant  by  saying  that  the  person  whom  he 
has  put  into  possession  of  the  premises  has  done 
the  act  which  caused  the  loss  of  the  licence. 

R.  M.  Bray,  K.G.  and  F.  Butsell  for  the  respon- 
dent.— The  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  was 
right.  The  question  is  whether  this  covenant  is 
an  absolute  or  qualified  covenant.  It  is  clearly  & 
qualified  covenant,  and  is  within  the  decision  in 
Bryant  v.  Hancock  [ubi  sup.)  It  is  true  that  in  that 
case  the  covenant  was  more  qualified  than  the  cove- 
nant in  the  present  case ;  but  still  this  covenant  is 
qualified,  for  it  is  not  a  covenant  that  no  act  shall 
be  done,  but  only  that  the  lessee  will  not  permit 
or  suffer  an  act  to  be  done.  The  lessee  covenants 
for  himself  and  his  assigns  that  he  will  not  do 
any  act  by  which  the  licence  will  be  lost ;  then, 
that  he  will  not  suffer  any  such  act  to  be  done, 
and  those  words  do  not  mean  that  he  covenants 
that  no  act  shall  be  done.  The  lessee  does  not 
permit  or  suffer  an  act  to  be  done  merely  beoanss 
his  sublessee  does  the  act.  A  lessee  is  not 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  sublessee  unless 
he  nae  expressly  so  covenanted.  The  Licensing 
Act  1872  (35  &  36  Yict  c.  94)  contains,  in  sect  17, 
provisions  whereby  any  licensed  person  who 
"  suffers  "  any  gaming  to  be  carried  on  upon  tbe 
premises,  or  "  suffers  "  his  house  to  be  opened  or 
kept  or  used  in  contravention  of  16  &  17  Yiot. 
c.  119,  is  made  liable  to  a  penalty.  Under  that  Act 
it  has  been  held  that  where  gaming  is  carried  oa 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  servant  of  the  licensee, 
but  without  the  knowledge  of  the  licensee  himself^ 
the  licensee  does  "  suffer  "  gaming  to  be  carried 
on,  because  the  prohibition  is  absolute,  and  the 
licensee  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  servant : 

Bond  V.  Xvant,  59  L.  T.  Bep.  411 ;  21  Q.  B.  Dir. 
249; 

BoiUy  V.  Davies,  33  L.  T.  Bep.  528 ;  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
84. 
There  is  a  great  disUnction  between  acts  done  by 
a  servant  and  acU  done  by  an  underlessee.  A 
man  may  well  be  said  to  permit  or  suffer  to  be 
done  the  acts  which  his  servant  does,  but  not  the 
acts  of  his  underlessee.  By  merely  putting  a 
tenant  in  possession  of  premises  the  iandlord 
cannot  properly  be  said  to  permit  or  suffer  the 
acte  which  his  tenant  does : 

Bryant  v.  Hancock  (ubi  tup.). 
In   Toleman  ▼.  Portbury   (22  L.  T.    Bep.  33^: 
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L.Bep.  5  Q.  B.  288]  it  was  held  that  a  leasee  had 
not  broken  a  oorenant  not  to  "  permit "  a  sale  by 
auction  upon  the  premises  beoaaae  his  aablessee 
had  permitted  an  auotioa.  There  can  be  no  dis- 
tinotion  betireen  the  words  "permit"  and 
"  Buffer,"  and  that  deoision  is  absolutely  in  point. 

EugltBh  Harrison,  E.G.  replied. 

Collins,  M  B  — This  is  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  Kennedy,  J.  upon  the  oonstraotion 
of  a  covenant  contained  in  a  lease,  the  action 
harint;  been   broaght   to    recover    damages  for 
breach  of  covenant.    The  lease  in  qaestion  was  a 
lease  of  a  public-house.    This  action  was  brought 
by  the  IesM>r  against  the  assignee  of  the  lease  for 
breach  of  a  covenant  in  these  terms :  "  And  will 
nee  the  said  premises  as  a  public- house  or  beer- 
house only,  and  will  carry  on  or  suffer  on  the  said 
premises,   or  any  part  thereof,  no  other  trade, 
business,  or  manufacture  during  the  said  term, 
without  the  previous  consent  in  writing  of  the 
lessor,  and  will  not  do  or  permit  to  be  done  on  the 
eaid  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  any  act  or  thing 
which  may  be  a  nuisance  or  annoyance  to  the 
lessor  or  adjoining  occupiers,  or  use  the  said  pre- 
mises   for    any    immoral    purpose    .    .    .    and 
particularly  will  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done  on  the 
said  premises  or  any  part  thereof  any  act  whereby 
the  licences  necessary  for  using  the  said  messuage 
and  premises  as  an  inn,  beerhouse,  or  public-house 
with  billiards,  as  now  used,  may  be  forfeited  or 
indorsed  or  the  renewal  withheld,  and  will  at  all 
times  take  proper  legal  steps  and  proceedings  and 
endeavour  to  procure  a  renewal  of  the  necessary 
licences  for  so  using  the  same."    The  defendant, 
being  the  assignee  of  the  term,  snblet  to  another 
person  and,  during  the  tenure  of  the  sublessee, 
an  offence  against  the  Licensing  Acts  was  com- 
mitted by  the  serving  of  intoxicating  liquor  to  a 
person  who  was  drunk,  and  thereupon  the  renewal 
of  the  licence  was  refused  at  the  next  annual 
general  licensing  meeting.    Upon  those  facts  the 
lessor  has  brought  this  action  for  damages  for 
breach  of  the  covenant.    Kennedy,  J.  has  held 
that,  having  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  covenant 
and  the  particalar  act  which  was  alleged  to  be  a 
breach  of  the  covenant,  there  was  not  shown  to 
have  been  a  breach  of  the  covenant.    The  learned 
judge  held  that,  the  assignee  having  let  the  pre- 
mises to  another  person,  there  was  not  any  con- 
nection of   agency  between    him  and  the  sub- 
lessee, bat  that  the  sublessee  was  an  independent 
tenant,  and  was  in  no  sense  the  agent  of  the 
asignee,  and  that  therefore,  even  if  the  sublessee 
had  suffered  to  be  done  an  act  which  was  a  breach 
-ot  the  licensing  laws  and  endangered  the  licence, 
that  act  was  not  the  act  of  the  assignee ;  and  that 
unless  it  could  be  shown  that,  under  the  terms  of 
this  covenant,  the  assignee  either  did  or  suff<fred 
to  be  done  on  the  premises  the  act  in  question, 
which  caused  the  licence  to  be  lost,  he  is  not  liable 
vnder  the  covenant.    It  is  now  contended  that 
that  decision  was  wrong.    Both  the  appellant  and 
the  respondent  rely  upon  a  deoision  of  this  court 
in  a  case  which  went  to  the  House  of  Lords— 
Bryant  v.  Hancock  (78  L.  T.  Eep.  397 ;  81  L.  T. 
Eep.  96;  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  716;  (1899)  A  C.  442). 
That  case  was  to  a  large  extent  the  basis  of  the 
decision  of  Kennedy,  J.,  but  the  appellant  relies 
upon  it  as  an  authority  in  his  favour.   It  is  always, 
in  my  opinion,  dangerous  to  try  to  construe  one 
Covenant  by  reference  to  a  decision  upon  another 


covenant.  But  when  I  com)  to  consider  the 
deoision  in  Bryant  v.  Raneoek  (ubi  *UD.),  I  think 
that  it  does  not  touch  this  case  at  all.  In  that 
case  there  was  a  covenant,  the  first  part  of  whioti 
was  unquestionably  absolute,  and  was  held  by  the 
court  to  bs  absolute.  Another  part  of  the 
covenant  was  qualified  by  the  iutrodnction 
of  the  word  "wilfnlly,"  and,  prima,  faeie,  the 
matter  which  had  to  be  done  "  wilfully  "  in  order 
to  constitute  a  breach  of  covenant  might  really 
cover  the  eitliw  part  of  the  covenant,  and,  if 
there  had  not  been  the  qualification  of  "  wilfully  " 
introduced,  the  act  complained  ot  might  have 
come  within  either  part  of  the  covenaut.  The 
difficulty  in  the  case  was  to  detarmine  whether 
the  act  complained  of  oaght  to  be  taken  t3  come 
within  the  first  part  of  the  coveaant,  which  was 
wide  enough  to  inolaie  it,  and  was  not  in  any 
way  qualified ;  but  the  court  held  that,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  covenant  was  divided  into  two 
paragraphs,  and  that  what  apparently  might  be 
tbe  same  matter  might  be  within  the  terms  of 
both  paragraphs,  in  order  to  give  effdct  to  the 
qualification  the  application  of  the  qoalified  part 
must  be  limited  to  a  special  class  ot  offjnce  or 
breach  ot  which  the  act  complained  of  must  be 
taken  to  be  one.  That  is  why  great  strass  was 
laid  in  that  case  upon  the  word  "  wilfully,"  ia  order 
to  see  whether  an  act  which  might  fall  within  the 
first  or  unqualified  part  of  the  covenant  ought  in 
that  particular  case  to  be  held  to  come  within  the 
qualified  part  only  so  as  to  give  a  fair  meaning  to 
both  parts  of  the  covenant.  Therefore  stress  was 
laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  covenant  was  intended 
to  be  in  part  qualified.  That  explanation  ot  that 
case  shows,  I  think,  that  it  cannot  have  any 
special  bearing  upon  the  present  case.  It  has 
iMen  contended  that,  stress  having  been  laid  upon 
the  word  "  wilfully "  in  Bryant  v.  Haneoek  {ubi 
sup.),  the  deoision  would  have  been  different  but 
for  the  use  of  that  word,  and  that  as  that  word 
does  not  occur  in  the  present  case,  the  lessee  in 
this  case  must  be  held  liable  for  breach  ot  the 
covenant.  I  think,  however,  that  the  presence  or 
absence  of  that  word  is  really  immaterial  in  the 
case  of  this  particular  covenant.  If,  in  the 
present  case,  the  assignee  instead  ot  letting  the 
premises  to  a  subtenant  had  put  in  a  manager, 
then  it  seems  to  me  that  he  would  have  come 
within  the  terms  ot  the  covenant.  The  assignee 
would  then  have  substituted  another  person  for 
himself,  and  he  could  not  have  avoided  liability 
by  saying  that,  althungh  that  other  person  had 
done  or  suffered  to  be  done  the  act  complained  of, 
he  was  not  responsible.  He  would  then  have 
placed  his  alter  ego  in  the  premises,  and  mast  have 
taken  the  risk  of  that  person  not  conforming  to 
the  terms  of  the  covenant.  He  has  not,  however, 
done  that,  but  has  snblet  the  premises.  There 
was  not,  therefore,  that  connection  between  him 
and  the  delinquent,  and  the  offence  was  not  his 
offence ;  and  he  cannot  be  made  liable  under  tho 
terms  ot  the  covenant  unless  he  has  done  or 
suffered  to  be  done  on  the  premises  aa  act  of  the 
nature  described  in  the  covenant.  In  my  opinion 
that  is  prima  facie  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"  do  or  suffer  to  be  done."  The  word  "  suffer  " 
involves  some  action  or  abstention  from  action  on 
the  part  ot  the  particalar  person  who  is  said  to 
suffer  a  thing  to  be  done  although  he  doea  not  do 
it  himself.  I  think  that  the  qaestion  also  rests 
upon  authority.    In  the  case  of  Toleman  v.  Port- 
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bury  (22  L.  T.  Hep.  33 ;  L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  288). 
which  has  been  cited  as  a  decision  upon  the 
point,  a  leases  ooTenanted  not  to  permit  an 
auction  to  take  place  npon  the  premises;  he 
sublet  the  premises  to  a  person  who  held  an 
auction  upon  the  premises ;  thereupon  proceed- 
ings to  enforce  a  forfeiture  were  teken  against 
the  lessee  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  x>ermitted 
an  auction  to  be  held  upon  the  premises.  The 
d^enoe,  which  was  held  to  be  good  by  a  large 
majority  of  the  judges,  was  that  it  was  not  the  act 
of  the  lessee  when  the  sublessee  caused  an  auction 
to  be  held  upon  the  premises,  and  that  the  act  of 
the  sublessee  was  not  the  act  of  the  lessee ;  that 
the  sublessee  was  not  the  agent  of  the  lessee, 
and  that  therefore  the  auction  held  by  the  sub- 
lessee was  not  an  auction  permitted  by  the  lessee. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  same  reasoning  applies 
in  the  present  case,  and  that  the  act  of 
the  sub-tenant  in  permitting  the  act  to  be 
done  was  not  the  act  of  the  assignee.  Upon 
these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  Kennedy,  J.  was  right,  and  that  this  appeal 
fails. 

Bombs,  L.J. — ^I  am  ot  the  same  opinion.  I 
will  first  deal  with  the  suggestion  made  on  behalf 
of  the'  appellant  that  he  is  entitled  to  succeed 
because  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
that  the  premises  shall  be  used  as  a  beerhouse  or 
public-house  only.  Now,  to  my  mind  it  is  clear 
that  that  covenant  is  not  an  absolute  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  lessee  that  the  public-house  shall 
always  during  the  continuance  of  the  term 
remain  hoenMd,  or  a  covenant  by  which  the 
lessee  takes  upon  himself  the  obligation  that  the 
licence  shall  not  be  forfeited  and  shall  always  be 
renewed.  Take,  for  example,  the  case  where, 
through  no  fault  of  the  lessee  and  through  no 
breach  of  the  covenant,  but  for  other  reasons — 
as,  for  instance,  because  there  are  too  many 
public-houses  in  the  neighbourhood^the  licence 
is  not  renewed,  and  thereby  damage  is  caused  to 
the  lessor.  Could  it  be  said  that  under  this 
covenant  the  lessee  would  be  liable  for  that 
dami^  P  To  my  mind  it  is  clear  that  that  could 
not  be  said.  The  covenant  is  dearly  aimed  at  the 
use  of  the  premises  during  the  term  as  a  public- 
house  only,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  any  other 
trade  or  business.  In  my  opinion,  there  would 
not  be  any  breach  of  the  covenant  by  the  lessee 
remaining  in  the  premises  without  doing  more 
after  it  turned  out  that  the  licence  would  not  be 
renewed.  That  point,  however,  has  not  been 
raised  or  dealt  witu  in  the  action.  Even  if  it  had 
been,  and  if  there  had  been  a  breach  of  that  cove- 
nant, it  appears  to  me  that  there  woold  not  have 
been  any  damage  resulting  to  the  plaintiff,  because 
the  continuance  to  reside  in  the  premises  after 
the  licence  had  been  lost  would  not  make  the 
lessee  liable  for  loss  accruing  through  the  non- 
renewal of  the  Ucenoe.  Therefore  it  is  clear  that 
the  appellant's  case  cannot  succeed  upon  that 
ground.  Now  I  will  pass  on  to  the  main  point 
m  this  appeal,  which  is  whether  there  has  been  a 
breach  by  the  assignee  of  the  covenant  not  to  do 
or  suffer  to  be  done  on  the  premises  any  act 
whereby  the  licence  may  be  forfeited  or  indorsed, 
or  the  renewal  thereof  withheld.  It  is  to 
be  observed  with  regard  to  this  covenant 
that  it  certainly  is  not  an  absolute  covenant 
that  no  such  act  shall  be  committed ;  it  is  a 
limited  covenant  which  is  limited  in  two  ynja. 


In  the  first  place,  it  is  limited  as  a  covenant  on 
behalf  of  the  lessee,  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns.  I  will  pause  here  to  consider  this  first 
limitation.  The  word  "  assigns "  has  a  clear, 
definite  legal  meaning,  and  it  does  not  include 
underlessees.  I  do  not  know  of  any  benevolent 
rule  of  construction  to  be  applied  to  covenants  in 
leases  which  will  justify  the  court  in  giving  to  the 
word  "  assigns  "  a  more  extended  meaning  so  as 
to  include  underlessees.  Certainly  that  cannot- 
be  done  unless  there  is  something  in  the  lease 
which  renders  it  necessary  to  do  so.  In  the 
present  case  it  is  clear  that  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "  assigns  "  ought  not  to  be  extended  tor  thi» 
reason,  among  others,  that  the  lease  contemplates 
underletting.  The  only  provision  in  the  lease 
with  r^erence  to  underletting  is  that  it  shall  not 
beleffected  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  th& 
lessor ;  but  it  is  also  provided  that  that  consent- 
shall  not  be  unreasonably  withheld  in  the  case  of  a,- 
responsible  tenant.  Underletting  is  naturally 
contemplated  in  this  lease,  because  otherwise  a- 
public-house  like  this  cannot  be  carried  on.  It  is 
not,  as  a  rule,  carried  on  by  the  lessee,  but  by  an 
undertenant.  Therefore  in  this  case  it  is  clear 
that  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that  the  word 
"  assigns  "  in  this  covenant  includes  underlessees. 
It  is  uso  clear  that  this  covenant  is  limited  in 
another  respect.  The  covenant  is  not,  on  behalf 
of  the  assigns,  that  such  an  act  shall  not  be  done  i. 
it  is  only  a  covenant  that  the  executors,  admini- 
strators, or  assigns  will  not  do  or  suffer  to  b» 
done  such  an  act  upon  the  premises.  A  man  may 
do  an  act  himself  or  by  nis  agent  or  servant ;, 
but  he  certainly  cannot  do  it  by  an  undertenant- 
unless  he  has  authorised  the  undertenant  to  do 
it.  It  cannot  be  suggested  that  in  this  case  the 
undertenant  was  authorised  to  do  the  act  com- 
plained of  and  that  therefore  there  has  been  tb- 
breach  of  the  covenant.  The  act  which  the  defen* 
dant  is  said  to  have  suffered  to  be  done  upon  the 
premises  was  that  the  undertenant,  by  nis  ser- 
vant, permitted  a  drunken  man  to  be  served.  Did 
the  defendant "  suffer  "  that  act  to  be  done.  It- 
seems  to  me  that,  looking  at  the  ciroumstanoes» 
he  clearly  did  not  "  suffer  "  that  act  to  be  done. 
That  being  so,  the  plaintiff  cannot  succeed  on 
that  part  of  the  covenant.  It  only  remains  for 
me  to  make  a  few  observations  with  respect 
to  the  last  point  taken  on  behalf  of  the  appellant. 
It  was  said  that  the  undertenant  was  let  into 
possession  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor,  but 
that  was  really  neither  alleged  nor  proved.  Even 
if  it  had  been,  the  underlessee  would  still  have 
be«i  tiie  underlessee.  It  could  not  be  said  that, 
even  if  there  was  a  breach  of  covenant  by  not 
obtaining  the  consent  of  the  lessor,  that  fact 
turned  the  underlessee  into  an  agent  or  servant. 
Nor,  as  Kennedy,  J.  held,  could  it  be  said  that 
there  was  any  estoppel  which  prevented  the 
defendant  from  saying  that  as  a  matter  of  fact 
this  man  was  an  undertenant  and  was  not  his 
manager,  servant,  or  agent.  This  last  point  in  no 
way  assists  the  appellant.  I  agree  that  the  judg- 
ment of  Kennedy,  J.  was  right,  and  that  this 
appeal  must  be  dismi  ssed. 

Mathbw,  LX — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
agree  that  the  appellant  cannot  rely  up<Mi  that 
part  of  the  covenant  which  prohibits  the  use  of  the 
premises  for  any  other  purpose  than  that  of  & 
public-house.  The  covenant,  when  it  is  examined* 
goes  on  to  point  out  what  is  the  meaning  of  that 
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prohibitioii,  becanse  the  obligation  is  not  to  carry 
on  any  other  trade  on  the  premisea.  It  cannot  be 
aaid  in  this  case  that  some  other  trade  has  been 
carried  on  npon  the  premises  because  the  house, 
aa  a  consequence  of  the  loss  of  the  licence,  has 
lost  any  character  except  that  of  a  dwelling-house. 
The  next  point  raised  was  that  there  was  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  because  the 
plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the  underlease,  and 
the  undertenant  was  in  truth  only  a  manager,  the 
house  being  a  tied  house.  But  it  clearly  appeared 
that  there  was  a  properly  created  nndertonanoy, 
and  that  the  person  who  was  let  into  possession 
was  not  pat  into  the  premises  as  a  manager  for 
the  defendant.  There  is  no  ground,  therefere,  for 
saying  that  this  case  differed  from  a  case  in  which 
the  consent  of  the  lessor  to  an  nnderlease  had 
been  given.  How  can  it  be  said,  when  an  nnder- 
tonanoy was  created,  that  the  defendant  solfered 
to  be  done  the  act  of  the  undertenant?  The 
effect  of  the  underletting  was  that  the  complete 
control  of  the  premises  passed  into  the  hands  of 
the  undertenant*  and  it  must  have  been  known, 
when  the  underletting  of  the  premises  was  con- 
templated in  the  lease,  that  the  nnderlessee  would 
have  no  power  to  superrise  what  was  done  upon 
the  premises  by  the  undertenant.  If  the  consent 
of  the  lessor  was  obtiuned,  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
might  just  as  well  be  said  that  the  lessor  suffered 
the  act  to  be  done  as  that  the  lessee  suffered  it  to 
be  done.  The  judgment  of  the  learned  judge  was 
right,  and  this  apical  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismiased. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellant,  Fearee  and  Bowse. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Beaumont,  Son, 
and  Bigden. 
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(Before  Lord  Axvbbbtonb,  O.J.,  Wills  and 

Kennbdt,  JJ.) 

POLLBT  «.  FOBDHAM.  (a) 

Action  againet  juetice — Ittua  of  diatree*  warrant 
— Limitation  of  action — Time  of  eonvieftoa  or 
distreM — Pvbhc  Authoritiee  Protection  Act  1893 
(56  A  57  Viet.  e.  61),  s.  1. 
In  February  the  defendant,  who  was  a  magittrate, 
eoneieted  the  'filainUff  of  an  alleged  offence  against 
the  Yaeeinaiwn  AeU,  and  in  April  the  plaintiff 
having  failed   to   pay   the  fine   inflicted   the 
defendant  itaued  a  warrant  of  dittreas,  which 
waa  executed  againat  the  plaintiffs  goods. 
Jn  an  action  for  iUegal  diatreaa  : 
Held,  that  the  limitation  im^oaed  by  sect,  1  of  the 
Public  Avthoritiea  Protection  Act  1893  ran  from 
the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  warrant  of  diatreaa 
and  notfrvm  the  date  of  the  conviction. 
Affsal  from  His  Honour  Judge  Smyly,  sitting 
at  the  Shoreditoh  County  Court. 

The  plaintiff  was  on  the  11th  Feb.  1903  con- 
victed by  Mr.  Fordham,  a  metropolitan  magis- 
trate, for  neglecting  to  have  two  of  his  chilcuren 
vaccinated,  and  was  fined  12.  and  16<.  costs  in 
each  case. 
The  plaintiff  having   failed  to  pay  the  fines. 


(a)  Baported  t;  W.  si  B.  HuBXKi,  Baq.,  Buil(MF«t-L«w. 


Mr.  Fordham,  on  the  11th  April  1903,  issued  a, 
warrant  of  distress  agunst  the  plaintiff's  goods. 

On  the  17th  April  1903  a  distress  was  put  in 
on  the  plaintiff'slpremises,  and  was  paid  out  by 
the  plaintiff  under  protest  on  the  29th  ApriL 

On  the  Bth  July  1903  a  divisional  court  made 
an  order  absolute  quashing  the  convictions  against 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that,  the  children  oeing 
eighteen  months  of  age,  the  plaintiff  had  been 
improperly  convicted. 

On  the  26th  Aug.  1903  the  plaintiff  issued  hi» 
summons  in  the  County  Court  against  Mr. 
Fordham,  claiming  damages  for  illegal  distress. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  action  was  out  of  time,  and  that  tho 
defendant  waa  protected  by  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act  1893. 

The  learned  County  Court  judge  held  that  the 
plaintiff's  action  was  barred  by  sect.  1,  sub- 
seot.  (a),  of  that  Act,  as  the  injury  was  suffered  by 
the  plaintiff  from  the  conviction  on  the  11th  Feb., 
more  than  six  months  before  action  brought,  and 
he  entered  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

By  the  Justices  Protection  Act  1848  (21  &  22 
Vict.  0.  xliv.),  E.  3 : 

And  be  it  maoted,  that  where  a  oonviotion  or  order 
■hall  be  made  b7  one  or  more  jostioe  or  jnstioea  of  the 
peace  and  a  warrant  of  distress  or  of  oommitment  shall 
be  granted  thereon  hj  some  other  jnatioe  o(  the  peaoe 
bond  fids  and  without  ooUniion  no  action  ihall  be 
brought  against  the  jnstioe  who  ho  granted  snob  warrant 
by  leaeon  of  any  defect  ia  anoh  conviction  or  order 
or  for  any  want  ti  jnriidiotion  in  the  jastice  or  jostioes 
who  made  the  same,  but  the  action  (if  any)  shall  be 
brought  againat  the  jnstioo  or  jnstioeB  who  made  such 
oonviotion  or  order. 

Kingsbury  for  the  appellant.— The  conviction 
and  the  distress  were  separate  acts.  The  learned 
County  Court  ju^^e  held  that  they  were  abso- 
lutely connected,  and  that  they  were  bound  to 
date  from  the  oonviotion.    He  referred  to 

Jnstioas  Protection  Act  1818  (21  A  22  Viot. 
0.  zUv.),  ss.  2  and  3. 
The  conviction  stands  by  itself,  and  the  distress  is 
not  a  necessary  consequence  of  that  conviction. 
We  could  not  proceed  for  the  distress  until  the 
conviction  was  quashed,  that  is  clear  from  sect.  2 
of  the  Justices  Protection  Act  1848.  The  action 
is  brought,  and  the  time  mns  from  the  wrong 
done,  which  is  the  putting  in  of  the  distress. 
He  also  referred  to 

Sects.  6  and  8  of   the    Joatioes  Protectian  Act 

1848; 
Carty  v.  Bermondtey  Borough   Council,  67  J.  P. 

447  * 
Brittain  v.   Kinnaird,  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  432;  21 

B.  B.  680. 

Bobertson  for  the  respondent. — The  whole  point 
is  simply  whether  these  two  things,  the  conviction 
and  the  distress  warrant,  were  separate  or  the 
same ;  that  is  to  say,  whether  the  distress  warran1> 
dates  back  to  tiie  date  of  the  conviction  for  the 
purpose  of  the  limitation.  In  other  words, 
whether  the  distress  warrant  can  be  regarded  as 
a  separate  act  or  merely  an  aggravation  of 
damages,  and  whether  the  magistrate,  having 
issued  his  conviction,  did  anything  else  so  as  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
The  conviction  states  "  and  in  default  of  payment^ 
I  it  is  adjudged  that  the   sums  due  under  this 


Digitized  by 


Google 


756-Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Ang.  6,  1904. 


K.B.  DlT.] 


Shtth  (app.)  v.  Strbttoit  (reap.). 


[K.B.  DiT. 


adjndi  cation  be  levied  bv  distress  and  s&le  of  tbe 
defendant's  goods."  That  is  to  say,  as  far  as 
tbe  conviction  goes  it  provides  for  distress,  and, 
having  convicted  in  tbat  form,  the  magistrate, 
as  far  as  an  action  against  him  is  concerned,  has 
done  everrthiog  for  which  he  is  liable  in  an 
action.  The  mere  fact  that  later  on  a  distress 
warrant  is  ministerially  issued  bj  him  makes  no 
difference.  Sect.  3  of  the  Justices  Protection 
Act  1848  is  in  my  favour,  and  it  shows  that, 
where  there  are  two  justices  concerned,  the  one 
who  convicts  and  the  other  who  issues  the  distress 
warrant,  the  action  is  brought  against  the  justice 
who  convicts.  Sect.  13  of  that  Act  regards  the 
levying  of  the  distress  as  part  of  the  damages 
and  not  as  the  substantive  canse  of  action  against 
the  justice.  Here,  too,  the  levying  of  the  distress 
onght  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  damages 
which  can  be  recovered  by  an  action  on  the  con- 
viction, acd  not  as  a  substantive  or  separate 
distress. 

Lord  Alvebstone,  C.J. — I  express  no  opinion 
as  to  whether  this  action  can  be  maintained  or  as 
to  whether  there  is  a  defence  to  it.  The  only 
point  before  ns  is  whether  the  Gonnty  Court 
judge  was  right  in  applying  this  Statute  of 
Limitations  to  this  alleged  rigut  of  action,  so  as 
to  bar  tbe  proceedings,  and  whether  in  fact  he 
has  right  Iv  declined  to  entertain  the  action  n^n 
the  eroand  of  the  lapse  of  six  months.  I  think 
we  have  only  got  to  construe  for  this  purpose 
snb-sect.  (a)  of  sect  1  of  the  Public  Authorities 
Protection  Act  1893,  which  was  a  new  enactment 
with  a  statutory  limitatiou,  and  must  be  con- 
strued strictly.  That  says  :  "  Where  after  the 
commencement  of  this  Act  any  action,  prosecu- 
tion, or  other  proceeding  is  commencea  in  the 
United  Kingdom  against  any  person  for  any  act 
done  in  pusoance  or  execution,  or  intended 
execution  of  any  Act  of  Parliament,  or  of  any 
public  duty  or  authority,  or  in  respect  of  any 
alleged  neglect  or  default  in  the  execution  of  any 
such  act,  duty,  or  authority,  the  following  pro- 
visions shall  have  effect :  (a)  The  action,  prosecu- 
tion, or  proceeding  shall  not  lie  or  be  instituted 
unless  it  is  commenced  within  six  months  next 
after  the  act,  neglect,  or  default  complained  of." 
The  act  complained  of  here  was  not  the  con- 
viction. The  act  complained  of  here  was  tbe 
trespass  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  by  the  levy. 
ing  ot  the  distress.  So  far  as  it  has  any  bearing 
on  the  case,  sect.  3  of  the  Justices  Protection  Act 
1848  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  anything  to 
do  with  the  question  of  time.  Sect.  3  is  for  tbe 
purpose  of  protecting  a  justice  who  has  issued 
a  warrant  upon  a  conviction  which  was  apparently 
legal,  and  then  subsequently  it  turns  oat  that  he 
ought  not  to  have  issued  that  warrant,  and  then 
an  action  is  brought  against  the  justice  who  made 
the  original  order.  In  this  care  I  think  where 
the  action  is  for  trespass  and  there  is  a  plea  of 
justification  under  a  distress  warrant,  it  requires 
the  usual  strict  enactment  with  r^^rd  to  a  statu* 
tory  limitation  tq  say  that  that  period  is  to  run 
not  from  the  date  of  the  real  cause  of  action,  the 
entry,  but  from  some  time  date  anterior,  which  is 
supposed  to  give  the  authority  for  the  proceeding 
nnder  which  the  entry  was  made.  It  may  be  that 
there  are  enactments  to  which  Mr.  Robertson  has 
referred,  which  enable  you  to  claim  as  damages 
if  you  have  got  a  cause  of  action  matters  o  f 
aggravation  in  respect  of  subEe^uent  acts  done. 


That  is  quite  possible,  bat  I  am  unable  myself  to 
see  any  statute  which  enables  us  to  say  that  the 
right  of  action  for  wrongful  entry  has  been  taken 
away  because  brought  too  late  if  the  action  is 
commenced  within  six  months  of  the  act  which 
is  alleged  to  te  wrong.  I  think  if  it  was  intended 
to  ante- date  the  period  of  limitation  to  an  earlier 
date,  there  roust  be  clear  and  distinct  language 
to  that  effect.  Whatever  may  be  the  result  of 
this  action  when  it  comes  to  be  heard,  I  think  the 
case  must  go  back  to  the  County  Court  jadge  to 
entertain. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  very  dearly  of  the  same 
opinion.  It  seems  to  me  the  act  complained  of  is 
the  distress,  and  nothing  else.  No  such  thing 
was  ever  heard  of  as  an  action  for  making  an 
order  against  a  person  without  jurisdiction.  If 
the  order  is  not  followed  by  consequences  against 
the  individual  it  comes  to  nothing.  One  used  to 
be  in  former  days  very  familiar  indeed  with 
matters  of  this  kind.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
declarations  I  have  drawn  in  my  old  pleading 
days  for  levies  of  one  sort  and  another — 
complaints  that  people  had  been  strained 
upon  against  whom  there  was  no  right  of  distress 
or  to  enforce  consequences  of  a  similar  nature,  but 
such  actions  were  always  actions  of  trespass,  aud 
nothing  else.  The  complaint  used  to  be  that  the 
defendant  had  wiongfully  entered  the  house  or 
premifiea  of  the  plaintiff  and  had  done  so  and 
BO.  Then  any  question  which  arose  about  the 
warrant,  the  conviction,  or  order  on  which  the 
erroneous  proceedings  by  way  of  distress  and 
entry  were  founded  was  rai>>ed  on  a  defenoe 
setting  up  that  it  was  justified  because  of  the 
warrant  and  the  conviction  or  order  on  which  the 
warrant  was  founded.  But  the  action  itself  was 
not  for  erroneous  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  but  was 
for  making  a  distress  and  breaking  and  entering 
a  man's  premises  where  there  was  no  right  to  do 
so. 

Kennedt.  J.-l  agree.  ^^^^^  ^^^^^ 

Solicitors:  H.  T.  NiehoUo^;  SoUeitor  to  th« 
Treaiury. 


April  18  and  19. 

(Before  Gbannbll,  J.) 

Shtth  (app.)  v.  Stbetton  (resp.).  (a) 

^-cvcnue — Income  tax — Maiter  at  aehool — Provi- 
dent fund  scheme — Additional  allowance — Al- 
lowance to  go  to  fund — Incomt  Tax  Act  1842  (5 
£  6  Viet.  e.'So),  s.  146,  eched.  E. 

Under  a  provident  fund  serine  at  D.  CoUege  th« 
following  inereatet  of  lalariei  earns  into  opera- 
iion:  (a)  Aiiittant  maeteri  having  not  leu 
than  Jive,  but  lei*  than  fifteen  yeare'  eerviee,  an 
xnereaie  of  5  per  cent. ;  (6)  Vioee  having  fifteen 
yean'  and  over,  7  J  per  eent.;  (c)  a  further 
addition  equal  to  thoee  lumt  subject  to  certain 
conditions. 

The  whole  of  these  increases  wer«  not  to  be  paid  to 
the  masters,  but  were  to  be  aceumtUated  at  com- 
pound interest  to  form  the  fund. 

The  eonditioni  above  referred  to  were  that  masters 
of  leu  than  ten  years'  service  who  resigned  or 
ceased  to  belong  to  the  college  from  any  other 
cause  thanill.health  were  to  be  entitled  to  inereaee 

(a)  Baporud  ^y  W.  de  B.  auBEBT,  Eaq.,  B»iri*t*r«t-I«w. 
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(a)  and  the  cteewmdations  thereof,  but  not  to 
inereaee  (o) ;  tf  the  maeter  retired  from  iU-health, 
the  govemort  in  culdition  to  (a)  might  grant 
him  (e)  ;  and  in  the  event  of  d^aih  both  (a)  and 
(«)  were  to  be  paid  to  hit  legal  representative. 
Matters  of  over  ten  years'  service  were  to  receive 
on  retirement  before  tlie  age  of  sixty  the  total 
attm  drte  under  (a)  or  (6)  and  (e)  with  aeeumula- 
lationt,  and  in  the  ease  of  death  the  same  voas  to 
be  paid  to  his  legal  representative.  Masters 
removed  for  miseonduet  or,  having  been  guilty  of 
miieonduet,  allowed  to  resign  were  not  entitled 
to  (c). 
Held,  that  these  increases  of  salary  were  sums 
reaUy  added  to  the  salary,  and  were  assessable  to 
income  tax  under  sect.  146,  sdisd.  E,  of  the 
Income  Tax  Act  1842. 
</ABE  stated  by  the  Income  Tax  Commissioners 
ior  the  division  of  East  Brixton. 

The  respondent,  one  of  the  assistant  masters 
-of  Dnlwich  College,  appealed  against  an  assess- 
ment made  npon  him  nnder  sched.  E  of  the 
Income  Tax  Acts  in  the  sum  of  3852.  in  respect 
of  his  emoluments  as  assistant  master  received 
from  the  governors  of  Dalmch  OoUege  for  the 
jrear  ended  the  5th  April  1901,  on  the  ground 
that  the  assessment  included  35Z.  not  liable  to 
taxation,  being  the  amount  placed  to  his  credit 
bj  the  govei-nors  under  the  provident  fund  scheme 
ior  the  year  1900. 

The  material  parts  of  the  Boheme  in  question 
were  as  follows : — 
As  to  the  present  assiitant  murters : 

1.  That  the  tollowingr  inoreaaa  of  salAriea  shall  be 
grmted  from  the  date  on  which  the  aoheme  oomei  into 
operation,  anbjeot  to  the  ooiiditlcni  hereinafter  men- 
tioned: (a)  Assistant  maaten  faavingr  not  leas  than 
Ave  years'  bnt  less  than  fifteen  years'  Berrioe,  an 
inoreaae  of  5  per  cent. ;  (6)  assiatant  masteia  having  not 
lesa  than  fifteen  years'  serrioe  and  over,  an  inoreaae  of 
^i  per  cent. ;  (c)  a  further  addition,  equal  in  amoont  to 
the  above  anma,  aball  be  granted  from  the  aame  date  to 
the  aaaiatant  maatera  allnded  to  in  (a)  and  (b),  sach 
-addition  being,  however,  Bubjeot  to  the  o  onditiona  pro- 
vided by  par.  5 ;  (d)  aaaiatant  maatera  not  having  fifteen 
jeara'  aervioe  aball,  on  reaching  that  period,  be  eligible 
for  the  inoreaae  aanotioned  by  (b)  and  (c) ;  (e)  in  the 
oaae  of  the  few  present  assistant  masters  of  advanced 
age,  it  ahall  be  open  to  the  govercora  to  grant  the 
-mazimnm  inoreaae  allnded  to  in  (b)  and  (e). 

Aa  to  fntnre  aaaiatant  masten : 

2.  That  fntnre  aaaiatant  maatera  shall  in  like  maimer, 
on  attaining  ilve  yaara'  aervioe  from  the  date  of  their 
-appointment,  be  entitled  to  the  inoreaae  of  5  per  oent.  as 
in  clause  1  (a),  and  to  the  additional  inoreaae  of  5  per 
oent.  as  in  olaaae  I  (e),  bnt  shall  not  be  entitled  to  any 
further  inoreaae. 

Aa  to  all  aaaiatant  maatera : 

3.  That  all  aaaiatant  maatera  shall  be  required  to 
become  members  of  the  fund  at  the  expiration  of  five 
jrears  from  the  date  of  their  respective  appointments. 

4.  That  the  whole  of  the  above  increases  of  salary 
shall  not  be  paid  to  the  maatera,  bnt  ahall  be  retained 
by  the  governors  and  accumulated  at  oompoond  interest 
for  the  purpose  of  forming  the  said  provident  fund,  but 
subject  to  the  provisiona  hereinafter  contained. 

5.  That  assistant  maatera  having  lesa  than  ten  years' 
service  who  may  resign  their  appointments,  or  from  any 
other  cause  than  ill-health  cease  to  belong  to  the  college, 
shall*be  entitled  to  receive  the  total  inoreaae  aanctioned 
i)j  (a)  and  the  acoumulationa  thereof,  bnt  shall  not  receive 
the  additional  inoreaae  aanctioned  by  (e;  or  the  aocumnla- 
iiona  thereof.  In  the  event  of  any  auoh  aaaiatant 
ouster  retiring  from  ill-health,  the  governors,  in  additioo 


to  the  increase  sanctioned  by  (a),  may  grant  him  the 
further  5  per  oent.  aanotioned  by  (c),  and  the  aocnmula- 
tiona  thereof.  In  the  event  of  death  of  any  such  aaaia- 
tant muter  whilat  in  the  aervice  of  the  college,  the 
5  per  oent.  due  by  (c)  aa  well  aa  under  (a),  with  the 
acoumulationa  thereof,  ahall  be  paid  to  hijB  legal  repre- 
sentative. 

6.  Tliat  aaaiatant  masters  who  ahall  have  served  ten 
yeara  or  upwards,  and  who  may  retire  before  the  age  of 
sixty  from  any  other  oauae  than  miaoondnot,  ahall 
receive  the  total  sum  due  to  them  respaotively  nnder 
(a)  or  (b)  and  (e),  and  the  aocnmnlatians  thereof.  In  the 
event  of  death  before  the  age  of  sixty  whilat  in  the 
service  of  the  oollege,  the  full  amount  credited  the 
assistant  master  in  the  fund  books  shall  be  paid  to  his 
legal  representative. 

7.  That  asalatant  masters  who  ahall  at  any  time  be 
removed  for  miaoondnot,  or  having  been  guilty  of  mis- 
oondnct  may  be  allowed  to  renign — such  miacondnot 
being  oerti&ed  to  by  the  maater  of  the  oollege — shall  not 
receive  the  additional  inoreaae  aanotioned  by  (c)  or  the 
acoumulationa  thereof. 

The  appellant  contended  (1)  that  he  had  no 
actual  enjoyment  of  the  sum  of  352,,  it  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  bonus  at  the  end  of  his  career  as 
a  master  at  the  college,  and  that  he  could  not 
raise  any  money  on  the  sum ;  (2)  that  with 
respect  to  a  moiety  of  the  sum  it  was  uncertain 
whether  it  would  ever  be  received,  as  under 
paragraph  (c)  of  the  scheme  power  was  reserved 
by  the  governors  to  refuse  8u<ui  part  of  the  grant 
—in  other  words,  that  the  moiety  was  continent, 
not  vested  in  character,  and  therefore  conld  not 
be  described  as  income  in  any  way. 

It  was  also  argued  that  the  sums  credited 
under  the  scheme  did  not  form  the  subject  of 
aereement  when  the  appellant  entered  the  employ 
of  the  governors,  or  of  any  subsequent  ag^reemen^ 
and  that  it  was  open  to  question  whether  they 
were  legally  recoverable. 

In  support  of  the  assessment  the  Crown  sur* 
veyor  quoted  the  charging  words  nnder  sched.  E 
of  the  Income  Tax  Act  1842,  s.  146,  whereby  all 
emoluments  "  accruing  by  reason  of  such  offices  " 
are  made  liable  to  assessment,  and  contended 
that  the  whole  amount  credited  was  practically 
an  addition  to  the  annual  income,  performing  the 
function  of  a  payment  to  a  superannuation  fund, 
and  thus  relieving  the  appellant  from  the  neces- 
sity of  making  similar  provision  oat  of  the  salary 
actually  paid  to  him  during  the  year  in  question ; 
that  the  possibility  of  forfeiture  was  too  remote 
to  aiFect  the  question,  and  that  the  scheme  did 
not  comply  with  the  conditions  laid  down  for 
deduction  in  the  way  of  life  insurance  premiums 
by  sect.  54  of  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  34,  as  amended. 

The  commissioners  were  of  opinion  that  the 
sum  of  352.  was  not  liable  to  taxation,  and  reduced 
the  assessment  accordingly  from  3852.  to  3502. 

The  Solicitor-Oeneral  (Sir  E.  Carson,  K.C.) 
and  £1.  A.  T.  Bowlatt  for  the  appellant. 

Danekwerts,  E.C.  and  Ellis  J.  Grijith  for  the 
respondent. 

April  19.  —  Channkll,  J. — This  case  was 
argued  before  me  yesterday,  and  I  think  it  better 
for  me  to  give  judgment  in  it  whilst  the  matter  is 
fresh  in  my  mind,  though  I  cannot  say  that  I  am 
altogether  satisfied  wi£  the  decision  that  I  am 
about  to  come  to.  It  seems  to  me  to  depend 
upon  this :  There  is  a  scheme  established  by  the 
governors  of  Dulwich  College,  and  the  question  is 
whether  the  true  effect  of    that  scheme  is  to 
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increase  the  salaries  of  the  assistant  masters,  im- 
posing at  the  same  time  an  obligation  upon  them 
to  deal  with  a  portion  of  the  increased  salaries  in 
a  certain  way,  or  whether  the  true  effect  of  the 
scheme,  when  you  look  at  the  substance  of  it,  is 
not  really  to  increase  the  salaries,  bat  to  give  to  the 
masters  upon  their  ceasing  to  hold  the  position  of 
assistant  masters  gratuities  or  allowances.  I  do 
not  use  the  word  "  gratuities  "  in  the  sense  that 
there  is  no  consideration  for  it,  because  the  ser- 
vices of  the  masters  during  the  time  that  they 
serve,  after  the  arrangement  is  made,  are  no 
doubt  consideration  for  it,  but  retiring  bonuses, 
or  something  of  that  kind,  when  they  cease.  If 
that  is  the  true  effect  of  the  scheme,  then  I  do  not 
think  itbeoomes  salary  for  the  purposes  of  taxation, 
and,  on  the  whole,  I  agree  with  what  Mr.  Danok- 
werts  says,  that  you  must  look  at  the  substance 
of  it  and  not  the  words.  But,  at  the  same  time, 
I  do  not  say  that  you  must  disregard  the  words, 
because  the  fact  is,  as  I  think  it  is  in  this  case, 
that  the  objects  of  the  scheme  oould  have  been 
carried  out  in  two  different  ways.  It  could  have 
been  done  either  by  increasing  the  salaries  and 
saying :  "  If  we  increase  your  salaries  you  must 
devoti  a  certain  portion  of  them  to  certain  pur- 
poses," or  it  could  have  been  carried  out  by 
giving  them  retiring  bonuses.  Then,  if  you  are 
Jeft  in  doubt  aa  to  which  of  those  two  ways  the 

foveming  body  have  in  fact  carried  it  out,  I 
o  not  think  you  can  do  otherwise  than  look 
at  the  words  they  use,  to  see  if  they  really 
understood  the  words  that  they  were  using. 
Now,  in  this  case  this  scheme  deals  with  two 
different  percentages  of  5  per  cent,  each ;  there  is 
another  of  7i  per  cent.,  wnich  does  not  apply  to 
this  particular  master,  but  stands  on  precisely 
the  same  footing  aa  the  first  5  per  cent,  that  we 
have  to  deal  with  and  we  may  leave  that  out. 
There  are  two  percentages  of  5  per  cent,  under 
clause  (a)  and  clause  (e)  in  the  first  section  of  the 
scheme.  They  are  substantially  different  in  my 
opinion.  They  both  come  under  the  same  words 
as  to  the  increase  of  salary,  and  each  party  is 
entitled  to  draw  an  argument,  and  each  party  has 
drawn  an  argument  from  the  fact  that  they  are 
lumped  together.  The  Solicitor- General  and  Mr. 
Bowlatt  say  that  (a)  is  quite  clearly  in  their  favour, 
and  therefore  that  I  must  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  entirety  is  an  increase  of  salary.  Un  the 
other  hand,  Mr.  Danckwerts  says  that  (c)is  quite 
clearly  in  his  favour,  and  it  is  not  a  sum  which 
the  assistant  masters  ever  get  at  all  except  as  a 
matter  of  discretion  and  bounty,  and  that  there- 
fore I  must  take  it  as  that  is  heaped  together 
with  it,  that  neither  (a)  nor  (e)  are  increases  of 
salary.  That  prevents  me  from  getting  mncb 
benefit  from  either  argument ;  they  must  be  set- 
off against  one  another,  and  one  has  to  look  at 
what  the  real  substance  of  the  thing  is.  In  this 
case  I  have  to  deal  with  a  decision  which  certainly 
is  very  much  in  point,  and  that  is  the  decision  of 
Bell  V.  Oribble  and  Hudicm  v.  Oribble  (88  L.  T. 
Bep.  186;  (1903)  1  K.  B.  517).  That  estabUshes, 
if  authority  were  wanted  (I  think  for  the  main 
proposition  authority  clearly  existed  before)  that 
a  sum  recoverable  by  way  of  salary  or  wages  is 
not  the  less  salary  or  wa^es  taxable  because  for 
some  reason  or  other  the  person  who  receives  it 
has  not  got  the  full  right  to  apply  it  just  as  he 
likes.  The  fact  that  income  which  is  income  but 
which  has  even  by  operation  of  some  statute  to 


be  devoted  oompulsorily  to  some  purpose  or 
another  does  not  prevent  it  being  income.  That 
is  decided,  of  course,  by  one  of  the  various  Mersey 
Docks  cases — namely,  Mersey  Docks  v.  Lucas 
(49  L.  T.  Bep.  781 ;  8  Ap.  Cas.  891).  But  this 
case  of  Bell  v.  Oribble  goes  a  little  further.  There- 
is  the  case  dealt  with  by  Mathew,  L.J. :  "  Suppose 
in  the  case  of  a  marriage  settlement  a  man  agrees 
to  set  apart  out  of  his  salary  at  bis  office  so  much 
every  year  by  way  of  investment.  According  to 
Mr.  Asquith's  argument  that  would  not  be 
income,  out  really  it  is  clear  in  each  of  the  cases 
I  have  mentioned  the  payment  is  purely  volun- 
tary, and  is  of  the  same  charaoter  as  a  payment 
made  by  a  thrifty  man  who  out  of  his  salary 
reserves  so  much  every  year  for  old  age  or  for 
contingencies."  Now,  the  case  is  quite  clear 
where  a  man  has  a  salary  from  his  office^ 
which  is  what  the  Lord  Justice  pate,  and  by 
agreement  with  somebodr  else,  I  presume  his 
father-in-law,  baa  bound  nimseli  to  set  apart  a 
certain  portion  of  that  salary  year  by  year,  and 
save  it  and  invest  it  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and 
children.  That  case  is  quite  clear;  it  still  is 
income,  although  he  has  contracted  with  somebody 
else  to  employ  it  in  a  particular  way,  and  to  save- 
it ;  but  the  decision  in  BeU  v.  Oribble  and  Hudton 
V.  Oribble  goes  beyond  that,  because  it  applies 
the  same  rule  to  a  case  where  the  money  comes 
from  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  is  made 
to  apply  it  in  a  particular  way.  In  BeU  v. 
Oribble  it  was  a  case  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
of  the  city  of  Manchester  enabling  them  to 
establish  this  provident  fund  for  their  servants, 
but  it  was  dealt  with  as  a  case  of  contract,, 
and  was  a  case  of  contract,  of  course;  the 
statute  was  merely  the  authority  of  the  cor- 
poration to  contract,  and  the  servants  who  became 
servants,  and  who  need  not  have  become  servants, 
were  dealt  with  as  contracting  with  the  corpora- 
tion, upon  those  terms.  It  is  an  extension  of  the 
illustration  Mathew,  L.J.  was  giving,  because 
there  is  a  substantial  difference  between  a  sum- 
placed  out  of  the  disposal  of  the  person  who  is 
being  dealt  with  as  having  got  the  enjoyment  of 
it,  if  it  is  placed  out  of  his  disposal  by  a  contract 
with  the  person  from  whom  he  gets  it.  There  is 
a  distinction  between  that  and  his  getting  it  from 
one  source  and  contracting  with  another  person 
to  deal  with  it  in  a  certain  manner.  I  think  it  is 
a  substantial  difference.  I  may  illustrate  it  by 
what  I  think  is  a  pretty  well  known  illustration 
relating  to  a  technical  subject,  though  not  of  use 
beyond  an  illustration,  and  that  is  the  law  in. 
reference  to  bills  of  sale.  If  a  borrower  is  getting 
from  a  lender  an  advance  on  a  bill  of  sale  it  is 
legitimate  to  treat  the  entire  sum  purporting  to 
be  advanced  as  now  advanced  notwithstanding 
that  there  are  some  deductions  made  from  that 
sum  for  the  purpose  of  paying  sums  which  the 
borrower  is  by  some  other  existing  independent 
obligation  liable  to  pay,  such  as  to  deduct  snms 
payable  for  rent,  and  so  on.  Those  may  be  pro- 
perly treated,  as  I  understand  the  law,  as  pari 
of  the  advance,  and  the  advance  may  be  stated  as 
an  advarce  of  the  entire  sum,  notwithstanding  a 
a  portion  of  it  is  detained  by  the  lender  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  sam  due  on  an  existing 
obligation  of  the  borrower  for  his  rent  or  for 
other  matters.  But  if  a  bum  is  detained  by  the 
lender  from  the  borrower  for  some  agreed  bonus 
or  for  something  that  there  is  no  obligation  of 
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the  borrower  to  pay  other  than  the  obligation 
created  hji  the  contract  that  is  being  made 
between  the  parties  at  the  time,  then  you  may 
not  state  the  entire  amonnt  to  be  an  advance 
made  at  the  time.  That  iUnstrates  what  I 
mean— that  there  is  a  substantial  difference 
between  a  sum  being  detained  by  the  person 
who  would  otherwise  pay  it,  by  reason  of  a 
right  to  detain  it  that  is  created  as  part  of  the 
same  contract  which  he  is  carrying  out,  and  to 
that  extent,  therefore,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
decision  in  Bell  v.  Oribble  and  Hudson  v.  Oribble 
goes  bevond  what  the  previous  cases  and  the 
lUastration  of  Mathew,  L.J.  has  established. 
But  it  is  binding,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
creates  a  difficulty  in  my  saying  that  the  governing 
body  here  did  not  mean  as  to  both  of  these  sums 
really  to  increase  the  salaiy,  and  to  increase  the 
salary  with  a  view  of  enabling  the  assistant 
masters,  without  losing  money,  to  take  part 
in  this  provident  fund,  and  not  only  enabling 
them  to  do  it,  but  binding  them  to  do  it. 
In  Bell  V.  Gribble  the  servants  were  bound  to 
make  those  payments  or  to  allow  those  deduc- 
tions as  part  of  the  terms  of  their  service,  just 
as  here  this  becomes  part  of  the  engagement 
of  these  assistant  masters  from  the  time  that  it 
came  into  operation,  and  whether  they  are  pre- 
vious masters  or  neirly-appointed  masters  really 
makes  no  difference  for  the  purpose.  I  think, 
under  the  circumstances,  that  I  am  bound  to  hold 
that  this  scheme  really  meant  what  it  said ;  that 
it  did  mean  to  increase  the  salaries,  and  to  pro- 
vide that  as  to  one  portion  of  the  increase  the 
assistant  master  should  have  it  in  any  event.  All 
the  clauses  show  that  as  to  the  first  5  per  cent, 
the  masters  were  to  have  it,  or  their  representa- 
tives were  to  have  it  if  they  died,  and  they  were 
even  to  have  it  if  they  left  by  reason  of  some 
misconduct,  and  they  were  to  have  it  not  year  by 
year,  but  when  they  left,  and  with  compound 
interest.  The  scheme  has  been  criticised  by  some- 
body in  reference  to  the  grammar  of  clause  4,  and, 
I  think,  criticised  with  some  grounds  ;  it  also  may 
be  criticised  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
at  what  rate  of  interest  this  compound  interest 
was  to  be,  nor  does  it  state  for  anyoody  who  had 
to  assess  the  compound  interest  what  he  would 
want  to  know  what  was  done  as  to  rests, 
whether  it  was  to  be  annual  or  half-yearly,  or  how 
the  compound  interest  was  to  be  calculated.  It 
is  not  absolutely  complete  if  is  to  be  criticised, 
but  that  does  not  make  any  difference  for  the 
purpose  that  I  have  to  consider.  In  reference  to 
the  first  5  per  cent.,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  must 
have  been  meant  to  be  that  which  it  is  said  to  be, 
viz.,  an  increase  of  salary  payable  at  a  future 
date,  and  when  payable,  payable  with  compound 
interest ;  and  therefore  I  do  not  think  the  case 
would  have  been  arguable  if  that  provision  stood 
alone.  It  does  not  stand  alone.  The  next  one, 
if  it  stood  alone,  would  certainly  be  very  arguable. 
I  am  not  quite  clear  about  it  now,  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  being  put  as  it  is  with  the  other  sum 
which  is  clearly  salary,  and  being  in  express  and 
clear  words  used,  not  by  ignorant  people,  not- 
withstanding what  I  have  said  as  to  their 
grammar  and  other  things,  but  by  people — 
namely,  the  governors  and  masters  of  this 
college — who  must  be  considered  to  imderstand 
quite  well  what  they  say,  stated  distinctly  to  be 
salary,  and  it  seems  to  me  not  by  any  means 


necessary  to   prevent    it  being  salary,   because- 
there  is  a  binding  obligation.     As  to  this  sum  (c), 
it  is  to  be  left  in  the  hands  of  the  governors  of 
the    college  upon  certain   specific   terms  which 
are  that  the  masters  are  not  to  have  it  in  every 
possible  event,  for  they  are  not  to  have  it  u 
they  do  not  serve  for  ten  years  unless  their  non- 
service  for  as  much  as  ten  years  depends  on  the 
case  of  ill-health ;  and  then  in  the  case  of  ill- 
health  it  is  discretionary  with  the  governors  to 
give  it.     So  in  that  case,  if  they  have  served  for 
toss  than  ten  years,  they  do  not  get  this  sum  (e) 
as  of  right,  and  also  if  they  are  removed  for  mis- 
conduct or  have  resigned  to  avoid  being  removed 
for  misconduct,  they  do  not  receive  that  sum,  but 
that  sum  in  those  cases,  if  it  is  not  given  to  them, 
goes  into  a  general  fund  which  the  governors  are 
to  distribute    to  exceptional  and   special  cases ' 
requiring    and  deserving  assistance.     Therefore 
each  man  when  he  pays  down,  if  yon  may  call  it 
paying  down,  or  when  he  has  deducted  from  what 
otherwise  would  be  his  salary  the  sum  [c),  when  he- 
is  paying  over  or  submitting  to  the  deduction  of  that 
sum,  he  is  payintr  it  in  the  nature  of  a  premium 
in  respect  of  advantages  which  he  is  probably  to 
get,  advantages  secured  to  him  for  certain  in 
certain  events,  which  he  may  not  get  in  certain 
other  events,  but  he  is  also  purchasing  the  right 
to  have  or  to  ask  for  and  possibly  to  get  it  if  he 
happens  to  be  specially  unfortunate,  and  therefore 
in  that  sense,  the  sense  of  this  fund  "  specially 
deserving  "  he  has   a   possibility  of  getting  an 
addition^  allowance  out  of  the  sums  which  other 
gentlemen   have  contributed.      Gentlemen  who 
have  served  for  five  years  and  therefore  come  into, 
this  charge,  but  have  not  served  for  ton,  and  have 
gone  out  perhaps  to    some   better  appointment 
elsewhere,  will  have  paid  certain  sums  which  they 
will  not  get  back,   and  those  go  to  increase  the 
fund,  and  each  person  who  subscribes  to  the  fund 
has  a  chance  of  getting  a  portion  of  those  funds.. 
The  result  is  it   is   like   a  premium  paid  down 
for  an  insurance  in  certain  events,  a   sum  paid 
for  advantages  which  you  may  or  m^  not  get,  or 
get  to  e  greater  or  lesser  extent.      It  is  exactly 
like  the  case  of  a  person  being  obliged  to  insure, 
his  life ;  that  would  not  prevent  the  sum  being 
salary.    In  one  sense  it  is  a  hard  case  on  these 
asaistent  masters.    It  is  a  ground  of  complaint  (it 
is  not  for  me  to  say  if  it  is  legitimate  or  not) 
against  the  income  tax  that  it  charges  in  the 
same  way  income  arising  from  a  man's  own  work 
and  exertions,   out    of  which  there  is  a   moral 
obligation  at  any  rate  to  put  something  by  for  his 
family  and  these  dependent   upon  him,  and  for 
his  old  age  and  chance  of  illness.    It  treats  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  on  exactly  the  same 
footing  as  income  arising  from   capital,   which 
capital  remains  intact    and  is  there  for  the  man 
in  his  old  age  or  his  children.    It  is  an 'objection 
to  be  made  to  the  tax,  but  there  is  the  tax — it 
existe^and  considerations  of  that  sort,  it  seems 
to  me,  cannot  be  taken  into  account  in  consider- 
ing whether  a  particular  case  comes  within  the- 
principles  of  the  taxation.     Of  course  the  Legis- 
lature has  done  something  for  persons  in  that 
position — it  is  a  very  little — but  something  in  the 
way  of  the  provision  that  exists  as  to  deducting 
the  premiums  on  life  assurances.      That  is  done 
to  meet  the  grievance.     This  case  though  it  may 
possibly  come  within  the  mischief    which  that 
particular  provision  is  meant  to  meet,  does  not 
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■come,  as  it  seems  to  me,  within  any  of  the  Btatn- 
tory  relief  that  has  been  given.  Of  course  it  is 
not  a  life  assurance  within  the  meaning  of  that, 
nor  can  it  possibly  be  said,  and  it  is  not  argued 
by  Mr.  Danokwnrts  in  an  areament  which  has 
assisted  me  very  much,  that  it  comes  within  the 
express  words  set  oat  in  this  case  about  certain 
deanotions  allowed  by  Act  of  Parliament  which 
was  one  of  the  things  considerediin  Bell  v.  Qribble. 
Bat  this  case  could  not  be  said  to  come  within 
that,  and  does  not.  The  result  seems  to  me  to 
be  that  I  must  take  this  sum  as  a  sum  which 
really  has  been  added  to  the  salary  and  is  tax- 
able, and  it  is  not  the  less  added  to  the  salary 
because  there  has  been  a  binding  oblimtion 
created  between  the  assistant  masters  and  the 
governors  of  the  schools  that  they  should  apply  it 


in  a  partioalar  way. 


Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


Solicitors  :  Solicitor  of  Inland  Revenue  ;  Drucet 
and  Attlee. 


April  18  and  19. 

(Before  Channell,  J.) 

SuiTH  (app.)  V.  Daunby  (resp.V  (a) 

Jtevenue — Inhabited  house  duty — Unoccupied  fur- 
nished house— House  Tax  Act  1803  (43  Oeo.  3, 
c.  161)— House  Tax  Act  1808  (48  Geo.  3,  c.  55)— 
House  Tax  Act  1825  (6  Geo.  4,  e.  7)— House  Tax 
Act  1851  (14  £  15  Viet.  c.  36). 

^The  tenant  of  a  dwelling-house  which  is  Jc^t 
furnished,  althoiigh  durtng  the  year  of  assess. 
ment  it  has  not  been  used  for  the  purpose*  of 
residence  and  no  one  has  dwelt  or  slept  therein, 
i*  liable  to  inhabited  hoiue  duty  under  the  House 
Taw  Act  1851. 

'Case  stated  by  Commissioners  for  the  General 
Purposes  of  the  Income  Tax  and  for  executing 
the  Acts  relating  to  inhabited  house  duties  for 
the  division  of  the  Isle  of  Wight. 

The  resi>ondent  appealed  against  an  assessment 
to  inhabited  house  duty  made  on  the  sum  of 
1002.  at  Sd.  in  the  pound  for  the  year  ended 
the  5th  April  1901  upon  the  nnnniil  value  of 
a  certain  dwelling-house  belonging  to  him, 
situated  at  Luscombe-road,  Shanklin,  in  the  Isle 
of  Wight. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  appellant  on  behalf  of 
the  Crown  that  the  dwelling-house  in  question 
for  the  entire  year  ended  uie  5th  Apnl  1901, 
although  famished,  had  not  been  used  for  the 
purposes  of  residence,  and  that  no  one  had  dwelt 
therein  or  slept  therdn. 

The  premises  in  question,  with  a  garden 
attached,  are  held  by  the  respondent,  under  a 
lease  for  a  term  of  990  years  from  1865  or  there- 
abouts, at  an  annual  ground-rent  of  152. 

The  respondent  furnished  the  house  in  1877, 
and  it  was  furnished  during  the  year  of  assess- 
ment (1900-1),  and  stiU  remains  so  furnished. 

The  premises  were  furnished  by  the  respondent 
with  the  intention  primarily  of  using  them  for 
occasional  residence  as  a  country  residence  for 
himself  and  his  family,  and  up  to  the  year  1895 
he  resided  with  his  family  in  the  house  for  a  few 
weeks  in  most  years. 

In  the  year  1896  the  respondent  let  the  house 

(a)  Beported  fey  W.  01 B.  Hsbbbbt,  E*q.,  BaRl3t«r-at-L>w. 


as  a  furnished  residence  to  a  Mr.  Wardlaw,  whose 
tenancy  expired  in  1898. 

In  each  vear  since  the  latter  year,  with  the 
exception  of  the  year  of  assessment  (1900-1),  the 
house  has  been  let  by  the  respondent  as  a  fur- 
nished house  for  a  few  weeks,  but  the  respondent 
or  his  family  have  only  resided  in  the  house  for 
about  a  month  in  1902. 

At  no  time  during  the  year  of  assessment 
(1900-1)  was  the  house  let  or  actually  resided  in 
br  any  person  whomsoever,  nor  (except  as  herun- 
after  appears)  was  any  caretaker  employed  to 
look  after  it.  During  the  year  of  assessment  the 
house  was  only  used  by  the  respondent  for  keeping 
his  furniture  in.  The  furniture  was  not  packed 
away  and  the  carpete  were  kept  down,  and  the 
premises  were  ready  for  the  use  of  the  respondent 
or  any  person  to  whom  he  might  let  them  as  a 
fomisDM  residence.  The  keys  were  kept  by  the 
respondent's  agent  at  Shanklin.  The  windows 
and  doors  were  occasionally  opened  by  the  agent 
to  air  the  house.  A  gardener  has  always  been 
em^lc^ed  by  the  respondent,  and  was  so  employed 
during  the  year  of  assessment  once  a  week,  or,  if 
necessary,  twice  a  week,  for  the  purpose  of 
attending  to  and  keeping  the  garden  referred  to 
above   in   order,  and   occasionally  some  of  the 

§  reduce,  such  as  a  few  apples  and  pears,  was 
uring  the  year  of  assessment  and  is  now  sent  to 
the  respondent 

For  the  year  of  assessment  and  for  the 
previous  andf  subsequent  years  the  income  tax 
schedule  A,  land  tax  and  poor  rates,  and  other 
rates  were  paid  by  the  respondent  in  respect  of 
the  house,  the  respondent  being  assessed  as  the 
occupier  thereof,  and  inhabited  honse  duty  has 
also  been  paid  in  respect  of  the  premises  by  the 
respondent  for  all  the  above  years  except  tbe 
year  of  assessment  (1900-1),  the  respondent  being 
assessed  as  the  occupier  thereof. 

The  respondent  claimed  that  the  honse  was  not 
chargeable  with  duty  as  an  inhalnted  dwelling- 
house  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  14  &  15  Viot 
c.  36,  inasmudi  as  it  was  not  inhabited,  dwelt  in,  or 
slept  in  at  any  time  during  the  period  in  question, 
and  that  there  was  no  statutory  enactment  or  legal 
decision  which  declares  that  an  uninhabited  honae 
shall  be  deemed  an  inhabited  dweUing-house  if  it 
has  furniture  in  it.  In  support  of  his  contention 
he  referred  to  the  case  otMUty  v.  Bead  (4  Ex. 
Div.  100). 

The  sorveyor  of  texes  contended  that  the 
inhabited  house  duties  are  imposed  by  the  Act  14 
&  15  Yiot.  c.  36,  on  inhabited  dwelling-houses  of 
the  yearly  annual  value  of  202.  and  upwards,  and 
that  that  Act  kept  alive  the  various  powers,  pro- 
visions, rules,  regulations,  directions,  exemptions, 
forfeitures,  and  pains  contained  in  the  unrepealed 
sections  of  the  Acte  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161;  48 
Geo.  3,  0.  66;  57  Geo.  3,  c.  25;  5  Geo.  4, 
o.  44;  6  Geo.  4,  c.  7;  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  113 
and  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  39,  and  made  them  applic- 
able to  the  assessment  and  collection  of  the 
inhabited  house  duties  as  fully  and  effectually  as 
if  they  were  re-enacted  therein;  that  every  in- 
habited dwelling-house  is  required  by  law  to  be 
assessed,  and  that  the  house  assessed  in  this  case 
was  undoubtedly  a  dwelling-house,  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  that  a  dweHin^-hoase  should 
be  slept  in  or  dwelt  in  to  render  it  liable  to  assess- 
ment i  that  in  view  of  6  Geo,  4,  c.  7,  ss.  2,  3,  a 
house  famished  as  a  dwelling-house,  although  not 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Aog.  «,  1904.] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Vol.  xc.-76f 


K.B.  DiT.] 


Smith  (app.)  v.  Davnkt  (reap.). 


[K.B.  DiT. 


dwelt  in  for  any  particnlar  year  or  portion  of  a 
year,  oonld  not  be  taken  or  deemed  to  be  unoccu- 
pied and  not  liable  to  asseBsment,  and  that  the 
case  of  RUey  v.  Read  (sup.)  relied  on  by  the 
respondent  iras  not  a  case  in  point.  The  house 
referred  to  in  that  case  was  a  building,  the 
ground  floor  of  which  was  occupied  for  the  ordi- 
nary purposes  of  a  club,  and  the  upper  floors  as 
offices,  and  it  had  never  been  furnished  as  a 
dwelling-house  or  used  as  a  residence. 

In  further  support  of  his  contention  that  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  house  should  be  slept  in  to 
render  it  liable  to  assessment  to  the  inhabited 
house  duties,  he  referred  to  57  Geo.  4,  o.  25,  ss.  1, 
2,  and  5  Greo.  4,  c.  44,  a.  4,  by  virtue  of  which  it 
was  necessary  that,  before  exemption  could  be 
granted  in  respect  of  a  dwelling-bonse  used  solely 
for  trade  or  professional  purposes,  the  persons 
claiming  exemption  should  prove  residence  in  a 
taxable  dwelling-honse  elsewhere,  and  that  this 
proof  was  reqmred  until  the  Act  30  &  31  Yiot. 
0.  90,  s.  25,  abolished  its  necessity,  some  sixteen 
years  after  the  present  Inhabited  House  Duty 
Act,  14  &  15  Yiot.  c.  36. 

The  oommissioners  were  of  opinion  that  the 
contention  of  the  surveyor  could  not  be  sustained. 
The  Acts  of  Parliament  referred  to  imjpoee  a  tax 
on  inhabited  dwelling-houses  only,  and  the  ques- 
tion for  their  oonmderation  was  whether  this 
building  was  an  inhabited  house  within  the  mean- 
ine  of  those  Acts,  though  no  person  dwelt  therein, 
inhabited  it,  or  slept  ijbereon.  The  statutes  say 
that  what  is'taxable  is  an  "  inhabited  dwelling- 
house."  If  "  inhabitable  dwelling-houses  "  Were 
the  thing  mentioned  no  difficulty  would  have 
arisen,  but  as  the  Acts  speak  not  of  "inhabitable 
dwelling-houses,"  but  of  "  inhabited  dwelling- 
house,"  they  were  of  opinion  they  were  bound  to 
put  a  construction  on  the  word  "  inhabited."  Was 
this  such  a  place,  since  no  person  resided  on  or 
dwelt  therein  P  If  there  were  any  statute  defining 
the  expression  and  showing  that  the  term 
"  inhabited  "  was  meant  to  apply  to  such  a  case  as 
the  present,  or  if  there  were  any  authority  to 
show  that  the  expression  might  apply  to  a  mere 
constructive  occupation— in  other  words,  if  there 
were  an  Act  of  Parliament  or  decision  c^  a  court 
of  law  which  showed  that  a  dwelling-house  mi^ht 
be  taxed  as  an  inhabited  dwelling-house  in  which 
no  person  slept,  dwelt,  or  resided,  though  fur- 
nished— they  would  be  bound  by  such  Act  or 
decision,  but  in  the  absence  of  that  they  felt  they 
must  put  their  interpretation  on  the  words  of  the 
statute,  and  they  were  accordingly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  interpretation  of  "  inhabited "  is  "  to 
dweU,"  "to  live,"  "to  hold  as  dweUer,"  "to 
occupr  for  all  purposes  of  life,"  or  "  occupied  by 
inhabitants,"  and  they  were  unable  to  interpret 
the  expression  in  any  other  mode. 

The  commissioners  therefore  disallowed  the 
assessment. 

The  SolioUor-Oimeral  (Sir  E.  Carson,  E.G.) 
and  S.  A.  T.  Bowlatt  for  the  appellant. — The 
mere  fact  that  no  one  has  dwelt  or  slept  in  this 
dwelling-house  daring  the  year  of  assessment  or 
had  used  it  for  the  purposes  of  residence  makes 
no  difference  and  it  is  liable  to  duty  under  the 
House  Tax  Acts.  It  was  an  occupied  house  for 
it  was  kept  furnished,  and  the  premises  were 
always  ready  for  the  use  of  the  respondent  or  for 
anjone  to  whom  he  might  desire  to  let  it.    The 


true  test  is  whether  the  house  is  occupied,  and  a. 
furnished  house  is  an  occupied   house.     They 
referred  to 

Beg.  V.  8i.  Panenu  Atietsment  Committee,  37  L.  T. 
Bap.  126 ;  2  Q.  B.  Div.  d81. 

When  the  whole  scheme  of  the  House  Tax  Acts  is 
examined,  it  is  clear  that  the  liability  to  duty 
depends  upon  occupation  and  not  on  whether  the 
house  is  or  is  not  inhabited.  Throughout  the 
whole  of  the  Acts,  with  one  exception,  the  word 
used  is  "  occupier,"  and  the  exception  is  the  phrase 
"inhabitant  or  occupier."  By  sect.  10  of  the 
House  Tax  Act  1803  (43  Geo.  3,  c.  161)  it  is  pro- 
vided that  houses  occupied  at  the  time  of  assess- 
ment are  to  be  brouKht  into  charge  at  the  full 
yearly  rent  at  which  tne  same  are  worth  to  be  let 
as  set  forth  in  the  two  schedules  to  that  statute. 
Those  two  schedules  are  repealed,  but  in  their 
place  are  those  attached  to  the  House  Tax 
Act  1808,  which  granted  new  duties  in  place 
of  those  in  the  old  Act.  In  sched.  B.,  which  is  a 
schedule  of  the  duties  made  payable  on  all  in- 
habited dwelling-houses,  in  rule  1  of  the  rules  for 
charging  these  duties  it  is  stated :  "  The  said  last- 
mentioned  duties  to  be  charged  annually  on  the 
occupier  or  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  every 
Buch  dweUing-house."  Again,  sect.  15  of  the  Act 
of  1803  provides  that  unoccupied  houses  are  to  be 
inserted  in  the  assessment,  and  the  occupier,  on 
coming  into  occupation,  is  to  give  notice,  other- 
wise he  is  to  be  charged  for  the  whole  year  instead 
of  from  the  end  of  the  preceding  quarter. 
Further,  houses  becoming  unoccupied  after 
assessment  are  to  be  charged  for  the  whole  year 
unless  notice  is  given.  In  order  that  the  liability 
to  duty  may  be  discharged  where  a  lease  has 
come  to  an  end  after  assessment,  there  are  three 
requisites  necessary — ^namely,  that  the  tenant 
must  quit,  that  the  tenancy  must  have  deter- 
mined, and  the  premises  must  be  wholly  unoccu- 
pied. This  appears  from  rule  5  of  ached.  A  to 
the  Act  of  1808.  In  sched.  B  to  that  statute  there 
are  certain  exemptions,  tend  case  5  relates  to  a 
house  left  in  the  care  or  charge  of  any  person  or 
servant  who  resides  therein  for  the  purpose  only 
of  taking  care  of  it,  but  it  was  pointed  out  in 
London  Library  v.  CarUr  (62  L.  T.  Bep.  466 ; 
2  Tax  Gas.  594)  that  this  provision  only  applies  to 
an  empty  house.  The  provisions  of  sect.  15  of  the 
Act  of  1803  and  sched.  A,  rule  5,  to  the  Act  of 
1806  were  extended  by  sect.  2  of  the  House  Tax 
Act  1825  (6  Giw.  4,  c.  7),  where  reUef  was  granted 
on  houses  becoming  unoccupied  although  not  at 
the  expiration  of  the  occupier's  lease  or  demise, 
and  it  is  noticeable  that  the  worda  there  used  are 
"The  duty  thereon  shall  be  discharged  .  .  . 
tor  the  particular  quarter  or  quarters  .  .  . 
during  which  it  shall  appear  .  .  .  such  house 
.  .  ,  shall  have  continued  tor  each  entire 
quarter  wholly  empty  and  unoccupied."  The 
inhabited  house  duty  was  taken  oS  by  the  House 
Tax  Act  1834  (4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  19),  but  by  the 
House  Tax  Act  1861  (14  &  15  Yict.  c.  36)  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  former  Acte  were 
to  be  again  in  force  except  as  therein  provided, 
and  it  is  under  this  Act  of  1861  that  the  present 
duties  are  payable.  When  all  these  statutes  are 
looked  at,  the  whole  question  is  one  of  occupation, 
and  they  clearly  show  that  if  you  occupy  yon 
inhabit.  There  are  several  Acto  whicn  give 
exemptions  from  the  duty — namely,  the  House 
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Tax  Act  1817  (57  Geo.  3,  c.  25),  the  House  Tax  Act 
1824  (5  Geo.  4,  c.  44),  and  the  Cnstoms  and  Inland 
Revenue  Act  1878  (41  &  42  Vict.  c.  15)— but, 
except,  perhaps,  in  the  case  of  the  caretaker,  there 
has  never  been  any  suggestion  that  there  must 
be  habitation— i.e.,  in  order  to  make  the  house 
liable  for  duty.  There  have  been  several  cases  in 
Scotland  which  show  that  occupation  is  habita- 
tation.    They  referred  to 

R»  8eoiti$\   Widmet'   Funi  and   Life  Attnrane* 

Bodety,  12  So.  L.  R«p.  275 ;  1  Tax  Cas.  7 ; 
R«  Qlatgom  Coal  Ezchangt,  6  Rettie,  850;  16  So. 

L.  Sep.  457;  lTuCu.211; 
Re   ScottUh   Widow'   Fund    and  Life   Assurance 

Society  (So.  2),  7  B«ttie,  491 ;  17  Sc.  L.  Bep. 

314  ;  1  T»x  Caa.  245  ; 
Olasgow   Corporation  v.  Inland  Revenue,  18  Sc. 

L.  Bep.  1. 

A.  T.  Lawrence,  K.C.  and  C.  0.  Seott  for  the 
respondent.  —  This   house    during   the    year    of 

-  assessment  was  not  inhabited  in  any  sense  of  the 
word.  The  House  Tax  Acts  only  impose  du^  on 
inhabited  houses.  The  word  "  occupier,"  we  admit, 
is  used  in  a  large  number  of  the  sections  of  the 
statutes,  but  they  are  merely  what  may  be  called 

-  the  machinery  sections  used  for  the  purpose  of 
assessing  the  duties.    The  Grown  here  are  trying 

-  to  constoue  the  machinei^  of  the  Act  as  if  it 
were  the  charging  part  of  the  Act.  When  con- 
struing these  statutes  it  must  be  borne  in  mind 

'  that  two  duties  are  imposed  by  them — namely, 
the  window  tax  and  the  inhabited  house  duty. 
Window  tax  was  payable  in  respect  of  houses 
occupied,  and  that  is  why  the  words  "  occupier  " 
and_ "  occupation  "  are  used  in  the  statutes.  In- 
habited house  duty  required  habitation  for  it  to 
attach  to  a  house.  It  is  because  the  words 
"  occupier  "  and  "  occupation  "  are  used  in  these 
machinery  sections  that  much  confusion  has 
arisen.  Under  the  words  in  sect.  10  of  the  House 
Tax  Act  1803  you  can  only  bring  inhabited 
houses  within  the  words  of  sohed.  B  of  the  Act 
of  1808.  In  order  to  make  a  house  liable  to 
inhabited  house  duty  it  must  have  been  slept  in 
during  the  year  for  which  it  is  assessed.  They 
referred  to 

CU/ton  College  r.  Thompion,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  168; 

(1896)  1  Q.  B.  432  ; 
RiUy  V.  Read,  4  Ex.  Div.  100 ; 
Lambton  v.  Kerr,  (1895)  2  Q.  B.  233. 

Even  although  it  may  have  been  slept  in  it  may 
not  be  liable  to  duty  as  in  the  case  of  the  exemp- 
tion 5  in  sched.  B  of  the  Act  of  1808.  In  sect  62 
of  the  Act  of  1803  the  words  are  "  every  dwelling- 
house  inhabited  or  not  inhabited,"  which  shows 
there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two,  and  dis- 
tinguishes the  houses  liable  to  the  window  tax 
and  those  liable  to  inhabited  house  duty.  Again, 
in  the  Act  of  1817  (57  Geo.  3,  c.  25)  the  two 
duties  are  distinguished,  for,  in  reciting  the  Act 
of  1808  (48  Geo.  3,  c.  55),  it  says :  "  Certain  duties 
were  granted  to  His  Majesty  upon  houses, 
windows,  and  lights,  as  set  forth  in  the  schedule 
to  the  said  Act  annexed,  marked  A,  and  upon 
inhabited  houses,  as  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to 
the  said  Act  annexed,  marked  B."  There  the 
word  used  is  "inhabited"  so  as  to  show  the 
difference  between  the  two  duties  charged.  That 
there  is  a  distinction  between  a  furnished  and  an 
occupied  house  appears  from  sect.  3  of  the  House 
Tax  Act  1825  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  7).    The  Scottish  cases 


that  have  been  cited  do  not  bind  this  court,  and 
do  not  correctly  state  what  is  the  law  in  England. 
Lord  Brampton's  judgment  in  Orant  v.  LangeUm 
(82  L.  T.  Rep.  629 ;  (1900)  A.  C.  383)  overrules 
them,  certainly  so  far  as  this  country  is  con- 
cerned. 

Roielati  in  reply. 

Channell,  J. — In  this  case  there  is  a  question 
of  some  nicety  arising  under  a  somewhat  peculiar 
fact.  There  is  a  house  which  during  the  year  of 
assessment  was  fullv  furnished  and  ready  for 
occupation  as  a  dwelling-house,  but,  in  point  of 
fact,  during  the  year  nobody  slept  in  it  or  in- 
habited it  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  physically  in- 
habiting it  or  living  there.  It  was  a  house  in  the 
Isle  of  Wight  that  the  owner  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  visiting  from  time  to  time  with  his  family 
as  a  country  residence  and  also,  in  recent  years 
at  any  rate,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  letting  fur- 
nished to  other  people  to  occupy  in  a  similar  way, 
but  when  he  was  not  there  in  residence  and  had 
not  let  it  he  did  not  leave  any  servant  or  care- 
taker of '  any  kind  living  in  the  house.  There 
was  a  house-agent  close  by  who  had  the  key  of 
it,  and  he  showed  people  over  the  house,  if  neces- 
sary, and  he  occasionuly  sent  in  someone  to  open 
the  windows  and  air  the  place,  and  so  on.  Bat 
at  no  time  during  the  actual  year  of  assessment 
was  the  house  lived  in  in  the  ordinary  way.  It 
was  ready  for  use  as  a  dwelling-house  and  ready 
for  habitation,  but  it  was  not  in  point  of  fact 
inhabited.  At  the  same  time  it  was  occupied, 
because  leaving  the  furniture  there  is  for  ordinary 
purposes,  oertolnly  including  in  particular  the 
purpose  of  rating  to  the  poor  late,  occupation. 
It  is  a  certain  amount  of  use  of  the  house,  and  I 
do  not  think  it  is  questioned  that  what  happened 
in  this  case  would  amount  to  occupation,  although 
it  is  said,  and  certainly  in  the  ordinary  use  of  UM 
word  rightly  said,  it  was  not  in  fact  inhabited. 
Under  these  circumstances  is  the  inhabited  house 
duty  payable  P  The  duty  is  imposed  in  respect  of 
inhabited  houses  not  of  habitable  houses.  That 
much  is,  of  course,  quite  clear.  It  was  so  in 
refermce  to  the  old  Acts,  and  it  is  so  in  express 
terms  in  reference  to  the  Act  which  really  is  the 
one  which  one  has  to  consider — namely,  the  Act 
of  14  &15  Yiot.  c.  36  (1851)— which  reimposed  the 
inhabited  house  duty  which  had  been  an  existing 
tax,  and  which  had  been  taken  off  some  few  years 
before.  When  this  Act  was  passed,  the  window 
tax,  which  was  a  tax  which  existed  for  a  great 
number  of  years,  was  taken  off,  and  the  inhabited 
house  duty  was  restored,  probably  with  variations 
as  regards  amount  or  anything  of  that  sort,  which 
does  not  concern  me  here.  There  was  the  tax  im- 
posed upon  inhabited  dwelling-houses  by  the  first 
section,  and  by  the  second  seotion  all  the  powers, 
provisions,  rules  and  regulations,  directions, 
exemptions,  fines,  forfeitures,  pains  and  penalties 
contained  in  any  of  the  prior  Acts  with  reference 
to  the  duties  on  inhabited  houses  were  to  be  en- 
forced in  reference  to  the  duties  as  reimposed. 
When  you  come  to  look  at  those  various  pro- 
visions, it  is  quite  clear  that  in  all  the  provisions 
in  reference  to  the  mode  of  charging  the  duty  in 
reference  to  the  period  during  the  year  of  assess- 
ment for  which  relief  from  the  duty  was  to  be 
granted  the  word  that  occurs  is  "  occupied  "  and 
not  "  inhabited,"  and  it  appears  as  if  the  Le^s- 
lature  were  treating  the  two  words  as  meaning 
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"the  same  thing.  Unless  70x1  can  say  either  that 
"inhabited"  means  "oconpied"  or  that  "  ocoa- 
^ied  "  means  "  inhabited  "  70a  will  get  into  diffi- 
culties in  some  one  or  other  of  the  sections 
throughout  the  Aot.  There  is  a  substantial 
-difficuty  to  see  how  the  thing  is  to  be  worked 
ont.  before  going  to  the  clauses  of  the  Act  it 
seems  to  me  as  well  inst  to  refer  to  the  dicta 
-upon  the  subject — I  think  they  are  only  dicta — 
to  which  I  have  been  referred.  In  Scotland  it  has 
been  stated  in  two  or  three  cases,  and  particularly 
•emphatically  and  clearly  in  one  case — Olatgow 
Corporation  v.  Inland  .aeventte  (18  So.  L.  Bep.  1) 
— that  "  habitation  "  in  this  section  is  the  same 
thing  as  "occupation."  The  Lord  President 
at  page  3  of  tne  Scottish  Law  Aepoi-ter  in 
the  year  1880  in  the  number  the  case  is  reported 
in,  says:  "It  is  needless  to  say  at  this  time 
of  day  that  an  inhabited  house  does  not  mean 
a  place  of  residence— that  habitation  in  the 
sense  of  the  statute  may  consist  of  any  kind 
-of  occupation  of  a  house  or  buildine.  If  it 
be  not  unoccupied — that  is  to  say,  without  any 
use  made  of  it  at  all — then  it  is  an  nnoccnpied 
house  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and,  being 
occupied,  it  is  also  within  the  meaning  of  the 
etatnte  an  inhabited  house."  If  that  passage 
correctly  states  the  law  in  England  as  well  as  in 
ficotland — and  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should 
be  different,  because  this  statute  and  the  tax 
extends  to  Great  Britain,  and  it  is  given  in 
•Scotland  on  the  same  terms  as  it  is  given  in 
England — ^the  present  case  seems  to  me  to  be 
quite  clear.  It  is  said,  however,  that  there  are 
dicta  in  England  to  the  contrary,  and  the  prin- 
cipal one,  and  probably  the  latest  one,  and 
■one  which  certainly  I  should  be  inclined  to 
follow  if  I  were  clear  that  it  applied  to  the 
present  case,  is  a  statement  by  Wright,  J.  in  the 
-case  of  Cl^on  College  v.  TKompeon  in  1896  (7'i 
L.  T.  Rep.  168 ;  (1896)  1  Q.  B.  m).  There  was 
a  question  of  a  master's  house  and  some  other 
buudings  in  reference  to  Clifttm  Oollege,  and  in 
dealing  with  one  question  the  learned  judge  said  : 
"  That  being  so,  the  only  ground  on  which  the 
Crown  could  succeed  would  oe  that  the  college  is 
assessable  for  the  remainder  of  the  premises  as 
being  a  dwelling-house,  or  as  including  some 
other  dwelling-house  to  which  the  rest  is  attached 
and  occupied  with  that  dwelling-house.  But  the 
premises  which  I  have  just  mentioned"— I  think 
he  is  referring  to  the  chapel,  library,  sanatorium, 
gymnasium,  racquet  courts,  fives  courts,  swim- 
ming baths,  museum,  and  so  forth — "do  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  capable  of  being  treated  as 
inhabited  dwelling-houses  at  all.  Boys  do  not 
dwell  in  or  inhabit  any  class- room  or  gymnasium, 
•or  any  of  these  other  places ;  they  neither  dwell 
there  or  inhabit  there,  nor  does  anybody  else  so 
far  as  the  case  shows."  Then  we  come  to  the 
passage  there  was  a  question  about.  "  Then  in 
•  addition  to  that  on  the  second  pcnnt  to  which  I 
have  adverted  "  (and  I  think  that  was  shown  by 
Hr.  Lawrence  to  mean  "  the  second  point  upon 
which  I  am  now  adverting")  "it  seems  to  me 
that  the  weight  of  authority  in  this  country  is  to 
the  effect  that  nothing  is  inhabited  as  a  dwelling- 
house  for  the  purposes  of  these  Acts  unless  some- 
one sleeps  there."  There  is  no  doubt  he  had  been 
referred  to  the  Scottish  cases,  and  to  this  par- 
ticular one  from  which  I  have  read  a  passage,  and 
also  had  been  referred  to  a  case  of  Riley  v.  Bead 


(4   Ex.  Div.  100),  which  is  an  English  case  which 
has  something  on  the  point  in  it,  but  not  very 
much ;  but  he  has  also  been  referred  to  another 
case  in  England.    He  had  not  been  referred  to 
many  cases,  but  he  deals  with  it  in  this  short  way 
in  his  judgment :  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the  weight 
of  an  authority  in  this  country  is  to  that  effect 
that  nothing  is  inhabited  as  a  dwelling-house  for 
the  purposes  of  these  Acts  unless  someone  sleeps 
there."    As  I  say,  if  I  knew  exactly  what  authori- 
ties the  learned  judge  was  referring  to,  and  that 
he  had  this  point  in  nis  mind,  I  think  I  ought  to 
follow  that ;  but  I  am  not  quite  able  to  under- 
stand.   In  the  first  place,  he  does   not  tell  us 
which  are  the  oases  ne  does  refer  to  which  lead 
him  to  that  conclusion,   and  in  the  next  place 
what  he  is  referring  to  is  not  so  much  to  the  fact 
that  somebody  does  sleep  there  or  that  there  is  no 
sleeping  accommodation,  but  he  is  referring  to  the 
character  of  the  use  that  is  made  of  this  plac^- 
as  a  class-room,  gymnasium,  and  so — and  I  do  not 
think  he  is  meaning  to  say  that  if  those  places 
included  a  bedroom  for  a  caretaker  or  somebody 
or  other  that  the  aasessability  for  inhabited  house 
duty  would  depend  upon  whether  or  not  the  bed- 
room was  slept  in  during  the  year  of  assessment* 
I  think  he  is  rather  referring  to  the  character  of  the 
occupation  of  what  he  had  before  him — that  it  was 
not  occupation  including  sleeping  accommodation 
or  occupation  in  the  nature  of  it.    In  point  ot. 
fact,    laying    stress    not    only   upon    the    word 
"  inhabited,     but    upon   the    phnMe  "  inhabited 
dwelling-house."     There   being  somewhat  of  an 
uncertainty    as    to    what    that  means,  the  fact 
that   it   is  only  a  dictum,    and  the  fact  that 
there    are  clear  decisions   in  Scotland  seem   to 
me  practically  to  leave  this  quite  open,  so  that  I 
have  to  go  back  and  look  at  the  statute  a  little 
more  oarefnlly   than  I  have  hitherto  done.    In 
this    ca«e  it  seems  to    be   admitted — I  think  it 
would  have  to  be  admitted,  but  it  seems  to  me 
expressly  admitted — that  if  this  gentieman  in  the 
year  in  question  had  done  that  which  in  most  of 
the  years  since  he  has  had  the  house  he  has  done 
— ^namely,  lived  in  it  for  a  .few  weeks,  or  let  it 
for  a  few  weeks — ^then  he  would  have  been  assess- 
able to  the  inhabited  house  duty  for  the  entire 
year.    All  the  provisions  which  deal  with  dividing 
op  the  year  of  assessment  into  periods  for  which 
the  tax  is  to  be  paid  and  periods  for  which  it  is 
not    to   be  paid,  clearly   seem  to  deal  with  the 
question  of  occupation  and  not  habitaucy.    The 
word  "  occupied "    at  any  rate  occurs  in  all  of 
them,  and  the  test  is  when  it  comes  to  be  occu- 
pied and  so  on.      It   is    "  occupation "    in    all 
those  sections  that  govern  the  question  whether 
or    not   a    portion    of    the    year    is    a    portion 
in  respect  of  which  the  tax  is  to  be  paid.    That 
being  so,  if  it  is  correct  to  say  that  this  house 
wouM  have  been  taxable   for   the  whole    year 
if  the  owner  of  it  had  left  it  for  the  greater  part 
of  the  year  in  exacUy  the  condition  in  whioh 
he  has  left  it  —  nam^y,  f unushed,  with  a  key 
at  a  house-agent's  close    by,    nobody   actually 
in  it  but  for  a  month  in  the  summer— but  had 
gone   down  and   lived    there    with   his   fanuly 
and    his   servants,    then    one   has    to    see  how 
that  would  come  about.     It  seems  to  me  that 
it  would   come  about  in  this  way :    When  the 
assessment  is  made,  if  the  person  whose  duty  it 
is  to  go  and    make  the  assessment  goes  to  the 
house,  and  finds  it  furnished  and  in  that  sense 
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oocnpied,  he  has  not  to  inqaire  whether  anrbody 
was  sleepiog  there  the  night  before,  or  whether 
anybody  is  going  to  sleep  there  on  that  night,  bat 
he  IS  to  assess  it.    That,  I  think,  appears  from  the 
10th  section  of  the  Act  of  1803,  and  the  15th  section 
of  the  same  Act.    The  10th  section  reads  thus : 
"  Anderety  dwellinff-hoose,  cottage,  or  tenement, 
of  whaterer  description  oocnpied  at  the  time  of 
making   the  assessment  shall  be  bronsht  into 
charge  in  respect  of  the  duties  set  forth  in  the 
Bchednle  marked  (A)  by  the  respective  assessors." 
Now,  that  schedule  marked  (A)  relates  to  the 
window  tax  and  not  to    the    inhabited    honse 
dnt^.     The  section  then  oontinnes :  "  And   in 
their  default  by  the  respective    surreyors  and 
inspectors      herein     mentioned,    according    to 
the   number   of   windows   therein,    subject    to 
the  powers  of   discharging  the  same  as  after* 
mentioned."    Then  we  get  to  the  portion  that 
seems    material    for  the  present    case :    "  And 
every  dwelling-house,  cottage,  or  tenement  and 
other   the   premises     therewith    oocnpied    and 
hereby  charged."     Now,  "  the  premises  therewith 
occupied  and  hordby  charged^'  dearly  relate  to 
the  premises  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
•charge,  to  be  included  with  the    dweUing-houae 
in  the  charee,  such  as  certain  outbuildings  and 
things  of  that  sort,  and  amongst  other  things 
they  include  the  mrdeu,  provided  it  does  not 
exceed  one  acre.    That  is,  "the  premises  there- 
with occupied  and  hereby  charged  " — not  all  the 
premises  therewith  oocnpied,  but  so  much  of  the 
premises  therewith  occupied  as  is  hereby  charged. 
The  section  then   gees    on :   "As  set  forth  in 
sohed.  (B),^  being  together  of  the  annual  rent  of 
52.  or  upwards,  ahaJl  also  be  brought  in  charge 
in  the  like  manner,  susrording  to  the  full  and  just 
yearly  rent  at  which  the  same  is  reaUy  and  bond 
fide  worth  to  be  let  in  respect  of  the  duties  set 
forth  in  the  said  schedule  marked  (B)."    And  if 
any  assessor  omits  to  charge  and  so  on  then  he  is 
subject  to  a  penalty,  "  whether  the  occupier  of  any 
such  houxe,  cottage,  or  tenement  shall  be  entitled 
to  be  discharged  nrom  the  same  in  manner  herein- 
after mentio^d  or  not."    The  15th  section  corre- 
sponds with  it,  but  relates  to  houses  which  are 
unoccupied  at  the  time  of  making  the  assessment. 
It  says :   "  Every  house  or  tenement  which  shall 
happen  to  be  unoccupied  at  the  time  of  making  the 
assessment  shall  be  inserted  as  such  in  the  assess- 
ment with  the  annual  rent  at  which  the  same  might 
be  let  if  the  same  shall  amount  to  52.  or  upwards, 
and  the  assessors,  and  in  their  default  the  sur- 
veyors, and  inspectors,  shall  cause  the  same  to  be 
certified  to  the  said  commissioners  from  the  time 
of  such  house  or  tenement  coming  into  the  occu- 
pation of  any  person  or  persons."    8o  that  if 
the  honse  is  occupied  at  the  time  of  making  the 
assessment,  it  is  to  be  charged  subject  to  the  right 
of  the  person  to  be  discharged,  if  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  enable  him  to  he  dischai^ed. 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  at  the  time  of  making 
this  assessment  the  assessor  would  have  to  put  it 
in,  because  he  would  find  it  occupied,  and  that  it 
would  not  be  his  business  to  inquire:  "Was  it 
slept  in  last  night;   is  it  going  to  be  slept  in 
to-night  P  "  or  anvthing  of  the  sort.    It  is  occu- 
pied, it  is  habitable,  it  is  a  dwelling-house,  it  is 
ready  for  occupation  as  a  dwelling-house,  and  not 
for  something  else.    If  it  had  no  oed-room  furni- 
ture in  it  or  anything  of  that  sort,  but  only 
class-room  furniture  or  gymnasium  apparatus  or 


something  of  that  sort,  it  would  come  nndwa 
difEerent  category  as  not  being  a  dwelling-house 
at  all,  apart  m>m  the  word  "  inhabited."  But  in 
the  condition  in  which  this  is,  it  is  "  occupied  "  as 
a  dwellinK-house  although  not  "  inhabited  "  a*  » 
dweUlng-honse,  beoause  it  has  the  full  furniture 
of  a  dwelling-houae  there,  and  is  "  occupied  "  for 
rating  purposes.  It  seems  to  me,  therraora,  it  is 
to  come  into  charge,  and,  as  I  say,  I  think  that  i» 
admitted  in  the  argument  for  the  respondent 
here,  because  it  is  agreed  that  he  would  be  ohaixe- 
able  for  the  whole  year  if  he  had  occupied  or 
inhabited  it  at  any  period.  That  being  so,  it 
seems  to  me  that  even  if  the  first  operative  words, 
as  I  may  call  them,  of  the  section  granting  the 
tax  would  not  in  thur  ordinary  interpretation  of 
honse  dutv  cover  it,  it  is  broueht  in  it  by  this- 
section,  which  directs  that  it  shall  be  charged 
subject  to  such  power  as  there  is  for  the  person 
charged  to  be  disohai^i^  under  any  of  the  various, 
sections  of  the  Act.  If  that  is  the  true  inter* 
pretation,  it  is,  I  think,  quite  clear  that  there 
18  no  section  of  the  Act  under  which  the  laapon- 
dent  can  get  discharged  on  the  nound  neithw  he- 
nor  anyone  else  had  slept  in  tiie  house  during- 
the  year  in  question.  STone  of  the  sections  in 
reference  to  dividing  up  the  period  into  times 
the  house  is  oooupied  and  times  when  it  is 
unoccupied  apply,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
result,  therefore,  will  be  practically  that  which 
the  Sootoh  judges  appear  to  have  said  it  was— 
namely,  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  statute  a 
house  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  an  inhabited  dwelling- 
house  if,  in  point  of  fact,  there  is  an  occupier  of 
it.  Of  course  the  fact  of  there  being  an  oocn- 
pier  of  it  does  not  necessarily  make  him  an 
inhabitant  of  it.  Tbere  may  be  on  inhabitant  of  a 
house  who  may  be  a  servant,  and  his  inhabitanoe 
may  amount  to  occupation  by  somebodT  elae^  his 
master.  That  is  the  sort  of  case  which  uumt  no- 
doubt  arise,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  if,  aaherei 
such  occupation  as  there  may  be  of  the  house  is 
an  occupation  of  it  as  a  dwelling-house  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  case  dealt  with  by  Wright,  J. 
of  a  class-room  and  gvmnasium,  and  things  of  ihat 
sort — if  this  house  is  ready  to  be  slept  in  when 
the  owner  or  anyone  he  sends  there  wants  to  sle^ 
there,  then  it  is  inhabited  within  the  meaning  <K 
these  statutes.  I  think  that  is  the  better  inter- 
pretation on  the  whole.  Tou  have  either  to  read 
"  inhabited  "  in  the  first  part  as  meaning  "  ooou- 
pied "  or  "  occupied  "  in  a  great  many  of  tne  other 
parts  as  meaning  "  inhabited,"  and  there  is  a  choice 
between  the  two,  and,  having  regard,  amongst 
other  things,  to  tiie  analogy  of  rating,  although  it 
depends  on  different  words,  I  think  on  the  whole 
that  the  proper  conclusion  to  come  to  is  that  the 
tax  here  has  been  imposed  upon  a  house  in  such 
conditions  as  this  one.  I  may  just  add  that  if  the 
proposition  contended  for,  that  a  house  which 
was  in  the  condition  in  which  this  house  has 
been  for  the  wh<de  year  could  be  released  from  a- 
proportion  of  the  tax  b^  reason  of  its  being  in 
that  condition  for  a  portion  of  the  Tear,  oould  be 
maintained,  it  seems  to  me  absolutely  certain 
that  this  question  must  have  arisen  long  ago, 
because  it  is  an  extremely  common  case,  ^e 
parti  Dular  case  that  has  arisen  here — namely,  the 
house  being  occupied,  uninhabited  in  this  way 
for  the  entire  year — ^is  no  doubt  a  somewhat  rare 
one.  It  is  not  often  that  fomiahed  houses  are 
left  without  someone  sleeping  in  them  and  un- 
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protected  for  an  entire  year,  and  that  acoonnts 
for  the  question  not  havinfc  arisen  and  been 
decided  daring  the  nnmber  of  years  which  have 
elapsed  unoe  wis  tax  was  imposed.  If  the  other 
proposition  was  contended  for,  it  woald  be  a  very 
strong  argnment  indeed  against  it  that  had  never 
been  set  np  during  all  this  number  of  years. 
From  the  &at  imposition  of  the  tax,  I  suppose 
nearly  100  years  have  passed ;  at  any  rate,  it  has 
existed  for  at  least  100  vears,  and,  considering 
the  number  of  cases  in  wnioh  houses  muat  have 
been  lett  in  this  sort  of  state  for  a  portion  of  the 
year,  if  it  were  contended  that  that  gave  relief 
for  a  portion  of  the  year  it  would  be  a  very  strong 
argnment  against  such  contention ;  bnt  that  con- 
tention has  not  been  set  np,  and  it  is  to  a 
considerable  extent  in  consequence  of  that  position 
of  things  that  it  appears  to  be  agreed  that  relief 
does  not  exist  for  the  portion  of  the  year  for 
which  the  house  is  in  this  condition,  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  taxable  when  it  is  for  the  whole 
year  in  that  same  position.  On  the  whole,  there- 
fore, I  think   my  judgment  must  be  for  tiie 

Judgment  aecor^ngly. 

Solicitors  :     Solicitor    of    Inland    Revenue  ; 
Worthingion  Evans,  Bird,  and  Co. 
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(Before  YAvauAm  Williams,  Bohbb,  and 

Stikling,  L.JJ.) 
Bajbqttk  Qx7ILfu£  Limited  v.  Bbown.  (a) 

APPBAL  FBOM  THB   KING'S  BBKCH  SITIBIOK. 

Charter-party  —  Detention  at  port  —  Loading — 
"  Regular  turn  " — Custom  o/port— Delay  eatued 
by  number  of  vessels  chartered — Option^ 

A  charter-party  provided  that  a  sailing  vessel  was 
to  load  a  cargo  of  coal  at  N.  "  in  regular  turn  " 
from  B.  Colliery  or  any  of  the  aallieries  the 
freighters  migM  name.  No  time  for  loading 
too*  fixed. 

At  the  port  of  N.  it  wo*  neeessary  to  obtain  a 
loading  order  from  the  colliery  before  a  loading 
berth  was  allotted. 

When  the  vessel  arrived,  a  great  many  vessels  were 
waiting  to  load  from  B.  Colliery,  and  in  con- 
sequence sixty-seven  days  elapsed  before  a  coaling 
order  could  be  given  to  the  vessel. 

The  charterers,  who  toers  the  oumers  ofB.  Colliery, 
had  sold  a  cargo  of  that  coal  to  be  shipped  by 
this  vessel. 

Held,  that  the  words  "regular  turn  "  referred  to  the 
colliery  turn  as  distinguished  from  the  port  turn 
both  upon  their  proper  eonstruelion  and  aho 
having  regard  to  the  regulations  and  practice  of 
the  port. 

Held,  also,  that  the  defendants  had  not  chartered 
an  unreasonable  number  of  vessels  to  arrive  at 
the  port  about  the  same  time  so  as  to  make  it 
impossible  that  the  vessel  should  be  able  to  load 
within  a  reasonable  tim^ ;  and  that  the  proba- 
bUity  of  delay  was  knoum  to  and  contemplated 

(a)  Baportad  by  W.  O.  BiBB,  Eaq.,  B«iTliMr«t-L»w. 
VoL  XC,  2335. 


by  the  shipowners  when  they  entered  into  the 
charter-party. 

Held,  therefore,  that  the  charterers  had  not  acted 
unreasoTiably,  and  were  not  liable  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  vessel. 

Decision  of  Kennedy,  J.  affirmed. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
Kennedy,  J.  delivered  the  2nd  Dec.  1902. 

The  plaintiffs  commenced  the  action  to  recover 
damages  for  detention  of  the  sailing  ship 
Quilpue  at  Xewcastle,  TSew  South  Wales,  under 
a  charter-party  dated  the  6  th  Feb.  1900,  made 
between  the  plaintiffs,  as  shipowners,  and  the 
defendants,  as  freighters. 

The  charter-party,  so  far  as  material,  provided 
that  the  ship  should  with  aU  convenient  speed 
proceed  to  Newoastie,  "  and  there  in  the  usual  and 
customary  manner  load  in  regular  turn  from 
Brown's  Dackenfield  Colliery,  or  any  of  the 
collieries  the  said  freighters  may  name,  a  full  and 
complete  cargo,  which  the  said  freighters  bind 
themselves  to  ship." 

The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  Brown's 
Dackenfield  Colliery,  and  chartered  vessels  to 
load  with  their  coal. 

On  the  6th  April  1903  they  sold  a  cargo  of  thur 
coal  to  be  shipped  by  the  Quilpue  to  certain 
persons  in  Yalparuao. 

At  the  port  of  Newcastle  ooals  are  shipped  in 
large  quantities  from  about  twenty  collieries,  none 
of  which  can  produce  a  greater  daily  output  than 
1100  tons,  the  coals  from  the  Wallsend  and  the 
Dackenfield  Gollieries  being  in  greater  demand 
than  from  the  others. 

The  coUieries  are  all  some  distance  from  the 
port,  and  the  coals  are  conveyed  by  railway  to  the 
loading  plaoe,  which  is  called  the  Dyke,  where 
the  vessels  are  loaded  by  means  of  cranes,  which 
are  qnite  sufficient  no  l<»id  more  than  the  output 
of  the  collieries,  but  there  is  no  plaoe  at  the  Dyke 
for  the  storage  of  ooals. 

The  loading  is  under  the  control  of  Railway 
Commissioners,  and  No.  2  of  the  port  regnlationa 
provides  :  "  Vessels  requiring  berths  at  cranes  for 
the  purpose  of  loading  or  uuoading  cargoes  shall 
obtain  same  in  the  order  of  their  arrival  in  port, 
provided  .  .  .  the  necessary  loading  orilers 
have  been  lodged." 

The  regulations  also  provide  that  the  cargo 
must  be  snipped  continuously,  and  that  not  less 
than  a  certain  number  of  tons  a  day  must  be  loaded 
under  penalty  of  fines,  and  that  steamers  shall 
have  praf  erenoe. 

Evidence  as  to  the  working  of  these  regnlotioiis 
was  taken  on  commission,  and  on  this  evidence 
Kennedy,  J.  found  a  well-established  practice 
with  reference  to  sailing  vessels  that  the  loading 
was  "  a  l<»tding  in  turn  of  their  arrival  inter  se, 
subject  to  their  being  on  what  I  may  call  colliery 
torn  with  the  colliery  from  which  they  are 
chartered  to  receive  their  coal." 

Under  the  regulations  it  is  necessary  in  order 
to  obtain  a  berth  to  lodge  a  coaling  order  from 
the  colliery,  but  the  colliery  can  only  give  an 
order  in  turn  of  the  ships  booked  to  it.  There- 
fore a  ship  booked  to  the  collieries  whose  coal  is 
in  greater  demand  was  ander  greater  risk  of 
delay  than  a  ship  booked  to  one  of  the  others. 
This  practice  was  the  necessary  result  of  the 
nature  of  the  colliery  output,  together  with  the 
absence  of  any  facility  for  storage  at  the  Dyke, 
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and  the  necesaity  of  sanding  the  ooal  by  the 
railway. 

'  The  Quilpue  arrived  at  Newcastle  on  the  3rd 
Aag.  1900  (her  cancelling  date  being  the  Slst  Aug. 
19(>0),  and  there  were  then  over  twenW  ships 
waiting  to  load  from  Brown's  Daokenfield  Ool- 
liery.  She  was  not  berthed  for  loading  until  the 
6th  Oct.  1900,  and  the  loading  was  finished  on 
the  9th  of  that  month. 

As  the  reaalt  of  the  practice  at  Newcastle, 
twenty-seven  vessels  booked  to  other  collieiies 
which  arrived  after  her  were  loaded  before  her, 
and  eleven  which  arrived  before  her  were  loaded 
after  her. 

Kennedy,  J.  held  that  the  defendants  were  not 
fi&ble  for  the  delay,  as  the  words  in  the  charter- 
partj^i  "  in  rezalar  torn  from  Brown's  Dnokenfield 
Colliery,"  referred  to  colliery  tnm ;  bnt  that,  if 
the;f  referred  to  port  torn,  their  effect  was  the  same, 
having  regard  to  the  practice  at  the  port,  as  the 
Quilpue  was  loaded  in  her  tnm  on  the  books  of 
the  colliery.  He  also  held  that  the  defendants 
had  not  caused  the  delay  by  chartering  an  nnrea- 
Sonable  or  excessive  number  of  vessels  to  load 
from  their  colliery  and  so  oansed  a  block  ot 
vessels,  as  it  had  been  proved  that  in  1900  the 
number  ot  vessels  loaded  from  the  Dnckenfleld 
Colliery  was  less  than  that  for  the  three  previous 
years,  and  that  it  was  impossible  in  the  case  of 
sailing  vessels  to  know  tneir  precise  dates  of 
arrival,  especially  having  regard  to  the  long 
cancelling  dates  provide  tor  in  their  charter- 
parties. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Carver,  E.G.  and  Leek  for  the  appellants. — The 
question  is  what  is  the  meaning  of  "regular 
turn  "  at  Newcastle.  Primd  facie  it  means  port 
torn: 

Lawton  V.  Burn«(8,  1  H.  A  C.  386 ; 

3tephen$  v.  Maeleod,  19  San.  Cm.  (4th  senu),  38. 

At  Newcastle,  under  the  .regulations  of  the  {Hnt, 
a  ship  will  get  a  loading  berth  in  order  of  arrival 
if  the  cargo  is  ready,  and  the  charterer  is  bound 
to  have  uie  coal  ready.  Yess^ls  which  arrived 
after  the  Quilpue  were  loaded  before  her.  This 
{iolliery  being  the  property  of  the  charterers,  it 
was  not  a  reasonable.performance  of  the  contract 
to  make  arrangements  which  resulted  in  so  many 
vessels  arriving  to  be  loaded  at  the  same  time. 
It  is  no  defence  to  this  claim  that  there  was  an 
uiasual  demand  on  the  colliery : 
.    Mlfkent  V.  Harrit,  57  L.  T.  Bap.  618  ; 

Kay  V.  Field,  47  L.  T.  Bep.  423 ;  10  Q.  B.  Div. 

241; 
.  Oardiner  r.  Macfarlane,  20  Sass.  C«s.  (4Ui  series), 

414; 
Ogmore  Btvimship   Company  v.   Bomer,  6  Com. 

0s8.,  104,  110 ; 
AlctUtelskabet    IngltwooA  v.   KiXlar't    Karri  and 

Jarrah  VortsU  Limited,  8  Com.  Cas.  196,  201  ; 
THUtt  v.  Cwm  Avon  Works  Proprietort,  2  Times 

L,  Bep.  675 ; 
Aduroft  V.  Crow  Orchard   OolUery  Company,  31 
L.  T.  Bap.  366 ;  L.  Bap.  9  Q.  B.  540. 

The  charterers  had  an  option  as  to  the  ooal  with 
which  the  vessel  might  oe  loaded,  and  did  not 
exercise  it  reasonably : 

Thartii  Sulphur  and  Copper   Company  v.  Morel 
Brotliefra  and  Co.,  65  L.  T.  Bep.  G59 ;  (1891)  2  Q.  B. 
647; 
DobeU  V.  Green,  82  t.  T.  Bep.  814 ;  (1900)  1  Q.  B. 
526. 


Serutton,  K.G.  and  Balloch,  for  the  respondants, 
were  not  called  on  to  argue  as  to  the  meaning  of 
"  regular  turn." — With  reference  to  the  other 
points.  It  is  impossible  to  know  in  the  case  of 
sailing  ships  when  they  will  arrive.  The  char- 
terers acted  reasonably  and  chartered  the  other 
vessels  in  the  ordinary  course  ot  business,  and 
are  not  liable  tor  the  delay  which  took  place : 
Barro^oing  r.  Dwpri,  7  Com.  Oas.  157 ; 
Watton  V.  Bomer,  5  Com.  Cm.  877. 

The  Quilpue  was  only  detained  a  reasonable  time 
having  regard  to  the  number  of  ships  which  were 
waiting  to  be  loaded  from  the  Duckenfield  Col- 
liery. The  purchaser  of  the  coal  refused  to  take 
any  bnt  the  Duckenfield  coal.  The  option  to 
load  with  other  ooal  was  tor  the  charterers' 
benefit,  and  they  were  not  bound  to  consider  the 
shipowners'  convenience : 

Robertton  v.  Jackeon,  2  Com.  B.  412,  428  ; 

Thariii  Sulphur  and  Cap/per  Company  v.  Jforel 
Brothers  and  Co.  (ubi  eup.) ; 

Buhnan  v.  Fenieiek,  69  L.  T.  Bap.  651 ;  (1894)  1 
Q.  B.  179  s 

DobeU  V.  Oreen  (ubi  ntp.). 

Carver,  K.C.,  in  reply,  referred  to 

Carlton  Steamship  Company  v.  Coeila  Mail  PocMt 
Company,  77  L.  T.  Bep.  332 ;  (1897)  2  Q.  B.  485  : 
affirmed  on  appeal,  78  L.  T.  Bq>.  661 ;  (1898) 
A.  C.  488. 

YArGHAN  Williams,  L.J. — This  is  an  action 
for  detention  ot  the  sailing  ship  Quilpue  at  New- 
castle, New  South  Wales,  where  she  was  detained 
for  the  purpose  ot  loading  for  sixty-seven  days. 
The  plitintiffa  allow  a  period  of  thirty  days,  and 
they  claim  damages  for  detention  for  Uie  balance 
ot  thirty-seven  days.  Two  questions,  broadly, 
arise  in  this  case.  The  first  arises  upon  the  con- 
struction ot  the  charter-party,  which  provided  that 
the  ship  shonld  with  all  convaniant  speed  proceed 
to  Newcastle,  "  and  there  in  the  usual  and  cus- 
tomary manner  load  in  regular  turn  from  Brown's 
Duckenfield  Colliery,  or  any  of  the  collieries  the 
said  freighters  may  name,  a  full  and  complete 
cargo  of  coals  which  the  said  freighters  nind 
themselves  to  ship."  Mr.  Carver  addressed  to  us 
an  argument  in  which  he  contended  that  "  regular 
turn  "  there  meant "  in  the  Order  ot  the  arrival 
of  the  ships."  I  do  not  agree  with  him.  I 
do  not  think  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  words 
here.  He  cited  cases  to  us  wnich  do  show 
prima  facie,  and  unless  there  is  something  to 
lead  to  a  difterent  conclusion,  that  these  words 
"in  regular  turn"  mean  "in  regular  port 
turn";  bnt  none  of  these  cases  show  that  "in 
regular  tnm"  cannot  mean  in  regular  coUieiy 
turn  as  distinguished  from  regular  port  turn.  In 
my  judgment,  in  this  case,  the  words  "  in  r^nlar 
tnm  from  Brown's  Duckenfield  Colliery  or  any 
ot  the  collieries  the  said  freighters  may  name  "  do 
refer  to  colliery  tnm  as  distinguished  from  port 
turn.  Indeed,  not  only  does  that  seem  to  me  to 
be,  from  a  grammatical  point  ot  liew,  the  meaning 
of  these  words,  but  when  the  condition  of  these 
collieries  which  are  referred  to  in  this  charter- 
party  are  considered  and  also  the  legnlations  of 
this  particular  port,  which  were  psartecUy  well 
known  to  all  the  parties  to  the  charter-party,  both 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  it  is. hardly 
possible,  in  the  first  place,  to  avoid  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  parties  to  this  charter-party  must 
all  of  them  have  contemplated  that  the  ship  would 
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be  loaded  in  accordance  with  collierj  turn.  The 
second  rale  of  the  port  ref^nlationB  provides : 
"  Vessels  requiring  berths  at  cranes  for  the  pur- 
pose of  loading  or  unloading  cargoes  shall  obtain 
tbe  same  in  the  order  of  their  arrival  in  port, 
provided  they  are  oonsidered  snitable  by  the 
biB^hing  master  and  the  necessary  loading  orders 
have  b««n  lodged^  and  their  loading  in  snch  order 
will  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  loading  of 
vessels  then  under  and  in  torn  before  them 
except  aa  hermnafter  referred  to."  When  that 
rale  is  considered,  bearing  in  mind  the  fact,  as 
found  by  Kennedy,  J.  and  really  obviously  known 
to  everybody  concerned  in  this  boriaess,  that  no 
one  of  tfab  ooUieries  could  load  more  than  1100 
tons  a  dsy,  because  1100  tons  a  day  waa  the 
mkximnm  output  of  each  one  of  these  collieries, 
one  cannot  he^  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
practice  at  this  port  must  necessarily  have  been 
a  practice  governed  and  controlled  by  the  colliery 
output.  Under  those  circumstances  I'  have 
not  the  least  doubt  but  that  Kennedy,  J.  was 
perfectly  right  in  the  constructian  which  be  put 
upon  these  words  in  this  charter-party,  and  in  the 
conclusion  which  he  has  arrived  at  as  to  what 
must  guide  one  in  determining  what  "  regular 
turn  "  means  here.  The  second  point  in  the  case 
is,  that  in  this  contract,  and  in  every  other 
cdntraot,  there  is  ail  implied  contract  by  each 
party  to  it  that  he  will  not  do  anything  on  his 
part  to  prevent  the  other  party  to  the  contract 
mther  performing  the  contract  or  to  delay  the 
itOier  partry  in  penorming  the  contract  I  agree. 
I  think  it  may  oe  generaOy  said  that  there  is  an 
implied  contract  to  that  effect  imported  by  the 
l^w  into  every  contract,  just  in  the  same  way  as 
yon  impmHi  into  every  contract  that  the  various 
things  to  be  done  by  the  one  party  and  the  other 
iare  to  b6  done,  if  no  time  is  specified,  within  a 
reasonable  time.  You  may  call  that,  in  each  of 
these  oataes,  an  implied  contract.  Perhaps  it  is, 
but  I'  only  wish  to  safeguard  myself  against 
supposing  that  the  law  easily  implies  any  special 
amnnstiTe  contract.  I  think  it  is  very  rare  indeed 
that  the  law  either  does  or  ought  to  imply  such  a 
oontnust.  I  agree  that  tbe  particnlar  contract  which 
the  plaintiffs  rely  upon  is  implied  really  in  every 
contract  BO  far  as  Iknow.  It  is  said  that,  there 
being  that  contract,  the  defendants  here  made 
breach  of  it,  and  did  prevent,  or  unduly  delay, 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  jierformance  of  the  contract. 
The  way  in  which  it  is  put  is  twofold.  First,  it 
is  said  that  if  the  defendants  were  under  an 
obligation  to  load  a  cargo  from  this  particular 
coUiety  and  none  other — that  is,  the  Daokenfield 
Colliery — they  really  prevented  iba  plaintilb  from 
loading  it,  beoanse  they  entered  into  contracts 
withsneh  a  large  number  of  ships  to  takeooal 
from  that  ooUiery  at  or  abont  the  same  time  that 
the  ooal  ought  to  have-  been  loaded  into  the 
plaintiffs'  ship  as  to  make  it  impossible  that  the 
vessel riiould  M ableto  1<mm1  within  a  reasonable 
time ;  and  it  is  said  it  does  not  matter  whether 
that  was  done  after  the  contract  waa  entered  into 
or  befoie  ttie-  (kntract  was  entered  into ;  because 
a  num  not  only  oontraots  that  be  will  not  do  any- 
thing to  nadttt  the  performance  of  the  oontraot 
impMsible  or  to  way  it  unreasonably,  but  he 
also  warrants  that  at  the  time  of  the  entering 
into  the  contract  he  has  not  already  done  acta 
rendering  the  performance  of  the  contract  im« 
poeaible,or  wiuok  would' unduly  delay  tiie  per- 


formance of  it.  I  will  assume  that  that  is  the 
proper  way  of  stating  the  implied  contract,  ' 
although  I  am  not  at  afi  sure  that  it  ia  not  too 
wide ;  but, '  assuming  that.  I  ask  myself.  Did 
these  people  do  anything  of  the  sort  P  It  seems 
to  me  that  one  ought,  in  a  case  of  thia  sort, 
to  take  into  consicteration  facta  which  are  in 
the  knowledge  of  all  the  partiea.  In  the  oaae 
of  Carlton  oteamthip  Company  v.  Cattle  Mail 
Paeketa  Comfany  (ubt  sitp.)  Rigby,  L.J.  concurred 
with  the  majority  of  the  court  in  the  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal.  He  says :  "  I  do  not 
think  that  a  delay  which  arises  from  a  con- 
tingency the  probability  of  which  must  have 
been  pwfeoUy  well  known  to  and  contemplated 
by  the  shipowners  when  they  entered  into  the 
charter-party  can  be  considered  unreasonable." 
In  this  particular  case  it  is  perfectly  plain  that 
at  the  time  when  tbe  shipowners  entered  into  the 
charter-party  under  which  they  were  to  load  in 
regular  turn,  meaning  thereby  regular  colliery 
torn,  they  must  have  known  not  only  that  the 
chartersra  would  have  prior  engagemmts- which 
would  delay  the  colliery  turn  of  this  particular 
ship,  but  they  must  have  known  also  that  a  delay 
of  the  ship  for  loading  for  a  number  of  day»— 
certainly  between  forty  and  fifty  days — waa  not 
an  impossible  or  even  on  unusual  thing  in  loading 
at  thia  port  of  Newcastle  in  New  South  Wales 
from  these  collieries  which  exclusively  aapply 
this  port.  They  must  have  contemplated  that 
there  very  likely  would  be  such  a  delay.  Under 
those  circumstances  I  agree  with  Kennedy,  J. 
that  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  here  in  the- 
charterers  making  such  a  number  of  engagementa 
for  ships  to  g^  and  load  at  this  port  of  NewcaaUor 
even  taking  the  Dackenfield  Colliery  alone,  as 
resulted  in  twenty  ships  being  in  waiting  for 
cargoes ;  ships  which  had  priority  over  this  par- 
tionlar  ship,  the  Quilpue,  when  it  arrived.  With 
r^jard  to  the  additional  suggestion  that  although 
thia  might  be  so,  if  the  only  coal  which  could  be 
loaded  was  coal  from  tiie  Dnckenfield  Colliery, 
that  is  not  the  case  here,  as  the  charterers  had 
the  option  of  loading  from  either  of  the  collieries ; 
and,  having  that  option  to  select  the  coal,  that 
option  must  be  reasonably  exercised.  I  think 
the  reasonableness,  if  that  ia  material,  must  be 
reasonableness  at  the  time  of  the  selection  of 
the  coal  being  notified  to  tbe  ship,  which  prob- 
ably waa  at  Newcaatle,  and  not  at  the  tiine 
of  the  sale  of  ^  the  coalr  which  took,  plane  in 
April,  four'  moatha  befon*.  Taking  all  thia,  and 
assuming  in  favour  of  the  plfuntiffa  that  the 
abaolnte  option  wfaieh  in  woraa  is  given  to  the 
charterera  to  select  which  coal  they  choose  ia 
an  option  which  haa  to  be  exercised  reasonably 
hy  them,  aa  is  stated  by  Bomer,  L.J.  in  his  judg- 
ment in  DoheU  v.  Oreen  {vH  (rup.),  I  see  nothing 
to  show  me  in  the  evidence  that  this  option  was 
unreasonably  exercised.  It  is  quite  true  that  as 
ttiinga  turned  out,  as  possibly  the  charterers  might 
hare  ascertained  if  they  had.  made  a  full  investi- 
gation, the  loading  might  have  been  done  .some- 
-^at  more  quickly  if  it  had  been  from  some  other 
colliery,  but,  assuming  all  that,  there  is  nothing 
to  show  me  that  this  selection  of  the  Duckenfield 
ooal  waa  unreosonabW'  exeroiaed.  I  do  not  think 
one  must  leave  <out  of  consideration,  and  it  is  not 
unreaaonable  to  suppose,  that  the  oonsiderationa 
which  are  to  affect  the  charterer  in  his  selection, 
'  even  at  the  port  of  NawoaaUe^  are  to  be-  quite 
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irrespeotire  of  the  contracts  that  bare  been  pre- 
Tionsly  entered  into  bj  the  charterer.  It.  would 
not  be  good  for  boainees  if  the  charterer  was 
pnt  in  such  a  position  that  he  would  not  be  able 
to  deal  with  or  sell  hia  carf^o  until  the  arrival  of 
the  ship  at  Newcastle.  Under  those  oironmstanoes 
I  think  that  the  judgment  of  Kennedy,  J.  was 
quite  right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Bombs,  L.J. — I  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion. On  the  question  of  the  construction  of 
this  charter.partj,  I  agree  that  the  provision  in 
it  as  to  the  loading  being  in  "  regular  turn  from  " 
the  ooUiery  means  loading  accordint;  to  the 
regular  turn  of  the  colliery  as  f  oun  d  by  Kennedy,  J. 
mth  regard  to  the  other  points  raised  by  the 
appellanu,  those  points  depend  npon  this :  Osn 
we  find  that  the  defendants  hindered  the  pltun- 
tiSs  in  the  performanoe  of  the  charter-party  or 
prevented  them  from  carrying  it  out  by  sislecting 
this  particular  colliery  at  the  time  it  was  selectea 
by  mem ;  or  by  reason  of  the  overcrowding  at 
toe  port,  and  the  consequent  delay  of  the  ship 
caused  by  their  having  chartered  so  many  ships? 
In  other  words,  Were  the  defendants  guilty  of 
such  unreasonable  conduct  in  the  matter  as 
would  render  them  liable  for  such  delay  in 
loading  as  andonbtedly  occurred  P  As  to  this,  the 
learned  jndse  in  the  court  below  came  to  the 
oondusion  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  established 
on  the  facts  an^  such  case  as  was  necessary  tor 
them  to  establish  as  against  these  defendants  ; 
and,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  I  am  not  satisfied 
that  the  learned  judge  in  the  court  below  came 
to  a  wrong  decision  of  fact  upon  the  point.  That 
being  so,  I  think  that  point  also  fails,  and  the 
appeal,  as  a  whole,  consequently  fails. 

Stibuno,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
find  it  impossible  to  differ  from  the  conclusions 
which  have  been  arrived  at  by  Kennedy,  J.  I  do 
not  think  I  can  usefully  add  anything.  I  think 
the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  W.  A.  Crump  and 
Son. 

Solicitor  for  the  respondents,  JameB  Neal. 


July  27  and  28, 1903. 
(Before  YajsgrIlS  Williams,  Boheb,  and 
Stislino,  L.JJ.) 
JoKBS  Limited  v.  Gbeen  Airs  Co.  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  KINO'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

Charter-party — Obligation  of  eharierer  to  have 
cargo  ready — No  Hme  fixed  for  hmding — Cargo 
from  specifia  source  —  Option-  of  charterer — 
Knowledge  of  parties  at  time  of  contract. 

A  sailing  ship  was  chartered  to  load  at  N.  a 
"  cargo  of  coals  as  ordered  by  the  charterers," 
and  they  afterwards  directed  that  it  should  be 
loaded  vrith  coal  from  W.  Colliery.  No  time  for 
loading  was  fixed.  At  the  port  of  N.  it  was 
necessary  to  obtain  a  loading  order  from  the 
colliery  ■  before  a  loading  berth  was  allotted. 
The  W.  Colliery  had  a  smaU  output,  and  the 
coal  was  in  great  demand.  These  facts  were 
hnown  to  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 
In  consequence  of  the  number  of  ships  loading 
from  W.  Colliery  the  ship  did  not  obtain  a 
loading  berth  for  a  long  time,  and,  in  addition 

(a)  BeporMd  b;  W.  0.  Bi8S.  Em].,  Banist9r-«t-Lsw. 


to  being  delayed  at  N.,  lost  a  charter-party 
elsewhere,  as  she  did  not  arrive  before  the 
eaneelling  date. 

The  owners  brought  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  the  loss  thus  occasioned  to  them. 

Held,  that  the  charterers  were  not  bound  to  have  a 
cargo  of.  coal  ready  for  loading  immediately 
on  the  arrival  of  the  ship;  that  the  vessel 
obtained  a  loading  order  in  due  course  in  her 
colliery  turn  and  there  was  then  no  delay  on 
the  part  of  the  cheurterers,  and  therefore  the 
cargo  was  provided  xniihin  a  reasonable  time ; 
that  the  option  to  select  the  partieuiar  coal 
w<u  an  option  for  the  benefit  of  the  charterers, 
who  uiere  not  bound,  in  exercising  it,  to  consider 
the  benefit  or  otherwise  of  the  skMoumers ;  and 
ther^ore,  cM  parties  being  cuiquavfUed  with  the 
praeiiee  at  the  port  and  the  charterers  having 
custed  reasonably,  they  were  not  liable  for  the 
delay, 

Deeition  of  Kennedy,  J.  affirmed. 

Little  «.  Stevenson  (74  L.  T.  Bep.  529;  (1896) 
A.  0. 108)  considered. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
Kennedy,  J.  delivered  on  the  2  ad  Dec.  1902. 

In  this  action  the  plaintiffs  claimed  damages 
for  the  detention,  at  Newcastle,  New  South  Wales, 
of  the  sailing  ship  Bnowdon,  which  was  chartered 
by  the  defendants  by  a  charter-party  dated  the 
14th  Feb.  1900,  which  provided  that 

Tha  ihip  shill  with  aU  poasibla  diapatoh  prooaad  to 
noh  loadhig  berth  m  f nif^hten  may  name  at  Newoaatle, 
New  South  Wales,  and  alter  being  in  a  loading  berth 
as  ordered,  wholly  nnballaated  and  ready  to  load,  shall 
there  load  in  the  ninal  and  ouitomary  manner  a  fall 
and  oomplete  oargo  of  ooala,  as  ordered  by 

ohaitareri,  which  tiieybind  themselves  to  ship. 

The  coal  was  to  be  conveyed  to  the  west  coast 
of  America. 

On  tiie  25th  May  1900  the  defendants  informed 
the  plaintifld  that  the  ship  was  to  be  loaded  with 
Wallsend  coal. 

The  Snowdon  did  not  arrive  at  Newcastle  until 
the  Ist  Sept.  1900.  There  was  a  g^reat  demand 
for  Wallsend  coal,  and  she  did  not  obtain  a  load- 
ing berth  until  the  15th  Deo.  1900.  The  defen- 
dants had  sold  a  cargo  of  Wallsend  coal  to  be 
shipped  by  the  Snowaon,  and  the  buyers  refused 
to  accept  coal  from  any  other  colliery. 

The  custom  and  ciroumstanoee  under  which 
coal  is  loaded  at  the  port  of  Newcastle  are 
reported  in  Barque  Qailpue  Limited  v.  Brown 
(ante,  p.  765) ;  but  in  this  case  the  form  of  the 
cbarter-pai-ty  was  different,  and  the  charterers 
were  not  the  owners  of  the  colliery. 

The  vessel  had  also  been  chartered  to  convey  a 
cargo  of  nitrate  from  the  west  coast  of  America, 
but  in  oonseqnenoe  of  the  delay  at  Newcastle  she 
arrived  so  long  ^ter  the  expected  date  that  the 
charter-party  was  cancelled.  The  plaintiffs  there- 
fore also  claimed  damages  for  the  loss  thus 
occasioned  to  them. 

Kennedy,  J.  held  that  the  contract  was  to  load 
the  Snowdm  in  her  regular  turn  at  the  Wallsend 
Oolliery,  and  this  had  been  done.  He  also  held, 
on  the  evidence  and  the  correspondence,  that  the 
plaintiffs  knew  what  the  custom  was  as  to  loading 
at  the  port ;  and  that  the  defendants  had  not 
acted  unreasonably  either  in  selecting  Wallsend 
coal  or  refusing  to  substitute  another  coal,  as 
they  had  sold  a  cargo  of  Wallsend  coal  and  could 
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not  indnce  the  bnyera  to  take  theooal  from  either 
of  the  other  Newcastle  ooUieriee. 
The  plaintiffs  appealed. 

Career,  K.C.  and  Leek  for  the  appellants. — The 
oharterers  had  do  right  to  postpone  the  loading 
for  any  length  of  time.  They  chose  the  ooal  with 
which  the  yessel  was  to  be  loaded,  and  were  bo  and 
to  have  it  ready.  They  mnst  take  the  risk  of  not 
being  ready  with  that  coal.  The  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiffs  that  the  ship  mast  take  its  tarn 
does  not  excuse  the  defenduits.  The  selection  of 
the  Wallsend  Colliery  as  the  one  ftom  which  the 
ooal  was  to  come  was  not  a  reasonable  selection, 
and  when  the  Snoiedon  arrived  thirty  other  ships 
were  waiting : 

Ardan    Steamihip   Company  T.    Weir   and    Co., 

41  So.  L.  Bep.  230  ; 
Hfirru  T.  Dreeman,  23  L.  J.  210,  Ex. ; 
Grant  t.  Ooverdale,  51  L.  T.  Bep.  472 ;  9  App.  Cm. 

470; 
Sharon  T.  Pearion,  7  H.  A:  N.  886 ; 
CarUon    Bteanuhip     Company    t.     Cattle    Kail 
Paelutt  Company,   78   L.  T.  Bep.  661 ;  (1898) 
A.  C.  486 ; 
fie  Richardson  and  M.  Samuel  and  Co.,  77  L.  T. 

Bep.  479 ;  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  261 ; 
Adami  t.  Boyal  JtaH,  Steam  Paeltet  Company,  5 

C.  B.  N.  S.  492 ; 
Btepheni  v.  Harrit,  57  L.  T.  Bep.  618 ; 
JTay  T.  Field,  i7  h.  T.  Bep.  423;  10  Q.  B.  DiT. 

241; 
mUott  T.  Lord,  48  L.  T.  Bep.  542 ; 
Oardiner  t.  Maefarlane,  20  Sees.  Gas.  (4th  series), 

414  ; 
Lilly  T.  Bteventon,  22  Sees.  Cai.  278 ; 

Asquith,  K.O.  and  J.  Fox  for  the  respondents. 
— There  was  no  obligation  on  the  charterers  to 
have  the  ooal  ready.  The  plaintiffs  were  aware 
of  the  exceptional  diffioalties  with  regard  to  the 
loading  of  Wallsend  coal  at  Newcastle  daring  that 
year.  The  obligation  to  proride  the  cargo  did 
not  arise  until  the  Teesel  was  at  its  berui,  and 
when  it  got  there  the  ooal  was  ready  and  was 
loaded.  There  was  no  obligation  to  provide  ooal 
from  any  other  colliery  thui  that  named  in  the 
charter-party : 

LUtXe-r.  Btmeneon,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  529}  (1896)  A.  0. 

108; 
Thariie  0ulph«r  and  Copper  Company  ▼.  Iforal 
BrvOme  and  Co.,  65  L.  T.  Bep.  659;   (1891) 
2  Q.  B.  047  ; 
Bv3iman  t.  Fenwiek,  69  L.  T.  Bep.  651 ;  (1894)  1 

Q.  B.  179, 183 : 
DoieV.  T.  Qretn,  82  I..  T.  Bep.  314 ;  (1900)  1  Q.  B. 
526. 

Career,  E.G.  in  reply. 

Yauohan  Williams,  L.J. — In  this  case  the 
oharter- party  contains  no  mention  of  "  remlar 
tnm,"  and  runs  thus :  "  The  ship  •shall  with  all 
possible  dispatch  proceed  to  snch  loading  berth  as 
ireightera  may  name  at  Newcastle,  New  Sonth 
Wales,  and  after  being  in  a  loa^g  berth  as 
ordered,  wholly  nnballasted  and  ready  to  load 
.  .  .  shall  there  load  in  the  nsnal  and  custo- 
mary manner  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of"  (then 
there  is  a  blank  in  which  the  charterers  had  the 
right  to  insert  the  name  of  the  Newcastle  coals 
they  wished  to  hare,  and  they  did  insert  "  Walls- 
end  coals ")  "  as  ordered  by  oharterers,  which 
they  bind  themselves  to  ship."  Then  follow  the 
exceptions,  bat  they  are  immaterial,  because 
neither  side  relies  on  them.     The  case  for  the 


plaintiffs,   who  are  the  appellants,  is  that  those 
words  constitnte  an  absolute  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  oharterers  that  they  would  have  the 
cargo  of  ooals  ready  to  pat  on  board  as  soon  as 
tbe  loading  berth  was  obtained  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  port,  and  it  is  said  that  a  load- 
ing berth  might  have  been  obtained  at  a  very 
much    earlier    date  than  in  fact  it  was,  if  the 
charterers  had  not  failed  to  perform  their  duty, 
and  that  their  failnre   to   perform   their  dnty 
was  the  oanse  ot  the  ship  being  so  long  in  getting 
a  berth.    Now,  if  the  appellants  ooold  show  that 
the  reason  of  the  berth  not  being  given  was  that 
the  charterers  failed  in  their  dnty,  no  doabt  they 
would  be  entitled  to  succeed.    Bat,  aooording  to 
my  judgment,  they  have  not  done  so.    The  case 
seems  to  be  coverad  by  the  judgment  of  Lord 
HersoheU  in  Little  y.'Bteveiuon  {ubi  tup.),  which 
decided  that  it  was  not  the  daty  of  the  charterer 
to  have    his  cargo  ready  to  load  on  the  mere 
chanoe  of  getting  a  berth.     Lord  Herschell  took 
the  view  that  if  in  the  ordinary  coarse  it  might 
be  expected  that  a  berth  would  oe  available  if  the 
cargo  was  ready,  and  the  charterer  took  upon 
himself  the  obligation  of  having  a  cargo  lewiy, 
the  loss  of  the  berth  would  be  due  to  a  failure 
in  dnty  by  the  charterer.     For  the   appellants 
Ml.  Carver  relied,  among  other  cases,  on  urarU  v. 
Ooverdah  (ubi  tup.).     In  delivering  judgment  in 
that  case    Lord   Selbome  draws   a   distinction 
between  loading  and  that  which  is  preliminair 
to  loading  having  the  cargo  there  ready  to  load, 
and   he  pointed     oat    that    where    there    are 
exceptions    in    the   charter-party   which  relate 
to    the   loading,   nothing   in  those   exceptions 
would     relieve     the    charterers    or     merchants 
from    the  obligation   to    have  the  cargo  there 
ready  to  load.      The  decision  in  that    oase  is 
shortly  put  by  the  Earl  of  Selbome,  L.O.  thus : 
"•  With  that  observation  I  proceed  to  notice  that  it 
is  not  denied,  and  oannot  oe  domed,  that,  unless 
those  words   of    exception  aooording   to   their 
proper  construction  take   this  case  whioh  has 
happened  out  of  the  demurrage  clause,  the  mere 
fact  of  frost  or  any  other  thing  having  impeded 
the  performance  of  that  whioh  the  charterer  and 
not   the  shkK>wner  was  bound  to  perform  will 
not  absolve  Eira  from  the  consequences  of  keeping 
the    ship  too  long.     That  was   decided  nnder 
circumstances  very  similar  in  many  respeote  in 
the    case  of  Kearon  v.  Pearson  {ubi  np.),  and 
decided  expressly  on  the  ground,  as  was  pointed 
out,  I  think,  by  all  the  learned  judges,  certainly 
by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  nere  present 
(Lord  Bramwell),  by  WUde,  B.,  and  by  Follook, 
O.B.,  that  there  was  no  contract  as  to  the  par- 
ticalar  place  from  which  the  cargo  was  to  come, 
no  contract  as  to  the  particular  manner  in  whioh 
it  was  to  be  supplied,  or  how  it  was  to  be  brought 
to  the  place  of  loading,  and  that  therefore  it  could 
not  be  supposed  that  the  parties  were  contracting 
about  any  snch  thing."    But  the  present  case  is 
entirely  Afferent  from  the  case  referred  to  by 
Lord  Selbome,  for  it  is  a  case  in  which  the  source 
from  which  the  coal  was  to  come  was  expressly 
defined.    When  that  is  so,  I  think  it  is  impossible 
to  lay  down  an  absolute  rule  that  the  charterer 
undertakes  an  unqualified  obligation  to  have  the 
cargo  ready  whenever  it  may  be  reasonably  expected 
that  there  may  be  a  berth  for  the  ship  if  the  cargo 
is  ready.    It  may  be  so  sometimes,  but  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  it  must  be  so.     Now,  in  the 
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present  case,  what  is  the  oontract  so  far  as  the 
Bouroe  of  coal  is  oonoemed,  and  what  is  the  know- 
ledge of  the  parties  to  the  oontract  P  I  take  it 
that  one  cannot  exclude  the  knowledge  of  the 
parties  in  the  consideration  of  this  matter, 
oeoause,  after  all,  what  we  have  to  consider  here 
is,  what  was  a  reasonaUn  time  either  for  the  pro- 
vision  of  the  oargo  or  for  the  commencement  of 
aha  loading,  and,  when  70a  are  considering  what 
is  a  reasonable  dme,  it  seems  to  me  obrions  that 
jaa  mnst  take  into  consideration  those  circam- 
stanoes,  which  were  known  to  both  parties  to  the 
contract  st  the  date  of  the  oontract,  and  were 
taken  into  consideration  by  both  the  parties  as 
afbrding  the  basis  and  foundation  of  the  con* 
tract.  In  the  first  plaoe,  the  source  of  the  coal  is 
defined  by  this  contract;  first,  the  coal  is 
to  be  loaded  at  Newcastle,  New  Sonth  Wales ; 
secondly,  the  charterer  is  to  have  the  right  to 
name  the  partioolar  colliery  from  which  the  coal 
is  to  borne ;  thirdly,  it  was  within  the  loMwledge 
of  all  the  parties  that  the  port  of  Newcastle!  New 
Sonth  Wales,  serves  a  limited  number  of  collieries 
whioh  are  adjacent  to  that  port,  and  serves  no 
other  collieriea  whatsoerer.  The  whole  of  thi 
coal  which  is  loaded  at  Newcastle,  New  South 
Wales,  is  the  ooal  i^hich  is  th6  product  of  these 
collieries.  It  was  known  also  to  both  the  parties 
to  the  contract  that  the  output  of  these  collieries 
was  a  very  limited  oa^nt,  not  exceeding  1100 
tons  a  day ;  and  also  that  if  sailing  ships  went  to 
this  port  of  Newcastle,  New  Sonth  Wales,  the 
loading  would  have  to  take  place  according 
to  tiie  regulations  of  the  port  there,  and 
that  a  ship  could  only  get  a  loading  berth 
if  what  is  called  a  "  loadine  order  "  had  been 
obtained  from  the  colliery — ^that  is  to  say,  if  the 
cizenmstanoes '  were  snoh  that  according  to  the 
coUieiy  turn  that  Teesel  iMb  entitled  to  hav«  such 
loading  oi^er.  It  was' also  known  to  both  of  the 
parties  here  that  sailing;  ships  undoubtedly  ware 
detained  a  very  long  time  before  they  could  in 
ordinaiy  course  get  their  loading  order  from  the 
coQiery.  This  very  ship,  the  Snoiedon,  in  the 
Tear  previous  to  the  year  of  this  charter-party, 
had  to  wait  for  eighty-three  days  in  order  to  get  a 
loading  order  accordmg  to  the  colliery  turn.  As 
the  result  of  all  that,  1  have  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  all  the  parties  to  this  contract  assumed 
as  the  basis  of  the  transaction  that  there  would 
and  most  be  more  or  less  delay,  according  to  the 
Iqa^g  tnm  at  the  colliery.  I  have  only  one 
more  word  to  say  abotit  this.'  It  is  true  that  the 
correspondence  took  place  between  the  parties 
after  February,  which  was  the  date  of  the  charter, 
party,  still,  when  it  is  considered,  I  cannot  help 
seeing  from  that  correspondence  that  the 
eharterwe  and  shipowners,  both  of  them,  were 
contracting  in  view  of  this  state  of  things ;  and 
feaUy  as  time  went  on  and  it  came  to  the  know, 
ledge  of  the  parties  that  there  wds  likely  to  be  a 
long  "  siem,"  as  it  is  called  in  the  correspondence, 
botl  parties  assume  that  this  long  "  stem  "  is  a 
burden  which  both  will  have  to  bear,  and  that 
neither  pfirbj  takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of  the 
loi^g  "  stem  " ;  and,  eventually,  when  it  is  certain 
th&t'  the  waiting  will  be  for  a  long  time,  the 
shi^wners  write  to  the  charterers  to  ask  the 
charterers  to  ti7,  as  a  matter'  of  grace,  if  they 
can  set' the  purchasers  of  the  cisrgo,  who'  had 
purchased  WalUend,  to  chai4;i  it  to  some  other 
coal,  and,  although  the  charterers  'did  their  hUt,' 


they  were  unable  to  effect  this.  It  seems  to  me 
that  all  these  things  which  I  have  referred  to 
clearly  bring  this  case  within  the  authority  of 
Harris  v.  Sreeitnan  {'M,  sup.),  which  is  most 
admirably  summarised  by  Mr.  Carver  in  his  book 
on  Carriage  by  Sea,  and  the  particular  passage  to 
which  I  &sire  to  call  attention  is  tms.  After 
iJAiLling  with  what  I  may  call  the  general  duties 
of  the  shipowner  and  the  charterer  in  the  earlier 
section,  he  says  (.sect.  254) :  "  On  the  other  hand, 
the  charterer  cannot  be  assumed  to  have  the  cargo- 
ready  if  it  is  expressly  to  be  provided  from  a  jmr. 
ticnlar  place  and  the  charter  has  been  made  in  view 
of  drcomstences  by  which,  as  the  parties  know, 
the  procuring  of  a  cargo  from  that  place  may  1)& 
delayed.  And  if  in  such  a  case  no  arrangement- 
is  made  as  to  the  time  in  which  the  loading  is 
to  be  done,  the  charterer  will  be  aUowed  a 
reasonable  time  for  getting  the  cargo,  having 
regard  to  the  known  sources  of  delay."  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  present  case  exacUy  falls  within 
this  passage. .  It  was  a  case  of  a  oargo  to,  be  pro- 
vided from  a  particular  plaoe.  The  charter  was 
made  in  view  of  certain  circumstances  by  which^ 
as  the  parties  knew,  the  procuring  of  a  carg^ 
from  that  plaoe  might  be  delayed.  There  is  no- 
arrangement  in  this  case  as  to  the  time  in  which 
the  loading  is  to  be  done,  and  under  thSse  car- 
cumstanoes,  in  my  judgment,  this  charterer  waa 
entiUed  to  a  reasonable  time  for  getting'  the 
cargo,  having  regard  to  the  knowp  sodrbes  of 
delay  which  I  have  already  specified,  with  refer- 
ence to  these  collieries  adjacent  to  this  port. 
TJnder  these  circumstances,  what  has  the  learned 
judge  found  P  He  has  found  aS  a  fact — because 
really  this  is  fact  and  not  law— that  thiare  Was 
nothing  done  unreasonably,  and  nothing  left  un- 
done which  the  charterer  reasonably  ought  to  have 
done  in  this  case.  The  only  suggestion  that  is  made- 
as  to  anything  the  charterer  could  have  done  is 
that  he  could  have  snbstitoted  another  <ioal.  To- 
my  mind,  he  did  all  that  he  could  be  rea^cmably 
expected  to  do  when  he  did  his  best  to  get  tlie 
person  who  became  the  purchaser  under  a  con- 
tract he  made  'to  agree  to  accept  aiiother  and  & 
different  coal  than  the  WaUsend:  eoaL  I  will 
SMtm&e  h$re  aaotiier  coal  oonld  have  been  go^ 
but  it  seems  to  me  on  the  authorities  cited  before 
ns,  'which  I  really  do  not  think  I  am  boond  to- 
go  into  at  lengfth,  that  this  option  Whibh  the 
charterers  had  here  to  select  the  partionl&r  ooal 
was  an  option  which  thdy  bad  to  exercise  for  their 
own  benefit,  and  they  had,  a  right  to  debfermine 
what  that  coal  was,  not  wlien  the  ship  arri'fed  in 
New  South  Wales,  but  at  anv  period  they  choee 
which  they  found  oommeroiaUy  convenient  after 
the  date  of  the  ohartoi'-pEuty.  l%e  observationa 
which  are  made  by  Lord  'VVensleydale — ^Parke,  B. 
as  he  was  then — in  Harris  v.  Dreetman  [ubi 
•np.)  are  extremely  pertinent,  and,  after  all,  they 
are  to  my  mind  summarised  with  perfect  accuracy 
in  the  passage  I  have  read 'from  Mr.  Carver'a 
book.  Under  these  circumstances  I  think  that 
the  judgment  of  Kennedy,  .T.  in  this  case 
must  be  affirmed,  and  this  appeal  dismissed  with 
coats. 

BoMSB,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  sanie  opinion.  The 
first  point  taken  on  behalf  of  the  app^ante  i» 
that  the  ohaiterers  were  bound  to  have  their 
cargo  of  coal  ready  for  loading  immediately  on. 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Newcastle ;  and,  that 
bdng  so,  the  charterers  are  liable  for  the  delay  in 
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loading  which  in  fact  occnrr^.  Bat  when  the 
«harter-pait7  here  is  looked  at,  it  is  clear  that, 
when  acoordinff  to  the  option  given  to  the  char- 
terers they  selected  the  Wallsend  as  the  colliery 
from,  which  the  coal  should  be  loaded,  the  charter- 
party  became  one  dealing  with  a  cargo  coming 
xrom,  that  special  colliery  at  the  special  port  of 
Newcastle ;  and  I  may  incidentally  point  out 
that  it  was  a  charter-party  where  no  special  time 
was  fixed  by  agreement  as  to  the  loading  and  no 
special  provision  made  as  to  it.  Kow,  on  the 
note  it  is  clear  that  both  parties  knew  all  the 
relevant  facta  connected  with  tiie  practice  of 
{>ei41ring  ships  at  Newcastle  in  order  to  load  coal 
from'  the  colleries  there ;  and  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  saying  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  not  be 
carrying  out  the  true  intention  of  the  parties  and 
the  true  meaning  of  this  charter-party  if  we  cUd 
not  hold,  as  I  think  it  ought  to  be  held,  that  the 
parties  oontraoted  with  reference  to  that  oomm<ni 
knowledge.  What  the  practice  is  as  to  berthing 
ahipB  at  the  port  of  Newcastle  has  already  been 
tvlxj  dealt  with  by  this  court  in  Barque  Quilpue 
Iiimited  t.  Broum  (ante,,  p.  765).  Both  parties 
knew  of  it ;  and  dearly  this  contract  of  charter- 
party  must '  be  dealt  with  having  regard  to  the 
'Common  knowledge  of  what  was  the  practice  at 
Newcastle.  I  agree  with  what  Yaughan 
Williams,  L.J.  has  said  as  to  the  statement 
of  the  law  contained  in  the  passaxe  of  the  well- 
known  book  by  Mr.  Carver,  which  he  has  read. 
I  think  the  principle  there  laid  down  is  a  true 
principle,  and  is  borne. oirt  by  Harris  y.  Dreeaman 
\ubi  *up.),  and  also  by  the  deoision  of  the  House 
o(  Lords  in  Little  v.  Stevenson,  (ubi  sup.).  Appltr. 
ing  that  principle  to  the  present  case,  I  think, 
subject  to  ^he  question  whether  the  charterers 
-acted  unreasonably  in  selecting  this  particular 
Wallsend  Colliery,  the  shipowners  cannot  oom- 

C'  '  1  of  the  delay  that  arose  in  the  loading  berth 
g  obtained.  That  delay  arose  by  reason  of  the 
practice  of  the  port  known  to  both, 'and,  as  I  have 
said, .  considered  by  both  with  reference  to  this 
■contract  and  owing  to  circumstances  which  were 
unavoidable  as  far  as  concerns  the  charterers. 
After  the  loading  berth  waa  obtained  there  was 
admittedly  no  dehiy  on  the  part  of  the  charterers, 
«nd  under  those  ciroamstances  it  appears  -  to  me 
impossible  for  us  to  say  the  charterers  had  not 
got  the  Cargo  ready  in  a  reasonable  and  proper 
£me  according  to  the  true  contract  between  the 
parties.  I  do  not  think  thetwoBcotch  cases  which 
nave  bcien  cited — viz.,  Liliy  t.  Stevenson  (ttW  sup.) 
-and  Gardiner  v.  Macfarlane  (uhi  sup.) — are  autho- 
rities bearing  upon  thepresent  case. '  In  Ardan 
Steamship  Company  v.  Weir  and  Co.  (uhi  sitp.)  no 
oommon  knowledge  of  the  practice  of  the  port 
was  alleged  or  proved ;  and  the  case  of  Hams  v. 
Dreesman  {ubi  sup.)  and  the  principle  there 
referred  to  'does  not  seem  even  to  have  be6n 
mentioned.  ThA  other  Scbtch  case,  Oardiner  v. 
Ma^cfarlane,  as  will  be  seen  when  the  exact  ques- 
tions there  decided  are  caref  ally  considered,  really 
has  no  bearing  upon  the  question  before  us.  That 
beinff  so,  the  only  other  question  in  this'  case  is 
whjsSier  in  selecting  the  Wallsend  Colliery  the 
charterers  acted  onreasbna'bly.  All  I  need  say  is 
that  that  allegation  is  not  jproved  to  my  satisfac- 
tiOB.  In  considering  qaestions  of  this  kind,  the 
prue^le  laid  down  by  Bowen,  L.J.  in  Tharsis 
Sulphur  and  Copper  Company' y.  Morel  Brothers 
and  Co.  (uhi  sup.)  ought  always  to  be  borne  in 


mind.  In  that  case,  when  dealing  with  the  ques- 
tion as  to  Aether  the  option  given  to  a  charterer 
has  been  properly  exercised  in  reference  to  snch 
cases  as  this,  he  said  :  "  The  option  is  given  for 
the  benefit  of  the  person  who  lias  to  exercise  it. 
He  is  bound  to  exercise  it  in  a  reasonable  time, 
but  is  not  bound,  in  exercising  it,  to  consider  the 
benefit  or  otherwise  of  the  other  party."  Apply- 
ing that  principle  here,  it  is  clear  to  me  that  the 
learned  judge  in  the  court  beiow  came  to  the 
right  condusiou,  that  the  charterers  did  not  act 
unreasonably. 

Stibling,  L.J. — I  am  of  the'same  opinion.  ,It 
was  not  disputed  that  under  this  charter-party 
the  charterers  were  bound  to  have  a  full  and 
complete  car^o  of  coals  in  readiness  whenever 
the  ship  was  in  a  loading  berth.  That  duty  has 
been  tqlfilled.  No  question  arises  as  to  that,  but 
what  is  contended  is  that  the  defendants  are 
liable  in  respect  of  the  delay  which  occurred 
before  the  ship  got  into  the  loading  berth.  As 
to  that,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  obligations  of  the 
charterers  are  snch  as  stated  by  I^rd  Hersohell 
wiili  reference  to  another,  though  very  similar, 
charter-par^,  in  the  case  of  Little  v.  Stevenson 
(ubi  sup.).  He  says  :  "  Undoubtedly  that  would 
impose  by  implication  upon  the  charterer  the 
duty  of  doing  any  apt  that  was  necessary  on  his 
part,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  port,  to 
enable  her  to  get  a  berth.  He  could  not  defend 
himself  from  a  complaint  of  the  shipowner  tihat 
his  vessel  had  been  delayed  by  saying  that  she 
was  not  in  a  berth  when  she  was  not  there  because 
the  charterer  himself  had  failed  in  some  du^  to 
do  some  act  on  his  part  to  enable  her  to  get 
there."  And  then,  later  on,  he  adds  .-  "  I  do  not 
for  a  moment  deny  that  he  is  bound  to  do  what- 
ever is  reasonable  on  his  part  with  the  view  of 
getting  the  ship  berthed  at  the  earliest  period 
that  is  reasonably  possible."  The  question  which 
it  sedms  to  me  we  nave  to  decide  is  whether  the 
defendants,  the  charterers,  omitted  to  do  any- 
thing ^hat  was  reasonable  on  their  part  with  a 
view  of  getting  the  ship  berthed  at  the  earliest 
period  that  was  reasonably  possible.  It  seems  to 
me,  regard  being  had  to  the  facts  proved  in  this 
case,  and  in  particular  to  the  circumstances  which 
were  known  to  all  the  parties  to  the  charter- 
party  when  it  was  enterei  into,  that  to  their 
knowledge  the  obtaining  of  a  cargo  at  Newcastle 
might  be  delayed.  £  cannot  think  that  the 
defendants  failed  in  doing  anything  that  was 
reasonably  possible  for  the  purpose  whidt  I  have 
mentioned.  With  regard  to  the  case  of  Ardan 
Steamship  Company  v.  Weir  and  Co.  (ubi  ««*).), 
it  appears  to  me  that,  although  the  charter- 
party  seems  to  have  been  in  almost  identical 
terms  with  the  present,  the  facts  which  were 
established  in  that  case  were  different.  First  of 
all  the  learned  judge  found  that  tiiere  was  an 
absolnte  failure  in  the  duty  of  the  charterer  to 
provide  a  cargo  at  the  proper  time ;  and,  secondly, 
there  was  no  evidence  of  such,  a  state  of  know- 
ledge as  is. proved  in  the  present  case,  which, 
upon  the  authority  of  Harris  v.  Dreesman  (uhi 
tup.),  ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  I 
agpree,  therefore,  that  .the  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed. 

Solicitors.:  for  the appellaats,  W.  A.  Crump  and 
Son;  for  the  respondents,  Parker,  Oarrett,  HUmant 
and  Howden. 
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HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

OHANOEEY  DIYISION. 

Thunday,  June  9. 

(Before  Faswbll,  J.) 

AOBINS  «.  GODDABD.  (a) 

Building  eontraet — Con$truetion — Con<Au*ivene$» 
of  araUteet't  eertifieate* — Limitation  of  right 
of  action. 

A  condition  of  a  building  agreement  ttated  that 
any  defeete  which  might  appear  within  twelve 
months,  and  which  arose,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
architect,  from  materials  or  workmanship  not  in 
accordance  with  the  drawings  and  spee^icaiion 
or  the  inslruetions  of  the  architect,  should,  upon 
the  directions  of  the  architect,  he  made  good  by 
the  contraeior  at  his  own  cost. 

A  subsequent  condition  contained  a  proviso  that 
"  no  certificaie  of  the  architect  snail  be  con- 
sidered conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  any  work  or  materials  to  which  it  relates, 
nor  shall  it  relieve  the  contractor  from  his  lia- 
bility to  make  good  aU  defects  as  provided  by 
this  agreement. 

Held,  that  this  proviso  did  not  deprive  the  archi- 
tect's eertifiems  of  conclusiveness  for  all  pur- 
poses, but  only  so  as  not  to  relieve  the  contractor 
from  liability  to  m^ke  good  defects  as  provided 
by  the  agreement — that  is  to  say,  as  provided 
by  the  condition  stated  above. 

Witness  action. 

The  plaiutiff  was  a  ooniractor  who  had  agreed 
to  carrr  out  oertain  additions  and  alterations  to 
the  defendant's  premises,  Croxley  Green,  Rick- 
manswolih.  The  terms  on  which  the  plaintifC 
had  agreed  to  do  the  work  were  contained  in 
certain  articles  of  agreement  dated  the  15th  Oct. 
1902,  and  mode  hetween  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff. 

By  these  articles  it  was  agreed  that  the  works 
should  be  carried  out  in  the  manner  detailed 
in  oondiUons  set  forth  in  a  schedule  to  the 
agreement.  It  was  also  agreed  by  clause  3  that 
the  term  "  the  architect "  in  the  conditions  should 
mean  John  Mansfield  Ferguson,  or,  in  the  event 
of  his  death  or  ceasing  to  be  the  architect  for  the 
purpose  of  the  contract,  such  other  person  as 
should  be  nominated  for  that  purpose  bj  the 
employer. 

By  oonditioa  16 : 

Tha  arobiteot  ahall,  dnring  the  progrtH  of  the  works, 
have  power  to  order  in  writing  from  time  to  time  the 
removal  from  the  worka,  within  inoh  tMwonable  time  or 
timea  m  may  be  ipeoified  in  the  order,  of  any  materiiJs 
whioh  in  the  opinion  of  the  wohiteot  are  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  ipeoifioation  or  the  inatmotiona  of  the 
architect,  the  anbatitution  of  proper  mateiiala,  and  the 
remoTal  and  proper  re-ezeoution  of  any  work  executed 
with  matariala  or  workmanship  not  in  aooordance  with 
the  drawinga  and  apeoifloation  or  inatmotiona,  and  the 
contractor  ahall  forthwith  carry  out  anch  order  at  hia 
own  coat.  In  oaaa  of  dafaolt  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor to  carry  ont  each  order,  the  employer  ahall  hare 
power  to  employ  and  pay  other  persona  to  carry  ont  the 
aame  ;  and  all  ezpenaea  oonscqnant  thereon  or  incidental 
thereto  ahall  be  borne  by  the  contractor,  and  ahall  be 
recoverable  from  him  by  the  employer,  or  may  be 
dednoted  by  the  employer  from  any  moneya  dne  or  that 
may  become  dne  to  the  contractor, 

Ca)  Baponed  by  H.  0.  Qabbia,  Eaq.,  BwriitaE^at-Law. 


By  condition  17 : 

Any  defeota,  ahrinkage,  or  other  faults  whioh  maj 
appear  within  twelve  monUu  from  the  oompletioa  of  the 
worka,  arising  in  the  opinion  of  the  aioliiteot  f^om 
materUs  or  workmanship  not  in  accordance  with  tfa» 
drawings  and  apeoifloation  or  the  inatmetians  of  tfa* 
architect,  or  any  damage  to  pointing  by  frost  appearing 
within  tlie  like  period,  shall  npon  tiie  directions  in 
writing  of  the  architect,  and  within  snoh  reasonable 
time  as  ahall  be  specified  therein,  be  amended  and  made 
good  by  the  contractor  at  hia  own  coat,  nnleas  the 
architect  ahall  decide  that  he  onght  to  be  paid  for  the 
aame ;  and  in  case  of  default  the  employer  may  employ 
•od  pay  other  peraona  to  amend  and  make  good  such 
defeots,  shrinkage,  or  other  faults  or  damage,  and  all 
expenses  eonsequent  thereon  or  incidental  thereto  shall 
be  borne  by  the  contractor,  and  shall  be  recoverable 
fium  him  by  the  employer,  or  may  be  deducted  by  the 
employer  from  any  moneya  dne  or  that  may  become  dne 
to  the  contractor.  Should  any  defective  work  have 
been  done  or  material  supplied  by  any  aab-oontnu>toE 
employed  on  the  worka  who  faaa  been  nominated  or 
approved  by  the  architect,  aa  provided  in  danae  20,  the 
contractor  abiUl  be  liable  to  make  good  in  the  aame 
manner  as  if  such  work  or  material  had  been  done  oc 
supplied  by  the  contractor,  and  been  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  and  the  preoedisg  olaose. 

By  condition  30 : 

The  contnotw  shall  be  entitled  under  the  eertifioatea 
to  be  issued  by  the  arohiteot  to  the  oontraotor,  and 
within  fourteen  days  of  the  date  of  each  certificate,  to 
payment  by  the  employer  from  time  to  time  by  inetal- 
menta,  when  in  the  opinion  of  the  architect  work  to  the 
▼aloe  of  one  hundred  pounds  (or  less  at  the  reasonable 
discretion  of  the  arohiteot)  has  been  executed  in  aacocd- 
anoe  with  the  contract,  at  the  rate  of  eighty  per  cent,  of 
the  value  of  work  so  executed  in  the  building  until  the 
balanoa  retained  in  hand  amonnta  to  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  pounds,  after  which  time  the  instalments  ahall 
be  up  to  the  full  value  of  the  work  aubaequently  executed. 
The  contractor  ahall  be  entitled,  under  the  oertifieate  to 
be  Isaned  by  the  arohiteot,  to  receive  payment  of  one 
hundred  pounds,  being  a  part  of  the  said  sum  of  two 
hundred  pounds,  when  the  worka  are  praetioally  com- 
pleted, and  in  like  manner  to  payment  of  the  balanee 
within  a  farther  period  of  two  months,  or  as  soon  after 
the  expiration  of  snoh  period  of  two  months  aa  the  works 
shall  have  been  finally  completed,  and  all  defeots  made 
good  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  hereof, 
whichever  shall  last  hi^>pen.  The  architect  shall  iaane 
hia  certiBcatea  in  aooordance  with  thia  oUnae.  No  cer- 
tifioate  of  the  arohiteot  shall  be  oonsidered  ooodnsive 
evidence  aa  to  the  aufloienoy  of  any  week  or  materials- 
to  which  it  relates,  nor  shall  it  relieve  the  contractor  from 
hia  liability  to  make  good  all  defects  aa  provided  by  thia 
agreement.  The  contractor  when  applying  for  a  cer- 
tificate shall,  if  required,  aa  f ar  aa  practicable,  furnish 
to  the  arobiteot  an  approximate  statement  of  the  work 
executed,  baaed  on  the  original  estimate. 

Condition  32  makee  provision  for  reference  to 
arbitration : 

In  case  any  dispute  or  difference  shall  arise  between 
the  employer  or  tdie  arohiteot  on  his  behalf  and  the  oon- 
traotor  eitiier  during  the  progreas  of  the  works  or  aftos 
the  determinatioQ,  abandonment,  or  breach  of  the  con- 
tract aa  to  the  oonstmotion  of  the  contract  or  aa  to  any 
mattter  or  thing  ariaing  thereunder  (except  aa  to  the 
matters  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  architect  under 
clauses  4,  9, 16,  and  19  .  .  .  )  or  as  to  the  with- 
holding by  the  architect  of  any  certificate  to  which  the 
contraotor  may  claim  to  be  entitled. 

Certificates  had  been  made  from  time  to  time 
by  the  architect  of  sums  to  whioh  the  contractor 
was  entitied,  and  a  final  certificate  was  issued  on 
the  24th  Jtdy  1903. 
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The  entire  amount  bo  certified  to  be  dae 
amounted  to  28302. 17«.  2d.,  and  the  present  action 
waa  for  the  amoant  of  19302.  17<.  2d.  remaining 
unpaid. 

Before  the  isane  of  the  last  two  certificates, 
which  amounted  to  over  13002.,  the  defendant  had 
iormally  notified  the  architect  ttiat  he  was  no 
longer  to  resard  himself  as  entitled  to  issue 
oerhficates;  hat,  in  spite  of  this,  the  architect 
bad  oontanned  to  issue  certificates  as  theretofore. 

The  defendant  alleg>ed  that  the  certificates  were 
not  duly  or  properly  issued  by  the  architect,  and 
«ounter- claimed  for  damages  arising  in  respect  of 
the  plaintiffs  delay  in  executing  and  failure  ever 
to  complete  the  work. 

He  also  claimed  to  set  ofE  the  sums  expended 
by  him  in  rectifying  defects  in  the  work  carried 
^^ut.by  the  plaintiff. 

Duke,  K.G.  and  BeddaM,  for  the  plaintiff,  stated 
the  facts,  and  continued : — There  is  a  fundamental 
'Objection  to  the  defence  and  counter-claim,  which 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  question 
of  whether  there  were  in  fact  any  defects.  It  is 
impossible  for  the  defendant  to  make  a  claim  for 


defects.  Condition  30  of  the  contract  states  that 
"  no  certificate  of  the  architect  shall  be  considered 
oonolnuTe  eridence  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  any 
work  or  materials  to  which  it  relates,  nor  shall  it 
relieTe  the  contractor  from  his  liability  to  make 
good  all  defects  as  provided  b^  this  agreement." 
That  is  not  a  provision  depriving  the  architect's 
certificate  of  oonclnsiveneas  in  all  cases,  but  only 
as  provided  by  the  agreement.  The  scope  of  the 
condition  is  then  found  by  searching  the  agree- 
ment for  provisions,  and  we  find  condition  17  to 
be  the  one  in  which  provisions  are  made.  Con- 
dition 17  deals  with  defects,  shrinkage,  or  other 
faults  which  ma^  appear  within  twdfve  months 
from  the  completion  of  the  works ;  and  in  such  a 
'Case  the  architect  is  made  the  person  whose 
decision  fixes  the  liability  of  the  contractor. 
Glearlv,  then,  the  provision  in  condition  30  is  not 
intended  to  render  the  certificates  of  the  architect 
inconclusive  in  ordinary  oases,  but  merely  enables 
him,  in  spite  of  his  certificates,  to  insist  on  the 
rectification  of  hidden  defects  which  appear 
within  twelve  months  of  the  completion  of  the 
works.  Here  the  architect  has  raised  no  objection 
to  the  works  as  carried  out  by  the  plmntiff,  biit 
the  defendant  is  attempting  to  use  condition  30 
to  enable  him  to  go  behind  the  architect's  cer- 
tificates, although  he  has  not  impugned  the 
architect's  good  faith.  We  submit  that  this  case 
is  covered  by  Lord  Baieman  v.  Thom^ton  (Hud- 
son's Law  of  Building,  ko..  Contracts, '2nd  edit, 
vol.  2,  p.  166),  which  was  an  exactly  similar  case. 

C.  B.  Marrioii  for  the  defendant. — I  submit 
that  condition  30  lays  down  beyond  question 
that  the  architect's  certificate  is  not  conclu- 
sive. This  would  be  absolutely  clear  except  for 
the  additional  words,  "nor  sliall  it  relieve  the 
oontiaotor  from  his  liability  to  make  good  all 
-defects  as  provided  by  this  agreement."  I  con- 
tend that  tnese  words  do  not  in  any  way  restrict 
the  previous  words,  and  the  right  arising  there- 
onder  to  go  behind  the  architect's  certificate : 

Hndson'i  Law  of  Building,  &o.,  Coninoti,  2nd  edit., 

vol.  1,  pp.  302,  303. 

Farther,  I  submit  that  the  notice  given  by  the 

defenduit  to  the  architect  suspending  his  power 

to  grant  certificates  would  prevent  him  in  any 


case  from  giving  conclusive  certificates.  The 
architect  is  clearly  not  in  the  position  of  an  arbi- 
trator under  this  agi-eement,  for  there  is  a  sepa- 
rate provision  by  condition  32  for  the  appointment 
of  an  arbitrator  in  case  any  dispute  or  difference 
should  arise  "  between  the  employer  or  the  archi- 
tect on  his  behalf  and  the  contractor."  If  the 
employer  suspended  the  architect's  powers  without 
due  cause,  he  would  doubUess  lay  Himself  open  to 
an  action  for  damages ;  but,  if  ne  chose  to  teke 
such  risk,  I  submit  that  he  could  suspend  the 
architect's  x>ower8  at  any  time.  The  fact  that 
such  a  notice  had  been  given  shows  conclusively 
that  dictates  had  arisen,  and  therefore  the  archi- 
tect's certificates  are  not  to  be  treated  as  final  and 
conclusive :     ' 

ZHoyd  V.  MHvoafd,  Hudson's  L»w  of  Bailding,  iio.,- 
■  Contnots,  2nd  edit,  vol.  2,  p.  454. 

Faswkli.,  J. — So  far  as  this  action  is  con- 
cerned, it  is  an  action  upon  certificates  given  by 
the  architect  in  relation  to  a  building  contract, 
and  it  is  really  an  undefended  action.  But  there 
is  a  counter-claim  which  gives  rise  to  the  argu- 
ment I  have  heard.  It  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract,  and  inasmuch  as  the 
contract  is  issued  under  the  sanction  of  the  Royal 
Institution  of  British  Architecte,  and  is  on  a 
printed  form,  it  is,  I.  suppose,  in  common  use ;  so 
that  a  consideration  of  what  is  the  true  view  to 
be  taken  in  this  case  becomes  of  some  g^eral 
importance.  Now,  one  approaches  contracts  of 
this  nature  with  the  knowledge  that  a  jwrson  who 
desires  to  employ  a  builder  to  carry  on  work  for 
him  also  employs  for  his  own  protection  an  archi- 
tect, whom  he  appoints,  and  who  is  usually 
imposed  on  the  builder  as  the  judge  in  relation  to 
any  matters  which  may  arise  in  the  course  of  the 
execution  of  the  work.  In  the  particular  case 
before  me,  the  builder  can  recover  nothing  in 
respect  of  his  work  except  under  the  certificates 
to  be  given  him  by  the  architect  under  clause  30 
of  this  contract.  Now,  that  particular  clause  is 
qoalified  by  a  provision  which,  in  my  view,  is  only 
explicable  by  reference  to  the  former  clauses  in 
the  contract,  and  is  not  to  be  extracted  or  treated 
as  a  separate  sentence  and  read  as  something 
apart  and  by  itself.  Condition  16  provides :  [His 
Lordship  then  read  the  condition.]  Then  con- 
dition 17  is  as  follows  :  "  Any  defecte,  shrinkage, 
or  other  faults  which  ma^  appear  within  twelve 
months  from  the  completion  of  the  works,  arising 
in  the  opinion  of  the  architect  from  materials  or 
workmanship  not  in  accordance  with  the  drawings, 
specification,  or  the  instructions  of  the  architect, 
or  any  damage  to  pointing  by  frost  appearing 
within  the  like  period,  shaU  upon  the  directions 
in  writing  of  tiie  architect,  and  within  such 
reasonable  time  as  shall  be  specified  therein,  be 
amended  and  made  good  by  the  contractor  at  his 
own  cost  unless  the  architect  shall  decide  that  he 
ought  to  be  paid  for  the  same."  Then  reading 
this  with  the  proviso  in  condition  30  that  "no 
certificate  of  tne  architect  shall  be  considered 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  sufficiency  of  any  work 
or  materials  to  which  it  relates,  nor  shall  it 
relieve  the  contractor  from  his  liability  to  make 
good  all  defects  as  provided  by  this  agreement," 
the  contract  becomes,  to  my  mind,  perfeotiy 
reasonable  and  plain.  I  should  prefer,  instead  of 
the  word  "  nor '  coupling  those  two  sentences  in 
the  proviso,  to  read  iC  "No  certificate  of  the 
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arcliitect  shall  be  oonsidered  oonclnsive  evidence 
as  to  the  Boffioiency  of  any  work  or  materials  to 
which  it  relates  so  as  to  relieve  the  contractor 
from  his  liability  nnder  condition  17,"  which  is 
really  what  is  the  eflecst  of  it.'    If  it  were  not  for 
the  express  provision  in  condition  30,  it  would  be 
open  to  argument  to  say :  "  Condition  16  tells  you 
the  architect  may  give  directions  as  to  proper 
materials'  and  so  on  during  the  courBe  of  the 
work.    He  has,  however,  given  certificates,  and, 
BO  far  as  the  materials  are  concerned,  he  must  be 
deemed  to  have  dealt  with  them  by  those  certifi- 
cates."   Thus  it  might  be  contended  that  the 
ipatter  was  finally  settled,  and  no  longer  open  to 
question.    This  proviso  is  put  in  to  prevent  that ; 
but,  that  being  so,  it  is  only  inserted   for  the 
purpose  of  letting  in  condition  17.     That  I  am 
correct  in  this  view  appears  to  me  to  be  oon- 
dnsively  shown  b^  the  words  in  condition  17 : 
"  Unless  the  acohitect  shall  decide  that  he  ought 
to  be  paid  for  the  same."      It  obviously  con- 
stitutes  the  architect,  who,  as  appears  in  clanse  3 
of  the  contract,  is  a  nominee  of  the  employer  and 
employed  by  him  for  his  protection,  the  referee 
as  between  the  two  parties.    The  matters  raised 
bv  the  counter- claim  are  not,  in  my  opinion,  any 
ol  those  matters  which   are  to  be  referred   to 
arbitration  under  the  arbitration  condition,  and, 
even  if  they  were,  that  point  is  not  before  me  at 
present.     The  counter- claim  only  asks    me  to 
decide,  either  by  myself  or  by  the  official  referee, 
qnestlons  as  to  deficient  workmanship  or  materials 
not  in  accordance  with  the  drawings  and  specifica- 
tion.   Now,  that  is  a  matter  which  is  provided 
for  by  this  particular  clause  17,  and,  unless  the 
architect  not  only  expresses  his  opinion  that  they 
are  not  in  accordance  with  the   drawings  and 
specification,  but  also  decides  that  the  builder 
ought  not  to  be  paid  for  amending  and  making 
good    the    same,    I    do    not    see    how    I    can 
possibly  adjudicate  in  the   matter;   I  have   no 
jurisdiction,  and  the  result  is  that  in  my  opinion 
there  is  no  question  or  counter-claim  arising  at 
all  in  this  action.    It  is  simply  an  undefended 
action  on  the  certificates,  and  judgment  must  go 
for  the  amount  claimed. 

Solidtors  for  the  plaintiff.  Booth  and  Smte. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendant,  Ooddard,  Stanton, 
and  Hvd*mi. 


Friday,  April  15. 

(Before  Bitcklkt,  J.) 

Be  Lbtheby  and  Chbistofheb  Limited  ; 

JONBS'  CASK,  (a) 

Company — IVo«*/er — Address  of  trantieror  not 
appearing — .dumber  of  share  not  stated— Bffitsal 
of  company  to  register. 

Where  by  a  elatue  of  the  artieUs  of  association  of 
a  company  every  member  may  transfer  all  or 
any  of  his  shares,  but  every  transfer  miist  be  in 
writing  and  in  the  usua/  common  form,  the 
fact  tiuU  the  deed  of  transfer  of  a  member  of 
the  company  who  is  telling  his  oidy  share  does 
not  set  out  the  address  of  the  transferor  or  the 
number  of  the  share  is  not  suffi,eient  ground  for 
the  company  to  refuse  to  register  the  transfer 
on  the  grottnd  ofirregviariiy. 

(a)  Beported  by  W.  Hdhtib  Bosd,  Eiq.,  Burl0t«rHkt-I«w. 


Motion  by  Edward  James  Jones  that  a  company 
should  be  ordered  to  register  a  transfer,  datea  the 
22nd  Ifaroh  1904  of  a  fully  paid-up  share  nam> 
bered  5998  in  the  capital  of  the  company  from 
Edith  Yioletta  Isley  to  Edward  James  Jones 
as  transferee  thereof,  and  that  the  register  of 
members  of  the  company  might  be  rectified 
accordingly. 

Edward  James  Jones  was  formerly  one  of  the 
managing  directors  of  the  company,  but,  owinfc 
to  disagreement  with  his  oo-directors,  was  dis- 
missed. He  brought  an  action  agunst  the 
company  for  wrongful  dismissal,  which  was 
settled  on  the  following  terms  :  "  PlaintifPs  coste 
to  be  paid  by  defendants.  Plaintiff  to  receive  6001. 
as  a^preed  damages.  Plaintiffs  debentnres  (stand- 
ing in  the  name  of  his  wife)  to  be  taken  OTer  at 
par,  and  plaintiff  to  transfer  the  one  share  which 
he  holds  to  tha  oompany  or  their  nominee." 

The  company  was  a  private  oompany.  The 
applicant  was  aa  accountant,  and  it  was  desired 
tnat  a  posnbly  hostile  person  should  not  be  in  » 

Cition  to  obtain  particulars  to  which  a  share- 
der  would  be  entitled. 

About  two  months  subsequent  to  this  arrange- 
ment, the  applicant,  having  pnrohased  from  Edith 
Violetta  Isle^  her  only  share  in  the  company, 
sent  the  certificate  and  deed  of  transfer  to  the 
company,  with  a  request  that  a  new  certificate 
shomd  be  sent  to  him.  The  deed  of  transfer 
contained  nnther  the  address  of  the  transferor  nor 
the  numb«nr  of  tiie  share.  The  oompany  refused 
to  register  the  transfer  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  irregular,  and  that  it  did  not  comply  with 
the  following  clanse  of  the  articles  of  assooation 
of  the  company : 

Clanse  25.  Sabjeot  to  tha  natrioiions  of  thaae  pre- 
unts,  any  member  may  tnuufar  all  or  any  of  bis 
shares,  bat  every  transfer  most  ba  in  writing  ijid  in  Uie 
nsnal  ooramon  form,  and  mnst  be  left  at  the  offioe  of  ilie 
oompany  aooompaoied  by  the  oertifloate  of  the  shares 
to  be  traaafened  and  snoh  otiier  evidenoe  (if  any)  as 
the  dixeotora  may  reqniie  to  ptove  the  title  of  tfas 
intendiag  traBsfaior. 

It  was  also  provided  by  clsase  28  as  follows  .- 

The  direotors  may  in  their  dlsorstion,  and  withont 
asrigning  any  reason  therefor,  reftaas  to  leffister  tiis 
transfer  of  amy  shais  (not  betaigr  a  folly  paid-np  shace)  to 
any  penon  whom  thsy  shall  not  approve  as  teansisiee. 
The  dizeoton  may  also  zefnae  to  'i^tiater  any  tianaCsr 
of  aharea,  whether  fully  paid  np  or  not,  on  which  the 
oompany  haa  a  lien,  or  of  any  aharea  wfaioh  the  holdar 
has  agreed  with  the  oompany  to  hold  for  a  period  not 
then  expired. 

Astbury,  E.G.  and  O.  F.  Hohler  for  the  appli. 
cant — The  only  clause  in  the  articles  nnder  which 
the  company  have  power  to  refuse  registration  is 
clause  2§,  and  that  clause  does  not  apply  to  this 
share.  The  applicant  is  entitled  to  hare  the 
transfer  registered. 

BeddaU  for  the  oompany. — The  transfer  was 
required  to  be  in  common  form  under  clause  25  of 
the  articles.  The  transfer  sent  to  the  company  was 
not  correct ;  the  address  of  the  transferor  did  not 
appear.  It  is  the  practice  of  all  companies  to  giT9 
notice  of  the  fact  of  a  transfer  being  lodged,  and 
the  address  on  the  register  was  not  correct.  The 
company  knew  that  Miss  Isley  had  left  the 
address  given  on  the  register,  and  did  not  know 
her  present  address.  Further,  the  transfer  is 
irregular;  it  does  not  give  the  number  of  the 
share.    [Btjcklet,  ^J.— The  transferor  had  only 
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one  sbare,  and  th«refora  the  niunbo:  was  tumecee- 
wrr:  ilrtd't  oaaot  26  t.  T.  Bep.  487;  L.  Bep. 
7  <3k.  485 ;  Bwk«p'*caae,  L.  Bep.  7  Oh.  296).]  Tfe 
tnosfer  is  not  ih  eommon  fonn,  and  does-  not' 
comply  with  claine  25  of  the  artides  of 
aasooiatiott. 

BxroSLTT.J.-^The' transferee  in  i^is  ease  wa« 
•oniehnhdl  iht  managing  idirectore  of  the  ooat- 
paojr,  bnt,- oiHn^  to  certain  disagreemente  between 
nha  and  hia  oo-directora,  he  be^me  distastrftd  to - 
the  tompany  and  waa '  dismissed  from  his  office. 
fie  brooght  ail  action  against  the  company  for 
wrongful  dismissal,  which  was  settted  by  ihe  com- 
pany nving  him  certain  damages  and  taking  over 
hia  debentnres  at  par,  ho,  on  the  other  liand, 
agvesing  to  hand  over  his  share  to  the  company. 
When  the  company  made  this  arrangement  ihcy 
<mgh(  to  have  remembered  that  h*  oonld  boy 
aaofiMT  .ahare,  amdpnnided  agaiaat  tius  te  the 
agreement  A*  a  maMer  of  fact,  he  did  bay 
another  share,  and  applied  to  the  company  to 
I'^ister  it.  The  directors  have  no  power  nnder 
the  artiolea  to  refuse  reg^tration  nnlees  the  com- 
pany have  a  lien  on  the  shares,  or  the  holder  has 
agreed  with  the  oompany  to  hM,  them  for  a  period 
which  has  not  expired,  or  onleas  the  share  is  not 
fnUypaid np.  The  shares  of  the  oompany  are 
traBUarable^  and  the  transfer  ia  only  regolated  by 
certain  regalations  'contained  in  the  articles. 
MisB  Is^y  bad  power  to  tnmafer  this  share,  and 
the  only  regnladon  that  applied  was  that  the 
traaafer  mnst  be  in  writing  and  in  the  nenal 
«ommon  form,  and  mnat  be  left  at  the  office  of 
the  oompany '  accompanied  by  the  certificate  of 
the  shares  to  be  transferred.  It  is  contended 
that  the  transfer  is  not  in  the  usual  common 
form,  because  neither  the  address  of  the 
tnasferar  nor  the  number  of  the  share  appears  in 
the_  transfer.  '  Miss  Isley  is  deaoribed  on  the 
r^^ster  of  members  and  on  the  share  certificate 
as  of  the  same  address,  and  the  transferee  sent 
the  certificate  with  the  transfer  to  the  company. 
There  can,  therefore,  be  no  doubt  as  to  who  the 
transferor  was.  TSo*,  ■  as  to  the  abaenoe  of  the 
number.  Hiss  Isley  only  holds  one  share ;  there 
therefore  cannot  be  any  doubt  as  to  what  share 
ehe  meant  to  transfer.  She  transfers  the  only  one 
she  can.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  absence  of  the 
address  and  of  the  number  of  the  share  were,  in 
the  cironm  stances  of  this  case,  wholly  immaterial. 
The  numbers  are  directory  only.  Mellish,  L.J.  in 
IncPs  case  {ubi  tup.),  at  p.  487  of  the  report, 
eaid:  "I  think  the  numbers  of  the  shares  are 
amply  directory  for  the  porpoaea  of  enabling  the 
title^  of  particular  persons  to  be  traced, "  and 
eontiiiats :  "  If,  therefore,  a  holder  of  sharaB  has 
the  same  number  of  shares  which  he  pvoteaBas  to 
transfer,  or  a  larger  number,  and  by  mistake  the 
wrons  distingniBhing  numbers  are  put  in  the 
trooner,  that  will  not  prevent  the  fifty  shares 
w^ich  belonged  to  him  passing  to  the  transferee." 
Selwyn,  L.J.  in  Bishop's  case  (ubi  sup.)  said : 
"  As  tiiere  was  no  doubt  whatever  either  as  to  the 
numbers  of  the  shares  which  he  intended  to  assign 
or  of  the  intention  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  to 
accept  the  twenty-ftve  shares,  and  as  he  had  but 
twenty-flTe  shares,  the  circumstance  of  the 
numbers  b«ng  inserted  afterwards  was  perf ecUy 
immaterial."  As  the  absence  of  the  ad£es8  and 
the  number  are  immaterial,  there  was  no 
infringement  of  clause  25  of  the  articles,  and  the 
transfer  was  in  the  common  form.    If,  in  a  deed 


of  transfer,  the  i's  were  not  properly  dotted,  and 
tlie  t's  were  not  properly  crossed,  could  you  then 
say  that  the  transfer  was  not  in  the<  common 
'  form  P  In  my  opinion  yon  could  not.  Under 
these  oireumstances  I  think  the  applicant  is 
'  entitled  to  have  the  transfer  registered,  and  I 
make  the  order  which  is  asked  for.  As  a  matter 
of  form,  I  will  join  Hiss  Isley  as  a  co-applicant. 

Solicitor  for  the  applicant,  A.  W.  Barilett. 

SoHoitor  for  the  oompany,  O.  H.  DanUl. 


Aprit  26  and  27. 
(Before  Bxtcklkt,  J.) 

EZITH  T.  TWINTIBTH  OkHTUBT  OtUB 

LnDTBD.  (a) 

Ornamental  garden — Rights  thereto '  tjt  oeeupiers 

of  adjoining  houses— user  by  their  fitmilies  and 

friend* — Proprietary  tiub    oumed   by   limited 

KaMiiy  eomptmy — Beeident  atnd  iten-reeident 

members.  ^  . 

By  a  -deed  rights  ofuneirof  em  omamenfoj  ^onisn 

V3«re  grainitd  to  C.  JEL  B.,  his  heWs,  eKtoutors, 

ddtninktrtUwrt,  mud-  ateignt,  imd  Ms  or  their 

lessees  or  sublessees  or  tenamte  {betng  oeetifiert 

for  the  tvme  hein^)  ef  hnuee*  immeaitMM  «on- 

'  itgnous  or  adijoining  to  the  ornamental  tnelomtre, 

and  for  hi*  or  their  fmnUies  or  friends  in  hi*  or 

their  company  or  without. 

A  limited  eonmany,  haviiui  pwrehated  eertain  of 

the  houses  from  C.  H.  B.  and  started  a  toeial 

and  residential  club  for  lady  workers,  authmited 

'  and  eMowed  its  menuyers  to  use  the  garden. 

Held,  that,  a*  the  relation  of  the  members  to  the 

diA  wa*  that  of  euetemers,  emd  not  tuiUeeeee*, 

tenanit,  or  friend*,  «pon  the  true  eonttruetionof 

the  deed  the  company  could  not  awthoriee  such 

user. 

The  plaintifEs  in  this  action  were  the  owners  in 

fee  simple  as  to  one  and  the  oocnpiera  as  to 

others  of  certain  houses,  Noe.  22  and  23,  Stanley- 

nrdens,  and  Nob.  36,  87,  38,  and  39,  Kenaii^^n 

Paii-gardenB,  situate  at  Netting  Hill,  in   the 

county  of  London,  and  were  entitled  under  a 

deed  dated  the  25th  June  1852  to  certain  tighte 

over  a  certain  ornamental  garden  situate  between 

the  two  rows  of  houses.     They  were  also  the 

committee  of  management  of  the  gjarden. 

The  def  endante  were  an  incorporated  ooinpany 
and  were  r^psteied  in  1902  under  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Ac^s,'  the  nominal  capital  of  the  oom- 
pany bc^  10,0002.,  in  1000  shares  of  101.  eaoh, 
and  the  r^;istered  offices  being  at  Noa.  26,  27, 
and  28,  Stanley-gardens. 

The  defendant  oompany  was  registered  under 
the  name  of  the  Twentieth  Century  Club,  and  the 
objecte  of  it  were  to  provide,  at  a  reasonable  ooet, 
a  comfortable  home,  combined  with  the  facilities 
of  a  high-class  club,  for  ladies  engaged  in  pro- 
fesnomu.  or  other  work  in  London. 

In  1902,  shortly  after  their  registration,  the 
defendant  company  purehased  the  fee  simple  of 
four  houses,  Nos.  26.  27.  28.  and  29,  Stanley- 
sardens,  and  afterwards  acquired  a  lease  of 
No.  25.  They  acquired  these  houses  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  club,  and  certain  ladies  joined  the 
dub  and  rended  tiiere. 
The  club,  which  was  of  a  social  character. 


(a)  B«portad  by  W.  Huntu  Bohd,  Kiq.,  Banister-kt-Lkw. 
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governed  b^  directors,  who  elected  members  and 
controlled  its  general  affairs,  contained  eightj- 
eight  single  and  twelve  donble  bedrooms  and  also 
a  snite  m  reception  apartments,  and  was  a  pro- 
prietary dab,  imposing  no  liability  on  the 
members  beyond  the  payment  of  the  annual  sub- 
scription of  10<.  6d.,  payable,  in  the  first  instance, 
on  application  for  election,  afterwards  on  the 
1st  May  in  each  year.  Country  and  non-resident 
members,  by  paying  an  annual  subscription  of 
10«.  6d.,  coidd  avail  themselves  of  the  facilities  of 
the  dub;  they' could  also  have  the  use  of  a  bed- 
room if  there  was  one  vacant. 

Any  member  who  wished  to  withdraw  from  the 
club  or  to  vacate  her  apartment  could  do  so  by 
giving  one  week's  notice  to  the  honorary  secre- 
tary in  writing.  Members  could  not  give  orders 
to  or  correct  the  servants,  or  interfere  m  any  way 
with  the  management  or  organisation  of  the 
club. 

The  members  of  the  dab  were  subject  to  the 
followii^  by-laws : 

1.  Paymtnts  for  sleepiiig  aparfansnts  and  board  are  due 
and  shaU  be  psid  week^. 

2.  The  cost  of  a  f  nzniahed  sleeping  i^Mfftment,  psyable 
in  advance,  is  10<.  6d,  per  week. 

13.  The  dub  entamoe  Is  oloeed  at  doak.  Members 
dedriog  to  enter  later  than  11  p.m.  shall  obtain  a  latch- 
key (deposit  1(.  9d.)  at  the  ol&oe  to  avoid  the  risk  of 
beingr  shut  oat. 

16.  The  diieotois  do  not  undertake  to  reserve  any 
paiticnlar  bedroom  for  a  member  if  vacated  dnring 
holidays,  Ac,  unless  paid  for. 

17.  The  directors  reserve  to  themselves  the  right, 
notwithstanding  anything  stated  or  Implied  in  the  fore- 
going by-Iawi,  to  remove  from  the  <dnb  register  the 
name  of  any  member  whoie  room  may  be  reqmred  for 
other  use.  In  every  each  oaae  a  proportionate  amonnt 
of  the  last  annual  inbsaription  will  be  returned. 

There  were  also  regulations  as  to  the  uses 
which  the  members  might  make  of  their  bed- 
rooms; they  might  not  oring  candles  into  their 
bedrooms  or  uto  oil  lamps  or  stoves  for  lighting  or 
cooking  purposes ;  they  might  not  use  sewme 
machines  or  play  musical  instruments,  knock 
naJlsin  the  walls  without  permission,  or  smoke. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  25th  June  1852  Felix 
Ladoroke  granted  to  Charles  Henry  Blake,  his 
heirs,  and  assigns  for  ever  all  that  piece  or  parcel 
of  ground  situate  and  being  at  Netting  Hill 
(including  the  site  of  the  houses  afterwards 
built  in  Stanley-gardens)  bounded  on  the  north 
by  Ladbroke-gardens-road,  on  the  east  by  the 
Eenangton  Park-road,  and  on  the  south  by  the 
ornamental  pleasure  ^unds  laid  out  for  the  use 
of  the  houses  in  Eensmgton  Park-gardens.  And 
the  indenture  proceeded : 

And  this  indantnte  farther  witnesseth  tiiat  for  the 
ooniideration  aforesaid  he  the  said  Felix  Ladbroke  doth 
h«)rsby  give,  grant,  and  oonflrm  to  the  said  Charles 
Henry  Blake,  his  hein,  ezeontors,  administrators,  and 
asiigni,  and  hie  or  their  leasees  and  snbleasees  or 
tenants  (being  oocnpiers  for  the  time  being)  of  the 
bonsei  now  in  cooree  of  erection  or  at  any  time  here- 
after to  be  erected  immediately  oontigoons  and  adjoining 
to  the  hereinafter  mentioned  ornamental  indoenze  or 
pleasoze  gronnd,  and  for  his  or  their  families  and  friends 
in  his  or  their  company  or  without,  free  nee  and  right  of 
ingress,  egress,  and  regress  at  all  times  hereafter  into, 
ont  of,  and  upon  the  said  ornamental  garden  or  plaaanre 
gronnd  delineated  and  described  in  the  plan  hereto 
annexed  and  coloured  green.    Together  with  all  rightr, 


privileges,  advantages,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to 
the  said  free  nse  and  right  of  ingress,  egress,  and  tagresa 
belonging  or  in  anywise  necessary  for  the  foil  and  abso- 
Inte  enjoyment  thereof  reqmctively,  he  and  tiiey 
nevertheless  oonforming  to  snch  rales  and  regnlatioaa 
as  to  nser  of  tiie  same  as  shall  be  ordered  and  laid  down, 
by  the  said  Felix  Ladbroke,  bis  heirs  or  assigns,  and  the 
committee  (if  any)  ol  the  resident  inhabitants  of  th» 
houses  adjoining  the  (aid  ornamental  ground  to  whom 
the  management  sad  control  of  the  said  ornamental 
gronnd  shall  be  committed  for  the  preservation  and  tha 
keeping  of  the  same,  and  also  contributing  towards  tha 
expenses  of  maintaining  and  keeping  np  the  same  snch 
'  annual  sum  not  exceeding  21.  2«.  per  honse  as  shall  be 
contributed  by  the  owners  or  oconpiers  of  the  other 
hooses  on  the  sooth  side  of  the  eaid  gronnd.  To  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  free  nse  and  right  of  ingress,  egress, 
and  regress  with  the  other  rights,  privileges,  and  advan- 
tsgee  thereto  belonging  or  appertaining  unto  the  said 
C.  H.  Blake,  his  heirs,  appointees,  and  assigns,  and  hia 
and  their  lessees  and  sublessees  or  tenants  (being 
oconpiers  for  ths  time  being)  of  the  hooses  as  aforesaid 
for  ever. 

At  the  date  of  execution  of  the  deed  the  hoaae» 
in  Eensing^n  Park- gardens  had  been  built,  and 
some  of  the  houses  in  Stanley-gardens  were  in 
course  of  erection. 

The  defendants  through  their  predecessor  in 
title,  0.  H.  Blake,  were  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
this  indenture,  and  the  members  of  the  club  from 
time  to  time  entered  and  used  the  gardens  in  th» 
same  manner  as  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  th» 
other  houses  in  Stanley-gardens  and  Kensington 
Park-gardens. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs, 
the  freeholder  himself  not  being  a  party,  asking 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendiuits,  their 
directors,  officers,  and  servants,  from  authorising 
or  permitting  any  of  the  members  of  the  club 
from  entering  or  using  the  garden. 

By  an  order  of  Byrne,  J.  made  by  consent  on 
the  3rd  March  19<^  it  was  ordered  that  ih» 
following  points  of  law  be  set  down  to  be  atgned 
before  tba  court— namely :  (1)  Whether  the 
resident  members  of  the  dub  known  as  the 
Twentieth  Century  Club  were  entitled  as  of  right 
during  their  resident  membership  to  enter  into 
and  use  the  gardens.  (2)  Or  whether  the  defen- 
dants were  entitled  to  authorise  or  allow  such 
entry  and  user  by  such  resident  members. 
(3)  Whether  the  defendants  were  entiUed  ta 
authorise  or  allow  non-resident  members  of  the 
club  to  enter  and  use  the  said  gardens. 

BuekmcuUr,  K.C.  and  G.  W.  BrtAani  for  the 
plaintiffs. — The  members  of  the  club  are  neitiier 
tenants  nor  sublessees.  To  constitute  a  tenancy 
there  must  be  some  estate  or  interest  carved  out 
of  the  estate  which  the  landlord  has-  Here  there 
is  nothing  of  the  kind ;  they  have  not  even  got 
the  exclusive  right  to  their  bedroom.  The  occu- 
pation is  in  the  nature  of  a  licence,  and  is  not  ik 
tenancy : 

Wallein*  v.  Overseer*  of  3ftlton-n«a(-fiFrai)**end, ' 
18  L.  T.  Bep.  601 ;  L.  Bep.  3  Q.  B.  350.  at 
p.  S5<. 

AtQiury,  K.C.  and  Ashwwih  Jamei  for  tlie 
defendants. — A  portion  of  a  house  may  for  some 
purposes  be  a  house:  (per  Lindley,  M.B.  in 
Kimber  v.  Admaru,  82  L.  T.  Bep.  22;  (1900) 
1  Ch.  412,  at  p.  415).  The  members  of  the 
club  are  tenants  of  single  rooms;  they  are 
tenants  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  the 
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deed.  Bovill,  G.J.  in  Stamper  v.  8tmd«rlmid- 
near-the-Sea  Oveneers  (18  L.  T.  Bep.  682 ; 
L.  Bep.  3  G.  P.  388,  at  p.  394)  and  Willes.  J. 
in  Th6mp»o»  t.  Ward  (24  L.  T.  Bep.  679; 
L.Bep.  6  0.  P.  327,  at  p.  351)  refer  to  the  ooou- 
piers  of  aingle  rooms  as  tenants.  The  grant  of 
an  easement  extends  to  all  licensees  of  the  grantee 
even  thongh  they  are  not  expressly  mentioned  in 
the  grant : 

Baxendale  t.  North  Lambeth  Liberal  and  Badieal 
Club  Limited,  87  L.  T.  Bep.  161 ;  (1902)  2  Cb. 
427. 

They  also  referred  to 

Cool  T.  Humber,  5  L.  T.  Bep.  838 ;  11  C.  B.  N.  S. 

733; 
Wood  T.  Ledbitter,  13  M.  &  W.  838 ; 
Harrit  T.  Drew,  2  B.  ft  Ad.  164. 

BtrcKLET,  J.  (after  reading  the  deed  of  the 
25th  Jnne  1852,  and  stating  the  facts  as  above 
set  ont,  continued:) — ^The  garden  ground  in 
question  belongs  to  a  freeholder,  who  is  ihe 
common  grantor  of  both  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  but  he  is  not  a  party  to  this  action. 
The  plaintiffs  are  asking  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  goin^  behind  what 
the  plaintiffs  say  is  the  g^rant  which  is  made  to 
them ;  and  they  are  doing  that  in  the  absence  of 
the  common  grantor,  who  might  have  granted, 
80  far  as  I  see,  rights  to  people  other  than  those 
who  are  here  before  me.  But  I  am  not  trying 
this  action;  and  the  question  whether  it  is 
complete  as  to  parties  is  not  necessary  for  -my 
determination,  for  this  reason,  that  I  am  only 
proceeding  under  au  order  meide  by  Byrne,  J., 
by  which  oy  consent  it  was  ordered  that  certain 
points  of  law  raised  by  the  pleadings  be  set  down 
to  be  argued.  The  plaintiffs  say  that,  as  regards 
the  use  of  the  garden  by  the  ladies,  there  wiU  not 
be  necessarily  any  objection  to  it  on  the  part  of 
the  other  householders.  Whether  there  wiU  be 
ultimately  or  not  I  do  not  know,  but  they  say,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  not  unreasonably,  they  want  to 
know  what  limits  there  are  to  the  rights  of 
occupiers  of  the  houses  under  the  deed  c3  1852 ; 
because,  if  ther  suffer  this  to  go  on,  and  it  is  not 
within  the  deed,  they  may  be  prejudiced  hereafter 
in  saying  what  the  rights  are.  Therefore, 
without  any  feeling  of  hostility,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  knowing  what  their  rights  are,  they 
ask  the  court  to  determine  the  true  construction 
of  the  deed.  There  is  contained  in  the  deed  no 
words  by  way  of  coTenant  or  restriction  at  all  to 
fetter  the  purchaser  of  the  ground  as  to  the 
bmlcUings  which  he  is  to  put  up  upon  the  land. 
He  might,  so  far  as  I  see,  for  anything  that  is 
contained  by  implication  in  the  deed,  put  up 
residences,  or  shops,  or  a  factory,  or  anything  he 
liked.  There  is  nothing  about  it  in  the  deed  at 
all  except  the  following,  which  is  at  least  a  fair 
inference,  particularly  from  the  language  which 
I  hare  read,  that  wliat  was  in  the  mincb  of  the 

Earties  was  residential  houses.  They  were  to  be 
uilt  in  the  neighbonriiood  of  existing  residential 
houses  that  were  already  abutting  on  this  garden. 
Some  of  them  were  in  oomrse  of  erection,  and,  of 
course,  it  would  be  known  what  their  nature  was, 
and  they  were,  in  fact,  residential  houses.  They 
are  also  spoken  of  as  bouses  which  will  be  in  the 
occupation  of  persons  who  hare  femilies  and 
friends.  That  rather  points  to  residential  houses, 
but,   beyond   that,  I  hare  no  guide  upon   the 


langaage  of  the  deed.  The  club  imposes  a  large 
number  of  restrictions  upon  its  members  by  its 
by-laws,  and  also  apon  the  room  which  the 
member  is  to  have ;  and  what  seems  to  me  to  be 
contemplated  is,  that  the  club  staff  will  go  into 
hor  room  for  necessary  purposes,  and  that  she 
will  not  have  the  exclusive  occupation.  Then 
there  is  nothing  affirmatory,  except  as  to  country 
members, with  regard  to  the  right  of  a  member  to 
have  a  room  at  all.  It  is  inferred  that  they  will 
become  entitled  to  a  room,  but  there  are  no  affir- 
mative words  direotiv  giving  a  right  to  a  room. 
As  to  country  members  there  is  this,  that  they 
may  have  the  use  of  a  bediroom  if  there  be  one 
vacant.  That  seems  to  im^  that  town  members 
will  have  the  prior  right,  (jountry  members  will 
only  get  one  in  default  of  there  being  a  town 
member  who  wants  a  room.  But,  again,  there  is 
no  provision  as  between  the  town  members  as  to 
how  anv  member  is  to  have  a  room  in  case  of 
competition.  I  mean,  supposing  there  are  two 
rooms  empty  and  five  members  want  a  room, 
there  seems  to  be  no  prevision  at  all  as  to  bow 
thero  is  to  be  any  right  as  between  one  and 
another  to  have  a  room  given  to  her,  and  there 
seems  no  limit  as  to  the  number  of  memb««. 
There  may  be  more  town  members  than  rooms. 
It  seems  to  me  to  have  nothing  more  in  contem- 
plation than  that  the  ladies,  if  they  are  paying  - 
for  the  rooms,  may  ask  to  have  a  room,  and  tiuit  a 
room  will  presumably  be  given  them  upon  the 
payment  which  is  required — namely,  10<.  6(2.  a 
week.  Then  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  this 
lOs.  6d.  a  week  is  payable  in  advance.  Certainly, 
having  paid  the  rent  in  advance  for  her  room,  the 
lady  has  rights ;  and  certainly  the  document 
contemplates  that  during  the  week,  having  paid 
her  rent  in  advance,  she  will  have  a  room.  But ' 
is  there  anything  which  shows  that  she  is  to  have 
any  definite  and  particular  room — in  fact,  that 
tiie  room  she  is  pat  into  first  she  is  to  have  for  a  ' 
week  P  There  is  nothing  about  it  at  all  affirm- 
atively. There  is  only  this  to  guide  m^  that 
by-law  15 provides  that,  "The  directors  do  not 
undertake  to  reserve  any  partictilar  bedroom  for 
a  member  if  vacated  dunng  the  holidays,  &e.,  ■ 
unless  paid  for,"  from  which  the  inference  is  that 
if  the  member  does  pay  for  it  during  her  holidays 
they  will  keep  it  for  her  until  she  comes  back. 
Tliat  is  the  fair  inference,  and  that,  I  think,, 
would  involve  inf erentially  the  major  proposition, 
that  if  it  were  not  holidays,  as  the  member  was 
not  away,  they  would  keep  her  room  for  her,  and 
not  remove  her  into  another  one.  But  that  is 
all  by  way  of  implication.  Now,  having  regard  to 
all  these  provisions,  the  first  question  I  have  to 
answer  is,  whether  these  ladies  can  within  the 
language  of  the  deed  be  spoken  of  as  lessees,  or 
sublessees,  or  tenants  of  the  limited  company.  In 
my  opinion  they  cannot.  I  think  that  all  those  < 
words  imply  and  involve  the  existence  of  some 
estate  or  mterest  in  the  land  br  the  person  who  is 
spoken  of  as  the  lessee,  sublessee,  or  tenant.  ° 
There  are  many  circumstances  under  which  a 
person  makes  a  payment  as  the  price  of  a  right, 
and  with  the  result  that  he  has  tne  right  of  enter- 
ing upon  land  and  doii^;  something  upon  land  of 
wUoh,  nevertheless,  he  is  not  a  tenant.  As,  for 
instance,  if  a  man  pays  a  sum  for  the  occupation 
of  a  stall  at  the  opera  or  theatre.  He  pays  for  the 
right  of  occupation  of  a  particular  seat  to  view  a 
particular  performance.    Or  take  the  case  of  a 
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maawho  pays  for  the  right  to  enter  a  pictnre 
gallery  and  look  at  the  pictures.  The  right  whioh 
follows  to  him  is  that  he  is  entitled,  without 
being  a  trespasser,  to  go  into  the  piotore  gallery 
and  say :  "  1  hare  a  right  over  this  land — namely, 
a  righttooome  in  and  see  the  pictares."  Or  take 
another  case.  A  man  pays  a  sum  of  money 
as  the  price  of  being  allowed  to  go  into  a  straw- 
beny  garden  and  eat  as  much  fruit  as  he  pleases. 
Of  course,  in  none  of  those  cases  does  the  person 
become  a  tenant  at  all ;  he  is  a  licensee.  He  is  a 
person  who  cannot  be  quarrelled  with  as  a  tree- 
passer,  he  being  on  the  land  because  he  has 
received  a  licence  to  go  upon  the  land,  but  he  is 
not  a  tenant.  He  has  no  estate  right  or  interest 
in  the  land  as  land.  He  has  a  right  to  come  upon 
the  land  by  licence  of  the  person  who  remains 
the  sole  owner  of  all  the  estate  and  interest  in  the 
land.  I  can  conceive  that  every  lessee  Or  tenaot 
must  be  capable  of  being  spoken  of  as  bong  a 
person  who  has  some  estate  or  interest  in  the  iMid 
carved  out  of  tiie  estate  or  interest  of  the  XM»rBon  to 
whom  he  is  the  lessee  or  tenant.  Now,  in  my 
judgment,  these  ladies  are  not,  in  re^teot  of  this 
right  of  ooonpation,  anything  more  than 
licenoees.  When  the  lady  has  paid  her  10s.  6d. 
in  advance  for  the  week  she  has  derived,  by 
virtue  of  that  payment,  the  right,  as  against  the 
defendant  oompanv,  who  have  taken  her  mon^y, 
to  be  provided  with  a  sleeping-room  for  a  perioid 
of  seven  days,  the  company,  as  the  person  to 
whom  the  room  belongs,  having  all  the  rights  to 
whioh  I  have  referred.  As  to  the  room,  which  she, 
in  p<»nt  of  faot,  had  the  use  of  for  the  time,  she 
is  simply  a  user  by  licence,  and  not  a  tenant. 
Having  so  far  dealt  with  the  words,  "lessees, 
sublessees,  or  tenants,"  I  must  now  consider  the 
words  following  them-^namely,  "  being  ooonpieis 
for  the  time  bong  of  the  houses."  I  do  not 
found  anything  on  the  difference  between  an 
occupier  of  a  honse  and  the  occupier  of  part  of  a 
house — of  a  room  in  the  house.  In  my  opinion, 
the  occupier  of  »  room  maybe  properly  spoken  of 
as  the  oooapier  of  a  house,  bat  I  think  it  is  plain 
that  tiiose.  words,  "  being  oooupiers,  are  not  words 
of  grant  at  all,  but  words  of  restriction  on  that 
which  precedes.  The  user  is  to  the  lessee  "  being 
occupier  of  the  house  " — that  is  to  say,  that  the 
lessee  who  is  not  an  occupier  cannot  use  the 
garden ;  if  he  has  underleased,  and  gone  to  reside 
elsewhere,  he  cannot  say  he  is  entitled  to  use  it 
Yon  must  be  able  to  prsdicate  <tf  the  person  who 
wants  to  exercise  the  right  <^  user  that  he  is  a 
leisee,  and  dlso  an  occupier.  The  words 
occupiers  are,  as  I  said,  not  words  of  grant,  bat 
words  of  qualification  of  the  lessee.  Nothing 
arises,  therefore,  upon  the  fact  that  these  la^es 
are  occupiers  of  the  house.  In  my  judgment  they 
are,  bat  there  is  no  grant  to  the  occupier  of  the 
house  unless  he  be  also  a  tenant,  and  they  are  not 
tenants.  Then  I  have  to  go  on  to  this,  that  the 
clause  which  entitled  them  to  use  includes  further 
"  his  or  their  families  and  friends  in  his  or  their 
company  or  without.  "  His  or  their  "  is  the  free- 
hol&r,  or  lessee,  or  tenant,  and  so  on.  Now, 
nothing  arises  on  the  word  "families,"  Of 
course,  these  ladies  are  not  of  the  family  of  the 
limited  company.  The  family  there  spoken  of 
is  the  wife  aud  children  and  relations  of  the 
man  who  is  supposed  to  be  the  occupier  of  the 
house.  This  corporation  has  no  family  in  that 
sense.    But  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word 


"  friends  "  i*  There  it  seems  to  me  that  the  first 
distinction  to  draw  is  this :  that  the  lessee  or, 
other  person — ^the  oompany  in  this  case^-oannot 
invite  anybody  they  choose  to  oome  in  merely 
from  friendly  motives.  Supposing  a  lady  tenant 
or  occupier  tn  one  of  these  nonsss  was  interested 
in  a  neighbonring  Sunday  school,  and  was 
desiioos  of  inviting  all  the  children  from  it  to 
come  in  for  an  afternoon's  play,  and .  have.,tea 
with  her  in  the  garden,  I  oonoeive  she  oould.not 
do  that.  Or,  supposing  she  had  a  brother  in  a 
factory,  employing  a  number  of  workmen,  and 
she  wished  to  invite  her  brother's  servants  and 
workpeople  to  come  there  with  tbeir  wives  and 
children  for  an  afteqioon,  she-  eoold  not  do  that 
from  friendly  motives.  The  trat  is  not.  whether 
you  invite  persons  to  come  therefrom  friendly 
motives,  but  whether  the  person  is  yoor  friend.  I 
am  not  going  to  attempt  to  draw  an.  «saot  line, 
and  say  exactly  where  friendship  begins  and 
ends.  I  have  to  look  and  see  whether  the  ladies 
I  have  to  deal  with  here  oan  properly  be  spdcen  of 
as  friends  of  a  limited  oompany.  Friendly 
relations  may  exist  between  them,  but  th^yare. 
not  friends  within  the  meaiun^  of  this  deed.  The 
word  by  which  I  should  desonbe  them,  would  be 
"oustomers."  The  detoidant  oompany^  are 
carrying  on  business ;  it  is  no  less  a  bunneas 
because  it  is  one  for  the  advanti^fe  of  ladies  of 
small  ineanB.  The  persons  who  become  members 
of  this  proprietory  dub,  and  make  a  payment — 
out  of  wluoh  the  oompai^  may  or  may  not  make 
a  profit — are  accepted  as  such,  not  beoaaae  of 
friendship  existing  between  the  one  party  and  the 
other,  but  from  the  commercial  relationship 
between  them.  The  la4y  finds  it  worth  her  while 
to  find  a  home  with  the  oonvenienoes  that  aro 
offered  to  her  for  the  payment  demanded,  and 
the  company  find  it  vorth  their  while,  as  pro- 
prietors of  the  club,  to  aooept  the  payment  (rcon 
her  in  retuim  for  giving  her  the  advantages 
which  they  hold  out.  luiink  these  penons  are 
properly  deewibed  as  onstomars,  and  are  not 
properly  i  described  as  friends.  It  seems  to  me 
extremely  difficult  to  draw  the  line.  I  will  oive 
one  or  two  illustratkms  by  way  of  showing  wia>t 
I  think  upon  it.  Sniq>osing  the  inhabitant  of 
one  of  these  houses  invites  friends  to  stay  with 
him  in  his  house,,  he  may  certainly  invite,  them 
into  the  garden.  If  he  has  friends  to  dine  with 
him,  they  may  go  into  the  garden.  Supposing 
he  meets  a  man  on  his  way  home,  and  describes 
to  him  the  advantages  of  hu  house,  and  asks  him 
to  come  in:  with  him  and  see  the  garden ;  he  is  a 
friend.  It  does  not  torn  on  the  duration  of  the 
friendship,  but  on  the  nature  of  tiie  relationship 
between  the  parties.  If  the  inhaUtant  of  a  house 
takes  in  a  paying  guest,  it  may  be  a  nice  qaestion 
as  to  whether  he  is  a  friend  or  not  It  seems  he 
might  be.  Bat  if  it  were  a  boerding-house,  or  a 
private  hotel,  or  a  hoepital,  or  boara  school,  or 
anything  of  that  kind,  persons  invited  by  the 
owner  under  those  oiroumstanoes  would,  in  my 
opinion,  not  be  friends,  and  I  think  that  there- 
fore they  are  outside  this  definition.  The  first 
question  I  have  to  answer  is  whether  the  members 
themselves  have  a  right  In  my  opinion  they  have 
not  The  second  and  tltird  questions  must  also  be 
answered  in  the  negative. 

Solidtors  for  the  plaintiffs,  Caprons,  Hitehitu, 
Brabant,  and  Hitakins. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Beaton  F.  Taylor. 
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KING'S  BENCH  DIVISION. 

April  28  and  29. 

(Before  Lord    Alvebstonb,  0.7.,   Wills    and 
Kennedy,  JJ.) 

Foster  v.  Gekat  Western  Rajlway 
Company,  (a) 

Railway — Carriage  of  goods — Ou)ner''»  ri»k — 
Over-earriage  by  miatake — Oood»  forwarded  by 
another  route  to  reduce  damage — Liability  of 
railway  company. 

Barrelt  offish  were  delivered  by  Oie  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants  to  be  earried  to  J,  via  8.  upon  the 
emidition  that  the  defendants  were  to  be  relieved 
from  all  liability  for  loss,  damcige,  misdelivery i 
delay,  or  detention. 

At  E.,  instead  of  transferring  the  b<irrels  to  another 
truck  to  go  to  8.,  owing  to  a  mistake  they  were 
carried  on  to  T.  It  being  too  late  to  retwm  the 
barrels  to  E.  and  send  them  via  8.  to  J.,  the 
defendants,  to  save  further  delay,  sent  them  viik 
W.  Owing  to  this  there  was  a  delay  in  the 
delivery,  and  the  fish  was  damaged. 

Held,  that  the  defenda/nts  were  not  liable. 

Mallet  «.  Great  Eutem  Railway  Company 
(80  L.  T.  Bep.  63;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  309)  considered 
and  distinguished. 

Appeal  from  His  Honour  Judge  Lush  Wilsoo, 
utting  at  the  Plymouth  County  Court. 

The  action  waa  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  to  carry  certain  barrels  of  fish 
from  Biixham  to  Jersey  via  Exeter  and 
Southampton. 

The  barrels  in  question  were  delivered  to  the 
defendants  by  ib»  plaintiff  to  be  carried,  subject 
(so  far  as  is  matei'ial)  to  the  following  conditions, 
which  were  incorporated  in  consignment  notes 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  addressed  to  the 
defendants: 

Beceive  And  forward  under-mentioned  meichandiBe, 
to  be  oanied  at  the  rodneed  rate  below  the  oompany'a 
or^nary  rate,  in  ooDsidemtlon  whereof  I  agtee  to  relieve 
the  Gteat  Western  Bailway  Company  and  all  other  com- 
panies over  whose  lines  the  merehandiwe  may  pass  or  in 
whoee  poseesaion  the  same  may  be  dazing  any  portion  of 
the  transit  from  all  liability  for  loaa,  damage,  mis- 
delivery, delay  or  detention,  except  npon  proof  that  snoh 
loss,  duiage,  misdelivery,  delay,  or  detention  arose 
from  wilfnl  miaoondact  on  the  part  of  the  oompany'a 
servants,  and  I  also  agree  to  the  oonditions  on  the  baok 
of  this  note.  This  agreement  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
separately  made  with  all  the  oompanies  or  persons, 
putiea  to  any  throngfa  rate  under  which  the  merchandise 
is  carried. 

It  was  agreed  at  the  trial  that  if  the  plaintiffs 
shoold  succeed  in  the  action  they  would  be 
entitled  to  judgment  for  the  sum  of  two  items — 
namely,  21.  5s.  and  7«.  11<2. 

It  was  admitted  that  in  the  ordinary  perform- 
ance of  such  a  contract  as  the  one  in  question, 
the  barrels  should  have  been  taken  off  the  truck 
or  waggon  at  Exeter  and  transferred  to  a 
London  and  South- Western  Railway  truck  or 
waggon. 

In  fact,  the  barrels  in  question  were  over- 
carried  to  Taunton,  where  they  were  discovered 
and  unloaded.  When  so  discovered  and  unloaded, 
it  was  too  late  to  return  the  same  to  Exeter  so  as 
to  catch  the  Southampton  boat  to  Jersey,  and 

(a)  Reported  by  W.  di  B.  Hsbbbbt,  Esq.,  BaTrlster«t-Lsw. 


to  save  delay  the  goods  were  sent  via  Wey- 
mouth to  Jersey. 

It  was  proved  tiutt  the  fish  in  question  arrived 
by  the  Great  Western  Railway  via  Weymouth 
at  Jersey  in  a  damaged  condition,  and  later  than 
it  would  have  arrived  if  it  had  been  carried  in  the 
ordinary  course  by  the  route  contracted  for. 

The  learned  judge  found  that  the  before- 
mentioned  figures  represented  the  damage 
sustained  by  reason  of  such  delar,  and  the 
question  he  had  to  decide  .was  whether  on  these 
facts,  and  having  regard  to  tne  conditions  above 
set  forth,  usually  called  "  owner's  risk "  condi- 
tions, the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

His  Honour,  after  stating  the  facts  set  out 
above,  continued  as  follows : — 

Mr.  Ward,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended  that  the  fsAts 
of  this  ease  are  on  all  fonrs  with  the  facts  in  Mallet  v. 
Great  Saatem  RaClroay  Company  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  S3), 
and  that  I  am  bonnd  by  that  decision.  I  am  nnable  ti 
diatingniah  for  the  pnrposes  of  my  dseiaion  tiie  facts  in 
that  oaae  from  the  facts  in  the  present  case.  The  court, 
so  far  as  I  nnderatand  the  decision,  held  that  in  carry- 
ing the  goods  by  anotlMr  route  than  the  one  contraeted 
for,  the  railway  company  broke  their  contract,  and 
would  not,  therefore,  avail  themselves  of  the  conditions. 
Mr.  SohiUar,  for  the  defendanta,  cited  several  oases 
decided  before  Mallet  v.  Great  Xaatem  RailxDoy  Com- 
pany [sup.),  in  which  the  courts  had  held  that  the 
conditions  applied  in  cases  of  misdelivery  and  delivery 
short  of  and  beyond  the  terminus  contracted  for.  The 
Bothorities  dted  do  not  appear  to  have  been  cited  to  the 
Divisional  Court.  I  feel  bound  to  say,  with  great 
respect  to  Day  and  Lawrance,  JJ.,  that  I  agree  with  his 
argument.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  contract  attaches 
the  moment  the  consignment  note  is  signed  and  handed 
to  the  defendant  company  and  the  goods  ar^  received ; 
that  the  over.oarrying  the  goods  to  Taunton  was  an  act 
of  negligence ;  that  at  the  time  of  unloading  the  goods 
at  Tanuton  the  iojary  and  some  damage  had  been  occa- 
sioned ;  that  the  sending  them  vi&  Weymouth  was  not 
wilfnl  misconduct  within  the  meaning  of  the  exception 
to  the  exemption  condition,  which  means  "  misconduct " 
to  which  the  will  is  a  p&riy  (Bramwell,  L.J.  in  Lewis  v. 
Great  Wattem  Railway  Company,  37  L.  T.  Bep. 
774  ;  3  Q.  B.  Div.  195,  at  p.  206),  or  a  wrong  and  reck- 
less act  of  a  servant  indifferent  as  to  consequences,  but 
was  a  reasonable  act  intended  to  avoid  or  reduce  any 
damage  resulting  from  tiie  previous  act  of  negligenoe. 
But  for  the  deeision  of  Mallet  v.  Chnai  Bastem  Baihiiay 
Company,  I  should,  without  hesitation,  have  held  that  the 
defendant  company  are  protected  by  the  conditions  of 
the  contract,  and  should  have  entered  judgment  for 
them.  I  also  think  the  principle  of  the  decisions  cited 
inconsistent  with  the  decision  of  MaUet  v.  Great  Eastern 
Railway  Company.  But  oa  I  cannot  diatinguiah  the 
facts  of  that  case  from  the  present,  I  feel  bound  by  it, 
and  therefore  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
21. 12(.  lid. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

Schiller  {Cripps,  K.C.  with  him)  for  the 
defendants. — The  learned  County  Court  jodeA 
was  wrong  in  thinking  that  he  oonld  not  d& 
tinguish  Mallet  r.  Great  Eastern  Saiiway 
Company  (80  L.  T.  Rep.  53 ;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  309) 
from  the  present  case.  Both  MMet  v.  Great 
Eastern  Railway  Company  (sup.)  and  8leat  v. 
Fagg  (5  Barn.  &  Aid.  342)  are  cases  where  the 
goods  were  sent  not  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
tract, but  by  a  different  route.  In  this  case  the 
fish  was  sent  by  the  right  route,  but,  by  a  mistake, 
it  got  off  that  route,  and,  in  order  to  minimise  the 
damage  that  arose,  the  defendants  sent  it  (m  as 
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qaickly  aa  poaaible.  If  the  defendants,  whm  the 
miata&e  had  been  diaoovered,  had  sent  it  baok  on 
to  the  original  route,  although  there  would  har 
been  more  damage  than  in  fact  arose,  thej 
dearlv  would  not  have  been  liable,  and  the  mere 
fact  that  they  did  the  best  they  oonid,  when  a 
mistake  arose,  for  the  plaintiffs  cannot  make  them 
liable.  The  delay  arose  from  the  mistake  at 
Exeter.    They  referred  to 

Uorritt  T.  North  EatUm  RaUwiy  Company,  34 

L.  T.  Bep.  940 ;  1  Q.  B.  DiT.  303 ; 
Uillan  T.  Bnueh,  47  L.  T.  Bep.  685 ;  10  Q.  B.  Dir. 

142; 
Btevttu    Y.     Onat    Wntem    BaiUnay    Company, 

52  L.  T.  Bep.  824. 

Dtilce,  K.C.  and  Hawke  for  the  plaintiff. — The 
last  three  authorities  cited  have  no  bearing  on  this 
case,  as  they  were  deoidejL  on  the  Garners  Act, 
and  the  question  that  arises  here  is  on  a  contract 
— namely,  the  consignment  note.  Mallet  v.  Oreat 
Ea»tem  Railway  Company  is  in  point  here,  for 
the  damage  to  the  goods  did  not  arise  on  the 
route  which  was  conbacted  for,  but  on  another 
Tonte  by  which  the  defendants  chose  to  send  the 
goods.  The  words  "  during  any  portion  of  the 
transit "  refer  to  the  transit  contracted  for,  and 
do  not  reliere  the  defendants  from  the  liabilities 
of  negligence  com  mitted  on  another  route. 

Lord  Alybbstons,  G.J. — In  my  opinion  tbe 
learned  County  Court  judge  ought  to  have  acted 
upon  that  which  he  undonbteolT  felt  to  be  the 
true  view  of  the  law,  although  I  think  it  is  right 
to  say  that  he  may  possibly  have  felt  more  bound 
1^  the  decision  in  MaUet  v.  Oreat  Eatiem  BaUway 
Company  (80  L.  T.  Bep.  53;  (1899)  1  Q.  B.  309), 
or  by  what  appeared  to  him  to  be  the  principle 
inToWed  in  Mallet's  case  than  we  are.  So  far  as 
MdlM't  case  ia  concerned,  with  very  great  respect 
to  my  brother  Sir  John  Day  and  my  brother 
Lawrance,  I  think  the  extent  of  the  authority  of 
that  case,  if  it  is  supposed  to  lay  down  a  principle 
that  the  condition  cannot  apply  if  the  damage 
happens,  or  if  the  injury  to  the  goods  happens, 
upon  some  part  of  the  route  not  contemplated  by 
the  parties  at  the  time  the  condition  was  signed^ 
may  require  further  consideration.  I  do  not  wish  to 
say — I  do  not  think  I  have  a  right  to  say — (I 
cannot,  of  course,  overrule  it)— more  than  this,  that 
certainly  in  so  far  as  it  lays  down  any  principle 
which  would  involve  that  it  must  be  applied  to 
this  case,  I  think  it  is  at  variance  with  more  than 
one  decision  of  co-ordinate  courts,  and  particu- 
larly the  decisions  which  have  held  that  mis- 
delivery to  a  wrong  person  will  not  render  the 
company  liable  in  the  absence  of  something  which 
makes  the  condition  inapplicable,  as,  for  instance, 
wilful  misconduct.  Bere  the  misdelivery  hap- 
pened upon  a  route  that  was  contemplated  by 
the  parties.  Whatever  may  be  the  view  as  to 
whetner  or  not  Mallet's  case  can  be  supported 
npon  the  ground  that  it  refers  to  a  particular  case 
of  an  injury  occurring  upon  a  route  which  nevw 
formed  the  basis  of  the  contract,  that  is  really  not 
this  case.  Here  the  Great  Western  Bailway  Com- 
pany undertook  to  carry  from  Brixham  to  Jersey, 
by  way  of  Southampton,  which  meant  that  they 
were  to  hand  over  the  goods  to  the  South- Western 
Bailway  Company  at  Exeter.  Whether  at  some 
other  place  they  would  also  hand  them  over  was 
not  one  of  the  conditions.  But  they  were  to 
hand  them  over   at   Exeter.      They,  by   some 


mistake,  and  from  causes  which  do  not  prevent 
the  condition  being  applicable,  carried  the  goods 
on  to  Taunton,  ana  therefore  the  breach  of 
contract,  in  my  opinion,  occurred  on  the  very 
route  contemplated — ^namely,  that  instead  of 
being  given  to  the  South- Wertem  at  Bxeter,  the 
K0o£  were  carried  on  to  Taunton,  and  the 
breach,  so  to  speak,  was  oompleta  What  hap- 
pened afterwards  P  As  I  have  said,  if  in  any  way 
it  could  be  oontoided  that  there  was  a  new  route 
then  set  ap,  and  a  new  route  as  between  the 
parties  to  which  the  condition  did  not  apply,  I 
could  understand  it.  But  it  is  agreed  (and  the 
case  proceeded  upon  that  basis  in  the  court 
below),  finding  them  at  Taunton,  instead  of  sending 
them  to  Southampton,  which  they  could  have 
done  by  sending  wem  back  to  Exeter  and  giviii^ 
them  to  t^e  South- Western,  in  which '  case  there 
would  have  been  delay  and  the  fish  would  harre 
been  spoilt,  they  endeavoured  to  do  the  best 
they  could  by  sending  them  to  Weymonth,  to  be 
forwarded  by  an  early  steamer.  It  seems  to  me 
that,  if  they  would  luive  been  protected  if  they 
had  done  that  which  would  have  caused  more 
dehty  and  given  a  greater  chance  of  spoiling  the 
fish,  to  argue  that  they  are  liable  now,  having 
done  the  best  they  could,  would  be  a  very 
dangerous  principle  to  lay  dovrn.  It  would 
prevent  the  defendants,  who  had  broken  the 
contract,  from  doing  the  best  they  could  to  save 
damans,  and  possibly  to  prevent  damage,  by 
adopting  a  reasonable  course.  Therefore  I  think 
their  action  in  sending  the  fish  to  Weymouth 
when  they  found  that  they  had  made  a  mistake 
was  not  sending  it  by  a  fresh  route  in  the  sense 
of  McMet's  case,  if  that  be  an  authority  with 
regard  to  that  fact.  But  it  was  an  act  on  the  part 
of  the  defendante  to  do  the  best  they  could  when 
they  found  that  they  had  broken  their  contract. 
That  lirings  us  back  to  the  question :  Aye  or  no, 
does  this  condition  protect  them  in  the  case  of  an 
erroneous  carrying  on  from  Exeter  to  Taunton, 
instead  of  delivering  to  the  Soath- Western  at 
Exeter  P  That  really,  I  think,  cannot  be  decided 
against  the  railway  company  without  OTermlins 
the  cases  which  nave  OBoiaed  that  under  anoE 
conditions  as  these  they  are  protected  from  the 
consequences  of  misdelivery  where  there  are  not 
words  in  the  conditions  to  make  them  liable.  I 
therefore  think  that  the  learned  judge  was  not 
bound  by  Mallet's  case  to  the  extent  which  he 
thought  he  was,  and  I  think  he  should  have 
followed  the  principle  which  he  was  disposed  to 
follow.  I  only  wish  to  say  that  while  I  do  not 
think  the  Carriers  Act  cases  are  what  may  be 
called  authorities,  because  different  conditions 
apply  to  a  certain  extent  in  these  Carriers  Act 
cases,  I  think  the  principle  of  them  is  to  a  large 
extent  applicable  to  show  that  this  condition  does 

Erotect  where  such  a  state  of  things  as  this 
appens,  and  it  is  not  a  fresh  route  in  the 
sense  which  the  learned  County  Court  judge 
thought,  acting  upon  his  view  of  Mallet's  case. 
I  thmk,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to 
Mallet's  case,  if  the  circumstances  were  exactly 
the  same  we  should  be  bound  to  follow  it.  Bat 
they  are  not  exactly  the  same,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  an  authority  which  covers  the  exact  facte 
ot  this  case.  Now,  dealing  with  the  case  apart 
from  Mallet's  case,  it  seems  to  me  the  construe- 
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tion  which  Mr.  Dnke  songht  to  pat  npoa  the  words 
of  the  contract  was  a  very  forced  one.  I  think 
when  the  contract  says :  "  I  agree  to  relieve  the 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  and  all  other 
companies  over  whose  bnes  the  merchandise  may 
pass,  or  in  whose  possession  it  may  be  daring  any 

Sortion  of  the  transit,"  those  words  are  used  to 
escribe  and  partionlarise  the  companies  which  are 
entitled  to  protection.  I  illustrate  what  I  mean 
by  saying  this,  that  if,  instead  of  doing  what  thejr 
did,  the  company  had  sent  the  fish  by  the  MidlancC 
we  win  say  to  Birmingham  or  anywhere  else,  that 
company  whose  line  was  not  designed  to  be  an 
original  part  of  the  transit  would  not  be  protected 
by  this.  Bat  I  think  that  in  other  words,  as  applied 
to  this  case,  it  means  that  the  Great  Western  Kail- 
way  Company  and  the  Sontii- Western  Railway 
Company  shall  be  entitied  to  the  benefit  of  this 
eontnot.  Now,  what  is  the  contract  P  It  relieves 
them  from  all  liability  for  loss  or  damage,  unless 
the  plaintiff  prores  that  each  loss  arose  from  wilful 
nMlect  on  the  part  of  the  companv's  servants. 
Of  course  this  did  not.  What  really  happened 
was  this — that  a  mistake  was  made  at  Exetor 
npon  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company's 
line,  which  was  the  line  of  the  original  con- 
tracting party,  and  in  consequence  of  that 
mistake  the  goods  went  away  on  to  another 
portion  of  their  line  and  were  spoilt.  It  seems 
to  me  that  that  is  directly  witliin  the  terms 
onder  which  the  protection  is  songht  to  be 
obtuned. 

KsNRKDY,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
With  regard  to  the  case  of  Mallet  v.  Oreat  Eastern 
BaSvfay  Company — speaking  solely  for  myself, 
of  oonrse — I  should  desire  to  reserve  any  question 
about  that  case  or  its  correctness.  It  seems  to 
me  that  very  different  considerations  apply  to  this 
case  and  to  that.  Those  conditions  samoiently 
appear  by  the  headnoto,  which  is  obviously 
correct,  tiuit  it  was  there  owing  to  their  sending 
the  goods  by  a  different  route  that  the  damage 
arose.  There  the  damage  arose  by  reason  of  an 
error  on  the  contract  route,  as  it  was  intended  all 
along  to  carry  it  out  The  subsequent  sending 
the  goods  off  the  route  so  far  as  reg^ds  the 
intention  of  the  company  (unfortunately,  it  had 
no  good  effect,  it  is  true),  so  far  from  increasing, 
was  intended  to  diminish,  and  would  intend  to 
diminish,  the  mischief  which.had  happened,  owing 
to  the  mistake  that  had  occurred  while  the  goods 
were  in  transit  on  the  contract  journey.  That 
seems  to  me,  I  confess,  to  be  a  sufficient  dis- 
tinction. I  only  refer  to  the  misteke  at  all 
because  the  learned  County  Court  judge  has 
evidently  from  his  judgment  which  has  be«i  read, 
felt  himself  so  much  pressed  by  this  case  of 
Mallet  V.  Oreat  Eastern  BaUway  Company  that, 
against  his  own  view,  as  it  would  have  been  had 
that  case  not  existed,  he  decided  in  the  way  he 
^d.  But  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  case  of  a  carrier  who  pleads  the  pro- 
tection of  a  contract  applying  to  conveyance  by 
a  roecified  route,  where  he  has  from  negligence, 
and  not  from  wiUal  misconduct,  but  from 
negligence,  not  sent  the  goods  by  that  route 
at  al^  which  was  Mallet's  case,  and  this  case, 
where  they  were  duly,  faithfully,  and  correctly 
sent  by  the  route  contracted  for.  As  I  under- 
stand the  facte,  when  the  eoods  got  to  Exeter, 
which  is  on  that  route,  unfortunately  they  were 
not  transferred  into  the  truck  that  would  teke 


them-  on  to  Southampton,  but  were  taken  on 
to  Taunton.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  all  the 
difference  in  the  world  between  the  two  oases  in 
the  same  way  that  deeds  are  viewed  differentiy 
when  intention  has  to  be  deduced  with  reg^ard  to 
keeping  a  contract  or  not  keeping  a  contract. 
I  tlunk  myself  that  the  judgments  which  my  Lord 
and  my  brother  Wills  have  delivered  are  perfeotty 
right.  I  desire  to  add  nothing  more,  except  that 
I  think  that  Mdllet'i  case  is  not  the  same  case  as 
this  in  the  essential  particulars  I  have  pointed 


out. 


Appeal  allowed. 


Solicitors :  Chmreh,  Bet»d«ll,  and  Co.,  for  Watts, 
Ward,  and  AiUho»y,  Exetor;  B.  B.  Nelson. 


Friday,  AprU  29.       ^ 
(Before    Lord  Alvbbstokb,  CJT.,  Wills  and 
Kbnnbdt,  JJ.) 

COBBBTT  V.  PBABOB.  (a) 

Employer  and  worhnan^Empknfment  on  harge 
— Seaman — Employers'  LidSilwy  Act  1880  (43 
and  U  Viet.,  e.  42). 

A  man  employed  on  a  sailing  barge  vahou  main 
dutji  is  to  load  and  unload  her,  but  who  in  fact 
assists  in  the  navigation,  suoh  barge  being  suit- 
ciblefor  coasting  purposes,  and  is  in  fact  being 
used  on  the  tea  reaches  of  the  Thames,  is  a 
seaman,  and  so  is  not  entiiled  to  sue  for  personai 
damages  for  personal  injuries  under  the 
Empioyer/ LiaMlity  Act  1880. 

ApfbaJi  from  His  Honour  Judge  Shortt,  sitting  at 
the  Brentford  County  Court,  in  an  action  brought 
under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  for  damages 
for  injury  sustuned. 

The  facte  proved  in  the  case  were  that  the 
plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendant  in  the 
Alexandra,  a  spnt-sail  barge  of  thir^-eight  tons, 
and  registered  under  the  lurchaut  Shipping  Act 
as  a  British  ship. 

The  crew  consisted  of  only  two  hands,  the 
plaintiff  and  the  oaptun,  who  both  assisted  in 
loading  and  unloading  the  barge.  The  plaintiff 
was  uuder  the  orders  of  the  captein,  and  whilst 
his  main  duty  was  to  assist  in  the  loading  and 
unloading  of  the  barge,  yet  he  in  fact  assisted  in 
navigating  the  barge. 

It  was  admitted  that,  although  the  barge  had 
not  been  used  for  coasting  purposes,  there  was  no 
reason  why  it  should  notM  so  used. 

On  the  day  on  which  the  accident  happened  to 
the  plaintiff  the  captain  was  under  orders  to 
bring  the  barge  from  Oldhaven,  on  the  sea  reaches 
of  the  river  Thames,  to  Brentford.  The  barge 
was  sailed  up  to  Woolwich,  and  was  there,  with 
some  other  barges,  taken  in  tow  by  a  tug.  The 
barges  were  kept  abreast  by  means  of  a  breast 
rope,  wluoh  rope  was  supplied  by  the  defendant. 

On  the  journey,  it  being  necessary  to  alter  the 
position  of  the  mirges,  the  plaintiff  was  ordered 
by  the  captain  to  hold  on  by  the  breast  rope.  The 
plaintiff  did  so,  and,  owing  to  ite  defective  oondi- 
tim,  the  breast  rope  broke.  The  captain  then 
told  the  plaintiff  to  hold  on  by  the  tow  rope,  and, 
in  doing  so,  received  injuries. 

The  j^amed  judge  held  it  was  in  consequence  of 
the  rope  breaking  that  the  plaintiff  suffered  the 

(a)  Beported  bj  W.  D>  B.  Hibbibt,  Biq.,  Barrt«tar.«t-Law. 
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ininriei  oomplained  of.  The  learned  jndge  also 
hud  thai  Una  plamtiS  'was  not  a  seaman  bnt  a 
labetirer,  and  that  the  accident  having  been 
ocoadoned  by  the  defective  rope  supplied  hj  the 
defendant,  he  '•ras  entitled  to  Boooeed  in  his  claim- 
under  the  BmployerB'  LdabiUtj  Act. 

The  learned   Goon^   Court    jndge  deUrered 
judgment  as  follows,  alter  stating  the  facts : — 

It  was  urgned  for  the  defendant  (1)  that  the  huge 
WM  a  ihip  withiif  the  meaning  of  the  Merohaut  Shipping 
Act,  and  (2)  th»tif  eo,  the  plaintilf  nraat  be  oonaidered  a 
BwtWan  witkin  the  meaning  of  that  Aot,  and  oonee- 
qnentij  oaanot  be  a  woikman  within  the  meaning  of 
■aet.  Sof'fhe  EmploTeia'  UabiUtr  Aot  1880  (43  A  44 
Ticlo.^),  MietringtoMeklOof  theAotof  1875.  In 
npport  of  the  6i«t  oontantion,  the  oaie  of  the  Mac 
(46  L.  T.Bep.  907;  4  Aap.  M.  C.  555;  7  F.  Diy.  126) 
was  lelied  on;  and  eBpedaUy  the  langnage  of  Brett, 
L.J.  at  p.  130.  BdtgMatiBg  that  a  tiaige  may  be  oon- 
aid«gred  a  skip  for  oartain  poiposM,  it  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  neoeiaarily  follow  that  eTtry  person  employed 
in  or  about  it  ia  oA  all  oeoatioos  to  be  oonaidered  a 
■eaman  as  contra  distiagoiabed  from  a  workman.  The 
same  leaned  judge,  wbw  Master- of  the  BoUs,  in  the 
ease  of  Yamtouth  t.  franca  (19  Q.  B.  Div.  650)  likened 
the  work  done  by  the  plaantiJB  in  th»t  case  (who  was 
held  to  be  a  workman  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Employers'  tiiabflity  Aot)  to  Oiat  of  a  lighterman  who 
oondnttts  a  ftargd  or  lighter  up  and  down  the  river,  the 
aa'Hgaifaig  Mthe  lighter  farming  the  eaeieat  part  of  the 
work ;  ISs  real  laboni',  that  wkteh  testa  his  mosoles  and 
his<Mnew«,48  th«  Idadiag  and  Tmk)ading  of  the  lighter. 
Ue  iwhMhwJ  laboai  of  titApriaent  plaiutifl  was  of  this 
Uad,  attd  I  shall  therefore  hold  that  the  defendant's 
contention  fails.  And  I  gite  jadgmsHt  for  the  jdaintifF 
tor  831.  and  oosta. 

,  The  defendant  appealed. 

B.  Dwniop  for  the  defendant. — ^The  Employers' 
liability  Aot  1830  (43  &  44  Yiot  c.  43)  apoUes 
to  a  "  workman,"  and  a  workman  is  defined  by 
sect.  8  as  "  a  railway  servant  and  amy  person  to 
whom  the  Employers  and  Workmen  Aot  1875 
applies,"  and  by  sect.  IS  of  that  statute  of  1875, 
"this  Act  sluU  not  apply  to  seamen  or  to 
apprentices  to  the  sea  serrioe."  Turning  to  the 
Merchant  Shipinng  Aot  1894  (57  &  58  Yict,  c.  60) 
by  sect.  742,  "seaman"  includes  every  person 
(except  masters,  pilots,  and  api>rentices  duly 
indentured  and  registerod)  employed  or  engaged 
in  any  capacity  on  board  any  ship,  and  "  ship  " 
includes  every  description  of  vessel  used  in 
navigation  not  propelled  by  oars.  The  vessel 
here  was  a  sprit- sail  barge,  and  the  barge  was 
sailed  up  to  Woolwich,  and  the  plaintiff  assisted 
in  navigating  the  barge.  The  plaintiff  was  there- 
fore employed  on  a  ship,  and  was  a  seaman,  and 
the  Employers'  Liability  Aot  1880  does  not  apply 
to  him.    He  referred  to 

Reg.  V.  Lynch,  77  I>.  T.  Bep.  568 ;  (1898)  1  Q.  B. 

61; 
Oke*  T.  Monkland  Iron  Company,  21  So.  L.  Bep. 

407; 
Th*  Ruby,  78  L.  T.  Bep.  267 ;  8  Asp.  Har.  Law 

Oai.389;    (1898)  P.  52; 
Yarmovth  v.  France,  19  Q.  B.  Div.  647. 

Overend  for  the  plaintiff. — The  County  Court 
judge  was  right.  It  ,  does  not  follow  that 
every  person  employed  on  a  barge  is  ,a  seaman, 
and  not  a  workman.  The  learned  judge  has 
found,  as  a  fact,  that  the  principal  labour  of  the 
plaintiff  was  loading  and  unloading— in  fact, 
that  he  was  a  workman,  and  so  the  Employers' 


Liabili^  Aot  1880  applies  to  his  employment.   Ha 
referred  to 

Salt  Union  v.  Wood,  68  L.  T.  Bep.  92  ;  7  Asp.  M.  C. 

281 ;  (1893)  1  Q.  B.  370 ; 
Reg.  r.  Judge  of  City  of  London  Court,  63  L.  T.  Bep. 

492  ;  6  Asp.  H.  C.  547.;  25  Q.  B.  Div.  339. 

Lord  Alvbbstone,  C.J. — When  considering  the 
construction  of  this  section  one  cannot  ignore  the 
fact  that  seamen  have  attempted  to  get  the 
benefits  of  the  Employers  and  Workmen  Act, 
and  so  it  is  impossible  to  treat  the  matter  as  one 
that  has  been  overlooked  by  the  Legislatore. 
Now,  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880  is 
confined  to '  workmen  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Employers  and  Workmen  Aot  1875,  and  thia 
earher  statute,  in  its  definition  of  workmen, 
excluded  seamen.  Now,  it  is  contended  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  here  that  the  seamen  excluded 
by  this  statute  are  those  defined  by  sect.  742  of 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  1894,  which  followed 
sect  2  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Aot  1854  The 
definition  of  the  word  "  seaman  "in  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  1894  includes  every  person  (except 
masters,  pilots,  and  apprentices  duly  indentured 
and  registered)  employed  or  engaged  in  any 
capacity  on  board  any  ship,  and  by  the  same 
section  (742)  "  ship  "  includes  every  description  of 
vessel  used  in  navigation  not  propelled  by  oars. 
I  am  not  going  to  say  whether  or  no  anyone 
doing  temporary  work  on  board  a  ship,  such  as  a 
painter  or  a  stevedore,  would  be  a  seaman  within 
the  Acts,  bnt  that  is  certainly  not  the  case  here. 
This  man  was  one  of  the  crew  of  a  barge  coming 
from  the  sea  reaches  of  the  Thames,  which  barge 
could  be  used  for  coasting  purposes.  I  think 
here  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  plaintiff  was 
a  seaman  and  the  barge  was  a  ship,  and  therefore 
the  Act  excluded  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover. 
We  should  be  straining  the  language  of  the  Acts 
if  we  were  to  hold  he  was  not  a  seaman.    The 

glajnf.i-ff  assisted  to  navigate  the  ship,  and  while 
e  was  so  doing  he  was  injured.  I  do  not  think 
the  plaintiff  can  recover  under  the  Act,  and  the 
appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Wills,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Both 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament 
and  in  the  ordinaTy  sense  of  the  word  the  plaintiff 
was  a  seaman.  What  constitutes  a  seaman  amply 
appears  in  Beg.  v.  Judge  of  City  of  London 
Court  (sup.).  The  plaintiff  had  to  assist  in 
navigating  the  baree,  and,  in  ordinary  language, 
he  was  a  seaman,  for  he  had  to  have  a  oertain 
amount  of  knoi^edge  of  navigating  and  of  sea- 
faring matters. 

Keitnedt,  J. — I  also  think  the  plaintiff  was  a 
seaman,  and  that  he  is  within  the  definition  of  a 
seaman  in  the  statutes,  and  also  within  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word.  He  was  employed  on 
a  vessel  in  the  sea  reaches  of  the  Tluunes,  and 
such  a  vessel  is  within  the  definition  of  a  ship  in 
the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts.  The  vessel  being  a 
ship,  what  the  plaintiff  had  to  do  on  board  shows 
that  he  was  a  seaman.  He  therefore  cannot 
recover  under  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880. 

Appeai  aJlowed. 

Solicitors:  Boland  Ward;  Holmar^  Birdwood, 
and  Co. 
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Farthino  (app.)  V.  Paecinsoit  (rasp.). 


[KB.  DiT. 


ThMnday,  May  5. 

(Before  Lord  Ai.tbB8tone.  G.J.,  Wills  and 

Kknnkdt,  JJ.) 

Fasthinq  (app.)  V.  Pabkihson  (resp.).  (a) 

Food  and  dmg$ — Warranty — Notie«-^8aU  of 
Food  emd  Drum  Ael  1875  (38  <0  39  Viet.  e.  63), 
«.  25— Sale  of  Food  and  Drug*  Aet  1899  (62  <£  63 
Viet.  e.  51), ».  20. 

An  v^ortnation  having  been  laid  by  the  retpondeni 
againtt  the  apmeUant  under  sect.  Soffhe  SaHe  of 
Food   and   Druga   Act   1875,   the   afpeUtuUi 
tolieitors  eent  on  the  2nd  Nov.  to  the  retpondent 
the  fottowing  notice  .-  "  We  beg  to. give  you  formal 
notice  that  our  dient  pwehtued  the  same  butter 
with  a  written  tearranty  from  O.  L,  Limited,  of 
84,  C.-st.,  M.     The  fouowing  ia  a  copy  of  the 
warranty  in  qtteition .-  '  We  guarantee  aU  buttere 
sold  by  ua  to  be  abaohUely  pure ;  guaranteed  pure 
butter    within    the  3rd  and  7th  sects,  of  the 
Margarine  Act   1877.'    .    .    .     The  defendant 
intends  to  rely  on  the  foregoing  as  a  defence  to 
this  summons}' 
On  the  4,th  Aug.  the  ampeUant  had  purchased  the 
butter  of  the  wholeatM  house,  and  on  the  invoice 
was  atcied  .-  "  We  guarantee  all  buffers  sold  by  us 
to  be  absolutely  pure."    The  appellant  toaa  dis- 
satisfied with  Uns,  and,  when  going  to  the  whole- 
sale house  the  following  week,  and  after  the 
butter  was  delivered,    took  the  invoice  to  the 
whUeude  house,  who  put  on  it :  "  Ouaranteed 
pure  butter  in  aeeordanee  tcith  the  3rd  and  7th 
seetiona  of  the  Margarine  Aet  1887.  '  In  ease  of 
samples   being  tdksn  far  anaiyiis,   show   this 
warranUfy  to  &e  inspector." 
Held,  that  the  notiee  of  the  2$ul  Nov.  was  a  good 
notiee  of  a  drfenoe  under  sect.  20  of  the  Sale  of 
Food  and  Drugs  Aet  1^9. 
Gabx  stated  on  an  information  preferred  by  the 
respondent  agai&st  the  appellant,  under  seot.  6  Of 
the  Food  and    nrnga  Act  1875,  for   that   the 
appellant,  on  the  5tn  Oct.  1903,  at  his  shop,  by 
one  of  his  employees,  did'unlawfnlly^  and  wiUally 
sell  to  the  respondent,  and  tc  lus  prejudioe,  as  and 
for  a  oertalB  artiole  of  food — to  wit,  butter — a 
certain  article  of  food  which  was  not  of  the  nature, 
sabstanoe,  aiid  quality  of   the  artiole  of   food 
demanded  by  him,  the  same  containing  18'75  per 
cent,  of  wat^,  contrary  to  the  statute  and  the 
regulations  of  the  Board  of  Argicnltnie  in  bnoh 
case  made  and  provided. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was 
adnutted  by  the  appellant  that  the  respond(mt,on 
the  date  named  in  the  8nmm<nis,  pnronaeed  from 
him  a  pound  of  butter  for  analysis,  and  that  the 
respondent  had,  in  connection  with  snoh  purchase, 
complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  Food 
andJDmgs  Act  of  1875  and  1899  in  relation  to  a 
purchase  for  analysis. 

Furthermore,  the  appellant  did  not  dispute  the 
analyst's  certificate,  snowing  that  the  butter  con- 
tidned  18*75  of  moisture,  being  275  in  excess  of 
the  standard  fixed  by  the  Board  of  Agriculture  in 
the  Sale  of  Butter  Regulations  1902,  but  he 
relied  for  his  defence  upon  a  warranty  under 
sect.  25  of  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1875,  as 
amended  by  sect  20  of  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act 
1899. 

Before  the  defence  was  opened  the  respondent 
took  the  objection  that  such  d^ence  was  not 
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available  to  the  appellant,  inasmuch  as  his  notice 
of  intention  to  rely  upon  the  warranty  did  not , 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  sect.  20  of  the 
Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899,  as  it  was  not  acoom^ 
panied  by  a  copy  of  the  inToioe  or  alleged  warranty 
relating  to  the  batter  purchased  by  lum. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  Kov.  2, 
1903: 

With  refeicnoe  to  (he  Bummon^  iasned  by  yon 
on  ih6  26th  Ooi  against  Fred  Fsrtbingr,  of  323^ 
Aiaawortli-Mad,  BaddiSe,  for  Mlling  yon  adnltenttad 
bntter  on  the  5Ui  Oct.,  and  whioh  sammoni  was  served 
npon  onr  oUeat  oo  the  30th  Oot,  wa  beg  to  give  yon 
fonnal  notioe  that  onr  client  pnichaaed  the  same  bntter 
with. a  wzittaa  warranty  from  George  Iiittle  Limited, 
general  provision  merduats,  of  84,  Coiporation-etreet, 
Manohester.  The  following  is  a  oopy  ^  the  warranty 
in  qnestioD :  "  We  gnamntee  all  bntters  sold  by  ns  to 
be  abaohitBly  pnre ;  gnaranteed  pnre  bntter  in  aonord- 
anoe  wiUi  tiie  3rd  and  7th  sections  of  the  Hargaiiae 
Aot  1887."  The  defendant  sold  the  bntter  in  qosstiaii  m 
the  saaw  state  as  pnrohaaed,  ind  at  the  time  wken  he 
■old  it  had  na  mason  to '  fasUave  tkat  it  was  oilurwiae. 
The  defmdant  intends  to  nly  on  the  foregoing. aa  a 
defence  to  this  smnmons. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  whole  invoice  or 
warranty  at  the  time  of  sale  given  in  respect  of 
the  purchase  of  the  butter,  by  the  appellant : 

84,  Corporation-Btreet,  Manohaatsr,  4Ui  Ang.  1903. — 
Messrs.  City  Tea  Oompany,  Badoliffe  Bridge. — Boogfat 
of  Qeorge  Little  Limited,  geDSzal  provision  merobaata : 


3  Bales  Slott  Plsln  If .  Mo.  S!  M/9  aett  6.1.1* 

3}  Hlds  and  Slno '     ...  S.16 

la  W.  Shilrs l.I.« 

3  ESffs  and  a.  L.  L.  Blue       M 

1  e/  3  Crown  Bod.          It 

'4tb  and  mh  30  Firkins  Butter  Llstowsl 
BoseS.    ' 


«.l.  i 


6.1.M 


13.3.88 


«t/6 
8/- 
«/- 

y- 

♦/9 


88/- 


£VtU  t 

3     8  8 

3  18  8 

8    8  0 

117  0 


88  17    « 


£81  17  10 

We  gnarantee  idl  bntters  sold  by  ns  to  be  absolntely 
pore. — Qno.  Littlb  Likixxd,  Oxo.  W.  Little. 

Before  giving  their  deoisian  upon  the  objection 
the  justices  decided  to  hear  the  appdUant's  case. . 

In  support  of  the  defence  the  following  foots 
were  admitted  or  proved  in  evidence : 

The  appellant  in  due  time^  aa  required  by  the 
statute  by  his  solicitors,  wrote  and  sent  to  the 
reepondsnts  and  to  Messrs.  Gto.  Little  Limited 
(the  wholesale  merohante  from  whom  the  appellant 
purchased  the  butter)  the  letter,  a  copy  of  wuioh  is 
set  out  above. 

The  appellant  on  the  4th  Aug.  1903,  in  the 
ordinary  oonrse  of  his  business,  called  upon 
Kessrs.  Greo.  LitUe  Limited  at  their  warohonae  in 
Kanchester  to  buT  some  Irish  butter,  and  he  was 
shown  by  Mr.  Little  certain  Irish  bntter.  The 
appellaat  out  and  tasted  the  same,  and  then  and 
there  asked  Mr.  Little  whether  the  firm  would 

S've  him  a  warranty  with  the  butter  in  question, 
r.  Little  replied  that  he  would  give  the  appellant 
the  fullest  warranty,'  such  warranty  to  be  put  upon 
the   invoice.    The  appellant,  relying  upon   this 
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nndertakiiiff,  tiierenpon  agreed  to  and  did  parohaae 
twsnty  firkms  of  the  batter. 

On  the  same  day — ^namely,  the  4th  Aug. — in 
the  ordinary  course  of  baainees,  the  invoice  for 
the  firlmu  of  batter  (a  copy  of  which  ia  set  out 
above)  was  made  out  and  sent  to  the  appellant, 
together  with  six  of  the  same  twenty  flrkinB  of 
bntter. 

The  appellant,  being  dissatisfied  with  the 
warranty  as  originally  written  upon  the  invoice, 
upon  ms  next  journey  into  Manchester  the 
following  week,  bub  after  delivery  of  the  bntter 
described  and  comprised  in  the  invoice,  personify 
took  the  original  invoice  baok  to  Messrs.  Little 
Limited  and  told  them  it  was  not  as  full  as  he 
had  expected,  and  that  he  shotild  prefer  to  have 
it  strengthened. 

Thereupon  Kesers.  Geo.  Little  Limited  indorsed 
upon  the  original  invoice  the  further  words 
following : 

GnsMiitsed  pnre  butter  in  •ooardanos  with  tiie  3rd 
and  701  Motions  of  the  MstgHiiie  Aot  1887.  In  case  of 
samples  bainf  taken  for  aaaljsis,  show  this  wanaa^ 
to  the  inspeotor. — Oso.  Littli  IJmitxd. 

The  remainder  of  the  twenty  firkins  of  batter 
were  delivered  to  the  appellant  on  the  6th  Aug. 
1903,  prior  to  the  invoice  being  altered  by  the 
addition  of  these  words. 

The  pound  of  bntter  purchased  by  the  resiwn- 
dent  waa  oat  of  the  twenty  firkins  so  purchased 
by  the  appelhmt  from  Messrs.  Greo.  Little  Limited, 
and  was  comprised  within  and  covered  by  the 
same  warranty  or  warranties  upon  which  the 
appellant  made  his  purchase,  and  the  appellant 
had  purchased  it  as  the  same  article  in  nature, 
substance,  and  quality,  as  that  demanded  of  him 
by  the  respondent  on  the  5th  Oct  1903,  and 
he  sold  it  to  the  respondent  in  the  same  state  as 
purchased  by  him,  and  he  had  no  reason  to  believe 
at  the  time  when  he  sold  it  to  the  respondent  it 
was  otherwise. 

On  the  close  of  the  appellant's  caee  the  respon- 
dent again  contended  (a)  that  the  defence  of 
warranty  under  sect.  25  of  the  Food  and  Drugs 
Act  1875  was  not  available  to  the  appellant,  as 
the  letter  of  the  2nd  Nov.  was  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  form  of  sect.  20  of  the  Food 
and  Drugs  Act  1899,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not 
accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  invoice  or  warranty 
relating  to  the  purchase ;  and  the  respondmt  also 
contended  (b)  that  the  copy  warranty  contained  in 
the  letter  of  Nov.  2nd  was  not  a  correct  copy, 
because  it  included  words  of  warranty  which  were 
not  originally  upon  the  invoice  at  the  time  the 
proper^  in  uie  goods  passed  or  when  the  same 
were  delivered,  and  snoh  words  having  been 
reduced  into  writing  after  the  date  of  the  purchase 
were  not  available  as  a  warranty  under  sect  25  of 
the  Act. 

The  appellant  in  repl^  contended  (a)  that  the 
general  warranty  origmally  upon  the  invoice  was 
safBcient  without  regardmg  the  supplemental 
wttrranty  indorsed  afterwards ;  (b)  that  the  original 
warranty  being  a  general  one,  the  letter  of  the 
2nd  Nov.  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
20th  section  of  the  1899  Act  without  sending  a  copy 
of  the  invoice  as  well ;  (e)  that  the  supplemental 
warranty  indorsed  under  the  circnmstanoes  set 
out  above  was  good  and  available  as  a  warranty 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  25  of  the  Food  and 
Drugs   Act  1875  as  it  was,  he  contended,  not 


neoessanr  for  a  warranty  which  is  in  fact  con- 
tracted for  (aa  in  this  case)  to  be  reduced  into 
writing  at  the  time  of  the  contract ;  (,d)  that  if 
the  respondent's  objection  to  the  supplement&l 
warranty  waa  good,  uie  fact  that  the  words  of  it 
had  been  indaded  in  the  letter  of  the  2nd  Nor. 
did  not  prevent  such  letter  from  being  a  good 
notice  of  the  original  warranty. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  appellant 
had  proved  what  would  have  been  a  good 
warranty  had  it  been  available  aa  a  defence,  but 
being  aiao  of  opinion  that  the  letter  of  the 
2nd  Nov.  was  not  a  good  notice  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  20  of  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act 
1899,  they  considered  the  appellant  was  debarred 
from  relying  upon  it  as  a  defence,  and  they 
accordingly  convicted  the  appellant  upon  the 
information. 

By  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1875  (38  & 
39  Vict.  o.  63),  B.  25  : 

It  the  defendant  in  any  proaeontion  under  tliia  Aot 
prove  to  aba  satiBtaotion  of  the  jostioai  or  oonrt  that 
he  had  porohaied  the  artiole  in  qoeetion  aa  the  same  in 
natmn,  enbatanoe,  and  qnality  as  that  demanded  of  him  ' 
bj  the  proaeontOT,  and  with  a  written  warranty  to  that 
eSeot,  that  he  had  no  reason  to  believe  at  the  time  whan 
ha  aold  it  that  the  article  waa  otherwise  and  that  he 
■old  it  in  the  same  state  as  when  he  pnrohaaed  it,  he 
shall  be  diacharged  from  the  proseoation,  bat  shall  be 
liable  to  pay  the  oosts  inonrred  by  the  proseoator,  nnless 
he  (hall  have  given  doe  notice  to  him  that  he  will  rely 
on  the  above  defenoe. 

By  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899 
(62  &  63  Yiot.  c.  51),  a.  20  a) : 

A  warranty  or  invoice  shall  not  be  avaQable  aa  a 
defenoe  to  any  prooeeding  nnder  the  Sale  of  Food  and 
Drnga  Acts  nnless  the  defendant  has  within  seven  dija 
after  aarvioe  of  the  sommona  sent  to  the  pnrohaaer  a 
copy  of  snoh  wanaa^  or  invoioe,  with  a  written  notice 
stating  that  he  intends  to  rdy  on  the  wananty  or  invoice, 
and  spiMsifying  the  name  and  addreaa  of  the  pereoo  &om 
whom  he  received  it,  and  has  also  sent  a  like  notice  of 
his  intention  to  snoh  persoo. 

Avory,  KG.  (Biron  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
— The  letter  sent  contained  the  written  wanaaty, 
and  therefore  it  was  a  statement  of  what  the 
warranty  waa.  Aa  the  warranty  originally  stood 
it  was  quite  sufficient,  and  it  was  only  ex 
dbundanii  eattUld  that  the  subseqaent  words  were 
added  to  make  it  beyond  dispute.  All  that  is 
required  nnder  these  sections  is  that  tl^re  aliall 
be  a  notice  to  the  prosecution  that  you  are  goinf; 
to  rely  on  the  warranty,  and  that  its  terms  shall 
be  set  ont.  The  real  complaint  here  ia  that  we 
have  given  the  prosecution  too  mach  informatian ; 
in  fact,  we  have  given  them  more  than  is  neces- 
sary.   He  referred  to 

Irving  v.  OaUom  Park  Dairy  Company ;  Baeon  T. 
8am«,  87  L.  T.  Bep.  70. 

Gord&a  Hewart  for  the  respondent — The  words 
on  the  invoice  originally  were  not  a  sufficient 
warranty.  The  words,  "  or  invoice,"  in  siBct  20  (1) 
of  the  Sale  of  Food  and  Drugs  Act  1899  refer  baok 
to  the  Margarine  Aot  of  1887,  because,  under 
sect  7  of  that  Act  the  invoioe  is  sufficient — ^that 
is  to  say,  it  is  enough  under  that  Act  that  the 
commodity  should  have  been  bought  as  batter. 
There  mast  not  only  have  been  a  warranty,  but 
there  must  have  been  a  writteon  warranty  contem- 
poraneous with  the  contract  of  sale.  It  is  mis- 
leading to  add  words  in  the  notice  which  are 
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added  to  the  warranty  afterwards.  The  etatate 
provides  the  warranty  shall  be  a  written  warranty 
with  which  the  butter  waa  purchased.  The  cases 
of  Farmers'  Cle9eland  Dairy  Company  t. 
S«ewn«m  (63  L.  T.  Rep.  776 ;  17  Cox  C.  0.  481). 
Laidlaw  v.  WiUon  (1894)  1  Q.  B.  74),  and  EUiot 
V.  POeher  (86  L.  T.  Eep.  60;  (1901)  2  K.  B.  817) 
are  different  from  this  case.  The  Act  provides 
that  what  is  to  be  sent  by  the  defendant  is  a  copy 
of  the  warranty — that  is  to  say,  a  copy  of  the 
warrautr  which  is  a  oontemporaneons  descrip- 
tion. If  the  defendant  was  going  to  rely  upon  a 
warranty  contiuned  npon  the  invoice  he  ought  to 
have  sent  a  copy  of  the  whole  of  the  invoice  with 
the  warranty  npon  it.  Even  if  it  were  not  neces- 
sary to  send  a  complete  copy  of  the  invoice,  the 
notice  here  was  bad,  because  the  later  words  were 
added.  They  were  certainly  not  words  of 
warranty  upon  which  the  butter  had  been 
purchased. 

Avory,  K.G.  in  reply. 

Lord  Altbkstons,  G.J. — In  my  opinion  a 
great  many  points  have  been  raised  in  this  case 
that  do  not  arise,  and  on  which  I  do  not  intend  to 
express  my  opinion  at  all.  If,  for  instance,  under 
sect  20,  the  person  setting  u]^  the  warranty  has 
thought  fit  to  add  words  which  would  alt^  the 
character  of  the  warranter,  which  was  truly  given, 
to  make  them  more  in  his  own  favour,  and  has 
said,  "  This  is  my  warranty,"  and  the  magistrates 
have  before  them,  or  ai'e  satisfied  that  that  is 
added  for  the  purpose  of  putting  something 
which  was  not  the  warranty  at  the  time,  I  do  not 
say  whether  or  not  we  ought  to  allow  the  defence 
to  be  set  up.  The  only  point  which  I  decide  is 
that  this  seotioa  is  a  procedure  section  amending 
the  original  sect.  26,  giving  certain  protection  to 
prosecutors,  and  giving  oertein  rights  to  the  person 
who  is  called  in  by  virtue  of  the  warranty. 
Sect.  26  saya  that  if  the  defendant  proves  to  the 
satiedaotion  of  the  justices  that  he  purchased  the 
article  as  the  same  in  nature  and  substance,  with 
a  written  warranty  to  that  eff  act,  and  he  had  no 
reason  to  believe  it  to  be  otherwise,  and  that  he 
sold  it  in  the  same  state,  he  is  discharged,  but  he 
shall  be  liable  to  pay  Uie  costs  incurred  by  the 
prosecutor,  unless  he  shall  have  -given  due  notice 
that  he  will  rely  upon  that  defence.  That  left  it  to  a 
certain  extent  in  doubt  as  to  what  the  prosecutor 
was  to  be  told.  Then  came  sect.  20,  which 
undoubtedly  was  partlv  framed  on  sect.  7  of  the 
Margarine  Act,  which  nad  provided  that  a  person 
shomd  also  be  allowed  to  set  up  a  written 
warranty  or  invoice.  The  words,  "or  invoice," 
came  from  that,  and  there  are  cases  in  which  the 
warranty  is  only  to  be  implied  from  the  invoice. 
Therefore,  when  the  Legislature  came  to  amend 
the  Act,  they  had  to  desiwith  the  first  Act,  which 
spoke  of  a  warranty,  and  the  second  Act,  which 
q>oke  of  a  warranty  or  invoice.  The  section  says : 
"  A  warranty  or  invoice  shall  not  be  available  as  a 
defence"  unless  the  defendant  has  sent  to  the 
purchaser  a  copy  of  such  warranty  or  invoice, 
with  a  written  notice  stating  that  he  intends  to 
rely  upon  the  warranty  or  mvoioe.  The  reason 
the  words,  "  or  invoice,  are  added  in  that  section 
was  because  in  the  beginning  of  the  section  they 
sud,  "  warranty  or  invoice  shall  not  be  av&ilable," 
and,  to  construe  the  section  reasonably,  ^t  means 
that,  if  you  rely  on  a  warranty  under  sect.  26, 
you  should  send  a  copy  of  the  warranty ;  if  yon 


rely  on  an  invoice  you  should  send  a  copy  of  the 
invoice.    But  I  can  only  repeat  that  which  I  said 
in  Bacon  v.  CiiUow  Park  Dairy  Company  (87  L.  T. 
Bep.  70),  and  the  argument  in  this  case  has  not 
made  me  think  that  I  went  too  far — ^that  the 
sectaon  meant  a  copy  of  that  which  entiUed  the 
defendant  to  believe  that  the  article  was  the  same 
in  nature,  substance,  and  quality  as  that  which  ia 
to  be  sent,  and  prima  facie  it  means  a  copy  of  the 
terms  of  the  warranty  on  which  the  defendant 
bought    I  have  never  said  anything,  to  my  know- 
ledge, to  indicate  that  I  do  not  think  the  warranty 
ongnt  not  to  be  in  writing.    On  the  contrary,  I 
pointed  out  in  Bacon's  case  and  another    case 
which  is  referred  to  there,  that  under  sect.  26,  and' 
under  all  the  sections,  the  warranty  must  be  in 
writing.    The  whole  point  there  was,  the  warranty 
being  "pure  milk,  with   all  its  cream,"  which 
words  were  put  on  each  chum,  and  were  given 
in  pursuance  of  a  verbal   contract,  I  held  that 
the  previous  contract  to  give  the  warranty  need 
not  be  in  writing,  but  the  warranty  itself  under 
which  the  goods  were  bought  must  be  in  writing. 
I  have  heard  nothing  to-day  to   the  contrary,, 
and    I    certainly    now    do    not    entertain    any 
opinion  to  the  contrary.     Now,  what  happened 
in  this  case  ?    I  think  the  defendant  may  be  quite 
entitied  to  say :   I  did  buy  these  goods  on  the 
terms  of  the  written  warranty,  bat  whether  that 
involved  both  documents  or  only  one  I  express  no 
opinion  about.    I  only  say  he  may  be  entitied  to 
say,  when  the  case  comes  to  be  dealt  with,  that  the 
only  warranty  may  be  that  on  which  the  goods 
were  bought,  and  which  contained  the  first  words : 
"We  guarantee  all  batters   sold  by  us   to    be 
absolutely  pare."    At  present  I  have  not  been 
able  to  understand,  and  I  have  read  the  section  as 
carefully  as  I  can,  the  subsequent  part,  which 
contains  the  words :  "  Guaranteed  pure  butter,  in 
accordance  with  the  3rd  and  7th  sections  of  the 
Margarine  Act  1877."    I  do  not  understand  they 
add  anything  at  all  to  the  words  "absolutdy 
pure."    Therafore  I  view  this  case  as  a  case  ai 
any  rate  in  which,  even  if  you  take  the  two  sete 
of  words  together,  the  warranty  was  exaoUy  the 
same,  and  it  ia  not  suggested  there  was  any  fraud 
here,  or  that  the  defendant  did  not  mean  to  set 
up  the  warranty.    What  has  he  said  P    He  has 
told  the  prosecutor  from  whom  he  bought  the 
butter  Uiat  he  bought  it  under  a  warranty.    That 
waa  this  warranty:  "We  guarantee  all  buttera 
aold   by   us   to  be  absolutely  pare."     And  he 
meant     also     to     rely    upon     the    warranty  i 
"  Guaranteed  pure   batter,    in    accordance  with 
the  3rd  and    7th    sections   of    the    Margarine 
Act  1887."    The  ground  of  my  decision  is  that 
the   magistrates   oucrht    not  as  a    preliminary 
objection  to  decide  uie  point  as  to  what  was  the 
warranty  under  which  the  goods  were  sold.    They 
have  got  to  deal  with  it  when  they  come  to  the 
substantive  defence  under  the  26th  section  of  the; 
Act  of  1876  and  the  20di  section  of  the  Act  of 
1899,  where  it  speaks  about  the  article  being  the ' 
same  in  nature,  substance,  and  quality.  Then  there 
might  be  a  case  for  the  determination  by  the 
magistrates.    A  point  was  made  by  Mr.  J^wart 
which  I  certainly  was  unable  to  follow,  when  he 
was  contending  that  the  invoice  ought  to  have 
been  sent  as  well.    He  said  the  jastices  should 
have  found  the  batter  was  Listowel  Roses.    I 
desire  to  point  out  not  one  single  word  in  this 
case  has  been  proved  directly  or  indirecUy  as  to 
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Liatowel  Roses  giving  any  information  for  the 
purposes  of  a  warranty,  and  I  uannot  help  think- 
ing that  is  an  argument  introduced  to  meet  a  case 
that  oertainlywaa  never  made  in  the  court  below. 
I  dome  to  the  point  which  waa  taken,  and  which 
certainly  aeema  to  me  the  beat  argument  pro- 
ceeded upon,  a  point  which  developed  in  the 
coarse  of  the  oaae  and  which  was  not  the  point 
the  prcflecntor  originally  desired  to  take.  Before 
the  oaae  was  opened  the  prosecutor  said,  that  the 
lettcnr  of  the  2nd  Nov.  did  not  comply  with  the 
requirements  as  to  sending  a  copy  of  such 
warranty  or  a  copy  of  such  invoices.  I  pointed 
cut,  and  I  cannot  repeat  myself,  that  a  "  copy  ot 
warranty  "  means  copy  of  warranty,  and  "  a  copy 
of  invoice  "  means  "  a  copy  of  invoice."  Then  at 
the  close  of  the  case  the  prosecutor  contended 
again  it  was  Hot  a'  proper  invoice,  because  it 
was  not  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  ijie  notice  or 
warranty  relating  to  the  purchase,  and  then 
that  the  copy  was  not  a  correct  copy,  because 
it  indnded  words  of  warranty  which  were  not 
upon  the  original  invoice  at  the  time  the  property 
in:  the  goods  passed.  If  those  additional  words 
did  not  form  part  of  the  contract,  did  not  form 
part  of  the  warranty,  or  if  they  added  something, 
than  when  the.  magistrates  come  to  deal  with  this 
case  the;  will  have  to  say  whether  the  goods  were 
not  bought  with  these  additional  wo^s,  bat  I 
cannot  uunt  it  right,  nnder  the  20th  section,  that  a 
man  cannot  bond  fide  set  up  the  defence  nnder  the 
section  on  giving  a  fall  copy  of  what  he  intends  to 
rely  upon,  or  that  he  is  not  then  entitled  to  open 
that  disfegace,  especially  as  snb-sect.  2  of  the  same 
section  allows,  the  person  to  come  and  give 
evidence.  I  think,  therefore,  the  magistrates 
ought  to.. have  heard  the  case  on  the  warranty 
beiore  tbv  decided  it. 

Wills,  J. — ^I  have  come  with  some  hesitation  to 
the  same  oonclusion,  and  my  concurrence  in 
the  judgment  which  has  been  delivered  is  upon 
the  ground  that  1  think  sect.  20  of  the  Act  of 
1899,  which  requires  a  copy  of  the  warranty  to  be 
delivered  to  the  oomplainant,  did  not  mean  to  say 
that  nnder  all  circumstances  the  warranty  mast 
be  correctly  set  out  when  there  is  room  for  the 
contention  as  to  what  the  warran^  actually  was 
undmr  which  the  goods  were  sold.  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  maay  cases  to  say  that  woald  deprive  the 
defendant  of  a  perfectly  g;ood  defence,  becaase  he 
might  be  wrong  in  his  construction  of  what  the 
warranty  actoEuly  was.  I  think  the  Act  did  not 
mean  to  deprive  him  of  the  power  of  saying  that 
in  his  view  and  intention  upon  the  evidence 
the  warranty  was  sach  as  he  had  set  out  in  his 
copy,  although  it  pnight  prove  to  be  erroneous 
when  the  matter  came  to  be  contested.  Of 
course  I  assume  for  the  purpose  of  anything  I 
am  saying  that  what  has  been  done  is  bond  fide, 
it  it  is  not  bona  fide  then  cadet  quwatio.  Nobody 
feels  more  strongly  than  I  do  that  it  would  never 
do  to  say  or  do  anything  which  should  enoourage 
a  person  who  hasboaght  under  a  warranty  to 
improve  that  warranty  for  the  purpose  of  stopping 
a  proseoution,  because  it  might  very  well  be  that 
if  he  were  at  liberty  to  add  terms  which  he  alleged 
were  part  of  the  original  warranty,  which  at  the 
time  were  not  in  writing,  it  might  very  well  be 
if  he  had  added  the  words  it  would  stop  the 
prosecution,  where  if  he  had  simply  given  a  copy 
of  that  which  was  in  existence  at  the  time  tne 
article  was  bought  it  would  not  have  had  that 


,  effect.  If  anything  of  that  kind  could  possibly 
be  the  case,  then  I  should  say  the  Aot  certainly, 
was  not  complied  with.  In  thi^  case  the  added 
words  have  reaUJ  added  nothing,  and  therefore 
the  substance  and  eifeot  of  the  warranty  is  per- 
fectly ^mly  set  out  in  that  which  is  said  to  be  a 
oopy.  As  lo9g  as  the  added  matter  really  -  added 
.  nothing  to  the  sense,  it  certainly  is  not  open  to 
'  any  of  the  objections  which  I  have  pointed  oat, 
and  which  I  feel  fully  the  force  of,  and  in  a  proper 
.case  would  be  prepared  to  give  full  effect  to. 
Therefore  it  comes  to  this,  that  the  case  most  aot 
be  stopped,  the  magistrates  most  inquine  what 
the  warranty  was  nnder  which  the  goods  were 
sold,  and  whether  the  man  has  bought  them  apon 
the  warranty  which  he '  represente.  If  he  has 
bought  them  upon  a  written  warranty,  which  is 
.to  ul  intento  and  purposes  exactly  tbo  same,! 
do  not  see  that  any  harm  has  been  done  "by  tjie 
addition  of  [the  words  —  namely,  the  'ad^tion. 
which  is  oompluned  of  here.  It  will  remain 
for  the  magistrates  to  inqoire,  under  secti  25, 
whether  the  actual  written  warranty  under 
which  the  goods  were  bought  is  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient one ;  Whether  it.  comes  up  to  the  terms'  of 
sect.  25. 

Kennedt,  J. — I  think  this  is  a  diffiodlt  case, 
and  I  share  my  brother  Wills'  feeling  that  it  is  a 
case  which  certainly  the  magistrates,  in  my  view, 
should  not  take  it  ^at  we  are  deciding  any 
question  of  law  as  to  tiie  sufficiency  either  of  the 
document  as  it  stood  before  the  alteration  or  of 
the  document  aa  it  stood  after  the  addition  of  the 
words,  iir.  Avoiy,  in  the  course  of  the  atga- 
ment.  seemed  to  indicate  that  he  was  prepsrod 
to  contend  that  it  would  oe  sufficient  that  there 
was  a  contract,  oral  or  not,  in  the  original 
document,  in  tiiie  nature  of  a  warranty  after  the 
delivery  of  the  goods,  apon  which  the  question 
arose  for  proseoution  after  tl^e  sale.  As  &r  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  am  not  bonnd  to  oonrider  any  of 
those  points,  nor  is  my  Lord  or  my  brother  Wills, 
but  what  I  do  think  is  the  right  view  to  come  to  is 
to  take  a  li^rsl  construction  of  a  statate  which  is, 
after  all,  intended  to  prescribe  a  necessary  for- 
mality, of  course  to  bie  honestly  obsw-ved  and 
fairly  observed ;  and  that  is,  that  there  is  to  be  a 
copy  of  the  invoice  or  warranty  sent.  Here  a 
document  was  sent  which,  as  it  stands,  may  °be 
alleged  (I  will  say  no  more,  because  the  matter  is 
still  oi>en)  to  contain  that  which  is  a  warranty 
plus  something  which  oannot  come.  Within  the 
fair  meaning  of  the  statute,  under  the  title  of 
warranty,  something  that  has  been  a  dead  letter. 
The  recipient,  therefore,  has  got  a  oopy  of  the 
warranty.  He  has  got  something  there  which  is 
said  also  to  be  a  part  of  the  warranty,  bat  which 
may  not  be,  according  to  the  law,  a  part  of  the 
warranty,  or  to  be  trmted  as  such.  It  is  clear  in 
some  cases  that  a  difficult  point  may  arise,  and 
even  with  good  faith,  on  a  warranty  which  is  sent 
which  may  be  different  from  the  thing  which  is 
proved  in  court  when  lawyers  come  to  handle  it, 
and  where  the  recipient,  without  any  aathority  on 
the  part  of  the  other  party,  has  oonadered  it 
entirely  differently.  I  can  conceive  such  a  case 
arising  on  correspondence,  and  I  agree  that  when 
the  case  arises  it  will  have  to  be  considered.  I 
should  not  feel  myself  bound  by  this  particular 
document  of  to-day.  Suppose,  for  a  moment, 
interlaced  with  words  which  a  lawyer  would  find 
to  have  been  given  as  a  warranty,  there  were 
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words   which    materially   altered,  enlarged,  or 
amplified  the  docnment,  and  it  was  hdd  not  to  be 
a  oopy,  becanse  it  contained  differently  the  words 
of  warranty,  that  might  lead  to  a  case  to  be 
argued.    So  also  with  other  clauses    or   words 
which  made  the  real  warranty  a  very  different  one 
to  that  set  out.    I  think  the  difficulty  is  in  draw- 
ing the  line,  bat  here  I  do  not  think  we  should 
express  what  onsht  to  be  held  as  a  matter  of 
opinion,  or  someuiing  in  the  nature  of  an  intima- 
tion.   Therefore  I  think  the  case  will  have  to  go 
.  bade. '  It  will  be  recollected  the  magistrates  put  m 
their  case : ' '  We  were  of  opinion  that  the  appellant 
had  proved  what  would  have  been  a  good  warranty 
had  it  been  aTailable  as  a  defence,  but  being  also 
of 'Ofnnion  that  the  letter  of  the  2nd  Nov.  was  not 
a  good  notice  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  20  of 
the  food  and  Drugs  Act  1899,  we  considered  that 
the  appellant  was  debarred  from  relying  upon  it 
as  ft' defence,  and  we  accordingly  convict^  the 
a|q>eUaat  npon  the  said  information,  and  fined 
him  as  statM."    In  other  words,  as  my  Lord  has 
said,  they  stopped  at  the  point  when  they  found 
tiienselTes,  as  they  thought,  faced  with  a  good 
teohnioal  objection  to  the  words,  "  Copy  oi  the 
invoice  or  warranty."    I  think  in  this  partionlar 
case  there  was  that  which  ought  here  to  be  con- 
sidered, but,  after  all,  these  things  are  to  be 
dealt'with  on  the  merits,  and  with  as  little  tech- 
nicality' as  possible.    I  think  the  justices  were 
wrong,  and  this  case  must  go  back. 

Judgment  aeeordingly. 
Solicitors :  Nieol,  Son,  and  Jones,  for  PiekBtone 
and  Janet,  Badcliffe ;  W.  H.  Wilton,  Preston. 


May  5  and  6. 

(Before  Lord  Alysbstoni!,  C.J.,  Wills  and 
Kenhbdy,  JJ.). 

Tewkbsbubt  Gvabdianb  v.  Bibminoham 

GUABDIASS.  (a) 

Poor  law — Removal  of  pauper— Settlement — Mar- 
ried woman — Hutband  having  no  settleTnent — 
Derivative  setiUment — Divided  Parishes   and 
Poor  Law  Amendmmt  Act  1876  (39  £  40  Viet. 
c  61), «.  35. 
A  patmer  and  her  husband,  who  was  a  foreigner 
with  no  seUlement,  eame  to  reside  in  the  parish 
of  Birmingham  in  Jan.  1901,  and  resided  there 
untU  June   1901,  when  the  htisband  went  to 
America  with  no  intention  of  deserting  hit  wife, 
and  with  the  intention  of  returning.    The  wife 
and  her  ehildren  eoniinued  to  reside  in  the 
parish  of  Birmi7^gham  until  March  1902,  when 
they  went  into  the  workhottse. 
Held,  that  the  pauper  and  her  children,  who  were 
all  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  losre  irremov- 
able from  the  parish  of  Birmingham. 
Cass  stated  by  the  Kecorder  of  Birmingham'  on 
an  appeal  against  an  order  dated  the  Std  Sept. 
1902  for  the  removal  from  the  parish  of  Birming- 
ham to  the  parish  of  Bredon,  in  the  Tewkes- 
bury Union,  of  Alice  Alinquvist  and  her  foor 
chUdren. 

The  panper  Alice  Alinqnvistis  the  wife  of  Charles 
Alinqnvis^  a  foreigner  with  no  settlement  of  his 
own.    They  were  married  on  the  6th  July  1890, 

(a)  Beportad  by  W.  Dl:  E.  Hibbkrt,  Xiq.,  B«rTiiter-»t-Ltw. 


and  the  children  are  the  lawful  issue  of  the 
panper  and  Charles  Alinqavist,  and  are  all  of 
them  nnder  the  age  of  sixteen  years.  Doris  was 
bom  in  Ang.  1892  in  America.  Bose  was  born 
on  the  5th  Jan.  1898  in  the  parish  of  West  Broin- 
wich.  Herbert  was  born  on  the  17th  Oct.  1899 
in  the  parish  of  West  Bromwich,  and  Charles 
was  bom  on  the  26th  April  1902  in  the  workhouse 
infirmary  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham. 

The  pauper  Alice  and  her  husband  came  to 
reside  in  the  parish  of  Birmingham  in  Jon.  1901, 
and  continuedso  to  reside  in  that  parish  of  Bimungf 
ham  until  the  20th  June  1901,  when  the  hnsband 
went  to  America  to  work  for  his  brother-in-law, 
intending  to  send  for  his  wife  and  children  when 
he  got  settled. 

The  panper  Alice  heard  from  him  several  times, 
but  he  said  he  was  not  able  to  t;et  work,  and  had 
made  up  his  mind  to  return  to  England.  He  had 
not  returned  at  the  date  of  the  oi^er  of  removal, 
but  the  recorder  found  as  a  fact  bhat  he  diA 
not  desert  his  wife,  and  that  he  had  the  intention 
of  returning. 

From  the  20th  June  1901  the  panper  Alice, 
with  her  three  older  children,  continaed  to  reside 
in  the  parish  of  Birmingham  until  the  27th 
March  1902,  when  she  removed  with,  them  to  the 
Birmingham  Workhouse,  where  she  was  confined 
of  her  youngest  child  on  the  26th  April  1902. 
She  remained  there  till  the  19th  Sept.  1902,  when 
she  went  out  with  all  her  children,  and  has  not 
returned. 

The  panper  Alice  was  bom  in  1869,  and  is  the 
lawful  daughter  of  Robert  Warner,  who,  at  the 
time  the  panper  attained  the  age  of  sixteoa  years, 
had  obtained  a  settlement  by  residence  in  the 
parish  of  Bredon,  in  the  Tewkesbury  Union. 

It  was  contended  for  the  appellants  that  the 
pau^r  alien  was  irremovable  by  reason  of  her 
oontmnous  residence  in  Birmingham  for  more 
than  one  year  previously  to  her  Incoming  charge- 
able, notwithstending  the  tmuporary  absence  of 
her  husbaad,  and  that  the  ease  of  Beg.  t.  St. 
George'8-in.the-East  (22  L.  T.  Bep.  440 ;  L.  Bep. 
5  Q.  B.  364)  was  in  point. 

It  was  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
appellants  that  by  39  &  40  Vict.  c.  61,  s.  35,  all 
derivative  settlements  were  abolished,  except  in 
the  case  of  a  wife  from  her  husband,  and  of  a 
child  nnder  the  age  of  sixteen  from  its  father  or 
widowed  mother,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  that  the 
hnsband  of  the  pauper  Alice,  having  no  settle- 
mnnt  she  was  irremovable ;  also  that  with  regard 
to  the  children  there  was  no  derivative  or  other 
settlement  which  they  could  take,  inasmuch  as 
their  father  had  no  settlement  and  their  mother 
was  not  a  widow. 

It  was  contended  for  the  res^ndents  that 
there  was  a  break  in  the  residence  of  the 
husband  when  he  left  for  America  on  the  20th 
June  1901,  and  that  the  period  of  residence  of  the 

Sauper  Alice  with  her  hnsband,  prior  to  his 
eparture,  could  not  be  added  to  her  residence 
after  his  departure,  so  as  to  make  up  the  full  year 
of  residence  necessary  for  her  to  have  acquired  a 
status  of  irremovability.  It  was  also  contended 
on  behalf  of  the  respondents  that  by  39  &  40 
Yict.  o.  61,  B.  35,  inasmuch  as  the  husband  had  no 
settlement,  the  wife  became  removable  to  the 
place  of  her  maiden  settlement  in  the  Tewkesbniy 
IJnion  derived  from  her  father,  and  that  with 
regard  to  the  children,  as  there  was  no  settlement 
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which  they  oonld  derive  from  their  father,  thej 
acquired  the  settlement  of  their  mother,  and 
were  also  removahle  with  her  to  the  Tewkeabury 
.Union. 

The  recorder  was  of  opinion  that  in  the  circam- 
stance*  aforesaid  the  paaper  Alice  was  irremov- 
able from  the  parish  of  Birmingham  by  reason 
of  her  continuous  residence  there  for  more  than 
one  year  prior  and  up  to  the  date  of  the  order  of 
removal,  and  he  adopted  the  reasoning;  of  the 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  8t.  George't-in. 
the.Ea$i  (22  L.  T.  Kep.  440 ;  L.  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  364) 
as  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

Bj6  also  considered  that  S9  &  40  Yiot  c.  61, 
B.  35,  was  a  bar  to  the  settinK  up  of  a  derivative 
aettlemeiit  of  the  paaper  AUoe  froqi  her  father : 
(aoe  Beg.  V.  Ov<frdian»  of  Bridgnorth.  (48  L.  T. 
Bep.  60O;  11  Q.  B.  Div.  314).. 

Be  acoordinely  held  that  neither  the  allied 
settlement  of  the  mother  nor  of  the  children  had 
been  made  out,  and  he  allowed  the  appeal  with 
costs,  and  quashed  the  order  of  removal. 

The  questions  for  tiie  opinion  of  the  court  were 
as  follows :  (1)  was  the  pauper  Alice  Alinquvist, 
at  the  time  the  order  of  removal  was  made,  irre- 
movable from  the  parish  of  Birmingham;  (2)  if 
not,  was  the  pauper  Alice  AUoqavist  or  were  any 
of  her  children  properly  removable  to  the  Tewkes- 
bury Union  P 

By  the  Poor  Removal  Act  1846  (9  &  10  Yiot. 
c.  66),  8.1: 

Wlianaa  it  is  expedient  that  the  laws  relating  to  the 
removal  of  the  poor  shoald  be  amended :  Be  it  enacted 
that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  tbia  Aot  no  person 
shall  be  removed,  nor  ehiiU  any  warrant  be  granted  for 
the  removal  of  any  person  from  an;  parish  in  whioh 
snob  person  shall  have  redded  for  [one  yeai]  next  before 
the  applieation  for  the  warrant ;  provided  always  that 
the  time  dnring  whioh  snoh  panon  shall  be  a  prisoner  in 
a  prison  or  shajl  be  serving  Her  Hajeaty  as  a  soldier, 
marine,  or  sailor,  or  reside  as  an  in-pensioner  in  Oreen- 
wioh  or  Chelsea  Hospitala,  or  shall  be  oonflned  in  a 
lunatic  asylnm,  or  honae  dnly  lioensed,  or  hospital 
registered  for  the  reoeptian  of  lanatios,  or  as  a  patient 
in  a  hospital,  or  dming  whioh  any  snob  person  shsll 
receive  relief  from  any  parish,  or  shall  be  wholly  or  in 
part  maintained  by  any  rata  or  snbsoription  raised  in  a 
parish  in  whioh  snch  person  does  not  reside,  not  being  a 
bond  fide  oharitable  gift,  shall,  for  all  purposes,  bs 
exoluded  in  the  oompntation  of  time  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  that  the  removal  of  a  paaper  Innatia  to  a 
Innatio  asylnm  nnder  the  provisions  of  any  Act  relatiog 
to  the  maintenanoe  and  oars  of  panper  Innatios  shall  not 
be  deemed  a  removal  within  the  meaning  of  this  Aot ; 
.    .    .     [here  followed  a  proviso.] 

By  the  Poor  B«moTal  Act  1848  (11  &  12  Yiot. 
o.  Ill),  8. 1 : 

Whereas  by  an  Aot  passed  in  the  10th  year  of  the 
reign  of  Her  Majesty,  intitnled,  &o.  (reoiting  9  &  10 
Yiot.  o.  66,  s.  1),  and  whereas  by  reason  of  the  generality 
of  the  expressions  osed  in  the  last  proviso,  donbts  are 
entertained  as  to  the  meaning  thereof,  and  it  is  desirable 
to  remove  such  donbts:  Be  it  therefore  enaoted  that 
the  said  last  proviso  be  repealed,  and  that  instead 
thereof  the  f  ollawing  be  enaoted :  provided  always  tiliat 
whenever  any  person  shonld  have  a  wife  or  ohildren 
having  no  other  settlement  than  his  or  Iier  own  snoh 
wife  and  children  shonld  be  removable  from  any  parish  or 
place  from  whioh  he  or  she  wonld  be  removable  notwith- 
standing any  provision  of  the  said  recited  Aot,  and 
shonld  not  be  removable  from  any  parish  or  place  from 
whioh  he  or  she  would  not  be  removable  by  reason  of 
any  provision  in  the  said  recited  Act. 


By  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act  1876  (39  i  40  Vict.  c.  61),  s.  35  : 

No  psrson  shall  be  deemed  to  have  derived  a  settle- 
ment  from  any  other  person,  whether  by  parentage, 
estate,  or  otherwise,  except  in  the  ease  of  a  wife  from 
her  hnsbsnd,  and  in  the  case  of  a  child  nnder  the  age  of 
sixteen,  whioh  child  shall  take  the  settlement  of  its 
father  or  its  widowed  mother,  as  the  case  may  be,  up  to 
that  age,  and  shall  retain  the  settlement  so  taken  nntO 
it  shall  acqaire  another.  An  illegitimate  child  shall 
retain  the  settlement  of  its  mother  nntil  snch  ohild 
scqnites  another  settlement.  If  any  ohild  in  this  sactiaii  , 
mentioned  shall  not  have  acquired  a  settlement  for 
itself,  or  being  a  female  shall  not  have  derived  a  settle- 
ment from  her  hnsbaad,  and  it  cannot  be  shown  what 
settlement  snoh  ohUd  or  female  derived  from  the  parent, 
without  inquiring  into  the  derivative  settlement  at  sooh, 
parents,  snoh  oUId  or  female  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
settled  in  the  parish  in  which  he  or  she  was  bom. 

Pritehett  {Maemmran,  K.G.  with  him)  for  the 
Birmingham  Guardians. — The  question  raised 
here  is  whether  the  pauper  Alice  was  irremovable 
from  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  she  bcong  a 
married  woman  whose  husband  was  a  for^gner, 
and  had  no  settlement,  such  husband  having  left 
her  with  an  intention  to  return.  Since  her 
husband  left  her  the  panper  has  not  resided  for  a 
sufficient  time  to  give  her  a  status  of  irremov- 
bility,  but  the  learned  recorder  baa  added  two 
periods  to  give  her  that  status,  namely,  the  time 
before  the  husband  left  and  the  time  uter  he  left 
until  she  became  chargeable  to  the  union.  The 
learned  recorder  based  his  decision  on  tho  reaaon- 
in  Beg.  v.  8t.  George's-in-the-East  (22  L.  T.  Bep. 
440 ;  L.  Bep.  5  Q.  B.  364)  as  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  In  that  case  a  panper,  having  a 
maiden  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Limehouae, 
had  resided  for  more  than  a  year  in  the  parish  of 
St.  George,  and  married  a  foreign  sailor  who  had 
no  settlement.  They  resided  together  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Geoive  until  the  husband  left, 
intending  to  return,  but  having  made  no  provimoa 
for  the  pauper's  maintenance.  She  continued  to 
reside  in  the  parish  of  St.  George  and  became 
chargeable,  but  the  husband  had  not  resided 
one  year  in  this  parish.  It  was  there  hdd 
that  the  pauper  was  irremovable  from  St- 
George's  parish  by  reason  of  the  oontinaous 
residence  before  and  during  marriage,  and 
that  she  was  not  affected  by  the  proviso  in 
the  Poor  Bemoval  Aot  1848  (11  i  12  Yiot.c.  111). 
Beg.  V.  8t,  Oeorge's-in-the-East  (sup.)  has  been 
overruled  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Medtcay 
Union  v.  Bedminster  Union  (61  L.  T.  B^.  733; 
14  App.  Gas.  465).  In  that  case  the  hosbond  of 
a  pauper  had  resided  in  a  parish  within  the 
Meidway  Union  for  more  than  three  years  before 
his  death,  and  after  his  death  she  continued  to 
reside  with  her  children  in  the  same  parish  for 
three  months.  She  and  her  children  subsequently 
became  chargeable  to  the  Bedminster  Union, 
and  it  was  there  held  that  the  widow  and  children 
were  rightly  removed  into  the  Medway  Union,  as 
her  husband  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  settle- 
ment in  that  union,  and  that  the  widow  and 
children  took  that  settiement  under  sect.  35  of 
the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Aot  1876,  but  not  on  the  ground  that  the  widow 
bad  acquired  an  orig^al  settlement  by  residence 
in  that  union.  The  view  of  Lopes,  L  J.  as  to 
sect.  34  of  the  Act  of  1876  where  he  said  (61 
L.  T.  R<»p.,  at  p.  36;  21  Q.  B.  Div,,  at  p.  283): 
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"  The  important  question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  words  '  any  person '  in  sect.  34.  I  think  tiiej 
mean  persons  tui  juris  who  are  capable  of 
acquiring  a  settlement  or  status  of  irremov- 
ability for  themselves,  and  do  not  include  un- 
emancipated  women  and  children  under  covertures. 
.  .  .  During  his  life  she  cannot  do  anything 
to  acquire  a  status  of  irremovability  in  her  own 
right  or  a  settlement,  but  her  status  and  settle- 
ment follows  and  changes  with  his,"  is  approved 
by  Lord  Watson  in  the  House  of  Lords,  who  savs  : 
.  « I  am  of  opinion  with  Lopes,  L. J.  that  the  father 
having  at  the  time  of  hia  death  acquired  a  settle- 
ment under  sect  34,  his  widow  and  children  took 
his  settlement  under  sect.  35."  That  case  in  the 
House  of  Lords  shows  that  a  wife  living  with  her 
husband  who  has  an  original  settlement,  has  not 
during  the  subsistence  of  her  derivative  settle- 
ment from  him  the  capacity  to  acquire  by  resi- 
dence another  settlement  of  the  same  quality  and 
in  the  same  parish.  Break  of  residence  by  the 
husband  is  also  a  break  of  residence  by  the  wife, 
although  the  wife  remains  resident  in  the  union, 
and  the  period  she  has  resided  as  a  wife  cannot 
in  such  a  case  be  added  to  the  residence  as  a 
widow : 

Beg.  V.  Uaneliy,  17  Q.  B.  40 ; 

Beg.  T.  Matuiheiter  Ooeneerg,  45  L.  T.  Ksp.  679 ; 
8  Q.  B.  Div.  50. 

In  order  for  there  to  be  a  break  of  residence  there 
need  not  be  any  intention  to  desert,  but  where  a 
husband  has  no  settlement,  or  if  he  has  abandoned 
hia  wife  or  is  absent  when  she  becomes  chargeable, 
she  may  be  removed  to  her  maiden  sectlemsnt. 
He  referred  to 

Seg.  V.  St.  Mary-le-bone,  16  Q.  B.  352. 

Here  there  has  been  a  break  of  residence,  and  so 
the  two  periods  of  residence  cannot  be  added 
tc^ther.  The  wife,  therefore,  has  acquired  no 
status  of  irremovability,  and  is  tbrovn  back  on 
her  maiden  settlement.    He  referred  to 

Rex  V.  Byton,  C»ld.  39  ; 
Beg.  V.  8t.  Mary-le-bone,  16  Q.  B.  353 ; 
Poor  Bemoyal  Act  1846  (9  It,  10  Viok.  o.  66),  s.  1 ; 
Poor  Bemoval  Aot  1848  (11  &  12  Viot.  c.  Ill),  •.  1. 
Divided  Paiiahee  and  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act 
1876  (39  &  40  Viot  o.  61),  s.35. 

It  is  true  that  in  Bsg.  v.  Bridgnorth  (11  Q.  B. 
Div.  314,  S.C.  Madeley  Union  v.  Bridgnorth  Union 
(48  L.  T.  Bep.  600),  it  was  held  that  in  deter- 
mining the  settlement  of  a  wife  or  child  you 
ooold  not  go  beyond  the  husband  or  the  father  of 
the  peraon  to  be  removed,  but  that  case  was 
treated  as  overruled  by  Beigate  Union  v.  Croydon 
Union  (61  L.  T.  Bep.  733 ;  14  App.  Cas.  465),  and 
the  law  on  this  point  is  that  laid  down  in  West 
Ham  Uninn  v.  8t.  Oilet-in-the-Fieldi  (63  L.  T.  Bep. 
496 ;  25  Q.  B.  Div.  272).  This  being  so,  the  order 
of  removul  of  the  pauper  and  her  children  was 
rightly  made,  as  the  husband  having  no  settle- 
ment the  wife  was  properly  removable  to  her 
maiden  settlement  which  she  got  from  her  father. 
As  the  children  could  not  acquire  any  settlement 
from  their  father,  they  acquired  their  mother's 
settlement,  and  so  would  have  to  be  removed  with 
her.    He  also  referred  to 

Vorchetter   Union  v.  Poplar  Union,  59  L.  T.  Bep. 

687  ;  21  Q.  B.  Div.  88  ; 
Jiilford  Union  v.  Wayland   Union,  63  L.  T.  Rep. 

299;2SQ.B.  Div.  164. 


B.  Cunningham  Glen  for  the  Tewkesbury  Ouar- 
dians. — The  case  here  turns  on  status  of  irremova- 
bility, and  not  on  any  question  of  settlement. 
Sect.  34  of  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  1876  deals  with  settlement  made 
up  by  irremovability.  Turning  to  sect.  35,  that 
section  deals  with  settlement,  and  not  with 
irremovability  at  alL  Whichever  of  the  two 
ways  this  case  is  looked  at,  the  decision  of  the 
learned  recorder  was  right,  for  if  the  pauper  ia 
within  the  proviso  addea  by  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  Ill, 
a.  1,  to  sect.  1  of  the  Poor  Itemoval  Act  1846,  then 
the  case  of  Beg  v.  St.  Ghorge's-in.the-East  is  in 
point,  and  she  is  irremovable  from  Birmingham. 
If  she  is  not  within  that  proviso,  she  is  not 
removable,  because  her  husband,  if  he  had  been 
living  with  her,  woold  not  have  been  removable, 
and  she  is  ia  the  same  position  as  he  would  have 
been.  It  is  here  found  as  a  fact  that  the  husband 
did  not  desert  his  wife,  and  he  had  the  intention 
of  returning.  That  distiaguishes  this  case  from 
Beg.  V.  St.  Marylebone  {sup.)  and  Beg.  v.  LlaneU^ 
(sup.).  Residence  tor  three  years,  partly  whUe 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  and  partly  when  over 
that  age,  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient  to  give  a 
settlement  in  Highworth  and  Suoindon  Union  v. 
Westbury-on-Sevem  Union  (61  L.  T.  Bep.  733 ;  14 
App.  Cas.  465).  This  being  so,  by  analogy  the 
two  periods  of  the  pauper's  residence  can  be  added 
together,  and  in  fact,  there  has  been  no  break  in 
the  pauper's  residence,  and  she  has  acquired  a 
status  of  irremovability.  Beg.  v.  St.  Qeorge's-in- 
the-Ea$t  {tup.)  is  precisely  in  point.  He  also 
referred  to 

Beg.  V.  Olostop,  12  Q.  B.  117  ; 

B«g.  V.  Slvel,  2  E.  &  £.  266. 

West  Ham  Union  v.  Holbeach  Union,  89  L.  T.  Bep, 
609 ;  (1903)  2  K.  B.  627  ;  (1904)  2  K.  B.  121. 

Maemorran,  K.O.  in  reply. — He  referred  to 

Beg.  T.  Much  Boole,  21  L.  J.  1,  M.  C. 
West  Ham  Union  v.  Bethnal  Oreen  Union,  70  L.  T. 
Bep.  818;  (1894)  A.  C.  230. 

Lord  Alybbstonis,  G.J.  —  I  always,  I  am 
afraid,  shall  feel  the  same  diffidence  in  expressing 
an  opinion  in  these  cases.  I  repeat  what  I  said 
not  many  months  ago,  that  I  cannot  imagine  any- 
thing more  likely  to  impair  and  destroy  any 
judicial  capacities  a  man  may  possess  than  an 
endeavour  to  decide  these  pauper  removal  cases, 
and  I  hope  they  will  not  come  very  frequently  to 
this  court.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  is 
right,  and  substantially  for  the  grounds  that  the 
learned  recorder  has  stated.  Now,  we  heard  a 
most  learned  and  interesting  argument  from 
Hr.  Pritchett,  who  invited  us  to  consider  the 
principles  on  which  a  number  of  cases  have 
been  decided,  and  endeavoured  very  logically 
and  clearly  to  my  mind  to  show  that  a  good 
many  of  these  principles  had  been  destroyed, 
and  were  inconsistent  with  not  the  last  case, 
but  with  one  of  the  cases  in  the  House  of 
Lords — Medtoay  Union  v.  Bedminster  Union  (61 
L.  T.  Bep.  733 ;  14  App.  Gas.  465).  If  it  had 
been  necessary  to  follow  Mr.  Pritchett  through 
the  whole  of  that  argument,  and  to  endeavour  to 
reconcile  all  the  cases,  I  think  the  task  would 
have  been  almost  hopeless,  but  I  agree  and  I 
think  the  result  of  hia  argument  was  to  show  that 
he  was  quite  justified  in  saying  that  it  was  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  lay  down  any  rale  which  is 
consistent  with  all  the  cases.     I  doubt  myself 
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whether  for  the  purpose  of  the  deoiaion  in  this 
case  it  is  neoeasary  to  decide  whether  the  period 
during  which  a  wife  ia  living  with  her  hnahand 
can  or  cannot  be  counted  or  conaidered  for  any 
poipoaea  of  her  acquiring  a  settlement  or  status 
of  irremovabUity  in  her  own  right.  I  do  not 
think  any  case  has  gone  aa  far  as  deciding  that 
that  is  the  state  of  things.  I  do  not  think  Lopes, 
L.J.  meant  to  say  that.  I  think  what  Lopes, 
L.J.  meant  to  point  out  was  that  the  wife  was 
deriTing  or  might  have  derived  a  settlement 
throagh  her  husband,  and  that  it  was  the  question 
whether  or  not  ahe  had  derived  that  aettle- 
ment  through  her  husband,  which  was  in  one 
aenae  the  important  matter   or  might    be   the 

foveming    fact    in  that   particular   case.      All 
desire  to  say  ia  whether  it  be  right  or  wrong, 
but  I    take    it  to   be  right,   because    I  under- 
stand the  Court  of  Appear(1904)  2  K.  B.  121)  has 
affirmed  our  decision  in  Wett  Ham  Union  v.  Hoi- 
beach  Union  (89  L.  T.  Bep.  609;  (1903)2  K.  B. 
627)  that  to  a  certain  extent  that  would  seem  to 
show  that  that  principle  cannot  be  altogether 
very  strictly  applied,  and  cannot  be  appfied  as 
«tnctly  aa  mr.  Pritchett  contended  for.    If  it  be 
true  that  the  period   during  which  a  woman  is 
married  has  no  value  whatever  except  for  the 
purpose  of  conferring  upon  her  a  settlement  which 
is  that  of  her  husband,  it  seems  to  me  it  might 
hare  been  equally  w^  contended  that  the  time 
-daring  which  a  child  was  under  aixteen  would  have 
410  efcect  for  the  purpose  of  the  chUd  acquiring  a 
settlement  by  residence.    In  the  view  I  take  of 
thia  case,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that.    All  I  am  prepared  to  say  ia  that  I  do  not 
accede  to  that  part  of  Mr.  Fritchett'a  argument 
fhat  it  is  necessary  to  decide  this  case  upon.    The 
short  ground,  if  I  nlay  so  call  it,  upon  which  I 
WEuit  to  decide  this  caae  is  that  in  substance  I 
think  the  learmed  recorder  was  right  in  aaying 
that  the  principle  of  the  judgment  of  Blackburn, 
J.  in  Reg.  v.  St.  Oeorqe's-in-the-Eatt  (22  L.  T. 
:^p.  440;  L.  Bep.  5  Q.  B.  361)  applies,  and  I 
myaelf  am  not  able  to 'see  that  that  case  ia  in> 
directly,  certainly  not  directly,  overruled  by  the 
House   of   Lords.      It   is   not   referred   to   in 
-an^  of  the  judgments,  and  I  cannot  see  any- 
thing that  makes  the  reasoning  upon  this  part 
of  the  case  inconsistent  with  anything  which  the 
House  of  Lords  has  said.    The  reaaons  which  he 
givea,  and  which  I  will   not  repeat,   I  venture 
respectfully  to  adopt  as  being  to  my  mind  con- 
clusive in  a  case  where  a  husband  has  left  a  wife 
but  not  deserted  her' under  circumstances  which 
are  found  as  a  matter  of  fact   not  to  amount 
to   desertion.      When    the    husband   has    left 
the  wife  under  circnmatancea  which  are  found 
■as   a   matter'  of    fact  to   indicate    an  inten- 
tion  to  return,   and  when   the   hnahand   could 
not  be  removed — I  do  not  like  to  even  venture 
-on  the  expression  acquiring  a  status  of  irrc.i 
movability,  because  I  am  not  sure  that  that  might 
not  be  used  against  me  hereafter — I  think  Lord 
Blackburn  points  out  veiT  good  reasons  why  the 
wife  conld  not  be  removed.    That  seems  to  me  to 
be  part  of  the  reasoning  of  the  case  of  Beg.  v. 
Bt.  Oeorge'a-in-the-llast  (sup.),  which  1  adopt,  and 
which  I  respectfully  venture  to  think  is  sound. 
Had  the  husband  been  here  he  conld  not  have 
been  removed  either  before  the  twelve  months  or 
after.    Of  course,  if  he  had  been  here  for  twelve 
months  then  Lopes,  L.J.'s  judgment  would  have 


applied  directly.  The  'wife  would  then  have 
ac(}uired  what  is  called  the  status  of  irremova. 
bihty  by  virtue  of  having  resided  with  her  husband 
for  a  period  of  twelve  months,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  ought  to  find  olear,  plain,  and  distinct 
language  to  say  that  the  wife  who  has  in  fact 
resided  shall  be  removable  to  her  maiden  settle- 
ment in  a  case  in  which  a  husband  not  having 
deserted  her,  and  meaning  to  come  back,  cannot 
himself  be  removed.  I  think  it  is  pretty  plain 
that  the  wife  does  not  come  within  either  the 
original  or  the  amending  Act.  If  it  is  right' that 
the  wife  could  only  be  removed  when  the  husband 
can  be  removed,  then  the  position  is  pretty  olear. 
T  am  very  glad  to  have  ha.d  the  suggestion  of 
what  that  proviso  may  mean,  but  I  shSe  a  great 
deal  more  of  the  difBoulty  of  Lord  Blackbom. 
even  if  I  had  his  ability  to  solve  the  matter.  I 
think  that  proviso  in  the  amending  Act  is  one 
of  the  moat  incomprehensible  things  I  have  ever 
had  to  consider.  All  I  have  to  decide  in  this 
ease  is  this:  Here  the  woman  came  within  the 
enacianf^  part  of  the  1st  section;  she  doss  not 
come  within,  in  my  opinion,  the  terms  of  the 
proviso  as  I  understand  it.  Therefore  it  seems 
to  me  that  unless  it  is  neoessary  to  hold  that  Mr. 
Pritehett's  proposition  must  be  ri^t — namely, 
that  you  cannot  consider  at  all  what  has  beui 
happening  to  her  during  the  period  of  coverture 
when  she  had  been  residing  with  her  husband,  if 
it  is  nnneoessary  to  oonsider  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  husband  could  not  be  removed,  I  think  that 
those  who  claim  the  wife  should  be  removed  fail 
on  the  principle  which  Lord  Blackburn  has  laid 
down.  This  woman  having  resided  here,  there  is 
no  state  of  things  which  would  have  made  the 
husband  removable  if  he  had  been  here,  and  for 
the  present  purposes,  whether  you  call  it  irre- 
movability or  not  being  able  to  remove  him  it 
is  a  different  way  of  stating  that  which  leads  to 
the  same  result — namely,  that  the  wife  cannot 
be  removed.  I  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  order  was  right,  and,  as  I  have  said 
more  than  once,  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
recordM'  t^nka — ^navely,  that  the  principle  of 
Lord  Blackburn's  judgment  applies.  I  concur 
in  that  view,  therefore  I  think  this  appeal  mast 
be  dismissed. 

Wills,  J. — ^I  have  come  with  much  difficulty 
to  the  same  conclusion.  I  need  hardly  say  with 
much  difficulty,  because  the  legislation  upon  this 
subject  is  obscure  beyond  the  power  of  words  to 
reconcile.  Amongst  other  thing*,  we  have  to 
consider  a  proviso  which  has  been  described 
ELlready  in  judicial  decisions  as  an  example  of 
how  Ifuiguage  can  be,  used  to  conceal  meaning  ; 
and  we  have  also  to,  consider  the  31th  and  3^h 
sections  of  the  Divided  Parishes  and  Poor  Law 
Amendment  Act  of  1876,  the  35th  section  of 
which  is  a  kind  of  Chinese  puzzle,  and  is  beyond 
measure  to  intorpi;«t.  £*ortnnately,  with  regard 
to  the  interpretation  of  that  there  is  a  kind  of 
paraphrase  of  it  which  has  been  given  by  Lord 
Watson,  which  helps  one  more  than  one  is  helped 
with  regard  to  many  other  parts  of  the  enactments 

?pon  this  difficult  subject .  Indeed  it  is  admitted, 
think,  by  Mr.  Pritchett,  -with  regard  to  whose 
argument  I  wish  to  indorse  all  that  my  Lord  has 
said — so  far  as  my  judgment  is  concerned  it.  has 
been  yery  able  and  very  interesting  and  very 
thorough — that,  unless  Beg.  v.8t.  Cleorge's-in-the- 
East  (sup.)  is  overruled,  it  governs    tiiis  case. 
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'Now  I  nnderstand  the  reason  for  tappoBUig  it  is 
overmled  by  the  case  in  the  Hoose  of  Lords  of 
Medway  Union  v.-Bedmiruter  Union  {tup.)  is  that 
the  reasoning  in  Beg.y.  St.  Georye's-in-the-Ecui 
is  founded  partly  on  the  case  of  Beg.  v.  Glouop 
(12  Q.  B.  117)  and  to  some  extent  follows  the 
same  lines,  and  that  Beg.  v.  Glouop  has  been  dis- 
approved of  in  this  case  in  the  Hotise  of  Lords— 
that  is  to  say,  not  the  decision  of  Beg.  ▼.  Qlottop, 
bnt '  the  grounds  on  which  it  was  arrived  at.    It 
was  Medioay  Union  f.  Bedmituter  Union  itself  in 
which  the  decision  was  approved,  bat  the  grounda 
'  were  disappvoved  of.    If  I  thoaght '  that  Beg.  v. 
'   8t.  Qeorge  s-in-tke-Ecut  was  really  overruled  by 
'ihecase  in  the  Honse  of  Lords, of  course  I  should 
neglect  it ;  bnt  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the 
reasoning  in  the  House  of  Lol-ds  goes  so  far  as 
that.    What  was  said  about  Beg.  y.  Qlouop  was 
tfa&t  tbe  Honse  disagreed  with'  the  View  of  the 
'majorify  of  the  court  and  agreed  with  that  of 
Lopes,  L.J.     Then  when  we  come  to  see  what 
lilies,  L.J.'s  view  was,  as  explained  by  Lord 
Watson,  it  was  that  where  the  wife  has  a  deriva- 
tive settlement  from  her  husband  he  does  not 
think  the  wife  has  the  capacity  to  acquire  by 
reeidenoe  another  settlement  in  the  same  pariah. 
That  leaves  quite  luitouched  .the  present  case, 
which  is  not  a  case  where  the  wife  has  a  sub- 
sisting derivative  settlement  through  her  husband, 
and  tneretoie  -  the  view  entertained  by  the  Honse 
of  Lords  'With  regpud  to  Beg.  v.  Glotsop  does  not 
tooch  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  of  course  the 
considerations  are  also  very  different  where  the 
wife  ■  has    the   settlement    ^y   reason    of    her 
husband's  settlement  and  where  she  has  none 
by  reason    of    her   husband    having    no  settle- 
ment at  the  time  when  she  is  residing  in  the 
parish.    Under  thoSe  circumstances  we  are,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  driven  to  look  at  the  -very  words  of 
the  Act,  and  the  words  of  the  Act  are  that  she 
shall  aaqblre  the  status  of  irremovability  if  she 
has  been  resident  for  a  year  before  the  tune  she 
has  become  chargeable  within  the  parish-    It  is 
quite  true  that  in  one  sense  there  is  a  difference 
between  her  residence  before  the  husband  goes 
away,  auad  after  he  goes  away,  because  after  be 
goes  away  he  himsdf  has  broken  his  residence, 
and  therefore  she  cannot  tank  on  simply  as  a  wife 
her  residence  after  the  break  of'  her  husband  to 
that  wliich  she  had  before  the  residence  which 
'was   is    process  of  completion  before  he  went 
away,  and  she  cannot  therefore  claim  to  have 
acquired  the  status    of    irremovability  because 
her    husband    had    acquired    it'     There    is  no 
decision,  and  if  there  is  not   a  decision,  I  do 
not  see  why  we  should  make  one,  to  prevent  her 
tiaolriiig  on   the   residence   when   she    had   no 
settlemoit  by  raason  of  her  husband  not  having 
a  settlement  with   the  residence  which  she  had 
afterwards  after  her  husband  had  sone  away, 
it   is   not   at   all   like  the  case   of  the   wife 
and    'the   widow   in   which    case  it  'was   held 
that   when    the   'wife  had    the   settlement   so 
long  as   she  was  a  wife '  she  could    not  tack 
on  afterwards  the  residence  of  her  widowhood. 
The  case  is-  not  the  same,  and  inasmuch  as  it 
seems  to  me  there  is  'no  decision  which  makes  it 
im^rative   upon   us    to  say  that  she  has  not 
resided*  it  is  bettor  to  foUow  the  language  of  the 
Act,  aod  say  that  she  has  resided  for  the  neoes- 
sai7  periods    Our  late  deoisipn  in   West  Earn 
Umion  v.   Holb«aeh  Union  (*Vf.)  is  not  entirely  J 


without  its  bearing  upon  this  matter,  because  it 
does  show  that  residence  may  be  completed  for 
the  purpose  of  conferring  a  status  of  irremova- 
bility where  the  first  portion  of  it  was  under  a 
different  capacity  from  the  second,  and  .  was 
during  the  period  during  which,  there  was  a 
maternal  settlement  which  existed  in  favour  of  the 
child.  As  it  seems  to  me,  there  being  no  express 
enactment  or  decision  which  militates  against  this 
view,  the  residence  may  be  considered  as  com- 
plete within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  as  con- 
ferring t^e  privilege  of  irremovabili^.  Although 
I  follow  what  my  Lord  has  said  about  the 
husband  being,  I  will  not  say  irremovable,  but  its 
being  impossiUe  to  remove  the  husband  on  other 
grounds  if  he  were  there,  I  prefer  to  put  my 
judgment  upon  the  ground  that  I  have  put  it-— 
namely,  that  the  two  periods  may  be  tacked 
together — because  I  do  feel  that  there  is  a  very 
considerable  difficulty  between  the  position  of  a 
person  who  cannot  be  removed  because  there  is 
no  place  to  remove  him  to,  and  the  position  of 
a  person  who  otherwise  might  be  removed  and 
who  had  a  place  to  which  ha  could  otherwise  be 
removed,  but  who  has  acquired  the  protection  of 
irremovability  by  reason  of  residence.  For  these 
reasons,  impernct  as  they  axe^-l  am  ve^ 
coitsoiouB  of  that — ^I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  learned  recorder .  is  right,  and  that  the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Kbnnedy,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon 
the  facts  which  I  think  are  important,  and  which 
are  found  thus :  The  woman  is  the  wife  of  a  man 
who  has  no  settlement  of  bis  own.     The  man  has 
left  her,  not  deserted  her,  and. with  the  intention 
of  returning,  and  therefore  he  is  in  the  position 
really  in  a  sense  of  .being  treated  as  still  residing 
at  the  place.    Under  those  circumstance,  before 
she  becomes  chargeable  the  womau  is  a  married 
woman  with  her  children  who  has  resided  for  the 
statutory  period  which  would  confer,  upon  her  ' 
the  status   of   irremovability   if  she  conld  be 
treated  as  an  independent  personality.     Is  sh^ 
when  she  becomes  chargeable,  to  be  taken  away 
to  her  maiden  settlement,  which  is  the  settlement- 
of  her  father,  which  she  acquired  through  her 
father  at  Tewkesbury,  she  and  her  children,  or  is 
she  to  be  ti-eated  as  being  chargeable  to  Birming- 
ham, where  she  is  and  where  she  has  resided  for 
the  statutory  time,  and  where  she  is  the  wife  of 
a  ^an  who  has  not  deserted  her,  who. intends  to 
come  back  to  her  and  her  children,  and  who  only 
for  tbe  time  is  absent  ?    As  I  understand  it,  if 
-one  may  venture  to   hope  one  understands  the 
principle  on  which  a  great  deal  of  legislation  ha^ 
taken  place,  there  are  two  important  things  to  be 
considered — namely,  not  to  separate  husband  and 
wife  and   children  and  parents — and  one  may 
assume  that  as  far  as  possible  the  LegUlatnre 
Jias  not  consciously  brought  about  legisl^tiQi^ 
which  has  affected  those  governing  princi^esi 
Now,  what  has  happened   here  ?    The  husband 
has  'oo  settlement  oi  his  o«m ;   therafore  the 
wife    cannot    take    a     settlement     from    her 
hosband.    She  has  redded:  herself  as  a  manieA 
-woman,  it  is  trnoi  all  this   time^  which  would 
otherwise  gi-ve  hme  a  status   of   irremovabili^, 
and '  if  she   is   removed  to   the   place  of   her 
msidan  settlement  then  there   'will  be  a  grave 
question,  to  sav  qo  more,  as  to  whether  Uie  obil- 
drea.wiUJie  able  tp.folkxw  har  or  will  bephwted 
-^as4  think  .;i£r..  Pritchett  happily  jmt  it-4n 
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TariooB  spots,  and  oeitainljr  she  vill  be  separated 
from  her  huBband  because  ber  hasband  baa  no 
settlement  wbere  sbe  bad.  He  bas  no  settlement 
anywhere,  in  fact,  and  the  whole  family  would  be, 
as  it  were,  sent  floating;  about  to  the  rariouB 
points  that  they  might  be  directed  to.  Kow,  if 
the  husband  had  a  settlement  there  would  be  no 
question  as  I  understand  it.  Her  place  of  settle- 
ment would  be  his  place  of  settlement.  Bnt 
where  the  huBband  has  no  settlement  what 
happens  P  I  hare  felt  as  strongly  as  one  can  do 
justifiably,  where  there  is  a  complicated  question 
of  this  kind,  that  no  flaw  can  be   found  in  the 

J'udgment  of  the  mat  judfte,  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
nm,  as  he  was  then,  in  Beg.  ▼.  St.  Oeorge't-in- 
the-Ea$t,  and  Mr.  Pritohett  to  whom  I  desire  to 
join  in  tendering  my  humble  tribute  of  thanks 
for  bis  argument  frankly  admitted  that  unless  the 
judgment  could  be  treated  as  overruled,  the 
learned  recorder  was  perfectly  right  in  the  jndcf- 
ment  he  came  to,  and  tt  could  not  be  upset.  But 
it  was  said  that  case  was  orerruled  and  had  been 
treated  as  overruled  in  a  number  of  cases,  finally 
by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Watson  and  the  reason- 
ing in  uie  Midway  Union  t.  Bedminiier  Union.  I 
ccmfeas  myself  I  entirely  differ.  I  see  no  trace  of 
Beg.  T.  St  George' B-in-the-Ecut  having  been  over- 
ruled directly  or  indirectly  in  any  of  the  cases 
inolading  the  last.  On  tbe  contrary,  I  think  the 
point  emphasised  by  Lord  Watson  in  that  judg- 
ment, where  he  asserts  his  affirmance  of  Lopes, 
L.J.'s  view  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  pivots  on  the 
fact  that  tbe  husband  has  a  settlement,  and 
where  that  is  so  tbe  wife  follows  that  settlement, 
and  yon  must  obey  that.  That  does  not  exist 
here.  Then  can  it  be  said  that  the  Divided 
Parishes  and  Poor  Law  Amendment  1876  bas 
modified  either  the  grounds  upon  which  Lord 
Blackburn  proceeded,  or  has  altered  any  state- 
ment of  his  as  to  what  be  finds  the  law  to  be  ? 
That  really  is  not  suggested.  It  is  a«ain  practi- 
oally  admitted,  and  rightly  admitted,  that  the 
le^slation,  so  far  as  the  case  of  wife  and  husband 
is  concerned,  bas  not  affected  the  statement  of 
law  upon  which  Lord  Blackburn  gave  judgment 
in  that  case,  the  only  position  which  is  reasonably 
consistent,  when  the  hnsband  bas  no  settlement, 
with  the  great  object  of  keeping  the  family 
together  and  keeping  husband  and  wife  together, 
subject  to  this,  tnat  if  the  husband  has  a  settle- 
ment of   his   own,  the   wife    must   follow  his 

settlement.  .        ,  ,.     .     , 

Appeal  aiimuBed, 

Solicitors :  Bedfem  and  Hunt,  for  Bed/em  and 
Son,  Birmingham ;  8urr  and  Oribble,  for  Brooke* 
HndBadham,  Tewkesbury. 


May  6  and  9. 
(Before  Lord  Altbbstokb,   O.J.,   Wills   and 

Kennedy,  JJ.) 
New  Riteb  Company  (apps.)  v.  Mayob,  Ac,  of 

Westhinsteb  (reaps.),  (a) 
Metropolis — Street  opened  by  water  company — 
Beinstatement  of  street  by  contractor  employed 
by  locoU  authority — Power  of  load  authority  to 
recover  expenses  of  tupervising  and  •upertntoul- 
ing  the  works — Metropolis  Local  MMiagement 
Act  1856  (18  *  19  Viet.  e.  120),  ».  114. 
Where  the  soU  of  a  street  in  the  metropolis  has 
(a)  Btportad  hj  W.  si  B.  Hibbxbt,  Eiq.,  Barrl«ter-at-L»w. 


been  opened  up  by  a  water  eomjpony,  the  local 
authority  can  by  virtue  of  sect.  114  of  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  1855  recover  the 
expenses  of  superintending  and  supervising  the 
fiUing  in  and  making  good  the  soil  so  opened 
up. 

Case  stated  on  a  complaint  by  the  respondents 
that  the  appellants  did  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  to 
the  respondents  the  sum  of  892.  9s.  8d.  made  up  of 
sums  amounting  respectively  to  (a)  812.  6«.  7<l. 
and  (b)  82.  3i.  la.  alleged  to  be  due  to  tbe  respon- 
dents  for  expenses  incurred  in  filling  in,  making 
good,  and  maintaining  the  ^vement  in  the  streets 
within  the  city  of  Westminster,  where  tbe  same 
had  been  broken  up  bv  the  appeUamts  parsoant  to 
the  powers  contained  in  the  Act  of  Parliament 
authorising  tbe  company  to  execute  work  in  the 
cit^  during  tbe  month  of  Jan.  1903,  payment  of 
which  Bum  bad  been  duly  demanded  of  tne  appel- 
lants by  tbe  respondents. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  the  following 
facts  were  admitted  or  proved : — 

In  Nov.  1901  the  respondents  issued  to  the 
appellants  and  the  other  companies  and  corpora- 
tions having  statutory  powers  to  open  up  roads, 
a  "  scale  of  charges  ror  reinstating  trenches  "  to 
be  made  by  the  respondents  after  the  31st  March 
1902  in  respect  of  road  repairs. 

In  Oct.  1902  the  respondents  also  issued 
another  "  scale  of  charges  for  reinstating  trenches" 
to  be  made  by  the  respondents  after  the  1st  Jan. 
1903. 

The  charges  made  by  tbe  respondents  in  the 
first  above-mentioned  scale  were  in  excess  of  the 
actual  amounts  paid  by  them  to  the  oontrators, 
and  were  so  made  by  the  respondents  to  cover  so- 
called  incidental  expenses  (a)  alleged  to  occur 
during  the  execution  of  the  works,  and  (&)  which 
they  alleged  thev  were  or  might  be  put  to  by 
reason  of  the  Buosidenoe  or  failure  of  the  vrorks 
during  the  period  of  the  appellants'  liability  to 
mainUin  tbe  same  under  sect.  32  of  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Act  1847. 

The  respondents  made  a  subsequent  ad£- 
tional  increase  of  10  per  cent,  to  oover  thdr 
estimate  of  the  expenses  to  which  they  were  put 
for  superintending  the  works  during  the  execu- 
tion thereof.  The  second  scale  of  charges  did 
not  state  the  ground  on  which  tbe  additional  10 
per  cent,  was  claimed,  nor  were  the  appellants 
informed  of  the  prices  in  fact  paid  by  the  respon- 
dents to  the  contractors  until  the  stetement  and 
evidence  in  relation  thereto  were  made  and  given 
in  court. 

The  respondents  did  in  faot  exercise  some 
superintendence  and  supervision  over  the  works. 

The  works  in  question  were  executed  for  the 
respondents  by  certain  road  contractors  under 
contracts  based  upon  a  fixed  scale  of  charges. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellants 
(a)  that  it  was  just  (within  tbe  meaning  of 
sect.  226  of  the  Metix>polis  Management  Act  1855) 
that  the  respondents  should  be  repaid  only  the 
amounts  actually  paid  by  them  to  the  contrac- 
tors in  respect  of  the  expenses  of  filling  in  the 
ground  and  making  gooa  the  pavement  or  soil, 
and  that  no  amount  ought  to  oe  paid  for  inci- 
dental expenses  by  way  of  insuranoe  against  future 
possible  repairs  or  otherwise,  bnt  tiiat  fntme 
repairs  must  be  dealt  with  as  and  when  th^ 
became  necessary ;  and  (b)  that  on  tiie  true  con- 
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atrootion  of  sect.  114  of  the  Metiopolis  Manaee- 
mant  Act  1885  the  reapondenta  were  not  entitled 
to  make  any  charge  tor  snperyision  or  superin- 
tendence, although  Buch  superviaion  or  superin- 
tendence was  in  fact  given,  and  that  the  same 
formed  part  of  the  general  administrative  duties 
of  the  respondents. 

On  behidf  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended 
that  by  virtue  of  sect.  23  of  the'  General  Paving 
(Metropolis)  Act  1817 ;  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  18l7,  as.  31,  32,  and  34;  the  Metropolis  Local 
Management  Act  1855,  a.  114;  and  the  Metro- 
polis Local  Management  Act  1862,  sect.  82,  the 
respondents  were  entitled  to  be  fully  indemnified 
in  respect  of  all  the  work  which  they  had  to  do  in 
respect  of  filling  in  trenches  and  restoring  the 
streets  to  a  state  fit  for  traffic  and  that  the  em- 
ployment of  officers  to  anperintoid  and  supervise 
such  work  wan  an  ordinary  and  necessary  expense 
incurred  b^  the  corporation  in  carrying  out  the 
work  of  reinstatement. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  (a)  that  it  was 
just  that  the  respondents  should  be  repaid  only 
the  amonnts  actually  paid  by  them  to  the  con- 
tractors, and  no  appeal  was  brought  from  that 
part  of  his  decision;  and  (b)  that  in  law  the 
respondents  were  entitled  to  recover  a  sum  for 
expenses  incurred  in  respect  of  the  supervision  or 
superintendence  of  the  works. 

The  learned  magistrate  delivered  the  following 
judgment,  which  was  annexed  to  the  ease : 

I  do  not  propose  to  dsal  with  the  Wkterworks  Clauses 
Aot  fnrther  ezoept  in  so  fftr  as  it  exienda  the  period  to 
twelve  montfaa.  In  my  view  the  prinoipal  Aot  la  the 
HetropoUa  Looal  Micogement  Aot  1855,  a.  114.  There 
there  ia  power  for  the  vestry  to  break  np  the  roadi  and 
to  reinstate  the  pavements.  The  practice  here  between 
the  parties  ia  for  the  water  oompaniea  to  break  ap  the 
ground  and  flll  in  the  soil,  but  for  the  oity,  the  repre- 
aentative  of  the  veatiy  under  the  old  Aot,  to  reinstate 
the  pavement.  They  can  either  reinstate  the  pavement 
personally — do  it  themselves — or  do  it  by  contract,  or 
they  can  do  it  part  by  contract  and  part  by  themselves. 
Here  what  they  charge  for  ia  the  contract  price  pins  a 
anm  which  they  aay  repreatata  the  average  reaaonable 
anm  for  keeping  it  in  repair.  I  think  that  the  anm 
that  they  have  made  a  conteact  to  pay  ia  a  fair  charge 
whether  they  pay  more  or  leaa  than  otlier  borongha.  I 
do  not  atop  to  consider  that  now.  I  will  take  it  that 
they  are  reasonable  sums,  but  they  are  only  entitled  to 
charge  for  the  expenses  they  have  actually  incurred. 
They  cannot  charge  on  a  qneation  of  average  what  might 
be  a  reaaonable  and  probable  aum.  They  muat  charge 
the  sums  they  have  actually  spent.  They  might  also  by 
arrangement  between  the  parties  charge  the  contract 
sum  plus  20  per  cent,  or  25  per  cent,  if  they  like  to  agree, 
but  it  is  for  them  to  prove  there  ia  such  an  agreement, 
which  up  to  the  present  I  have  had  no  such  proof 
of.  An  agreement  between  corporations  is  a  very  formal 
matter  and  muat  be  proved  in  aolemn  form.  I  have  had 
no  evidence  that  there  ia  such  an  agreement.  Then  the 
qneation  of  the  1 0  per  cent,  ia  now  the  only  point  I  have  to 
oonaider.  The  queation  ia  reaDy  aa  to  whether  that  ia 
part  of  the  ezpenaes  in  making  good  the  pavement.  If 
two  persona  were  to  arrange  that  one  waa  to  dig  a  trench 
•nd  another  waa  to  repair  the  pavement — private  indivi- 
doala — it  wonld  be  important  that  they  should  have 
aomebody,  anoh  oa  a  surveyor,  to  see  the  work  waa 
properly  done ;  it  ia  to  thebsneflt  of  both  parties  that  the 
work  should  be  properly  done.  The  obarxe  of  10  per  cent. 
for  supervision  I  take  it  inolndeaalao  anrveyor'a  expenaea, 
which  aa  between  individnala  wonld  be  charged  like  a 
anrveyor'a  or  architeot'a  expenses.  Whether  10  per  cent. 
is  a  reaaonable  aom  I  have  not  yet  decided,  but  I  tUnk 


they  are  entitled  to  charge  a  anm  for  snperviaion.  It 
10  per  cent,  ia  agreed  on  oa  a  reaaoaable  anm  I  think 
they  may  properly  charge  that.  I  propoae  to  leave  open 
really  the  qneation  of  quantum  with  regard  to  the 
balance.  I  think  I  have  expreased  my  view  of  the  law. 
The  matter  ia  important  to  both  partiea,  and  most  likely 
the  partiea  would  like  to  have  a  caae  atated  in  order  that 
they  might  have  a  deoiaion  of  the  court  on  that  point. 

After  hearing  the  case  the  magistrate  made  an 
order  agfunst  the  appellants  for  the  recovery 
(1)  of  the  sum  of  732.  ll».  lid.  in  respect  of  claim 
(a)  of  the  respondents,  and  (2)  of  a  bum  (to  be 
hereafter  assessed  by  him  if  necessary)  in  respect 
of  claim  (b)  of  the  respondents. 

By  57  Geo.  3,  o.  xxix  {the  General  Paving 
(Metropolis)  Act  1817\  s.  23,  it  is  (inter  alia) 
enacted  as  follows : 

That  when  and  aa  often  aa  any  payment  of  any  atreata 
or  public  plaoea  in  any  parochial  or  other  diatricta  within 
the  joria^otion  of  this  Aot  ahall  be  broken  or  taken  up 
by  any  water  or  gaalight  company,  or  by  any  oommia- 
aioners  of  aewera,  or  by  any  peraon  or  paraona  acting  by 
or  under  their  reapeotive  orders  or  authoritieB,  or  by 
any  other  peraon  or  peraona  by  the  directikmaof  ftia  Act 
or  by  and  with  or  without  the  conaent  of  the  ocmmia- 
aionara  or  trustees  or  other  persona  having  the  control 
of  the  pavementa  in  any  parochial  or  other  district 
wherein  any  atreet  or  public  place  ahall  be  aitnate  the 
pavement  whereof  or  any  part  whereof  ahall  be  broken 
or  taken  np,  then  all  anch  part  or  parte  of  the  pave- 
menta of  any  auoh  atreet  or  public  place  which  from 
time  to  time  and  at  all  timea  ahall  be  brokeo  and  taken 
np  aa  aforesaid  and  the  pavement  oontignona  thereto  as 
far  aa  may  be  rendered  neoesaoiy  in  the  judgment  of  a 
surveyor  of  pavements  to  anoh  commiaaionera,  or  trua- 
tees,  or  other  peraona  having  the  control  of  pavements 
in  anoh  paroobiol  or  other  diatriots,  and  after  the  ground 
opened  ahall  l>e  refilled  and  rammed  down  pnranant  to 
the  directiona  of  thla  Aot,  ahall  be  with  all  convenient 
speed  completely  and  aubatantially  repaved  with  all 
neoeasary  atonea,  ballaat,  gravel,  and  other  materiolB, 
and  shall  be  kept  in  oomplete  repair  by  the  pavior  or 
mason  then  oontraoting  with  or  employed  by  anoh  oom- 
misaionera  or  troateea,  or  other  peraona,  or  by  anoh 
peraon  or  peraons,  aa  they  may  from  time  to  time  appoint 
for  that  pnrpoaa  under  the  inapeotion  and  direction 
and  to  the  aatiafaotion  of  the  aaid  aurveyor  of  pavementa 
to  the  aoid  oommiaaionera  or  truateea  or  other  peraona 
for  the  perioda  following  (that  ia  to  aay),  all  snob  port 
or  porta  of  the  pavements  of  any  auoh  atreet  or  public 
place  which  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  timea  ahall  be. 
80  broken  or  taken  up  aa  aforeaaid,  and  the  pavement 
oontignona  thereto  aa  aforesaid  whioh  ahall  l>e  ao  broken 
or  taken  up  for  the  pnrpoae  of  making  and  laying  down 
any  main  or  mains  of  pipes,  or  of  aubstitnting  iron  for 
wooden  pipes,  or  of  making  any  aawer,  vault,  or  drain  for 
twelve  oalendar  montha  next  ensuing  the  breaking  and 
taking  np  of  the  same  paremeDta,  and  all  auoh  part  or 
parte  of  the  pavementa  of  any  auch  atreet  or  pnblic  place 
which  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  shall  be  so  broken 
or  taken  up  as  aforeaaid,  and  the  pavement  contiguous 
thereto  as  aforeaaid  wbidi  ahall  be  so  broken  or  taken 
up  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  position  of  or  of 
repairing  any  pipes,  atop-cooks,  or  plugs,  or  of  repair- 
ing, cleanaing,  or  altering,  any  aawer,  vault,  or  drain  for 
three  oalendar  montha  next  enaning  ttie  breaking  and 
taking  np  the  aame  pavementa,  and  that  the  coats, 
ohargea,  and  expenaea  of  tiJdng  out  on;  ground  and 
filling  in  hard  mbbish  or  other  good  materials,  ar:d  of 
repairing  and  keeping  in  neoeaaary  repur  for  the  periods 
aforesaid  all  or  any  auoh  pavement  in  manner  afore- 
aaid, and  all  the  expenaea  of  cartage  and  all  other 
ohargea  and  expenaea  attending  the  aame,  aa  well  aa  all 
coats  and  ohargea  which  may  ba  incurred  puranant  to 
the  directiona  of  this  Act  by  any  aurveyor  of  pavementa 


Digitized  by 


Google 


794— Vol.  xc] 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Aug.  13, 19M. 


E.B.  BiY.]     Nbw  Bitbb  Co.  (apps.)  v.  Matob,  &c.,  of  Wbsthihstbb  (respa.).    [K.B.  Dir. 


fii  and  abont  ezeonttng  and  peifoiming  any  wotks  or 
mattera  negrleoted  to  be  ezeontod  and  petformed  by  any 
company  or  oomminionan  of  Mwars  aa  hereinb<Bfore 
direated,  shall  be  aaoertaiaed  and  fixed  from  time  to 
time  by  the  ituTeyor  of  paTemants  to  raoh  eommii- 
■ionera  or  tnuteaa,  or  other  peraone  within  whoae 
paroohialor  other  diatriota  anch  worka  and  other  matters 
shall  have  been  performed  and  ezeonted,  or  eneh  pave- 
ments  ahall  hare- been  broken  up  and  repared. 

By  sect.  28  of  10  &  11  Vict  o.  17  (the  Waterworks 
Glansea  Aot  1847),  which  Act,  with  the  exception 
of  certain  seotiona  not  aifecting  thia  caae,  ia  incor- 
porated in  the  New  Biver  Company's  Act  of  1852 
(15  &  16  Yict.  c.  clx.),  power  ia  given  to  the 
gnderiakera  (namely  the  appellanta^  to  break  np 
streets,  &c.,  nnder  xhe  auperintencienoe  of  the 
persons  having  the  control  or  management  thereof 
(naniely,  the  respondents)  or  of  their  officer.  By 
sect.  31  of  the  Act  it  is  provided  that  streets  are 
not  to  be  broken  np  except  nnder  the  superin- 
tendence of  snch  persons  aa  aforesaid,  but  it 
ibJbj  fail  to  aapermtend  the  undertakera  may 
penorm  tbe  work  without  them,  and  by  sect  32 
of  the  Act  it  is  provided  that  the  streets,  &c., 
broken  np  by  the  undertakers  are  to  be  ronstated 
by^them  withont  delay.  By  sect.  34  of  the  Act 
it  is  provided  that  in  caae  of  delay  by  the  nnder- 
takars  other  parties  (namely,  the  respondents) 
may  cianse  the  work  so  delayed  or  omitted  to  be 
ezeonted,  and  the  expense  of  executing  the  same 
duD  W  repaid  to 'raoh  person*  by  the  under- 
takers. 

'3y  18  &.,19  Vict.  c.  120  (the  Metropolis  Local 
Management. Act  1855),  s.  114,  it. is  eipacted  as 
follqwa:.. 

Pooidded  alae  that  whenever  the  permanent  aarfaoe 
or  tofl  of  any  atreefc  ia  .broken  np  oc  opened,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  vestry  or  district  .board  of  the  pariah  or 
diatdot  in. which  the  aame  ia  aitnata,  ia  ease  they  think 
it  expedient  so  to  do,  tp  fill  in  the  groand  and  to  make 
good  the  pavement  or  aarface  or  soil  ao  broken  up  or 
opened,  and  to  carry  away  the  mbUah  oooasioned 
thereby  Instead  of  permitting  each  work  to  be  done  by 
tt«  company  or  person  by  whom  snoh  surface  or  soU 
ia  brokOa  op-  or  opened,  and-  t^e  expenses  of  filling  in 
sack' gronnd  and  of-  makiogr  good  the  pavement  or  soil 
■o  brokeB  nti  or  i>paD«d'shaJl  be  repaid  on  damknd  to  th« 
vestry  ot  board  by  raoh  lOOBpany  or  peraon. 

By  s6ct.  225  of  the  last-mentioned  Act  it  is 
enacted  as  ibllowa: 

In  every  caae  where  the  amount  of  any  damage,  ooata, 
or  expeniea  ia  by  this  Act  directed  to  be  aacertained  or 
recovered  in  a  anmmary  manner,  or  the  amoiint  of  any 
damage,  coats,  or  expenaea  is  by  this  Act  directed  to  be 
paid,  and  the  method  of  ascertaining  the  amonnt  or 
enforcing  the  payment  thereof  is  not  provided  for  anch 
amonnt  ahall  in  caae  of  dispata  be  asaartiUiied  and 
deteimined  by  and  shall  he  recovered '  before  two 
jnatiaeB.    ,   . 

By  virtue  of  the  MetropoUtab  Police  Goarta 
Act  1839,  ■.  14,  and  tiie  Snmmafvy  Jurisdiction 
Act  1848,  s.  33,  the  prooeedings  mwf  be  token  in 
the  metropolis  before  a  rin^e  metropoUtan  politoe 
magiatr&te. 

By  25  &  26yiot.  o:102  (the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Amendment  Act  1862),  s.  82,  it  is  enacted 
as  follows : 

In  every  caae  in  which  any  company  or  pera<m  ahall 
be  liable  nnder  the  firstly  recited  Act  (the  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Aot  1855)  to  reinatate  the  pavement, 
•nrface,  or  soil  of  any  street  nnder  the  oontrol  of  any 
vastly  or  district  board  which  may  haw  beta  broken 


np  or  opened,  or  to  repay  to  anch  vestry  or  boaid  the 
expenses  of  reinstating  the  pavement,  surface,  or  soil 
of  any  street  every  sach  company  or  person  shall  ts 
liable  to  reinstate  the  pavement,  snrfaoe,  or  soil,  or  to  psy 
the  expenses  of  rernstating  the  pavement,  snrf  aee,  or  soiU 
of  snch  parts  of  the  street  as  shall  have  been  aobroksD  up 
or  opened,  as  well  as  of  the  part  or  parts  oontigiioas 
thereto  which  may  be  affected  by  the  works  of  snob 
company  or  person  to  the  reasonable  aatisfaotioo  of  the 
surveyor  for  the  time  being  of  the  vestry  or  district 
having  oontrol  over  the  pavements  in  snoh  parish  or 
district. 

E.  A.  Jelf  {Cowfhope-Munroe  with  him)  for 
the  appellants. — The  question  here  is  whether  the 
reapondents  are  entitled  to  (diarge  the  cost  of 
superintending  the  work  in  addition  to  what  they 
pay  to  their  contractors.  That  depends  on 
sect.  114  of  the  Metropolis  Managwnent  Ast 
1855  which  says  that  "  tbe  expenses  of  filling  in 
such  ground  and  of  making  good  the  pavement 
or  soil  so  broken  np  or  opei]^  shall  be  repaid 
on  demand  to  the  vestry  or  board  by  sneh  oom- 

S any  or  person."  [Lord  Alvbkbtosb,  C.J. — Why 
oea  not  that  include  the  proper  cost  of  super- 
vision P]  The  local  anbhority  -have  to  see  gener- 
ally to  the  snperviaion  of  all  the  various  works 
under  their  control.  That  is  part  of  their 
general  duties,  and  all  we  have  to  pay  ia  the 
expenae  of  filling  and  making  fjood.  In  the 
Private  Streets  Works  Aot.  1892,  which  deals 
with  a  similar  matter  this  question  is  dealt  with 
in  terms,  for  it  says  that  the  expenses  of  snper- 
iatendenoe  may  be  recovered.  That  is  provided  for 
by  sect.  9,  Bub-seot.  2,  of  that  statute,  -and  that,  I 
submit  is  an  indication  that  the  Leg:i8latnre,  if 
they  wish  to  inolnde  expenses  of  saperintendenoe 
enact  it  in  so  many  words.  -If  the  contractor 
had  been  employed  by  the  nndertakers,'  as  at  one 
time  he  would  have  been,  the  local  authority, 
though  they  were  bound  to  supervise,  had  no 
power  to  charge  for  the  superintendence.  Out- 
side the  London  area. by  the  Waterworks  Glauses 
Afltt  the  undertakera  would  have  had  to  make 
good.  He  referred  to  the  Waterworks  Giaosea 
Act  1847,  ss.  28,  29<  30, -31,  32,  and  84  Those 
sections  form  a  scheme,  and  I  contend'  ander 
thsit  that  the  -  snperintMidenee  could  not  be 
charged  against  tbe  water,  oompaay.  He  rsfenred 
to 

Vettry  of  8t.  Lvkt  v.    Korfh  Metropolitan  Tram- 

ioayt  Company,  35  L.  T.  Bep.  329  ,'  1  Q.  B.  Div. 

760;' 
General  Paving  (Metropolis)    Aot   1817  (IQobaal 

Angelo  Taylor's  Aitt)  (67  Geo.  3,  o.  xxix.),  a.  23 ; 
Walthamttou!  Local  Board  v.  5taina«,  65  L.  T.  Bsp. 

430  ;  (1891)  2  Ch.  606. 

Morton  Bmith  tor  the  fespondents. — The  appel-' 
lants,  by  referring -to  certain  stattutes  whieh  do 
Aot  apiAjr  to  the  metropolis  are'  trying  to  cnt 
down  the  rights  of  local  anthoritiea  witliin  the 
metfopolis.  Up  to  1865  the  position  was  tUs, 
that  ao  far  as  rmards  the  metropolis  fiiainely,' 
the  parishes  to  which '  Michael  -  Angelo  Taylors 
Act  applies)  the  water  company  had  no  right 
whatever  to  do  this  work  themselves.  Under 
Michael  Angelo  Taylor's  Act  the  local  authority 
were  bound  to  do  the  work  and  employ  a  con- 
tractor, and  they  were  entitled  to  recover  tbe 
expenses  they  had  paid  the  contractor  and  all 
other  expenses  they  were  put  to.  The  other  side 
contmd  that  beoanse  the  Waterworks  Claoses  Aot 
Was  passed  in4Mtween  the  earlier  stattnte  aad  tbe 
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Metropolifl  Local  Management  Act  1855,  when 
Toa  oome  to  read  the  word  "  expenses  "  in  the 
later  statate  that  word  is  to  be  cot  down  and  the 
rights  of  the  local  authority  are  to  be  reduced, 
and  the  local  anthoiitj  is  to  have  a  liability  pat 
upon  it  which  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act 
in  1855.  The  respondents  contend  thiat  they  are 
entitled  to  charge  against  the  appellants  as 
expenses  nnder  sect.  114  of  the  Act  of  1855  all 
the  special  expenses  which  they  are  pnt  to.  [He 
was  stopped.] 

Lord  Alvebstoitb,  C.J. — This  case  depends 
almost  on  the  qaestion  of  fact.  It  depends  npon 
the  conatmction  of  sect.  114  of  the  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Act  1855.  I  think  there  is  no 
doabt  that  under  Michael  Ang^  Taylor's  Act 
the  vestoy  were  entitled  to  get  ail  tiie  cluuses  and 
expenses  attending  the  same.  That  would  cover 
the  expenses  of  uieir  men's  time  and  proper 
superintendence.  The  Waterworks  Glauses  Act 
does  not  apply  to  the  metropolis — I  mevi  for  this 
purpose— because  it  does  not  exempt  for  this 
purpose  the  companies  whaterer  they  are  from 
being  liable  under  the  Act  already  existing,  that 
would  be  Michael  Angelo  Taylor's  Act  before  the 
lietropolis  Local  Management  Act  of  1855,  and 
sect.  114  afterwards.  Therefore,  at  the  time  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act  was  passed,  in  the 
year.  1847,  Michael  Angelo  Taylor's  Act  was  in 
force.  Now,  when  the  Aot  of  18  &  19  Yiot. 
comes,  the  language  is  that  of  sect.  114.  Mr. 
Jelf  has  argued  very  fairly  and  strenuously  that 
the  words  "  the  expenses  of  filling  in  such  ground 
and  of  making  good  the  pavement  or  soil  so 
broken  up  or  opened  shall  be  repaid  on  demand 
to  the  vestry  or  board  by  such  company  or 
person  "  mean  the  work  actually  done,  and  do  not 
mean  the  superintendence  of  the  work.  It  seems 
to  me  that  it  really  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  if 
the  magiMtrate  is  of  opinion,  as  he  is  in  this  case, 
that  this  is  really  part  of  the  expenses  of  doing 
the  work,  it  is  that  which  the  local  authority  are 
«ntitled  to  recover.  Now,  the  magistrate  has  put 
it  in  this  way :  "  The  qaestion  is  really  as  to 
whether  that" — that  is,  the  10  per  cent,  which,  of 
course,  he  has  not  given  them,  but  the  quantum 
has  to  be  asoertained— "  is  part  of  the  expenses  in 
making  good  the  pavement.  If  two  persons  were 
to  arrange  that  one  was  to  dig  a  trench  and 
another  was  to  repair  the  pavement — private 
individuals — ^it  would  be  important  that  they 
ehonld  have  somebody  such  as  a  surveyor  to  see 
that  the  work  is  properly  done.  It  is  to  the 
benefit  of  both  parties  that  the  work  should  be 
properly  done.  The  charge  of  10  per  cent,  for 
enpervision,  I  take  it,  iiwlndes  also  surveyors' 
«xpiansea  whioh  as  between  individuals  ^onld  be 
charged  Uke  a  surveyor's  or  architect's  expenses. 
Whether  10  per  cent,  is  a  reasonable  sum,  I  have 
not:  yet  decided,  but  I  thiak  they  are  entitled  to 
charge  a  sum  for  supervision."  It  seems  to  me 
that  dealing  with  this  matter  in  this  seotion  in  a 
practical  way,  and  assuming  they  were,  as  I  think 
they  were  entitled,  to  this  charge  under  Michael 
Angelo  Taylor's  Act,  what  the  Metropolis  Local 
Managenlent  Act  has  said  is  that  the  expenses 
of  filhng  in  the  nound  and  making  it  good 
shall  be  allowed.  I  ag;ree  with  the  view  taken  by 
the  ileamed  inagistrate — that  it  was  a  fair  and 
reasonable  charge  for  seeing  that  the  work  was 
properly  done  either  by  the  contractor  by  whom  1 


it  is  done  or  by  their  own  men,  if  tiiey  choose  to 
employ  their  own  men.  This  is  a  charge  which 
comes  within  the  words  "  expenses  of  filling  in 
such  ground  and  making  it  good."  I  think  the 
learned  magistrate  was  right  upon  the  question 
which  was  left  to  him  to  M  asoertained  as  to  it 
b^ng  a  proper  charge,  and  therefore  this  appeal 
must  be  dismissed. 

WiLiiS,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  sup- 
pose the  reason  why  the  city  of  Westminster 
employ  contractors  to  do  this  work  is  that  they 
think  it  will  be  more  cheaply  and  better  done  by 
persons  whose  regular  business  it  is  than  by  their 
own  workmen.  Then,  if  that  be  so,  I  should 
have  thought  that  it  follows  almost  as  a  matter 
of  course  that,  according  to  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  human  nature  and  of  experience! 
in  matters  of  this  kind,  nobody  in  Ms  senses, 
if  he  was  having  the  work  done  for  him- 
self, would  think  of  giving  a  contractor  a 
free  hand  and  allowing  him  to  do  the  work 
without  any  counteracting  influence  or  super- 
vision to  see  that  it  was  properly  done.  If 
a  man  builds  a  house  and  employs  a  contractor 
to  do  it  he  is  sure  to  employ  a  clerk  of  the  works 
also  to  aot  as  a  kind  of  watch-dog  over  the  con- 
tractor ;  and  when  he  oumes  to  ask  himself  how 
much  his  house  has  cost  him  and  what  has  been 
the  expense  of  baildbig  the  house,  he  certainly 
would  throw  in  the  wages  of  the  person  employed 
to  check  the  contractor  and  see  that  the  work 
was  properly  done.  On  thoee  grounds  it  seems  to 
me  it  is  a  reasonable  thing  to  ssiy  that  the  expense 
of  such  necessary  and  reasonable  superinten- 
dence is  part  of  the  cost  or  expense  of  filling  ia 
the  ground  and  making  good  the  pavement. 

Ebknidy,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  that  one  must  look  at  it  as  a  reason- 
able question  as  to  whether  this  should  be  in- 
cluded under  the  head  of  expenses.  Now,  expenses 
cannot  really  mean  the  expenses  of  merely 
filling  in  the  ground  and  the  expenses  of  making 
good  the  pavement  or  soil  merelv  as  manual 
aces.  It  includes  surely  a  degp«e  oi  supervision, 
and  skilled  supervision,  whioh,  looking  at  the 
nature  of  the  work,  the  work  requires ;  and,  if  it 
has  been  honestly  expended,  the  payment  so 
made,  and  which  is  now  sought  to  be  charged 
by  way  of  supervision,  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
thing  whioh  is  reasonable,  and  the  learned  magis- 
trate has  expressed .  it  to  be  so  looking  at  the 
particuterwork.  ApjwddUmUud. 

Solicitors:  Thompson  and  Debenhame ;  AUeji 
and  Son. 


Friday,  May  13.' 
(Before  Ghabkbu.,  J.) 
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in  a  dittriet  are  not  the  local  aiUkorUy,  the 
loeal  authority  .  .  .  may "  {within  eertain 
specijied  timet)  ",  .  .  by  notice  in  writing 
require  such  promoters  to  seU,  and  thereupon 
SUM  promoters  shall  sell  to  them  their  under, 
tahing,  or  so  much  of  the  same  as  is  within 
such  district,  upon  terms  of  paying  the  then 
value  .  .  .  of  the  tramieay,  and  all  lands, 
buildings,  works,  meUerials,  and  plant  of  the 
promoters  suitable  to  and  used  by  them  for 
the  purposes  of  tiieir  undertaking  within  such 
district?' 

The  tramway  company  was  the  owner  of  a  large 
depot  situated  some  distance  outside  the  boun- 
dary of  the  district  council,  but  found  by  an 
arbitrator  to  be  "used  with  and  suitable  to" 
the  undertcAing  of  the  tramway  company  within 
the  couneiTs  dutriet. 

The  district  council  having  given  notice  to  the 
tramway  company  that  they  were  required  to 
seU  to  the  council  under  the  conditions  and  in  the 
manner  provided  by  sect.  43  of  the  Tramways 
Act  1870  so  much  of  their  works  and  undertaking 
as  were  toithin  the  couneiVs  district. 

Held,  that  the  council  were  bound  to  pay  for  this 
depot. 

Held,  further,  that  the  words  "  within  such 
district "  applied  to  the  "  undertaking,"  and  not 
to  "  aU  landi,  buildings,  works,  materials,  and 
plant  of  the  prmnoters." 

AwASD   stated  in  the  form  of  a  special   case 
pannant  to  sect.  7  of  tlie  Arbitration  Act  1889. 

By  the  Manchester  Suburban  Tramways  Act 
1879  it  was  enacted  (so  far  as  materia])  as 
follows : 

2.  Th«  following  Aota  and  puts  of  Aot*  (except  whai« 
•xpieiely  varied  by  tUa  Aot)  are  inoorporated  with  and 
farm  part  of  this  Aot — that  is  to  say,  Fart  2  (Conatmo- 
tion  <rf  Tramwayt)  and  Part  3  (Oeneral  ProTisiona)  of 
the  Tramways  Aot  1870. 

4.  Sabjeot  to  the  proviaiona  of  thia  Aot  the  company 
(meaning  thereby  the  Manchester  Sabnrban  Tramways 
Company)  may  make,  form,  lay  down,  work,  nae,  and 
maintain  the  tramwaya  hereioaftar  deaoribed  in  the  lines 
and  according  to  the  IsTela  ahown  on  the  deposited  plans 
and .  aeotiona,  and  in  all  reapecta  in  acoordanoe  with 
those  plana  and  seotiona,  wiUi  all  proper  raila,  platet, 
works,  and  eonTenienoea  connected  therewith. 

The  tramwaya  hereinbefore  referred  to  and  anthoriaed 
by  thia  Aot  are :  The  Swinton  linoa,  1  mile  3  fnrlonga 
7  ohains  and  3  yards  in  length,  the  whole  of  which  is 
donble  line,  exoepttwo  chaina  at  the  termination  thereof 
to  be  wholly  sitnate  in  the  townahipi  of  Pendlebnry 
and  Swinton,  in  the  pariah  of  Eoclea,  in  the  connty  of 
llanaaatar,  and  oonaiating  of  the  tramwaya  numbered  on 
the  deposited  plana  aa  follows — that  is  to  say,  tramways 
nnmbera  1  and  1a,  commencing  respeotiTely  in  Man- 
ohester-road  by  jonctiona  with  the  tntmwsya  anthoriaed 
by  the  Salford  Improrement  Act  1875  at  their  termi- 
nation at  the  boundary  of  the  townahip  of  Pendleton  at 
pdnts  eighteen  yards  or  fifteen  yards  or  thereabouts 
respsctively  south  of  the  public  lamp-poat  at  the  oomar 
of  tiieUanoheater-toad  and  the  Bolton-road,  and  paasiog 
thenoe  in  a  north-westerly  direction  along  Mancheater- 
road  and  Chorley-road,  and  terminating  at  a  point  in 
Chorley-road  eighteen  yards  or  thereabouts  nortii  of  the 
north-westerly  oomer  of  Fartington-lane,  being  the 
comer  of  Swinton  Pariah  Churchyard. 

34.  For  the  protection  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
bnrgeases  of  tiis  borough  of  Salford  (in  this  section 
referred  to  as  the  oorporation)  the  following  proviaiona 
shall  haTS  effect  (that  is  to  aay).  .  .  (8)  Nothing  in 
this  Aot  ahall  anthoriae  the  company  to  uae  or  in  any 


way  interfere  with  any  tramway  not  being  a  tramway  o£ 
ths  oompany  which  now  is  or  hsreafter  shall  he  )mi  in 
the  borough  of  Salford. 

35.  In  the  making,  working,  and  using  of  the  tram- 
ways in  this  Aot,  called  the  Swinton  Lines,  the 
following  proTiaiona  for  the  protection  of  ths  Looal 
Board  for  the  District  of  Swinton  and  Fsndlebniy,  shall 
be  obaarred  and  hare  effeot.  ...  (3)  Erery  tzam- 
oar  and  oairiage  travelling  npon  the  Swinton  lines  which 
ahall  belong  to  or  be  used  by  the  oompany,  their  lesaeea, 
licenaeea,  or  aaaigns,  ahall  travel  without  delays  (except 
necessary  stoppages  for  taking  up  or  setting  down 
passengers,  and  in  cases  of  emergency)  from  Swinton  to 
Manoheater  and  from  Manchester  to  Swinton,  and  eo 
that  paiaengers  shall  not  be  rsqnirsd  to  ohaoga 
oarriages  at  Pendleton  or  elsewhere.  (4)  Ths  fares  from 
MsDchester  to  Swinton,  or  from  Manoheater  to  Pendls- 
buy,  and  from  Swinton  to  Manoheater,  or  from  Psndla- 
bury  to  Manoheater,  ahall  not,  unleaa  with  the  oooaent 
of  the  said  local  board,  exceed  4d.  sach  insids  and  3d. 
each  outside. 

By  the  Manchester  Garria^;^  and  Tramwaya 
Gompany  Act  1880,  the  Manchester  Suburban 
Tramway  Gompaay  was  dissolved,  and  all  the 
rights,  powers,  and  privileces  which,  by  the  sud 
Act  of  1879  (lastly  hereim>efore  recited),  were 
conferred  upon  the  company  were  by  the  Act 
transferred  to  and  vested  in  a  oompany  by 
the  Act  inoorporated  by  the  name  of  "  The 
Manchester  Garriage  and  Tramways  Com- 
pany" (hereinbefore  called  the  tramways  com- 
pany), who  were  by  the  Act  authorised  to 
exercise  tJl  those  rights,  powers,  privileges,  and 
authorities  (except  only  the  powers  of  raising 
money,  which  powers  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1879  relating  thereto,  were  thereby 
repealed)  as  fully  in  all  respecte  as  the  Man- 
chester Saburbaa  Tramways  Gompan^  mi^ht 
have  exercised  the  same  if  the  Act  now  m  recital 
had  not  been  passed. 

By  the  Manchester  Carriage  and  Tramways 
Company's  Order  1897,  confirmed  by  the  Tram- 
ways Order  Confirmation  (No.  1)  Aot  1897,  it  was 
enacted  (so  far  as  is  material)  as  follows — ^thab 
is  to  say : 

2.  The  provisions  of  .  .  .  the  Tramwaya  Act 
1870  SI*  hereby  inoorporated  with  this  order,  exospt 
where  tiie  same  are  inconsistent  with  or  ei^resrJy  varied 
by  this  order.    .    .    . 

5.  The  tramways  by  tiiis  order  authorised  ahall  bs 
deemed  to  form  part  of  the  undertaking  authorised  by 
.  .  .  the  Act  of  1879  (meaning  thereby  the  Man- 
oheater Snbnrban  Tramwaya  Act  1879.    .    .     . 

8.  The  promoters  (meaning  thereby  the  tramways 
company)  may  oonatruat  and  maintain,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  thia  order  and  in  acoordanoe  with  the  plans 
and  sections  deposited  at  the  office  of  the  Board  of 
Trade  for  the  purposes  of  thia  order,  aa  the  same  have 
been  amended  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Aot  oon- 
firming  thia  order  .  .  .  the  tramwaya  faersinaftsr 
dsscribed,  with  all  proper  rails,  plates,  curves,  points, 
offices,  weigh-bridges,  carriage-houses,  engins-sheds, 
wsrehouses,  works,  and  conveniences  connected  there- 
with, or  tor  ths  purposes  thereof,  and  may  work  sad  use 
the  same. 

The  tramways  authorised  by  this  order  aro  :  Tram- 
ways No.  1,  2  miles  1  furlong  and  0'20  chain  in  length, 
of  whieh  4  furlongs  and  5'20  chaina  ia  donble  line,  and 
1  mile  4  furlongs  and  5  chains  is  single  line,  oommwncing 
in  Chorley-road  by  a  janotion  with  the  existing  Unas 
anthorised  by  the  Act  of  1879  in  that  road,  at  a  point 
thirty  yards  from  the  aooth-CBsterly  comer  of  ths 
southerly  end  of  Station-road,  and  passing  thence  along 
Station-road  and  the  road  leading  from  Manchester  to 
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Bolfam,  called  Bolton.road,  and  terminatiB?  at  Itlama-o'- 
th'-Height  hj  a  jonotion  with  the  existing  linea, 
aathorised  by  the  Aot  of  1879,  at  the  boondary  of  the 
boroDgh  of  Salford. 

49.  The  powers  of  pnrohaae  given  by  seot.  43  of  the 
Tramways  Aot  1870  shall,  as  regards  the  following 
portions  of  the  andertaking,  be  exeroiiable  by  the 
respective  local  anthoritiea  of  the  vespaotive  distriota 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  follows :  (a)  As  regards  tram- 
way No.  1  (within  the  nrban  distoiot  of  Swinton  and 
Pendlebnry),  as  if  the  oonatmotion  of  that  tramway  had 
been  aathorised  by  the  Aot  of  1879. 

53.  Where,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Tramways  Act 
1870  and  this  order,  any  matter  in  ditFerenoe  is  referred 
to  the  arbitration  of  any  person  nominated  by  the  Board 
of  Trade,  tbe  provisions  of  the  Arbitration  Aot  1889 
shall,  except  where  otherwise  specially  provided,  apply 
to  every  snoh  arbitration,  and  the  decision  of  the 
arbitrator  shall  be  final  and  cDnolosive,  and  binding  on 
all  parties. 

Tbe  tramways  authorisad  by  the  Manchester 
Suburban  Tramways  Act  1879  were  completed 
and  opened  for  traffic  in  the  year  1880,  and  tbe 
tramways  authorised  by  the  Manchester  Carriage 
and  Tramways  Company's  Order  1897  were  also 
completed  and  opened  for  traffic.  These  tramways 
are  hereinafter  collectively  referred  to  as  "the 
Swinton  lines." 

In  the  year  1877,  before  the  passing  of  the  Act 
and  order  hereinbefore  recited,  the  Manchester 
Suburban  Tramways  Company  or  their  pre- 
decessors in  title  became  lessees  of  another  tram- 
ways undertaking  belonging  to  the  Corporation 
of  Saliord,  extraioing  from  the  boundary  of  tbe 
City  of  Manchester  to  the  boundaries  of  the 
Swinton  and  Fendlebury  nrban  district  in  one 
direction  and  the  parish  of  Eooles  in  another 
direction.  These  lines  are  hereinafter  collectively 
referred  to  as  "the  Salford  lines."  After  the 
incorporalaon  of  the  Tramways  Com^ny  that 
term  became  vested  in  them  for  the  residue  then 
nnexpired  thereof. 

The  tramways  company  are  the  owners  of  two 
large  depots  situate  respectively  in  Ford-lane 
and  Church-street,  Pendleton,  Salford,  some  dis- 
tance outside  the  boundary  of  the  Swintonand 
Fendlebury  district.  These  depots  were  origin- 
ally constructed  or  adapted  by  the  predecessors  in 
title  of  the  tramways  company  in  1875  to  serve 
as  depots  for  a  large  omnibus,  cab,  and  fly 
business  that  they  carried  on  before  the  tram- 
ways were  made.  They  were  modified  to  some 
extent  in  anticipation  of  the  opening  of  the 
tramways,  and  have  been  also  to  some  extent 
rearranged  or  added  to  sinoo,  but  they  now  cover 
the  same  area  and  are  substantially  tbe  same 
depots  as  they  were  in  1877. 

Between  the  years  1877  and  1880  the  two  depots 
were  used  by  the  predecessors  iv.  title  of  the 
tramways  company  as  depots  in  connection  with 
the  Salford  lines,  of  which  they  were  lessees, 
thoQgh  the  omnibus,  cab,  and  fly  business  was 
still  carried  on  there.  Upon  the  opening  of  the 
Swinton  lines  in  1880  tney  were  also  used  as 
depots  in  connection  with  those  lines,  a  certain 
proportion  of  the  cab  horses  and  stock  being 
remoTed  to  make  room  for  the  additional  horses 
and  oars  required  for  the  Swinton  lines.  The 
depots  were  the  only  depots  need  for  the  Swinton 
and  Salford  lines. 

All  the  cars  for  both  the  Swinton  and  Salford 
linea  were  kept  at  the  Church-street  depot,  as 
there  was  no  physical  means  of  access  for  oars  to 
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the  Ford-lane  depot,  there  being  no  tram  lines 
thereto  or  therein.  As  regards  tiie  Church-street 
depot  the  means  of  access  for  cars  from  the 
Swinton  line  is  by  running  over  the  Salford  lines 
and  then  over  a  small  spur  of  line  laid  down  by 
the  tramways  company.  The  cars  so  kept  at 
the  Church-street  depot  were  thirty-eight  in 
number,  of  which  fonrteen  were  exclusively  used 
for  the  through  route  over  the  Swinton  lines  to 
Manchester  and  back,  four  were  exclusively  used 
on  the  Ecdes  branch,  and  twenty  were  osedonthe 
rest  of  the  Salford  lines. 

Of  the  total  number  of  horses  kept  at  the  two 
depots  sixty-four  were  used  exclusively  on  the 
Eocles  branch,  168  on  the  rest  of  the  Salford 
lines,  200  for  the  omnibus,  cab,  and  fly  business, 
and  160  exclusively  for  the  through  traffic  between 
Swinton  and  Manchester.  The  horses  for  the 
Swinton  traffic  proper  were  all  kept  in  the  Church- 
street  depot.  At  holiday-time  and  at  other 
times  of  great  pressure  upon  the  Swinton  lines 
both  cars  and  horses,  which  were  usually 
set  apart  for  the  other  routes,  and  also  the 
omnibus,  cab,  and  fly  horses,  were  to  some  extent 
requisitioned  for  the  Swinton  to  Manchester 
traffic. 

At  the  Ford-lane  depot  the  fodder  for  all  the 
horses  in  the  Ford- lane  and  Church-street  depots, 
and  also  in  another  depot  (not  the  subject  of 
the  present  inquiry)  was  kept  and  prepared,  and 
there  was  an  infirmary  for  such  horses  from  both 
the  Swinton  and  the  Salford  lines. 

Since  the  date  of  the  opening  of  the  Swinton 
lines  those  lines  have  been  worked  as  a  part  of  a 
common  undertaking  with  the  Salford  lines.  The 
tramcars  have  been  run  through  and  with  through 
fares  from  Swinton  to  Manchester  and  back  over 
the  Salford  lines,  and  obviously,  as  a  matter  of 
ordinarily  prudent  management,  the  Swinton  and 
Salford  lines  would  always  continue  to  be  worked 
together  as  a  part  of  one  system. 

On  the  22Dd  Jan.  1901  the  Swinton  and  Fendle- 
bury Urban  District  Council  duly  gave  notice  to 
the  tramways  company  that  they  were  required  to 
sell  to  the  councU,  under  the  conditions  and  in  the 
manner  nrovided  by  seot.  43  of  the  Tramways 
Aot  1870,  so  much  of  the  tramways  works  and 
undertaking  of  the  tramways  company  as  are 
within  the  nrban  district  of  Swinton  and  Fendle- 
bury. 

On  the  27th  April  1901  the  lease  to  the  tram- 
ways company  of  the  Salford  line  expired. 

On  the  26th  April  1901  the  tramways  company 
ag^reed  to  sell,  and  the  Corporation  of  Salford 
agreed  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the  tramcars  and 
horses  belonging  to  the  company,  theretofore 
used  upon  the  Salford  and  Swinton  lines,  such 
agreement  being  subject  and  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  and  claims  of  any  local  authority  under 
sect.  &  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870.  The  price  of 
the  same  was,  by  a  further  agreement  in  wi-iting, 
dated  the  1st  May  1901,  fixed  at  42,5002..  and 
the  same  were  transferred  to  the  Corporation  of 
Salford  accordingly.  The  company,  by  the 
agreement  of  the  2bth  April  1901,  further  agreed 
to  grant  to  the  corporation,  as  from  the  2nd  May 
1901,  a  lease  of  certain  premises,  including  tbe 
Church-street  and  Ford-lane  depots,  and  such 
agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  an  indenture 
dated  the  9th  Oct.  1901,  and  made  between  the 
tramways  company  of  the  one  part  and  the  Cor- 
poration of  Salford  of  the  othco-  part,  whereby  the 
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compiiny' demiaed  unto  the  corporation  the  two 
depots  (less  certain  excepted  portions)  for  the 
term  of  two  years  from  the  28th  April  1901, 
snbject  to  a  proviso  that  the  lease  was  subject  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  any 
authority  under  sect.  43  of  the  Tramways  Act 
1870,  or  any  statutory  modification  or  re-enact- 
ment thereof. 

On  the  same  2oth  April  1901  an  agreement  in 
writing  was  entered  into  between  the  tramways 
company  and  the  District  Council  of  Swinton 
u  nd  Pendlebury,  whereby  it  was  agreed  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say : 

1.  The  ooanoQ  ahkU  take  posieision  of  the  tramways 
so  ooDstraoted  as  aforeMud,  in  pTUsnanoe  of  the 
Manchester  Sabarban  Tramways  Aot  1879  and  the 
Manobeater  Carriage  and  Tramways  Company's  Order 
1897  reepeotively,  on  the  28th  of  April  instant. 

2.  The  coanoil,  in  addition  to  the  yalne  to  be  paid  by 
them  for  snch  tramways,  jn  pnrsnanoe  of  seat.  43  of  the 
Tramways  Aot  1870,  and  oontemporaneonsly  with  the 
payment  of  snoh  valite,  shall  pay  to  the  company  interest 
at  the  rate  of  4i.  10s.  per  oentnm  per  annnm,  oaloalated 
from  the  28th  April  inst.  to  the  date  of  payment,  upon 
the  sum  wUoh  the  referee  to  be  appointed  by  the  Board 
of  Trade  shall  determine  as  the  valae  of  snch  tramways, 
possession  whereof  is  agreed  to  be  given  by  olanae  1 
hereof. 

3.  The  coanoil  shall  not  interfere  with  (except  for  the 
purpose  of  necessary  repairs)  or  reoonstmot  any  of  the 
said  tramways  before  arbitration  nnder  the  said  seot.  43 
of  the  Tramways  Act  shall  have  taken  place. 

4.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  to 
prejadioe  or  affect  the  qnestion  as  to  what  lands, 
boildings,  works,  materiids,  and  plant  (if  any)  of  the 
company  are  suitable  to  and  need  by  the  company  for  the 
purposes  of  their  nndertaking  wittdn  the  district  of  the 
coanoil  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  sect.  43  of  the 
Tramways  Aot  1870. 

Since  the  28th  April  1901  the  Corporation  of 
Salford  hare  worked  Doth  the  Salford  and  Swinton 
lines  as  a  common  nndertaking  in  pusnance  of 
an  agreement  made  by  them  in  that  behalf  with 
the  Swinton  and  Pendlebury  District  Council, 
dated  the  13th  July  1899  (which  is  scheduled  to 
the  Salford  Corporation  Act  1899)  whereby  it  was 
agreed  that  forthwith,  after  the  purchase  of  the 
Swinton  lines  by  the  urban  district  council,  the 
uouDcil  should  grant  to  the  corporation  a  lease 
thereof  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  that 
during  the  interval  between  the  time  when  the 
council  should  have  obtained  possession  of  the 
Swinton  lines  and  the  date  of  the  lease  the 
corporation  should  maintain  a  service  of  tramcars 
thereon,  and  that  the  lease  should  contain  a 
covenant  by  the  corporation  binding  them  during 
the  term  of  the  lease  to  provide  and  maintain  a 
service  of  tramcars  on  the  tramways  not  less 
frequent  or  less  efficient  or  at  greater  fares  than 
the  existing  service  of  the  tramways  company. 

On  the  2!)th  Aug.  1902  the  Board  of  Trade, 
by  writing  under  the  hand  of  an  assistant  secre- 
tary thereof  in  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  them  by  the  Tramways  Act  1870  on  the 
joint  application  of  the  urban  district  council  of 
Swinton  and  Pendlebury,  and  of  the  Manchester 
Carriage  and  Tramways  Company  Limited, 
appointed  Sir  Frederick  Bramwell,  Bart.,  F.R.S. 
as  referee,  to  determine  the  value  (exclusive  of 
any  allowance  for  past  or  future  profits  of  the 
'  undertaking  or  any  compensation  for  compulsory 
sale  or  other  consideration  whatsoever)  of  the 
tramways  constrncted  within  the  iirbaa  district 


of  Swinton  and  Pendlebury  nnder  the  authority 
of  the  Manchester  Sabnrban  Tramways  Act  1879 
and  the  Manchester  Carriage  and  Tramways 
Company's  Order  1897,  and  of  all  lands,  buildings 
works,  material,  and  plant  of  the  Manchester 
Carriage  and  Tramways  Company  suitable  to  and 
used  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking 
within  snch  nrban  district  authorised  by  the  Act 
of  1879  and  order  of  1897. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  reference  on  the 
27th  March  1903  it  was  agreed  between  the 
parties  that  Mr.  James  More,  junior,  on  behalf 
of  the  company  and  Mr.  J.  D.  Wallis  on  behalf 
of  the  district  council  should  (without  prejudice 
to  the  question  referred  to  hereafter  as  to  whether 
the  district  council  is  compellable  to  buy  the  two 
depots  or  either  of  them)  value  the  fixtures, 
fittings,  and  utensils  in  and  upon  the  two  depots, 
and  that  the  amount  of  their  valuation  subject  to 
a  reference  to  the  referee  in  case  they  should 
difEer  should  be  included  in  his  award. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  reference,  coansel  for  the 
Swinton  and  Pendlebury  Urban  District  Council 
admitted  that  the  council  were  bound  to  purchase 
and  pay  for  the  actual  tramways  within  their  dis- 
trict authorised  by  the  Act  of  1879  and  the  order 
of  1897  hereinbefore  set  forth,  but  they  contended 
that  under  sect.  43  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870 
they  were  not  compellable  to  purchase  either  the 
Ford-lane  or  the  Church-street  depot  on  the 
ground  that  even  if  snoh  depots  or  eiUier  of  them 
were  suitable  to  and  used  by  the  tramways  com- 

Eany  for  the  purposes  of  the  tramways  they  were 
oth  of  them  situated  geographically  without  the 
district  of  the  council,  and  that  the  section  only 
made  it  obligatory  npon  the  local  authority  to 
purchase  that  which  was  within  their  district. 

Counsel  for  the  tramways  company  contended 
that  if  such  depots  were  in  fact  suitable  to  and 
used  with  their  undertaking  within  the  council's 
district  the  council  were  under  the  section  com- 
pellable to  purchase  them,  although  the  depots 
themselves  were  outside  the  district. 

The  referee  having  inspected  the  tramways  and 
depots,  and,  having  heard  the  parties,  their  counsel, 
and  witnesses,  found  as  a  fact  that  the  Ford-lane 
depot,  although  in  a  limited  sense  nsed  with  the 
nndertaking  of  the  tramways  company  within 
the  district  of  the  council,  is  not  snitable  to  such 
undertaking,  and  he  further  found  as  a  fact  that 
the  Church-street  depot  was  nsed  with  and  is 
suitable  to  the  nndertaking. 

He  therefore  awarded  that  the  value,  exclusive 
oC  any  allowance  for  past  or  future  profits  of  the 
undertaking  or  any  compensation  for  com- 
pulsory sale  or  other  consideration  whatsoever) 
of  the  tramways  constructed  within  the  urban 
district  of  Swinton  and  Pendlebury  under 
the  authority  of  the  Manchester  Suburban 
Tramways  Act  1879  and  the  Manchester 
Ciirriage  and  Tramways  Company's  Order  1897, 
and  of  all  land,  buildings,  works,  materials,  and 
plant  of  the  Manchester  Carriage  and  Tramways 
Company  suitable  to  and  nsed  by  them  for  the 
purposes  of  the  undertaking  within  snoh  nrban 
district  authorised  by  the  Aot  of  1879  and  order 
of  1897  is  as  follows :  (a)  The  value  of  the  tramway 
lines,  including  an  agreed  sum  of  12502.,  24,6891. ; 
(6)  the  value  of  the  land  and  buildings  con- 
stituting the  Church-street  depot  and  the  tramway 
lines  therein  and  the  tramway  line  in  Chnrch- 
street  leading  into   the  depot,  24,009{.;  («)  tiie 
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value  of  the  fixtares  and  fittings  in  and  upon  the 
Ghnroh-streek  depot  (as  per  the  valuation  of  Messrs. 
More  and  Wallis  hereinbefore  referred  to),  3082. ; 
or  a  total  of  49,0061. 

Should  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  the  oonnoil 
are  not  compellable  to  purchase  or  pay  for  the 
Ghurch-atreet  depot  then  the  items  (b)  24,0092. 
and  (o)  3082.  must  be  deducted  from  the  above 
total,  and  in  such  event  he  awarded  the  value  to 
be  the  sum  of  24,6892. ;  and  he  farther  awarded 
that  the  expenses  ot  the  reference  and  award  be 
borne  and  paid  hj  the  Swinton  and  Pendlebary 
Urban  District  Oouncil. 

Fletcher  Moulton,  K.O.  (Eldridge  and  E.  F. 
Sandart  with  him)  for  the  tramway  company. — 
.On  the  true  construction  of  sect.  43  of  the  Tram- 
ways Act  1870  the  local  authority  must  take  all 
the  undertaking  within  the  district,  together  with 
all  the  lands,  Duildings,  works,  materials,  and 
plant  suitable  to  and  used  for  the  purpose  of  such 
undertaking;.  The  arbitrator  has  found  here  that 
this  depot  was  used  with  and  is  suitable  to  the 
undertaking  within  the  district  of  the  council,  and 
they  are  bound  to  pay  for  it  even  although  it 
may  be  physically  situated  outside  their  district. 

Balfour  Browne,  K.C.  (George  Rhodes  with  him) 
for  the  district  council. — The  council  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pay  for  this  depot,  for  they  only  have 
power  under  sect.  43  of  the  Tramways  Act  1870 
to  buy  the  undertaking  with  the  suitable  lands, 
buildings,  works,  materials,  and  plant  used  with 
the  undertaking  and  situated  within  their  district. 
This  depot,  which  the  arbitrator  has  found  to  be 
used  with  and  suitable  to  the  undertaking,  besides 
being  situated  outside  the  council's  district,  was 
used  for  other  purposes  than  the  tramway  under- 
taking. It  is  not,  therefore,  suitable  within  the 
section.    He  referred  to 

North  Metropolitan  Tmmumya  Company  v.  London 
County  Council,  72  L.  T.  Bap.  586. 

Ohannell,  J. — lam  afraid  I  feel  bound  by  the 
binding  of  this  special  case.  I  think  if  Sir 
Frederick  Bramwell  had  been  alive  I  should  have 
been  inclined  to  send  it  back  to  him.  I  think 
there  is  a  substantial  diflSculiy  about  the  entirety 
of  this  building  being  found  to  be  suitable  to 
and  used  for  the  purposes  of  this  undertaking 
whan  there  are  facts  set  out  in  considerable  detail 
which  show  that  it  was  only  partly  used  for  the 
purposes  of  this  part  of  the  undertaking,  and  a 
much  greater  use  of  it  was  made  for  thepu^oses 
of  the  other  part  of  the  undertaking.  There 
really  is  very  great  difficulty  in  understanding 
exactly  how  it  was  that  the  arbitrator  came  to 
that  conclusion.  I  do  see  that  a  similar  question 
arises,  not  to  a  large  extent,  but  to  some  extent, 
with  regard  to  the  other  buildings,  and  that  may, 
to  some  extent,  account  for  this.  The  point  that 
is  clearly  submitted  to  me  is  this :  In  the  case 
of  a  building  which  is  outside  the  district  of  the 
local  board,  assuming  as  a  matter  of  fact  that 
the  building  was  at  the  time  of  the  undertaking 
being  taken  over — "then"  is  the  word  used  (I 
do  not  know  whether  it  is  at  the  beginning  of 
the  notice,  or  at  the  expiration  of  the  notice,  and 
'  it  does  not  signify) — assuming  It  was  then  suitable 
to,  and  used  by  them  for,  the  purposes  of  their 
nndertaking,  the  point  is,  whether  the  purchasers 
are  bound  to  pay  for  that  building.  I  think  it  is 
qnite  clear  that  they  are.  Thev  are  bound  to  pay 
for  the  building :  there  might  be  a  donbt  whether 


they  are  bound  to  purchase  it,  but,  if  they  are 
bound,  as  they  clearly  are  in  my  view,  upon  the 
terms,  to  pay  for  it,  I  think  one  would  read  the 
two  consistently  by  saying,  therefore,  in  that  case 
it  must  be  included  in  the  purchase,  and  must  be 
deemed  to  be  part  of  the  undertaking  within  the 
district  for  the  purpose  of  this  purchase.  But  the 
other  part  I  am  really  quite  clear  about.  The 
reason  why,  gpi^mmatically,  "  within  such 
district"  must  refer  to  tha  undertaking  is  not 
merely  because  it  is  the  last  thing,  but 
because,  when  you  lopk  at  some  of  the  other 
things,  some  of  them  are  movable  things.  With 
reference  to  the  plant,  "  suitable  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  undertaking  "  does  not  mean 
the  plant  within  the  district  suitable  to  the 
purposes  of  the  nndertaking,  but  it  means  plant 
saito.ble  to  the  undertaking  within  the  district 
Therefore,  if  it  means  that  there,  it  means  it 
In  reference  to  the  building  also,  it  seems  to 
me.  So  that,  upon  that  point,  which  the  arbitra- 
tor has  clearly  referred  to  me,  I  have  a  strong 
opinion  in  favour  of  the  view,  I  understand,  he 
himself  took.  Therefore  that  point  I  must 
decide  for  the  company.  Then  there  comes  the 
question  of  how  to  deal  with  the  other  matter. 
Any  findings  of  fact  that  the  arbitrator  has 
made  are  binding  upon  me.  Even  if  he  wished  to 
refer  them  to  me  under  the  Arbitration  Act,  he 
could  not  do  so.  He  has  only  power  to  state  cases 
Q^on  questions  of  law.  Oonsequently,  even  if  he 
wished  to  do  it,  I  do  not  tee  that  he  could  refer 
it  to  me.  The  only  way  in  which  it  can  be  done 
is  this,  and  sometimes  it  is  done.  Sometimes 
the  court  assumes  a  jurisdiction  which  must  be 
very  near  the  border  line  of  dealing  as  a  question 
of  law  with  the  question  of  whether  there  is  any 
evidence  upon  which  he  could  so  find.  The  only 
way,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  which  I  could  deal  with 
this  point  as  a  question  of  law  is  by  saying  that 
there  was  no  evidence  upon  which  the  arbitrator 
could  find  that  this  was  suitable  to  the  under- 
taking. Now,  I  should  have  a  little  difficulty 
about  that.  If  it  clearly  means  that  the  entirety 
of  this  big  building  was  both  used  for,  and 
suitable  to,  I  think  there  is  a  little  difficulty. 
But  I  do  not  think  I  can  say  there  is  no  evidence. 
It  is  always  such  a  troublesome  question.  Upon 
the  evidence  that  he  has  stated,  I  frankly  say  I 
do  not  see  how  he  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
he  did  about  the  entirety.  I  think  that  he  must 
have  had  some  reasons  which  I  do  not  fully 
appieoiate.  That  is  why,  if  it  were  possible,  £ 
should  have  liked  to  clear  It  up,  but,  &i  it  is,  it 
does  seem  to  me  that  the  only  possible  doubt  as  to 
whether  he  has  or  has  not  found  this  as  a  question 
of  fact  arises  from  the  use  of  the  word  "  with  "  in 
the  case.  There  he  says :  "  I  find  as  a  fact 
that  the  Church-street  depot  was  nsed  with,  and 
is  suitable  to,  the  undertaking."  "  With "  is  a 
shorter  word  than  "  for  the  purposes  of,"  and  I 
think  that  the  arbitrator  has  done  something 
besides  that  in  variation  of  the  words.  He  has 
varied  the  order  in  which  they  come.  In  the 
Act  of  Parliament  it  is :  "  Suitable  to,  and  nsed 
by  them  for,  the  purposes  of."  Then,  in  varying 
the  order,  he  Las,  psrhaps  not  unnaturally,  sub- 
stituted the  word  "  with  "  for  the  words,  "  for  the 
purposes  of."  OtherwUe  it  would  come  in  a  little 
awkward.  If  I  could  think  that  he  meant  to 
avoid  finding  that  it  was  used  for  the  purposes  of, 
possibly  I  should  say  that  I  could  not  act  upon 
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ihe  finding,  but,  when  yon  oom'pare  it  with  what 
he  has  found  in  the  next  olanae,  he  eoes  back  and 
uses  the  words  in  the  order  in  which  they  appear 
in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  says :  "  Suitable  to 
and  used  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  nnder- 
takioK,"  and  I  think  that  he  therefore  shows  on 
the  face  of  this  award  that,  when  he  used  the 
word  "  with,"  he  meant  it  to  be  the  same  thing  as 
"  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking."  There- 
fore, though  with  some  reluctance — a  reluctance 
that  I  only  feel,  as  I  said  just  now,  in  oases  where 
one  has  not  power  to  review  the  facts,  but  has  to 
review  a  portion  of  the  matter,  and  one  feels  that 
perhaps  one  is  not  doing  complete  jastioe  in  the 
matter — I  feel  bound  to  say,  upon  the  point  of 
law,  which  is  clearly  referred  to  me,  I  must  come 
to  the  decision  which  I  have  already  mentioned, 
and  that  I  somewhat  reluctantly  decide  that 
nothing  else  is  open  to  me.  The  result  is,  I  think 
I  must  support  tue  award  for  the  larger  figure. 
Judgment  aeeordingly. 
Solicitors :  Ayrton,  Biaeoe,  and  Barclay,  for 
Brett,  Hamilton,  and  Tarbolton,  Manchester; 
Trass  and  Taylor,  for  L.  C.  Evans,  Town  Clerk, 
Salford. 


Siixftm  Cmrrt  d  |«Jricatrare. 


COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

May  31  and  June  1. 
(Before  Yauohan  Wii.lu.us,  Bomir,  and 

G0ZKir8>HABDT,  L.JJ.) 
Be  Strand  Wood  Compant  Limited,  (a) 

APPKAL  PBOM    THB  CHANCEBT  DIVIBIOK. 

Company — Winding-up— Summons  taken  out  by 
liquidator  for  alleged  misfeatanee  by  directors 
— Security  for  costs  of  application — jProcWce. 
The  court    has  no    jurisdiction    to  require  the 
liquidator  of  a  company  which  is  in  course  of 
being  tBound-up  to  give  security  for  the  costs  of 
an  applieaHon  against  directors  of  the  company 
for  mxsfeasanoe  under  sect.  10  of  the  Companies 
(Winding-up)  Act  1890.    But  an  order  for  pay- 
ment of  costs  by  the  liquidator  personally  wul  be 
made  in  a  proper  case. 
The  prineipte    established  by    Cowell   v.  Taylor 
(53  L.  T.  Bep.  483;  31  Ch.  Div.  34)  considered 
and  applied. 
Special  resolutions  were  passed  and  confirmed 
at  extraordinary  general  meetings  of  the  above- 
named  company,  held  respectively  on  the  21st  Jan. 
1902  and  the  6th  Feb.  1902,  for  the  voluntary 
winding-up  of   the   company  and  appointing  a 
liquidator. 

On  the  19th  April  1904  a  summons  was  taken 
out  by  the  liquidator,  under  sect.  10  of  the  Com- 
panies (Winding-up)  Act  1890,  against  some  of 
the  directors  of  the  company,  seeking  to  make 
them  liable  for  moneys  of  the  company  alleged  to 
have  been  misapplied  by  them. 

On  the  28th  April  1904  two  of  those  directors 
took  out  a  summons  asking  that  the  company  and 
the  liquidator  might  be  ordered  to  give  security 
for  the  costs  of  his  application  upon  the  ground 

(a)  Baportad  bj  E,  A.  Boaucout,  £•«.,  iDknlfttr-M-lAW. 


that  the  company  had  no  assets — the  whole  of  its 
property  having  been  transferred  on  reoonstmction 
to  a  new  company  formed  for  that  purpose — and 
that  the  liquidator  was,  as  the  applicants  were 
informed  and  believed,  a  man  of  no  financial 
position. 

In  opposition  to  that  application  the  liquidator 
stated  tnat  he  retained  control  of  the  greater  part 
of  the  assets  of  the  company  pending  the  discharge 
of  outstanding  liabilities,  which  assets  would  ha 
available  for  costs;  that  the  new  company  had 
sanctioned  the  issue  of  the  summons  by  the 
liquidator;  and  that  it  was  not  true  that  hs 
was  a  man  without  property. 

The  r^strar  before  whom  the  summons  came 
on  to  be  heard  refused  to  make  any  order  upon  it; 
but  he  gave  leave  to  appeal. 

The  applicants  now  appealed  accordingly. 

A.  H.  Jessel  for  the  appellants. — The  registrar 
refused  to  order  the  liquidator  and  the  company 
to  give  security  for  costs  in  this  case  on  the 
authority  of 

Se  W.  Poiroll  and  Sons  Limited,  74  L.  T.  Bep.  220; 
(1896)  1  Ch.  681. 

It  was  there  held  by  Bomer,  L.J.  (then  Bomer,  J.) 
that  the  court  having  jurisdiction  at  the  hearing 
of  a  misfeasance  summons  to  order  a  liquidator 
to  pay  the  cost  of  the  proceetUngs  personally, 
will,  in  an  ordinary  case,  refuse  to  order  him  to 
give  security  for  costs.  The  question  is  whether 
that  case  is  of  general  authority,  or  whether  the 
fact  of  a  liquidator  and  company  being  insolvent 
is  sufficient  ground  for  ordering  security  for 
costs.  Sect.  69  of  the  Companies  Act  1862  pro- 
vides that :  "  Where  a  limited  company  is 
plaintiff  or  pursuer  in  any  action,  suit,  or  other 
legal  proceeding,  any  judge  having  jurisdicticm 
in  the  matter  may,  if  it  appears  by  any  credible 
testimony  that  there  is  reason  to  believe  that,  if 
the  defendant  be  successful  in  his  defence,  the 
assets  of  the  company  will  be  insufficient  to  pay 
his  costs,  require  sufficient  security  to  be  given 
for  such  costs,  and  may  stay  all  such  proceeding 
until  such  security  is  given.  The  present  case  m 
analagous  to  one  arismg  under  that  section.  I 
submit  that  in  a  proper  case  the  court  has  juris- 
diction to  order  a  liquidator  to  give  security  for 
the  costs  of  a  misfeasance  summons.  In  Palmer's 
Company  Precedents  (9th  edit.,  part  2,  pp.  632, 
633),  an  unreported  decision  of  Pearson,  J.  to  that 
effect  in  Be  Wedgwood  Company  (29th  Ifay  1884) 
is  cited.  [Bombb,  L.J.  reierred  to  the  observa- 
tions of  B^gallay  and  Bowen,  L.JJ.  in  Cowell  v. 
Taylor  (53  L.  T.  Rep.  483 ;  1  Ch.  Div.  34).]  In  Be 
W.  Powell  and  Sons  Limited  {ubi  sup.)  the  case 
of  Be  Wedgwood  Company  {vhi  supA  and  also 
the  decision  of  Bacon  Y.C.  in  Be  Seventh  East 
Central  Building  Society  (51  L.  T.  Bep.  109)  were 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  arguments.  Upon 
that  case,  and  also  upon  the  decision  of  Pearson, 
J.,  the  statement  as  to  the  practice  contained  in 
Palmer's  Company  Precedents  (ubi  sup.)  was  no 
doubt  founded.  In  JB«  H^.  PoweU  and  Sons 
Limited  {ubi  sup.)  Bomer,  J.  seems  to  have 
assumed  that,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  the 
court  had  jarisdiction  to  make  aa  order  for 
security  for  costs;  and,  although  the  learned 
judge  declined  to  order  it  in  that  case,  jret  he  did 
so  on  the  ground  that  the  court  at  the  trial  might 
order  the  liquidator  to  pay  the  costs  personally ; 
mi  be  also  thought  tha^  in  considering  whether 
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ihe  liquidator  ought  to  be  ordered  to  pay  the  coats 
personally,  the  coart  would  have  regard  to  the 
fact  that  the  liquidator  had  opposed  an  applica- 
tion for  secarity.  That  has  since  been  followed 
by  Starling,  J.  in  Re  Western  Countie$  Steam 
Bakeriet  and  MUlxng  Company  (4th  M&j  1896), 
cited  in  Palmer's  Company  Precedents  (9th  edit., 
part  2,  pp.  622. 623).  [Rohkb,  L.  J.— The  principle 
of  CoweU  T.  Taylor  {ubi  «up.)  is  against  the  appel- 
lants.^ InBeW.  PoweU  and  Sons  Limited  (ubi 
$up.)  it  was  argned  that  the  coart  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  order  a  liquidator  to  give  secnrity,  but  it 
was  not  so  held.  [Rombb,  £.J. — It  appears  to 
me  now,  though  it  did  not  occur  to  me  at  the 
time,  that  I  might  have  based  my  decision  upon 
want  of  jurisdiction.]  In  this  case  the  liquidator 
is  a  mere  shadow,  and  the  company  will  get  no 
benefit  by  its  action,  as  it  has  sold  its  undertaking 
to  another  company.  That  brings  this  case 
within  the  exception  stated  by  Boweu,  LJ.  in 
Cotoell  T.  Taylor  (tibi  sup.).  [Gozbrs-Hardt,  L  J. 
—Yours  is,  in  effect,  an  argument  that  every 
impecunious  litigant  in  the  High  Court  should  be 
compelled  to  give  security  for  costs.]  Without 
going  so  far  as  that,  I  submit  that  there  will  be 
a  very  serious  injustice  done  to  the  appellants 
here  if  no  security  is  ordered. 

Mark  Bomer  for  the  respondent,  the  liquidator, 
was  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

Yauohan  Williams,  L.J. — I  am  afraid  that 
the  practice  is  against  the  appellants,  and  that 
the  appeal  fails.  I  wish  to  say  for  myself  that  if 
this  were  a  new  matter,  inasmuch  as  I  personally 
while  acting  as  the  judge  in  company  matters  saw 
many  instances  of  the  abuse  of  the  present  law, 
I  should  not  have  been  sorry  if  there  had  been  a 
power  to  require  security  to  be  griven  in  a  case  of 
this  kind  where  the  circumstances  were  such  as 
to  lead  the  court  to  think  that  it  ought  to  be 
ordered.  The  cases,  however,  are  too  strong  for 
me,  and  we  must  be  content  with  the  practice  as 
it  stands. 

BouBB,  L.J. — I  think  that  the  appeal  fails  and 
must  be  dismissed.  I  rely  upon  the  principle  on 
which  CoweU  v.  Taylor  (53  L.  T.  Rep.  483 ;  31 
Ch.  Div.  34)  was  decided.  The  liquidator  comes 
here  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  statutory  duties,  and  in  a  case 
like  that,  where  it  is  not  suggested  that  the 
application  is  frivolous  or  maide  improi)erly  by 
the  liquidator,  it  is  not  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  of  this  court  that  he  should  be  required 
to  give  secnrity  for  costs. 

Oozens-Hakdt,  L.J. — I  agree.  It  is  clear 
that  this  case  does  not  come  within  sect.  69  of  the 
Companies  Act  1862.  Here  the  company  are 
not  the  plaintiffs,  but  it  is  argned  that  by 
analogy,  where  the  liquidator  comes  under  the 
otpress  provisions  of  sect.  10  of  the  Companies 
(Winding-up)  Act  1890  we  ought  to  treat  him  as 
being  in  the  same  position  as  a  plaintiff  company. 
I  cannot  follow  that.  As  a  general  rule  the 
practice  as  to  secnrity  for  costs  is  settled  by 
CoweU  V.  Taylor  (63  L.  T.  Rep.  483  ;  31  Oh.  Div. 
34)  and  other  cases.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  be  going  beyond  that  authority  if  we 
required  the  liqmdator  here  to  give  security  for 
costs.  I  wish  to  emphasise  what  was  said  by 
Bomer,  J.  in  Be  W.  P.  PovoeU  and  Sons  Limited 
(74  L.  T.  Rey.  220 ;  (1896)  1  Ch.  681)  that  the 
conrt  on  a  misfeasance  summons  will  not  have 


the  least  hesitation  in  making  a  personal  order  for 
payment  of  costs  by  the  liquioator  in  a  proper 

Appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellants,  Arthur  J.  Benjamin. 
Solicitors  for    the    respondent,  Bisgood   and 
Marshall. 


May  31  and  June  1. 

(Before  Vauohan  Williams,  Romer  and 

Oozens-Hakdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  LONOBOTHAM  AND  SoNS.  (a) 

APPEAL  FROM  THE   CHANCEBT  DIVISION. 

Solicitor  and  client — Costs — Taxation — "  Third 
party  liable  " — Taxation  of  mortgagee's  solicitors' 
bill  by  mortgagor — Practice — aolieitors  Act 
18i3  (6*7  Viet.  e.  73),  s.  38. 

A  mortgagor  is  entitled,  under  sect.  38  of  the 
Solicitors  Act  1843,  to  have  taxation  of  the  bill 
of  costs  of  the  solicitor  acting  for  t)ie  mortgagee 
limited  to  the  items  of  costs  incurred  by  the 
mortgagee  strietly  in  th(U  cap<wity  and  not  in 
his  personai  capacity. 

Re  Negus  (71  L.  T.  Rep.  716 ;  (1895)  1  Ch.  73)  and 
Be  Gray  (84  L.  T.  Bep.  24;  (1901)  1  Ch.  239) 
considered  and  approved. 

Decision  ofKekemch,  J.  affirmed. 

Solicitors  who  had  acted  for  a  mortgagee 
carried  in  their  bill  of  costs  for  taxation  at  the 
instance  of  the  mortgagor. 

From  the  bill  more  than  one-sixth  was  taxed 
off. 

On  the  solicitors  raising  objections  the  master 
answered  that  he  had  taxed  the  bill  upon  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Be  Oray  (84  L.  T.  Rep.  24 ; 
(1901)  1  Oh.  239),  by  taking  off  all  the  items 
which  could  not  ba  charged  as  between  the 
mortgagee  and  mortgi^(or ;  stating,  further,  that 
the  bill  was  made  out  on  a  wrong  principle,  the 
old  practice  being  relied  on  by  the  solicitors. 

The  items  disallowed  were  in  the  nature  ot 
charges  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  such  as 
attendances  by  solicitors  to  take  steps  nececisary 
for  the  protection  of  the  mortgagee  without  con- 
sultation with  the  mortgagor,  and  in  respect  of 
unnecessary  letters. 

Thereupon  an  application  was  made  by  the 
solicitors  to  review  the  certificate  ol  the  taxing 
master. 

The  applicants  admitted  that  their  application 
was  made  in  order  to  obtain  a  reversal  of  the 
ruling  of  the  learned  judge  in  the  case  of  Be  Oray 
(uit  s«p.),  in  which  it  was  submitted  that  Cozens- 
Hardy,  J.  while  referring  to  the  earlier  decision 
otBe  Negus  (71  L.  T.  Rep.  716  ;  (1895)  1  Oh.  73), 
which  in  turn  referred  to  Be  Brown  (16  L.  T. 
Rep.  729 ;  L.  Rep.  4  Eq.  464),  had  in  effect 
altered  the  previous  practice  in  such  matters. 

Kekewich,  J.,  before  whom  the  application 
came  on  to  be  heard,  required  a  certificate  from 
the  taxing  master,  which  was  as  follows  : 

Yonr  Iiordihlp  having  desired  a  oertiifioate  from  the 
mast  era  ot  the  Snpieme  Conrt  (Taxing  Office)  of  the 
pradioe  geneiallj  in  oases  between  the  mortgagor  and 
the  toUoltor  of  the  mortgagee,  I  beg  reepectfnllr  to 
report  to  yonr  Lordabip  :  Tfaat  the  praotioe  followed  by 
the  masters  in  taxations  nnder  aeot.  38  ot  6  &  7  Vict. 
0.  73  (the  Solicitors  Act)  up  to  within  reoent  years  was 


(a)  Beported  by  E.  A.  SosAToaiiir,  Be«., BarrMir-at-taw. 
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to  tftz  as  bdtweea  the  aolioitor  and  the  oliemt  (tht  parigr 
chargeable  in  the  &nt  inatanoe),  and  not  ae  between  the 
■olioitoT  and  the  party  liable  to  pay,  effeot,  however, 
being  gireo,  ae  far  ae  poeaible,  to  the  oasee  o(  Se  N*gu$ 
(ubi  Kup.)  and  Re  Abbott  (4  L.  T.  Bop.  576),  and  the 
obaervationa  of  Cotton,  L.J.  in  Re  Morecroft  (29  Sol. 
Jo.  471  C.  A )  The  prinoiplea,  however,  laid  down  by 
these  oaaes  were,  in  the  opinion  of  the  masters,  oon- 
■iderably  extended  by  the  ease  of  Re  Omy  {ubi  sup.), 
and  since  that  case  the  practice  in  the  taxing  office  in 
taxationa  nnder  this  section  has  been  to  tax,  apart  from 
the  order,  as  between  the  solioitar  and  the  party,  or 
estate  liable  to  pay. 

Kekewich,  J.  read  the  above  certificate,  and, 
withoat  farther  argnment,  refused  the  application  ; 
bnt  his  Lordship  gave  leave  to  appeal. 

The  applicants  now  appealed  accordingly. 

Oeorge  Laiorenee  for  the  appellants. — It  is 
clearly  laid  down  bj  the  authorities  that  taxation, 
when  ordered  nnder  sect.  .38  of  the  Solicitors  Act 
1843,  mast  proceed  as  between  the  solicitor  and 
his  client  the  mortgagee : 

Cordery  on  Solicitors,  3cd  edit.,  p.  326 ; 

Re  Weill,  8  Beav.  410 ; 

Re  Jones,  8  Beav.  479 ; 

Re  Fyton,  0  Beav.  117  ; 

Re  Bignold,  9  Beav.  269  ; 

Re  Barrou;  17  Beav.  547 ; 

Re  Taylor,  18  Beav.  165  ; 

Re  Baker,  32  Beav.  526 ; 

Re  Maesey,  34  Beav.  463  ;  34  L.  J.  492,  Ch. ; 

Re  Abbott,  4  L.  T.  Bep.  576 ; 

Re  Ne^eman,  17  L.  T.  Bep.  128 ;  L.  Bep.  2  Ch.  App. 

707; 
Re  Morecroft,  29  Sol.  Joar.  471 : 
Be  Holliday  and  Qodhe,  58  L.  T.  Bep.  301. 

Those  are  the  various  reported  cases  which 
support  the  contention  of  the  appellants  in  the 
present  case.  The  question  is  whether  the  decision 
of  Cozens-Hardy,  J.  in  Re  Gray  (84  L.  T.  Bep. 
24;  (1901)  1  Ch.  239)  was  intended  to  revolutionise 
the  third  party  taxation  under  sect.  38  of  the 
Solicitors  Act  1843.  I  submit  that  that  decision 
has  not  overraled  the  earlier  cases,  and  that  the 
taxation  oaght  to  proceed  according  to  the  rules 
which  would  govern  a  taxation  of  the  same  bill  of 
costs  at  the  instance  of  the  mortgagee.  The  sole 
question  is.  What  is  the  bill  P  My  submission  is 
that  the  bill  is  the  bill  which  would  be  delivered 
by  the  solicitor  acting  for  the  mortgagee.  If  the 
court  is  against  menpon  tbe  cases  to  which  I  have 
referred,  I  do  not  know  that  it  will  be  necessaiy 
to  cite  all  the  cases  of  which  Be  Gray  (vhi  sup.)  is 
an  example,  and  which  are  against  the  appelmnts 
here.  [Cozbns-Habdy,  L.J. — As,  for  instance, 
Be  Brown  (16  L.  T.  Rep.  729  j  L.  Rep.  4  Eq.  464).] 
That  case  is  inconsistent  with  the  other  decisions, 
and  notably  with : 

Re  Dickeon,  8  De  G.  M.  &  O.  655. 

The  case  of  Be  Broum  (ubi  sup.)  has  been 
explained,  and,  as  I  submit,  satisfactorily  so,  by 
Kay,  J.  in 

Brown  v.  Burdett,  69  L.  T.  B'p.  888 ;  40  Ch.  Div. 
244. 

Those  were  the  authorities  governing  the  praotioe 
nntil  the  decisions  in  Be  Negiu  (71  L.  T.  Bep.  716 ; 
(1895)  1  Ch.  73)  and  Be  Gray  (ubi  tup.).  The 
former  is  only  founded  on  Be  Brown  (ubi  sup.), 
and,  as  I  say,  upon  a  misapprehension  of  Be 
Broum  (ubi  sup.) ;  and  it  is,  moreover,  inconsis- 
tent wiui  Be  Newman  {ubi  sup.).    The  practice 


appears  to  be  stated  sabataatially  the  same  in 
every  text-book  of  authorii^ : 

Cordery  on  Solicitors,  3rd  e^t,  p.  326 ; 
Daniel's  Chancery  Praotioe,  7lh  edit.,  p.  1728  ; 
Fisher  on  Mortifages,  5  th  edit.,  p.  911 ; 
Morgan  and  Wortzbnrg  on  Costs,  Sad  edit.,  p.  481. 

T.  L.  Wilkinson,  for  the  reipandent,  was  not 
called  upon  to  argue.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^„ 

June     l.^The     following     judgments      were 
delivered : — 

BoMBB,   L.J.,    at   the    request    of  Yanghan 
Williams,  L.J.,  first  read  his  judgment. — I  will 
first  deals  with  this  case  on  principle.     When  a 
third  party  taxes  a  bill  under  sect.  33  of  the 
Solicitors  Act  of  1843  it  is  clear,  both  from  the 
wording  of  the  section  itself  and  the  authorities, 
that   the  taxation   must  be  on  the  footing  of  a 
taxation   between  the  solicitor  and    the    client. 
But  OxB  third  party  is  not,  for  all  purposes  in  con- 
nection with  tne  taxation,  to  be  treated  as  if  he 
were  himself  the  client.    For  instance,  where  the 
client  has  paid  the  bill  and  might  not  be  able  to 
show  special  circumstances  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  liave  the  bill  taxed,  it  does  not  follow  that 
of  necessity  tlie  third  party  is  thereby  preoladed 
from  obtaining  taxation.    The  proviso  at  the  end 
of  sect.  38  shows  that.    And,  in  my  opinion,  that 
proviso  is  important  and  useful ;  and  a  court  will 
doubtless    act    npoa    it  in  cases   where  justice 
requires  that  the  third  party  should  not  be  bound 
by  what  has  taken  place  between  the  solicitor  and 
the  client.    Again,  the  solicitor  may  have  acted 
for  the  client  in  more  than  one  completed  matter, 
and  the  client  may  not  be  entitled,  as  against  the 
solicitor,  to  obtain  delivery  of  a  bill  and  taxa- 
tion,  except  on  the  footing  of  having  all   the 
matters  included  and  taxed.    But  if  the  third 
party  be  only  interested  in,  and  liable  to  pay  the 
costs  of,  one  matter,  it  is  clear,  in  my  opinion,  as 
a  matter  of  principle,  that,  under  sect.  38,  he  can 
obtain  taxation  of  the  bill  so  far  as  concerns  that 
one  matter  only,  and   on  the  footing  of   being 
liable  to  pay  only  the  taxed  costs  of  tbat  matter, 
and  that  principle  really  decides  this  case,  and 
shows  that  the  appeal  should  fail.    For  in  the 
present  case  the  third  party  is  a  mortgager,  and 
he  is  only  interested  in  the  relations  between  the 
solicitor  and  his  client  so  far  as  they  concern  tbe 
position  of  the  client  strictly  in  his  character  of 
mortgagee.    The  mortgagor,  therefore,  is  entitled, 
under  sect.  38,  to  have  taxation  of  the  solicitor's 
bill  limited  to  the  items  of  costs  incurred  by  the 
client  strictly  in  his  position  of  mortgagee,  and  it 
is  on  that  principle  that  the  taxing  master  has 
proceeded.    It  may  well  be  that  Uie  client,  as 
between  himself  and  the  solicitor,  is  liable  for 
costs  incurred  in  relation  to  the  mortgaged  pro- 
perty with  which  the  mortgagor  is  not  concerned, 
and    for    which   the   mortgagor   is  not  liable. 
Those  will  be  costs  incurred  by  the  mortgagee  in 
his   personal  capacity  so   far   as   concerns   the 
mortgagor,  and  not  costs  incurred  by  him  in  the 
capacity  of  mortgagee  strictly  and  properly  oon- 
sidered,  and  accordingly  would  not  have  to  be 
taxed  or  considered  by  the  taxing  master  in  a 
taxation  by  the  mortgagor  as  third  party.    And  I 
may  add,  though  it  may  not  be  necessary  todoso 
for  the  purposes  of  the  present  case,  that,  if  the 
mortgagee  chose  to  sanction  a  ohiu^  bv  his 
solicitor  beyond  what  he  and  the  solicitor  knew, 
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or  mast  be  taken  to  hare  known,  oonld  be  properly 
charged,  as  against  the  mortgagor,  thongh  the 
mortg^tgee  might  be  bound  n>r  the  excess  by 
reason  of  his  sanstdon,  the  mortgagor  would  not 
be  bound,  for  the  sanction  by  the  mortgages 
would  be  held  as  given  by  him  in  his  personal 
capacity,  and  not  in  his  capacity  of  mortgagee. 
With  regard  to  the  authorities,  they  are  so  nume- 
rous that  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  that  all  the 
observations  by  tiie  various  judges  who  decided 
them  can  be  reconciled.  But  the  principle  on 
which  this  judgment  is  based  is  not,  in  my 
opinioD,  contrary  to  any  express  decision  that  has 
been  cited,  and  tbat  principle  has  been  recognised, 
and,  I  think,  rightly  so,  in  the  cases  of  Be  Brown 
(16  L.  T.  Rep.  729  ;  L.  Rep.  4  Eq.  464) ;  Be  More- 
eroft  (29  Sol.  Jour.  471),  (and  in  particular  the 
judgment  of  Lindley,  L.J.  in  that  case) ;  Be 
Negus  (71  L.  T.  Rep.  716;  (1895)  1  Ch.  73) ;  and 
Re  Gray  (84  L.  T.  Rep.  24;  (1901)  1  Ch.  239); 
and  by  the  observations  of  Turner,  L.J.  in  Be 
Diekson  (8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  655) ;  and  I  do  not 
think  it  will  serve  any  useful  purpose  to  go 
through  the  ciises  cited  seriatim.  The  appeal  will 
accordingly  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Vauqhan  Williams,  L.J. — I  concur.  I  wish 
to  add  one  or  two  observations.  In  the  first 
place,  I  assent  entirely  to  every  word  read 
Dy  Bomer,  L.J.,  in  so  far  as  it  deals  with  ques- 
tions regarding  all  such  matters  as  do  not 
strictly  concern  the  mortgagor,  and  which  involve 
costs  incurred  by  the  mortgagee  otherwise  than 
in  his  capacity  of  mortgagee.  Such  costs  are 
outside  the  coats  which  the  mortgagor  is  liable 
to  satisfy.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  do  not 
wish  to  go  beyond  that.  It  seems  to  me  that 
when  we  go  that  length  we  are  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  Chitty,  J.  in  Be  Negus  (71  L.  T.  Bep. 
716;  (1895)  1  Ch.  73),  and  the  judgment  of 
Coz'ns-Hardy,  J.  in  Be  Gray  (84L.  T.  Rep.  24; 
(1901)  1  Ch,  239).  In  each  of  those  cases  there 
were  costs  incurred  in  respect  of  matters  which 
did  not  concern  the  mortgagor,  and  which  were 
not  coats  incurred  by  the  mortgagee  as  mortgagee, 
but  in  his  personal  capacity.  All  that  it  is 
necessary  for  us  to  do  in  our  present  judgment 
is  to  affirm  the  principle  of  those  two  decisions, 
which,  as  Romer,  L.J.  has  pointed  out,  are  really 
decisions  that  weee  anticipated  by  Bomilly,  M.B., 
in  Be  Brovm  (16  L.  T.  Bep.  729  ;  L.  Rep.  3  Eq. 
465).  There  is  one  passage  in  the  judgment  of 
Cozens-Hardy,  J.  in  Be  Gray  {ubi  sup).,  which 
expresses  all  that  it  is  necessary  to  say  in  the 
present  case.  At  p.  248  of  (1901)  1  Ch.  I  find 
these  words:  "  The  governing  idea  of  Chitty,  J.'s 
judgment" — that  is  to  say,  the  judgment  in 
Be  Negus  {ubi  sup.) — "  is  that  even  a  third  party 
taxation  the  court  is  bound  to  look  at  the  nature 
of  the  items  and  to  consider  whether,  apart  from 
the  order,  the  applicant  is  under  any  liability  to 
pay  them.  In  other  words,  although  the  solicitor 
may  put  in  one  bill  as  against  his  own  client  a 
series  of  items,  some  of  which  may  go  beyond  the 
liability  of  the  third  party,  the  third  party  does 
not,  by  obtaining  an  order  to  tax,  render  himself 
liable  to  the  whole  bill.  With  respect  to  matters 
falling  within  his  liability  under  a  contract  express 
or  implied,  be  cannot  dispute  the  amount  properly 
payable  as  between  the  solicitor  and  his  own 
client ;  bnt  in  other  respects  his  liability  is  not 
increased  by  obtaining  a  third  party  order  to  tax." 
I  wiah  f  nrtner  to  add  that  I  do  not  think  that  in 


any  of  the  cases  referred  to  it  has  been  forgotten 
that  what  is  authorised  in  favour  of  a  third 
party  by  the  38th  section  of  the  Solicitors  Act 
1843  is  a  taxation  obtained  by  a  third  party 
against  the  solicitor.  What  I  mean  is  that  the 
proceeding  which  is  sanctioned  by  the  section  is  a 
wholly  different  proceeding  from  that  which  is 
described  by  Bomilly,  M.R.  in  the  case  of  Be 
Massey  (34  Beav.  463 ;  34  L.  J.  492,  Ch.).  He  says 
in  that  case  (at  p.  495  of  34  L.  J.,  Gb.)  when 
refusing  to  grant  an  order  for  taxation  at  the 
instance  of  iir.  Watera,  a  third  party :  "  In  other 
words,  in  my  opinion  a  bill  from  Mr.  Massey  " — ■ 
that  was  the  solicitor — "  would  have  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  be  moderated  by  the  taxing  master, 
and  the  amount  at  which  the  taxing  master  would 
fix  it  would  be  all  that  Mr.  Waters  would  be 
required  to  pay  the  directors."  That  proceeding 
or  moderation  is  a  proceeding  which  is  not 
intended  to  be  included  by  the  38th  section  of  the 
Solicitors  Act  1843.  The  appeal  will  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Gozbms-Hardt,  L.J. — As  this  case  is  in  sub- 
stance, although  not  in  form,  an  appeal  from  my 
decision  in  the  case  of  Be  Gray  (ubi  sup.),  I  will 
content  myself  with  saying  that  I  agree  with 
the  judgmeots  which  have  been  delivered  by 
Romer,  L.J.  and  my  Lord,      j^^^  dismUsed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants.  Bower,  Cotton,  and 
Bower,  agents  for  Longbotham  and  Sons,  Halifax. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Indermaur  and 
Broicn,  agents  for  W.  Pearce,  Todmorden. 


March  23,  24,  and  25. 
(Before  Colliks,  M.R.,  Roueb  and 
Mathkw,  L.  JJ.) 
Hambbo  and  Son  v.  Bubnand  and  others,  (a) 
.  appeal  from  the  king's  bench  division. 
Prineipcd  and  agent — Underioriler — Authority  of 
underwriter  to  write  natnes — Ordinary  business 
at  Lloyd's — Guarantee   policy — Policy   under- 
viritten    for    private  purposes    and  benefit    of 
agent — LicAility  of  principal. 

When  an  agent,  having  express  authority  to  make 
a  particular  kind  of  evatract  on  behalf  of  his 
principal,  makes  such  a  contract  in  the  name  of 
his  principal  with  a  person  who  deals  in  good 
faith,  the  principal  is  liable  although  the  agent 
in  fact  makes  tKe  contract  for  his  own  purposes 
ana  in  his  own  interats,  and  not  in  the  interests 
of  his  principal. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of 
Bigham,  J.  at  the  trial  of  the  action  without  a 
ju^;  and  a  cross-appeal  of  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  action  to  recover 
the  sum  of  2001.  from  each  of  the  defendants 
upon  a  policy  of  guarantee  subscribed  by  the 
defendant  Bnrnand  in  his  own  name  and  in  the 
names  of  the  other  four  defendants. 

The  policy  was  in  a  printed  form,  and  was  as 
follows  -. 

To  Messrs.  C.  J.  Hambro  and  Son. — la  oonsideration 
of  your  Booepting  at  our  request  the  drafts  of  Henry 
Que  and  Sins  (hereinafter  called  the  drawers)  to  snoh 
an  amount  as  yon  may  think  proper,  snch  drifts  to  be 
drawn   and  aooepted  within  one  year  from  the  lat 


(a)  Beportad  by  J.  H.  WiLLUae,  Biq.,  Baitistar-at-Law. 
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Oct.  1902,  and  in  oonaideraUon  of  the  premiam  of 
It.  per  oent.  paid  to  tm  by  the  drawen  on  the 
azeoation  here^  (the  receipt  whereof  we'  hereby 
aoknowledira),  we,  the  nnderwriten,  ai^ree  that,  i( 
the  drawers  do  not  at  or  before  matnri^  of  any  snoh 
drafta  pat  yon  in  fanda  to  meet  the  aame,  we  will 
within  thirty  days  of  laoeipt  of  notice  from  yon  of  snoh 
default  on  the  part  of  the  drawers  pay  to  yon  in  caah 
the  amonnt  of  suoh  drafta,  and  will  further  indemnify 
and  hold  yon  harmless  ajtainst  all  moneys,  loss,  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  which  yon  may  have  to  pay  or 
to  which  you  may  be  pnt  by  reason  of  having 
accepted  sach  drafts  or  by  reason  of  any  claims 
made  by  any  company  or  person  in  respect  of  the 
transactions  above  mentioned,  provided  that  our  lia- 
bility hereunder  shall  not  exceed  tfao  amount  of  onr 
respectiTe  subscriptions  hereto  with  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  ot  5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  time  of  pay- 
ment being  demanded. 

The  policy  was  subscribed  with  tbe  names  of 
the  five  defendants,  the  names  of  the  last  four 
defendants  being  subscribed  by  Barnand  bj  pro- 
curation. 

On  the  9th  Oct.  1902  the  plaintiffs  accepted  a 
draft  of  Gaze  and  Sons  Limited  at  ninety  days' 
siffht  for  1Q002. 

The  bill  fell  due  on  the  10th  Jan.  1903,  and 
Gaze  and  Sons  Limited  made  default  in  finding 
mon^  to  meet  it 

Bnmand  and  the  other  four  defendants  were 
all  members  of  Lloyd's.  The  other  four  defen- 
dants employed  the  defendant  Bumand  to  do 
business  for  them  at  Lloyd's. 

In  each  case  tbe  terms  of  tbe  employment  were 
contained  in  a  written  document,  all  -the  docu- 
ments being  substantially  to  the  same  effect. 

The  agreement,  so  far  as  is  material,  was  as 
follows : 

Bumand  shall  act  as  tbe  agent  of  .  .  .  for  the 
pnrpose  of  underwriting  policies  of  iusuranoe  at  Lloyd's 
and  carrying  on  the  ordinary  business  of  an  under- 
writer at  Lloyd's  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  .  .  . 
in  accordance  with  tbe  usual  custom  of  Lloyd's. 

In  1900,  1901,  and  1902  the  plaintiffs  accepted 
many  drafts  of  Gaze  and  Sons  Limited,  and  at 
the  end  of  1902  the  sum  of  75002.  was  due  to  tbe 
plaintiffs  in  respect  of  drafts  which  had  not  been 
.met  by  Gaze  and  Sons.  All  these  drafts  were 
guaranteed  by  policies  similar  to  the  one  sued 
upon  in  this  action. 

Before  June  1902  these  policies  were  sub- 
scribed by  other  underwriters  as  well  as  the 
defendants.  After  that  time  they  were  sub- 
scribed by  the  defendants  only,  and  the  plaintiffs 
insisted  on  Gaze  and  Sons  obtaining  "  solrency 
policies  "  also,  by  which  the  solvency  of  tbe  under- 
writers was  guaranteed. 

Tbe  plaintiffs  never  saw  Bnroand,  all  the 
business  being  conducted  with  them  by  Parry, 
tbe  managing  director  of  Gaze  and  Sons  Limi. 
led;  and  they  never  made  any  inqnirics  in  the 
matter. 

During  the  three  years  Bnmand  was  a  director 
of  Gaze  and  Sons  Limited,  and  it  was  very  much 
to  his  interest  to  keep  tbe  business  ot  Gaze  and 
Sons  going.  In  underwriting  theie  policies  he 
was,  as  found  by  the  learned  .I'ndge  at  tbe  trial, 
acting  for  himself  and  in  furtherance  of  his  own 
interests,  and  not  for  or  in  the  interests  of  the 
other  four  defendants. 

Bumand  never  obtained  any  premiums  for  tbe 
policies,  for  Gaze  and  Sons  never  paid  any.    The 


policies  were  not  entered  in  Bamand's  business 
tx>oks. 

Tbe  other  four  defendants  contended  that  tbe 
underwriting  of  these  policies  was  not  within  the 
ordinary  business  ot  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's. 

The  learned  judge  at  the  triiJ,  after  bearing 
evidence,  found  that  the  underwriting  of  these 
policies  was  within  the  ordinary  business  of  an 
underwriter  at  Lloyd's. 

The  other  four  defendants  further  contended 
that,  even  if  the  authority  given  to  Burnand 
authorised  him  to  sign  guarantee  policies,  yet,  as 
this  policy  was  not  subscribed  for  and  on  their 
behalf,  but  for  Bumand's  benefit  only,  it  did  not 
bind  them. 

The  defendant  Mordan  set  np  the  further 
defence  that  he  had  revoked  the  aathority  of 
Burnand. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Bigham,  J.  with- 
out a  jury ;  the  learned  judge  gave  judgment 
against  Bnmand,  but  he  gave  judgment  intavour 
of  the  other  four  defendants  upon  tbe  gronad 
that  the  policies  were  not  subscribed  on  their 
behalf,  but  for  the  benefit  of  Burnand  only  (89 
L.T.  Rep.  180). 

The  plaintiffs  appealed ;  and  the  defendants, 
other  than  Bumand,  gave  notice  of  a  cross- 
appeal. 

Asquith,  K.C ,  SertUlon,  K.O.,  and  F.  D. 
Mackinnon  for  the  plaintiffs. — There  was  ample 
evidence  to  justify  the  finding  of  Bigham,  J. 
that  the  underwriting  of  this  gnarantee  policy 
was  within  the  ordinary  business  of  an  under- 
writer at  Lloyd's,  and  his  finding  upon  that 
question  cannot  be  reviewed.  Bumand,  therefore, 
had  express  antbority  to  subscribe  this  policy 
with  the  names  of  the  other  defendants.  Tbe 
learned  judge,  however,  held  that,  as  Bumand 
was  in  fact,  in  subscribing  tbe  policy,  acting  for 
himself  and  in  tbe  furtherance  of  his  own 
interests,  and  not  in  the  interests  of  his  prin- 
cipals, the  principals  were  not  bound.  That  fact 
is,  however,  immaterial,  and  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  rights  ot  a  third  party  who  enters 
into  a  contract  with  the  agent  which  is  within 
the  terms  of  his  express  authority : 

KtighUy,  Max$ied, and  Co.  v.  Darani,S^  L. T.  B«p. 
777;  (1901)  A.  C.  240. 

When  an  agent  has  professed  to  contract  for 
principals  and  has  their  authority,  his  state  of 
mind  or  intention  cannot  l>e  inquired  into  in 
order  to  show  that  he  was  not  really  making  the 
contract  for  his  principals,  but  for  his  own  par- 
poses.  A  person  contracting  with  an  agent  is  in 
no  way  bound  to  inquire  whether  the  agent  is  in 
fact  really  acting  in  the  interests  ot  his  principal 
or  is  merely  acting  in  his  own  interests  and  for  bis 
own  purposes.  The  learned  judge  was  verjr  much 
guided  by  the  judgment  of  Nelson,  J.  in  the 
American  case  of  North  Biver  Bank  v.  AyfMt 
(3  Hill,  262).  The  point  was,  however,  sub. 
sequently  dealt  with  in  other  American  cases, 
and  the  question  has  there  l>een  now  settled  con- 
trary to  the  opinion  of  Nelson,  J. : 

Exchange  Bank  v.  Monieath,  26  N.  Y.  (12  Sffiitb) 
505; 

New  York  and   Newhaven  Railroad  Comfany  v. 
Schuyler,  34  N.  T.  (7  Tiff.)  30: 

Pretident,  fc,  of  Weitfield   Bank  v.  Conwa,  37 
N.  Y.  (10  Tiff.)  320. 

There  is  also  the  aathority  of  cases  in  this  conntiy 
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in  favour  ot  the  plaintiffB.  In  Bank  cf  Bengal  ▼. 
Fagan  (7  Moo.  P.  0.  61)  Lord  Brougham  said : 
"  Bnt  it  is  said  that  the  power  was  given  to  do  the 
acta  in  question  on  the  donor's  behalf.  This  is 
really  onlj  saying  that  what  the  agent  is  to  do,  he 
is  to  do  ae  representing  the  principal ;  as  doing  it 
on  behalf  of,  or  in  the  ^ace  and  in  the  right  of,  the 
principal.  But  it  is  fnrtiier  said  that,  even  if  the 
expression  be  read  as  only  amounting  to  this,  the 
inaorsement  is  only  to  he  made  for  the  benefit  of 
the  principal,  and  not  for  the  purposes  of  the 
agent.  We  do  not  see  how  this  very  materially 
aJieote  the  case,  for  it  only  refers  to  uie  use  to  bie 
made  of  the  funds  obtained  from  the  indorse- 
ment, and  not  to  the  power ;  it  relates  to  the  pur- 
pose of  the  execution,  not  to  the  limits  of  the 
power  itself;  and,  though  the  indorsee's  title 
must  depend  upon  the  authority  of  the  indorser, 
it  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  purposes 
for  which  the  indorser  performs  his  act  under  the 

S)wer."  And  in  Bryant,  Povois,  and  Bryant  v. 
uebee  Bank  (68  L.  T.  Hep.  546;  (1893)  A.  0. 
170)  Lord  Maonaghten,  in  deliverinK  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Privy  Council,  approved  of  the  law 
as  laid  down  in  President,  &c.,  of  Westfield 
Bank  v.  Comen  (ubi  «up.).  A  principal  who  has 
authorised  an  agent  to  make  a  contract  is  bound 
by  the  contract  made  by  his  asent,  whatever  may 
be  the  intention  and  object  of  tita  agent  in  making 
that  contract : 

Bvmimeri  v.  Solomon,  1  'E.  t  B.  879 ; 
Montaignac  v.  Shitta,  15  App.  Oaa.  357 ; 
Be  Tiedemann  and  Ledermann  Friret,  81  L.  T.  Bap. 
191:  (1899)  2Q.  B.  66. 

Montague  Lueh,  K.O.  and  A.  J.  Ashton  (Bufus 
Jtoaes,  K.O.  and  Mavriee  HiU  with  them)  for 
the  respondents.  —  The  finding  of  the  learned 
judge,  tnat  the  underwriting  of  this  policy  was 
within  the  ordinary  business  of  an  underwriter  at 
Lloyd's,  was  not  justified  by  the  evidence,  and 
ought  to  be  set  aside.  The  decision  of  the  learned 
jadge  that  the  respondents  were  not  bound  by 
the  act  of  Bumand  in  Bubsoribiog  their  narnm  to 
this  policy  was  right,  and  ought  to  be  upheld. 
It  cannot  he  said  that  the  respondents  in  any 
way  held  out  Bumand  to  the  plaintiffs  as  having 
authority  to  make  this  contract,  and  therefore 
there  is  no  estoppel.  The  respondents  are  not 
bound  by  the  act  of  Bumand,  because  he  was  not 
in  fact  acting  for  them,  but  for  himself  only. 
The  authority  which  they  gave  him  was  to  make 
contracts  on  their  behalf,  and,  when  he  made  a 
contract  for  his  own  purposes  and  not  in  their 
interests,  he  was  not  acting  in  the  exercise  of 
that  authority  at  all,  although  he  professed  to  act 
as  their  a^ent  The  question  is,  when  one  person 
professes  to  act  as  a^ent  on  behalf  of  another, 
whether  he  ia  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  autho- 
ritjr,  and,  when  he  acta  for  his  own  purposes  only, 
he  is  not  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
and  does  not  bind  his  principal : 

Qrant  v.  Noruay,  10  C.  B.  665 ; 

Oeorgt  WKitecMmh  Limited  v.  Oavanagh,  85  L.  T. 
Eep.  349;  (1902)  A.  C.  117; 

Britieh  Jfuttial  Banking  Company  v.  Chamwood 
Porett  Railway  Company,  57  L.  T.  £»p.  838; 
18  Q.  B.  Div.  714 ; 

Bouldnoorth,  v.  City  of  Glatgow  Bant,  42  L.  T. 
Bap.  194;  5  App.  Cas.  317 ; 

Coleman  y.  Riehee,  16  C.  B.  104 ; 

Bannieik  v.  MngUeh  Joint  Stock  Bank,  16  L.  T.  Bap. 
461 ;  L.  Bap.  2  Ex.  259 ; 
VoL  XC,  2336.* 


Salomone  v.  Pender,  IS  L.  T.  Bep.  267 ;  3  H.  A  C. 
639; 

Story  on  Aganoy,  sect.  188. 
The  two  cases  in  the  Privy  Oonndl,  Bamk  of 
Bengal  v.  Fagan  (vbi  tup.)  and  Bryant,  Potoia, 
and  Brvant  v.  Quehee  Bcuik  (vbi  «itp.)  related  to 
negotiaole  instruments,  and  were  decided  upon 
the  rules  relating  to  the  position  of  a  bond  fide 
holder  for  value  of  a  neg>otiable  instrument.  The 
plaintiffs  ought  to  have  made  inquiry  as  to  the 
authority  of  Bumand  and  as  to  the  purpose  for 
which  this  guarantee  policy  was  being  given. 
Therefore  they  are  affected  with  notice  that 
Bumand  was  not  acting  bond  fide  on  behalf  of 
his  principals. 

Berutton,  E.O.  replied. 

OoLLiNB,  M.B. — ^This,  no  doubt,  is  a  very 
important  point,  but  when  we  have  had  the 
assistance  which  we  have  had  from  the 
learned  counsel  in  argument,  and  the  authoritiea 
cited  before  us  which  were  not  cited  before 
Bigham,  J.,  I  think  there  can  be  no  reasonable 
doubt  upon  the  matter,  and  that  we  should  gain 
nothing  Dy  taking  time  to  consider  our  judgment. 
The  action  in  this  case  is  brought  by  bankers, 
Messrs.  Hambro  and  Son,  who  arrang>ed  with 
Messrs.  Oaze  to  accept  drafts  drawn  by  tiiem  <hi 
the  terms  that  those  drafts  should  be  secured 
by  what  has  been  called  in  this  case  a  guarantee 
policy.  The  policy  in  question  was  given  on  the 
let  Oct.  1902.  It  was  underwritten  by  Mr.  Bnr- 
nand,  with  four  other  names,  which  have  been  called 
in  this  case  his  names,  these  gentlemen  having 
given  an  authority  in  very  wide  terms,  to  which  I 
will  refer  in  a  moment,  to  Mr.  Bumand  to  under- 
write risks  for  them  at  Lloyd's.  The  policy  in 
question  is  the  last  of  a  series  which  began  as  far 
back  as  1900,  but  which  were  from  time  to 
time  renewed  until  the  1st  Got.  1902,  which  is 
the  date  of  the  policy  sued  on.  It  ia  in  these 
terms,  and  addressed  to  Messrs.  Hambro  and  Son, 
the  plaintiffs :  "  In  consideration  of  your  accept- 
ing at  our  request  the  drafts  of  Henry  Gaze  and 
Sons  (hereinafter  called  the  drawers)  to  such  an 
amount  as  you  may  think  proper,  such  drafts  to 
be  drawn  and  accepted  within  one  year  from  the 
first  day  of  Octobw,  one  thousand  nine  hundred 
and  two,  and  in  omuideration  of  the  premium  of 
one  pound  per  cent,  paid  to  us  by  the  drawers  on 
the  execution  hereof  (the  reodpt  whereof  we 
hereby  acknowledge),  we  the  underwriters  agree 
that,  if  the  drawers  do  not  at  or  before  maturi^ 
of  any  such  drafts  put  you  in  funds  to  meet 
the  same,  we  will  within  thirty  days  of  reompt  of 
notice  from  you  of  such  default  on  the  part  of 
the  drawers  pay  to  yon  in  cash  the  amount  ot 
such  drafts,  and  will  further  indemnify  and  hold 
you  harmless  against  all  moneys,  loss,  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  which  yon  may  have  to 
pay  or  to  which  yon  may  be  put  by  reason  of 
your  having  accepted  such  drafts  or  by  reason 
of  any  claims  made  by  any  company  or  person 
in  respect  of  the  transactions  above  mentioned, 
provided  that  our  liability  hereunder  shall  not 
exceed  the  amount  of  our  respective  subscrip- 
tions hereto,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  time  of  payment 
being  demanded.  In  witness  whoreof  we,  the 
assurers,  have  subscribed  our  names,  and  assured 
in  London  this  first  day  ot  October,  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  twa"     Then  followed   the 
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names  of  Bnmand,  Draifen,  Bead,  Mordan,  and 
Elwell,  the  last  fonr  of  whom  are  the  respondents 
in  this  case.  As  I  have  said,  that  was  the  last 
of  a  lonf^  series  which  I  need  not  go  throngh ; 
.  they  are  all  connected,  and  they  were  all  giren  as 
renewals  from  time  to  time  in  respect  of  the 
original  transaction  in  1900.  Now,  the  aathority 
which  was  given  to  Mr.  Bamand  hy  Mr.  Bead, 
who  is  one  of  the  names — and  I  read  it  because  it 
is  the  one  which  has  been  most  referred  to,  but 
(here  is  no  distinction  between  it  and  the  other 
authorities,  although  there  are  Terbal  differences 
—under  which  this  policy  was  underwritten  is  in 
these  terms.  I  wm  only  read  the  material 
parts  of  it.  The  said  Bumand  "  shall  act  for  a 
period  of  three  years  certain,  commencing  as 
from  the  19th  day  of  August  1891  and  termi- 
nating on  the  31st  December  1S94,  and  there- 
after from  year  to  year,  subject  to  six  months' 
notice  in  writing  by  ei^er  party,  such  notice  to 
terminate  on  the  Slst  Dec.  in  any  year,  as  the  agent 
of  the  said  Bobert  Arthur  Bead  for  the  purpose 
of  underwritdng  policies  of  insurance  at  Lloyd's, 
and  carrying  on  the  ordinary  business  of  an 
onderrmter  at  Lloyd's  (hereinafter  oaUed  '  the 
bnsiness ')  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Bobert  Arthur  Bead,  in  accordance  with  the 
usual  custom  of  Lloyd's,  and  upon  the  terms 
and  conditions  hereinuter  contained."  And  then 
clause  2  :  The  said  Bumand  "  shall  daring  the 
■aid  period  have  the  sole  management  of  the 
bnsiness,  and  all  risks  shall  be  taken  and  all 
losses,  averages,  and  returns  shall  be  settled  by 
him  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  the  said 
Bobert  Arthur  Bead,  and  the  risks  to  be  taken 
and  the  claims  to  be  settled  shall  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  said  Percy  Greorge  Calvert 
Bnmand,  who  shall  devote  sufficient  time  and 
attention  to  the  business  for  the  proper  manage- 
ment and  transaction  of  the  budness."  Now, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  indebtedness  of  Messrs. 
Gaze  became  very  large,  and  the  liabilities  nnder- 
teken  in  the  aggregate  by  Bnmand  on  their 
behalf  became  very  large  also,  I  think  amounting 
to  something  like  100,0002.  Ultimately  this  action 
was  brought  on  this  policy,  and  the  defendants 
set  up  in  answer  two  things.  They  say  that  the 
ji;narantee  does  not  apply  at  all,  in  the  first 
ustance,  because  the  authority  is  limited  in  the 
terms  that  I  have  read  for  the  purpose  of  under- 
writing policies  of  insurance  at  Lloyd's  and  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's. 
That  is  their  first  point.  That  raises  a  question  of 
fact.  Secondly,  they  contend  that,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  baring  regard  to  the  finding  and  inferences 
of  Bigham,  J.  as  to  the  motives  which  prompted 
Mr.  Bumand  to  underwrite  these  policies,  and 
having  regard  to  his  relations  with  Messrs.  Gaze, 
it  must  be  held  that  these  policies  were  under- 
written without  the  authority  of  the  respondents. 
Now,  I  will  deal  with  the  first  point,  which  is  a 
qnestion  of  fact — namely,  whether  this  class  of 

E>lioie8  is  underwriting  of  policies  of  insurance  at 
loyd's,  or  carrying  on  the  ordinary  bnsiness  of 
an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's.  That  is  the  first  point. 
Now,  Bigham,  J.  heard  a  great  many  witnesses 
and  had  the  opportunity  of  Bearing  a  great  many 
more,  but  he  was  satisfied  with  the  overwhelming 
weight  of  evidence  of  those  he  had  heard,  and  he 
did  not  insist  upon,  in  fact  he  dismissed,  the 
assistance  of  a  large  number  of  other  witnesses 
who  were  there  prepared  to  give  evidence,  and  h^ 


came  to  the  conclusion,  on  the  balance  of  eri- 
dence,  having  heard  evidence  from  the  other 
side  also,  that  he  was  clearly  satisfied  that  this 
particular  class  of  business  was  within  the 
ordinary  business  of  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's. 
Now,  it  had  to  be  admitted  by  the  respon- 
deni^  themselves  that  the  making  of  what  are 
called  solvency  policies  in  this  case  is  part  of 
the  ordinary  bnsiness  of  underwriters  at  Lloyd's. 
Solvency  policies  differ  from  these,  it  appears  to 
me,  and  in  fact  Mr.  Lush  so  pat  it,  only  in  this 
respect.  The  solvency  policy  is  a  policy  whHreby 
the  underwriter  undertakes  to  pay  on  the  insol- 
vency of  the  debtor.  The  insolvency  of  the 
debtor  is  the  event  which  creates  his  liability  to 
pay,  and  that  is  a  common  form  of  policy  at 
Lloyd's.  But  Mr.  Lush  contended  that,  though 
the  event  insured  against  is  insolvency,  and  that 
is  a  common  policy,  a  policy  where  the  event 
insured  against  is  not  the  insolvency  of  the 
debtor,  but  the  nonpayment  by  the  debtor, 
is  exlxaordinary ;  a  policy  against  insolvency 
being  ordinary,  a  policy  against  the  event 
of  a  particular  debtor  not  paying  a  par- 
ticular sum  at  the  time  is  extraordinary,  and 
therefore  entirely  ontside  the  limits  of  this 
authority.  li;  seems  to  me  that  this  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  the  learned  judge  accepted 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  the  clear  preponderance 
of  eridenoe  in  favour  of  there  being  no  such  dis- 
tinction. Even  if  there  were  a  distinction,  there 
was  eridence  that  policies  of  this  kind  were 
entered  into  against  the  event  of  nonpayment  by 
a  particular  person  at  a  particular  date.  There- 
fore it  seems  to  me  that  Bigham,  J.,  sitting  as  a 
judfTe  of  fact,  was  abundantly  justified  in  coming 
to  t^e  conclusion  at  which  he  has  arrived,  and  in 
which  I  cordially  concur,  on  the  evidence,  that 
this  particular  class  of  insurance  was  properly,  or 
could  be  properly  described  as  falling,  within  the 
ordinary  ousiness  of  an  underwriter  at  Lloyd's. 
So  much  for  the  facts.  There  is  another  question 
of  fact  which  is  raised  with  respect  to  one  of  tiie 
respondents,  Mr.  Mordan.  I  do  not  propose  to 
dead  with  that  until  the  end  of  the  case,  so  I  will  deal 
with  the  case  broadly  as  covering  all  the  respon- 
dents, and  I  will  deal  with  any  exceptional  facts 
relating  to  Mr.  Mordan  afterwards.  I  now  come 
to  the  question  of  law,  which  is  that  which  has 
been  most  debated  before  us.  That  point  is 
whether,  where  there  is  an  express  written  autho- 
rity given  to  an  agent  authorising  in  terms 
the  very  thing  which  that  agent  has  done,  it  is 
open  for  the  principal  to  say  l^at,  although  what 
the  agent  has  done  is  within  the  express  words 
of  his  authority,  yet  if,  on  in(^niring  into  his 
state  of  mind  at  the  time  he  did  it,  the  principal 
finds  that  he  intended  to  misuse  his  opportonity, 
and,  acting  within  the  letter  of  the  aathority,  to 
apply  the  power  to  purposes  which  the  principal 
would  not  have  sanctioned  had  he  known  it — ^that 
is,  to  apply  to  his  own  benefit  a  power  which  was 
conceded  to  him  to  be  exercised  for  the  benefit 
of  his  principal — ^that  therefore  the  principal  is 
free  from  liaoility,  however  much  the  person  the 
agent  has  dealt  with  may  have  been  misled  into 
thinking  he  had  the  principal's  authority ;  that  if, 
on  looking  into  the  agent's  authority,  the  prin- 
cipal comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the  agent  was 
influenced  by  improper  motives  in  doing  what  he 
did,  the  principal  stwids  free  from  the  obligation 
wh;ol^  n^ight  BQeqv  to  be  imposed  on  him  if  the 
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aotaal  words  are  looked  at  of  the  authority  which 
was  given,  and  within  which  rmquestionably  the 
act  done  hj  the  agent  comes.  Now,  I  am  bound 
to  say  it  did  seem  to  me,  unenlightened  by  autho- 
rity, that  that  was  a  contention  which  could  not 
hold  water  in  any  court,  and  I  have  been  surprised 
to  find  that  at  one  time  it  was  thought  to  be  a 
possible  answer  in  one  of  the  American  courts.  I 
can  therefore,  although  at  first  I  did  not  under- 
stand it,  perfectly  well  now  understand  how 
Bigham,  J.  came  to  take  the  other  view.  I  should 
naturally  give  the  greatest  weight  to  any  opinion 
formed  by  Bigham,  J.,  particularly  on  a  commer- 
cial question  such  as  this  is.  But  I  begin  now  to 
see  how  it  was  that  the  learned  judge  was  led 
to  adopt  the  opinion  which  he  did  adopt,  because 
it  does  seem  that  an  authority  from  one  of  the 
courts,  in  America  was  cited  to  him  where  there 
had  been  a  difference  of  opinion  between  certain 
judges  upon  this  very  question.  One  judge  had 
adopted  the  view  that,  although  the  authority  in 
terms  authorised  the  work  done,  it  was  compe- 
tent to  look  into  the  authority  of  the  agent  and  see 
whether  he  was  misusing  it  or  not,  and  if  he 
was,  and  was  going  to  misapply  the  proceeds 
which  he  derived  from  the  exercise  of  the 
authority  for  his  own  benefit,  the  matter  might 
be  looked  into,  and  it  might  be  said  that  this 
was  not  an  act  by  which  the  principal  could  be 
bound.  One  judge  took  that  view ;  two  others 
did  not  a^ree  with  it.  Bigham,  J.,  examining  the 
reasons  given,  thought  the  reasons  of  the  dissent- 
ing judge,  the  judge  who  was  in  the  minority,  the 
stronger  of  the  two.  No  doubt  in  that  case,  I 
think,  there  were  grounds  for  saying  that,  read 
in  a  certain  way,  the  authority  was  limited  so  as 
not  to  cover  the  particular  thing  done.  How  far 
that  was  the  real  basis  of  the  decision,  I  do  not 
stop  to  inquire;  at  all  events,  Bigham,  J.,  not 
being  apprised — certainly  not  fully  apprised — of 
the  condition  of  the  American  authorities,  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  that  was  the  proper  view. 
Since  the  case  in  which  the  judgment  was  given 
on  which  Bigham,  J.  relied,  the  matter  has  been 
mooted  several  times  again  in  America,  and 
ultimately  the  American  courts  have  come  out 
with  a  perfectly  clear  and  authoritative  judgment, 
adopting  the  principle,  which  I  should  certainly 
have  thought  was  the  true  principle — namely, 
that  where  the  written  authority  expressly  covers 
the  actual  thing  done,  one  cannot  inquire  into  the 
motives  that  actuated  the  agent  when  he  acted. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  quite  impossible 
for  the  business  of  a  mercantile  community 
to  be  carried  on  if  one  were  obliged  to 
go  behind  the  actual  authority  of  the  agent 
in^  each  case  and  endeavour  to  subject  his 
mind  to  a  process  of  scrutiny,  and  try  to 
ascertain  whether  his  motives,  when  fully  under- 
stood, did  or  did  not  invoke  an  application 
of  an  authority  given  him  for  the  benefit  of  the 
principal  to  purposes  of  his  own  private  use. 
However  it  does  not  stand  there  on  principle, 
because,  since  this  case  was  argued  before 
Bigham,  J.,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants have  had  an  opportunity  of  searching  the 
anthorities  more  fully,  with  the  result  that  they 
hare  found  this  long  concatenation  of  American 
authorities  which  have  ultimately  come  out,  as  I 
have  said,  clearly  in  favour  of  their  view.  Not 
«nly  have  they  found  that,  but  they  have  found 
that  it  was  both  anticipated  and  iinally  adopted 


in  England.  It  was  anticipated  in  a  Tery  remark- 
able passage,  which  puts  with  very  great  clearness, 
it  seems  to  me,  the  exact  and  the  true  view  of 
this  mutter,  by  Lord  Brougham  in  a  judgment 
given  in  the  Privy  Council  as  far  back  as  ImS,  in 
the  case  of  Bank  of  Bengal  v.  Fagan  (7  Moo.  P.  0. 
61,  74).  He  says  this :  "  But  it  is  said  that  the 
power  was  given  to  do  the  acts  in  question  on  the 
donor's  behalf.  This  is  really  only  saying  that  what 
the  agent  is  to  do,  he  is  to  do  as  representing  the 
principal,  as  doing  it  on  behalf  of,  or  in  the  place 
and  in  the  right  of,  the  principal.  But  it  is 
further  said  that,  even  if  the  expression  be  read 
as  only  amounting  to  this,  the  indorsement  is  to 
be  only  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal,  and 
not  for  the  purposes  of  the  agent."  That  is  pre- 
cisely the  argument  that  has  been  put  so  forcibly 
before  us  by  Mr.  Lush  to-day.  "  We  do  not  see 
how  this  very  materially  affects  the  case,  for  it 
only  refers  to  the  use  to  be  made  of  the  funds 
obtained  from  the  indorsement,  not  to  the  power ; 
it  relates  to  the  purpose  of  the  execution,  not 
to  the  limits  of  the  power  itself;  and,  though 
the  indorsee's  title  most  depend  upon  the 
authority  of  the  indorsee,  it  cannot  be  made 
to  depend  upon  the  purposes  for  which  the  in- 
dorser  performs  his  act  under  the  power."  That 
by  anticipation  deals  with  the  very  point  which 
was  the  one  salient  point  of  the  judgment 
of  Bigham,  J.  and  of  the  argument  before  us 
to-day.  Now,  it  does  not  stand  there  alone^ 
because — and  none  of  these  cases  were  cited  to 
Bigham,  J. — in  the  year  1893  there  is  a  decision 
of  the  Privy  Council  {Bryant,  Powis,  and  Bryani 
V.  Quebec  Bank,  68  L.  T.  Rep.  546 ;  (1893)  A.  C. 
710).  I  will  first  read  a  passage  from  the  judg- 
ment, and  then  refer  to  the  facts  which  bear  upon 
it :  "  In  the  discussion  at  the  Bar  it  was  conceded 
by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  that  the 
banks  were  bond  fide  holders  for  value ;  and  the 
argument,  as  in  the  previous  case,  was  substan- 
tially confined  to  the  question  of  Danes'  authority. 
The  authority  of  Davies,  as  the  agent  and  attorney 
of  the  company,  was  derived  from  the  power  of 
attorney  of  the  25th  Nov.  1885,  which  has  been 
fully  stated  already.  That  insb-ument  in  terms 
authorises  the  attorney  to  indorse  bills  of 
exchange  " — that  is  the  authority  in  this  case. 
"  Their  Lordships  agree  with  Andrews,  J.  that  the 
fact  that  Daries  abused  his  authority  and  betrayed 
his  trust  cannot  affect  bond  fide  holders  for  value 
of  negotiable  instruments  indorsed  by  him  appa- 
rently in  accordance  with  his  authority.  The  law 
appeal's  to  their  Lordships  to  be  very  well  stated 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
in  President,  Ac,  of  the  Wettfield  Bank  v.  Comen 
{ubi  sup.),  cited  by  Andrews,  J.  in  his  judgment 
in  another  case  brought  by  the  Quebec  Bank 
against  the  company.  The  passage  referred  to  is 
as  follows  :  '  Whenever  the  very  act  of  the  agent 
is  authorised  by  the  terms  of  the  power — that  is, 
whenever  by  comparing  the  act  done  by  the  a^ent 
with  the  words  of  the  power,  the  act  is  in  itself 
warranted  by  the  terms  used — such  act  is  binding 
on  the  constituent,  as  to  all  persons  dealing  in 
good  faith  with  the  agent ;  such  persons  are  not 
bound  to  inquire  into  facts  aliunde.  The  apparent 
authority  is  the  real  authority.' "  Now  that,  as 
has  been  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Sorutton,  though 
cited  and  adopted  in  the  last  decision  of  the  Coint 
of  Appeal  in  New  York,  is  taken  from  the  lan- 
guage used  by  the  majority  in  the  first  case  cited 
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by  B^ham,  J.  So  that  after  this  long  aeries  of 
oaaea  in  vhioh  the  matter  has  been  disonssed, 
that  was  the  final  view  of  the  court  in  America, 
and  that  is  the  view  which  has  been  talren  by  the 
Priry  Council  at  home.  llir.  Losh  aaya  that  he 
accepts  the  anthority  of  that  case  at  once,  bat 
that- it  is  the  case  of  a  negotiable  instmment«  and 
of  bond  fide  holders  for  ralne,  and  therefore  it  is 
not  in  point.  Bnt  when  Bomer,  L.J.  came  to 
criticise  that  argument,  he  jwintad  out  that  by 
the  statement  in  the  case  it  appears  that  tlie 
iwent,  who  indorsed,  indorsed  per  pro — ^that  is,  on 
the  faoe  of  the  bill  he  showed  and  vouched  the 
&ot  that  he  was  an  agent  acting  only  within  the 
limits  of  the  specified  anthori^.  Thwef  ore,  every- 
one who  took  that  bill  took  it  with  full  notice  of 
the  limited  rights  of  the  person  who  gave  it,  and 
therefore  it  is  not  ad  rem  at  all  to  say  it  is  a 
question  of  a  negotiable  instrument.  The  measure 
<n  the  lights  of  the  person  who  takes  is 
measured  by  the  ri{|hts  of  the  agent.  Therefore 
we  have  a  dear  decision  that  the  secret  purposes 
of  the  agent,  in  misapplying  for  his  own  uses 
tlie  authority  which  oovers  ue  act  done,  does 
not  affect  its  validity  against  the  principal.  It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  law  is  clearly 
established  both  on  principle  and  on  authority, 
and  that  the  main  around  of  the  judgment  of 
Bigham,  J.  falls.  I  should  say  that  Mr.  Lush 
urged  certain  specific  points  in  support  of  the 
same  view.  I  regard  those  points  as  really 
going  to  emphasise  the  fact  that  in  point 
of  fact  what  Bumand  did  he  must  be  taken 
to  have  done  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  principal,  and  I  am  assum- 
ing he  has  established  that  in  dealing  with  the 
law  of  the  case.  I  am  therefore  not  bound  to  go 
into  the  particular  points  which  Mr.  Lush  urged 
as  showing  that  Bumand  could  not  have  been 
hon&  fide,  particularly  the  point  about  the 
premiums.  On  the  face  of  Idiis  policy  it  appears 
to  be  perfectly  correct.  The  plainti&s  were  not 
called  upon  to  inquire  into  what  was  done  about 
the  premiums.  Ther  were  not  the  persons  to 
pay  tne  premium,  ana,  on  the  faoe  of  the  policy, 
it  appears  in  the  ordinary  way  that  the  premium 
has  biaen  dealt  with.  For  all  I  know,  it  was  dealt 
with.  It  was  suggested  that  by  some  arrange- 
ment between  (we,  who  had  to  pay  it,  and 
Bumand,  who  acted  as  broker  in  the  matter,  the 
premium  had  been  set  off.  It  may  be,  I  do  not 
know;  but  in  any  view  it  does  not  in  the  slightest 
degree  in  my  judgment  afFect  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  put  in  suit  this  instroment,  made 
with  the  authority  of  the  defendants,  against 
them.  That  disposes  of  the  case  on  its  oroad 
aspects,  but  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Mordan's  counsel 
that  he  stands  upon  a  separate  footing,  because 
it  is  asserted  for  him  that  after  the  original 
policy  in  1900,  of  which  the  present  one  now  sued 
upon  is  only  a  renewal,  he  revoked  his  autho- 
rity before  the  date  at  which  the  policy  now  sued 
Ujpon  was  executed — that  is,  before  the  I  st  Oct 
1902.  That,  again,  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  I  find 
no  support  in  the  judgment  of  Bigham,  J.  for 
any  snob  view.  It  seems  to  me  that  U  Bigham,  J. 
had  accepted  that  view  of  tiie  case,  he  would  most 
certainly  have  referred  to  it  in  his  judgment.  He 
does  not  do  anything  ot  the  sort;  in  fact,  he 
treats  Mr.  Mordan  exactly  on  the  same  footing 
as  all  the  other  defendants  ;  and  when  I  come 
to  examine  the  evidence  which  it  is  suggested 


proves  revocation  by  Mr.  Mordan,  in  my  judg- 
ment it  does  not  support  it.  He  has  to  admit 
that  all  he  did  was  in  1901.  He  does  appear  to 
have  had  his  attention  called  to  the  faoty  and  it 
would  be  material  on  another  view,  that  this  class 
of  insurance  was  going  on,  that  Mr.  Bumand  had 
been  underwriting  in  his  name  this  very  par- 
ticular class  of  insurance,  and  he  also  became 
aware  that  losses  had  to  be  paid  upon  it,  and  he 
said  that  he  did  not  approve  of  that  class  of 
business,  and  thought  tnat  it  ought  not  to  be 
pursued ;  that  he  spoke  to  Bumand,  who  agreed 
with  his  views  and  expressed  his  intention  of  not 
going  on  with  it,  and  went  so  far,  Mr.  Mordan 
says,  that  he  soueht  to  revoke  his  anthority.  How- 
ever, he  admits  that  at  the  end  of  1901  he  changed 
his  nund,  and,  having  taken  an  assurance  from 
Mr.  Bumand — ^I  am  perhaps  patting  it  too  high 
when  I  say  an  assurance — an  intention  expreswd 
by  Mr.  Bumand  of  not  embarking  in  that  class  of 
thing  further,  he  withdrew  his  withdrawal  and 
renunciation  of  authority,  and  left  the  document 
of  authority  with  Mr.  Bumand.  So  that  in  point 
of  f^t,  after  that  change  of  mind  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Mordan,  things  remained  as  they  were  before 
— namely,  he  had  given  the  authority  to  Bumand, 
and  he  had  not  countermanded  it.  Then  he 
follows  that  up  by  giving  a  formal  letter  with- 
drawing his  authority  on  six  months'  notice, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  orinnal  bargain, 
and  that  six  months'  notice  woum  not  expire 
until  the  end  of  1902.  But,  in  the  meantime, 
and  while  the  power  was  unwithdrawn,  this  policy 
was  made.  But  it  does  not  stand  there,  bebaose 
he  had  to  admit  on  cross-examination  that, 
notwithstanding  that  he  was  contending  he 
had  effectually  revoked  his  authority,  he  found 
his  name  had  been  used  in  underwriting  a 
similar  policy  for  anotlier  banker,  and  he  found 
that  involved  a  liability  on  him,  and  he  had  never 
repudiated  his  obligation,  and  he  conld  not 
explain  why  he  had  not  done  it.  It  seems  to  me 
that  Bigham,  J.  must  have  arrived  at  the  con- 
clusion that  he  could  not  place  any  confidence  in 
this  g^entleman's  assertion  that  he  had  withdrawn 
the  authority;  ,he  does  not  distinguish  his  case 
from  that  of  the  other  defendants ;  and  in  my 
judgment  on  the  evidence  he  has  not  shown,  and! 
think  the  onus  is  on  him  of  showing,  that,  having 
given  the  authority,  he  had  revoked  it.  Therefore  it 
seems  to  me  he  stands  in  the  same  position  as 
the  other  defendants.  This  appeal  most  be 
allowed. 

BoMKB,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
first  questions  we  have  to  consider  are  as  to 
matters  of  fact.  On  the  questions  of  fact  I  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  as  that  arrived  at  by 
Bigham,  J.  First,  with  regard  to  the  written 
agreements  which  conferred  authority  on  Mr. 
Bumand  to  underwrite  on  behalf  of  his  co- 
defendants.  Now,  it  must  be  remembered  in  the 
first  instance,  in  construing  those  documents, 
that  they  are  entered  into  by  men  of  business, 
who  must  be  presumed  to  know  the  practice  of 
carrying  on  business  at  Lloyd's.  They  are  com- 
mercial documents  entered  into  by  commercial 
men  and  ought  to  be  construed  accordingly,  and 
when  I  look  at  the  evidence  in  this  case,  taken 
as  a  whole,  as  to  what,  at  the  date  when  these 
agreements  were  entered  into,  was  the  practice  of 
underwriters  at  Lloyd's,  and  when  I  look  in  par- 
cular  at  the  result  of  the  cross-examination  of 
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Hr.  Qjinaj  Bolton  and  the  other  expert  wit- 
neeses  caUed  on  behalf  of  the  defeudante,  I  oan 
only  Bay,  withont  goin^  through  the  evidence  in 
detail,  that  I  am  satisfied  that  it  was  within 
the  authority  conferred  by  his  co-defendants 
on  Mr.  Bnmand  that  he  should  have  power  to 
underwrite  such  policies  of  guarantee  as  we  have 
to  consider  in  the  case  now  before  us.  I  will  now 
say  a  word  or  two  in  regard  to  the  special  case 
sought  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Mordan  as  distin- 
guishing his  case  from  tliat  of  his  co-defendants. 
His  case  is  that  the  written  authority  had  been 
revoked  by  him,  at  any  rate  before  the  document 
which]  is  sued,  on  in  the  present  case  was  under- 
written. Now,  in  the  first  place,  I  am  bound  to 
say  that  when  I  look  at  Mr.  Mordan's  evidence 
as  a  whole,  it  is  not,  on  the  point  I  am  now  oon- 
sideiing,  satisfactory  to  me,  considering  what  he 
had  to  prove  to  sustain  his  contention  that  the 
written  authority  had  been  revoked;  but  I  will 
for  this  purpose  accept  his  own  statement  as 

g'ven  in  evidence,  and  see  what  it  amounts  to. 
e  says  that  he  gave  a  verbal  notice  to  Mr. 
Bumand  purporting  to  revoke  the  written  autho- 
rity at  a  future  period,  which,  at  the  time  of  the 
interview  I  am  now  considering,  had  not  expired. 
Then  he  has  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Bnmand  as 
to  what  Mr.  Bumand  contemplated  doing  in  the 
future,  and  Mr.  Bumand  said :  "  That  as  the 
marine  business  was  profitable  and  he  intended' 
to  do  no  more  guarantee  business,  it  would  be 
worth  my  while  to  continue."  Mr.  Mordan  then 
withdrew  his  verbal  notice.  What  does  that 
mean  P  It  means  that  he  did  not  revoke  the 
written  authority.  It  means  that  he  left  the 
written  authority  unrevoked  on  the  statement  of 
Bumand  that  he  did  not  intend  to  underwrite 
any  future  policies  of  guarantee.  He  says  that 
he  relied  upon  that  intention  as  expressed  by  Mr. 
Bumand ;  but,  even  if  that  be  admitted,  he  left 
the  authority,  though  he  may  have  expected  it 
would  not  be  acted  on,  so  far  as  concerns  policies  of 
goantntee  at  any  rate,  without  his  being  informed 
by  Mr.  Bnmand  of  Mr.  Bumand's  change  of  inten- 
tion; but,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  written  autho- 
rity remained  unrevoked,  and  on  the  evidence  as  a 
whole  of  Mr.  Mordan  I  unhesitatingly  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  he  has  not  estabhshed  that 
he  revoked  that  written  authority.  That  reduces 
the  case  before  us  to  a  question  of  law.  Now,  let 
me  first  say  a  few  words  on  that  question  as  a 
matter  of  principle.    Here  is  an  authority  given 

Sr  underwriters  to  an  agent  to  underwrite  for 
em — a  written  authority  expressly  stating  what 
are  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  agent.  If  the 
agent  acts  within  the  scope  of  the  written  autho- 
ritiy  and  underwrites,  it  appears  to  me  on  principle 
that,  so  far  as  concerns  persons  taking  in  good 
faith  for  valuable  consideration  policies  under- 
written by  the  agent  by  virtue  of  that  written 
authority,  those  policies  are  binding  on  the  prin- 
cipals who  had  given  the  authority  to  the  agent, 
and  that  the  principals  cannot  escape  merely 
because  the  agent  may  have  abused  his  autho- 
rity or  betray^  his  trust.  Consider  what  would 
have  happened  if  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  who 
accepted  the  policies  of  guarantee,  had  not  relied 
merely  on  the  representation  that  Mr.  Bnmand 
made  to  them  when  he  pnrpoi-ted  to  sign  on 
behalf  of  the  four  co-defendants.  The  utmost, 
it  appears  to  me,  that  the  plaintiffs  need 
have    done  as   between    them    and   the  prio- 


oipaU  of  the    agent   would  have  been  to  ask 
the  agent   for  the   production   of  the  written 
authority    he    had.      Had  they    done    that    in 
the  present  case,  th^  would  have  seen  these 
written  authorities.    It   appears  to  me  that,  if 
they  had  done  that,  it  would  iiave  been  hopeless 
for  the  prinoipala  of  the  agent  afterwards  to  say 
that  they  were  not  bound  by  the  written  authority 
so  inspected  in  a  case  where  tie  agent  acted, 
so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  in  bad  &ith,  he 
acting  within  the   scope  of  the  written  autho- 
rity.   That  appears  to  me  on  principle  to  be  so 
dear  that  I  snail  not  further  pause  to  consider 
the  point.    Does  it  make  any  mfferenoe  that  as  a 
matter  of  fact  in  the  present  case  the  plsdntifEs 
did  not  inspect  the  written  authority?    In  my 
opinion  it  does  not,  and  for  these  reasons.    By 
not  inquiring  for  those  documents  they  run,  no 
doubt,  a  oer&in  risk ;  but  let  me  see  what  that 
risk  is.    The  agent  comes  forward  to  them  and 
represents  that  he  has  authority.    He  does  that 
because  he  signs  on  behalf  of  the  co-insurers. 
Now,  if  they  do  not  ask  for  the  authority,  what 
are  they  relying  upon  when  they  avoid  asking  to 
see,  or  do  not  ask  to  see,  the  written  aathority  P 
They  rely — and  that  is  the  risk  only  thac  they 
take  upon  themselves — on  his  representation  that, 
if  called  upon.  He  had  that  authority  and  oan 
establish  it.    How  can  they  then   be  held  not 
entitied  to  hold  the  principals  liable  on  these 
policies  when  it  turns  oat  that,  to  the  extent  to 
which  they  trusted  the  agent,  they  were  justified 
in  trusting  him  ;  that,   to  the  extent  to  which 
he  made  a    representation   to  them    as    to  his 
authority,    he    was    justified    in    making    that 
representation  P    The  plaintiffs  are  to  my  mind 
in  the  same  position,  and  in  no  worse  position, 
as  if  they  had  asked  to  see  the  written  authority 
and    these   written    authorities    had  been  pro- 
duced to  them.    It  may  be  suggested  that  if  Mr. 
B  nmand  in  this  case  must  be  treated  as  having 
been    guilty  of  fraud  or  misconduct,  he  might 
equally  have  been  guilty  of    representing  that 
he  had  authority,  even  if  there  was  no  written 
authority.     But   that  is  entirely  fallatuous.     I 
should  say  there  are  few  things  that  a  man  would 
more  shrink  &om  than  writing  other  men's  names 
down  to  documents  such  as  these  without  autho- 
rity, and  for  the  very  good  reason  that  in  writing 
such  names,  if  he  did  so  without  authority,  to 
say  the  least  of  it,  he  would  run  very  great  risk 
of  being  charged  with   forgery.    A  man  might 
well  shrink  from  that,  even  though  he  might  not 
shrink  from  fraud  or  misconduct,  and  in  the 
present  case  can  anyone  doubt,  who  knows  the 
facts,  that  why  Mr.  Bumand  did  sign  the  docu- 
ments in  question  here — namely,  the  polioiee  of 
guarantee — was  because  he  had  at  his  oaok,  and 
he  relied  upon,  the  written  authorities  given  him 
by  his  co-defendants  P  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
on  these  grounds,  that  on  principle  the  point 
of    law    ought  to  be   decided  in  favour  of  the 
appellants.      On     the    authorities,    after    what 
the    Master    of   the    BoUs    has   said,    I    desire 
to   say   but   a  very    few   words.    With    regard 
to  the  cases  which  were  cited  and  relied  upon  on 
behalf  of  the  respondents  concerning  the  rela- 
tions of  master  and  servant,  they  appear  to  me 
to  be  wholly  beside  the  case  we  have  to  decide, 
and  for  this  short  reason.    The  question  in  those 
cases  is  simply  as  to  what  is  the  implied  authority 
conferred  on  a  servant  by  his  master.    That  haa 
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nothing  to  do  with  a  case  like  the  present,  where 
the  aathoritj  is  conferred  on  the  agent  by  his 
principal  expresaly  in  writing ;  and,  farther,  I 
agree  with  the  Master  of  tiie  Bolls,  for  the 
reasons  he  has  pointed  out,  that  this  precise 
point  has  really  been  decided  in  the  English 
oonrts,  if  not  before  at  any  rate  by  that  case  in 
the  Priry  Gonncil  of  Bryant,  Powis,  and  Bryant 
T.  Qu«bee  San&  (•«!).)  to  which  he  has  referred.  It 
appears  to  me  therefore,  both  on  principle  and 
anthority,  that  the  point  of  law  decided  by 
Bigham,  J.  ought  to  be  decided  adversely  to  his 
Tiew,  and  that  the  appeal  onght  to  saooeed.  Let 
me  add  in  conclusion  that,  of  conrse,  althongh 
the  document  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs — the 
policy  of  guarantee — was  within  the  scope  of  the 
anthori^  of  the  agent,  if  the  plaintiffs  had  taken 
the  policy  with  knowledge  of  the  fraud  of  the 
agent,  they  would  not  m  entitled  to  hold  the 
poUoies  as  against  the  persons  defrauded.  To 
my  mind  the  respondents  here  utterly  fail  to 
establish  any  such  case.  All  that  they  can  say 
was  known  to  the  plaintiffs  with  reguxl  to  the 
peculiar  position  of  Mr.  Bumand  was  that  he 
was,  at  the  time  the  document  sued  on  in  this 
case  was  executed,  a  director  of  Ghuse's,  who  were 
so  much  oonoemed  in  the  transaction.  But  did 
that  affect  them  with  notice  that  Mr.  Bumand 
was  therefore  in  a  position  which  rendered  it 
impossible  for  him  to  act  as  agent  in  signing 
those  polides  on  behalf  of  his  principals  P  I 
should  certainly  think  not.  It  certainly  cannot 
be  said,  to  my  mind,  on  the  evidence  that  there 
was  anything  in  the  nature  of  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  direct  or  indirect,  of  any 
misconduct  on  Mr.  Bumand'a  part,  nor  that 
they  were,  as  it  is  said  on  behalf  of  the  respon- 
dents, in  any  way  put  on  further  inquiry  in 
reference  to  the  transactions  in  question.  There- 
fore any  attempted  answer,  as  against  the 
point  of  law,  on  oehalf  of  the  respondents  fails. 
Therefore  I  am  also  of  opimon  with  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  that  this  appeal  ought  to 
succeed. 

Mathew,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  very  full  judgments  which  have  been  delivered 
relieve  me  of  the  necessity  of  doing  more  than 
expressing  briefly  my  reasons  for  concurring  in 
the  judgments  which  have  been  given.  Now, 
the  first  important  question  is  a  question  of  fact, 
whether  or  not  this  policy  is  one  that  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  would  be  obtainable 
and  would  be  effected  at  Lloyd's.  In  my  opinion 
it  is  hardly  too  much  to  say  that  the  whole  of  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  and  defen- 
dants pointed  one  way — to  the  conclusion  at 
which  the  learned  judge  arrived,  that  this  policy 
was  one  which  could  be  readily  obtained  at 
Lloyd's,  and  which  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  would  be  effected  merely  upon  con- 
sideration of  the  amount  of  premium  by  under- 
writers at  Lloyd's.  Attention  was  called  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  fact,  which  was 
admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that 
a  great  change  had  taken  place  in  the  way 
business  was  carried  on  at  Lloyd's,  and  that 
now  there  was  a  vast  variety  of  subjects 
of  insurance.  Indeed,  I  think  Mr.  Lush  was 
prepared  to  admit  that  anything  might  be 
insured  except  the  risk  in  question.  He  stoutly 
contbnded  tluit  the  risk  in  question  was  not  within 
the  ordinary  scope  of  the  business  of  an  undeur- 


writer  at  Lloyd's.  Attention  was  called  to  the 
fact  that  solvency  policies  were  well  known  at 
Lloyd's,  and  certainly  they  appear  to  be  poli<»es 
of  the  same  character  as  the  one  in  question. 
Further,  this  very  form  of  policy  had  beui  in  use 
at  Lloyd's  from  the  year  18»0.  All  that  had  to  be 
admitted.  It  was  said  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs that  the  evidence  they  offered  was  complete 
and  perfectly  satisfactory  to  show  that  a  policy 
like  this  could  be  got  to-morrow  at  Lloyd's,  and 
that  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  inducing  anv 
underwriter,  on  his  being  properly  remunerated, 
to  take  the  risk  on  himself.  Now,  what  was  the 
evidence  offered  on  the  part  of  the  defendants — 
evidence  which  was  elicited  in  an  exceedingly 
dexterous  manner  P  The  ground  taken  by  the 
defendante  was  difficult  to  occupy,  but  at  any 
rate  it  was  occupied  for  a  very  considerable  time 
with  an  appearance  of  plausibility.  The  witnesses 
who  were  called,  who  were  brokers  of  great 
experience,  had  their  attention  called  to  this  par- 
ticular policy  on  which  this  action  was  brought. 
They  were  asked  if  they  were  familiar  with  that 
form.  They  said  that  they  were  not ;  and  they 
went  further  and  said  they  had  never  seen  that 
form.  This  was  the  evidence  offered  to  show 
that  no  such  insurance  could  be  obtained  at 
Lloyd's.  It  carried  the  defendante  a  very  litUe 
way  indeed,  because  it  was  quite  possible  these 
experienced  brokers  may  not  have  seen  a  policy 
in  this  form.  The  market  was  described  as  a 
limited  one,  and  they  might  call  any  number  of 
underwriters  to  show  they  had  not  seen  this 
form  of  policy,  without  proving  that  no  such 
policy  would  be  effected  at  Lloyd's.  It  carried 
them  a  very  little  way  indeed.  Then  it  was  said 
that  the  fact  that  this  form  of  policy  is  not 
generally  known  by  brokers  shows  that  it  is 
exceptional  in  principle  as  well  as  in  form ;  but 
the  witnesses  cabled  for  the  defendante  had  to 
admit  tiiat  the  solvency  policy  was  all  well  enough, 
but  said  that  this  policy  was  a  different  thing. 
How  different  P  They  were  pressed  a  good  deal 
in  cross-examination,  and  one  could  see  how 
every  moment  the  grasp  of  the  witnesses  on  the 
position  in  which  the  defendante  wished  to  place 
them  was  loosened,  and  many  of  them  readily 
drifted  into  an  admission  that  they  could  not 
see  any  reason  whatever  why,  if  a  solvency  policy 
could  be  obtained,  the  policy  in  question  should 
not  also  be  obtainable  at  Lloyd's.  What  was  the 
difference  in  principle  P  In  the  one  case,  in  the 
case  of  a  solvency  policy,  there  is  an  insurance 
against  a  default,  due  to  the  bankruptey  or  in- 
sdvency  of  the  debtor.  In  the  other  case  there 
is  an  insurance  against  a  default  on  the  part  of 
the  debtor  in  finding  a  sum  of  money  at  a  par- 
ticular date.  In  principle,  to  my  mind,  there  is 
not  the  slightest  duterence  between  the  two  cases ; 
and  the  learned  judge,  having  heard  a  great  deal 
of  the  evidence  offered  for  the  defendants,  saw 
in  the  end  how  hopeless  the  contention  was,  and 
intimated  hia  opinion,  without  hearing  any  further 
evidence,  that  he  came  to  a  conclusion  upon  this 
question  of  fact  against  the  contention  of  the 
defendants.  I  should,  perhaps,  advert  to  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Lush,  that  this  was  not  in- 
surance at  aU  ;  that  this  particular  contract  was 
not  a  contract  of  insurance,  but  of  suretyship ; 
that  it  was  a  promise  to  answer  the  debt  of 
another,  bat  was  not  insurance.  Unfortunately 
he  was  oommitted  to  the   admission  that  the 
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solvency  policy  was  a  policy  of  inanranoe,  and,  if 
80,  what  was  the  use  of  saying  that  this  was  only 
a  policy  to  back  a  bill,  and  therefore  oaght  not 
to  be  treated  aa  an  inanrance.  Passing  from 
that  point,  I  come  to  the  point  of  law,  and 
really  I  have  nothing  to  add  to  what  has 
been  said  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and 
Bomer.  L.J.  npon'  that  point.  This  I  would 
repeat,  that  to  my  mind  it  would  be  fatal  to 
the  transaction  of  mercantile  business  if  there 
were  to  be  pat  upon  a  person  dealing  with  a 
broker  an  inquiry  into  the  motives  with  which  the 
broker  was  entering  into  the  contract.  Those 
who  employ  brokers  in  the  city  of  London,  those 
who  employ  persons  in  the  position  of  Mr.  Bnmand 
at  the  time  when  his  authority  was  given  to  him, 
would  know  perfectly  well  that  he  would  state  to 
those  with  whom  he  was  dealing  that  he  had  the 
authority  to  write  a  certain  number  of  lines. 
Those  who  instructed  him  would  know  well  that 
his  word  would  be  acted  on,  and  that,  upon  his 
statement  to  Messrs.  Hambro  that  he  had  the 
anthority  to  represent  those  lines,  they  would  not 
pnt  searching  mquiries  to  him  and  require  him  to 
produce  the  documents.  There  the  documents 
were  if  they  were  called  for,  and  on  an  inquiry  the 
position  is  the  same  as  against  the  defendants  aa 
if  Messrs.  Hambro  had  asked  for  the  documents 
that  they  might  inspect  them  add  had  then  seen 
what  the  authority  was.  Bumand  having  that 
anthority,  is  it  to  be  suggested  that  Messrs. 
Hambro  were  to  enter  on  an  inquiry  as  to  what 
motives  the  broker  had  in  carrying  the  transaction 
through  as  he  had  done  in  this  case  P  Bow  could 
the  inquiry  be  madeP  Any  inquiry  even  ap- 
proaching that  would  be  regarded  as  an  insult, 
and  would  be  fatal  to  the  transaction  of  business. 
No  reasonable  man  would  say  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  bound  to  give  credit  to  the  statements 
of  Bumand,  but  that  they  must  first  insist  on 
seeing  the  documents  and  then  enter  into  an 
inquiry  as  to  his  relations  with  Guze  and  Co.,  and 
as  to  the  possibility  of  his  having  some  personal 
interest  and  therefore  some  indirect  motive  in  the 
insurance  being  effected.  There  is  no  authority 
for  saying  any  such  inquiry  has  ever  been 
required  amongst  English  underwriters  and 
Enelish  brokers.  I  can  see  at  the  same  time  how 
Bignam,  J.  was  misled.  There  was  a  mass  of 
authority  on  the  subject  in  the  early  days  of  legal 
study  in  the  United  States,  and  for  a  time  there 
appears  to  have  been  some  error  of  judgment 
amongst  the  courts  there;  but  they  ultimately 
cleared  themselves  of  the  suggestion  that  the 
motives  of  the  broker  could  ever  be  looked  into. 
It  is  enough  for  us  to  say  that  the  English  law 
has  established  abundant  authority  that  business 
may  be  carried  on,  in  the  future  as  in  the  past, 
with  brokers  with  proper  authority,  without  any 
inqoiiy  as  to  the  motives  with  which  the  par- 
ticular contract  was  entered  into.  The  passases 
which  have  been  read  by  my  Lord  from  the  judg- 
ment of  Lord  Brougham  in  Bank  of  Bengal  v. 
Fagan  («up.),  the  pasaase  read  from  Story,  sect.  73, 
and  the  case  in  the  Privy  Council  of  Bryant, 
Fount,  and  Bryani  v.  Quebec  Bank  {sup.),  all 
appear  to  me  to  establish  the  law  on  the  subject, 
and  we  do  not  need  the  very  weighty  authority 
which  has  been  based  upon  it  to  show  there  is 
no  such  doctrine  as  the  doctrine  we  are  asked 
tor  the  first  time  to  lay  down  in  this  case.  I 
agree,  therefore,  with  tlie  judgments  which  have 


been  pronounced,  and  that  the  aT>peaI  must  be 
allowed  and  cross-appeal  dismissed. 

Appeal  allowed.    Cross-appeal  dismissed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Farker,  Oarrett, 
Holman,  and  Sowden. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents.  Ward,  Bowie, 
and  Co. ;  Church,  BendeU,  and  Co.,  for  J.  B.  Clarke 
and  Co.,  Birmingham ;  Merriman,  Fike,  and 
Merriman ;  B.  A.  Read,  jun. 


April  14  and  26. 

(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bohbr 
Mathkw,  L. JJ.) 
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OwBHS  t>.  P.  AND  A.  Cahpbbll  Liuitbd.  (a) 

AFPBAL  UNDKS  THE  WOBKHBN'S  COMPENSATION 

ACT,  1897. 

Employer   and  workman^Injury  by  accident — 
Compensation — Employment — On,  in,  or  about 
a  wharf — Fireman  on  steamer  moored  to  whairf 
—Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  A  61 
Vict.  c.  37),  «.  7. 
A  passenger  steamer  was  made  fast  to  a  landing 
pontoon  outside  a  dock,  and  gangways  were  out 
connecting  the  vessel  with  the  pontoon  in  order 
to  enable  passengers  to  go  on  board.    A  seaman 
employed  a*  a  fireman  on  the    steamer   was 
injured  by  an  explosion  while  he  was  attending 
to  the  boiMrs. 
Held    {allowing    the  appeal,  Mathew,  LJ'.  dis- 
senting), that  the  workman  was  not  employed  on, 
in,  or  about  the  wharf,  inasmuch  as  hu  employ- 
ment had  no  connection  with  the  purposes  for 
which    the    wharf  was    being     used    by    hit 
employers,  and  that  therefore  he  was  not  entitled 
to  compensation  under  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897. 
Apfbal  of  the  defendants  from  the  award  of 
the  County  Court  judge  at  Cardiff,  in  proceedings 
for  compensation  under  the  Workmen  s  Compen- 
sation  Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  he  was  injured  by  accident 
arising,  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
by  the  defendants,  and  he  claimed  compensation 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  fireman  employed  on  the 
Ca/mbna,  a  steamer  belonging  to  the  defendants. 
He  was  a  seaman  on  the  ship's  articles,  and  was 
engaged  on  his  duties  aa  a  fireman  when  a  boiler 
burat  and  he  was  injured. 

The  Cambria  was  a  pasaenger  steamer,  which 
made  trips  to  Ilf racomoe  and  other  places  from 
Cardiff. 

The  Cambria  came  into  Cardiff  on  the  evening 
of  20th  Aug.  1903,  and  was  made  faat  to  the 
landintr  pontoon,  which  is  at  the  head  of  the 
Cardiff  Drain,  and  outaide  the  entrance  to  the 
docks.  The  pontoon  is  a  wooden  landing  stage, 
which  rises  and  falls  with  the  tide,  by  means  of 
which  the  passengers  embark  on  and  land  from 
vessels. 

The  Cambria  remained  afloat  from  the  time 
that  she  came  in  until  about  8.30  p.m.,  when  she 
was  left  dry  on  the  mud.  She  was  made  fast  to 
the  pontoon  by  ropes,  and  she  continued  to  be 
made  fast  by  the  same  fastenings  until  she  left 
the  pontoon. 

(a)  BanorM  by  J.  H.  WIWUXB,  E*^,  BurlcterHtt^iK., 
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The  ei^iie  firea  in  the  Tessel  were  left  in  all 
night,  and  the  plaintiff,  early  on  the  morning  of 
the  accident,  went  on  board  the  vessel  to  perform 
his  usual  dnties  as  a  fireman. 

The  veesel  was  afloat  about  1.30  a.m.  on  the 
morning  of  the  day  of  the  accident,  and  was 
timed  to  leave  Cardiff  for  Ilfracombe  at  8.15  a.m. 

At  8.17  a.m.,  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  attending 
to  the  boilers,  a  tube  in  one  of  the  boilers  burst, 
and  he  was  severely  scalded  on  the  face  and  arms. 

The  gangways  from  the  vessel  to  the  pontoon 
had  been  out — that  is,  connecting  the  pontoon 
with  the  vessel — for  some  time  before  the  accident 
happened,  and  at  that  time  practically  all  the 
passengers  were  on  board  the  vessel. 

The  main  and  auxiliary  engines  of  the  vessel 
had  been  worked  before  the  accident  happened. 

The  passengers  on  board  the  vessel  were,  after 
the  accident,  transferred  to  the  steamer  Eavens- 
wood,  which  left  Cardiff  about  8.30  a.m. 

The  accident  happened  whilst  the  Pambria  was 
moored  to  the  pontoon  for  the  embarkation  of 
passengerB. 

The  Oounty  Court  judge  held,  upon  theanthority 
of  Griffin  v.  EovUder  Line  (90  U  T.  Rep.  142 ; 
(1904)  1 E.  B.  510),  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed 
in  an  employment  within  the  Act,  and  he  made 
an  award  in  his  favour. 

The  defendants  appealed. 

/.  A.  Simon  for  the  appellants. — The  learned 
County  Court  judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that 
this  case  came  within  the  A.ot.  The  vessel  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  was  employed  was  not  at  the 
time  of  toe  accident  a  "  factory "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act.  If  the  pontoon  was  a 
"  wharf  "  and  therefore  a  "  factory  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  yet  the  vessel  was  not  within 
that  factory,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  employed 
on,  in,  or  about  that  factory : 

Gfrt^  V.  Houlckr  Iiint  Limited,  90  L.  T.  Bep.  142 ; 
(1904)  1  E.  B.  510. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  employed  upon  any  work 
connected  with  the  business  of  the  wharf  or  the 
purposes  for  which  his  employers  were  occupying 
the  wharf.  There  was  no  connection  between 
the  work  upon  which  he  was  employed  and  the 
business  of  the  wharf ;  and  therefore  he  was  not 
employed  on,  in,  or  about  the  wharf : 

PoweU    V.    Brown,   79    L.   T.   Bep.   631;    (1899) 

1  Q.  B.  157  ; 
Baine  v.  Jobton,  85  L.  T.  B«p.  141 ;  (1901)  A.  C.  404. 

H,  Oatehotue  (with  him  JJhert  Pmrwnt)  for  the 
respondent. — The  County  Court  judge  rightly 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion under  the  Act.  The  defendants  had  the  use 
of  the  wharf  and  were  the  occupiers  thereof 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  were  there- 
fore "  undertakers.  The  wharf  was  occupied  by 
the  vessel  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  employed, 
and  he  was  therefore  employed  on,  in,  or  about 
the  factory  " ;  that  is,  the  wharf : 

3r«mll  V.  ITOfon,  iSotw,  and  Co.,  83  L.  T.  Bap. 
490;  (1901)  1  E.  B.  35. 

The  fact  that  he  was  a  seaman  employed  upon  a 
ship  does  not  prevent  him  from  being  entitled  to 
compensation  under  the  Act : 

Qrifin  v.  Uovlder  Line  Limited,  90  L.  T.  Bep.  142 ; 
(1904)  1  E.  B.  510. 
/.  A.  Simon  replied. 

Cur.  ctdv.  vult. 


April  26. — Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  judge  at 
Cardiff,  who  held  that  the  workman  was  entitled 
to  oompensation  under  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act  1897.  The  applicant  was  a  workman 
who  was  employed  as  a  fireman  on  a  passenger 
steamer  which  made  daily  trips  from  Cardiff  to 
Ilfracombe  and  other  places.  Upon  the  occasion 
in  question  the  vessel  had  been  lying  durine  tiw 
night  at  a  wharf,  which  was  outside  the  docks  at 
Cardiff,  and  was  due  to  start  on  the  following 
morning  at  8.15  from  Cardiff  with  passengers.  Ai 
stated  in  the  judge's  notes,  the  plaintiff  was  a 
seaman  on  the  ship's  articles  and  engaged  on  his 
duties  as  a  seaman  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
What  the  plaintiff  was  doing  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  is  also  stated  in  the  notes  :  "  The  engine 
fires  in  the  vessel  were  left  in  all  night,  and  the 
applicant  early  on  the  morning  of  the  accident 
went  on  board  the  vessel  to  perform  his  usual 
dnties  as  a  fireman.  The  vessel  was  afloat  about 
1.30  a.m.  on  the  morning  of  the  day  of  the  aod- 
dent,  and  was  timed  to  leave  Cardiff  for  Ilfra- 
combe at  8.15  a.m.  At  8.17  a.m.,  whilst  tiie 
applicant  was  attending  to  the  boilers,  a  tube  in 
one  of  the  boilers  burst,  and  he  was  severely 
scalded  on  the  face  and  arms."  The  man,  there- 
fore, had  signed  on  as  a  seaman  and  was  employed 
as  a  seaman  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  the 
accident  arose  out  of  his  employment  while  he 
was  attending  to  the  boilers.  It  was  contended 
on  behalf  of  the  employers  before  the  County 
Court  Judge  that  they  were  not  liable  to  pay 
compensation  under  the  Act,  as  pnmd  faeie  a 
seaman  employed  in  a  ship  was  not  within  the 
Act,  because  a  ship  was  not  a  factory,  and  the 
owners  were  not  the  undertakers  in  respect 
thereof.  The  County  Court  judge  held  that  a 
recent  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  settled  the 

Etion.  In  Onffin  v.  Houlder  Line  (90  L.  T. 
142;  (1904)  I  K.  B.  510)  the  ship  was  in  a 
,  and  a  seaman  was  employed  in  cleaning  out 
a  hold  for  the  reception  of  cargo  when  he  met 
with  an  accident.  This  court  there  held  that,  as 
the  ship  was  in  a  dock,  and  as  the  dock  was  a 
factory,  the  principle  of  Raine  v.  Jaibson  and  Co. 
(85  L.  T.  Bep.  141 ;  (1901)  A.  C.  404)  appUed,  and 
that  the  seaman  was  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
employed  in  a  factory,  and  therefore,  notwith- 
standing that  he  was  a  seaman,  he  came  within 
the  Act.  The  fact  that  he  was  a  seaman  did  not 
exclude  his  rights  under  the  Act,  ttie  ship  being 
in  a  dock  and  therefore  in  a  factory.  There  was 
no  doubt  in  that  case  of  the  physical  fact  that  the 
ship  was  in  a  dock,  and  that  the  dock  was  a 
factory.  The  question  is  whether  that  decision 
governs  the.  present  case.  In  the  present  case 
neither  the  ship  nor  the  man  was  in  a  dock.  No 
doubt  the  ship  was  lying  alongside  and  using  a 
wharf,  and  at  the  time  of  the  accident  it  had  not 
completely  ceased  to  use  the  wharf;  and  the 
wharf  was  a  factory  within  the  Act.  So  far  as 
the  employers  were  using  the  wharf  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  a  wharf  was  designed  for  use  they 
were  "  undertakers  "  in  respect  thereof  -mthin  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  havmg  the  actual  use  or 
occupation  thereof.  How  far  does  that  entitie 
the  applicant  to  relief  under  the  AotP  That 
depends  upon  sect.  7  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  1897.  That  section  provides  that 
"  this  Act  shall  apply  only  to  employment  b^  the 
undertakers  as  hereinafter  defined  on  or  m  or 
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about  a  factory."  A  wharf  is  for  this  purpose  a 
factor;.  Therefore  the  workman  has  to  show 
that  he  was  employed  by  the  andertakers  on  in  or 
about  a  wharf.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  the  only 
material  question  in  this  case.  Upon  the  facta 
here,  conid  it  be  said  that  this  fireman,  in  dis- 
charging his  ordinary  duties  as  a  fireman,  was 
employed  on  or  in  or  about  a  factory  P  Clearly 
he  was  not  employed  on  or  in  a  factory.  Was  he 
employed  about  a  factory  P  This  court  has  fre- 
quently laid  it  down,  and  it  ia  well  settled,  that 
the  word  "  about,"  as  use  in  sect.  7,  has  in  it  the 
meaning  of  physical  proximity.  This  workman 
was  certainly  employed  near  the  factory.  It 
also  involves  the  idea  of  employment  upon 
the  basineas  of  the  factory.  If  and  so  far 
as  the  workman  was  employed  in  relation 
to  the  purposes  for  which  the  employers  had 
the  nse  of  the  wharf  he  could  be  said  to  be 
employed  by  the  undertakers  about  the  wharf. 
But  in  dealing  with  these  oases  it  must  not  be 
forgotten  that  one  is  dealing  with  what  may  be 
called  constructive  factories,  and  it  is  necessary 
to  keep  dearly  before  one's  mind  the  nature  of 
the  factory  in  respect  of  which  the  employers  were 
the  undertakers  and  the  purposes  for  which  that 
factory  was  used,  and  to  see  whether  the  work- 
man was  employed  abont  that  factory.  The  mere 
fact  that  a  man  was  employed  by  the  occupier  of  a 
factory  in  juxtaposition  to  the  factory  would  not 
consiatnte employment  "on,  in,  or  about"  a  factory 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  7.  Take  a  simple  iUns- 
tration.  The  occupier  of  a  factory  is  being  driven 
home  from  the  factory  by  his  coachman,  and  at  a 
distance  of,  say,  fifty  yards  from  the  factory  the 
coachman  meets  with  an  accident.  The  coach- 
man would  be,  no  doubt,  employed  by  the  occu- 
pier of  the  factory,  and  therefore  by  the  under- 
taker, and  at  the  time  of  the  accident  would  be 
employed  near  the  factory ;  but  he  would  not  be 
employed  on  or  in  or  about  the  factory  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  7,  because  his  employment  did 
not  concern  the  factory  at  alL  It  was  a  mere 
accident  that  he  was  mjured  near  the  factory. 
No  doubt  some  oases  come  near  the  line,  bat  a 
line,  however  fine,  most  exist,  and  a  case  most 
lie  on  one  side  or  other  of  the  line.  The  injured 
man  in  the  present  case  was  a  seaman  engaged  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  in  discharging  his  ordi- 
nary duties  in  attendiI^;  to  the  boilers  of  the  ship ; 
he  was  employed  physically  near  the  factory,  but 
his  work  had  no  connection  with  the  purposes  for 
which  the  wharf  was  occupied.  The  Ooonty 
Court  judge  held  that  tiie  case  came  within  the 
deoision  in  Qriffin  ▼.  HoUlder  Line  (ubi  sup.),  and 
that  the  Act  applied.  Upon  the  facts  here  the  ship 
was  dearly  not  in  a  dock,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the 
employment  was  not  on  or  in  or  about  a  wharf. 
The  case,  therefore,  does  not  come  within  the 
Act,  and  the  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

RoK BB,  hJ.  read  the  following  judgment  :— 
I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  landing  stage  is  a  "  factory/'  within  the  Act. 
But  by  the  steamer  being  moored  alongside  and 
using  the  stage  for  the  purposes  of  passengers 
and  g;oods  being  taken  into  and  from  the  ship,  it 
did  not  become  part  of  the  wharf,  or  become 
itself  as  a  whole  a  "  factory."  Nor,  in  my  opinion, 
did  every  man  upon  and  employed  in  the  service 
of  the  ship  become  by  the  circumstances  above 
referred  to  at  onue  and  of  necessity  employed  on, 
in,  or  about  a  factory.    No  doubt  a  man  ordi- 


narily employed  in  the  ship  may,  by  the  particular 
work  he  has  to  do  while  the  ship  is  moored,  be 
employed  on,  in,  or  about  the  landing  stage,  and 
so  come  within  the  Act.  But  whether  he  is  so 
employed  must  depend  on  the  special  droum- 
stances  of  his  employment.  I  can  only  say  that 
in  the  oircnmatances  of  the  present  case,  which 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  has  stated  and  are  not  in 
dispute,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  man 
was  not  employed  on,  in,  or  about  the  landing 
stage,  and  so  is  not  within  the  Act.  1  gather 
that  the  point  on  which  we  are  deciding  this  case 
was  not  suflioiently  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  learned  County  Court  judge,  but  the  point  is 
open  to  the  appellants,  and  1  think,  therefore, 
that  the  appeal  auoceeda. 

Mathew,  L.J.  read  the  following  judgment:— 
I  regret  to  be  unable  to  agree  with  the  opinions 
of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  and  Bomer,  L.J., 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  grounds  upon 
which  we  are  asked  to  allow  the  appeal 
are  less  satisfactory  than  the  reasons  for  its 
dismiaaal.  If  the  accident  had  occurred  while 
the  applicant  was  emploved  on  a  vessel  moored 
to  a  wharf  in  a  dook,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
the  protection  of  the  Workmen's  Oompemsation 
Act  1897,  for  the  dock  would  be  a  factory  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  1897  and  the  Factory  and  Workshop  Act  1901. 
and  the  applicant  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment would  be  "  on  or  in  or  about "  the  factory  : 
(see  Baine  t.  Jobion  and  Co.,  85  L.  T.  Rep.  141 ; 
(1901)  A  0.  404,  and  ariMn  v.  Hotdder  Line 
Limited,  90  L.  T.  Bep.  142 ;  (1904)  1  K.  B.  510.) 
But,  because  the  Cambria  was  moored  to  a  wharf 
onteide  a  dook,  it  was  argued  that  the  employ- 
ment of  the  workman  was  one  to  which  the  Act 
did  not  apply.  The  wharf,  it  was  agreed, 
was  a  factory,  but  it  was  said  that,  though 
he  might  be  protected  while  passing  near  to 
and  over  the  wharf  to  the  steamer,  he  lost  the 
benefit  of  the  Act  when  he  reached  the  deck  of 
the  steamer.  From  that  time,  it  was  argued,  he 
could  not  be  said  to  be  working  in  or  on  the 
wharf,  and  was  therefore  outside  the  Act.  It 
would  follow  that  a  workman  going  to  the  ship 
by  the  only  approach  to  the  wharf  to  do  some 
necessary  repairs  and  sustaining  an  injury  when 
dose  to  the  wharf  on  the  shore  side  would  have 
no  claim  for  compensation.  It  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  applicant's  employers  had,  for 
the  purposes  of  their  business  as  owners  of  the 
Cambria,  the  actual  use  and  occupation  of  the 
wharf  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  1901, 
sect.  104.  The  ressd  made  daily  trips  from 
Cardiff  to  places  on  the  neighbouring  coast  and 
back.  On  arriving  at  Cardiff  she  was  brought 
under  steam  to  the  wharf  and  placed  in  her 
berth.  She  was  fastened  by  ropes  to  the  wharf, 
and  remained  fastened  until  her  next  voyage. 
Passengers  coming  on  board  and  leaving  passed 
over  the  wharf.  Early  in  the  morning  of  the 
accident  the  applicant  came  on  board  to  attend  to 
his  ordinary  duties  as  fireman.  Steam  was  got 
up  and  the  main  and  auxiliary  engines  were 
worked.  At  8.17  the  passengers  were  all  on 
board  and  the  steamer  was  on  the  point  of  depar- 
ture. The  applicant  was  standing  by  the  boilers 
when  a  tube  burst  and  he  was  badly  scalded.  In 
my  view  the  evidence  shows  that  the  appellanta 
could  not  have  made  the  wharf  available  for 
their  bnainess  without  the  aasistanoe  of  snch  a 
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workman  aa  the  applicant.  He  was  on  the 
steamer  for  a  purpose  directly  connected  with 
their  nse  of  the  wharf,  and  I  have  come  to  the 
oonolnsiou  that  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
he  was  at  the  time  of  the  accident  "  ahont "  the 
wharf  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  7  of  the  Act 
of  1897.  If,  as  WEB  assumed  npon  the  argument 
of  this  point,  the  employment  of  the  fireman  was 
one  to  which  the  Act  applied,  the  general  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature  mnst  be  admitted  to  be 
that  there  should  be  a  right  to  compensation. 
The  language  of  sect.  7  seems  to  me  to  permit 
effect  to  be  given  to  the  intention  in  the  case  of 
the  applicant.  I  find  nothing  in  the  Act  to  sug- 
gest that  the  Legislature  meant  to  distinguish 
between  the  rights  of  workmen  of  the  same  class 
or  to  show  that  while  workman  A  was  within 
the  Act,  workman  B,  under  similar,  if  not  the 
same,  circumstances,  was  intended  to  be  left  un- 
protected. I  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  appeal  on  this  point  fails. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Sleadman,  Van 
Praagh,  and  Qaylor,  for  W.  H  Brown,  Bristol. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Smith,  Rundell 
and  Dod»,  for  Meyriek  and  Davie$,  Cardiff. 


HIGH    COURT   OF  JUSTICE. 

CHANCERY  DIVISION. 

June  9  ajid  10. 

(Before  Eekewich,  J.) 

EdUCNSSON  v.  BBNDBB.(a) 

SoUeilor — Covenant  in  articles  of  clerkship  not 
to  practise  within  certain  radius — Breach — 
Work  ustuMy  done  by  solicitors. 

The  defendant  had  bound  himself  to  a  solieiior 
practising  at  M.  by  articles  for  a  Urm,  and 
covenanted  that  he  would  not  at  any  time  do 
any  work  or  act  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  persons 
uswMy  done  by  solicitors  viithin  a  radius  of 
fifteen  miles  fromM.  without  written  permission. 
The  defendant  took  proceedings  to  obtain  probate 
of  the  will  of  a  person  toithin  the  prohibited 
radius,  and  corresponded  from  H.  with  a 
witness  within  the  prohibited  radius  with  a  view 
to  obtaining  his  evidence  in  order  to  enable 
probate  to  be  obtained.  He  signed  the  praieipe 
directing  a  plaint  note  to  be  issued  for  a  County 
Court  summons  at  a  court  in  the  prohibited 
area  on  behalf  of  a  plaintiff  residing  therein, 
and  conducted  the  proceedings  until  receipt  of 
the  amount  paid  into  court.  He  prepared  the 
will  _  of  a  testatrix  residing  within  the  area 
on  instructions  received  outside  the  area,  and 
received  a  small  fee  therefor,  but  was  present 
when  she  executed  it  within  the  area  ;  and, 
lastly,  he  advertised  in  a  paper  circulating 
within  but  published  outnide  the  area  a  farm  for 
letting  within  the  prohibited  district. 

Held,  in  an  action  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
practising  trithin  the  prohibited  limit,  that  the 
covenant  might  he  broken  although  the  defendant 
or  his  clerks  did  not  go  professionally  within 
such  limit.  That  therefore  the  proceedings  in 
connection  with  the  collection  of  the  debt  through 

(4)  Beported  by  W.  F.  Pais,  Kiq.,  B«rrigter-»M«v, 


the  County  Court  infringed  the  covenant.  Also 
the  acts  done  in  relation  to  the  execution  of  the 
wiU,  which  mu^t  be  held  to  have  been  done  by 
defendant  in  his  character  of  a  solicitor,  con- 
stituted a  breach  of  such  covenant,  but  that 
those  as  to  advertising  the  farm  did  not  break  it. 
Qnsere,  as  to  applying  for  the  proof  of  evidence 
infringing  the  covenant. 

Bt  articles  of  agreement  dated  in  1893,  and  made 
between  the  plaintiS,  Charles  Francis  Peter 
Edmundson,  a  solicitor,  of  the  one  part  and  the 
defendant,  John  William  Bender,  of  the  o'her 
part,  the  defendant  bound  himself  as  articled 
clerk  with  plaintiff  in  the  profession  of  a  solicitor 
for  three  years.  The  agreement  contained  the 
following  proviso  and  covenant : 

Provided  always  and  the  said  John  W.  Render  doth 
hereby  for  binuelf,  hie  heirs,  exeontors,  and  adminia- 
tntoTB,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with 
the  said  Charles  F.  P.  Edmnndaon,  hia  ezecntora, 
adminiatratora,  and  aasigna,  that  he  the  aaid  John  W. 
Render  shall  not  at  any  time  hereafter,  either  on  hia 
own  behalf  or  as  a  clerk  or  partner,  or  otherwiae  on 
behalf  of  any  other  person  or  persona  who  piaotiae,  or 
who  may  praotiae  or  carry  on,  the  basineia  or  profosaion 
of  .a  aoUoitor,  do  any  work  or  act  for  or  on  ioehialf  of  any 
petacn  or  persona  naoally  done  by  aolioitora  within  a 
nkdina  of  fifteen  milea  from  Ifaabam  Market  Croaa 
without  the  written  permiaslon  of  the  caid  Ctuurlea  F. 
P.  Edmnndaon,  or  of  the  aaid  firm,  or  the  suooeBaor  or 
Buooesaora  of  the  aaid  firm.  And  the  said  John  W. 
Bender  will,  in  oaae  of  any  infringement  of  this  cove- 
nant on  hia  part,  snbmit  to  an  injnnction  and  abide  by 
the  deoiaion  of  any  oonrt  of  law  or  eqnity  aa  to  damagea 
and  costs. 

ThO'  plaintiS  is  and  was  at  tho  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  articles  a  member  of  the  firm  of 
Edmundson  and  Gowland,  solicitors,  practising 
at  Masham  and  other  places. 
'  The  defendant  served  the  plaintiff  as  clerk  nniil 
the  31st  Aug.  1899,  was  admitted  a  solicitor  in 
Aug.  1901,  and  thereupon  commenced  practising, 
opening  an  ofiBce  at  Harrogate,  a  short  distance 
outside  the  prohibited  area  under  the  covenant. 
He  resided  -at  a  place  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from 
Masham  ICarket  Cross. 

The  plaintiff  asserted  that  the  defendant  had 
committed  divers  breaches  of  the  covenant  in  his 
articles  of  clerkship,  and  set  out  particulars  of 
four  of  snch  breaches  in  par.  4  of  his  statement  of 
clfum.  As  to  these  alleged  breaches,  the  evidence 
was  as  follows  : — 

In  Oct.  1901  the  defendant  was  given  instruc- 
tions to  obtain  probate  of  the  will  of  James  Bsjne 
Metcalfe,  deceased,  lute  of  Swinton,  near  Masham, 
within  the  prohibited  radius.  He  corresponded 
with  a  witness  within  that  radins,  and  asked  him, 
to  send  to  Harrogate  a  proof  of  his  evidence, 
which  the  witness  ultimately  declined  to  do. 

Defendant  was  instructed  by  one  Jackson,  of 
Fearby,  to  0ue  a  person  named  Wilkinson,  of 
Fearby  Cross,  near  Masham,  for  a  debt  in  the 
County  Court  at  Bipon.  Fearby,  Fearby  Cross,  and 
Bipon  are  within  fifteen  miles  of  Masham  Market 
Cross.  Defendant  signed  the  pricoipe  upon  which 
the  registrar  entered  the  plaint,  the  partdonlars, 
and  notices  to  adroit  and  prodace,  at  his  office 
at  Harrogate.  He  described  himself  as  the  solici- 
tor for  the  plaintaff,  and  stated  he  wonld  accept 
service  of  all  proceedings  on  hia  behalf.  He 
served  notice  to  admit  and  produce,  and  signed 
a  receipt,  which  he  sent  to  the  registrar,  for  the 
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amount  paid  into  coort  in  satisfaction  of  the 
ctmaaat  action. 

On  the  2lBt  May  1903  he  sent  a  telegram  to  the 
defendant  in  the  County  Coort  action,  which  he 
banded  in  at  Masham,  stating  that  the  plaintiff 
in.  that  action  accepted  the  amount  paid  in. 
Defendant  had  not  seen  tlie  plaintiff  in  that 
action  at  Masham  in  the  matter. 

In  1902  and  1903  he  acted  as  solicitor  for  one 
Soaannah  Topham,  of  Pataley  Bridge,  within  the 
prohibited  radius. 

Plaintiff  had  made  a  codicil  to  the  will  of 
Susannah  Topham.  Subsequently  he  found  that 
defendant  had  been  instructed  to  remake  the  will 
and  codicil,  and  had  gone  to  Fateley  Bridge  in 
order  to  get  it  executed.  It  was  admitted  that 
the  whole  will,  including  the  date  and  attestation 
clause,  were  in  the  defendant's  handwriting. 

He  was  also  present  at  the  execution  of  the 
will  on  the  5th  Sept.  1902.  He  stated  that  written 
instructions  for  the  preparation  of  the  will  were 
given  to  him  at  Harrogate. 

He  was  in  SeptemMr  staying  with  a  mutual 
friend,  who  asked  him  to  go  and  see  her  sign  her 
will,  eaying  defendant  need  not  make  a  business 
matter  of  it.  He  declined,  bat  eventually  went  to 
her  house,  and  the  will  was  executed  in  his 
presence,  but  he  did  not  witness  the  testatrix's 
signature.  A  charge  of  10«.  6d.  had  been  pre- 
vionslypaid  to  defendant. 

In  April  and  May  1903  defendant  caused 
advertisement's  to  be  inserted  in  a  newspaper 
pnblished  at  Harrogate  offering  to  let  a  farm 
within  the  prohibited  area,  stating  that  applica- 
tion might  be  made  to  him  at  Harrogate.  The 
newspaper  circulates  within  the  prohibited 
district. 

The  pltuntiff  brought  this  action  claiming  an 
injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  doing 
work  as  a  solicitor  in  breach  of  his  covenant,  and 
also  asking  for  damages. 

8Uu>ari-8mith,  K.C.  and  F.  H.  Maugham,  for 
the  plaintiff,  stated  the  above  facts. — ^The  defen- 
dant claims  the  right  to  do  what  he  has  done.  He 
say  B  he  is  within  his  right  in  doing  professional 
work  within  the  district  provided  he  does  not  go 
within  it  The  issuing  the  plaint  at  tlte  Bipon 
County  Court  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant : 

May  V.  O'NMl,  41  L.  J.  660,  Cb. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  being  a  solicitor  of  a 
particular  County  Court.  The  solicitor  must  sign 
the  particulars  before  he  demands  his  fee,  and 
whether  be  enters  the  plaint  by  post  or  by  clerk 
the  effect  is  the  same.  Defendant  on  the  par- 
ticulars describes  himself  as  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor : 

Coanty  Court  Bales  1903,  Order  VI.,  r.  9. 
He  selected  the  Post  Office  as  his  agent  for  entering 
the  plaint  at  Bipon  within  the  prohibited  area, 
but  it  was  none  the  less  his  act,  which  also  applies 
to  the  notice  to  admit.  As  the  plaintiff's  solicitor 
on  the  2l8t  May  1903  he  signed  the  receipt  for  the 
amonnt  paid  into  court.  The  writing  to  the  wit- 
nesses as  to  the  Metcalfe  probate  to  come  to  him 
from  Masham  to  Harrogate  was  an  evasion  of 
the  covenant.  It  makes  no  difference  whether 
defendant  goes  there  himself  or  invites  a  witness 
within  the  prohibited  area  to  send  him  a  proof. 
[Kbkbwich,  J.  expressed  t^e  view  that  the  extent 
of  the  prohibited  radius  could  not  be  considered 
nnreaaonable.]    If  the  defendant's  contention  that 


whQe  he  remains  in  his  office  at  Harrogate  he 
cannot  infringe  the  covenant  is  correct,  he  mighb 
issue  Coun^  Conrt  summonses  against  undefended 
debtors  and  collect  debts  within  the  prohibited 
area.  Defendant  was  the  solicitor  on  the  record. 
With  regard  to  Miss  Topham's  will,  he  forwarded 
the  ordinary  form  of  directions  as  to  its  execution. 

P.  Ogden  Lawrence,  K.O.  and  Oieen  Thompton 
tot  the  defendant. — Mr.  Bender  has  done  no  work 
usually  done  by  solicitors  within  the  prohibited 
radius.  He  does  not  claim  the  right  to  appear  in 
the  County  Court.  Before  Ue  can  do  that  he  must 
sign  the  roll : 

County  Court  Bales  1903,  Order  LIY.,  r.  7. 

Plaints  may  be  entered  by  letter : 

Order  V.,  r.  12. 
The  work  was  done  at  defendant's  office  outside 
the  prohibited  ndins,  nor  have  his  clerks  or  agents 
served  any  docnmentis  within  it, 

Eekewich,  J. — In  dealing  with  the  questions 
in  this  case  I  am  dealing  with  pure  questions  of 
law.  No  question  of  conduct  arises,  and  I  have 
endeavoured  with  seme  if  not  with  quite  a  full 
measure  of  success  to  exclude  from  discussion  in 
the  case  any  question  of  that  kind.  I  take  it 
that  Mr.  Bender  has  honestly  endeavoured  to 
observe  the  covenant  into  which  he  has  entered, 
and  by  which  he  is  bound ;  and  if,  unfortunately, 
he  has  transgressed  the  covenant,  there  is  not  the 
least  ground  for  finding  fault  with  him  as  having 
been  guilty  of  intentional  misconduct.  Mr. 
Bender  has,  in  my  judgment,  committed  an 
error.  He  has  made  a  mistake,  not  only  in  doing 
that  which  is  wrong,  which  has  led  to  the 
present  dispute,  but  also  he  has  made  the  mistake, 
which  is  a  very  serious  one,  of  advising  himself  on 
a  difficult  question.  I  conclude  that  what  he  has 
done  was  based  on  a  desire  to  keep  within  the 
limits  of  this  covenant,  but  he  has  construed  it 
erroneously.  He  wisheid  to  fulfil  his  obligations 
under  it,  but  he  has  construed  them  erroneously. 
The  cases  in  which  he  is  said  to  have  broken 
the  covenant  are  set  forth  in  the  statement  of 
claim.  I  take  the  first — the  obtaining  probate  of 
the  will  of  James  B.  Metcalfe.  There  was  no 
question  as  to  his  obeying  the  instructions  in  what 
he  had  done  in  that  respect.  He  did  work 
usually  done  by  a  solicitor.  In  the  course  of 
doing  that  work  he  had  occasion  to  obtain  the 
proof  of  a  witness  residing  within  the  prohibited 
limit.  He  corresponded  with  that  witness,  and 
asked  him  to  send  to  Harrogate  a  proof  of  his 
evidence.  It  is  said  that  that  is  a  breach  of  the 
covenant.  Without  professing  to  give  a  definite 
opinion  upon  it,  because  the  matter  has  not  been 
thrashed  out,  and  I  am  disposing  of  the  case 
upon  other  grounds,  I  may  express  my  view  of 
this  matter.  It  is  extremely  difficnlt  to  come  to 
a  conclusion  on  such  a  matter  ai  that.  I 
think  some  liberality  must  be  exercised  in  con- 
struing a  covenant  of  this  kind.  Take  the  case 
of  a  man  engaged  as  an  articled  clerk  at  Bristol, 
who  has  entered  into  a  covenant  similar  to  that 
in  the  present  case,  and  has  then  set  up  business 
at  Harrogate,  and,  in  proving  the  wiU  of  a  man 
who  dies  at  Harrogate,  he  finds  it  necessary^  to 
obtain  evidence  at  Bristol  to  support  the  applica- 
tion for  probate,  I  should  be  extremely  unwilling 
to  say  that  he  committed  a  breach  of  covenant 
not  to  do  work  at  Bristol  by  writing  for  the  proof 
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of  a  witness  there,  but  I  have  no  occasion  now  to 
consider  this  question,  and  I  say  no  more  abont  it. 
Then  I  pass  over  the  two  breaches  next  charged 
in  the  statement  of  claim,  and  I  take  the  last.  Mr. 
Bender  was  instraoted  to  let  a  farm  at  FelbecV, 
near  Pateley  Bridge.  I  cannot  see  bow  it  can 
possibly  come  within  the  covenant.  For  his  work 
oe  would  have  been  entitled  to  charge  nndeor  the 
scale.  He  advertised  in  a  paper  circulating  at 
Pateley  Bridge,  and  intended  the  advertisement 
should  be  read  there.  The  paper  was  published 
at  Harrogate.  So  far  as  Mr.  Render  was  con- 
cerned, nothing  was  done  oatside  Harrogate. 
There  was  no  transgression  of  the  covenant 
Now  I  turn  to  the  other  oases.  Mr.  Bender 
was  instructed  to  sue  a  person  in  the  Bipon 
Coun^  Court,  that  being  within  the  limit,  and  he 
acoormngly  took  proceedings.  A  plaint  was 
issued,  and  a  copy  served  with  the  summons. 
Notice  was  given  that  the  money  sued  for  was 
paid  into  court.  It  was  accepted  in  discharge  and 
paid  out  of  court.  All  that  was  done  by  Mr. 
Bender  without  his  leaving  his  office.  He  paid  the 
necessary  fee,  and  sent  his  notice  that  the  registrar 
was  to  accept  the  monev  paid  in  in  discharge  of 
the  claim.  He  dated  the  address  for  service  at 
Harrogate.  When  the  time  came  and  the  money 
was  paid  into  court,  he  took  it  out  and  gave  the 
registrar  a  receipt,  and  he  now  says  that  there 
was  not  a  transgression  of  the  covenant  in  the 
articles  of  clerkship  because  there  was  no  doing  of 
work  usually  done  b^  a  solicitor.  To  my  mind 
that  is  an  erroneous  view.  Mr.  Bender  considered 
that  so  long  aa  he  or  his  clerk  was  not  within  the 
limit  he  could  do  aU  this.  It  seems  to  me  that 
there  are  two  possible  answers  to  that.  The  first 
is  that  the  Postmaster- Oeneral  was  the  agent  for 
Mr.  Bender  for  doing  what  was  done.  That  seems 
to  be,  perhaps,  an  absurd  contention,  and  I  pass 
that  over,  because  I  think  that  in  issuing  and 
entering  the  plaint  the  registrar  was  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Bender.  The  rule  says  that  where  a  person 
wishes  to  enter  a  plaint  he  may,  instead  of  attend- 
ing, transmit  a  praecipe  free  of  cost  to  the 
registrar.  The  words  of  the  rule  point  to  the 
enti^  being  made  by  the  person,  plawtiff,  or  his 
solicitor,  notwithstuiding  it  is  done  by  means  of 
the  post.  The  rule  is  in  the  following  terms: 
"  Where  a  person  desires  to  enter  a  plaint  in  a 
court  within  the  district  of  which  he  does  not 
reside,  he  may,  instead  of  attending  at  the  court, 
transmit  free  of  cost  to  the  registrar  (1)  a 
praecipe  .  .  .  and  npon  receipt  of  the  above 
the  registrar  shall  enter  the  plaint"  He  still 
enters  the  plaint  The  act  is  done  by  him.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  Mr. 
Bender  did  not  enter  that  plaint,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  he  never  left  his  ofKce  or  went  to 
Bipon.  The  same  consideration  applies  to  taking 
the  money  out  and  the  other  proceedings  in  the 
case.  Finding  as  I  do  on  this  point  it  would 
be  unneoessaiy  to  say  anything  about  the 
other,  but  the  case  is  of  great  importance 
to  the  parties,  and  I  propose  to  deid  with 
that  also.  Mr.  Bender,  on  the  instructions  of 
relatives,  prepared  a  will  for  Susannah  Topham, 
and  be  sent  that  will  to  relatives  for  her  execution. 
He  had  written  instructions  for  the  preparation 
of  that  will.  He  saw  a  gentleman  in  Harrogate 
through  whom  be  had  instructions,  and  he  pre- 
pared and  engrossed  the  will,  and  sent  it  for 
execntion.     So  far,  although  it  was  usual  work 


done  by  a  solicitor,  it  cannot  be  said  to  have 
been  work  done  within  the  limit  He  did  not 
make  a  detailed  charge  for  his  services,  but  he 
charged  for  them  half  a  guinea,  which  was  sent 
in  in  the  regular  way  aa  his  bill,  and  paid  as  his 
bill.  I  assume  that  friendly  reasons  intervened 
as  to  the  smallness  of  the  amount,  but  I  must 
take  it  as  a  regular  solicitor's  charge.  He  was 
on  a  visit  to  this  Mr.  Verity  at  Pateley  Bridge, 
and  he  was  asked  to  attend  the  execution,  and  he 
very  properly  (aid  he  coald  not  His  good  nature 
prevailed,  and  he  did  go.  Two  other  wibieeses  were 
pmcnied,  who  attested  the  testetrix's  signature, 
and  he  did  not  witness  the  will.  Why  did  he  attend 
if  it  was  not  to  see  that  the  wiU  was  properly  exe- 
cute<1,  that  the  date  was  filled  in,  and,  I  must  infer, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  testetrix  and  wit- 
nesses where  they  were  to  sign  ?  He  mast  have 
done  this  in  his  character  of  a  solicitor.  I 
desire,  however,  to  guard  myself  against  holding 
that  a  man  may  not  do  an  act  of  this  kind  for 
charity  without  making  himself  liable  for  breach 
of  snca  a  covenant  as  the  present.  That  depends 
on  oircumstanceB.  If  this  had  been  a  friendly 
act  throughout  I  should  not  have  thought  it  an 
infraction  of  the  covenant.  If  solicitors,  from  a 
feeling  of  good  nature,  do  friendly  aote  for  their 
friends,  not  really  in  the  character  of  solicitors, 
they  are  amply  secured.  I  cannot  say  that  it 
was  so  here.  He  drew  the  will.  He  admitted 
it  was  a  matter  of  business  as  a  solicitor,  and 
I  think  his  attendance  must  be  referred  to  the 
character  he  bore  before  in  the  transaction.  I 
think  that  Mr.  Bender  transgressed  the  ooTenaat 
Therefore  on  these  two  matters  I  think  the  cove- 
nant was  broken.  I  can  quite  understand  that  it 
is  important  to  Mr.  Edmundson  that  the  covenant 
should  be  observed,  although  I  do  not  think  Mr. 
Bender  has  wilfully  failed  to  observe  it>  and  I 
think  that  he  will  be  well  advised  to  observe  it 
more  strictly  in  the  future.  There  is  no  reason 
why  anything  can  be  said  against  the  defendant 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  ne,  a  gentleman  occu- 
pying a  professional  capacity,  should  be  put  under 
the  injunction  asked  for,  but  he  mnst  pay  the 
ooste  of  the  action,  and  II.  nominal  damages. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  Arthur  Toovey. 
Solicitors  for  the  defendant  Edgar  Bobiiu  and 
Clark.  

KING'S  BENCH  DITISION. 

Monday,  March  7. 

(Before  Chanmbll,  J.) 

Attobhkt-Genbbaii    «.    Viscount     Oobbak 

AND  OTHBBS.  (a) 

Revenue — Ettate  Duty — Gift  inter  vivos — Death 
of  donor  toithin  twelve  morUhe — BeUate  o^  donor 
from  prior  covenant  for  payment  of  gift  after 
death — Liabiliiy  of  gift  to  estate  duty — Finance 
Act  1894  (57  £  58  Vict.  e.  30),  «.  2,  »u6-».  1  (c)— 
Cuetome  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1881  (44  i  45 
Viet,  c.  12),  8.  38,  tubs.  2  (a)— Ctufonu  and 
Inland  Revenue  Act  1889  (52  £  53  Viet.  e.  7). 
».  11,  »uh-$.  1. 

In  1892  a  person  covenanted  with  trueteet  that 
within  three  monlhe  after  her  death  her  execulon 
ehoiUd  Day  the  sum  of  5000i.,  free  of  oU  dattes 
and  <Ieat(e<i(MW,  to  the  trustees  upon  trust  for  a 


(a)  Bsporttd  by  W.  W.  Obi,  Biq.,  Hurlttei^t-Uw. 
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eerknn  eharity.  Bome  eight  yean  afterward* 
the  donor,  with  the  object  of  giving  the  lum  in 
her  Itfetime,  executed  another  deeahy  which  she 
covenanted  to  pay  the  50001.  at  once,  and  by  thi* 
dMd  ehe,  her  executors  and  estate,  were  relieved 
from  payment  of  the  5000{.  under  the  former 
deed.  The  5000(.  woe  paid  over,  and  the  donor 
died  within  twelve  months  from  the  execution  of 
the  deed  and  the  payment.  Upon  her  death  the 
Crown  claimed  estate  duty  upon  this  sum  of 
50002. 
Held,  that  the  payment  of  the  60001.  was  "an 
immediate  gift  inter  ▼ivos,"  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  38,  siib-seet.  2  (a),  of  the  Customs  and 
Inland  Bevenue  Act  1881 ;  that  it  was  none  the 
less  a  gift  because  there  was  a  release  of  the  donor 
and  her  estate  from  the  obligation  under  the 
prior  deed,  and  that,  as  the  donor  died  within 
ttoeloe  months  from  the  making  of  the  gift,  estate 
duty  teas  paycU>le  under  sect.  2,  sub-seet.  1  (c),  of 
the  Finance  Act  1894. 

INFOBMA.TION  by  the  Attorney-General  claiming 
estate  daty. 

1.  By  an  indenture  dated  the  Ist  June  1892, 
and  made  between  Eliza  Warrington  of  the  one 
pMjrt  and  the  defendant  Viscount  Cobham,  Lord 
Kinnaird,  Sir  Hairy  Temon,  and  G.  W.  Child  of 
the  other  part,  after  reciting  an  indenture  dated 
the  11th  July  1889,  whereby  certain  trust  funds 
were  settled  npon  the  tmsts  therein  particularly 
appearing,  as  and  by  way  of  endowment  for  the 
oouege  of  the  blind  sons  of  gentlemen,  established 
at  Powyke  in  the  county  of  Worcester  (now  called 
"  Golle(|e  for  the  Higher  Education  of  the  Blind"), 
and  reciting  that  Ehza  Warrington  was  desirous 
of  adding  to  and  increasing  the  endowments  to 
the  extent  and  at  the  time  thereinafter  mdn* 
tioned. 

It  was  witnessed  that  Eliza  Warrington  thereby 
oovananted  with  Yiscount  Cobham,  Baron 
Kinnaird,  Sir  Harry  Foley  Yemon,  and  G.  W. 
Child  that  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
Eliza  Warrington  would,  within  three  calendar 
months  after  her  death^pay  to  Yiscount  Cobham, 
Baron  Kinnaird,  Sir  Harry  Foley  Yemon,  and 
6.  W.  Child  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them 
or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor 
or  other  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being 
of  the  now  statins  indenture  the  sum  of  SOOOE 
free  of  all  duties,  charges,  or  deductions  whatso- 
ever, to  be  held  and  applied  by  them  or  Mm  npon 
the  trust  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  Eliza 
Warrington  thereby  directed  and  Yiscount 
Cobham,  Baron TTinn ai rd,  Sir  Harry  Foley  Yernon, 
and  G.  W.  Child  thereby  declared  that  they  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them  or  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  such  survivor  or  other  the 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  the  now 
stating  indenture,  to  whom  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
50001.  shonld  become  payable  should  and  would 
recover  and  receive  payment  thereof,  and  stand 
possessed  thereof  npon  trust  to  par  and  transfer 
the  same  to  the  persons  or  person  who  shonld  then 
be  the  trustees  or  trustee  of  the  recited  indenture 
of  trust,  to  be  held  by  such  last  mentioned 
trustees  or  trustee  upon  the  like  trusts,  as  and  by 
way  of  addition  to  and  augmentation  of  the 
moneys  comprised  in  and  settled  by  snoh  last 
mentioned  indenture,  provided  always  and  it  was 
thereby  declared  that  the  tmsteea  or  trustee  of 
the  now  stating  iadentore  might  either  them- . 


selves  receive  the  sum  of  5000{.  and  pay  the  same 
to  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
the  recited  indenture  of  trust,  or  might  direct  or 
cause  the  same  to  be  so  paid  by  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  Eliza  Wurring^ton  without 
themselves  receiving  the  same  or  any  part  thoreof, 
and  that  all  obligations  and  responsibility  of  the 
trustees  or  trustee  ,  thereof  should  cease  and 
determine  as  soon  as  they  should  have  paid  or 
caused  to  be  paid  the  aforesaid  sum  to  the  persons 
or  person  who  should  for  the  time  being  appear 
to  be  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
the  recited  indenture  of  brast,  and  that  notwith- 
standing any  irregularity  or  informality  in  the 
appointment  of  such  last  mentioned  trustees  or 
any  of  them ;  and  it  was  thereby  declared  that 
Eliza  Warrington  during  her  life  shonld  have  the 
statutory  power  of  appointing  a  new  trustee  or 
trustees  of  the  now  stating  indenture. 

2.  By  an  indenture  (indorsed  on  the  lastly- 
stated  indenture)  dated  the  3rd  Nov.  1900  and 
made  between  Yiscount  Cobham,  Baron  £innaird, 
and  Sir  Harry  Foley  Yemon  of  the  one  part  and 
Eliza  Warrington  of  the  other  part.  After 
reciting  the  death  of  G.  W.  Child  and  reciting 
that  Eliza  Warrington  had  agreed  to  pay  the 
therein  within  mentioned  sum  of  5U00^  to 
Yiscount  Cobham,  Baron  Kinnaird,  and  Sir  Sbrry 
Foley  Yemon  as  surviving  trustees  of  the  therein 
within  written  indenture  upon  the  trusts  therein 
within  declared  concerning  the  same  upon  having 
such  release  from  the  covenant  on  her  part  in  the 
therein  within  written  indenture  as  was  therein- 
after contained.  It  was  witnessed  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises  and  of  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  50002.  to  Yiscount  Cobham,  Baron 
Kinnaird,  and  Sir  Harry  Foley  Yemon  (the 
re<)eipt  whereof  they  did  thereby  acknowledge), 
they,  Yiscount  Cobham,  Baron  Kinnaird,  and 
Sir  Harry  Foley  Yemon,  as  surviving  trus- 
tees of  the  therein  within  written  indentnre, 
did  thereby  release  Eliza  Warrington,  her 
executors  and  administrators,  estate  and  effects 
from  all  actions,  claims,  and  demands  what- 
soever for  or  in  respect  or  on  account  of  the 
therein  within  mentioned  sum  of  50002.  and  the 
covenant  on  the  part  of  Eliza  Warrington  relating 
thereto  in  the  tnerein  within  written  indenture 
contained. 

3.  Eliza  Warrington  upon  the  execution  of  the 
lastly-stated  indentnre  paid  the  sum  of  50002.  to 
the  trustees  of  the  indentnre  of  the  Ist  June  1892, 
who  duly  paid  that  sum  to  the  trustees  of  the 
college.  The  defendants  were  the  trustees  of  the 
college,  and  the  sum  of  50002.  was  vested  in  them 
as  such  trustees. 

4.  Eliza  Warrington  died  within  twelve  months 
from  the  date  of  the  lastly-stated  indentnre,  and 
from  the  date  of  payment  of  the  sum  of  50002. — 
namely,  on  the  19  th  May  1901. 

5.  Under  the  circumstances  aforesaid  it  was 
contended  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  that  estate 
duty  under  the  provisions  of  the  Finance  Act 
1894,  and  snooession  duty  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Succession  Duty  Act  1853,  became  payable  by 
the  defendants  in  respect  of  the  sum  nt  50002.,  a^ 
to  the  estate  duty  on  the  death  of  Eliza  Warring- 
ton, and  as  to  succession  duty  on  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  50002,  or  upon  the  death  of  Eliza 
Warrington. 

6.  The  Commissioners  of  Inland  Bevenue  caused 
Application  to  be  made  to  the  defendants  to 
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deliver  proper  acconnta  in  respect  of  the  sum  of 
50001.  and  to  pay  the  daties  which  ou((ht  to  be 
paid  in  respeob  thereof  as  aforesaid,  bat  they 
refused  to  deliver  snch  acoonnts  and  to  pay  tuch 
dnties  and  contended  that  no  saoh  daties  were 
{Wkyable. 

The  informant  prayed  as  follows:  That  it 
mif;ht  be  declared  that  upon  the  death  of  Eliza 
Warrington  estate  daty  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Finance  Act  1894  became  payable  in  respect 
of  the  sam  of  50002.,  and  that  npon  the  payment 
of  that  snm  or  (alternatively)  on  the  death  of 
Eliza  Warrington  saocession  duty  under  the  pro> 
visions  of  the  Saccession  Daty  Act  1853  became 
payable  in  respect  of  the  snm  of  5000Z.  That  an 
account  might  be  directed  to  ascertain  the  amount 
of  the  duties  so  payable  together  with  interest  at 
3  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  time  when  the 
same  became  payable  respectively. 

The  claim  for  succession  dnty  was  abandoned 
by  the  Attorney-General  during  the  course  of 
the  argument. 

Sect  1  of  the  Finance  Act  1894  (57  &  58 
Vict.  c.  30)  imposes  "  estate  duty  "  to  be  levied  and 
paid  upon  the  principal  value  of  all  property, 
real  or  personal,  settled  or  not  settled,  ''which 
passes  on  the  death  "  of  every  person  dying  after 
the  commencement  of  the  Act. 

Sect.  2  (1)  provides : 

Property  psaaiiig  on  tha  dsath  of  the  deoeaaad  shall 
h«  deemed  to  inolnde  tbo  property  following  (that  is  to 
•sy) :  (e)  Property  wbioh  wonld  be  required  on  the  destb 
of  the  deceaied  to  be  inolnded  in  an  aoooont  under 
leot.  38  of  the  Coetoma  and  Inland  Bavenne  Aot  1881, 
aa  amended  by  aeot.  11  of  tha  Cnatoma  and  Inland 
Bevenne  Aot  1889,  if  thoae  aeotiona  were  herein  enacted 
and  extended  to  real  property  aa  well  aa  peraonal 
property,  and  the  words  "  volnntary  "  and  "  volnntarily," 
and  a  niFarenoe  to  a  "  volonteer  "  were  omitted  there- 
from. 

The  Customs  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1881 
(41  &  45  Vict.  o.  12)  provides : 

Saot.  38  (1).  Stamp  datiea  at  the  like  rates  aa  are  by 
tbia  Aot  obarged  on  affidavita  and  inventoriea  ahall  be 
obarged  and  paid  on  aoooanta  delivered  of  the  peraonal 
or  movable  property  to  be  inolnded  therein,  acoording 
to  the  value  thereof.  (2)  The  peraonal  or  movable 
propel  ty  to  be  included  in  an  aooount  aball  be  property 
of  the  following  deaoriptiona — namely :  (a)  Any  property 
taken  as  a  donatio  mortis  caiisA  made  by  any  peraon 
dying  on  or  after  tbe  first  day  of  Jane  1881,  or  taken 
nnder  a  volnntary  diapositiao,  made  by  any  person  so 
dying,  purporting  to  operate  as  an  immediate  gift  int»r 
vtvos.wbetbar  by  way  of  tranafer,  doUvery,  declaration  of 
troat  or  otberwiae,  wbioh  ahall  not  have  been  bona  fide 
made  three  months  before  tbe  death  of  the  deoesied. 

This  section  was  amended  by  sect.  11  of  the 
Customs  and  Inland  Bevenue  Act  1888  (53  &  53 
Vict.  o.  7),  as  follows  : 

Sect  11  (1).  Snb-aect.  2  of  aeot.  38  of  the  Cnatoma 
and  Inland  Bevenue  Aot  1881  ia  hereby  amended  as 
follows  :  The  description  of  property  marked  (a)  aball  be 
read  as  if  the  word  "  twelve  "  were  anbatituted  for  tbe 
word  "  three  "  therein,  and  the  aaiil  deaoription  of  pro- 
petty  ahall  include  property  taken  nnder  any  gift, 
whenever  made,  of  wbioh  property  bond  fide  posaeaaion 
and  SDjoyment  ahall  not  have  been  assnmed  by  the  donee 
immediately  npon  tbe  gift  and  thenoeforward  retained, 
to  the  entire  ezoloaion  of  tbe  donor,  or  of  any  benefit  to 
him  by  contract  or  otherwise. 

The  Attorney-General  (Sir  Robert  B.  Rnlay, 
K.G.)  and    Vaughan   Hawkim  for   tbe  Crown. 


— ^The  Crown  do  not  now  claim  succession  duty, 
but  it  is  sabmitted  that  estate  duty  is  pay- 
able. The  question  arises  nnder  sect.  2,  sab- 
sect.  1  (e),  of  the  Finance  Act  1894,  and  sect.  38, 
snb-seot.  2  (a),  of  the  Customs  and  Inland 
Revenue  Aot  1S81,  as  amended  by  sect.  11  of  the 
Gostoms  and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1889.  Tbe 
effect  of  these  sections  is  to  impose  estate  duty 
npon  any  property,  real  or  personal,  taken  nnder 
a  "  disposUion  made  by  any  person  so  dying,  pur- 
porting to  operate  as  an  immed^.to  gift  tnter 
vivot,  whether  by  way  of  transfer  delivery, 
declaration  of  trust,  or  otherwise,"  *'  which  shul 
not  have  been  bond  fide  made  twelve  months 
before  the  death  of  the  deceased."  The  point  is 
an  extremely  short  one,  but  it  does  not  seem  to 
be  covered  by  any  authority,  although  the 
principle  has  been  laid  down  over  and  over  again 
that,  to  determine  whether  there  is  a  gift  or  not, 
you  have  to  look  at  the  particular  circumstances 
of  each  case.  It  is  contended  that  the  payment 
of  the  50002.  by  the  deceased,  under  and  in 
pnrsuanoe  of  the  indenture  of  the  3rd  Nov.  1900, 
was  a  gift.  The  covenant  in  the  indenture  of  the 
Ist  Jane  1892  was  a  covenant  to  make  a  gift  of  tbe 
50002.  to  the  trustees,  and,  if  the  decmsed  had 
died  without  having  altered  the  arransement,  and 
without  having  paid  over  the  50002.  in  her  lifetime^ 
and  if  things  had  taken  their  natural  course,  then 
estate  duty  wonld  have  been  payable  on  that  sum 
of  50002.  The  estate  doty  is  none  the  less  payable 
because  the  deceased  had  given  the  money  in  her 
lifetime.  Here  we  have  a  gift,  followed  by  per- 
formance in  paying  over  the  money ;  it  was  a  gift 
made  inter  vtvot  by  the  deceased,  and  it  was  made 
within  twelve  months  of  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  and  therefore  we  have  all  the  conditions 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  words  of 
the  section :  "  purporting  to  operate  as  an  imme- 
diate gift  tnter  vivoi,"  and  made  within  twelve 
months  of  the  death  of  the  deceased ;  and  it  is 
none  the  less  a  gift  because  it  was  made  in  con- 
sideration of  the  release  of  the  prior  covenant. 
[The  case  of  Cro$iman  v.  The  Queen,  55  L.  T,  Bep. 
848, 18  Q.  B.  Div.  266,  was  referred  to.] 

Aiquith,  K.  C.  and  C.  H.  SargarU  for  the  defen- 
dante. — The  whole  point  is  as  to  what  is  tbe 
meaning  of  the  words  ia  sent.  38  of  tbe  Customs 
and  Inland  Revenue  Act  1881,  a  disposition  taking 
effect "  as  an  immediate  gift  inter  vieot " ;  and  the 
question  is,  did  this  instrument  of  the  3rd  Nov. 
1900,  coupled  with  an  immediate  payment  of  the 
money,  constitute  a  gift  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section.  There  is  no  authority  upon  the  point, 
bat  it  is  submitted  that  the  payment  of  theSOOOL 
in  pursnance  of  the  deed  of  Nov.  1900,  was  not  a 
gift.  If  there  was  any  gift  at  all  in  the  case,  the 
true  girt  was  when  the  deceased  brought  herself 
under  the  obligation  of  1892  to  have  this  money 
paid  out  of  her  estate.  Assaming  that  there  was 
a  gift  made  in  1892,  then  it  was  made  more  than 
twelve  months  before  the  death  of  the  deceased. 
By  the  payment  of  the  50002.  in  her  lifetime  she, 
under  the  deed  of  1900,  got  a  release  from  all 
obligations  under  the  deed  of  1892,  so  that  by  that 
payment  she  purchased  a  release  of  her  obligation 
under  the  former  deed.  That  prevente  it  froai 
being  a  gift. 

The  Attorney-General  in  roply. 

Channblii,  J.— I  acree  that  the  substsnoe  d 
this  n^att^r  is  ^»t  it  is  a  ^f  t.    There  are  words 
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which  it  ia  a  little  diffiotdt  to  follow  in  the  aeotion 
of  the  A.ct  of  Parliament  npon  which  the  question 
tarns,  as  altered  by  the  insertion  of  the  provisions 
of  the  two  prior  Acts,  especially  the  words  "  par- 
porting  to  operate  as  an  immediate  gift  inter 
vivos,"  bat  I  think  that  both  the  "  purporting  to 
operate"  and  "immediate"  are  to  come  in, 
becanse  those  words  follow  upon  a  provision  as  to 
donatio  morlia  causa  :  "  Any  property  taken  as  a 
donatio  mortit  6au*a  made  oy  any  person  dying 
after"  saoh  a  date,  or  taking  it,  as  it  was 
originally,  "  under  a  voluntary  disposition,  made 
by  any  person  so  dying,  purporting  to  operate  as 
an  immediate  gift  inter  vivos."  I  think  that  is 
an  extension  of  the  provision  as  to  donatio  mortis 
causa,  which  does  not  operate  immediately,  but 
as  from  the  death,  to  other  gifts,  which  has  caused 
those  words  to  come  in  in  the  way  in  which  they 
do.  The  substance  of  the  matter  is  that  if  gifts 
are  made  they  oonnt,  for  the  purpose  of  this  duty, 
as  part  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  unless  they 
were  made  more  than  twelve  months  before  the 
death,  with  some  exceptions,  which  I  need  not  deal 
with  beoanse  they  do  not  affect  this  particular 
case.  Here  there  was  a  promise  put  in  a  binding 
form,  because  it  was  under  seal,  some  eight  or 
more  years  before  the  deceased  died,  to  make  a 
gift  to  a  charity.  Then  some  eight  years  after 
that  the  gift  in  point  of  faot  was  made  and  at  the 
same  time  a  deed  was  executed  to  show  that  the 
gift  was  not  to  be  made  over  again  by  the  execu- 
tors after  the  lady  had  died,  she  having,  in  point 
of  faot,  made  it  in  her  lifetime.  There  would,  I 
suppose,  have  been  a  good  deal  of  doubt  as  to 
whether  if  that  had  not  been  expressed  it  would 
have  had  that  effect.  In  my  opinion  it  was  still  a 
gift  when  it  was  made  in  the  year  1900,  and  it  did 
not  become  anything  else  but  a  gift  because  there 
had  been  a  binding  promise  beforehand  to  make 
that  gift,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  real  sub- 
stance of  the  transaction  was  the  buying  back  for 
good  consideration  of  the  liabili^  to  have  that 
gift  made  after  the  lady  died.  It  is  quite  true 
that  if  she  had  lived  twelve  months  from  the  time 
when  she  handed  over  the  500O2.  there  would  have 
been  a  saving  to  the  extent  of  the  duty  upon  this 
sum,  which  in  that  event  would  have  been  saved, 
as  it  would  have  had  to  be  paid  by  the  estate  if 
the  gift  had  not  been  made  in  her  lifetime.  But 
that  cannot  possibly,  as  it  seems  to  me,  affect  the 
question.  In  a  very  great  many  cases  where 
gifts  are  made  by  people  in  their  lifetime,  they 
are  made  for  the  very  express  purpose  of  evading 
the  payment  of  duty,  and  that  certainly  does  not 
entitle  them  to  any  consideration  or  advantage. 
That  is,  of  course,  one  of  the  reasons  why  this 
legislation  was  passed  affecting  sums  given  away 
daring  lifetime.  I  tbink  on  the  whole  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  transaction  here  was  in  substance  a 
gift,  and  that  it  was  made  less  than  twelve  months 
before  the  death  of  the  deceased,  and  therefore 
the  Crown  are  entitled  to  what  they  claim  in  this 
case. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown  in  respect  of  the  estate 
duty,  the  claim  for  succession  duty  having 
been  abandoned. 

Solicitor  for  the  Grown,  Solicitor  of  Inland 
Bevtnue. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants.  Ranger,  Bwrton, 
and  Frost. 


Feb.  29  and  March  28. 
(Before  Lord  Alybsbtonb,  G.J.,  Wn.LS  and 

KiSNNBDT,  jj.) 

Grand  Junction  Watbbwoeks  Company 
(apps.)  V.  BoDOCANACHi  (resp.).  (a) 

Water  company — Supply  of  water  —  Communis 
cation  pipe  belonging  to  occupier — Defect  in-— 
Leakage  and  waste  of  water  —  Non-repair  by 
occupisr  —  Bight  to  cut  off  water  —  Might  of 
occupier  to  demand  supply — Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  184:7  (10  &  11  Vict.  e.  17),  s:  4S— Metropolis 
Water  Act  1871  (34  dEr  35  Viet.  e.  113),  si.  28, 
29,  32. 

An  owner  or  occupier  of  premises  in  the  metropolit, 
whose  attention  is  called  by  the  waterworks  com- 
pany, who  are  hound  to  supply  him  wilh  water, 
to  a  defect  under  the  street  in  the  communica- 
tion  pipe  belonging  to  him  and  connecting  his 
premises  unth  the  company's  main,  and  who  has 
the  opportunity  of  repairing  the  defect  loithout 
opening  the  roadway,  but  does  not  choose  to 
repair  it,  is  not  a  person  entitled  to  demand 
a  supply  of  water  under  sect.  43  of  the  Water, 
worhs  clauses  Act  1847. 

A  leak  having  been  discovered  under  the  roadway 
opposite  certain  premises  in  the  metropolis,  the 
waterworks  company  opened  the  street  andfimnd 
that  the  commumeaUon  pipe  eonneeting  the 
premises  with  the  eompanys  main  too*  defietive 
and  leaking,  thereby  eaustng  a  waete  of  water. 
The  communication  pipe  was  the  property  of 
the  occupier,  and  the  company  at  once  gave  him 
notice  of  the  defect,  stating  that  if  it  were  not 
remediedforthwith  the  company  would  disconnect 
the  pipe  from  their  main,  and  would  not  allow  it 
to  be  reconnected  until  the  pipe  was  repaired. 
The  occupier  took  no  steps  to  repair  his  pipe, 
and  it  was  disconnected  from  the  main  and  the 
water  cut  off.  The  occupier  could  at  the  time 
have  repaired  the  pipe  without  openirtg  the 
street,  as  the  street  was  then  open. 

Held,  that  the  duty  of  repairing  the  defect  in  the 
pvpe  was  by  sect.  28  of  the  Metropolis  Water  Act 
1S71  cast  upon  the  owner  or  occupier,  and  that 
tfie  owner  or  occupier  who,  after  notice  that  the 
communication  pipe  belonging  to  him  was  out 
of  repair,  permitted  the  pipe  to  remain  in  its 
defective  state  in  which  it  would  cause  waste  of 
water,  has  wrongfully  failed  to  do  something 
for  the  prevention  of  the  waste  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  32,  and  that  under  the  cireum. 
stances  the  company  were  entitled  to  cut  off  the 
water,  and  to  cease  to  give  a  supply  to  the  occu- 
pier so  long  as  the  pipe  remained  unrepaired. 

Case  stated  on  an  information  and  complaint 
preferred  by  the  respondent  against  the  appellants 
under  sect.  43  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act 
1847,  for  that  the  appellante  on  the  6tb  June  1903, 
at  No.  113,  Eastbourne-mews,  did  refuse  to 
furnish  to  the  respondent  a  supply  of  water  to 
No.  113,  Eastbourne-mews  aforesaid. 

The  information  was  heard  and  determined  by 
the  magistrate,  and  upon  such  hearing  he  con- 
victed the  appellants,  and  imposed  a  penalty  of 
6!..  being  408.  a  day  for  three  days,  and  he 
awarded  to  the  respondent  121. 12s.  costs — subject 
to  this  case. 

The  appellante  were  a  company  incorporated 
by  51  Greo.  3,  c.  olxix.  authorised  t»  supply  water 

(«)  Bqmrtad  by  If.  W.  Qkb.  Esq.,  BurriiteMtt-lAv. 
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thi-onghont  a  distriot  mentioned  in  the  Aot, 
which  has  been  from  time  to  time  extended 
within  the  limits  of  which  district  Eastbourne- 
mews  is  situated.  The  powers  of  the  company 
are  contained  in  the  Act  and  within  other  Acts 
passed  in  the  years  1819,  1826, 1835, 1844, 1852, 
1856,  1856,  1861,  1868. 1873,  and  1878,  and  the 
Acts  incorporated  with  those  Acts,  and  in  the 
public  Acts  relating  to  the  supply  of  water  in 
the  metropolis  and  the  regulations  made  there- 
under (all  of  '^hich  Acts  and  regulatioiis  were  to 
l>e  taken  to  be  part  of  the  case). 

The  respondent  was  the  lessee  of  No.  113, 
Eastboni-ne-mews  under  a  lease  by  the  terms  of 
which  the  lessor  was  liable  for  all  external 
repairs. 

No  113,  £astboame-mews  was  a  stable  with  a 
dwelling-house  above,  and  the  dwelling-house 
was  inhabited  by  two  grooms  in  the  service  of  the 
complainant.  Eastbonme-mews  was  a  public 
street  repairable  by  the  local  authority. 

No.  113,  Eastbourne-mews  was  within  the 
distriot  of  the  appellants.  The  supply  to  the 
premises  in  question  was  a  supply  for  domestic 
purposes,  and  was  a  constant  supply  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Water  Acts  1852  and 
1871.  The  notices  under  sect.  27  of  the  Act  of 
1871  were  duly  served,  and  the  presoribed  fittings 
were  duly  provided. 

The  water  rate  for  the  period  from  the  6th  to 
the  10th  June  1903  was  to  be  taken  to  hare  been 
paid. 

Prior  to  the  6th  June  1903  there  were  indica- 
tions in  the  roadway  opposite  No.  113,  Eastbonme- 
mews  of  the  existence  of  a  sn^all  leak.  Upon 
that  day  it  became  evident  from  the  subsidence 
of  the  cobble  stones  in  the  roadway  (which  was 
thereby  rendered  dangerous  to  vehicles)  that  the 
leak  was  serious,  and  on  an  investigation  being 
made  by  a  ganger  in  the  employment  of  the 
appellants  it  was  discovered  that  there  was  a 
leak  in  the  communication  pipe  (which  was  the 
property  of  the  respondent)  supplying  No.  113, 
Ea^boume-mews,  dose  to  the  junction  of  the 
pipe  with  the  appellants'  main  under  the  roadway. 
The  leak  was  at  the  rate  of  about  1500  gallons 
in  twenty-four  hours. 

The  ganger  who  opened  the  ground  there- 
npon  on  the  6th  June  1903  served  upon  the 
coachman  of  the  respondent  who  was  on  the  pre- 
mises a  notice  requiring  the  repair  of  the  com- 
munication pipe  to  be  forthwith  undertaken  by 
the  respondent  and  intimating  that  otherwise  the 
water  would  be  cut  off. 

The  notice  was  signed  by  the  appellants'  dis- 
trict saperintendent,  and  was  as  follows : — 

Notioe  of  Leakage. — To  the  ooonpler  of  No.  113,  Esst- 
bonme-mewi. — Sir,--  Upon  opening  the  ground  opposite 
No.  113,  Esatboame-mewB  a  leakage  of  water  was 
foond  to  exist  from  the  defective  state  of  yoat-  oom- 
mnniaation  pipe,  and  nnleu  yon  forthwith  repair  the 
same  it  will  he  the  dnty  of  the  company  to  diaoonneot 
■nob  pipe  from  their  main.  Immediately  after  the 
repair,  rendered  easy  by  the  ground  being  now  open, 
the  company  will  rs-conneot  the  pipe  with  their  works, 
and  will  undertake  to  fill  in  and  make  good  the  ground 
upon  payment  of  the  expeniea  inottired  thereby  amount- 
ing to  15f. 

The  coachman  took  the  notice  immediately 
to  the  respondent's  house,  but  found  he  had 
left  for  the  Oity,  and  would  not  return  for  some 
hours.     The  coachman   then  retimied  and  ex- 


plained this  fact  to  the  ganger,  and  in  answer  to 
a  suggestion  by  the  ganger  that  be  should 
request  the  plumber  usually  employed  by  the 
respondent  to  do  the  necessary  work  of  repair 
stated  that  he  had  no  authority  to  order  any 
repairs  to  be  executed  to  the  pipe.  Beyond 
communicating  with  his  landlady  the  respondent 
at  no  time  took  any  step  to  have  the  communi- 
cation pipe  repaired  or  the  waste  stopped.  The 
water  was  thereupon  cut  off  by  the  company,  and 
it  remained  cut  off  until  the  10th  June,  when  the 
repairs  were  executed  by  order  of  the  respon- 
dent's landlady,  and  the  water  was  thereupon 
restored. 

The  soil  removed  was  too  wet  to  be  replaced, 
but  the  ground  was  refilled  with  dry  earth  by 
the  company  by  11.30  on  the  morning  of  the  6th 
June,  and  it  remained  filled  in  until  the  10th 
June,  when  at  the  request  of  the  respondent's 
landlady  the  roadway  was  again  broken  up  by  the 
appellants,  and  the  repairs  were  executed  by  her 
order.  The  time  occupied  in  executing  such 
repairs  was  stated  to  be  about  two  hours.  It 
would  be  necessary  to  disconnect  the  supply 
during  the  repairs. 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  6th  June  the  respon- 
dent wrote  complaining  of  the  cutting  off  of  the 
water  as  follows : 

The  Secretary  Grand  Junction  Water  Company. — 
Dear  Sir, — IIS,  EaBtboume-mewi. — I  am  informed  that 
your  men  have  out  the  water  off  at  these  stables  without 
notioe.  As  this  is  illegal  if  the  water  is  not  on  at 
10  a.m.  on  Monday  morning  my  solicitor  will  take 
prooeedings.  I  am  also  writing  to  the  borough  authori- 
ties. These  stables  I  may  add  belong  to  113,  West- 
boume-terraoe,  and  the  owner  of  that  bouse  keeps  them 
in  npair. 

This  letter  was  duly  received  by  the  appellants 
on  the  8th  June,  and  their  secretary  replied  on  the 
same  day  as  follows : 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  6th  inst.  I  have  to 
inform  yon  that  the  company's  men  opened  np  a  leakage 
in  the  above  mews  opposite  No.  113,  and  found  that  the 
li  in.  lead  pipe  supplying  those  premises  was  broken. 
The  defective  pipe  was  shown  to  your  ooaohman,  and  a 
notice  was  also  banded  to  him  stating  that  the  oompaoy 
would  have  so  alternative  but  to  disoonnect  the  pipe 
from  their  main  unless  the  repair  was  taken  in  hand 
forthwith.  This  was  not  done,  and  aooordingly  the  pipe 
was  disoonneoted  from  the  company's  main.  The  com- 
pany cannot  permit  the  pipe  to  be  reconneoted  to  their 
mun  until  the  necessary  repairs  have  been  carried  out 
by  your  plumber. 

It  was  contended  by  the  appellants  (1)  that 
the  appellants  ought  not  to  be  convicted  because 
the  respondent  was  not  entitled  to  a  supply  of 
water  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  refusal  of  the 
appellants  to  give  a  supply ;  (2)  that  upon  the 
true  construction  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament 
governing  the  matter  the  appellants  were  entitled 
to  cut  off  the  supply,  and  were  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  supply  water  after  the  communication 
pipe  bad  been  severed  until  the  same  had  been 
restored  ;  (3)  that  the  appellants  were  entitled  to 
disconnect  the  defective  communication  pipe 
from  their  main  and  prevent  the  waste  of  water, 
the  respondent  having  wrongfully  failed  to  keep 
the  pipe  in  proper  repair,  and  to  do  what  ought 
to  have  been  done  to  prevent  waste ;  (4)  that  the 
appellants  did  not  on  the  6th  June  1903,  or  on 
any  other  day  refuse  to  furnish  a  supply  of  water 
within  the  meaning  of  the  43rd  section  of  the 
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Waterworks  Clanaes  Act  1847 ;  (5)  tliat  even  if 
ibey  did  ref  ase  they  were  within  the  exemptions 
mentioned  or  referred  to  in  sects.  42  and  43  of 
the  Waterworks  Claaaes  Act  1847,  in  that  the 
snpply  was  not  given  only  daring  necessary 
repairs ;  (6)  that  even  assuming  the  appellants 
couid  be  properly  convicted  the  maximnm  penalty 
which  could  be  imposed  was  not  61.  but  was  only 
42.,  being  at  the  rate  of  40(.  for  the  two  days 
which  elapsed  between  the  receipt  of  the  respon- 
dent's letter  of  the  6th  June  1903,  demanding  a 
supply  and  the  time  when  the  supply  was 
restored. 
It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respondent 

(1)  that  there  was  neglect  or  refusal  on  the  part 
of  the  appellants  to  furnish  a  supply  of  water 
to  No.  113,  Eastbourne-mews,  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  43  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847  ; 

(2)  That  the  severing  of  the  pipes  was  a  wrongful 
act  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  and  that  the 
respondent  did  not,  by  reason  of  such  severenoe, 
cease  to  be  entitled  to  a  supply  of  water  for  his 

S remises ;  (3)  that  sect.  42  of  the  Waterworks 
lanses  Act  1847  had  no  application  to  the  facts 
of  this  case,  and  that  in  any  event  "  necessary 
repairs  "  only  continued  for  about  two  hours  on 
the  morning  of  the  10th  June ;  (4)  that  there  was 
no  power  in  the  respondent  to  dig  up  the  public 
highway,  and  no  liability  on  the  respondent  to 
repair  this  pipe ;  (5)  that  upon  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  the  appellants 
could  only  justify  cutting  o9  the  supply  of  water 
if  the  conduct  of  the  respondent,  in  failing  to 
repair,  was  either  wilful  or  negligent ;  (6)  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  wilful  wrong,  or  of  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  respondent;  (7) 
that  the  penalty  of  61.  was  rightly  imposed. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  the  conten- 
tion of  the  respondent  was  correct,  and,  as  above 
stated,  convicted  the  appellants  and  imposed  a 
penalty  of  62,,  being  at  the  rate  of  22.  for  the  8th, 
9th,  and  10th  June  1903  respectively. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
were :  (1)  whether  upon  the  facts  herein  stated 
the  magistrate  properly  convicted  the  appellants  ; 
(2)  whether  he  was  justified  in  imposing  a 
penalty  of  62. 

The  Waterworks  Glanses  Act  1847  (10  &  11 
Vict.  c.  17)  provides : 

Sect.  42.  The  undertaken  shall  at  all  timei  keep 
charged  with  water,  under  snoh  presmre  as  aforeaaid,  all 
their  pipes  to  which  fire-plngs  shall  be  fixed,  nnleaa 
prevented  by  frost,  nnnsaal  drought,  or  other  unavoid- 
able oaaee  or  aooident,  or  daring  neceuary  repairs,  and 
shall  allow  all  perions  at  all  times  to  take  and  use  snoh 
water  for  eztingoishhig  fiie  witbont  making  oompensa- 
tion  for  the  same. 

Seot.  43.  If,  ezoept  when  prevented  as  aforesaid,  the 
undertakers  neglect  or  refoaa  to  fix,  maintain,  or  repair 
snoh  fire-plugs,  or  to  fntnish  to  the  town  oommissioners 
a  snffioient  supply  of  water  for  the  public  purposes 
aforesaid,  upon  such  terms  as  shall  have  been  agreed  on 
or  settled  as  aforesaid,  or  if,  ezoept  aa  aforeaaid,  they 
negleot  to  keep  their  pipes  charged  under  such  pressure 
as  aforesaid,  or  neglect  or  refuse  to  furnish  to  any  owner 
or  ooonpier  entitled  under  this  or  the  special  Act  to 
reoeive  a  snpply  of  water  during  any  part  of  the  time 
for  which  the  rates  for  snoh  supply  have  been  pud  or 
tendered  they  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  ten  pounds, 
and  shall  also  forfeit  to  the  town  commissioners,  and  to 
every  person  having  paid  or  tendered  the  rate,  the  sum 
of  forty  shillings  for  every  day  during  which  such 
refusal  or  negleot  shall  oontinne  after  notioe  in  writing 
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shall  have  been  given  to  the  nndertskers  of  the  want  of 
supply. 

Macmorran,  K.C.  (Acland,  K.O.  with  him)  for 
the  appellants. — The  magistrate  was  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  appellant  were  liable.  If  there 
was  a  leak  in  the  communication  pipe,  then  the 
waterworks  company  were  not  bound  to  supply 
the  water  until  the  respondent  had  repaired  the 
leak,  and  the  resimndent  had  power  to  open  the 
road  for  that  purpose.  The  Metropolis  Water 
Act  1871  (34&35'Vict.  o.  113)  applies  in  this  case. 
Sects.  26  to  34  deal  with  the  supply  of  prescribed 
fittings.  By  sect.  3  of  the  Act  the  term  "  fittings  " 
is  defined  as  including  commnnioation  pipes.  By 
sect.  26  notice  relating  to  a  constant  supply  may 
be  given,  and  by  sect.  27  where  the  company  are 
required  to  provide  a  constant  supply  they  may 
serve  on  the  owner  or  occupier  a  notioe  requiring 
such  owner  or  occupier  to  supply  his  premises  with 
the  prescribed  fittings.  Then  sect.  28  is  im- 
portuit ;  it  provides  :  "  Every  owner  or  occupier 
of  premises  upon  whom  notice  to  that  effect  has 
been  served,  snail,  within  two  months  after  the 
date  of  the  service  of  such  notice,  provide  the  pre- 
scribed  fittings,  and  shall  from  time  to  time  keep 
the  same  in  proper  repair."  He  is  not  only  to 
provide,  but  he  is  to  keep  in  repair  the  prescribed 
fittings,  which  by  sect.  3  includes  communication 
pipes.  The  case  finds  that  the  notices  under 
sect.  27  were  duly  served,  so  that  the  duty  was 
thereby  cast  upon  the  respondent  to  keep  in 
repair  the  communication  pipes.  By  sect.  32  if 
any  person  supplied  with  water  by  the  company 
wilfully  or  negligently  causes  or  suffers  any 
fittings  to  be  out  of  repair,  or  to  be  so  used  that 
the  water  is  likely  to  be  wasted,  he  is  liable  to  a 
penalty,  or  if  he  f  luls  to  do  anything  which  ought  to 
be  done  to  prevent  such  waste,  then  the  company 
may  out  off  any  of  the  pipes  through  which  water 
is  supplied  to  him,  "  and  may  cease  to  snpply  him 
with  water,  so  long  as  the  cause  of  injury  remains 
or  is  not  remedied  " ;  so  that  the  company  though 
they  might  conceivably  do  the  repairs,  are  not 
bound  to  do  them,  and  if  the  consumer  does  not 
do  them  the  company  may  out  off  the  supply. 
The  consumer  can  open  the  road  to  repair  the 
fittings ;  and  the  company  are  not  liable  to  penal- 
ties under  sect.  43  of  the  Act  of  1847  until  the 
consumer  himself  has  restored  the  communication 
with  their  main  pipes :  (Sheffield  Waterworks  Com- 
pahy  V.  WiUciruon,  41  L.  T.  Bep.  254 ;  4  0.  P. 
Div.  410).  Coming  to  the  Act  of  1847,  sect.  43 
imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  company  if  they 
neglect  or  refuse  to  famish  to  the  owner  or  occu- 
pier a  proper  supply  of  water;  and  sect.  47  gives 
the  owner  a  right  to  purchase  from  the  company 
any  communication  pipes  laid  by  the  company,  and 
thereupon  such  pipes  are  to  become  the  property 
of  the  owner.  Sect  53  of  the  Act — which  is  im- 
portant— provides  that  every  owner  and  occupier, 
"  when  he  has  laid  such  communication  pipes  as 
aforesaid,"  and  has  paid  or  tendered  the  water 
rate,  shall  "  be  entitled  to  demand  and  reoeive " 
from  the  company  a  sufiBcient  snpplf  of  water ; 
so  that  one  of  the  conditions  of  demanding  a 
water  supply  is  that  he  should  have  laid  the  com- 
munication pipes.  Where  the  water  has  been 
lawfully  cut  off,  a  person  is  not  entitled  to  have 
the  supply  restored  until  he  has  restored  the  com- 
munication pipei.  Bramwell,  L.J.  in  Sheffield 
Watenaorks  (Jomoany  v.  WUkiiuon  {vibi  tup.), 
says:  "I  think  mw9  was  no  obligation  on  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


822-Vol.  xc.J 


THE  LAW  TIMES. 


[Aag.  27, 1901 


K.B.  Div.]         Gband  Junction  Watbbwoskb  Oohpant  v.  Bodocanachi.        [K3.  Dit. 


appellants "  —  the  waterworks  company  —  "to 
supply  water  to  the  respondent's  house  until  the 
commnnication  was  restored,  and  that  they  were 
not  bound  to  restore  it."  The  appellants  were 
entitled  in  this  owe  to  cut  off  the  supply  to 
prevent  waste  of  the  water ;  if  so  the  respondent 
was  not  entitled  to  say  that  the  appellants  were 
in  the  wrong  until  he  bimeelf  was  able  to  apply 
to  them  to  restore  the  supply,  which  he  could  not 
do  until  he  had  restored  the  communication 
pipes.  With  regard  to  the  second  point,  the 
magistrate  imposed  penalties  for  three  days, 
when  he  could  only  have  imposed  them  for  two 
days. 

William  FiiUaij  for  the  respondent.  —  The 
magistrate  was  right  upon  two  grounds;  first, 
upon  the  authorities  there  was  no  right  to  open 
the  road  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at  the  pipe  to 
repair  it;  and,  secondly,  under  sect.  32  of  the 
Act  of  1871 — which  is  the  only  section  which  can 
apply — there  was  no  power  to  out  off  the  water ; 
the  section  applies  only  to  cases  where  there  has 
been  some  wrongful  act  or  default  on  the  part  of 
the  person  receiving  the  supply,  and  there  was  no 
such  wrongful  act  or  default  in  this  case.  First, 
as  to  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  open  the 
road  and  repair  the  pipe,  the  respondent  had  no 
such  right.  That  was  clearly  decided  in  Chapman 
T.  Fylde  Waiencorkt  Company  (71  L.  T.  Bep. 
539;  (1894)  2  Q.  B.  599),  where  Kay,  L.J.  says: 
"...  I  have  looked  through  the  Act  of  1847, 
and  I  cannot  find  anywhere  in  it  an  express  power 
given  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  a  house  to 
repair  a  service- pipe,  or  to  break  up  the  surface  of 
the  street  for  the  purpose  of  such  repair."  There  is 
no  power  given  any  wnere  to  the  owner  or  occupier 
to  Dreak  up  the  street  for  the  purpose  of  repair. 
That  case  arose  outside  the  metropolis,  and  there- 
fore the  Metropolis  Water  Acts  would  not  apply 
to  it ;  but  tbere  is  no  power  under  the  Metropolis 
Water  Acts  to  break  up  the  streets  for  the 
purpose  of  repair  of  the  pipes,  and  there  being  no 
power  in  the  respondent  to  break  up  the  road,  he 
ought  not  to  be  rendered  liable  to  a  penalty  for 
not  repairing  the  pipe,  when  he  had  no  power  to 
open  the  ro^  for  that  purpose.  The  next  point 
is  that  under  sect.  32  of  the  Act  of  1871,  which 
is  the  only  section  under  which  the  appellants 
can  justify,  even  if  there  was  a  refusal  to  repair 
the  pipe  that  refusal  was  not  wrongful  so  as  to 
bring  that  section  into  operation.  Sect.  27  of 
that  Act  relates  to  notices  as  to  the  supply  of 
fittings,  and  sect.  28  requires  the  owner  or  ooou- 
pier  to  supply  the  prescribed  fittings;  then, 
coming  to  sect.  29,  my  proposition  is  that  sect.  29 
deals  with  the  case  of  an  innocent  omission  to 
repair  and  the  proper  proceedings  to  be  t»ken 
where  the  fittings  are  out  of  repair  without  any 
wilful  default  or  negligence  of  the  occupier. 
Sect.  32  is  a  highly  penal  section,  and  the  inten- 
tion  clearly  was  that  in  the  case  of  an  innocent 
failure  to  repair  sect.  29  applies,  but  in  case  of  a 
wilful  failure  to  repair  sect.  32  applies.  The 
magistrate  has  found  that  there  was  no  default 
and  no  negligence  whatever  on  the  respondent's 
part,  and  therefore  there  was  no  wrongful  failure 
by  him  under  sect.  32.  The  respondent  was 
clearly  a  person  entitled  to  a  supply  under  sect.  43 
of  the  Act  of  1847,  and  as  the  appellants  have  not 
given  the  supply  they  must  justify.  Their  justifi- 
cation can  only  be  under  sect.  32,  which  must  fail 
for  two  reasons — first,  that  there  was  no  power  in 


the  respondent  to  break  up  the  street,  and  there- 
fore no  power  to  get  at  the  pipe  to  repair  it ;  and, 
secondly,  because  there  was  no  wilful  default  or 
negligence  on  the  respondent's  part. 

Maemorran,  K  0.,  in  reply,  was  called  upon  as 
to  what  power  there  was  in  the  respondent  to 
break  up  the  street,  except  that  wkicn  could  be 
inferred  from  the  sections.  I  refer  for  that  pur- 
pose to  the  group  of  sections  in  the  Act  of  1817, 
sects.  44  to  47,  and  to  the  group  48  to  53. 
Sect.  48  gives  power  to  the  occupier  under  cer- 
tain conations  to  lay  pipes  between  his  house 
and  the  main ;  and  sect  52  gives  express 
power  to  the  occupier  to  open  so  mucn  of 
the  pavement  of  any  street  as  lies  between 
his  house  and  the  undertakers'  pipe.  Then,  when 
the  owner  and  occupier  has  done  all  that,  and 
when  he  has  laid  such  communication  pipes  and 
has  tendered  the  water  rate,  under  sect.  53  he  is 
entitled  to  a  supply  of  water.  So  that  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  owner  or  occupier  is  entitied  to 
open  the  public  street  for  tiia  purpose  of  taking 
down  or  making  up  the  communication  pipe.  In 
Chapman  v.  Fylde  Waterworks  Company  (ubi 
sup.)  there  was  no  obligation  whatever  on  the 
tenant  to  repair  the  pipe,  and  the  whole  case 
seems  to  turn  on  that.  Lord  Esher,  M.B..  in  his 
judgment  makes  that  clear.  He  pointe  out  that 
sect.  52  gives  the  householder  power  to  break  up 
the  street  to  lay  down  a  service  pipe  or  to  remove 
it,  but  that  in  that  case  there  was  no  power  to  break 
ap  the  street  to  repair  it,  as  there  was  no  liability 
to  repair.  That  was  not  this  case,  and  has  no 
bearing  on  this  case.  Here  there  was  a  duty  on 
the  tenant  to  repair  the  pipe.  This  is  the  case 
of  sn  ordinary  commnniciktion  pipe,  and  if  there 
is  an  obligation  to  repair  it — as  ttiere  was  in  this 
case — then  there  would  be  a  dear  right  on  the 
part  of  the  consumer  to  do  what  was  necessary  to 
keep  the  pipe  in  repair,  and  necessarily  a  power 
to  open  the  street  for  that,  pni-pose,  just  as  he 
has  a  power  to  open  the  street  to  lay  down  a  new 

P'P®-  Cut;,  adv.  vult. 

March  28. — Lord  Altbrstone,  G.J.  read  the 
following  judgment  of  the  Court  (Lord  Alver- 
stone,  C.J.,  Wills  and  Kennedy,  JJ.):  — This 
was  an  appeal  by  way  of  a  oase  stated  by  a 
police  magistrate  on  a  complaint  preferred  by  the 
respondent  against  the  appellants  for  refusing  to 
furnish  a  supply  of  water,  contrary  to  sect.  43  of 
the  Waterworks  Glauses  Act  1847.  The  case  was 
extremely  well  argued  by  counsel  on  behalf  of 
the  appellante,  and  on  behalf  of  the  respondent, 
and  raises  a  point  of  general  importance.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  facto  in  detail,  as  to 
which  there  was  no  dispute,  and  which  are  clearly 
set  out  in  the  case;  it  is  sufSoient  to  say  thi^ 
on  the  6th  June  1903,  a  leak  having  occurred 
under  the  roadway  opposite  113,  Edstbonme- 
mews,  the  road  was  opened  and  the  leak  was 
found  to  be  in  the  communication  pipe,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  consumer.  Notice  was  thereupon 
given  to  the  respondent's  coachman,  who  was 
occupying  the  premises  which  were  supplied  with 
water,  to  repair  the  pipe,  and  the  notice  stai«d 
that  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  company  to  dis- 
connect if  the  pipe  was  not  repaired.  The 
respondent  took  no  steps  to  repair  it,  and  the 
water  was  then  cut  off  by  the  company.  The 
pipe  was  subseqnenUy  repaired  by  the  appellants 
at  the  request  of  the  respondent's  laadlaay.    The 
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magistrates  convicted  the  appellants,  the  water 
company,  and  fined  them  a  penalty  of  6{.  for 
neglecting,  or  refusing,  to  snpply  water  in  accord- 
ance with  sect.  43.  The  question  we  have  to 
consider  is  whether  there  was  any  evidence  upon 
which  this  conviction  can  he  supported.  It 
must,  we  think,  be  taken  upon  these  facts,  and, 
in  fact,  it  was  so  stated  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  only  refusal  to  supply  the  water 
was  by  the  company's  cutting  it  off  upon  the 
6th  June,  and  continuing  to  keep  the  water  cut 
off  until  it  was  again  supplied  on  the  10th.  The 
questions  we  have  to  decide  are  whether,  in  the 
meti'opolis,  if  a  leak  is  found  in  a  pipe  belonging 
to  a  consumer,  the  company  is  entitled  to  cut  off 
the  water  until  the  pipe  is  restored ;  and,  secondly, 
does  a  refusal  to  supply  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  present  case  constitute  an  offence  under 
sect.  43  P  It  is  found  as  a  fact  in  the  case,  and 
for  reasons  which  we  state  later  on  it  must  be 
the  fact,  that  the  pipe  was  the  property  of  the 
consumer — that  in,  the  owner  of  the  premises  let 
to  the  respondent.  Under  sect.  43  of  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Act  1847,  if  the  undertakers, 
except  when  prevented,  as  provided  in  an  earlier 
section,  neglect  or  refuse  to  furnish  to  any  owner 
or  occupier  entitled  under  the  Waterworks 
Clanses  Act,  or  the  special  Act,  to  receive  a 
snpply  of  water  during  any  part  of  the  time 
daring  which  the  rates  for  such  supply  shall  have 
been  settled,  or  tendered,  they  shall  be  liable  to 
a  penalty.  The  exoeption  referred  to  in  the 
earlier  words  of  that  section  is  to  be  found  in  the 
provisions  of  sect.  42,  and  does  not,  in  onr 
opinion,  apply.  Under  sect.  28  powers  are  given 
to  the  undertakers  to  open  the  streets  and  lay 
down  service  pipes  and  other  works  for  the  supply 
of  water;  under  sect.  29  they  may  not  enter 
private  property  without  consent,  except  in  a  case 
which  does  not  apply  here,  and  by  sect.  31, 
before  breaking  up  the  street,  they  mnst  give 
certain  notices.  By  sect.  48  the  owner  or  occupier 
of  any  dwelling-house  who  wishes  to  have  water 
brought  into  his  premises  may  open  the  ground 
between  the  pipes  of  the  undertakers  and  his 
premises  and  lay  communication  pipes,  and 
sect.  52  empowers  such  owner  or  occupier  to 
open  or  break  up  the  street  for  such  purpose. 
There  are  also  provisions  in  sects.  44-47  as  to  the 
laying  of  communication  pipes,  by  the  under- 
takers which  are  only  material  as  supporting  the 
view  that  communication  pipes  are,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  the  property  of  the  consumer. 
The  Metropolis  Water  Act  1871,  contains  a  group 
of  sections — sects.  26  to  32 — which  were  referred 
to  in  argument  and  require  consideration.  Under 
these  sections  the  company  may  prescribe  fittings, 
which  by  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  3  of  the 
same  Act,  include  commnnication  pipes,  and 
sect.  2S  provides  that  in  the  case  of  a  constant 
supply  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  premises 
shall  provide  all  supply  fittings,  and  from  time 
to  time]keep  the  same  in  proper  repair.  Sect.  29 
enables  the  company,  if  the  fittings  are  out  of 
order,  to  give  notice  requiring  the  owner  or  occu- 
pier within  twenty-four  hours  to  cause  the  same 
to  be  repaired  so  as  to  prevent  any  waste  of  water, 
and,  if  any  person  fails  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  such  notice,  the  company  may  repair  the 
fittings  of  such  person,  and  may  recover  the 
expenses  incurred.  Sect.  32  provides  that  if  any 
person  wilfully  or  negligently  causes  or  suffers 


any  fittings  to  be  out  of  repair,  or  to  be  so  ussd 
that  the  water  supplied  to  him  is  likely  to  be 
wasted,  he  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty,  and  the 
second  paragraph  of  the  same  section  provides 
that,  if  any  person  supplied  with  water  wrongfully 
fails  to  do  anything  which  ought  to  be  done  for 
the  prevention  of  waste,  the  company  may  out  off 
any  pipes  by  or  through  which  the  water  is 
supplied  to  such  customer,  and  may  cease  to 
supply  him  with  water  so  long  as  the  cause  of 
injury  remains  or  is  not  remedied.  It  will  have 
been  observed  that  neither  the  Waterworks 
Glauses  Act  1817  nor  the  Metropolis  Water  Act 
1871,  nor  any  other  Act  to  which  our  attention 
has  been  called,  contains  any  express  provision 
giving  the  consamer  the  right  to  open  tne  street 
for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  pipe,  and  this 
we  gather  from  the  statement  in  the  case 
and  from  the  judgment  of  the  learned  police 
magistrate  to  be  one  of  the  grounds  on  which 
he  decided  against  the  appellants.  It  is  true 
that  Bramwell,  L.J.,  sitting  in  the  Common  Pleas 
Division,  expressed  the  opinion,  in  the  case  of 
Shefield  Watericorka  Company  v.  Wilkinton  (4 
G.  P.  Div ,  at  p.  421),  that  the  right  to  break  up 
the  soil  followed  from  the  right  which  the  con- 
sumer had  to  lay  down  fresh  pipes  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  supply,  and  it  may  be  that  the 
obligation  imposed  upon  the  owner  and  occupier 
by  sect.  28  of  the  Metropolis  Water  Act  1871  to 
keep  the  prescribed  fittings,  which  include  com- 
munication pipes,  in  proper  repair  may  give  the 
consumer  a  right  to  open  the  road  for  the  purpose 
of  repair.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  in  the  case  of  Chapman  v.  Fylde  Water- 
works Company  (ubi  sup.),  expressly  decided  that 
the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847  gave  the  con- 
sumer no  power  to  open  streets  for  the  purpose  of 
repair.  In  the  view,  however,  we  take,  this  does 
not  seem  to  us  to  be  conclusive  of  the  case.  The 
question  still  remains  —  Is  the  consumer  who, 
having  the  opportunity  of  doing  so  without 
opening  the  street,  does  not  choose  to  repair  his 
own  communication  pipe  a  person  entitled  to 
demand  a  supply  of  water  under  sect  43  P  We 
do  not  think  for  the  purpose  of  this  question  that 
any  distinction  can  be  uuwn  between  owner  and 
occupier.  It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent  that  the  duty  of  repairing  the  pips 
rested  with  his  landlady.  The  water  company 
have  no  means  of  knowing  what  the  contractual 
relations  between  the  occupier  and  his  landlady 
are,  and,  in  our  opinion,  the  liability  of  the  com- 
pany in  respect  ot  an  offence  under  sect.  43  cannot 
depend  upon  the  relations  between  the  owner  and 
occupier  of  the  premises.  Ko  question  in  this 
case  arises  as  to  the  opening  of  the  street.  The 
street  was  opened  by  the  company :  notice  was 
given,  and  the  company  offered  to  reconnect 'the 
pipe  upon  payment  of  the  expenses  :  they  at  the 
same  time  gave  notice  that  if  the  pipe  was  not 
repaired  the  water  would  be  cut  off.  In  our  qpinion 
the  duty  to  repair  the  defect  in  the  communication 
pipe  is  by  sect.  28  of  the  Act  of  1871  cast  upon 
the  owner  or  occupier.  We  think  that  the  owner 
or  occupier  who,  after  notice  to  him  that  the 
communication  pipe  belonging  to  him  is  out  of 
repair,  permits  the  pipe  to  remain  in  a  condition 
in  which  it  would  cause  waste  of  water  has  wrong- 
fully failed  to  do  something  to  prevent  the  waste 
within  the  meaning  of  the  second  paragraph  of 
sect.  32  ot  the  Act  of  1871,  and  that  under  these 
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oircamatanoes  the  company  were  entitled  to  out 
off  the  water  and  to  oeaae  to  snpply  him  as  long 
as  the  injury  to  the  pipe  remamed  unremedied. 
It  might  be  that  the  owner  or  occupier  of  a  house 
did  not  wish  to  continue  the  anpply,  or  preferred 
to  put  in  a  better,  larger,  or  different  oommoni- 
cation  pipe.  The  fact  that  the  company  could, 
if  they  were  so  minded,  hare  repaired  the  pipe 
after  twenty-four  hours'  notice  under  sect.  29 
does  not  disentitle  them  from  exercising  their 
rights  under  sect.  32,  and  we  therefore  think  that 
the  owner  or  occupier  who,  under  such  circum- 
stances as  the  present,  will  not  repair  the  pipe  which 
causes  the  waste  is  not  a  person  entitled  to  receive 
a  supply  of  water  under  sect.  43.  We  think  the 
true  view  to  be  taken  of  the  facts  is  that  indicated 
by  the  court  in  Young  y.  Southioark  and  Vatuehall 
Water  Company  (69  L.  T.  Bep.  141) ;  and,  although 
no  doubt  in  one  sense  it  may  be  said  that  the 
question  is  one  of  fact,  we  think  that  the  magis- 
trate ought  as  a  matter  of  law,  upon  the  evidence 
in  this  case,  to  draw  the  conclusion  which  we 
have  indicated  upon  the  facts  aa  stated.  The 
appeal  will  therefore  be  allowed,  with  costs. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  Bireham  and  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondent,  Markby,  Stewart, 
and  Co. 


— ♦ — 

COURT   OF   APPEAL. 

Wedneiday,  May  31. 
(Before  Vauohan  Williams,  Bomxs,  and 

Gozkns-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 
He  Bbadbubt;  Wino  v.  Bbadbvkt.  (a) 

APPXAL  FBOM  THK  CHANCBBT  DITI8I0K. 

Will — ConahrtusUoa—Qift  to  the  children  of  A. 
—  "Die  without  leaving  tihUdren"  —  Veeted 
intereete. 

A  ieatator  gave  his  property  in  trust  for  his  wife 
for  life  and  upon  her  death  to  his  daughter  A., 
but  if  she  should  be  then  dead  to  any  ehUd  or 
children  of  A.,  and  "failing  suck  issue  of"  A., 
to  his  daughter  B.,  but  if  she  shotUd  be  then  dead 
to  any  child  or  children  of  B. ;  but  shovid  A. 
and  B.  be  then  both  dead  "  leaving  no  issue," 
then,  in  ease  cf  each  or  eiOur  of  them  being 
married  leaving  a  husband  or  husbands  them 
surviving,  to  the  husbands  or  to  the  survivor  of 
such  htuband. 

B.  was  dead,  leaving  one  child. 

A.  was  still  living,  and  hcul  three  children. 

Held,  that  the  case  fell  within  the  rule  that  where 
a  vested  interest  was  given  to  children  it  was  not 
to  be  divested  by  a  gift  over  if  the  parent  died 
without  leaving  children. 

Trehame  v.  Layton  (L.  Bep.  10  Q.  B.  459,  at 
p.  463)  considered  and  applied. 

Be  BaU;  Slattery  v.  Bail  (59  L.  T.  Bep.  800;  40 
Ch.  Div.  11)  duiinguished. 

Decision  of  Kekewich,  J.  affirmed. 

Elijah  Bbadbubt,  who  died  in  1895,  by  his 
will,  dated  in  1880,  g^ve  certain  real  and  personal 
estate  to  his  wife  Catherine  and  her  brother  B.  E. 

(a)  BeporMd  bj  E.  A.  MUKnur,  Esq.,  BMtlit«iHkt-l«w. 


Foster  upon  trust  for  sale  and  conversion  and  to 
pay  the  income  to  his  wife  during  her  life ;  and 
upon  bei  death  the  testator  directed  that  his  teal 
and  personal  estate  should  be  paid  and  transferred 
to  his  youngest  daughter  Isabella  Bradbury,  but 
if  she  should  be  then  dead,  then  the  same  should 
be  transferred  to  any  child  or  children  of  Isabella 
Bradbury  in  equal  shares  if  more  than  one,  and, 
"  failing  such  issue  of  "  Isabella  Bradbury,  then 
the  same  should  be  transferred  to  his  elder 
daughter  Mary  Ann  Bradbury,  but  if  she  should 
be  then  dead,  then  the  same  should  be  trans- 
ferred to  any  child  or  children  of  Mary  Ann 
Bradbury.  But  should  Isabella  Bradbury  and 
Mary  Ann  Bradbuiy  be  thea  both  dead,  "  leaving 
no  issue,"  then,  in  case  of  each  or  either  of  them, 
being  then  married  leaving  a  husband  or  husbands 
them  surviving,  the  same  should  be  transferred  to 
their  said  husbands,  share  and  share  alike,  or  to 
the  survivor  of  such  husbands. 

Mary  Ann  Bradbury  was  married  in  1881  to 
Oharles  Henty  Wing  and  was  now  dead,  having 
had  issue  one  child  only. 

Isabella  Bradbury  was  married  in  1898  to  Frank 
Vigar  and  had  three  children,  the  eldest  ot 
whom  was  bom  in  1899,  and  who  were  all  living. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Charles  Henry 
Wing  and  his  infant  child  against  the  testator  a 
widow  and  Isabella  Yigar,  alleging  a  breach  of 
trust  and  claiming  an  account  and  administration 
so  far  as  was  necessary  of  the  testator's  estate  ; 
and  the  plaintiffs  took  out  a  summons  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver. 

The  question  was  whether,  according  to  the 
true  oonstrucUon  of  the  testator's  will,  the  plain- 
tiffs had  such  an  interest  thereunder  as  would 
enable  them  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
preservation  of  the  trust  property  from  (he 
consequence  of  the  alleged  breach  of  trust. 

The  summons  came  on  before  Eekewich,  J.  in 
chambers,  when  the  defendants  raised  the  point 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
testator's  will,  the  children  of  Isabella  Viear  took 
vested  interests  at  birth ;  and  that  as  she  Lad  had 
children  the  plaintiffs  had  no  such  contingent 
interest  as  they  claimed  to  have,  and  could  not 
therefore  maintain  the  action. 

The  summons  was  adjourned  into  nonrt  for 
argument  on  this  point,  when  Kekewich,  J.  upheld 
the  defendants'  contention  and  refused  to  make 
any  order  on  the  summons. 

The  pluntiffs  now  appealed. 

P.  Ogden  Lawrence,  K.C.  and  H.  Longford 
Lewis  for  the  appellants. — This  appeal  from  the 
refusal  of  Eekewich,  J.  to  appoint  a  receiver 
involves  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testa- 
tor. We  submit  that  that  will  shows  a  distinct 
intention  that  the  person  or  persons  to  take  the 
testator's  property  on  the  death  of  his  widow 
should  be  a  person  or  persons  who  survived  her. 
In  the  case  m.  the  successive  gifts  to  the  testator's 
two  dangbters,  Isabella  and  Mary  Ann,  it  is  an 
express  condition  that  to  enable  them  to  take  they 
shall  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  widow ;  and  it 
should,  we  contend,  be  so  implied  in  the  case  ot 
their  children,  the  words  "  failing  such  issue " 
being  read  as  meaning  "  failing  such  issue  then 
living."  There  is  a  distinction  between  "  failure  " 
and  "  want"  of  issue  under  sect.  29  of  the  Wills 
Act  (1  Vict.  c.  26) ;  failure  means  not  only  to  be 
lacking,  but   to    become    lacking.    The   words 
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"  leaving  no  iasne  "  in  the  final  gift  over  to  the 
daughters'  respectiye  husbands  mnat  be  taken  in 
their  natural  meaning,  and  should  not  be  constraed 
"having had  no  issue."  In  all  the  cases  where 
this  oonstrnction  has  been  adopted  it  has  been 
with  the  object  of  preventing  a  clearly  vested 
interest  from  being  divested.  Kekewich,  J. 
decided  in  this  case  upon  the  authority  ot  a  line 
ot  cases  beginning  with  ItaiUand  v.  ChaUie 
(6  Madd.  244),  and  ot  which  the  last  reported  is 

Re  Cohhold  ;  Cobbold  v.  Lawton,  88  L.  T.  Kep.  745  > 
(1903)  2  Ch.  299. 
[VAraHAN  WiLLiAxs,  L.J.  refen-ed  to  the  pre- 
position laid  down  by  Amphlett,  B.  in  Trehame  v, 
Layion  (L.  Rep.  10  Q.  B.  459,  at  p.  463).]  "We 
say  that  the  present  case  is  covered  exactly  by 
the  principle  laid  down  by  North,  J.  and  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in 

Re  Ball ;    Slattern  ▼•  Ball,  50  L.   T.    Bep.  800 ; 
3t!  Cb.  Civ.  508  ;  40  Ch.  Div.  11. 

The  principle  there  established  is  that  the  court 
will  construe  words  such  as  these  according  to 
their  natural  meaning  where  it  is  dear  that  the 
testator  intended  the  interest  ot  the  children  to  be 
divested  in  some  event.  Here  the  interest  ot 
Isabella's  children  is  not  vested,  but  is  contingent 
on  Isabella  dying  before  the  widow.  Should 
Isabella  survive  the  widow  she  will  take  abso- 
lutely, and  her  children  will  be  excluded. 
[Vauohan  Williams,  L.J.— In  Be  BaU ,-  Slattery 
V.  Ball  (ubi  eup.)  there  was  no  express  gift  to  the 
children  at  aU.]  That  is  so,  but  that  was  not 
the  ground  of  the  decision  there.  It  is  amply 
wide  enough  to  cover  the  present  case,  which  at 
any  rate  differs  essentially  from  all  the  reported 
oases  where  "  leaving  "  has  been  construed  as 
"having  had." 

Bdward  Clayton,  for  the  respondents,  was  not 
called  upon  to  argue. 

Vauohan  Williams,  L.J. — In  my  opinion 
this  case  falls  within  the  well  established  rule 
that  where  a  vested  interest  is  given  to  children 
it  is  not_  to  be  divested  by  a  gift  over  if  the 
parent  dies  without  leaving  children.  Against 
that  it  is  said  that  we  ought  to  hold  that  there 
is  no  vested  interest  originally  given  to  the 
children  by  reason  of  the  latter  part  ot  the  will, 
whicli  contains  these  words :  "  But  should  the 
said  Isabella  Bradbury  and  Mary  Ann  Baohel 
Foster  Bradbury  be  then  both  dead,  leaving  no 
issue,  then  in  case  of  each  or  either  of  them  being 
then  married,  leaving  a  husband  or  husbands  then 
surviving,  the  same  shall  be  transferred  to  their 
said  husbands,  share  and  share  alike,  or  to  the 
survivor  of  such  husbands.  That,  however,  is  not 
my  view.  In  my  judgment,  we  oughtnot  to  read  the 

S'ft  in  the  way  suggested  on  behalf  of  the  appeU 
uts.  The  case  is  really  governed  by  the  pro- 
position laid  down  in  Trehame  v.  Layton  (L.  Kep. 
10  Q.  B.  459)  to  which  I  referred  in  the  course  of 
the  argument.  In  that  case  Amphlett,  B.  said 
(at  p.  463) :  "  I  have  always  considered  that  the 
canon  of  construction  which  has  been  applied  to 
this  will  has  been  established  upon  authority  it 
was  impossible  to  gainsay.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendants  has  been  unable  to  adduce  a  single 
cue  at  variance  with  the  uniform  current  of 
decisions  which  establish  the  principle  that 
where  a  i^ft  is  a  vested  eif t  it  wnl  not  become 
divested  by  the  use  of  the  words  '  in  case  the 
parent  dies  without  leaving  issue.' "    With  regard 


to  the  case  which  has  been  relied  upon  of  Be 
Bail ;  Slattery  v.  BaU  (59  L.  T.  Bep.  400 ;  40  Ch. 
Div.  11)  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  that 
case  obviously  belongs  to  quite  a  different  class 
of  case  from  that  with  which  we  have  now  to 
deal. 

RoMBB,  L.J — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
When  you  once  find  out  that  there  is  a  gift  to  the 
children  of  Isabella  which  was  a  vested  interest  at 
birth,  there  is  an  end  of  the  appeal. 

Gozkns-Habdt,  L.J. — I  agree. 

Appeal  dUmitud. 

Solicitors  for  the  appellants,  We$tbury,  Preeton, 
and  Slavridi. 

Solicitors  for  the  respondents,  Boullon,  Bona, 
and  SanderMm, 


Wednetday,  June  1. 

(Before  Yauoban  Williams,  Bomkb,  and 

Gozbns-Habdt,  L.JJ.) 

Be  Atkinsok;  Babbbbb'  Oompant  v.  Obobb- 

Smith,  (a) 

APPEAL  PBOM  THB  CHANCB^Y  DITIBION. 

Tenant  for  Itfe  and  remainderman — AvthorUed 
invettment — Proeeeda  of  reaUttUion  of  intuffi- 
eient  mortgage  security — Arrears  of  interest 
—Apportionment  of  fund  available. 
The  true  principle  of  apportionment,  m  between 
tenant  for  life  and  remmnderman,  of  a  fund 
representing  the  proceeds  of  the  recUisation  of 
an  authorised,  but  irtsuffieient,  mortgage 
security,  upon  which  there  are  arrears  of  interest 
due,  in  order  that  there  may  be  a  rateable 
equality  in  the  incidence  of  the  deficiency,  is  to 
take  the  amount  due  to  the  tenant  for  life  in 
respect  of  arrears  of  interest,  and  the  amount 
due  to  the  remainderman  in  respect  of  capital, 
and  to  apportion  the  fund,  as  at  the  date  tshen 
the  same  is  recovered,  in  proportion  to  those 
amounts  respectively. 
Be  Moore ;  Moore  v.  Johnson  (52  L.  T.  Bep.  510) 
arid  Be  Alston;  Alston  v.  Houston  (1901)  2 
Ch.  584)  considered  and  approved. 
Be  Foster;  Lloyd  v.  Carr  (63  L.  T.  Bep.  443 ;  45 

Ch.  Div.  629)  overruled. 
Decision  of  Kekewieh,  J.  affirmed. 
John  Atkinson,  by  bis  will,  dated  the  30th 
Aug.  1858,  so  far  as  is  material  for  the  present 
report,  gave  and  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate 
to  his  trustees  upon  trust  for  conversion  and 
investment  of  the  proceeds  as  therein  mentioned, 
and  upon  further  trust,  subject  to  certain  interests 
which  have  since  determined  or  become  satisfied, 
to  pay  the  income  to  his  eleven  nephews  and 
nieces  for  life  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,  with  remainder  to  the  master,  governors, 
and  commonalty  of    the  Mystery  ot  Barbers, 
London  (hereinafter  termed  the  Barbers'  Com- 
pany )  upon  charitable  trusts. 
The  testator  died  on  the  8th  Nov.  1861. 
The  present  trustees  of  the  will  were  Henley 
Grose  Grose-Smith,  Charles   Howard  Atkinson, 
and  Frank  Chorlton  Lingard. 

In  1892,  when  these  proceedings  were  insti- 
tuted, the  surviving  lue  tenants  were  John 
George  Atkinson,  Bichard  James  Atkinson,  Maiy 
Thornton  Smith,  and  Charles  Howard  Atkinson. 


(«)  BepoHtd  bj  E.  A.  Scbatoolit,  Baq,,  BKtiiUr«t-I«w. 
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John  George  Atkinson  died  on  the  12th  Oct. 
1894,  and  Alice  Margaret  Hyde  was  hia  personal 
representative. 

Part  of  the  testator's  residnary  estate  was 
invested  on  mortgage  of  three  farms  in  Essex 
(hereinafter  termed  the  Essex  mortgage), 
known  as  Belshams  and  Clements  Hall  Farms  at 
Hawkwell,  and  Butlers  Farm  at  Shopland. 

Another  part  of  the  testator's  residnary  estate 
was  invested  on  a  mortgage  called  "  Sutton's 
mortgage,"  not  material  to  be  more  specifically 
referred  to. 

The  Essex  mortgage  was  dated  the  13th  Jan. 
1864,  and  was  for  29,0OOZ.  and  interest  at  0  ^r 
cent,  reducible  to  4  per  cent,  on  punctual 
payment. 

The  interest  on  the  Essex  mortgage  falling  into 
arrear,  the  trustees  entered  into  possession  in  May 
1889,  at  which  time  the  principal  sum  of 
23,340i.  2*.  8i.  was  due  on  the  security. 

The  rents  received  by  the  mortgagees  from  the 
mortgaged  properties  proved  insufficient  to  keep 
down  the  interest  on  the  Essex  mortgage,  and  in 
March  1892  this  action  was  commenced,  by 
originating  summons,  by  the  Barbers'  Company 
as  plaintiffs  against  the  then  trustees  of  the 
testator's  will  and  the  then  tenants  for  life,  for 
the  pnrxKJse  of  determining  whether  the  mort- 
gaged properties  ought  not  to  be  realised. 

At  the  date  when  this  action  was  commenced 
Clements  Hall  and  Belshams  farms  were  occupied 
by  the  representatives  of  William  Perry  under  a 
lease  which  would  expire  at  Michaelmas  1892  at 
the  yearly  rent  of  375Z.,  and  Butlers  Farm  was 
occupied  by  Seaman  Jeffries  and  Arthur  William 
Jeffries  on  a  tenancy  which  commenced  at 
Michaelmas  1889  and  was  determinable  by  either 
party  on  two  years'  notice  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
4501. 

Bt  an  order  made  on  the  originating  summons 
on  the  2nd  June  1892  the  court  declared  that  the 
trusts  of  the  will  of  the  testator  John  Atkinson 
ought  to  be'performed  and  carried  into  execution, 
and  did  order  and  adjudge  the  same  accordingly. 
And  it  was  ordered  that  an  inquiry  should  be 
made  whether  any  and  what  proceedings  should 
be  taken  to  realise  the  mortgage  securities  in  the 
summons  mentioned  (being  the  Essex  and  Sntton's 
mortgages)  or  either  of  them. 

At  Michaelmas  1892  the  Clements  Hall  and 
Belshams  Farms  became  vacant.  Belshams  Farm 
was  immediately  relet- 

By  an  order  in  this  action  made  on  the  23rd  Jan. 
1893  it  was  ordered  that  the  income  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees  should  be  from  time  to  time  pud 
to  the  defendants,  the  tenants  for  life.  And  it 
was  ordered  that  the  trustees  should  be  at  liberty 
to  raise  and  pay  out  of  the  Consols  forming  part 
of  the  capital  of  the  testator's  residnary  estate 
the  moneys  payable  to  the  executors  of  William 
Perry  as  outgoing  tenants  for  tenant  right  in 
respect  of  Clements  Hall  and  Belshams  Farms, 
after  deducting  what  was  due  from  them  for  rent 
and  also  to  raise  and  pay  any  moneys  necessary 
to  be  expended  for  cultivation  of  Clements  HaU 
Farm  until  it  was  relet,  but  without  prejudice  to 
any  question  as  to  the  manner  in  which  such 
moneys  ought  ultimately  to  be  borne  as  between 
capital  and  income,  or  as  to  the  right,  if  any,  of 
the  tenants  for  life  under  the  testator's  will  to 
such  rent  (the  trustees  replacing  any  moneys  so 
expended  by  them  as  last  aforesaid  out  of  the  first 


moneys  received  in  respect  of  rents  and  profits  of 
Clements  Hall  Farm). 

In  accordance  with  this  order  the  trustees 
raised  and  paid  522^.  9s.  4d.  to  the  executors  of 
William  Perry  for  tenant's  right,  but  they  did  not 
deduct  from  this  sum  the  rent  received  by 
the  trustees  from  such  executors  on  quitting, 
amounting  to  842.  6s.  id. 

The  trustees  claimed  to  treat  this  money  as 
capital,  but  the  matter  being  brought  before  the 
judge  by  the  master,  the  judge  authorised  tbe 
trustees  to  treat  such  sum  of  842.  6«.  4d.  as 
income,  and  the  same  was  distributed  by  the 
trustees  among  the  tenants  for  life  accordingly. 
The  trustees  placed  Clements  Hall  Farm  ander 
the  care  of  Charles  Howard  Atkinson,  one  of  the 
trustees  and  also  one  of  the  tenants  for  life,  who 
kept  it  in  cultivation  from  Michaelmas  1892  to 
Lady  Day  1897,  the  money  required  for  the  pur- 
pose being  raised  out  of  the  Consols  forming  part 
of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate. 

On  the  4th  Feb.  1898  an  order  was  made  giving 
leave  to  sell  to  Robert  Watkinson  Clements 
Hall  Farm  for  42501.  and  the  Manor  of  Clements 
for  a  sum  to  be  ascertained  by  valuation  (which 
valuation  amounted  to  4622.)  and  for  Charles 
Howard  Atkinson's  farming  accounts  to  be 
passed. 

Since  May  1899,  when  the  trustees  took  posses- 
sion of  the  farms  subject  to  the  Essex  mortgage, 
the  rents  had  never  fc>een  sufficient  to  pay  the 
mortgage  interest,  and  there  were  considerable 
arrears  due  to  life  tenants,  bnt  the  amount  of 
such  arrears  depended  to  a  great  extent  whether 
mortgage  interest  should  be  charged  at  the  rate  of 
4  or  5  per  cent. 

A  summons  was  accordingly  taken  ont  hj 
Bichard  James  Atkinson  and  Mary  Thornton 
Smith,  two  of  tbe  three  surviving  tenants  for 
life,  asking  for  a  declaration  that  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  of  Clements  Hall  Farm,  and  also  the 
proceeds  of  sale  of  the  other  hereditaments  remain- 
ing subject  to  the  mortgage  of  the  13th  Jan.  1864, 
when  the  same  should  be  sold,  ought  to  be  appor- 
tioned between  tbe  tenants  for  life  for  the  time 
being  of  tbe  residuary  estate  of  the  testator, 
under  the  trusts  of  his  will  and  the  trustees  of 
the  will  as  representing  the  capital  of  such 
residuary  estate,  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  due 
in  respect  of  arrears  of  interest  under  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  amount  of  capital  remaining  due  on 
the  mortgage,  including  sums  advanced  ont  of 
capital  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  towards 
the  expenses  of  cultivating  the  property  pur- 
suant to  the  order  of  the  23rd  Jan.  1893 ;  or,  in 
the  altei-natire,  that  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  beneficiaries  under  the  testator's  will  in  such 
net  proceeds  of  sale  might  be  ascertained  and 
declared. 

The  summons  also  asked  for  a  declaration 
that  the  rent,  amounting  to  872. 10<.,  of  Clements 
Hall  Farm  and  of  Belshams  Farm,  and  the  rent, 
amounting  to  1972.  3«.  3d.,  subsequently  received 
in  respect  of  the  same  farms  after  the  same  were 
relet,  ought  to  be  treated  as  income  and  paid  to 
the  tenants  for  life ;  or  otherwise  that  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  beneficiaries  in  relation  to 
such  rent  might  be  ascertained  and  declared. 

The  summons  further  asked  that  directions 
might  be  given  for  the  realisation  of  the  other 
properties  now  remaining  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage of  the  13th  Jan.  1864. 
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The  Btimmons  was  adjourned  into  court  and 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  Kekewich,  J.  on  the 
9th  Not.  1903,  when  the  following  judgment  was 
delivered: — 

Kekkwich,  J.— The  mortgage  of  the  13th  Jan. 
1864  comprised  several  distinct  properties.  One 
of  them  was  called  the  Clements  Hall  Fairm. 
The  Clements  Hall  Farm  was  realised  some  years 
ago,  and  the  purchase  money  was  available  for 
distribution  among  the  parties  entitled,  subject, 
of  course,  if  it  be  necessary,  to  a  provision  for 
costs.  The  other  properties  remain  unsold. 
There  is  no  reason  why,  subject  to  such  a  pro- 
vision as  I  have  mentioned,  the  proceeds  of  sale 
of  the  Clements  Hall  Farm  should  not  now  be 
distributed  among  those  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
and  in  the  proportions  in  which  they  are  entitled 
to  them.  The  question  is.  In  what  proportions 
are  they  entitled  to  those  proceeds  ?  There  is  a 
tenant  for  life — there  are  more  than  one,  I  know, 
but,  for  the  purpose  of  the  proposition,  I  will  say 
there  is  a  tenant  for  life — and  there  is  a  remain- 
derman ;  and  the  real  question  is  in  what  propor- 
tions the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman 
are  to  be  entitled  to  this  money.  I  went  into  this 
question  in  Be  AUton ;  Ahton  v.  Hoiuton  (1901) 
2  Ch.  584).  I  expressed  my  opinion  in  that  case, 
and  I  do  not  intend  now  to  go  into  my  own  judg- 
ment there.  But  I  shall  certainly  adhere  to  it, 
and  not  the  less  because  the  whole  qaestion  has 
since  been  considered  in  Ireland  in  a  case  of 
SteioaH  v.  Kingiale  (1902)  1  Ir.  496),  and  the 
Uasterof  the  Rolls,  although  he  quoted  my  judg- 
ment, not  professing  to  follow  it,  has  arrived  at 
the  same  conclusion  as  I  did.  Before  going 
further,  as  I  am  now  on  the  cases  I  may  mention 
that  I  do  not  see  that  as  regards  the  matter  in  hand 
Swinfen  Eady,  J.'s  decision  in  Be  PhUlimore; 
PhiUimore  v.  Herbert  (88  L.  T.  Eep.  765;  (1903) 
1  Ch.  912)  in  the  slightest  degree  conflicts  with 
my  view.  He  had  there  to  determine  from  what 
date  the  account  should  be  taken,  and  he  pat  the 
question  in  this  way:  Should  the  account  be 
taken  from  the  testator's  death  or  from  another 
date  he  mentions  when  the  mortgage  became 
payable,  and  it  appeared  that  the  security  was 
insufficient ;  or  from  another  date  he  mentions 
when  the  income  first  fell  into  arrear  ?  Of  course 
I  have  here  no  doubt.  The  account  must  be  taken 
from  the  time  when  the  income  first  fell  into 
a.rrear.  But  that  was  not  what  he  adopted.  He 
n.dopted  the  date  when  it  was  first  ascertained 
that  the  security  was  insufficient.  It  is  impossible 
for  me  to  apply  that  decision  supposing  it  to  be 
otherwise  applicable  here,  because  I  do  not  know 
that  the  security  is  insufficient.  It  never  has  been 
known,  and  is  not  known  now.  As  I  pointed  out 
not  long  ago  in  the  course  of  the  argument — when 
Mr.  Vaughan  Hawkins  endeavoured  to  persuade 
me  to  postpone  the  realisation  of  the  rest  of  the 
security^  because  it  was  hoped  that  the  property 
would  rise  in  price  bo  much  that  everybody  would 
be  paid  in  full — non  eonitat  that  they  will  not  be 
paid  in  full.  I  cannot  yet  say  that  the  security 
has  been  found  to  be  insufficient.  Is  that  any 
reason  why  I  should  not  distribute  what  has  been 
realised  ?  If  the  sale  is  postponed,  as  it  may  be, 
for  some  time,  reasons  may  yet  appear  for  putting 
it  off  longer  than  I  at  present  thiuK  it  ought  to  be 
put  ofE.  But  is  there  any  reason  why,  having  got  a 
large  sum  of  money  in  hand,  the  parties  should  not 
have  the  benefit  of  that  because  there  are  other  pro- 


perties which  will  by  and  bye  be  realised  to  bring  in 
more  money  available  for  distribution  i'   Therefore 
it  seems  to  me  I  must  start  with  this,  that  I  have 
a  part  of  the  property  realised.    I  know  that  that 
is  not  enough,  certainly,  to  pay  20«.  in  the  pound ; 
but  I  have  to  distribute  it  as  far  as  it  will  go 
among  the  parties  entitled — that  is  to  say,  among 
the  tenants  for  life  and  the  remainderman — and 
I  apply  Be  AUton ;  Ahton  v.  Houston  (ubi  sup.). 
I  fiod  what  to-day  is  due  to  the  tenants  for  life 
for  interest;  I  find  what  to-day   is  due  to  the 
remainderman  for  capital ;  and,  having  got  those 
aums,  whatever  they  are,  I  distribute    what  is 
distributable  among  the  two  parties  in  the  pro- 
portions which  those  sums  bear  to  one  another. 
That  is  the  application  of  Be  Alston;  Ahton  v. 
Houston  (ubi  sup.).    That  is  all  that  I  can  do  by 
my  preEeat  order.    But  other  pointe  of  detail 
have  been  argued,  and  one  or  two  of  them  must 
be  dealt  with.    In  the  first  place,  in  order  to 
ascertain  what  is  due  to  the  tenants  for  life,  am  I 
to  calculate  interest  as  running  at  5  per  cent,  or 
at   some  other  rate  ?    It  has  been   decided    by 
Kay,  J.  as   long  ago  as  1889,  in  the  case  of 
Bright  V.   Campbell  (60  L.  T.  Hep.  731;  41  Oh. 
Div.  388),  and  I  Lelieve  the  decision  has  never 
been  questioned  in  the  slightest  degree,  that  the 
receipt  by  a  mortgagee  in  possession  of  rente  and 
profits  is  not  receipt  of  interest  so  as  to  make  it  a 
payment  of  interest  under  the  ordinary  provision 
of  a  mortgage  deed  reducing  the  rate  from,  say, 
5  per  cent,  to  4  per  cent,  on  punctual  payment. 
That  seems  to  apply  here.    The  mortgagees  are 
entitled  to  calculate  the  sum  due  to  them  at  5  per 
cent,  interest.    The  tenante  for  life  to  whom  the 
interest  is  payable  are  therefore  entitled  to  5  per 
cent,  interest  on  the  capital  sum  due  from  the 
mortgagor.    Then  what  is  the  capital  sum  due 
from  the  mortgagor?    The  mortgagees  entered 
into  possession  and  they  have  necessarily  increased 
— that  is  to  say,  they  have  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
as  does  sometimes  happen,  increased — the  amount 
due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagees.    The 
mortgagor  is  not  here  and  I  cannot  bind  him, 
and  I  do  not  attempt  to  bind  him  by  anything 
that  may  be  said.    But  it  seems  as  if  the  mort- 
gagees had,  while   in  possession,  from   time  to 
time  expended  moneys,  taking  them  possibly  out 
of  the  rente  and  profite  and  possibly  out  of  other 
trust  moneys.     They  have  taken  moneys  to  make 
those  paymente,  which  the  mortgagor  must  allow 
them,  and,  allowing  them,  must  pay  interest  on 
them  at  5  per  cent.    The  tenante  for  life  are,  it 
seems  to  me,  entitled  to  say :  "  What  is  due  to  us  is 
5  per  cent,  interest  on  the  sum  originally  advanced 
and  on  whatever  has  been  added  to  the  capital 
sum  by  taking  the  money  which  would  have  been 
available  for  the  payment  of  our  interest   and 
expending    it    on     permanent    improvemente." 
Then  there  is  possibly  another  class  of  expendi- 
ture.   It  looks  to  me  from  the  account  as  if  there 
would  be  another  class  of  expenditure — ^that  is, 
where  mortgagees  in  possession-  have  expended 
money   on   cultivation — the   result   being   that 
money  has  been  teken  which  might  have  been 
available  for  distribution  among  the  parties  for 
the  use  of  the  fai-ms,   but,   at  the   same   time, 
cannot  be  charged  against  the  mortgagor.    If  it 
comes  under  the  head   of   permanent  improve- 
mente it  can  be  charged  against  him.     If  it  is 
merely  cultivation  it  cannot.    I  cannot  do  more 
than  indicate  the  line.     Not  being  chargeable 
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aeainst  the  mortgagor,  or  Bnoh  part  ai  is  not 
oaargeable  against  the  mortgagor,  it  cannot  bear 
interest  at  5  per  cent,  or  any  other  rate  per  oent. 
for  the  benefit  of  the  tenants  for  life.  That  will 
be  dealt  with,  and  mnst  be  dealt  with,  on  a  dif- 
ferent footing.  The  tenants  for  life  are  entitled 
to  5  per  cent,  on  what  is  dae,  whether  it  was  the 
sum  originally  advanced  or  that  which  has, 
according  to  the  ordinary  rules  between  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee,  been  added  to  it.  The 
reoiainderman  is  entitled  to  that  which  bears 
interest.  What  there  is  available  for  distribution 
mnst  be  distributed  among  them  according  to 
those  proportions.  Really  the  order  may  with 
great  advantage  follow  that  made  in  It»  Altton ; 
AUkm  T.  Houilon  (ubi  lup.),  which  simply 
directs  an  apportionment  between  the  tenant  for 
life  and  the  remainderman  according  to  what  is 
due  to  them  respectively,  using  those  words  as 
implying  that  an  account  must  be  taken  of  what 
is  due. 

The  order  as  drawn  np  was  in  the  following 
terms: 

"  This  ooart  doth  order  that  the  hereditaments 
remaining  subject  to  the  mortgage  dated  the 
13th  Jan.  1864  in  the  summons  mentioned  be  sold 
with  the  approbation  of  the  judge,  and  that  the 
money  to  arise  from  such  sale  be  paid  into 
conrt  to  the  credit  of  "  the  action.  And,  after 
ordering  that  accounts  be  taken  of  what  is 
due  to  the  trustees  under  the  mortgage  and 
of  all  sums  of  money  properly  laia  out  by 
them  in  necessary  repairs  and  lasting  improve- 
ments and  insurance  of  the  hereditaments 
comprised  in  the  mortgage,  it  was  ordered  that 
"the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  Clements  Hail 
Farm  and  Manor  of  Hawkwell  be  apportioned 
between  the  defendants  Charles  Howard  Atkin- 
son, Biohard  James  Atkinson,  and  Mary  Thornton 
Smith,  the  tenants  for  life,  and  the  defendant 
Alice  Margaret  Hyde,  representing  John  Qeorge 
Atkinson,  a  deceased  tenant  for  life,  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  capital  of  the  trust  fund  on  the  other 
hand  in  the  proportion  which  the  amount  of 
interest  in  arrear  at  52.  per  cent,  per  annum  bears 
to  the  amount  of  principal  due  under  the  said 
mortgage,  and  that  the  amounts  so  apportioned 
and  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  same 
are  payable  be  oertified.  And  it  is  ordered  that 
the  said  trustees  do  pay  the  amounts  so  appor- 
tioned to  the  said  defendants  Charles  Howard 
Atkinson,  Richard  James  Atkinson,  Mary  Thorn- 
ton Smith,  and  Alice  Margaret  Hyde  less  the 
said  sums  of  200/.  already  paid  as  aforesaid  and 
do  retain  the  residue  of  such  proceeds  aa  capital 
moneys  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the  rest  of 
the  eaid  application  is  to  stand  over  until  after 
the  sale  hereby  directed." 

From  that  decision  the  plaintiffs  appealed. 

By  their  notice  of  appeal  the  plaintifFs  asked 
that  the  decision  of  Kekewioh,  J.  might  be 
reversed;  and  that  in  lieu  thereof  it  might  be 
ordered  that  for  the  purpose  of  apportioning  the 
net  proceeds  of  sale  between  the  defendants,  the 
tenants  for  life,  on  the  one  hand  and  the  capital 
of  the  trust  fund  on  the  other  hand,  the  total 
amount  of  interest  and  income  received  by  the 
tenants  for  life  for  the  time  being  from  the 
mortgage  ought  to  be  added  to  the  net  prooeeda 
of  sale,  together  with  any  other  capital  sum  or 
sums  repaid  to  or  received  by  the  tmsttf  ^'S  for  the 


time  being  of  the  testator's  will  in  respect  of  the 
mortgage  (such  aggregate  sum  being  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  "  the  net  aggregate  amount  received 
from  the  mortgage  ")  and  tl^t  the  net  aggregate 
amount  received  from  the  mortgage  should  be 
divided  between  the  tenants  for  Ufe  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  capital  of  the  trust  estate  on  the 
other  hand  in  the  proportion  which  the  total 
amount  of  interest  and  income  which  the  tenants 
for  life  would  have  received  from  the  mortgage  if 
the  same  had  been  punctually  paid  (after  deducting 
income  tax)  bore  to  the  total  amount  of  capital 
invested  on  the  mortgage  security.  But  that  in 
estimating  the  sum  due  to  the  tenants  for  life 
they  were  to  give  credit  for  the  total  amount 
reoeived  by  them  in  respect  of  interest  and  income 
from  the  capital  sum  invested  on  the  mortgage 
seonrity  and  in  estimating  the  sum  due  to  capital 
credit  shall  be  given  for  all  capital  sums  repaid 
to  or  received  by  the  trustees  for  the  time  being 
in  respect  of  the  mortgage.  And  that  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  apportionment  aforesaid 
all  necessary  directions  should  be  given  and 
necessary  and  proper  accounts  and  inquiries  be 
ordered,  or  that  such  other  order  should  be  made 
as  to  the  court  should  seem  fit. 
The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

T.  H.  Canon  K.O.  and  A.  J.  Spencer  for  the 
appellants. — The  appeal  raises  a  question  upon 
which  there  is  some  conflict  of  authority— 
namely,  what  is  the  true  principle  of  apportion- 
ment  as  between  tenant  for  life  and  remainder- 
man of  a  fund  representing  the  proceeds  of  the 
realisation  of  a  mortgaged  property  which  turns 
out  to  be  an  insufficient  security  ?  Two  principles 
have  been  enumerated — one  by  Kay,  J.,  that  the 
conrt  is  to  deal  with  the  sum  as  a  whole,  and  so 
apportion  the  deficiency  as  to  make  it  fall  pro- 
portionately between  capital  and  income  : 

Be  Foster  ;  Lloyd  v.  Carr,  63   L.  T.   Bbf.  443 ;   45 
Ch.  Div..629. 

That  principle  was  applied  by  Farwell,  J.  in  Re 
Bird;  Be  Evans;  Dodd  v-Evant  (84  L.  T.  Rep. 
294;  (1901)  1  Ch.  916),  and  by  Swinfen  Eady,  J. 
in  Be  Phillimore  ;  Phillimore  v.  Herbert  (88  L.  T. 
Rep.  765 ;  (1903)  1  Ch.  942).  The  other  principle 
is  that  enunciated  by  Kekewioh,  J.,  in  which  his 
Lordship  has  taken  the  period  of  realisation  as 
the  date  at  which  an  apportionment  ought  to  be 
made,  and  directed  such  apportionment  between 
the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman, 
according  to  what  is  due  to  them  respectively : 
Re  AUton ;  AUton  v.  Hotulon,  (1901)  2  Ch.  584. 

In  the  present  case  Kekewioh,  J.  has  adopted  his 
own  decision  in  Be  Altton ;  Alston  v.  Houston  {ubi 
tup.).  That  decision  was  followed  with  approval 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Ireland : 

8te\eart  v.  Kingiale,  (1902)  1  Ir.  496,  at  p.  508. 

We  submit,  however,  that  the  court  should  adopt 
and  approve  the  principle  laid  down  by  Kay,  J. 
in  Be  Fatter ;  Lloyd  v.  C'arr  (ubi  sup.).  The  earlier 
cases  on  the  subject  are 

Turner  v.  Newport,  i  Ph.  14 ; 

Cm  V.  Cox,  L.  liep.  8  £q.  343 1 

Be  Earl  of  CheslerfiOd'a  Trmte,  49  L.  Bap.  261 ;  24 
Cb.  Div.  643; 

Be  Moore;  Moore  v.  Johnson,  52  L.  T.  Bap.  610; 

Be  Barher,  (189?)  W.  N.  154; 

Lyon  V.  M^cheil,  (1899)  W.  N.  27. 
They  referred  also,  on  the  question  aa  to  whftt 
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nuns  may  beinoladed  as  jnat  allowances  in  taking 
aooonnts  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  to 

Dhton  Bank  of  London  r.  Ingram,  43  Ii.  T.  Kep. 
659;  16C!h.DiT.  S3. 

P.  Ogden  Lawrenee,  E.G.  and  LyiieUon  Chubh 
for  tbe  respondents  the  tenants  for  life ;  Bamttel 
Diekinaon  foe  the  respondents,  two  of  the  trastees ; 
and  Vaitghtm  Hawkins  for  the  respondent,  the 
third  trustee,  were  not  called  upon  to  argue. 

yAroaor  Wiluahb,  L.J. — I  think  that  this 
appeal  fails.  I  think  that  the  judgment  of 
Kekewich,  J.  in  this  case,  and  also  his  judgment 
in  Be  Alston;  Alston  v.  Houston  (1901)  2  Ch.  584) 
were  quite  right.  In  this  case  there  was  an 
authorised  investment,  a  mortgage,  and  that 
investment  was  a  security  for  capital  and  interest 
at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  and  for  a  long  time  the 
security  was  sufficient  and  the  interest  was  paid. 
Then  subseqaently  tbe  security  began  to  be 
deficient;  there  was  not  enough  to  keep  up  the 
full  payment  of  the  interest ;  and  there  was  a 
grave  probability  that  the  security  might  not  be 
snffioient  to  provide  payment  of  the  capital. 
T7nder  these  circumstances  a  portion  of  tbe 
securities  was  realised,  and  that  produced  over 
4i0002,  A  question  has  arisen  about  apportioning 
this  amount.  Strictly  speaking,  one  cannot  make 
a  final  adjustment  in  the  case.  It  is  impossible 
at  present  to  ascertain  all  tbe  factors  which  are 
necessary  for  such  an  adjustment.  One  does  not 
know  at  present  what  the  unsold  residue  of  the 
estate  may  be.  But  it  is  said  that  it  will  be  a 
convenient  course,  although  the  time  for  a  final 
adjustment  has  not  come  and  the  conditions  are 
not  present  which  would  enable  one  to  make  that 
final  adjustment,  that  we  should  declare  now 
what  will  be  the  principle  of  the  final  adjustment. 
It  is  said  that  that  course  will  be  desirable  in 
order  that,  for  the  convenience  really  of  all  parties, 
this  sum  that  has  been  realised  may  be  provision- 
ally apportioned— only  provisionally  apportioned 
—and  then  any  adjustment  which  is  ultimately 
necessary  when  all  the  factors  have  been  ascer- 
tained can  be  made  on  the  occasion  of  the  final 
adjustment.  But  in  the  meanwhile  we  have  to 
make  an  order  which  will  constitute  really  a  pro- 
visional apportionment,  and  I  may  say  that  I  do 
not  think,  so  far  as  I  can  judge  from  Eekewich's,  J. 
judgment  that  he  meant  what  he  did  to  be  any- 
thing more  than  a  provisional  apportionment. 
That  being  the  case,  we  have  now  to  deal  with  the 
question  of  what  is  the  right  principle  of  appor- 
tionment. Now,  as  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  said 
in  the  Irish  case  of  Stewart  v.  Kingsale  (1!)02) 
1  Ir.  4S6),  he  had  to  choose  there  between 
Be  Foster;  Lloyd  v.  Carr  (63  L.  T.  Rep.  443; 
45  Oh.  Div.  629)  and  Be  Moore ;  Moore  v.  Johnson 
(52  L.  T.  Bep.  510),  and  he  said  that  he  preferred 
the  principle  laid  down  in  Be  Moore ;  Moore  v.  John- 
son {ubi  sup.).  I  say,  as  he  did,  that  I  prefer  that 
printnple ;  and  really  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  g^ves 
sudh  dear  and  forcible  reasons  in  his  judgment  for 
his  prefea«noe  tbat  I  feel  that  I  could  not  better 
them  in  anyway  by  anything  that  I  may  add  now  to 
them.  But  in  only  one  respect  do  I  at  all  criticise 
what  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  stud.  I  do  not 
think  that  the  question  whether  Be  Foster ,-  Lloyd 
V.  Carr  (ubi  sup.)  or  Be  Moore  s  Moore  v.  Johnson 
(ubi  •i^,)lait  down  the  right  principle  of  appor- 
tionment was  quite  as  open  a  question,  according 
to  the  TSnglish  cases,  aa  the  Master  of  the  Bolu  . 
VoL  XO.,  2887.* 


assumed.  It  seems  to  me  that  with  regard  to 
Be  Foster  ;  Lloyd  v.  Carr  (ubi  sup.)  it  is  a  case 
which,  as  Mr.  Carson  told  us,  has  never  been 
followed,  and,  as  he  also  practically  had  to  admit, 
it  has  never  been  preceded,  by  that  I  mean  tbat 
there  never  was  before  the  decision  in  Be  Foster ; 
Lloyd  V.  Carr  {ubi  sup.)  a  cane  in  which  the 
principle  which  would  support  that  decision  was 
in  the  slightest  degree  indicated.  One  cannot 
help  seeing  that  when  one  looks  at  the 
judgment  of  Kay,  J.  and  considers  it  with 
the  greatest  care,  having  regard  to  hia  learn- 
ing and  carefulness  as  a  judge.  Curiously 
enough,  in  the  judgment  in  Be  Foster ;  Lloyd  v. 
Carr  (ubi  sup.),  he  practically  refused  to  follow 
the  decision  in  Be  Moore ;  Moore  v.  Johnson 
(ubi  sup.),  and  he  does  so  without  the  indication 
of  any  reason  why  he  disapproved  of  Be  Moore  ; 
Moore  v.  Johnson  (ubi  vup.),  or  prefeiTed  the  cal- 
culation which  he  enunciated  in  Be  Foster ;  Lloyd 
V.  Carr  (vAi  sup.).  I  sav,  therefore,  that  I  prefer 
Be  Moore ;  JIfoore  v.  Johnson  (w&i  sup.),  and  the 
principle  laid  down  in  that  case,  as  I  understand 
it.  In  the  present  case  we  have  not  got  a  case  of 
unauthorised  investment,  and  cases  wSre  cited  to 
us  of  unauthorised  investment.  But  I  do  not 
mean  to  trouble  myself  with  those  cases,  because 
I  think  tbat  they  have  no  bearing  on  the  present 
case  whatsoew.  We  have  a  case  here  of 
authorised  investment.  There  are  tenants  for 
life,  and  the  fund  is  to  go  ultimately  to  remainder- 
men. Now,  having  that  state  of  things,  and  the 
security  being  a  security  both  for  principal  and 
for  interest  on  mortgage  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent. 
What  is  to  be  done  in  a  case  where,  for  a  con- 
siderable time,  that  interest  has  been  paid,  and  then 
the  security  is  realised  and  proveti  insufScient  P 
What  was  it  a  security  for  P  It  was  a  security 
equally  for  the  principal  and  the  interest.  Now, 
I  will  venture  to  try  and  enunciate — not  a 
calculation,  but  a  principle,  here,  which  one  ought 
to  apply  in  these  cases.  That  principle  is  that 
there  being  a  security  for  the  principle  and  the 
interest,  and  there  having  been  a  loss,  you  ought 
to  take  care  that  there  is  rateable  equaility  in  the 
incidence  of  that  loss.  That  is  all  that  you  have 
got  to  do.  Now,  I  will  proceed  to  make  the  calcula- 
tion which  follows  upon  tbat  principle,  and  I  will 
now  follow  the  very  words  of  Be  Moore ;  Moore  v. 
Johnson  (ubi  sup.).  Take  the  amount  due  for 
capital  and  the  amount  due  to  the  tenants  for 
life  for  arrears  of  interest,  and  then  apportion 
the  fund  accordingly.  That  is  the  principle  which 
it  seems  to  me  we  have  to  apply  in  the  present 
case.  The  result  of  this  will  be  that  the  appeal 
fails,  and  that  wn  must  introduce  what  words 
may  be  necessary  by  way  of  precaution  to  prevent 
it  bmng  supposed  that  this  is  a  final  apportion- 
ment. It  seems  to  me  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, there  is  nothing  more  to  be  said  in  this 
case.  I  just  mention  the  matter  of  interest,  but 
really  the  rate  of  interest  was  disposed  of  in  th(> 
course  of  the  argument  for  the  reasons  whicl 
have  been  given. 

Bombs,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
must  say  that,  but  for  the  cases  of  Be  Foster ;  Lloyd 
V.  Carr  (ubi  sup.)  and  Be  PhiUimore ;  PhiUimore  v. 
Herbert  (88  L.  T.  Bep.  765;  (1903)  1  Oh.  942),  I 
should  have  thought  that  the  principle  to  be 
applied  in  a  case  like  the  present  was  quite  clear. 
The  question  may  be  shortly  stated  as  follows 
Thera  is  a  mortgage  debt  on  anthoriaed  seonrity. 
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It  Ib  settled  by  a  nettletnent  to  certain  tenants 
for  life,  wiUi  remainder  to  some  remaindermen. 
Interest  is  paid  on  the  mortgage  debt  for  some 
time  in  full.  Then  the  interest  tails  into  arrear, 
and,  after  there  are  some  arrears  outstanding  and 
due,  the  seouiitj  has  to  be  realised,  and  it  turns 
oat  that  there  is  not  snffloient  to  pay  the  arrears 
of  interest  and  the  capital  of.  the  mortgage  debt. 
What  is  to  be  done  under  the  circumstances  F  I 
should  have  thought,  as  I  hare  said,  that  the  wa^ 
to  prooeed  was  pretty  clear ;  and  that  the  consi- 
derations which  would  lead  to  the  way  in  which 
the  fund  should  be  dealt  with  were  pretty  obrious. 
In  the  first  place,  as  to  the  interest  which  was 
paid  to  the  tenants  for  life,  it  is  dear  that  the 
tenants  for  life  were  entitled  to  receive  it,  and 
that  the  remaindermen  could  have  no  possible 
(daim  upon  the  sum  so  received  by  the  tenants 
for  life— no  equity  against  the  tenants  for  life  in 
respect  of  those  sums  in  any  point  of  view  what- 
ever. That  being  so,  what  is  the  position  of  the 
tenants  for  life  and  the  remaindermen  so  far  as 
concerns  the  proper<7'  tiiat  represents  the  security 
for  the  debt  P  Tbey  are  simply  in  the  position  of 
persons  who  have  one  security  for  the  two  debts 
belonging  to  them  respectively.  Notwithstuiding 
the  payment  of  interest  to  the  tenants  for  life,  so 
far  as  oonoems  their  arrears  of  interest  they 
have  a  right,  as  against  remaindermen,  to  see 
that  those  arrears  are  charged  upon  the  security. 
The  security  is  a  security  not  only  for  principal 
but  for  interest,  and  that  is  a  right  the  tenants 
for  life  had.  And  I  f^  to  see  any  equity  on  the 
part  of  the  remaindermen  which  would  enable 
them  to  challenge  the  position  or  right  of  the 
tenants  for  life.  That  being  so,  when  the 
security  is  insufScient  to  pay  the  two  debts 
charged  upon  the  security,  I  should  have  thought 
that  it  would  follow  as  a  matter  of  dear  right 
that  the  tenants  for  life  would  sa^  to  the  remain- 
dermen: "Apportion  our  secunfy,  which  is  a 
security  for  our  debt  as  well  as  yours,  between  us 
in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  the  respective 
debts,  in  the  same  way  as  you  would  if  you 
had  a  joint  mortgage  given  on  one  security — a 
seoority  for  two  separate  debts,  and  the 
security  is  insufficient."  In  such  a  case  yon 
apportion  the  insufficient  proceeds  between 
the  two  mortgage  debts.  That  is  the  simple 
principle,  and  uiere  is  no  possible  equity  that  I 
can  see  to  prevent  the  ordinary  rights  applving 
and  being  oif  orced.  That,  on  principle,  as  I  have 
said,  ends  the  case.  About  the  authoriUee  only 
let  me  say  a  few  words  after  what  my  Lord  has 
said.  So  far  as  concerns  Turner  v.  Newport 
(2  Ph.  14),  Cox  T.  Cou  (L.  Rep.  8  Eq.  343),  and 
Be  Bird  ;  Be  Evan* ;  Dodd  v.  Evans  (84  L.  T. 
Hep.  294;  (1901)  1  Ch.  916),  they  are  all  authorities 
dealing  with  cases  of  unauthorised  investment, 
and  have  no  application  in  principle  to  such  a 
case  as  we  have  to  deal  with  here.  Wliere  you  are 
dealing  with  cases  of  unauthorised  investment, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  transaction  you  have 
to  consider  the  rights  of  the  parties  at  the  time  it 
was  made.  Almost  of  necessity  yon  most  go 
back  to  readjust  those  rights,  as  I  have  said,  at 
that  time.  Those  cases,  in  my  opinion,  have  no 
real  bearing  upon  the  case  wluoh  we  have  now  to 
decide.  The  exact  question  that  we  have  here  had 
to  be  considered,  and  properlv  considered,  in 
Be  Moore ;  Moore  v.  Johnton  (uoi  dtp.),  and  tliere 
it  received,   to  my  mind,  proper  and  sojBloient 


treatment.  The  prindple  which  I  have  referred 
to  was  carried  out,  and  rightly  carried  out,  in 
tbat  case,  as  indeed  it  was  alio  in  Lyon  r.  Mitchell 
(1899)  W.  N.  27)  and  in  Be  Barker  (1897)  W.  N. 
194),  and  in  Be  Aleton  ;  AUton  r.  Houeton  (1901) 
2  Ch.  584) ;  also  in  Stewart  v.  Kingiale  (1902) 
1  Ir.  496).  The  only  authorities  that  cause  the 
slightest  trouble  are  those  of  Be  FoBter\;  Lloyd  ▼. 
Carr  [ubi  «up.)  and  Be  PhiUimore ;  Phillimore  ▼. 
Herbert  (ttbt  (wp.).  As  my  Lord  has  pointed  oat. 
Be  Foster;  Lloyd  v.  Carr  (w6t  sup.)  had  no  pre- 
vious authority  to  justify  it.  And  speaking  with 
great  respect  of  the  ver^  learned  judge  who 
dedded  it,  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  oeoinon 
in  that  case  was  wrong.  The  learned  judge  there 
appears  to  have  arrived  at  a  method  of  apportion- 
ment which,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  was  not  aligned 
and  not  authorised  by  any  previous  authority; 
and  he  gave  no  reason  for  his  adopting  the  metlrad 
of  apportionment  which  he  did.  He  states  no 
prindple  on  which  he  is  said  to  have  proceeded, 
and  that  case  has  never  been  followed.  It  was 
not  really  followed  even  in  Be  Phillimore ;  PhiUi- 
more V.  Herbert  (ubt  svp.),  and  the  other  judges 
have  expressly  declined  to  follow  it,  aa,  for 
example,  in  L^on  ▼.  Mitchell  (u&i  "V-)  '"^^  ^ 
Be  Barker  (ubt  sup.).  With  regard  to  Be  PhiUi- 
more ;  PhiUimore  v.  H«ii>ert  {vhi  rap.)  I  need 
only  say  this,  that  I  think  Sirinfen  Eady,  J.  waa 
misled  taere  by  the  form  the  argument  took  before 
him.  The  real  point  of  principle  on  which  that 
case  ought  to  nave  beoa  dedded  was,  in  my 
opinion,  never  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
learned  judge.  He  was  led  to  bdieve  by  the 
argumentis  tofore  him  that  the  whole  question, 
which  he  had  to  decide  was  one  as  to  the  point  of 
time  from  which  aa  account  shoold  be  taken  as 
against  the  tenant  for  life  in  respect  of  the  inoome 
received  by  the  tenant  for  life  to  be  brought  in 
by  the  tenant  for  life  as  a  sort  of  hotohpot  in 
order  to  procure  the  apportionment.  He  was,  I 
r^)eat,  led  to  consider  that  that  was  the  only 
question  which  he  had  to  decide.  As  it  was,  he 
declined  to  foUow  Be  Foster ;  Lloyd  v.  Carr  {ubi 
rap.)  But  it  is  really  for  the  reasons  that  I  haTO 
ffiven,  no  authority  apon  the  question  we  havo 
here.  So  far  as  it  reslly  proceeded  on  a  different 
basis  from  that  which  I  have  indicated  as  the 
correct  basis,  I  cannot  hdp  again  sayins  that,  in 
my  opinion,  it  was  wrongly  ^ided.  Those  are 
the  only  two  cases  which  are  really  in  any  way  in 
conflict  with  the  principle  which  I  have  indicated. 
To  my  mind,  as  I  have  already  said,  it  is  a  per- 
fectiy  clear  and  intdli^ble  pnndple,  and  ona  tiiat 
ought  to  be  applied  without  any  diffiotd^.  I  will 
only  add  that  m  this  case  we  are  really  dedding 
a  hypothetical  question.  But  we  are  led  to 
do  that  under  the  advisability,  if  not  the  neces- 
nty,  of  allowing  some  intraim  dividon— 4ome 
provisional  division — ^to  be  made  in  reapeot  of  the 
land  realised  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
remaindermen,  I  think  that  that  justifies  the 
court  in  deciding  the  question,  though,  as  I  have 
said,  it  is  up  to  the  present  time  hypotheticaL 
I  think  that  the  oi^er  that  was  made  by 
Kekewich,  J.,  as  to  the  apportionment  of  the  fund 
ought  to  be  prefaoed  by  a  statement  to  the  effect 
indicated  by  my  learned  brother  Ooiens- 
Hardy  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  to  the 
effect  that  the  apportionment  of  tha9  fund  is  to 
be  without  prejudice  to  a  final  adjustment  when 
the  estate  is  ultimately  raaliaed.     It  is  not  ontil 
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the  estate  is  completely  realiaed  that  yon  can 
finally  adjust  the  nghta,  and  not  till  then  oan  yon 
take  a  proper  aooount  between  the  parties.  Yon 
cannot  treat  the  fund,  for  example,  as  represent- 
ing any  specific  portion  of  the  original  mort- 
gage, and  for  that  reason,  amongst  others,  yon 
cannot  possibly  at  the  present  time,  iiave  a  com- 
plete and  final  adjustment  and  apportionment  so 
far  as  regards  the  fnnd.  Therefore,  as  I  have 
said,  the  division  of  the  fund  oan  only  be  treated 
as  proTisional,  and  the  final  adjastment  of  the 
rights  mni>t  take  place  when  the  estate  is  fully 
realised.  There  will  be  then  time  to  apply  for 
the  taking  of  such  accounts  as  may  be  necessary 
to  finally  adjust  the  rights  of  the  parties,  on  the 
principle  whioh  we  have  decided. 

Oozknb-Hasdt,  L.J.— I  am  of  the  same 
opinion,  and  have  rery  little  to  add  after  the  jnde- 
ments  given  by  my  Lord  and  Bomer,  L.J.  I  think 
that  the  true  way  to  approach  this  question  is  to 
treat  it  as  though  the  whole  security  had  been 
rralised  and  had  produced  a  sum.  What  would 
then  be  the  inquiry  whioh  the  donrt  would  hare 
to  make  f  What  was  due  on  the  security  at  the 
time  of  realisation  P  The  answer  would  be  the 
capital  and  the  arrears  of  interest ;  nothing  more 
would  be  due.  It  would  be  idle  to  say  tlutt  the 
interest  whioh  had  been  paid,  wholly  or  in  part, 
to  the  tenants  for  life  was  then  due  upon  tiie 
security  of  the  land  or  upon  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  land.  The  only  charge  would  be  for 
those  two  sums— -capital  and  arrears  of  interest. 
On  what  principle  are  yon  to  apportion  P  Jnst  in 
the  same  way  m  you  would  if  it  were  a  contribn- 
tory  mortgage,  part  owing  to  A.  and  part  owing 
to  B.  Tou  would  apportion  it  rateably.  Just  so 
here.  When  the  larger  realisation  comes  to  pass 
you  will  have  to  ascertain  what  was  due  for 
oupital  and  what  was  due  for  arrears  of  interest. 
It  is  a  plain,  simple,  and  intelligible  role  whioh 
was  adopted  by  Pearson,  J.  in  the  case  of  Be 
Moore ;  Moore  t.  Johtuon  (u6t  rap.).  It  follows 
from  what  has  been  sud  in  the  case  of  Be  Moore; 
Moore  v.  Johtuon  {vbi  iv,p.),  which  was  followed 
by  Kekewioh,  J.  in  £«  Auton ;  Altton  y.  Hotuion 
(u6t  tup.),  and  by  the  Irish  Master  of  the  Bolls 
in  what  I  may  very  respectfully  refer  to  as  his 
very  able  judgment  in  Steuiari  v.  Kiri^iale  (ubi 
tup.),  and  agiun  by  Kekewioh  J.  in  his  judgment 
in  the  present  case,  that  that  is  correct.  But, 
with  the  greatest  respect  to  Eay,  J.  and  Swinfen 
E-idy,  J.,  1  cannot  consider  that  the  decisions  in 
Be  Foeter;  Hoyd  t.  Carr  («5t  tup.)  or  in  ^ 
PhiUimore ;  PhiUimore  t.  Herbert  (ubi  tup.)  are 
correct  I  do  not  refer  to  those  oases  as  to 
unauthorised  investments.  They  are  on  a  dif- 
ferent footing  from  a  case  like  the  present,  where 
the  tenants  £>r  life  were  entitled  to  the  income 
derived  from  this  investment  The  appeal  will 
be  dismissed,  the  onl^  variation  being  that  the 
order  made  by  Kekewioh,  J.  is  without  pr^ud^oe 
to  any  nltinuvte  adjustment  of  the  whole  realisa- 

***  '  Appeal  diemitsed. 

Solidtors  for'  the  appellants,  Lingcurd  and 
Lecuih. 

Solidtora  for  the  respondents,  BueteU,  Son,  and 
dimming ;  Lingard  and  Letusk ;  Weir,  Ford,  and 
Leaeh. 


Thurtday,  April  14 

(Before  Goij.ihs,  M.B.,  Bomxb  and 

MA.THXW,  L.JJ.) 

Be    A.N    ASBITKATIOSr   BBTWIVN    THK    GHXIiBaA 

Watxswobks   Ooupaht  and   thi  Mxtbo- 

POUTAN  WATSB  BoABD.  (o) 

APPEAL   VHDSB'THK   KBTB0F0LI8    WATBB 
ACT  1902. 

WateriBorkt  —  Dividends  —  "  Preseribed  rate  "  — 
Preference  tharet  ietued  under  special  Act— 
Baie  of  interest  fiaxd  by  company — Profits 
divisible  among  ordinary  uiarehotders — Water, 
works  Clauses  Aet  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17). 
ss.  2.  7&— Companies  Clauses  Aet  1868  (26  &  27 
Viet.  e.  118).  «.  13. 

The  WatertBorhs  Clauses  Aet  1847  enaets  by 
seet.  75  that  the  profits  of  the  undertaking  to  be 
divided  among  the  undertakers  in  any  yeair  shali 
not  eueeed  "the  preseribed  rate,"  or,  where  no 
rate  is  prescribed,  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  on  the 
paid-up  eapitdl  in  the  undertaking;  and  by 
sect.  2  "pretoribed"  means  "prescribed  for 
thatpurpose  in  the  spedod  Aet." 

The  Companies  Claiuet  Aet  1863  provides  by 
seet.  13  that  where  a  company  is  authorised  by 
any  special  Aet  to  raise  money  by  the  issue,  of 
new  preference  shares  or  stock,  it  may  issus  Ou 
shares  or  stode  with  a  dividend  or  tnterest  not 
exceeding  the  rate  pretorihed  in  the  speeial  Aet, 
and,  if  no  rate  is  prescribed,  then  not  exceeding 
the  rtUe  of  5  per  eent.  per  annum. 

A  loaterworlcs  company  whose  Aets  ineorporated 
the  above-mentioned  enactments  obtained  power 
to  raise  additioncU  capital  by  the  issue  of  new 
preference  stock,  no  rate  of  interest  being  named 
in  their  speeial  Aet.  This  stock  was  in  fact 
issued,  some  at  5  per  cent,  and  the  rest  at  4}  per 
cent. 

Held,  that  5  per  cent,  and  4}  per  cent,  respectively 
v>ere  the  "  prescribed  rate  for  this  preferenee 
stock  within  the  meaning  of  seet.  75  of  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847. 

Appbal  by  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company 
from  an  award  by  the  Ooort  ol  Arbitration 
appointed  under  the  Metropolis  Water  Act  1902. 

The  award  was  in  the  form  of  a  special  case 
stated  by  the  Court  of  Arbitration  (Sir  Edward 
Fry,  Sir  Hugh  Owen,  and  Sir  John  Wolfe  Bury) 
for  thejdetermination  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  of 
a  question  of  law. 

During  the  hearing  of  the  arbitration  it  was 
agreed  Between  the  counsel  for  the  Chelsea 
Waterworks  Company  and  the  Metropolitan 
Water  Board  that  in  ascertaining  the  balance  of 
the  certified  accounts  under  sect.  40,  sub- sect.  2, 
of  the  Metropolis  Water  Act  190^  the  con- 
tingency fnnd  of  the  company  should  be  treated 
as  profits  available  for  immediate  distribution  as 
dividends  and  legally  distributable  as  such,  and 
that  the  contingency  fund,  together  with  the 
estimated  balance  of  other  profits  available  as ' 
aforesaid  should  be  treated  by  the  Court  of 
Arbitration  as  a  deduction  from  the  amount  pay- 
able as  back  diridend,  and  in  making  their  award 
the  Court  of  Arbitration  took  into  consideration 
and  acted  upon  this  agreement. 

During  the  hearing  of  the  matter  it  appeared 
that  the  total  capital  of  the  company  in  shares 
and  stock  createil,  issued,  and  paid  np  consisted 
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of  the  following  items,  viz.,  782,3222.  ordinary 
stock ;  150,0002.  5  per  cent,  proterence  stock ; 
160,0002.  4i  per  cent  praferenoe  stock;  6432. 
4^  per  cent,  convertible  preference  stock,  making 
in  aU  1,092,9652. 

On  this  state  of  facts  a  ^aestion  of  law  arose 
on  which  the  Gonrt  of  Arbitration  held  that,  on 
the  true  constmction  of  the  Chelsea  Company's 
Acts  of  1852,1864,  and  1875,  and  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act  1847,  and  the  Companies  Clauses 
Act  1863,  the  rates  of  5  per  cent,  and  4^  per  cent, 
on  the  above-mentionea  5  per  cent,  preference 
stock  and  4}  per  cent,  preference  stock  (other 
than  the  above-named  4i  per  cent,  con- 
vertible preference  stock)  were  the  prescribed 
rates  on  those  stocks  respectively,  and  that  the 
company  were  entitled  to  divide  as  maximum 
dividends  the  sums  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  sums  of 
782,^22.  ordinary  stock  and  6432.  4i  per  cent, 
convertible  preference  stock,  of  5  per  cent,  on  the 
sum  of  150,0002.  5  per  cent,  preference  stock,  and 
of  4^  per  cent,  on  the  sum  of  160,0002.  4^  per  cent, 
preference  stock,  and  no  more. 

The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  1847  (10  &  11 
Vict.  c.  17)  provides  as  follows  : 

Seot.  2.  The  sxprMnon  "thespeoisl  Aot"  naed  in  this 
Act  shkll  be  oonatmed  to  meao  aaj  Aot  whioh  shall  be 
hereafter  passed  anthorisiiif  the  oonatraotion  of  water- 
works, and  with  whioh  this  Aot  shall  be  inoorporated ; 
and  the  word  "  prssoribed  "  naed  in  this  Aot  in  lefer- 
enoe  to  aojr  matter  herein  stated,  shall  be  oonatmed  to 
refer  to  anohmatten  as  the  same  shall  be  presoribed  or 
provided  for  in  the  special  Aot,  and  the  aantenoe  in 
whioh  saoh  word  ooonis,  shall  be  oonstmsd  as  if,  instead 
of  the  word  "  presoribed,"  the  expression  "  presoribed 
for  that  pnrpose  in  the  speoisl  Aot"  had  been 
nsed;    .     .    . 

Seot.  75.  The  profits  of  the  nndertakinff  to  be  divided 
among  the  nndertaken  in  any  jrear  (shall  not  ezeeed 
the  preaoribed  rate,  or  where  no  rate  is  preaoribed 
they  ahall  not  exoeeed  the  rate  of  tan  pounds  in  the 
hundred  by  the  year  on  the  paid-np  oapital  in  the 
nndertaking,  whioh  in  each  oaae  shall  be  deemed  the 
preaoribed  rate,  nnleaa  a  larger  dividend  be  at  any 
time  neoeaaazy  to  make  np  the  defloienoy  of  any  pteviona 
dividend  whidi  ahall  have  fallen  short  of  the  aaid  yearly 
rate. 

The  Com]>anies  CUusea  Act  1863  (26  &  27yict. 
c.  118)  provides  as  follows : 

Seot.  13.  Where  any  anch  oompany  is  anthoriaed  by 
any  speoial  Aot  hereafter  passed  and  inoorporating  this 
part  of  this  Aot  to  raiae  any  additional  anm  or  aoma  by 
the  iaane  of  new  preference  aharea,  or  by  the  iaane  ot 
new  preference  atock  or  (at  the  option  of  the  oompany) 
by  either  of  thoae  modea — then  and  in  every  snoh  oaae 
the  company,  with  the  liks  sanction  as  afograssid,  may 
for  the  porpoae  of  raiaing  anoh  additional  smn  or  soma 
from  time  to  time  create  and  iasoe  (aooording  as  the 
aathority  given  by  the  apeoial  Aot  extends  to  shuea  only 
or  to  stock  only,  or  to  boUi),  snoh  new  shares  or  new 
stock,  either  ordinary  or  preference,  and  either  of  oits 
class  sad  with  like  privileges,  or  of  aeveial  claaaea  and 
with  diitarent  privilegea,  and  of  the  same  or  different 
amonnts,  and  reapeotively  with  any  fixed,  flaotnating, 
contingent,  preferential,  perpetnal,  terminable,  deferred, 
or  other  dividend  or  interest,  not  sxceeding  the  rate 
preaoribed  in  the  apeoial  Aot,  and  if  no  rate  ia  pre- 
aoribed, then  not  exceeding  the  rate  of  five  ponnda  per 
oentam  per  annum,  and  anbjeot  (as  to  any  each  new 
shares)  to  the  payment  of  calls.     .    .    . 

The  Chelsea  Waterworks  Aot  1852  (15  &  16 
Vict.  o.  olvi.)  by  sect.  13  inoorporated  the  Warfsr- 
works  OlauBes  Act  1847. 


The  Chelsea  Waterworks  Act  1864  (27  &28 
Yiot.  c.  xxxix.)  provided  as  follows : 

Seot.  7.  The  second  and  third  parte  of  the  Companiaa 
Clanaea  Act  1863  are  incorporated  in  thia  Act. 

Seot.  8.  The  oompany  from  time  to  time  .  .  . 
■»>y  (by  way  of  addition  to  their  present  share  capital) 
raiae  any  anm  or  snma  not  exceeding  altogethei  the  asm 
of  285,0001.  by  Uie  issns  of  new  ordinszy  shares,  or  by 
the  iaane  of  new  ordinary  stock,  or  by  the  issne  of  new 
preference  sharas,  or  by  the  issns  of  nsw  pieferengs 
atock,  or  (at  the  opticm  of  the  oompany)  by  all  or  any 
of  thoae  modes    .    .    . 

The  Chelsea  Waterworks  Aot  1875  (38  &  39 
Yiot.  c.  cviii.),  by  sect.  2,  inoorporated,  with  other 
Acts,  Part  2  (relating  to  additional  capital)  and 
Fart  3  (relating  to  debenture  stock)  of  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Act  1863  and  also  the  provisions 
"  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  profit  to  he 
received  by  the  undertakers  "  in  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act  1847,  and  it  provided : 

Seot.  7.  The  oompany  from  time  for  the  pozposas  of 
this  Aot,  may  raise,  by  the  oreation  and  issue  of  new 
aharea  or  new  atock,  whether  preferential,  or  ocdinary, 
or  both,  any  further  auma  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
160,0001. 

Neither  these  two  Acts  of  1864  and  1875  pre- 
scribed anv  rate  of  dividend. 

Under  the  Act  of  1864  the  company  issued  the 
150,0002.  5  per  cent  preference  stock,  and  under 
the  Act  of  1875  the  160,0002.  4}  preference  stooL 

Sir  Edward  Fry  in  delivering  the  judgment  ot 
the  Court  of  Arbitration,  said  that  he  had  no 
doubt  that  the  whole  sum  of  1,092,9652.  was  "  the 
paid-up  oapital  in  the  undertaking  "  vrithin  the 
meaning  of  sect  75  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  1847,  and  in  no  case  could  the  profits  to  be 
divided  ever  go  beyond  10  per.  cent,  on  that 
1,092,9652.,  the  total  ordinary  and  preference 
capital  of  the  oompany.  The  provision  in  sect  13 
of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  1863  for  a  rate"  if 
no  rate  is  prescribed,  then  not  exceeding  the  rate 
of  five  pounds  per  centum  per  annum,  was  the 
prescription  of  a  rate,  and,  therefore,  as  regards 
the  150,0002.  5  per  cent  preference  stock,  no  more 
than  5  per  cent,  could  be  deemed  to  be  the  pre- 
scribed amount.  As  to  the  4i  preference  stock, 
the  company  had  the  right  of  prescribing  some- 
thing less  than  the  5  per  cent  mentioned  in 
sect  13,  and  therefore  4^  must  be  taken  as  the 
presoribed  amount  Therefore,  the  highest 
amonnts  that  could  be  divided  among  the  share- 
holders was  not  more  than  10  per  cent  in  respect 
of  the  ordinary  stock,  5  per  cent  in  respect  of  the 
5  per  cent,  preference  stock,  and  4|  per  cent  in 
respect  of  the  4^  per  cent  praference  stock. 

From  this  decision  the  company  appealed. 

Sir  Edtoard  Clarke,  E.G.  and  Saldane,  E.G. 
(Edward  Boyle,  E.C.  and  BoydeU  Houghton  wiUi 
him)  for  the  company. — The  decision  of  the  arbi- 
trators was  wrong.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  company  from  distributing  and  paying  back 
dividends  up  to  an  amount  ascertamed  by  the 
measure  of  10  per  cent,  on  its  entire  capital.  By 
sect  75  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Aot  1847  a 
dividend  of  10  per  cent  "  on  the  paid-up  capital 
in  the  undertaking  "  is  allowed  unless  a  smaller 
rate  is  prescribed  in  the  speoial  Act  It  is  not 
denied  oy  the  respondents  that  the  company  is 
entitled  to  pay  back  dividends  np  to  10  per  cent 
on  the  ordinary  shares.  The  company  contends 
that  in  calonlating  the  10  per  cent,  the  5  per  cent 
and  (he  4^  per  cent  preference  stock  should  he 
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inolnded  as  part  of  the  capital  in  the  undertakin)!;. 
The  limitation  to  10  per  oent.  which  was  imposed 
by  sect.  75  was  imposed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public.  It  is  immaterial  to  the  public  whether 
the  capital  of  the  company  oonaiBts  wholly  of 
ordinary  shares  or  partly  of  ordinary  and  partiy  of 
pteferenoe.  By  a  domestic  arrangement  the  share- 
holders of  the  company  have  decided  that  some 
shares  shall  be  preference  and  shall  receive  5  per 
cent,  interest  and  that  the  other  shares  shall  be 
ordinary.  That  is  to  say  that  the  preferenoe 
shareholders  contract  with  the  ordinary  share- 
holders that  in  return  for  certain  privileges  they 
are  not  to  be  entitled  to  more  than  5  per  cent. 
They  have  sacrificed  for  the  benefit  of  the  ordi- 
nary shareholders  a  part  of  the  maximum  of 
10  per  cent,  which  is  the  statutory  limit.  The 
ordinary  shareholders  would  now  g^t  more  than 
10  per  cent.,  but  that  is  a  matter  between  them 
and  the  preferenoe  shareholders  which  does  not 
concern  the  public.  Against  that  view  the  arbi- 
trators have  decided  that  the  5  per  cent,  and  the 
ii  per  oent.  rates  at  which  the  preference  stock 
was  raised  are  "  prescribed  rates  within  sect.  75. 
But  "prescribed"  there  means  "prescribed  by 
the  specdal  Act."  The  company's  special  Acts  of 
1864  and  1875  -  did  not  prescribe  any  rate.  The 
Acts  gave  power  to  the  company  to  raise  the 
money,  at  its  option,  either  as  ordinary  or  pre- 
ference stock,  and  the  company  in  deciding  to 
raise  the  money  as  5  per  cent,  or  as  4^  per  cent. 
preferenoe  stock  did  not  thereby  make  a  "  pre- 
scribed rate"  within  sect.  75.  The  arbitrators 
have  held  that  the  incorporation  in  the  company's 
special  Acts  of  sect.  13  of  the  Oompanies  Olaasee 
Act  1863  makes  5  per  cent,  the  "  prescribed  rate  " 
as  regards  the  preference  stock.  But  even  so,  as 
regards  the  preference  stock  raised  under  the  Act 
of  1875,  the  company  ought  to  have  the  benefit 
of  the  difference  between  the  prescribed  rate  of 
5  per  cent.,  and  the  4^  per  oent.  at  which  the 
money  was  in  fact  raised. 

MotiUon,  KG.,  /.  D.  Fiitgerald,  E.G.,  and 
A.  B,  Shaw,  for  tiie  Metropolitan  Water  Board, 
were  not  oaJled  upon. 

OoLLiKS,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  Sir  Edward  Fry  and  his  brother 
Commissioners,  in  an  arbitration  under  the 
Metropolis  Water  Act  1902.  The  point  really  is 
whether,  on  the  true  construction  of  sect.  75  of 
the  Waterworks  Glauses  Act  1847,  the  Ohelsea 
Waterworks  Gompany  is  entitled  to  distribute  in 
the  dupe  of  back  dividends  among  the  ordinary 
shareholders  ii  sum  which  will  result  in  their 
reottving  an  amount  considerably  larger  than 
10  per  oent.  Sect.  75  provides  as  follows :  [His 
Lordship  read  it,  and  also  the  definitions  of  the 
expressions  "  special  Act "  and  "  prescribed  "  in 
sect.  2.]  Now  part  of  the  capital  of  this  company 
consists  of  preierenoe  shares,  some  of  5  per  cent., 
and  a  smaller  proportion  at  4^  per  cent.  Mr. 
Haldane,  on  b^alf  of  the  company,  contends 
that  the  only  "  prescribed  rate  "  that  he  has  got 
to  dMl  witA  is  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  which  is 
prescribed  by  seot  75  in  a  case  where  no  rate  is 
prescribed  by  the  special  Act.  His  argument  is 
that,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  a  portion  of 
the  shareholders  are  limited,  as  between  them- 
selves and  the  other  shareholders,  to  the  right  to 
receive  only  5,  or  it  may  be,  4}  per  cent,  yet  the 
sum  available  for  distribntton  under  aeot.  75  ia 


the  full  amount  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  whole  of 
the  capital  of  the  company,  so  that  if  the  full 
amount  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  whole  of  the  capital 
haS'  not  been  paid,  those  shareholders  who  have 
received  10  per  oent.  are  entitled,  over  and  above 
that  10  per  cent.,  to  share  in  the  unpaid  surplus 
of  the  aggregate  amount  of  10  per  cent,  on  the 
whole  capital.  He  says  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  Act  of  Parliament  to  prevent  that  amount 
being  distributed  among  those  of  the  share- 
holders who  are  not  deterred  by  any  arrangement 
between  themselves  and  the  preferenoe  share- 
holders from  taking  more  than  10  per  oent.  It 
seems  to  me  that  Sir  Edward  Fry  is  correct  in 
arriving  at  the  oonolnsion  that  there  is  a  pre- 
scribed rate  for  all  the  capital  of  the  company. 
As  regards  the  ordinary  shareholders  sect.  75  of 
the  general  Act  has  prescribed  a  rate  of  10  per 
cent.,  no  rate  being  prescribed  in  the  special  Act. 
As  regards  the  preterenoe  shareholders,  I  agree 
vrith  the  conclusion  of  the  learned  Commissioner, 
that  for  them  the  prescribed  rate  is  5  per  cent., 
or  4}  per  oent.,  as  the  case  may  be.  The  process 
by  which  he  arrived  at  that  conclusion  is  this : 
The  company's  special  Act  empowere  the  raising 
of  preference  and  ordinary  shares,  and  also  in- 
corporates the  Companies  Clauses  Act  1863,  and 
when  we  come  to  look  at  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  as  to  the  raising  of  capital,  we  find  that 
there  is  a  provision  which  limits  the  dividend  in 
the  case  of  preference  shares  to  5  per  cent.,  and 
therefore,  by  the  terms  of  the  incorporated  Act, 
5  per  cent,  becomes  the  prescribed  rate  in  respect 
of  that  part  of  the  capital.  With  regard  to  that 
part  of  the  capital  which  was  raised  at  4^  per 
cent.,  that  rate  is  undoubtedly  below  the  5  per 
cent,  which  is  prescribed,  but  on  that  point 
the  argument  which  was  adopted  by  Sir  Edward 
Fry  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  conclusive. 
The  legislature  has  put  it  into  the  power 
of  the  company  to  issue  preference  stock, 
and  it  has  also  conferred  upon  the  companv 
a  statutory  power  to  determine  the  rate  at  which 
that  preferenoe  stock  is  to  be  raised.  It  was  by 
the  exeroise  of  that  statutory  power  that  ths  com- 
panv fixed  4i  per  oent.  as  the  rate  at  which  that 
preference  stock  was  raised.  It  appears  to  me 
that  on  the  exeroise  of  those  statutory  powers 
4ri  per  cent,  was  the  "  prescribed  rate  "  as  to  that 
stock.  Therefore,  as  to  the  4^  per  cent.,  as  well 
as  the  5  per  cent.,  there  is  equally  a  "  prescribed 
rate."  Where  there  is  a  prescribed  rate  the  com- 
pany has  no  business  to  distribute  among  the 
shareholders  any  sum  over  and  above  that  pre- 
scribed rate.  The  surplus  is  for  other  purposes. 
It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  argument 
fails.  The  argument  rests  upon  this,  that,  there 
being  no  prescribed  rate,  the  company  is  entitled 
to  distribute  its  surplus  among  tne  shareholden 
until  the  total  deficiencies  of  10  per  cent,  divi- 
dends on  aU  its  capital  during  the  time  of  its 
existence  have  been  made  up.  That  argument 
breaks  down  when  a  different  rate  than  10  per 
cent,  is  the  prescribed  rate.  There  is  a  prescribed 
rate  with  reference  to  the  subscribed  capital  of 
the  company,  except  as  to  the  ordinary  shares. 
These  shares  have  10  per  cent,  substituted  for  the 

Srescribed  rate ;  the  other  shares  have  been 
mited  under  statutory  powers  to  5  per  cent, 
as  regards  one  class,  and  to  4^  per  cent,  as 
regards  the  other.  For  these  reasons  it  seems 
to   me  that  the  oonolamon  arrived  at   by   Sir 
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Edward   Fry  is   right,    and   (hat   thia   appeal 
tailB.    ^ 

Bombs,  L.J. — I  a^ree  with  the  reasons  giren 
hy  Sir  Edward  Fry  for  the  oonclnaion  arrired  at 
by  him  and  his  oo-arbitratora,  and  with  the  judg- 
ment just  delivered  by  my  Lord,  and  I  have 
nothing  to  add. 

ISjlTBMw,  L.J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
really  iA  not  necessary  to  add  anything  as  to  the 
point  whioh  has  been  first  dlscassed,  and  I  will 
only  deal  with  the  last  point  made.  It  is  said  that 
the  preference  stock  ^^ised  at  4^  per  cent,  stands 
on  a  different  footing  from  the  preference  stock 
raised  at  5  per  cent.  It  i«  impossible  to  doabt 
that  if  the  company  had  raised  all  their  prefer- 
ence stock  at  5  per  cent.,  that  would  have  been 
the  prescribed  rate  under  sect.  13.  The  language 
of  tke  section  is  perfectly  plain.  The  company 
had  the  most  ample  powers  to  issne  this  prefer- 
ence stock  at  anj  of  tne  different  rates  mentioned 
or  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  section,  and 
where  no  rate  is  prescribed  by  the  special  Act, 
which  is  the  case  nere,  then,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
the  prescribed  rate  is  the  sum  fixed  by  the  com- 
ply as  the  rate  which  they  are  willing  to  pay. 
Whether  you  are  dealing  with  the  5  per  cent,  or 
with  the  ii  per  cent,  preference  stock  the  posi- 
tion is  exactly  the  same.  In  each  case  the  interest 
arrived  at  is  the  prescribed  rate. 

Appecd  ditmUied. 

Solicitors  for  the  company,  Hollamt,  Botu, 
Coward,  and  Hawkiley. 

Solicitors  for  the  water  board,  Lmklatw  and 
Co. 


Tuuday,  May  3. 

(Before   Goluns,   M.R.,  Boms   and 

Mathbw,  L. JJ.) 

Jambs  v.  Ocbah  Goal  Gompart  Limitbd.  («) 

APPBAL  ITNDBB  THB  WOBKMBN'S  C0MPBN8ATI0R 

ACT  1897. 
SnupHoyer  and  workman — Iniwry  fry  aoeident— 
Compmuaiioti  —  Review  of  loeekly  pavment— 
FiuehuMont  of  wage$  at  ooUierie* — Alteration 
in  mateimum  of  eompentaiion  —  Workmen's 
Compeneaiion  Aet  1897  (60  <ft  61  Viet.  e.  37), 
sehed.  1,  para.  1  (b)  2, 12. 

A  workman  employed  as  a  haxdier  in  a  eoUiery 
wae  injured  by  an  accident  ariaing  o%U  of  and 
in  the  eowne  of  hit  employmsni,  by  whiek  he 
wae  totally  ineapcufitated  for  work  for  eeveroil 
months.  In  the  district  where  he  was  working 
the  rate  of  wages  for  hauliers  were  fixed  every 
three  months  by  a  conciliation  hoard,  the  rate 
varying  loith  the  price  of  coal. 

During  the  workman's  total  incapacity  for  work, 
hu  employers  made  him  a  weekly  paymer.t  of 
half  the  waaes  which  he  was  earning  at  the  date 
of  the  accident,  as  compensation  under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Aet  1897.  Afterwards 
they  took  him  back  into  their  service  at  an 
employment  on  light  work,  and  gave  himcu  weekly 
wages  a  sum  which  was  larger  than  the  weeJdy 
payment  which  they  had  been  maiking  him,  and 
which  was  the  same  amount  as  hauliers  then 
were  reeeiviru,  the  rate  of  hauliers'  wages  having 
fallen  since  his  aeoiderit.    At  the  same  time  the 

(a)  Bapoited  bj  X.  Maslst  Smith,  Biq.,  Bwtl«tw-«t-L>ir. 


employers  ceased  to  continue  the  weekly  payment 
to  the  workman.  He  therefore  app&ed  to  ike 
Cou/nty  Court  judge,  as  for  a  review  of  hi* 
weekly  payment,  to  have   the  weeldy  payment 

The  County  Court  judge  held  thai  the  moanmiiM 
which  had  been  originally  fixed  on  the  average 
weekly  earnings  at  the  time  of  the  accident  was 
subject  to  varuUion  from  time  to  time  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  rate  of  wages  as  fixed  by  the  eoncUia- 
Hon  board ;  and  lU  also  held  that  as  the  workman 
wae  then  receiving  from  his  employers  the  same 
rate  of  wages  as  wae  then  being  received  by 
hauliers,  the  workman  too*  not  entitled  to  any 
weeldy  payment,  but  he  made  a  dedaration  of 
the  employers'  liabUiiy  under  the  Workmen  s 
Compensation  Aet  1897.     Upon  the  workman's 


Heti,  that  the  County  Court  judge  wae  wrong  in 
holding  that  the  maastmwm  weekly  payment, 
which  tMM  originally  fimed  ai  the  date  of  ike 
aceidtnt,  could  be  varied  aeeording  to  the  varia- 
tions in  the  rate  of  haulien^  wages. 

Afpbal  bv  a  workman  from  the  decision  of  the 
judge  of  uie  Bridgend  County  Court  of  Glamor- 
ganshire in  an  application  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897. 

The  workman  had  been  employed  as  a  haulier 
by  the  defendants,  a  colliery  company. 

On  the  9th  Oct.  1901  he  met  with  an  injury  to 
his  spine  by  an  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  which  totallv  inca- 

?acitated  him  from  work  up  to  the  15th  June 
903. 

His  avarage  weekly  earnings  for  the  twelve 
months  preoMing  the  aooident  were  34i.,  and  the 
defendants  agreed  to  make  him  a  weekly  payment 
of  half  that  amount— 1.«.,  17*. — which  was  the 
maximum  that  he  could  have  obtained  under  tiie 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897. 

There  was  no  award,  nor  was  any  memorandnm 
of  the  agpnement  registered. 

On  the  15th  June  1903  the  defendants  took 
him  ag^un  into  their  employ,  and  gave  him  light 
work  in  the  lamp  room,  for  which  they  ^d 
him  29<.  5d.  a  week,  and  they  at  the  same  time 
ceased  to  make  him  the  weekly  {tayment  which 
they  had  made  to  him  since  his  aocimnt 

At  the  pit  where  this  workman  was  employed 
lampmen  received  fixed  weekly  wages,  which  did 
not  vary  with  the  price  of  coafs  as  did  the  wages 
paid  to  hauliers. 

The  workman  then  made  an  application  to  the 
County  Court  judge,  in  the  nature  of  an  appli- 
cation for  a  review,  atking  for  an  order  ftxim  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  whioh  he  was  lawfully 
entitled,  and  contending  that  he  was  entitled  to 
4«.  7d.  a  week— t.e.,  the  difference  between  SU. 
and  29*.  Sd. 

It  appeared  that  in  the  ease  ot  hauliers,  and 
most  of  the  persons  working  in  the  coalfields  of 
South  Wales,  there  is  a  standard  day  wage  to 
which  is  added  a  i>ercentage  varying  with  the 
price  of  coal. 

These  percentages  are  regulated  every  three 
months  by  a  conc^tion  boanl. 

In  June  1908  the  price  of  coal  had  fallen,  com- 
pared with  what  it  ^d  been  in  Oct.  1901,  and  the 
wages  of  a  haulier,  which  had  bem  34i.  a  week  in 
Oct.  1901,  were  in  June  1903  only  29f.  Sd.  a 
week,  so  that  the  wages  whkb  this  workman  wm 
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Kflttiiig,  at  the  time  of  hia  applioation  to  the 
Oomity  Ooart  jad(;e,  for  his  hght  work  in  the 
lamp  room,  were  the  Bame  as  he  would  have  been 
setting  if  he  had  then  been  employed  at  hia 
former  work,  as  a  hanlier. 

The  County  Gonrt  judge,  in  the  course  of  his 
judgment,  said : 

The  principal  qaeation  for  demnon  in  this  OMe  is 
whether,  when  the  amonnt  of  oompensation  has  been 
decided  either  by  award  or  agreement,  on  the  baaia  ot 
the  eaminga  of  the  injnred  person  prior  to  the  accident, 
by  which  for  a  time  he  was  totally  incapacitated  from 
waAing,  that  oompenaation  is  Bnbjact  to  reriaion  when 
he  is  able  to  nndartake  light  employment,  and  whether 
it  is  snbjeot  to  the  variationB  goreming  the  wages  ptdd 
to  penona  doing  similar  work  to  that  wUch  he  per- 
formed prior  to  the  aomdent.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
proper  principle  to  be  adopted  in  anch  ciroumatanoes 
is  tiiat  the  basis — 1.6.,  the  wages  on  which  the  amount 
of  compensation  was  originally  fixed — ahonid  be  varied  to 
the  extent  of  the  rariation  of  the  peroentagee  in  the 
wages  earned  by  persona  performing  aimilar  work  at  the 
time,  bnt  that  ih»  wagea  earned  by  the  injnred  person 
when  he  undertook  light  employment  ahonid  be  supple- 
mented by  a  sum  which  would  bring  up  his  earnings  to 
the  same  amonnt  as  ia  paid  to  persona  in  aimilar  employ- 
ment to  that  in  which  he  waa  engaged  prior  to  the  acci- 
dent. Now,  in  the  caae  of  Jamieion  t.  Fife  Coal  Company 
(6  FnMer,  958),  Lord  M'Laien,  in  delivering  judgment, 
oonoarring  with  his  learned  oolleagueB,  makes  nae  of  these 
worda :  "  Where  in  an  applioation  for  review  you  have  to 
consider  wage-earning  capacity,  that  is  a  thing  which  may 
vary  from  time  to  time,  and  if  this  was  a  qaeation  ti 
wage-earning  oqukoity,  it  might  be  right  for  the  arbiter 
to  consider  the  present  rate  of  wagea."  That  dictum 
•ppesis  to  me  to  snpport  the  view  I  have  expressed 
above.  The  effect  of  my  deoiaion  la  to  place  the  injnred 
workman  in  the  aame  position  with  regard  to  eaminga 
as  he  would  have  been  in  if  he  bad  not  been  injnred,  for 
if  he  had  continued  to  work  without  interruption,  hia 
wagea  would  have  been  anbject  to  the  variations  in  the 
percentages,  and  wonld  therefore  in  this  case  be  less 
than  those  which  he  earned  prior  to  the  accident.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  the  applicant's  contention  ia  to  be 
allowed — vis.,  that  the  wagea  earned  by  him  in  nnder- 
taking  li^t  employment  are  to  be  supplemented  by  a 
sum  which  would  bring  them  up  to  tiioee  which  he 
earned  prior  to  the  accident,  lie  would  be  receiving 
higher  wages  than  those  who  were  at  that  time  engaged 
in  a  aimilar  capacity.  That,  in  my  opinion,  wonld  be 
absurd.  In  atriving  at  these  conduaiona  I  have  not 
lost  eight  of  the  fact  that  he  ia,  aa  a  conaequence  of  the 
injuries  he  has  received,  still  unable  to  undertake  the 
dntias  which  he  performed  prior  to  the  accident,  or, 
indeed,  any  heavy  work.  In  applying  the  principle 
which  I  have  laid  down  as  affecting  the  variations  in 
the  peroentagee  I  find  that  the  respondents  have,  since 
the  15th  June  1903,  paid  the  ^iplicant  the  proper 
amonnt  of  oompensation,  for  he  hu  received  the  aame 
rata  of  wagee  as  those  hanliers  who  performed  the 
aame  duties  aa  he  did  prior  to  the  accident.  Their 
wages  have,  by  the  stop  in  the  percentages,  been  reduced 
to  the  aaau  amount  as  he  has  been  paid.  He  therefore 
tails  in  his  applieatioii  to  review  the  amonnt  of  compen- 
sation paid  to  him.  I  therefore  award  to  the  applicant 
oompensation  at  the  same  i>te  aa  he  haa  received  ainoe 
the  15th  June,  and,  as  be  is  still  snfCering  from  the 
eflect  of  the  accident,  and  unable  to  resume  his  former 
oooupatioD,  there  will  be  a  declaration  of  liability. 

From  this  deoiaion  the  workman  appealed. 

The  Workmen's  Oompensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Yiot  o.  37)  provides : 

Soiled.  1,  par.  1.  The  amount  of  oompenaation  under 
this  Act  shall  be  ...  (i)  Where  total  or  partial 
inoapaeity  for  wock  remits  Itoin  the  injury,  •  weekly 


payment  daring  the  incapacity  after  the  aeoond  week  not 
exceeding  fifty  per  cent,  of  his  average  weekly  eaminga, 
during  the  previoua  twelve  montha,  if  lis  has  been  so 
kmg  employed  .  .  .  Par.  2.  In  fixing  the  amount 
of  the  weekly  payment,  regard  shall  be  had  to  the  dif- 
ference between  the  amonnt  of  the  average  weekly  eam- 
inga of  the  workman  before  the  accident  and  the  average 
amount  which  he  ia  able  to  earn  after  the  accident,  and 
to  any  payment,  not  being  wagea,  which  he  may  receive 
from  the  employer  in  reapect  of  his  injury,  during  the 
period  of  hia  incapacity. 

Abel  ThomoB,  E.G.  and  Bhya  Williams  {Sankey 
with  them)  for  the  workman. — The  Oounty  Oonrt 

J*adge  waa  bound  to  exercise  hia  discretion  as  to 
low  much  compensation  the  workman  ought  to 
have  under  tiie  ciroumatancea  of  the  case,  but  in 
exerciaing  that  diacretion  he  haa  held  that  he  was 
bound  to  take  into  consideration  the  general  fall  in 
wagea  aince  the  accident.  He  waa  wrong  in  ao  hold- 
ing, and  has  to  that  extent  misdirected  himaelf. 
We  tiierefoie  aak  that  the  case  may  be  sent  back 
to  him  that  he  may  decide  it  upon  hia  discretion, 
without  hia  deciaion  being  fettered  in  any  way  by 
the  general  fall  in  wagea  aince  the  accident.  The 
maximum  oompenaation  which  the  workman  oonld 
get  ia  limited  by  ached.  1,  par.  1  (6)  to  half  hia 
average  weekly  eaminga  before  the  accident. 
When  once  that  maximom  has  been  calculated, 
it  remains  fixed.  Nothii^  happening  after  the 
accident  can  alter  it  If  it  is  proposed  to  alter 
this  weekly  payment  then,  according  to  par.  2, 
regard  is  to  m  had  to  the  difference  between  his 
average  weekly  earnings  before  the  accident 
and  the  average  amount  which  he  is  able 
to  earn  after  the  accident.  The  variations 
in  the  general  rate  of  wages  in  the  district 
baa  nothintr  to  do  with  the  question  before 
the  County  ^ourt  judge.  Wages  in  the  coalfields 
are  liable  to  alteration  every  three  months,  and 
are  continually  changing  either  upwards  or  down- 
wards. If  the  Countv  Court  jnage  was  right  in 
hia  opinion,  there  will  be  an  applioatioa  for  a 
review  every  three  montha  in  all  caaea  in  which  a 
workman  who  has  been  accidently  injured  in  a 
colliery  is  in  receipt  of  a  weekly  payment  as  com- 
pensation under  the  Act.  The  County  Court 
judge  has  misunderstood  what  Lord  M'Laren 
said  in  Jamieton  v.  Fife  Coal  Company  (u&i  aup.). 

Buegg,  K.O.  (A.  Parsotu  with  him)  for  the  em- 
ployers.— In  considering  the  change  in  the  work- 
man's wage-earning  capacity  the  County  Court 
judge  was  right  to  give  some  weight  to  the 
general  fall  of  wages  paid  to  men  doing  the  aame 
work  aa  thia  workman  did  before  the  accident.  In 
effect,  the  County  Court  judge  aaid  that  he  waa 
not  going  to  put  the  workman  into  a  better  poai- 
tion  aa  regaroa  money  than  he  wonld  have  been 
if  he  had  not  met  with  the  accident.  Hia  deoiaion 
waa  perfectly  correct.  The  consideration  of  the 
question  of  the  proper  amount  of  compensation 
was  altogether  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the 
County  Court  judge,  and  this  court  ought  not  to 
interfere  with  his  exercise  of  hia  discretion. 

OoLLiNS,  H.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a  deoi- 
sion  of  the  County  Court  judge  upon  an  appli- 
tion  by  a  workman,  not  in  the  strictest  sense 
for  revision  of  a  weekly  payment,  but  to  have  it 
determined  what  amonnt  of  compensation  ought 
to  be  paid  to  him  under  the  Workmen's  Ooti- 
pensation  Act  1897  nnder  the  particular  dream- 
stances  of  the  case.  What  happened  was  that  the 
workman,  who  had  been  a  hauier  in  the  awfioe 
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of  the  defendant  company,  met  with  an  aooident 
arising  ont  of  and  in  the  oonne  of  his  employ- 
ment, which  resulted  in  total  incapacity  on  ma 
part  to  do  work,  for  a  time  at  all  events.  His 
averaoe  weekly  eaminss  for  the  preoedins  twelve 
months  had  been  3m.  In  so  far  as  that  snm 
was  an  areraee,  consideration  was  doubtless 
given  to  the  flnotnations  of  wages.  Bat  that 
was  the  sum  which  was  fixed  by  the  parties  them- 
selves without  the  intervention  or  assistance  of 
the  Connty  Court  judge,  as  the  average  weekly 
earnings,  and  accordingly  the  defendants  made 
the  workman  after  the  accident  a  weekly  payment 
of  17t.,  which  would  be  the  maximum  that  ne  could 
daim  under  the  Act.  Afterwards  when  he  was 
snfSoiently  recovered  to  accept  light  work,  he  was 
taken  back  into  the  employment  of  the  defen- 
dants, and  for  the  work  which  he  was  able  to  do, 
which  was  not  the  same  kind  of  work  that  he 
had  done  before  the  accident,  he  received  wages 
at  the  rate  of  29*.  Sd.  a  week.  Now  298.  5<2.  is  the 
foil  present  rate  of  wages  for  a  haulier — that  is 
to  say,  for  a  person  in  the  kind  of  employment 
in  wUch  he  was  engaged  at  the  time  of  his  acci- 
dent. Under  these  circumstances,  the  defendants 
naturally  refused  to  continue  paying  compensa- 
tion to  the  workman  in  addition  to  his  wages. 
The  workman,  being  unsatisfied  with  that,  appued 
to  the  County  Court  judge  for  an  order  settling 
what  amount  of  compensation  the  dofendanto 
ought  to  pay.  In  the  result  the  learned  Oonnly 
Gonrt  judge  found  that  the  defendants'  conten- 
tion that  we  workman  was  getting  enough  was 
right ;  he  therefore  did  not  award  the  workman 
any  compensation,  but  made  a  declaration  of  the 
defendants'  liability  so  as  to  keep  seisin  of  the 
case.  Kow,  if  the  learned  judge  had  simply 
declared  his  view  that  he  saw  no  reason  under  ' 
the  circnmstances  for  interfering  with  the 
arrangement  then  in  existence  whereoy  the  work- 
man was  receiving  the  sum  of  29i.  5d.  a  week, 
and  if  he  had  not  travelled  into  a  discussion  as 
to  reasons  and  principles  I  think  that  we  should 
have  had  no  ground  for  interfering  with  his  deci- 
sion. I  have  no  right  to  express  any  opinion  as 
to  whether  he  was  right  or  wrong  in  the  par- 
ticnlar  amount  that  he  assessed.  It  is  sufficient 
for  me  to  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it  is  not 
a  perfectly  proper  amoont.  But  now  comes  the 
real  difficulty.  The  learned  County  Court  judge 
has  given  reasons.  A  question  was  raised  which, 
we  are  told,  the  parties  on  both  sides  were  very 
anxious  to  have  decided,  and  therefore,  at  the 
invitation  of  counsel,  the  learned  judge  travelled 
into  a  discussion  of  principle,  and  he  has  laid 
down  some  rule  of  calculation  which  I  myself  am 
not  prepared  to  adopt.  Now,  the  first  question 
whicb  the  learned  jndgeput  to  himself  was  whether, 
when  the  amount  of^  compensation  has  been 
decided,  either  by  award  or  by  agreement,  upon  the 
basis  of  the  earnings  of  the  injured  workman 
before  the  accident,  oy  which  he  has  for  a  time 
been  totally  incapacitated  from  work,  that  com- 
pensation IS  subject  to  revision  when  he  is  able 
to  undertake  light  employment.  It  is  perfectly 
dear  that  under  sohed.  1  the  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion must  be  that  the  compensation  is  subject  to 
revision.  It  is  ^perfectly  clear.  The  Act  admits 
no  donbt  abontit  It  is  the  second  qnestion  that 
he  pat  to  himself  which  seems  to  me,  when 
analysed,  to  involve  a  misoonoeption  of  the  law 
am  luB  part,  and  in  so  far  as  thai  misoonoeption 


was  a  factor  in  arriving  at  the  amonnt  which  be 
has  actnally  arrived  at  it  is  no  doubt  important 
and  I  do  not  think  that  we  should  be  jnstafied  in 
ignoring  it  and  treating  it  as  having  no  relation 
to  the  final  decision.  Now,  the  second  qnestion 
which  the  leamed.County  Court  judge  put  to  him- 
self was  whether  the  oompensation^which,  ex 
hypothegi,  was  the  maximnm  allowed  in  the  case 
of  total  incapacii^ — "  is  subject  to  the  variations 
governing  the  wages  paid  to  persons  doing  similar 
work  to  that  wmch  he  performed  prior  to  the 
accident."  That  qneation  arises  for  consideration 
on  an  application  to  review.  The  learned  judse 
went  on  to  say:  "I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
proper  principle  to  be  adopted  in  such  oironm- 
stances  is  that  the  basis — i.e.,  the  wages  on  which 
the  amount  of  oompensation  was  originally  fixed 
—should  be  varied  to  the  extent  of  the  varia- 
tion of  the  percentages  in  the  wages  earned 
by  persons  performing  similar  work  at  the 
time,  but  tiiat  the  wages  earned  by  the 
injured  person  when  he  undertook  light  em- 
plo^ent  should  be  supplemented  by  a  sum 
which  would  bring  np  his  earnings  to  the  same 
amount  as  is  paid  to  persons  in  similar  employ- 
ment to  that  in  which  he  was  engaged  prior  to 
the  aooident."  That  seems  to  me  to  cany  out 
what  would  apparentiy  appear  to  be  thaprimd 
faoie  meaning  ca  the  second  question  that  he  pats 
to  himself,  and  to  be  an  opinion  that  the  basis— 
t.e.,  the  maximum  which  has  been  fixed  by  refer- 
ence to  the  then  amount  of  wages — ^is  to  be  varied, 
on  an  application  for  a  revision,  to  the  extent  of  the 
variation  of  the  percentages  in  the  wages  earned 
by  persons  performing  similar  work  at  the  time. 
In  so  far  as  he  committed  himself  to  that  view 
and  acted  on  it,  the  learned  judge  was,  in  my 
opinion,  wrong,  because,  in  my  judgment,  tiie 
maximum  fix^  in  the  first  instiuooe  is  entirely 
independent  of  any  fiuctnation  in  the  wages 
afterwards.  That  is  in  accordance  with  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  Session  in  the  case  of 
Jamieion  v.  Fife  Coal  Company  Limited  (5 
Fraser,  958),  and  also  in  accordance  with  the 
whole  scheme  and  actual  wording  of  the  Act 
When  the  compensation  for  total  incapacity  has 
been  arrived  at,  whether  it  be  the  maximum 
allowed,  or  whether  it  be  under  the  maximum, 
that  factor  is  not  to  be  altered  by  matters  that 
occur  subsequently.  I  take  exception  also  to 
what  the  learned  judge  said  with  regard  to  the 
wages  earned  by  the  injured  man  being  supple- 
mented by  a  sum  which  woald  bring  np  nis 
eamines  to  the  same  amonnt  as  is  paid  to  persons 
in  aimuar  employment  to  that  in  which  he  was 
enga^^ed  prior  to  the  accident.  I  do  not  think 
that  in  this  particular  case  it  would  be  at  all 
wrong  to  supplement  the  original  maximum  by 
a  sum  which  would  bring  the  workman's  wages 
up  to  the  same  amount  as  are  paid  to  persons  in 
similar  employment  to  that  in  which  he  was 
engaged  pnor  to  the  accident.  But  it  is  impas- 
sible to  lay  down  a  general  principle  that  that 
ought  to  be  the  som  which  is  arrived  at.  In  &ot 
we  nave  repeatedly  held  in  this  court  in  cases  of 
this  kind,  that  the  County  Court  judge  must  not 
lay  down  rigid  canons  obliging  him  to  come  to 
conclusions  for  special  amonnts — for  the  same 
amonnt  in  any  number  of  different  cases.  He 
mast  not  apply  a  general  na^i  rule  like  that.  He 
must  be  governed  t^  his  usoretion  in  each  par- 
tionlar  case.     Therefore,  so  &r  u   the  laaraad 
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County  Goart  jndge  here  laid  down  a  fixed  rale  of 
calcnlaUon,  I  think  he  was  wrong.    His  direction 
to  himself  inrolved  an  opinion  that  the  original 
mazimum  ia  itself  subject  to  variation  by  matters 
subsequently  arising.    As  I  have  said,  that  seems 
to  me  to  be  wrong,  and  if  and  so  far  as  that  error 
entered  into  the  calculation  that  he  has  made,  that 
calcalation  ought  to  be  reviewed.    I  am  not  sure 
myself  that  it  did  enter  into  his  calculation.    It 
seems  to  me  that  it  was  entirely  irrelevant  to  the 
discussion,  because,  if  it  were  not  for  this  refer- 
ence to  the  principles  governing  the  matter  and 
the  rigid  rules  to  be  applied,  the  matter,  npon 
the  Act  itself,  is  perfectly  clear.     When  com- 
pensation to  an   injored  workman   has    to  be 
assessed  in  a  case  of  total  incapacity  to  work, 
his  average  weekly  earnings  have  to  be  found, 
and  that  involves  an  examination  of  what  the 
injured    workman    has   been    earning    in    that 
particular  employment.    When  the  amount   of 
those  average  weekly  earrings  has  been  found, 
the  weekly    payment  awarded  cannot  be  more 
than  half  that  amount.    When  that  is  arrived 
at  the  matter  is   done  with  and  ended.     But 
then  comes  the  case  where  the  law  provides  for 
a  revision  of   the  weekly  payment.    In  fixing 
the  amount  of  the  weekly  payment  par.  2  of 
sched.  I  provides  that  "  regard  shall  be  had  to  the 
difference  between  the  amount  of  the  average 
weekly   earnings    of   the    workman    before  the 
accident,  and  the  average  amount  which  he  is  able 
to  earn  after    the  accident,  and  to  any  payment 
not  being  wages  which  he  may  receive  from  the 
employer  in  respect  of  hie  injury   daring  the 
period  of  his  incapacity."    So  that  when  the  new 
factor  is  introduced,  the  County    Court    judg^ 
ought  to  consider  the  qnestion  :   "  What  ought 
this  workman  to    get  in    order   to  receive  the 
nearest  equivalent  that  in  my  judgment  I  can 
give  him  under  all  the  circumstances  so  as  to  put 
him  back  again,  as  far  as  the  Act  will  permit, 
into  the  position  which  he  was  in  originally  ?  The 
Act. does  not  contemplate  complete  compensation, 
and  in  cases  of  total  incapaoi^  to  work,  fixes  the 
maximum  at  half  the  avera^  weekly  earnines. 
What  am  I  to  do  now,  when  it  is  proved  that  the 
man  is  no  longer  suffering  from  total  incapacity 
to  work,  but  is  able  to    earn  something  ?  "    It 
seems  to  me  that  the  elements  of  fluctuation  in 
the  original  maximum  is  entirely  remote  from 
the  discussion.     In  snoh  a  case  as  this,  where 
there  is  an  application  for  a  review,  what  the 
County  Court  judge  has  to  do  is  to  reduce  the 
weekly  payment  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
incapacity  to  work  is  no  longer  total,  but  how  far 
he  is  to  reduce  it  is  a  matter  which  is  left  by  the 
law  entirely  to  his  discretion  subject  to  the  rule 
which  I  have  just  read,  laid  down  in  par.  2.  That 
is  all  that  is  laid  down  for  the  judge.    He  is  to 
regard  those  facts.    The  facts  there  mentioned 
do  not  embrace   the   consideration   which   the 
learned   County  Goart   judge  appears  to  have 
introduced  here  as    to   whether  the  maximum 
originally  awarded  has  been  subject  to  a  fluctua- 
tion.   That  maximum  is  out  of  the  discussion  in 
the  qnestion  that  he  has  now  to  deal  with.    He 
has  to   consider  how  much  the  workman  was 
capable  of  earning  before  and  how  much  he  is 
capable  of  earning  now.    Having  regard  to  those 
facts,  the  learned  judge  must  arrive  at  the  best 
conclusions  he  can.    it  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
that  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  the  County  I 


Gonrt  judge  has  expressed  an  opinion  which,  in 
my  view,  is  wrong.  I  cannot  be  quite  clear  that 
it  did  not  really  affect  the  calculation  that  he 
made,  and  therefore  I  see  no  alternative  myself 
but  to  send  the  matter  back  to  him.  It  may  be 
that  I  have  not  completely  understood  what  he 
himself  intended  by  that  expression  of  opinion, 
and  it  may  be  that  when  he  comes  to  reconsider 
the  matter  he  will  make  no  alteration  whatever 
in  the  award  that  he  has  actually  given.  But  I 
cannot  be  sure  of  that,  and  as  the  point  was 
strongly  pressed  upon  him  as  an  element  which 
was  material  in  determining  the  case,  I  think 
that  it  is  possible  he  may  have  been  influenced  by 
it,  and  therefore  there  may  be  a  mistake,  and  he 
would  not  arrive  at  the  same  amount  if  he 
cleared  his  mind  of  that.  Theie  is  another  point 
in  the  form  of  his  judgment  which  seems  to  show 
tliat  he  had  not  quite  cleared  his  mind.  He  says : 
"  I  find  that  the  respondento  have  since  the  15th 
June  paid  the  applicant  the  proper  amount  of 
compensation,  for  he  has  received  the  same  rate 
of  wages  as  those  hauliers  who  performed  the 
same  duties  as  he  did  prior  to  the  accident.  Their 
wages  have  by  the  drop  in  the  percentages  been 
reduced  to  the  same  amount  as  he  has  been  paid ; 
he  therefore  fails  in  his  application  to  review  the 
amount  of  compensation  paid  to  him.  I  therefore 
award  to  the  applicant  compensation  at  the  same 
rate  as  he  has  received  since  the  15th  June." 
That,  on  the  face  of  it,  is  clearly  wrong.  What 
he  does  ^ve  him  is  Id.,  because  he  thinks  that, 
l>eing  in  receipt  of  the  sum  named,  he  is  not 
really  entitled  to  demand  from  the  employers 
anything  by  way  of  compensation  now  under 
the  AcC  80  that  there  is  a  technical  mistake 
there.  How  far  that  entered  into  and  con- 
fused his  mind  on  the  main  discussion  I 
cannot  tell,  and  under  the  circnmstances  I 
think  we  have  no  alternative  but  to  send 
the  matter  back  to  the  learned  County  Court 
judge. 

BoMiB,  L.J. — My  brethren  are  both  dearly  of 
opinion  that  the  learned  County  Court  judge  has 
misdirected  himself  in  this  case,  and  has  not,  or 
may  have  not,  properly  exercised  the  discretion 
which  he  ought  to  have  exercised.  There  are 
some  passages  in  his  judgment  which  certainly 
do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  accurate  statemente  of 
the  law.  I  regret  the  result,  however,  for  I  cannot 
think  that  the  oondoaion  arrived  at  by  the  learned 
judge  was  in  iteelf  imprcmer.  I  say  this  because, 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  appears  to  me 
clear  that  the  judge,  in  reviewing  the  weekly 
payment,  could  take,  and  oaght  to  have  taken, 
mto  consideration  the  fact  that  the  workman  was 
again  in  the  employment  of  his  old  employers, 
and  was  being  paid  the  same  wages — far  exoeed- 
ini;  the  amount  of  compensation  awarded — ^that 
he  would  have  been  earning  had  no  acddent 
occurred.  I  cannot  see  that  the  judge  would 
have  been  wrong  in  refusing  to  make  the  em- 
ployers pay  the  workman  any  further  sum  so 
long  as  they  continued  to  pay  him  those  wages. 
I  further  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  sole 
effect  of  the  matter  going  back  to  the  learned 
judge  will  be,  or  may  be,  that  he  will  arrive,  after 
properly  exercising  his  discretion,  at  the  same 
oonolnsion  that  he  has  already  arrived  at,  and 
that  the  sole  practical  result  of  the  apjpeal  will  be 
that  farther  ooste  will  be  incurred.  However,  as 
tiie  point  has  been  taken  and  insisted  upon  by 
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the  appellants,  the  case  mnst  go  back  to  the 
Connty  Court  jndge. 

Matbbw,  L  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
question  that  has  been  argaed  is  whether  or  not 
the  learned  County  Court  judge  thought  that 
he  was  bound,  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  the 
reduction  of  the  weekly  payment,  to  look  at  the 
wages  which  the  man  was  earning  at  that  time, 
and  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  if  the  man 
were  whole,  he  could  not  hare  earned  more  at 
that  time,  and  the  learned  judge  therefore  thought 
he  was  bound  to  dismiss  the  man's  application. 
T  think  that  was  wrong.  In  order  to  get  away 
from  that  statement  of  what  the  learned  judge 
intended  to  decide,  it  was  said  that  he  dealt 'with 
the  case  upon  the  footing  that  the  arrangement 
with  the  employers  was  a  fluctuating  arrangement, 
an  arrangement  that  the  man  should  be  paid  for 
his  light  employment  snch  wages  as  he  would 
have  earned  as  a  haulier.  If  that  had  been  the 
the  point  made,  and  the  learned  judge  thought 
that  such  an  arrangement  had  been  come  to,  there 
would  have  been  nothing  further  to  decide.  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  lie  did  not  proceed  upon 
any  snch  footing.  Then  it  was  said  that  if  he  did 
not  decide  it  upon  that  view,  and  if  there  was  not 
an  agreement  to  that  effect  when  the  parties  were 
before  him,  we  ought  to  deal  with  it  upon  the 
footing  that  he  did  exercise  the  discretion  which 
is  nndonbtedly  confided  to  him  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  I  act  upon  the  learned  judge's  own 
statement  of  the  principle  upon  which  he  pro- 
ceeded. That  principle  seems  to  me  to  be  wrung, 
and  the  case  must  therefore  go  back  to  him. 

Ca$e  $ent  hack  to  County  Court  judge. 

Solicitors  for  the  plaintiffs.  Smith,  Bundell,  and 
Dods,  for  Walter  Morgan,  Bruce,  and  Nicholae, 
Pontypridd. 

Solicitor  for  the  defendants,  S.  P.  feeder,  for 
Vanie  Simone,  Pontypridd. 


Friday,  May  6. 

(Before  Gollihs,  H.B.,  BOMEB,  and 

M^THEW,  L.JJ.) 

Stephens  v.  Dudbbidqe  Ibonwoeks  Compaht 

Limited,  (a) 

APPEAL  FBOH  the  EINQ'S  BENCH  DITISIOK. 

Employer  and  workman— Injury  by  aeeident— 
Compensation — Bight  of  action  for  damages — 
Exercise  of  option  between  two  remediei — 
Infant — "Workman" — Workmen's  Compema- 
tion  Act  1897  (60  *  61  Viet.  o.  37),  m.  1,  etOt-s.  2 
(6).  7. 

An  infant  workman  met  with  an  injury  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  under  circumstances 
which  entitled  him  either  to  compensation  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  or_  to 
bring  an  action  for  damages  for  negligence^  against 
his  employers.  The  employers  offered  him  com- 
pensation under  the  Act,  which  he  accepted  in 
fuU  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  aU  his  claims 
'against  them,  m  respect  of  his  injury.  He  after- 
wards broughtanactionagainst  them  for  damages 
for  negligence.  At  the  trial  Bruce,  J.  held  that 
the  agreement  by  tlie  plaintiff  to  accept  compensa- 
tion under  the  Act  in  satisfaction  of  all  his 
claims  in  respect  of  the  injury  was  not  for  the 

(a)  Beported  t)y  E.  Mahlit  Smith,  Eaq.,  Buiiitar-it-Ltw. 


plaintiff's  benefit,  and  therefore  did  not  afford 
any  d^enee  to  the  action.     Upon  appeal : 
Held   {affirming  the  decision  of  Bruce,  J.),  'thai 
there  was  nothing  in  the   Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act   1897    which   deprived    the    infant 
workman  of  his  right  to  repudiate  a  contract 
which  was  not  to  his  benefit. 
Appeal  by  the  defendants  from  the  judgment 
of  Bruce,  J.  on  further  consideration  after  the 
trial  of  the  action  with  a  jnry  at  Gloucester 
assizes. 

The  action  was  brought  by  John  Stevens,  an 
infant  of  the  age  of  seventeen  years,  suing  by 
S.  B.  Smith,  his  guardian  and  next  friend,  to 
recover  damages  for  an  injury  which  he  had 
received,  while  working  as  an  apprentice  to  tlie 
defendants,  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants. 

On  the  12th  April  1901  the  plaintiff  was  appren- 
ticed to  the  defendants. 

On  the  15th  Aug.  1902,  while  he  wan  working 
on  the  defendant's  premises  at  a  planing 
machine,  which  was  nnfenced,  or  not  properly 
fenced,  he  met  with  an  accident  whereby  he  lost 
three  fingers  of  his  left  hand. 

On  the  30th  Sept.  his  uncle,  S.  B.  Smith,  with 
whom  he  was  living,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  defen- 
dants, claiming,  on  behalf  of  John  Stephens,  the 
sum  of  502.  as  compensation  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897. 

On  the  3rd  Oct  the  company  wrot«  in  reply 
that  they  could  not  acoede  to  the  i-equest  for  a 
lump  sum,  but  were  willing  to  pay  compensation 
in  accordance  with  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act — i.e.,  half  his  weekly  wages  during  dis- 
ablement ;  and  as  the  plaintiff's  wages  were  5i.  a 
week,  they  offered  2s.  6d.  a  week  for  tbe  tiiird 
and  subsequent  weeks  of  disablement. 

On  the  4th  Oct.  the  plaintiff  went  to  the  defen- 
dant's office,  and  having  read  the  letters  of  tbe 
30th  Sept.  and  the  3rd  Oct,  received  a  sum  of 
12s.  6(2.  as  the  first  five  of  the  successive  weekly 
payments  of  2g.  6d.  each,  and  signed  a  receipt  in 
the  following  form : 

Seoeived  of  the  Dadbridgs  Ironworks  Limited  hj 
p&yment  of  the  Etnployeis'  Liability  Assuranoe  Corpon- 
tion  Limited,  this  4th  day  of  Ootober,  1902,  tbe  som  cf 
12s.  6d.,  beiog  the  first  five  of  the  snooasaive  weekly 
payments  whioh  I  elect  to  aooept  under  the  Workmen  ■ 
Compensation  Aot  1897,  in  full  satiafaotion  and  dis- 
charge of  all  claims  to  compensation  accraed  or  to 
aaorae  in  respect  of  all  injariea  or  injnrions  resnlta, 
direct  or  indirect,  arising  or  to  arise  from  an  aooident 
sustained  by  me  on  or  aboat  the  15th  day  of  Angnat 
last,  while  in  the  employment  of  the  above.— Johh 
Stkfbens. 

On  the  4th  Nov.  1902,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor 
served  upon  the  defendants  a  formal  notice, 
headed  the  Employers'  Liability  Act  1880,  and 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Acts  1897  to 
1900,  in  which  he  claimed  compensation  for  the 
injuries  received  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  15th  Aug. 
The  defendants  continued  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
the  agreed  weekly  payment  of  2».  Gd.  until  tbey 
had  paid  him  in  all  the  sum  of  17«.,  when  they 
took  him  back  into  their  employment  at  higher 
wages  than  he  had  formerly  received. 

On  the  4th  Jan.  S.  B.  Smith  was  appointed 
guardian  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  23rd  Jan.  1903  the  present  action  wis 
commenced,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  Iwt 
damages  fof  personal  injnriea  sustained  by  bim 
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'whilst  in  the  employ  of  the  defendants,  in 
consequence  of  the  defective  condition  of  the 
defendants'  plant  and  machinery,  and  the  nesH- 
gence  of  the  defendants  and  their  responsible 
servant  or  servants. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action,  before  Brnce,  J.  with 
a  jary,  upon  the  defendants  admitting  negligence 
on  their  part  in  not  fencing  the  planing  machine, 
and  the  damages  being  agreed  to  at  7!il.,  the  jnry 
was  discharged,  and  the  defendants  relied  npon 
their  contention  that,  under  sect.  1,  Bnb-8ect.2  (6), 
of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897,  they 
could  not  be  liable  to  pay  compensation  both 
under  that  Act  and  independently  of  the  Act,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  by  electing  to  accept  compen- 
sation under  the  Act  had  debarred  himself  from 
sacceeding  in  the  present  action. 

Brnce,  J.,  npon  further  consideration,  said  in 
the  course  of  his  judgment :   The  sole  point  is 
wbetherin  the  circumstencesthatl  have  mentioned 
the  infant  plaintiff  has  forfeited  his  right  of 
action.    In  my  opinion  he  has  not  done  anything 
to  disentitle  him  from  recovering  in  the  present 
action.    The  plaintiff,  as  an  infant,  was  incapable 
of  exercising  an  option  whether  to  claim  under 
the  Workmen's   Compensation  Act  1897   or  to 
proceed  for  negligence.    The  law  considers  that 
an  infant  is  incapable  of  forming  a  judgment  as 
to  the  necessity  or  expediency  of  applying  for 
protection  or  redress  to   the    tribunals  of  the 
conntiy.  The  plaintiff,  as  an  infant,  was  incapable 
of  forming  a  judgment  as  to  which  of  the  two 
courses  open  to  him  it  was  most  expedient  to  adopt. 
In  view  of  the  fact  which  is  now  established  that 
the  defendants  were  gnilty  of  negligence  in  not 
fencing  a  dangerous  machine,  it  was  clearly  in 
the  plaintiff's  interest  not  to  elect  to  proceed 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  because 
the  compensation  he  could  recover  under  that 
Act  was  very  much  smaller  than  the  compensa- 
tion he  could  recover  in  an  action  for  negligence. 
Beyond  the  claim  made  by  Mr.  Smith  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  by  the  letter  of  the  30th  Sept., 
and  the  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  sums 
paid  to  him  by  the  defendants  as  compensation 
under  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  there 
is  nothing  to  operate  as  an  estoppel.    I  entertain 
some  doubt  whether  there  ever  was  a  claim  by 
the  plaintiff  for  compensation  under  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (6).  No  steps  were  ever  taken  to 
proceed  to  arbitration  or  to  institute  proceedings 
in  any  form  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act,  nor  was  any  next  friend  appointed  to  repre- 
sent the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  accordance 
with  the  County  Court  Rules.     All  that  took 
place  was   done   by    the   voluntary  act  of   the 
parties,  and    there  was  no    formal    proceeding 
under  the  Act.    Had  there  been  any  such  pro- 
ceeding, and  had  a  next  friend  been  appointed, 
the  County  Court  judge  might  have  instituted 
an  inquiry  as  to  whether  it  was  to  the  interest  of 
the  plaintiff  to  proceed  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act,  and  had  such  an  inquiry  been 
instituted  I  think  it  would  certainly  have  been 
determined  that  it  was  not  to  the  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  so  to  proceed.    But  it  is  not  necessary 
to  speculate  as  to  what  might  have  been  the  state 
of  things  had  a  different  procedure  been  adopted. 
It  is  enough  for   me  to  determine  that  in  the 
circumstances    which   have   happened   there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  recovering 


damages  in  the  present  action.  The  plaintiff 
was  not  capable  of  bargaining  away  his  common 
law  righte,  and  no  one  was  ever  appointed  whose 
duty  it  was  and  who  was  capable  of  advising  him 
as  to  the  course  which  he  could  pursue,  and  no 
proceedings  were  ever  taken  is  sucn  a  form  as  to 
be  binding  upon  the  plaintiff.  But  I  think  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  retain  the  sum  of  money 
received  by  him  as  compensation  under  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act.  Courts  of  equity,  in 
setting  aside  proceeding  on  behalf  of  infants, 
always  took  care  to  make  special  provisions  to 
provide  against  injustice  being  done,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  infant  from  deriving  a  benefit  from  the 
proceedings  which  were  set  aside.  I  must  there* 
fore  direct  that  the  sums  of  money  received  by 
the  plaintiff  as  compensation  under  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  agreed  upon  as  the  damages  in  the 
present  action,  and  that  judgment  for  the 
balance  so  ascertained  be  given  for  the  plaintiff 
with  costs. 
The  defendants  appealed. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  1897  (60  & 
61  Vict.  c.  37)  provides  as  follows : 

Seot.  1,  sab-seot.  2  (b).  When  the  injury  was  caused 
by  ihe  personal  negligenoe  or  wllfnl  act  of  the  employer, 
or  of  some  person  for  whose  act  or  default  the  employer 
ii  responsible,  nothing  in  this  Aot  shall  affect  any  civil 
h'ability  of  the  employer,  but  in  that  case  the  workman 
may,  at  his  option,  either  daim  compensation  under  this 
Act,  or  take  the  same  proceedings  aa  were  open  to  him 
before  the  oommenoement  of  this  Aot ;  but  the  employer 
■hall  not  be  liable  to  pay  compensation  for  injnry  to  a 
workman  by  accident  arising  out  of  and  in  the  coarse  of 
his  employment  both  independently  of  and  alio  nnder 
this  Aot,  and  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  prooeediogs 
independently  of  this  Act,  except  in  case  of  snob  per- 
sonal negligence  or  wilful  aot  as  aforesaid. 

Sect.  7.  In  this  Act  ..."  workman  "  inolndss 
every  person  who  is  engaged  in  an  employment  to 
which  this  Act  applies,  whether  by  way  of  manual 
labour  or  otherwise,  and  whether  his  agreement  is  one 
of  service,  or  apprenticeship,  or  otherwise.    .    .    . 

Bniegg,  K.O.  {Comer  and  A.  8.  Poyser  with  him) 
for  the  defendants. — The  plaintiff  has  disabled 
himself  from  succeeding  in  this  action  by  his  ac- 
ceptance of  compensation  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  1897.  Sect.  1,  sub-sect.  2  (b) 
provides  that  a  "workman"  may  exercise  an 
option,  either  to  claim  compensation  under  the 
Act  or  to  take  such  proceedings  as  were  open  to 
him  before  the  commencement  of  the  Act,  and  the 
employer  is  not  to  be  liable  to  pay  compensation 
to  a  "  workman  "  both  independently  of  and  also 
under  the  Act  The  interpretation  clause,  sect.  7, 
expressly  says  that  the  word  "  workman "  is  to 
include  an  apprentice.  Whatever  may  be  the 
rights  of  an  infant  to  repudiate  a  contract  he  has 
entered  into  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  for  his 
benefit,  they  are  not  material  for  consideration  in 
this  case.  The  right  of  compensation  under  the 
Act  of  1897  is  purely  statutory.  It  is  a  right 
which  the  plaintiff  could  not  obtain  unless  he 
first  showed  that  he  came  within  the  definition 
"  workman  "  in  sect.  7.  If  he  is  a  "  workman  " 
for  the  purposes  of  any  part  of  the  Act,  he  is  a 
"workman"  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  1,  sub- 
sect.  2  (b).  He  had  a  statutory  ability  to  bind 
himself,  just  as  much  as  though  he  were  a  work- 
man of  full  age,  by  his  exercise  ot  the  option 
given  by  that  sub-section,  and  he  has  bound 
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himself  irrerocablj  by  what  he  has  done.    The 
Aot  makes  no  exception  in  favonr  of  infante. 

A.  T.  Lawrence,  K.C.  and  L.  Morion  Brown  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Collins,  M.B.— This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  Bruce,  J.  in  an  action  bronght  by  an 
infant  by  his  next  friend  in  which  damages  at 
common  law  were  claimed  in  respect  of  personal 
injuries  aufCered  by  the  plaintiff  through  the 
alleged  negligence  of  his  employers  in  not  fencing 
certain  macfaiaery.  At  the  trial  of  the  action  the 
defendants  admitted  that  they  had  been  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  the  amount  of  damages  was 
agreed  to,  so  that  the  only  question  left  for 
decision  was  whether,  by  reason  of  proceedings 
which  had  taken  place  before  action  bronght, 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  putting  bis 
claim  in  suit.  What  had  taken  place  was  this : 
Upon  the  happening  of  the  accident  by  which  the 
plaintiff  lost  three  of  his  fingers,  his  uncle  wrote 
to  the  defendants  asking  for  a  lamp  sum  of 
money  as  compensation,  that  being  a  thing  which 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  under  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  1897.  The  defendants' 
answer  was  that  under  that  Act  the  plaintiff  was 
only  entitled  to  a  weekly  payment  of  halt  his 
wages,  and  they  offered  to  pay  him  that  amount 
— ».«,  2s.  6d.  a  week.  The  boy  accepted  that 
offer  and  signed  a  receipt  in  which  he  acknow- 
ledged that  the  weekly  payments  were  accepted 
by  him  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  1897  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge 
of  _  all  claims  to  compensation  in  respect  of 
injuries  resulting  from  the  accident.  He  con- 
tinued to  receive  the  weekly  payment  of  2«.  6i. 
until  he  was  restored  to  health  and  able  to 
work  again.  He  then  seems  to  have  consulted  a 
solicitor,  who  served  on  the  defendants  a  notioe 
claiming  compensation,  and  a  few  weeks  later  the 
writ  in  the  present  action  was  issued.  The  ques- 
tion now  is,  whether  by  reason  of  the  events 
which  occurred  after  the  accident  and  before  this 
action  was  brought  the  plaintiff  is  debarred  from 
succeeding  in  the  action.  The  point  arises  under 
sect  1,  snb.seot.  2  (b),  of  the  Workmen's  Oom- 
jpensation  Act  1897.  [His  Lordship  read  it]  It 
IS  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  "  workman  "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act,  and  that  under  this  sub-section  he  was 
given  an  option  either  to  claim  compensation 
under  the  Act  or  to  claim  damages  independently 
of  the  Act,  and  that  he  had  exercised  his  option. 
Now,  the  definition  of  "  workman  "  in  sect  7  of 
the  Act  covers  the  case  of  an  apprentice,  and 
therefore  it  wns  argued  that  a  person  who  is 
engaged  in  an  employment  to  which  the  Act 
applies  has  a  [statutory  permission,  though  he  is 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to^exercise  the 
option  which  is  given  by  sect  1,  sub-sect.  2  (6). 
But,  in  my  opinion,  the  definition  of  workman 
in  sect.  7  does  not  alter  the  ordinary  law  of  the 
land  that  an  infant  cannot  bind  himself  by  a  con- 
tract which  is  not  for  his  benefit.  Bruce,  J.  held 
at  the  trial  of  this  action  that  the  contract  by 
which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  aooept  the  weekly 
payment  in  satisfaction  of  all  his  claims  in 
respect  of  the  injury  was  not  for  his  benefit,  and 
that,  as  the  defendants  admitted  negligence  on 
their  part,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  agreed 
amount  of  damages.  In  my  opinion  his  decision 
was   right.     The   definition  of  "workman"  in 


sect.  7  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
1897  does  not,  by  its  inclusion  of  apprentices, 
alter  the  general  law  as  to  the  inability  of  infants 
to  bind  themselves  by  contracts  which  are  not  for 
their  benefit.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  appeal 
fails. 

BoHBB,  L.J. — I  agree.  Apart  from  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  1897  it  is  clear  that  the 
course  taken  by  this  infant  plaintiff  before  com- 
mencing this  action  would  not  estop  him  in  any 
way  from  succeeding  in  it  or  afford  any  defence 
to  the  defendants;  and  I  think  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Act  to  prevent  the  action  being 
brought. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
There  is  no  reason  that  I  can  see  for  supposing 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  impose  by  this 
Act  any  special  disabilities  on  infants. 

Appeal  dismi$ted. 

Solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  C.  T.  Courtney  Lewit, 
for  W.  Langley  Smith,  Gloucester. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Ford  and  Ford, 
for  Wansbrough,  Diehinton,  Bobineon,  and  Tayler, 
Bristol. 


Friday,  May  6. 
(Before  Collins,  M.B.,  Bohks  and 

Mathew,  L. JJ.) 
Gullbn  v.  Elwih  and  othkbs.  (a) 

APPEAL  FSOH  TBK  KINO'S  BENCH   DIVISION. 

Trade   union — Applieatiofn  of  funde   to   provide 
benefits  to  members — Principal  object  of  society 
— Divisibility  of  objects — BuUs  in  restraint  of 
trade — lUegal  society  —  Action  by   member  to 
enforce  benefit  rules — Trade  Union  Act  1871  (34 
&  35  Viet.  c.  31),  s.  4. 
A  society  registered  under  the  Trade  Union  Acts 
was  governed  by  rules  some  of  which  made  pro- 
vision for  benefits  to  members,  and  the  others 
were  illegal  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade. 
A  vMmber  brought  an  action  against  the  officers  of 
the  society  to  enforce  a  rule  of  the  society  under 
which  he  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  a  superannua- 
tion allowance. 
Held,  upon  the  consideration  of  all  the  rules  of  the 
society,  that  the  main  object  of  the  society  was 
illegal  at  common  law  as  being  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  that  those  rules  which  made  provision 
for  benefits  to  members  were  merely  ancillary  to 
that  main  object,  and  could  not  be  separated 
from  it. 
Held,  therefore,   affirming   the  judgment  of  the 
Divisional  Court  (88  L'.  T.Rep.  686),  that  under 
sect.  4  of  the  Trade  Union  Act  1871  the  action 
must  fail. 
Appeal  by  thepluntiff  from  the  judgment  of 
the  Divisional    Court    (Lord    Alverstone,    C.J., 
Wills  and  Channell,  JJ.)  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  judge  of  the  Nottingham  County  Court. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  the  Amalga- 
mated Society  of  Tailors  and  Tailoresses,  and 
brought  this  action  in  the  Nottingham  County 
Court  against  the  oEScers  of  the  society  to  recover 
arrears  of  a  superannuation  allowance,  which  he 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  under  the  rules  of  the 
society. 

The  County  Court  judge  gave  judgment  in 
favour  of  the  pluntiff. 

(a)  Beportad  by  £.  UANUY  SKITH,  b«.,  BaRiit«M*-I«w. 
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Upon  appeal,  the  Dmsional  Conrt  (Lord  Alrer- 
stone,  O.J ,  Wills  and  Channell,  JJ.)  were  of 
opinion  that  the  society  was  illegal,  and  that 
therefore  the  action  would  not  lie ;  and  they  re- 
versed the  decision  of  the  Connty  Ooart  judge, 
and  gave  jadgment  for  the  society. 

The  case  is  reported  88  L.  T.  Bep.  636. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  Trade  Union  Act  1871  (31  &  35  Viot.  o.  31) 
provides  as  follows  : 

Seat.  4.  Nobbing  in  thia  Act  ahall  entitle  amy  ooort  to 
entertain  any  legal  proceeding  institnted  with  the  objeot 
of  direotly  enforcing  or  xeoovering  damages  for  the 
breach  ,of  any  of  tiie  following  agieementi — ^namely 
.  .  .  (3)  Any  agreement  for  the  application  ot  the 
funds  of  a  trade  union  (a)  to  provide  benefits  to 
members.    . 

The  Amalgamated  Society  of  Tailors  and 
Talloresses  was  reidstered  in  England  nnder  the 
Trade  Union  Acts  1871  and  1876,  and  was 
governed  by  rules  of  whioh  the  following  parts  are 
material : 

Preamble.  Maoh  good  has  been  accompliahed  by 
trade  anions  in  times  past,  and  still  greater  remits 
remain  to  be  achieved  in  the  f ntote.  .  .  .  The  rules 
ot  the  Amalgamated  Society  of  Tailors,  as  now  lab* 
mitted,  are  oonatitated  to  mntnally  relieve  each  other  in 
distress,  disease,  old  age,  and  death.  .  .  .«  Being 
cjnvinced  by  experience  that  tme  unity  can  only  be 
achieved  by  combining  trade  protection  and  benevolent 
objects  in  the  benefits  of  one  aasociition,  it  has  been 
endeavoured  to  frame  the  mies  of  the  Amalgamated 
Society  of  Tulors  so  that  individual  right  might  be 
respected  as  well  as  the  general  weal  secured.  .  .  . 
We  contend  that  no  society,  association,  or  insurance  is 
so  well  oalonlated  to  achieve  success,  and  give  more 
general  benefits  to  their  members  as  a  trade  society. 
Whilst  it  not  only  seonies  to  them  all  the  benefits  held 
forth  by  a  friendly  society  by  its  nnity  and  usefulness, 
it  enhances  the  position  of  its  members  as  workmen, 
who  are  in  a  position,  by  thorough  organisation,  to  resist 
encroachments  on  their  interests,  but  it  is  also  an  indis- 
pensable means  ot  effecting  whatever  changes  may  be 
discovered  as  desirable  between  the  relative  positions  of 
employer  and  employed.     .     .    . 

Bule  i.  Name  and  Objects.  .  .  '  (2)  The  objects 
of  this  society  are  (i.)  the  protection  and  fortheraooe  of 
the  interests  of  its  members,  the  improvement  of  the 
conditions  of  employment  in  the  tailoring  trade,  the 
moral  and  social  elevation  of  its  members,  the  regnla- 
tion  ot  the  relation  between  workmen  and  employers, 
and  to  bring  about  the  complete  emancipation  ot  labour 
from  the  exploitation  ot  capital,  (ii.)  To  raise  fnnds  for 
the  mutual  support  of  its  members  whilst  travelling  in 
search  ot  work,  or  in  cases  of  sickness  and  snperannna. 
tion,  and  the  burial  ot  members  and  their  wives. 

Bnles  ii.  to  viii.  inclusive  related  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  society,  the  method  of  conducting  its 
business,  and  entrance  fees  and  contributions. 
Under  the  head  of  "Trade  Benefits"  came 
rules  ix.  (Power  of  Executive  Council  to  assist 
Branches)  and  rales  x.  and  zi. 

Bnle  X.  Protection.  ...  (2)  Any  member  or 
members  leaving  his  or  their  employment  nnder  <dr> 
eomstanoes  satisfactory  to  the  execntive  oonncil  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  ISs.  per  week,  providing  they 
have  been  members  over  six  months ;  under  six  months 
and  over  three  months,  lit. ;  if  under  three  months  10«., 
while  the  strike  lasts,  except  superannuated  members, 
who  shall  only  receive  15«,  per  week,  superannuation  pay 
included.  A  member  in  receipt  of  strike  pay  shall 
attend  the  olub-honse  three  times  a  day,  to  answer  or 
sign  his  same,  and  shall  be  paid  tor  the  number  ot 
times  he  attends ;  bnt  no  member  to  receive  snppoct  for 


any  week  wherein  he  has  had  four  days'  work.  Members 
shall  pay  full  contribution  when  in  receipt  of  any  benefit. 
When  a  strike  or  lock-out  has  been  pending  for  a  length 
ot  time,  and  the  executive  oonncil  consider  it  useless 
to  prolong  the  struggle,  they  shall  confer  with  the 
members  of  the  branch  and,  if  possible,  bring  the 
dispute  to  a  dose ;  bnt  should  the  branch  be  nn- 
willing  to  act  upon  their  advice,  the  execntive  council 
shall  cause  the  branch  to  make  out  a  statement  of  their 
case,  whioh  shall  accompany  a  statement  to  the  executive 
council,  to  be  sent  to  the  country  by  the  general  secie- 
tary  to  be  voted  upon  .  .  .  (S)  It  is  to  be  distinctly 
nnderetood  that  all  branches  labouring  nnder  any 
grievance  will  use  all  legitimate  means  in  their  power  to 
bring  the  matter  to  an  amicable  adjustment  before  re. 
questing  the  aid  ot  the  executive  eounoil.  In  the  event 
of  such  means  failing,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  secretary 
in  any  of  the  said  towns  where  the  grievance  exists,  to 
forward  in  clear  and  lucid  terms  the  matter  in  dispute 
to  the  executive  council,  who  shall  take  immediate  steps 
to  oonaider  the  case,  and  recommend  a  course  ot  action 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  amalgamation,  pending  whose  decision  the 
aggrieved  parties  may  continue  to  work  .... 
(6)  The  decision  of  branches  on  all  cases  of  appeal  to 
be  lodged  with  the  general  secretary  within  twelve  days 
.  .  .  Should  such  decision  stamp  the  case  as  a  valid 
grievance,  it  will  be  the  duty  ot  the  execntive  oonncil  to 
vritfadtaw  the  men,  and  declare  the  town  or  towns  on 
strike,  intimate  the  same  to  all  branches  in  the  amalga* 
maUon,  and  recommend  that  no  men  apply  for  work  in 
any  of  the  towns  during  the  dispute  ...  (7)  Any 
officer  being  discharged  from  his  employment  for  holding 
office,  or  any  member  being  delegated  on  the  business  of 
the  amalgamation  and  losing  his  employment  in  conse> 
qnenoe,  or  an  officer  or  member  being  victimised  on  the 
conclusion  of  a  dispute  for  any  action  he  may  have 
taken  in  that  dispute  satisfactory  to  his  branch,  shall 
attend  the  club-house  three  times  each  day,  and  shall  be 
allowed  the  statement  of  the  town  nntil  ho  find  employ- 
ment satisfactory  to  the  members  of  the  branch,  and 
shall  be  paid  the  expenses  of  removing  himself  and 
family  to  where  he  may  obtain  employment. 

Bule  xii.  related  to  siok  benefits.  Bule  xiii., 
relating  to  superannuation,  was  struck  out  in 
1901  by  a  vote  of  the  members  of  the  country 
under  role  i.  (6).  Bule  xiv.  related  to  general 
benefits.  Bules  zv.  to  xxv.  related  to  the  regu- 
lation of  branches.  Bules  xxvi.  to  xxviii.  related 
to  the  f  ondsof  the  society :  rule  xxiz.  to  members 
defrauding ;  role  zxx.  to  members  leaving  the 
United  Kingdom. 

Bule  xxxi.  Mtsconduet  of  Members  ...  (8)  Any 
member  acting  contrary  to  the  interest  of  the  society, 
such  as  working  for  a  shop  on  strike  or  look-out,  becom- 
ing a  middleman  or  master  sweater,  and  employing 
others  to  do  the  work,  or  working  for  a  middleman  or 
master  sweater,  or  in  other  ways  injuring  the  trade,  con- 
trary to  the  rules  of  the  branch,  shall  be  fined  a  sum  not 
exceeding  St.,  or  expelled  from  the  society.    .     .    . 

E.A.  Jelflor  the  pltuntiff. — This  society  is  not 
illegal.  Its  fundamental  object  is  the  rolief  ot 
members  when  disabled  by  age  or  accident,  or 
when  oat  of  employment.  Though  some  of  the 
rales  may  be  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  as  suoh 
ill^al,  yet,  if  the  general  objects  of  the  society  are 
not  illegal,  the  existence  of  the  illegal  ralea,  though 
they  could  not  be  enforced,  will  not  prevent  the 
enforcement  of  rules  in  favour  of  members 
which  are  not  in  restraint  ot  trade,  or  otherwise 
illegal  : 

i6fu>aiTie  V.  Wilton,  62  L.  T,  Bep.  309  ;  24  Q.  B. 
Biv.  252. 

In  that  case  the  Oonrt  of  Appeal  followed  the 
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judgment  of  the  Privy  Qooncil  delivered  by  Sir 
Montagu  Smith : 

Collins  y.  Locke,  41  L.  T.  Bap.  292  ;  4  App.  Cm. 
674. 

The  Divisional  Qonrt  i-Aferred  to  a  decision  of 
the  Divijionai  Court  (Pollock,  B.  and  Wills,  J.) 
aa  being  against  me : 

Old  T.  Robmn,  62  L.  T.  Hep.  282. 
In  that  Tase  the  society  was  held  to  be  illegal, 
but  though  it  was  decided  a  few  weeks  later  than 
Swaine  v.  Wilson  (ubi  gup.)  in  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  enforced  a  rule  in  favour  of  a  member, 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  not  cited. 
Then  again  Bighy  v.  Connol  (42  L.  T.  Bep.  139  j 
1-4  Ch.  Div.  482)  was  cited  against  me.  But  in 
that  case  Sir  Greorge  Jessel  was  not  addressing 
bis  mind  to  the  case  of  a  society,  some  of  the 
rules  of  which  were  legal  and  some  illegal,  and 
the  illegal  rules  were  capable  of  being  separated 
from  the  legal  rules. 

Hugo  Young,  E.G.  (Edmund  Browne  with  him) 
for  the  defendants. — This  society  before  the  Trade 
Union  Act  1871  would  have  been  illegal,  and 
though  it  is  now  to  a  certain  extent  legalised,  this 
action  is  one  that,  under  sect.  4  of  the  Act  of 
1871,  cannot  be  maintained.  The  rules  as  to 
members'  benefits  are  so  mixed  up  with  the  illegal 
rules  of  the  society  that  they  cannot  be  separated 
so  as  to  become  enforceable.  In  Swaine  v.  Wilson 
[ubi  sup.)  there  was  no  nexus,  as  there  is  here, 
between  the  legal  and  illegal  rules.  [He  was 
stopped.] 

/«i/ in  reply. 

Collins,  M.B. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  the  Divisional  Court  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  member  of  a  trade  union  to  recover 
some  benefits  which  he  alleged  he  was  entitled  to 
under  the  rules  of  the  trade  union.  Now  I  entirely 
agree  with  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  and 
the  only  thing  that  troubles  me  in  the  matter  is 
that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Channell,  J. 
expressed  some  hesitation  in  the  view  they  took. 
The  law  on  the  subject  was  well  established  by 
the  decision  of  the  late  Sir  George  Jessel,  M.B. 
in  Bighy  v.  Connol  {vbi  sup.),  and  as  I  understand 
it,  it  is  this.  At  common  law  agreements  in 
restraint  of  trade  are  bad,  and  combinations  in 
restraint  of  trade  are  illegal.  But  the  Trade 
Union  Acts  have,  to  a  certain  extent,  and  for 
certain  limited  purposes,  modified  the  rigour  of 
the  common  law.  Sects.  2  and  3  of  the  Trade 
Union  Act  1871  are  as  follows :  [His  Lordship 
read  them].  That  was  the  law  which  Sir  George 
Jessel  had  to  deal  with,  and  he  dealt  with  it,  as 
it  appears  to  me.  in  the  most  clear  and  unam- 
biguous manner.  With  reference  to  an  application 
to  enforce  one  of  these  agi-eements  inter  se  by 
members  of  a  trade  union,  he  pointed  out  that 
this  statute  did  not  confer  any  power,  and  did  not 
take  away  any  power,  if  it  existed ;  and  therefore 
you  have  to  look  to  the  common  law  to  see  whether 
the  power  existed  or  not,  and  try  the  matter  by 
the  common  law.  That  is  the  effect  of  what  Sir 
George  Jessel  said  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
Act,  and  he  then  went  on  to  say  :  "  The  question 
therefore  which  1  have  to  consider  is,  what  would 
have  happened  without  the  Act  ?  And  it  appears 
to  me  that  without  the  Act  it  is  clearly  an 
unlawful  association;  it  is  an  association  by 
which  men  are  not  only  restrained  in  tr^de,  bat 


they  are  bound  to  do  certain  aots  under  a  penalty. 
Take  the  very  act  for  which  this  man  was  expelled. 
He  was  expelled  because  he  bound  his  son  ap- 
prentice in  a  shop  where  the  workmen  did  not 
belong  to  this  union,  but  to  another  union.  That 
is  the  allegation."  That  is  the  law.  The  question 
therefore  here  is  whether  there  is  anything  in  the 
rules  of  this  society  which  makes  it  an  itlegal 
association  at  common  law.  It  ia  possible  lor 
societies  to  frame  rules  which  contain  an  element 
ot  illegality  in  them,  without  at  the  same  time 
vitiating  the  whole  system.  It  is  possible.  It  is 
also  possible  for  them  to  make  rules  which  are 
apparently  and  ostensibly  innocuous,  and  yet  may 
vitiate  the  whole  system,  because,  rightly  under- 
stood and  considered  as  a  whole,  their  innocent 
parts  are  merely  ancillaiy  to  that  part  which  is 
not  in  point  of  law  deemed  to  be  legaL  The 
question  on  which  side  of  the  liae  the  particular 
rules  of  a  particular  society  fall  is  a  question  of 
fact  in  each  case.  We  have  had  authorities  cited 
to  us,  one  of  them  in  particular  falling  on  one 
side  of  the  line,  and  the  other  as  distinctly  falling 
on  the  other  side  of  the  line.  The  case  which 
was  pressed  upon  us  was  Swaine  v.  Wilson  {ubi 
sup.).  There  the  Court  of  Appeal,  on  pemsing 
the  rules  of  the  society,  were  able  to  arrive  at  the 
opinion  that  there  was  not  such  illegality  in  the 
rules  &3  to  vitiate  the  whole  scheme  and  render 
it  impossible  to  enforce  them  at  common  law. 
The  rules  are  summarised  in  the  report  of  the 
case,  and  the  crucial  point  was  whether  they  were 
ancillary  to  the  illegal  purpose  of  the  society,  or 
whether  the  illegal  purpose  came  in  only  in 
particular  rules,  without  being  so  inter-connected 
and  indispensable  to  the  rest  as  to  carry  its 
vicious  character  through  the  whole  system.  The 
Court  of  Appeal  came  to  the  conclusion,  after 
looking  at  tne  rules,  that  the  illegality  was 
entirely  separate  from,  and  not  mixed  up  with, 
the  innocuous  part  of  the  rules,  and  therefc)re  did 
not  vitiate  the  whole  scheme.  The  other  case. 
Old  V.  Bobson  {ubi  sup.'),  was  one  in  which  the 
court,  upon  reviewing  the  rules  of  the  society, 
came  to  the  opposite  conclusion.  In  the  present 
instance  the  question  that  we  have  to  consider  is 
on  which  side  of  the  line  does  this  case  fall.  In 
Swaine  v.  Wilson  {ubi  sup.)  the  society  purported 
to  be  a  friendly  society.  I  do  not  say  that  that 
would  be  conclusive,  but  the  society  purported 
to  be  a  friendly  society,  and  not  a  trade  union, 
and  the  greater  number  of  the  rules,  on  the  face 
of  them,  were  obviously  fit  rules  for  carrying  out 
the  purpDses  of  a  friendly  society.  Now,  let  ns 
look  at  the  rules  of  the  present  society.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  extracts  from  the  preamble 
and  the  rules  above  set  out.]  There  are 
other  rules  which  were  referred  to  by  the 
learned  judges  in  their  judgments  in  the 
court  below.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  per- 
fectly impossible  to  say  that  the  primary  object 
of  this  society  is  not  "  trade  protection,"  as  they 
call  it,  by  the  ordinary  means  employed  by  trade 
unions — viz.,  strikes  and  so  on,  which  at  common 
law  are  illegal.'  That  is  the  main  purpose  of  the 
society,  and  all  these  other  provisions  are  really 
ancillary  to  that  main  purpose.  I  cannot  put  the 
point  better  than  in  the  words  of  Wills,  J.  After 
referring  to  the  rules  which  provide  that  a 
member  acting  oontrary  to  the  interests  of  the 
society  may  be  expelled,  he  said :  "  How  can  that 
be  said  to  \q  .svicb  a  society  as  Lord  Esher's 
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obserratio&a  (in  Swaine  t.  Wiltorn)  apply  to  ?  The 
portions  which  are  objeBtionable  are  of  express 
intention  and  purpose.  Thejr  are  so  mix^  up 
with  the  friendly  society  part  of  it  that  any 
member  who  breaks  the  trade  rules  is  liable  to 
lose  everything  that  he  has  put  iato  the  society. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  quite  impossible  under 
these  circumstances  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  society 
with  the  most  effectual  guarantee  that  the 
members  of  it  shall  observe  the  rules  which  are 
made  in  restraint  of  trade.  I  cannot  think  under 
these  circumstances  that  the  expressions  used  in 
Lord  Esher's  judgment  about  whether  the  rules 
are  mainly  for  the  benefit  purpose  have  any  appli- 
cation. The  two  things  are  mixed  up  inextricably 
and  you  cannot  separate  the  one  from  the  other. 
If  you  cannot  separate  the  one  from  the  other,  it 
seems  to  ma  the  illegal  portion  is  necessarily 
incorporated  into  the  scheme  of  the  friendly 
society  portion  of  the  work  of  the  society."  Those 
words  seem  to  me  to  express  exactly  the  sub- 
stance of  the  case.  The  case  is  one  as  to  which  I 
(eel  no  difficulty,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
appeal  fails. 

BoHES,  L.J. — I  entirely  agree  with  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  with  the 
reasons  given  by  him  and  by  the  learned  judges 
in  the  court  below  for  the  conclusions  they  have 
arrived  at ;  and  I  have  nothing  to  add  to  what 
they  have  said. 

Mathbw,  L.J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
is  said  that  this  is  not  a  trade  anion,  but  a 
friendly  society,  and  that,  therefore,  as  far  as  the 
rules  apply  to  a  friendly  society,  this  action  may 
be  maintained.  On  reading  the  rules  and  con- 
sidering the  whole  system,  I  think  that  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  this  is  not  a  friendly  society. 
The  friendly  part  of  it  is  only  ancillary  to  the 
trade  union  part ;  and  the  condition  and  con- 
sideration for  granting  a  superannuation  allow- 
ance is  that  the  applicant  should  belong  from  the 
first  to  the  trade  union.  The  society  hLid  power 
at  any  moment  to  terminate  the  membership 
and  expel  him  for  interfering    with  the    main 


objects  of  the  society. 


Appeal  dismiued. 


Solicitors  for  the  plaintiff,  Clinton  and  Co.,  for 
H.  P.  Day  and  Jarvia,  Nottingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  defendants,  Frank  Oabaldea- 
ton  and  Son,  for  Green  and  Williams,  Nottingham. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   JUSTICE. 

KING'S  BENOH  DIYISION, 

Wedneiday,  May  4. 

(Before  Lord  Alvbestone,  O.J.,  Wills    and 
Kennedt,  JJ.) 

O'DoNOaHUE  (app.)  v.  Moon  (reap.),  (a) 

Revenue — Excise  duty — Carriage — Motor  bicycle 
— Necessity  of  excise  licence  for — "  Carriage 
drawn  or  propelled  upon  road  by  any  mechanical 
power  " — Customs  and  Inland  Mcaenue  Act  1888 
(51  &  52  Vict.  e.  8),  s.  4. 

A  motor  bicycle  is,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  4  of 
the  Customs  and  Inland  Bevenue  Act  1888,  a 
"carriage"  for  which  a  licence  is  required,  <u 

(m)  Bep«rM  bj  W.  W,  0»n,  Exi.,  S>irl«to:-ft><-I<air, 


being  a  carriage  dravon  or  propelled  upon  a  road 
by  mechanical  power. 

Case  stated  by  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
city  and  county  of  Bristol,  sitting  as  a  court  of 
summary  jurisdiction. 

The  appellant  was  a  supervisor  of  Inland 
Bevenue  for  the  city  of  Bristol. 

The  information  laid  by  the  appellant  was  as 
follows : 

That  the  respondent,  on  the  23rd  Jnly  1903,  in  the 
oitj  and  ooonty  of  Bristol,  did  keep  a  oariiakge — to  wit,  a 
motor  bioyole — for  the  keeping  of  whioh  a  lioenoe  was 
and  is  required  by  the  itatnte  in  that  behalf,  withont 
having  a  proper  lioenoe  nnder  the  statate,  contrary  to 
the  form  (rf  the  statates  in  that  case  made  and  provided. 

The  definition  of  a  "  carriage "  in  the  statute 
51  &  52  Vict,  c  8  (the  Customs  and  Inland 
Bevenue  Act  1888),  s.  4,  is  as  follows : 

"  Carriage  "  means  and  inclndei  any  oarrisge  (exoept 
a  haokney  carriage)  drawn  by  a  horse  or  mnle,  or  horses 
or  moles,  or  drawn  or  propelled  npon  a  road  or  tramway, 
or  elsewhere  than  npon  a  railway,  by  steam  or  eleotrioity 
or  a^y  other  meohanioal  power,  bnt  ahall  nob  inolnde  a 
waggon,  oart,  or  other  each  vehicle,  which  is  oon- 
strnoted  or  adapted  for  use,  and  is  need,  solely  for  the 
conveyance  of  any  goods  or  harden  in  the  course  of 
trade  or  hoabandry,  and  whereon  the  Christian  name 
and  anrname,  and  place  of  abode,  or  place  of  bnaineas  of 
the  person,  or  the  name  or  style  and  principal  or  only 
place  of  boaineaa  of  the  company  or  firm,  keeping  the 
aame,  ahall  be  viaibly  and  legibly  painted  in  letters  of 
not  leaa  than  one  inch  in  length. 

The  section  imposes  duties  of  excise  npon  every 
carriage  as  therein  defined,  as  follows : 

For  every  carriage  as  hereinafter  defined — If  anoh 
outiage  ahall  have  fonr  or  more  wheela,  and  ahall  be 
drawn,  or  be  adapted  or  fitted  to  be  drawn,  by  two  or 
more  horaes  or  moles,  or  ahall  be  drawn  or  propelled  by 
meohanical  power,  21.  2a.  If  anoh  carriage  ahall  have 
foar  or  more  wheela,  and  shall  be  drawn,  or  be  adapted 
or  fitted  to  be  drawn,  by  one  horae  or  mule  only,  11.  It. 
If  anoh  carriage  ahall  have  leaa  than  four  wheela,  15(, 

The  facte  proved  were  as  follows  :— 

On  the  23rd  JuIt  1903  the  respondent  was 
riding  on  a  motor  bicycle.  The  motive  power 
of  the  r.iotor  bicycle  is  an  engine  working  by 
means  of  petrol  under  the  control  of  the  rider. 

The  respondent  was  the  owner  of  and  kept  the 
motor  bicycle  alleged  to  be  a  carriage.  He  stated 
that  he  understood  that  it  had  been  decided  in 
Bristol  that  the  motor  bicycle  was  not  a  carriage 
in  respect  of  which  he  could  be  required  to  teke 
out  an  excise  licence,  or  he  would  have  complied 
with  the  law. 

The  appellant  was  represented  by  a  solicitor 
from  the  office  of  the  Inland  Bevenue  at  Somerset 
House,  and  he  contended  that  the  respondent  kept 
a  carriage,  and  asked  the  justices  to  inflict  a 
nominal  penalty. 

With  the  knowledge  that  th^r  decision,  if  they 
convicted  the  respondent,  would  be  in  conflict  with 
the  decision  of  the  learned  Becorder  of  Bristol, 
the  justices  decided  not  to  convict,  as  the  appel- 
lant's solicitor  intimated  that  he  would  apply  for 
a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  High  Court 

Accordingly  thej  justices  gave  their  judgment 
as  follows : 

We  pecaonally  think  a  motor  bicycle  ia  a  "  carriage  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Acta  for  the  taxation  of  car- 
riages, bot  the  learned  recorder  in  qoarter  aeaaions  has 
taken  the  oppoaite  view.  We  here,  aitting  in  petty 
a^aaioqa,  ar9  bound  to  treat  with  the  ntmoat  rospeot  the 
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jodgment  of  tha  reoordar  who  lita  in  quarter  (auioni 
uid  aa  a  oonrt  of  appeal  from-  tha  magUtrataa  ;  and  lo 
we  are  going  to  nphold  that  jndgment,  and  we  are  going 
to  n,3  in  aooordanoa  with  that  jadgment — though  it  ii 
not  in  acoordanoe  with  oar  own  opinion — that  a  motor 
biojole  ii  not  a  "  oarriage,"  and  this  information  will 
oODseqnantly  be  diamiaaad. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
whether  a  motor  bicycle  is  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Btatate  a  carriage  for  which  a  licence  should 
have  been  taken  out  by  the  respondent. 

Sir  Edward  Canon  (S.-O.)  (Bowlatt  with  him) 
for  the  appellant — The  abort  point  raised  ia 
whether  a  motor  bicycle — that  is,  a  bicycle  pro- 
pelled by  mechanical  means — ia  a  oarria((e  under 
the  Customs  and  Inland  Berenue  Act  1888  for 
which  an  excise  licence  mnat  he  taken  out.  But 
for  the  fact  that  the  justices  were  told  that  the 
Becorder  of  Bristol  had  given  a  contrary  decision, 
they  state  that  they  would  have  decided  that  this 
motor  bicycle  was  a  oarriage  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Act  and  reqaired  a  licence.  The  Act  under 
which  the  penall^  ia  claimed  is  the  Customs  and 
Inland  Bevenue  Act  1869  (32  St  33  Yiot.  a.  14) ; 
that  Act  has  been  altered  as  regards  the  definition 
of  "  oarriage."  "  Canine  "  waa  there  defined  in 
sect.  19,  sub-sect.  6,  aa  meaning  and  including 
"  any  vehicle  drawn  by  a  horse  or  mule,  or  by 
hoi-ses  or  mules,  except  a  waggon,  cart,"  and  so 
forth.  Then  that  definition  was  altered  by  sect.  4  of 
the  Act  of  1888,  and  after  the  words  "  or  horses  or 
mules  "  were  added  these  words,  "  or  drawn  or  pro- 
pelled upon  a  road  or  tramway,  or  elsewhere  than 
upon  a  railway,  by  steam  or  electricity  or  any  other 
mechanical  power."  The  only  question  would 
seem  to  be  whether  this  motor  bicycle  is  a  carriage 
drawn  or  propelled  by  mechanical  power.  It 
carries  somebody ;  it  has  got  two  wheels,  and  it  is 
driven  by  mechanical  power.  The  matter  does 
not  rest  there,  because  there  have  been  a  number 
of  decisions  on  various  Acts  as  to  whether 
bicycles  and  tricycles  were  carriages  or  not,  and 
what  seems  to  be  laid  down  is  that  you  must  take 
the  context  aa  regards   each   Act.    Under  the 


Looomotivea  on  Highways  Act  1896  (59  &  60  Vict, 
c.  36),  the  matter  is  set  at  rest,  because  a  light 
locomotive  is  a  vehicle  propelled  by  mechanical 
power.  Light  locomotives  are  defined  in  sect.  1  of 
that  Act,  and  this  motor  bicycle  was  undoubtedly 
within  that  description.  Even  before  that  Act  it 
had  been  held  that  a  bicycle  was  a  carriage,  but 
this  last  Act  meant  to  put  an  end  to  all  these 
questions  as  regards  hght  locomotives,  as  this 
undoubtedly  was.  It  says,  in  sect.  1  (1)  (6) :  "  A 
light  locomotive  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  oarriage 
within  the  moaning  of  any  Act  of  Parliament, 
whether  public,  general,  or  local,  and  of  any  rule, 
regulation,  or  by-law,  made  under  any  Act  of  Par- 
liament, and,  if  used  as  a  carriage  of  any 
particular  daas,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  carriage 
of  that  class,  and  the  law  relating  to  carriages  of 
that  class  shall  apply  accordingly." 
The  respondent  did  not  appear. 

Lord  Alvesstonk,  G.J.  —  Notwithstanding 
that  this  case  has  not  been  argued  on  the  other 
side,  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  anything 
which  could  give  rise  to  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  a  bicycle  propelled  by  some  mechanical 
meana  or  other  and  carrying  a  person  would 
be  a  oarriage  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act. 
The  definition  of  "carriage  "  in  the  Act  includes 
"  any  oarriage  drawn  or  propelled  upon  a  road 
or  tramway,  or  elsewhere  than  upon  a  railway, 
by  steam  or  electricity  or  any  other  mechanical 
power  " ;  and,  having  regard  to  the  gradual 
extension  of  this  Act  and  common  knowledge  of 
what  is  going  on,  it  seems  to  me  that  a  'machine 
which  carries  a  person  along  a  road  is  none  the 
less  a  "  oarriage  "  because  it  is  a  very  uncomfort- 
able thing  and  because  the  person  on  it  is  shaken 
very  much  when  he  is  going  along.  I  think  the 
decision  was  wrong,  and  that  this  appeal  ought  to 
b4  allowed. 

Wills  and  Ekhnbdt,  JJ,  concurred. 

Appeal  aUotoed. 

Solicitor  for  the  appellant,  Solicitor  of  Inland 
Bevenue, 
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